e

What science tells us about
needle exchange programs

Kerstin Kill, MD, PhD
University of Linképing, Sweden

Klas Rénnbick, Ulrich Hermansson,
Sten Roénnberg

A NEP a literature review

» A total of 143 articles were found by data
base searching and reference lists

» 2 criteria: some effect measure of NEP and
some sort of control/comparison group

* 69 articles met these criteria and were
included

: NEP - Randomised Controlled
Studies (RCS)

» Only two randomised controlled studies
were found, both from Anchorage, Alaska
(2002 and 2003)

« The first study looked at needle sharing and
cleaning the other at injection frequency

NEP - RCS

* No significant difference between study and
control groups were detected, but both
groups in each study improved their habits

» The authors conclude that the initial HIV
information given to all was the effective
measure

NEP - non-randomised studies

* The majority of the reviewed studies used
self reported change of behaviour - e.g.
“needle sharing” or “treatment seeking” as
outcome variables without any measure of
actual effect on HIV incidence or
prevalence. Contradictory and confused
picture.

* Focus on studies of HIV incidence and
prevalence - 13 studies

Table 1. Effect of Needle Exchange Programs (NEPs) on HI
3 studi

Van Ameijden et al 1992, Amsterdam, |Cases: 22 NS
case control study in a cohort followed | Controls: 202

|1985-1991 |
| Des Jarlais et al 1996, New York City, 1630 Positive |
|meta-analytic study combining results | participants |
from 3 different studies 1988-95 |from 3 |
|didfferent
__ studies ST
Schombaumet al 1996, Bronx, New  |904 methadone | NS [Negative
[York City, 1985-1993 patients I(bmclinc!
Strathdee et al 1997,V . 1996-97 | 1006 [Negative
I |(baseline)
|Patrick et al 1997, Vancouver, case- |Cases: 89 NS |

|control study |Controls: 192







