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INTRODUCTION

▪ Statement of problem → keeping current with NPS landscapes is difficult

Source: EMCDDA (left) and CFSRE’s NPS Discovery (right)
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INTRODUCTION

▪ Statement of problem → keeping current with NPS landscapes is difficult

▪ SOFT NPS Committee is frequently asked for advice on NPS scopes and new drugs

▪ Initial goal of scope recommendations → provide a resource that is accessible and dynamic

▪ How do we format the document? → DUID scope recommendations

D’Orazio et al. (2021) JAT
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NPS SCOPE RECOMMENDATIONS

▪ Development of the matrix → drug classes vs. tiers
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NPS SCOPE RECOMMENDATIONS

▪ Development of the matrix → drug classes vs. tiers

▪ Filling in the matrix → consultation with available NPS data and input from committee

▪ Review process → shared amongst committee and reviewed for acceptance

▪ First: Q1 2021 → Most Recent: Q3 2023

▪ Received overwhelming positive feedback

▪ Available publicly – SOFT website linked                                                                                        
to CFSRE’s NPS Discovery webpage →
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OBJECTIVES

▪ Conduct a survey of forensic laboratories testing for NPS

– Determine the effectiveness of our scope recommendations and other pertinent information regarding 
testing (e.g., instrumentation, NPS subclasses tested for, prevalence of specific NPS, etc.)

▪ Primary purpose of the survey was to solicit feedback about who uses the scope 
recommendations and how they are being used

▪ The survey also allowed for suggestions on future improvements and developments
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METHODS
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METHODS

▪ SurveyMonkey → disseminated and facilitated online

▪ 29 total questions:

– Required vs. optional

– Single answer

– Multiple choice

– Open-ended response

▪ Estimated 10-15 minutes

▪ Distribution → SOFT membership, TIAFT membership, CFSRE’s NPS Discovery listserv, etc.

▪ Questions → Generic, analytical, scope recommendations, and NPS detections
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DATA CLEANING AND TABULATION
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION
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RESPONDENTS

▪ 83 respondents completed survey COUNTRY #

 United States 64

Canada 3

United Kingdom 2

Australia 1

Brazil 1

France 1

Denmark 1

Philippines 1

Paraguay 1

Pakistan 1

Algeria 1

Sweden 1

Singapore 1

Serbia 1

Mauritius 1

Other 2
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LAB DEMOGRAPHICS
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EXPERIENCE WITH NPS
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SURVEY RESULTS

Are you using the NPS scope recommendations currently? %

I download/print/utilize the recommendations and use them as a primary resource for 
method enhancements or scope development 40%

I open and read the recommendations but nothing further 30%

I forward the recommendations to scientists in the lab/R&D 16%

I did not know these recommendations existed 15%
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SURVEY RESULTS

How do you use the scope recommendations? (Select All) %

To find information about new NPS I hadn’t previously heard of 70%

To expand my lab’s scope of testing 64%

To add new analytes to our screening method 54%

To develop new confirmation methods 30%

To develop new research projects 26%

To make sure the reference lab that we send to is testing for the most recent NPS 15%
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SURVEY RESULTS

What types of testing do you add 
NPS to from the scope 

recommendations? (Select All)
%

Screening Scope 66%

Confirmation Tests 55%

Surveillance Libraries 32%

None of the above 14%

How useful are the 
recommended cutoffs?            
(i.e., <1, 1-10, >10 ng/mL)

%

Highly Useful 38%

Somewhat Useful 36%

Neutral 19%

Not Useful 7%
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SURVEY RESULTS

What is the appropriate regularity 
with which scope recommendations 

should be produced, updated, and 
disseminated?

%

Quarterly 64%

Biannually (2x per year) 19%

Annually 11%

Monthly 4%

Other 3%

Do you think quarterly scope 
recommendations are 

attainable?
%

No 41%

Neutral 39%

Yes 20%
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SURVEY RESULTS

What PRIMARY resources do you rely on to determine 
your scope of testing for NPS? (Select All) %

SOFT/CFSRE NPS Scope Recommendations 66%

CFSRE’s NPS Discovery Reports and Resources 57%

Cayman Chemical Resources 46%

DEA/NFLIS Reports and Resources 40%

UNODC Reports and Resources 39%

SOFT NPS Committee Resources 33%

EMCDDA Reports and Resources 30%

Other (please specify) 30%

TIAFT NPS Committee Resources 17%



28

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS

▪ Inclusion of metabolites

▪ Isomers – need to be resolved vs. most common

▪ Concentrations:

– Range of expected blood concentrations

– More context for suggested cutoff (how # is determined)

▪ Inclusion of semi-synthetic cannabinoids

▪ Geographic specificity

▪ Wider broadcast of its existence

▪ More analytical toolkits
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CONCLUSIONS

▪ NPS scope recommendations remain a highly valued resource and the primary resource for 
forensic scientists (and others) 

– National and international consumption

▪ Forensic toxicologists appreciate scope recommendations

– However, adequate resources and funding are necessary

▪ There are opportunities for improvements and build out

▪ We gathered insightful information:

– NPS opioids and benzodiazepines are most tested for

– LC-QQQ-MS most common followed by GC-MS; IA least common
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THANK YOU!    QUESTIONS?
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