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Figure 29. Methadone: global manufacture,
consumption and stocks * 1991-2010
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Figure 31.

Buprenorphine: global calculated consumption ?
reported manufacture and stocks® 2001-2010
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Figure 4. Forest plot of comparison: | Drug use and risk outcomes (follow-up studies), outcome: 1.3 Opioid
use (proportion reporting use or with positive urine samples).

Followy-up Baseline Risk Ratio risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Bvents Total Events Total M-H, Random, 35% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Ahbott 19598 16 hl a4 a3 0.36 [0.23, 0.487] —t— |

Avants 1998 g9 233 205 289 .54 [0.45, 0.64] —+

Chatham 1999 209 435 ard 435 0.86 [0.40, 0.62] +

Cargi 2002 111 168 167 168 (.66 [0.60, 0.74] +

Ciolan 2003 32 129 104 129 0.31[0.23, 0.42] —t

Grella 19596 255 4486 429 4456 .59 [0.5%, 0.64] t

Magura 1997 26 G4 64 G4 0.41[0.31, 0.594] ——

Margalin 2003 23 Fid e an 036 [0.26, 0.40] —t

Simpson 1895 214 521 490 a1 0.44 [0.39, 0.449] -+

Strang 2000 11 15 14 14 063 [0.47, 0.98] —t

Teessan 2006 e 22T 220 22T 0.36 [0.30, 0.43] —+
0.7 0.5 | 2 5
Favours fallow-0i  Favaurs haseline
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Figure 5. Forest plot of comparison: | Drug use and risk outcomes (follow-up studies), outcome: 1.1
Proportion reporting injecting use.

Follow-up Baseline Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Stuidy or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total M-H Random, 95% CI M-H, Rayvdom, 95% Cl
Camacho 1998 173 326 326 326 0.53[0.48, 0.549] +
Chatharm 19949 313 434 435 434 0.72[0.68, 0.76] t
Dolan 2003 44 124 g3 129 0.53 [0.40,0.70] —+
Gossop 2000 218 474 296 478 0.73[0.64, 0.82] +
King 2000 44 64 54 649 0.74[0.61,0.91] +
Magura 14991 2h Fid Fd Fd 040 [07229, 0454] —+
Millson 2007 121 183 182 183 0.80 [0.70, 0.90] +
Schroeder 2006 an T e 81 040 [0.20, 0.43] —+
Strang 2000 11 148 14 14 0.74 [0.54,1.07] —17
Teesson 2006 16 227 177 227 008006 0145 | ——
Willner-Reid 2008 211 644 397 B44 0.53 [0.47, 0.60] +

ods 0z 1 5 20
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Review:

Comparison: 01 Drug use and risk outcomes (follow-up studies)

Substitution treatment of injecting opioid users for prevention of HIV infection

V) &,58 ol

Outcome: 01 Proportion reporting injecting use

Study Follow-up Baseline RR (random) Weight RR (random)

or sub-category n/N n/N 95% ClI % 95% ClI

01 Controlled studies

Dolan 2003 44/129 82/129 —_ 100.00 0.54 [0.41, 0.71]

02 Cohort studies

Teesson 2006 16/227 177/227 ¢~ 100.00 0.09 [0.06, 0.15]

03 Descriptive studies

Camacho 1996 173/326 326/326 & 17.59 0.53 [0.48, 0.59]

Chatham 1999 306/425 425/425 L] 17.89 0.72 [0.68, 0.76]

Gossop 2000 215/478 296/478 - 17.41 0.73 [0.64, 0.82]

King 2000 44/69 59/69 —a— 16.40 0.75 [0.61, 0.91]

Magura 1991 25/64 64/64 — 14.75 0.40 [0.29, 0.54]

Schroeder 2006 38/78 78/81 —-— 15.96 0.51 [0.40, 0.64]
0.1 02 05 1 2 5 10

YooV Y

Favours iallow-us

Favours baseline
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Review: Substitution treatment of injecting opioid users for prevention of HIV infection

Comparison: 01 Drug use and risk outcomes (follow-up studies)

Outcome: 02 Proportion sharing injecting equipment

Study Follow-up Baseline ~KK (fandom) Weight RR (random)

or sub-category n/N n/N 95% Tl % 95% ClI

01 Controlled studies

Dolan 2003 26/129 68/129 B 100.00 0.38 [0.26, 0.56]

02 Cohort studies

Teesson 2006 5/250 35/250 —— 100.00 0.14 [0.06, 0.36]

03 Descriptive studies

Camacho 1996 49/326 196/326 - 16.23 0.25 [0.19, 0.33]

Chatham 1999 98/425 259/425 & 16.73 0.38 [0.31, 0.46]

Gossop 2000 11/478 62/478 —— 12.98 0.18 [0.09, 0.33]

King 2000 7/69 13/69 —_— 10.72 0.54 [0.23, 1.27]

Grella 1996 104/209 144/209 & 16.85 0.72 [0.61, 0.85]

Schroeder 2006 4/46 46/81 —_— 9.81 0.15 [0.06, 0.40]

Margolin 2003 42/64 76/90 L . 16.69 0.78 [0.64, 0.95]
0.01 0.1 10 100

Y.eov &Y

Favours follow-up

Favours baseline



Figure 7. Forest plot of comparison: | Drug use and risk outcomes (follow-up studies), outcome: |.2
Proportion sharing injecting equipment.

Follow-up Baseline Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvenmts  Total Bvents Total M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-, random, 95% Cl
Camachno 1996 49  3I6 196 326 0.25[0.19,0.33] —+ '
Chatharn 1344 100 432§ 265 4385 0.22 [0.21, 0.4E] +
Coarsi 2002 18 168 55 168 0.33 [0.20, 0.53) ——
Calan 2003 26 124 GE 1249 0.38 [0.26, 0.56] ——
Gassap 2000 24 478 2 478 0.39 [0.249, 0.61] —+—
Grella 1996 ZT8 458 363 456 0.75[0.649, 0.52] t
King 2000 7 G4 13 54 0.54 [0.23,1.27] —t—
Margalin 2003 11 k1l 44 S0 0.36 [0.20, 0.68] —t
Millzon 2007 16 183 29 183 0.65 [0.31, 0.88] —
Schroeder 2006 4 46 46 a1 0.15 [0.06, 0.40] L —
Teesson 2006 a 240 3 240 0.14 [0.06, 0.36] R E—
Willher-Reid 2008 36 644 A9  Ha4 0.67 [0.41, 0.81] ——

.05, 0.3 5 30
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Review: Substitution treatment of injecting opioid users for prevention of HIV infection

Comparison: 05 Sex-related risk outcomes - substitution treatment versus no substitution treatment

Outcome: 05 Proportion reporting exchanges of sex for drugs or money

Study Substitution No substitution RR (random) Weight RR (random)
or sub-category n/N n/N 95% ClI % 95% ClI

01 Controlled studies

02 Cohort studies

Metzger 1993 43/152 47/103 —— 100.00 0.62 [0.45, 0.86]
03 Descriptive studies

Mark 2006 30/120 126/326 = 100.00 0.65 [0.46, 0.91]

0.2 0.5 1

Favours\substitution  Favours control
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Review: Subztitution treatment of injecting opioid uzers for prevention of HIV infection
Comparizon. 02 Sex-related risk outcomes (follow-up ludies)
Qutcome: 01 Proportion reporting mutiple 2ex partners

Study Follow-up Baseline RR (random) Weight RR (random)
0r sub-category N N 05% Cl % 05% Cl

01 Controlled studies

02 Cohort studies

03 Descriptive tudies

Camacho 199 13/32% 59/328 +—i— 18.81 0.3% [0.25, 0.82]
Grella 1996 1277208 1737209 : 3 41.38 0.73 [0.g5, 0.83]
Chatham 1999 10g/425 1407425 —i 34.8% 0.7¢ [0.e], 0.94]
King 2000 7769 5/69 . 4.32 1.40 [0.47, 4.20]

02 05 1 2 5
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Review: Substtution treatment of injecting opioid users for prevention of HIV infection
Comparison: 05 Sex-related risk outcomes (zubsttution treatment v2 no substitution treatment)
Outcome: 03 Proportion reporting unprotected sex (or use of condomg in half or less of occasions)

Study Substtution No ubsttution RR (random) Weight AR (random)

or sub-category N N 05% Cl . 05% Cl

01 Controlled studies

02 Cohort studies

Metzger 1983 129/152 31/103 R 100.00 0.3 [0.87, 1.06]
03 Descriptive etudies

Stark 1996 45781 4£3/551 0.88 [0.75, 1.02]

|‘ 100.00

02 N5 1712 g

Favours substtution  Favours control



Study

North America

Williams 1992

Metzger 19934

Chitwood 1995°”

Nelson 2002°

Kerr 200677

Bruneau 2012 (unpublished)
Subtotal: I’=48%, P=0.090

Europe
Van den Berg 2007%°
Judd 2012 (unpublished)
Subtotal: I?=17%, P=0.272

South East Asia (Thailand)
Suntharasamai 2009
Subtotal

9 S &) Egrdl j952 12 ]

Effect estimate

Effect astimate
(95% CI)

0.16 (0.02 to 1.30)
0.13 (0.03 t0 0.50)
0.29 (0.09 t0 0.94)
0.56 (0.34 10 0.92)
0.67 (0.42 to 1.10)
0.17 (0.04 10 0.71)
0.38 (0.23 t0 0.65)

0.35 (0.23 to 0.54)
0.79 (0.20 to 3.51)
0.40 (0.22t0 0.71)

0.78 (0.58 to 1.05)
0.78 (0.58 to 1.05)

[ Overall: 1’=60%, P=0.010

0.46 (0.32 t0 0.67) ]

(95% CI)
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Study Effect estimate
(95% Cl)
Vanichseni 2001"! —s.—
Nelson 2002" -
Suntharasamai 2009 -
Bruneau 2012 (unpublished) =
Overall: I’=65%, P=0.036 o
0.01 0.1 1 10
Favours Favours no
Detox Detox or MMT

(YOY ohKen g 95,1 Ko

Effect estimate
(95% Cl)

1.25 (0.80 to 1.94)
1.40 (0.97 t0 2.02)
2.26 (1.7210 2.98)
0.73 (0.18t0 2.99)
1.54 (1.05 to 2.26)
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REVIEW doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2009.02826.x

Does opioid substitution treatment in prisons
reduce injecting-related HIV risk behaviours? A
systematic review

Sarah Larney

Mational Drug and Alcohol Research Centre, University of Mew South Wales, Sydney, MNEW, Australia

ABSTRACT

Objectives  To review systematically the evidence on opioid substitution treatment (OST) in prisons in reducing
injecting-related human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) risk behaviours. Methods Systematic review in accordance
with guidelines of the Cochrane Collaboration. Electronic databases were searched to identify studies of prison-based
opioid substitution treatment programmes that included assessment of effects of prison OST on injecting drug use,
sharing of needles and syringes and HIV incidence. Published data were used to calculate risk ratios for outcomes of
interest. Risk ratios were not pooled due to the low number of studies and differences in study designs. Results  Five
studies were included in the review. Poor follow-up rates were reported in two studies, and representativeness of the
sample was uncertain in the remaining three studies. Compared to inmates in control conditions, for treated inmates
the risk of injecting drug use was reduced by 55-7 5% and risk of needle and syringe sharing was reduced by 47-73%.
No study reported a direct effect of prison OST on HIV incidence. Conclusions There may be a role for OST in
preventing HIV transmission in prisons, but methodologically rigorous research addressing this question specifically is
required. OST should be implemented in prisons as part of comprehensive HIV prevention programmes that also
provide condoms and sterile injecting and tattooing equipment.

Keywords Buprenorphine, heroin dependence, HIV, methodone, prisons, review.
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Addiction a4

RESEARCH REPORT doi:10.1111/4).1360-0443.2008.02249 X

Key findings from the WHO collaborative study on
substitution therapy for opioid dependence and
HIV/AIDS

Peter Lawrinson, Robert Ali, Aumphornpun Buavirat, Sithisat Chiamwongpaet,
Sergey Dvoryak, Boguslaw Habrat, Shi Jie, Ratna Mardiati, Azarakhsh Mokvi,
Jacek Moskalewicz, David Newcombe, Vladimir Poznyak, Emilis Subata,
Ambrose Uchtenhagen, Diah S. Utami, Robyn Vial & Chengzheng Zhao

Discipline of Pharmacology, The University of Adelaide, World Health Crganization Collaborating Centre for Bessarch in the Treatrent of Dirug and Alcoheal
Froblerns, Australia

Addiction 2008, 103, 1484-1492



(n=126)
Gender (% male) 93.7% male
Age 36.99 (18-63)+10.83

Years of education (mean,
range)

10.44 (0-19) +3.56

Full time employment rate 29%
Marital status (% married) 30%

Mean age of first opioid _

Uce 19.77 (9-40) +4.99
Heroin as main drug of 239,

abuse
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