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Abstract

Aims: To compare the real-world effectiveness of extended release naltrexone (XR-NTX) and sublingual
buprenorphine (SL-BUP) for the treatment of opioid use disorder (OUD)

Design: An observational active comparator, new user cohort study

Setting: Medicaid claims records for patients in New Jersey and California, 2016-2019

Participants/Cases: Adult Medicaid patients aged 18-64 years who initiated XR-NTX or SL-BUP for
maintenance treatment of OUD and did not use medications for OUD in the 90-days before initiation

Comparators: New initiation with XR-NTX versus SL-BUP for the treatment of OUD

Measurements: We examined two outcomes up to 180 days after medication initiation, 1) composite
of medication discontinuation and death, and 2) composite of overdose and death

Findings: Our cohort included 1,755 XR-NTX and 9,886 SL-BUP patients. In adjusted analyses, treat-
ment with XR-NTX was more likely to result in discontinuation or death by the end of follow-up than
treatment with SL-BUP: cumulative risk 76% (95% confidence interval [CI] 75%, 78%) versus 62% (95%
CI 61%, 63%), respectively (risk difference 14 percentage points, 95% CI 13, 16). There was minimal
difference in the cumulative risk of overdose or death by the end of follow-up: XR-NTX 3.8% (95% CI
2.9%, 4.7%) versus SL-BUP 3.3% (95% 2.9%, 3.7%); risk difference 0.5 percentage points, 95%CI -0.5,
1.5. Results were consistent across sensitivity analyses.

Conclusions: Longer medication retention is important because risks of negative outcomes are elevated
after discontinuation. Our results support selection of SL-BUP over XR-NTX. However, most patients
discontinued medication by 6 months indicating that more effective tools are needed to improve medi-
cation retention, particularly after initiation with XR-NTX, and to identify which patients do best on
which medication.

Key words: extended release naltrexone, sublingual buprenorphine, opioid use disorder, Medicaid, treat-
ment retention, overdose
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Introduction

In the US, there are three Food and Drug Administration approved medications for opioid use disorder

(OUD) treatment. Methadone, a full opioid agonist, can only be provided for the treatment of OUD at

federally accredited Opioid Treatment Programs (OTPs). In contrast, buprenorphine (BUP), a partial

opioid agonist, and naltrexone (NTX), an opioid antagonist, can be provided for the treatment of OUD in

any medical setting. Although NTX is available as a daily oral medication and an extended-release (XR)

monthly injection, current OUD guidelines only recommend XR-NTX.[1, 2] BUP also has oral (sublingual,

SL) and XR formulations, though SL-BUP is by far the most commonly prescribed BUP formulation for

OUD.[3, 4] Therefore, outside of OTPs, patients and their providers may have a choice between XR-NTX

and SL-BUP for the treatment of OUD and more evidence, particularly evidence from usual care settings,

is needed on their relative effectiveness.[2]

XR-NTX and SL-BUP for treatment of OUD have previously been compared in randomized clinical

trials.[5, 6, 7] In these trials there was large variability (range 47%-89%) in the proportion of participants

assigned XR-NTX who successfully initiated treatment. In contrast, most participants (73%-94%) success-

fully initiated SL-BUP. Treatment retention was similar between XR-NTX and SL-BUP among those who

successfully initiated medication across the trials. Only one trial had sufficient overdose events to compare

the medications for this outcome.[7] Although the original analysis did not report a significant difference in

the proportion of overdoses by medication, a reanalysis found that XR-NTX had a higher hazard of overdose

than SL-BUP.[8] Thus, questions remain about the relative protection against overdose provided by these

medications.[9, 10, 11]

Few studies have compared these medications in usual care settings using real-world data. Although

randomized clinical trials are the gold-standard in producing evidence of comparative efficacy, there are

important reasons to compare these medications using real-world data. Patients enrolled in clinical trials

may not be representative of the real-world population of patients with OUD.[12] How treatment is delivered

(e.g., intensity of follow-up, monetary incentives) also differs between trials and real-world practice. These

differences in patient characteristics and treatment delivery are likely to modify treatment effectiveness.[13,

14] Additionally, real-world data sources tend to provide larger samples sizes, which enables analysis of

rare outcomes like overdose. We identified just two studies that compared XR-NTX and SL-BUP initiation

using real-world data; one examined treatment retention and the other examined overdose.[15, 16] However

these studies used data (US commercial claims) from 2010-2014 and 2010-2016, respectively; periods that

do not capture the rise in fentanyl.[17] Other studies did not distinguish between XR and oral NTX.[18,

3



19] Therefore, we sought to update real-world evidence on the comparative effectiveness of XR-NTX and

SL-BUP. Specifically, we compared the risk of early treatment discontinuation (before 6 months) and the

risk of overdose after initiation of XR-NTX or SL-BUP for the treatment of OUD among Medicaid patients

in New Jersey (NJ) and California (CA).

Methods

Study design and data source

We implemented an active comparator, new user cohort study[20] using 2016-2019 Medicaid claims data

from CA and NJ (Transformed Medicaid Statistical Information System [T-MSIS] Analytic Files). Both

CA and NJ implemented Medicaid expansion in 2014. These data include inpatient and other services

claims and outpatient pharmacy dispensing claims for Medicaid enrolled patients. The Columbia University

Institutional Review Board approved this study (AAAU3366).

We used the target trial emulation framework to inform the study design and analytic decisions.[21]

Appendix Table 1 outlines the elements of the trial we attempted to emulate using observational data. The

new user cohort study emulates a trial that enrolls individuals with OUD who are not currently taking

XR-NTX or SL-BUP or any other medication for OUD (MOUD).

Study cohort

Appendix Figure 1 depicts the study cohort design including the time windows used to assess inclusion and

exclusion criteria. Figure 1 is the flow diagram illustrating cohort assembly. As described in detail below,

the cohort included adult Medicaid patients aged 18-64 years who initiated XR-NTX or SL-BUP for main-

tenance treatment of OUD, did not have MOUD use in the 90-days before initiation, and had 6-months of

continuous enrollment before initiation. We excluded patients who were pregnant, had a cancer diagnosis,

or received long-term, palliative, or hospice in the baseline period. We included patients at their first eligible

medication initiation and the date of initiation was the date of cohort entry (day 0).

Cohort creation details

We first identified patients aged 18-64 years with a claim for XR-NTX or SL-BUP using 1) a National Drug

Code (NDC) on an outpatient pharmacy claim, inpatient claim, or other services claim; or 2) a procedure

code (Healthcare Common Procedure Coding System or Current Procedural Terminology) on an inpatient or
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other services claim (Appendix Table 2). Codes were compiled from multiple sources and the literature.[22,

23, 24, 25] We refer to this medication claim as the index claim and the date is day 0. A single patient may

have multiple claims for XR-NTX or SL-BUP. The exclusion criteria below were applied to each index claim

(as a potentially eligible treatment initiation).

First, to establish a baseline period, we excluded patients who were not continuously enrolled with full

benefits and without dual Medicare coverage in the calendar month of index claim or in the 6 calendar months

prior. Second, to restrict to new users, we excluded patients with other MOUD claims (for BUP (any route),

XR-NTX, or methadone) on the same day as the index claim or in the 90 days prior. Third, to restrict

to new users of maintenance medication, as opposed to medication for medically managed withdrawal, we

excluded SL-BUP treatment that was less than 7 days in duration (assessed using claims during days 0 to

+14). Because this criterion necessarily required us to use data after day 0, we also excluded patients who

were censored (because of loss to follow-up or study period ended) or who had the outcome in the first 14

days to avoid immortal time bias.[26] Fourth, to restrict to OUD treatment, we excluded patients who did

not have an ICD-10 diagnosis code indicating opioid dependence, abuse, or overdose in the 6-month baseline

period (defined above). Fifth, we excluded patients who were pregnant on day 0, or who had a cancer

diagnosis or received long-term, palliative, or hospice care in the baseline period. Finally, as patients may

be eligible for our cohort multiple times in the study period, we restricted to the first eligible medication

initiation.

Treatments

We compared initiation of XR-NTX to initiation of SL-BUP for the treatment of OUD.

Outcomes

We assessed two composite outcomes: 1) medication discontinuation or death, and 2) overdose or death.

We divided the period after treatment initiation into weeks, where week 1 was days 1-7, week 2 was days 8-

14, etc. and we continued follow-up to 180 days (week 26). Outcome measurement started in week 3 (day 15).

Medication discontinuation

We examined two definitions for medication discontinuation: 1) discontinued all MOUD (i.e., patients were

allowed to switch treatments, including between XR-NTX and SL-BUP or to methadone or XR-BUP) and

2) discontinued initial medication. We considered time during which the patient had access to dispensed
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or administered medication as continued use. We assumed use began on the day of the medication claim

regardless of overlap with prior claims (i.e., we did not allow stockpiling). For XR-NTX, we assumed 30

days of use for each claim. For SL-BUP, we assumed use equaled the days supply for pharmacy fills or 1 day

for all other codes. We summed days for multiple SL-BUP claims on the same day. In our first definition

of discontinuation, we allowed switching to XR-BUP or methadone. For XR-BUP, we assumed 30 days for

injection and 180 days for implant. For methadone, we assumed 1 day except for weekly bundle codes. We

summed methadone claims on the same day.

We used a 31-day grace period: once medication for a claim was finished, we looked for a subsequent claim

for up to 31 days; if there was no claim, the date of discontinuation was the end of the grace period. Prior

research[27] has used a 30-day grace period, however we observed that some claims occurred exactly monthly.

Overdose

Given our data source, we only captured overdose that resulted in an insurance claim. We used ICD-10

diagnosis codes on inpatient or other services claims for opioid or unspecified narcotic poisoning (Appendix

Table 2).[28]

Death

We identified the occurrence and date of death from the demographic and enrollment file. These data

captured death during Medicaid enrollment only.

Covariates

Demographic factors were assessed during the calendar month of cohort entry: age, gender, race/ethnicity,

state, and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) benefits. Other baseline covariates (Table 1)

were assessed in the baseline period (prior to cohort entry). They included OUD characteristics, other sub-

stance use disorders, psychiatric comorbid conditions, other comorbid conditions, medicationsand healthcare

utilization. Code lists are available at https://github.com/CI-NYC.

Primary analysis

We aimed to estimate the average treatment effect (ATE), which is the difference in the marginal cumulative

risk of the outcome throughout follow-up under two counterfactual scenarios: 1) had everyone in the study

cohort initiated XR-NTX, versus 2) had everyone in the study cohort initiated SL-BUP. In the analysis
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of each composite outcome, we censored patients at the earliest occurrence of 1) the outcome, 2) loss to

follow-up, 3) study period end on 12/31/2019, or 4) 180 days (26 weeks). A patient was considered lost to

follow-up when the patient disenrolled, no longer had full benefits, or acquired dual coverage.

First, we conducted a crude analysis. We used the Kaplan-Meier estimator to estimate the cumulative

risk of each outcome by week for each medication and the risk difference between medication groups. Next,

we conducted an adjusted analysis that accounted for confounding and potentially informative censoring

by standardizing by the covariates described above and calendar year at cohort entry. For the adjusted

analysis, we used a sequentially doubly robust estimator (R package lmtp).[29] This estimator relies on

estimating models for treatment conditional on covariates; time-varying censoring conditional on treatment

and covariates; and time-varying outcome conditional on treatment and covariates. These models were

estimated flexibly using an ensemble of machine learning algorithms that included an intercept-only model,

a main-effects logistic model, gradient boosting machines, and multivariate adaptive regression splines.[30]

We estimated the variance using the sample variance of the efficient influence function and constructed

Wald-type 95% confidence intervals (CI).[31] Such an analysis is accurate (i.e., our estimated risk difference

can be interpreted as the ATE) when there is no residual bias from confounding or informative censoring

(i.e., conditional exchangeability) and all patients (defined by the measured covariates) have the possibility

of receiving either medication and of remaining uncensored (i.e., positivity). We used R (v4.3.1; R Core

Team 2021).

Additional analyses

In our cohort, we observed that patients who initiated XR-NTX were more likely to have alcohol use disorder

(AUD) and less likely to have chronic pain than patients who initiated SL-BUP. Given that XR-NTX is also

indicated for AUD and BUP is indicated for pain, we suspected that providers were preferentially choosing

specific medications if other indications were present. Therefore, we conducted two stratified analyses (by

AUD and by chronic pain) to assess whether results varied by subgroups. We also conducted multiple

sensitivity analyses. These are detailed in the appendix.
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Results

Cohort

After applying our exclusion criteria (Figure 1), the study cohort included 11,641 patients: 1,755 initiated

XR-NTX and 9,886 initiated SL-BUP. Table 1 includes the cohort characteristics overall and stratified by

medication (Appendix Table 3 includes standardized mean differences). In general, patients who initiated

XR-NTX had a higher prevalence of many health conditions, higher medication use (particularly antidepres-

sants and antipsychotics), and higher healthcare utilization than patients who initiated SL-BUP. Disability

and chronic pain were the only conditions that were notably higher among patients who initiated SL-BUP.

The median days supply for SL-BUP was 15 (interquartile range [IQR] 11, 30).

Outcomes

Appendix Table 4 includes the number of outcomes identified, person-time of follow-up and the crude event

rates. For the composite outcome of discontinuation all MOUD or death, 6,756 (58%) patients had an event

by 6 months (including <11 deaths) and 474 (4%) were lost to follow-up. For the composite outcome of

overdose or death, 353 (3%) patients had an event (including <11 deaths) and 928 (8%) patients were lost

to follow-up.

Primary analysis

Figure 2 presents the crude and adjusted risk curves (in %) and risk difference (RD) curves (as percentage

points) for the composite discontinuation of all MOUD and death. The numeric results at specific time points

are presented in Table 2. Because XR-NTX treatment duration was 30 days and we used a 31-day grace

period, patients who initiated XR-NTX were not at risk of discontinuation until day 61 (week 9). Thus, we

see a jump in the risk of discontinuation at week 9 for the XR-NTX group. For SL-BUP, initial medication

supply varied so patients were at risk of discontinuation earlier (end of supply + 31 days). Therefore, before

week 9, the risk of discontinuation is lower for XR-NTX (RD<0), but after week 9, discontinuation is higher

for XR-NTX (RD>0). The adjusted risk of discontinuation by week 26 (end of follow-up) after XR-NTX

initiation was 76% (95% CI 75%, 78%); the risk was 62% (95% CI 61%, 63%) after SL-BUP initiation. The

adjusted risk difference was 14 percentage points (95% CI 13, 16), i.e., among 100 patients, 14 additional

patients are expected to discontinue MOUD or die by 6 months if everyone were treated with XR-NTX

compared to if everyone were treated with SL-BUP. Results were similar for the outcome of discontinuation
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of initial medication (Table 2 and Appendix Figure 2).

Figure 3 and Table 2 present results for the composite of overdose and death. In the crude analysis, the

risk among patients who initiated XR-NTX began to separate from the risk among patients who initiated

SL-BUP around week 13. By the end of follow-up, the crude risk after XR-NTX initiation was 5.1% (95%

4.1%, 6.3%); the crude risk after SL-BUP initiation was 3.1% (95% 2.7%, 3.4%). The crude risk difference

was 2.1 percentage points (95% CI 0.06, 3.5) indicating a higher observed risk of overdose after XR-NTX.

In the adjusted analysis, however, the risk curves are more similar to each other. The adjusted risk was

3.8% (95% CI 2.9%, 4.7%) after XR-NTX initiation and 3.3% (95% 2.9%, 3.7%) after SL-BUP initiation;

the adjusted risk difference was 0.5 percentage points, 95% CI -0.5, 1.5).

Additional analyses

Table 3 presents the adjusted risk differences by 26 weeks for the additional analyses. We did not observe

heterogeneity by AUD or chronic pain in the comparative effect of medication on discontinuation. Results

did not vary meaningfully across sensitivity analyses or compared to the primary analysis. For overdose, the

largest risk difference observed was 1.1 percentage points (95% CI -0.7, 2.8).

Discussion

Our objective was to compare the real-world effectiveness of XR-NTX and SL-BUP. Such evidence can help

inform Medicaid patients and their providers deciding between XR-NTX or SL-BUP for OUD. We found

that, consistent with national data,[32] a majority of patients discontinued medication before 6 months (a

minimally adequate duration of treatment[33]), though the proportion that discontinued was notably higher

for XR-NTX than for SL-BUP. Despite this greater early medication discontinuation, there was only a small

elevated risk of overdose (<1 percentage point) for XR-NTX after adjustment.

Randomized trials comparing these medications have not observed a notable difference in medication

retention.[5, 6, 7] In contrast, and consistent with our results, a prior analysis of commercially insured

patients found the hazard of discontinuation was 2 times higher for XR-NTX compared to SL-BUP.[15]

There are several potential reasons for this discrepancy between trial and real-world data results. First,

there are likely differences in the distribution of patient characteristics between the trial and real-world

population[12] and these characteristics may increase or decrease the risk of medication discontinuation.

For example, the proportion of people experiencing unstable housing may differ between trial and real-world
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populations and unstable housing has been shown to effect medication effectiveness.[13, 14] Second, there are

also differences in how treatment is delivered, including care setting, provider type, and retention incentives,

and these differences may impact retention differently for each medication. Trials often have highly structured

follow-up with research teams motivated to engage and keep in touch with patients, including reaching out to

patients who miss appointments. This level of follow-up is often not available in community-based treatment.

Third, the results from trials may be biased by selection. Some trial analyses were restricted to individuals

who initiated medication without accounting for bias induced by conditioning on successful initiation.[34]

Such selection bias may favor XR-NTX since the difficult induction (i.e., the need to be opioid abstinent)

may select for participants more likely to have better outcomes.

Discontinuation of medication for OUD is associated with illicit opioid use, overdose, and other negative

outcomes.[35] Thus, given the observed difference in medication discontinuation, we expected a larger differ-

ence in overdose risk. In our study, the crude risk of overdose was higher for XR-NTX than SL-BUP, but

this difference was attenuated after adjustment. This attenuation reflects that patients with greater severity

of illness and greater prevalence of co-morbidities were more likely to receive XR-NTX than SL-BUP (Table

1).

Results from one trial, X:BOT, have sparked debate regarding the comparative risk of overdose between

XR-NTX and SL-BUP.[7, 8, 9, 10, 11] The primary analysis found no significant difference in the proportion

of patients with a MEDRA defined overdose.[7] Follow-up analyses identified additional probable or possible

overdose events, in part highlighting the need for more precise measurement of overdose in future trials.[8,

9] One analysis found that XR-NTX had two times the hazard of overdose than SL-BUP.[8] Further analysis

suggested that the number of overdoses was similar regardless of medication, but overdoses tended to occur

sooner after medication discontinuation for XR-NTX than SL-BUP.[9] It appears that the overdose risk after

XR-NTX treatment was higher in the X:BOT trial (range 4-6%) than in our study (adjusted 3.8%). In our

study, we were only able to capture overdose events that resulted in a Medicaid claim and this likely misses

overdoses that occur in the community not resulting in a visit to a healthcare facility; in contrast, the trial

had systematic follow-up that has superior capture of overdose events. It is unclear how differences in capture

may contribute to these different results. The risk difference was larger in our sensitivity analysis using a

more sensitive overdose definition (0.9 versus 0.5 percentage points in our primary analysis) potentially

indicating bias towards the null.

We found only one study that examined overdose in real-world data and specifically assessed XR-NTX.[16]

This study did not compare XR-NTX and SL-BUP directly but instead compared each medication to no
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medication. Further, this study assessed MOUD as a time-varying treatment and thus was not focused on

comparing medication choice at initiation (as done in our analysis and X:BOT). The authors found that in

a population of commercially insured adults both XR-NTX and SL-BUP had hazard ratios less than 1 com-

pared to no medication though SL-BUP hazard ratio was smaller, potentially indicating greater protection

against overdose for SL-BUP than for XR-NTX. Both medications have high affinity for opioid receptors

and protect against overdose by blocking opioid receptor, however, after discontinuation this protection is

lost and patients on XR-NTX may be at higher risk of overdose because of lack of tolerance.

To interpret our estimates as valid causal effects, we relied on assumptions (see methods), most notably

that there was no residual confounding. We have taken steps, including using a large number of covariates

and a doubly robust estimator with machine learning, to make those assumptions more likely to hold.

However, there may still be bias, particularly from residual confounding. We used insurance claims records

and there may be measurement error. For example, we did not have access to data on the medication dosing

instructions and adherence potentially leading to measurement of medication discontinuation. Additionally,

these data may not capture all deaths during enrollment and, as mentioned above, these data only capture

a subset of overdoses that generate a claim. Finally, we only had access to data from CA and NJ so these

results may not be generalizable to Medicaid patients in other States or uninsured or privately insured

patients.

In addition to our use of a doubly robust estimator with machine learning, our study has other strengths.

We estimated adjusted risk curves and differences over time, in contrast to prior work that estimated haz-

ard ratios. Hazard ratios are averages and thus change with the length of follow-up. They do not provide

specific information about how risk of the outcome varies over time.[36] In contrast, adjusted risk curves

do not ignore the distribution of outcomes during follow-up. This is particularly important for MOUD as

incrementally longer duration of treatment may have benefits even though the majority of patients discon-

tinue by 6 months. Additionally, providers and patients prefer measures of absolute risk and differences

for decision making as opposed to relative measures.[37, 38]. Finally, our study used recent Medicaid data.

There has been limited research comparing XR-NTX and SL-BUP among Medicaid patients and Medicaid

is the largest payer of OUD treatment in the US.[39]

Conclusion

Among Medicaid patients in California and New Jersey, medication retention was longer on SL-BUP than

XR-NTX though the risk of overdose was similar. On average, these results support the use of SL-BUP
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over XR-NTX, however, given the diversity of the population of OUD patients, XR-NTX may the best

choice for some patients, particularly those who do not want agonist treatment. Further, a minority of

patients stayed on medication for 6-months, highlighting the need for other interventions to improve retention,

particularly for patients initiating XR-NTX. More research is needed to identify which patients do best on

which medication.
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Tables

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of study cohort, overall and stratified by medication

N(%)

Medication

XR-NTX SL-BUP Overall
Characteristic N = 1755 N = 9886 N = 11641

Demographics

Agea 33 (28, 42) 35 (29, 46) 34 (29, 45)
Male 1,015 (58%) 5,460 (55%) 6,475 (56%)
Race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 1,130 (69%) 6,561 (71%) 7,691 (70%)
Black, non-Hispanic 139 (8.5%) 835 (9.0%) 974 (8.9%)
Hispanic, all races 332 (20%) 1,587 (17%) 1,919 (18%)
Asian, non-Hispanic 24 (1.5%) 130 (1.4%) 154 (1.4%)
AIAN, non-Hispanic 161 (1.7%) 177 (1.6%)
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 18 (0.2%) 20 (0.2%)
Unknown 112 594 706

TANF benefits 28 (1.6%) 334 (3.4%) 362 (3.1%)
State
California 908 (52%) 7,767 (79%) 8,675 (75%)
New Jersey 847 (48%) 2,119 (21%) 2,966 (25%)

OUD characteristics

Inpatient hospitalizationb 273 (16%) 465 (4.7%) 738 (6.3%)
Psychosocial/behavioral therapy 942 (54%) 3,352 (34%) 4,294 (37%)
Overdose 197 (11%) 742 (7.5%) 939 (8.1%)

Other substance use disorders

Alcohol 686 (39%) 1,030 (10%) 1,716 (15%)
Cannabis 194 (11%) 507 (5.1%) 701 (6.0%)
Sedatives 181 (10%) 491 (5.0%) 672 (5.8%)
Cocaine 183 (10%) 360 (3.6%) 543 (4.7%)
Amphetamine 297 (17%) 1,403 (14%) 1,700 (15%)
Otherc 502 (29%) 2,013 (20%) 2,515 (22%)

Psychiatric comorbid conditions

Depression 634 (36%) 2,284 (23%) 2,918 (25%)
Schizophrenia/psychosis 191 (11%) 613 (6.2%) 804 (6.9%)
Anxiety 611 (35%) 2,635 (27%) 3,246 (28%)
Bipolar 269 (15%) 967 (9.8%) 1,236 (11%)
ADD/ADHD 67 (3.8%) 254 (2.6%) 321 (2.8%)
PTSD 162 (9.2%) 643 (6.5%) 805 (6.9%)
Other 301 (17%) 1,234 (12%) 1,535 (13%)

Other comorbid conditions

Disabilityd 102 (5.8%) 1,450 (15%) 1,552 (13%)
Chronic pain 183 (10%) 2,228 (23%) 2,411 (21%)
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Medications

Benzodiazepines 518 (30%) 3,064 (31%) 3,582 (31%)
Antidepressants 1,018 (58%) 4,152 (42%) 5,170 (44%)
Antipsychotics 550 (31%) 1,903 (19%) 2,453 (21%)
Stimulants 64 (3.6%) 351 (3.6%) 415 (3.6%)
Gabapentinoids 575 (33%) 2,563 (26%) 3,138 (27%)
Alpha-2 agonists 304 (17%) 1,762 (18%) 2,066 (18%)

Healthcare utilization

Inpatient hospitalization 590 (34%) 1,916 (19%) 2,506 (22%)
Emergency department encounter 1,168 (67%) 5,830 (59%) 6,998 (60%)
Other services encounters, counta 23 (7, 56) 11 (3, 28) 12 (3, 31)

Abbreviations: XR-NTX, extended release naltrexone; SL-BUP, sublingual buprenorphine; AIAN, Ameri-
can Indian or Alaskan Native; TANF, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families; OUD, opioid use disor-
der; ADD/ADHD, attention-deficit disorder/attention deficit hyperactivity disorder; PTSD, post-traumatic
stress disorder
aMedian (interquartile range)
bWith primary diagnosis code of opioid dependence or overdose
cExcluding nicotine
dReason for eligibility for Medicaid insurance
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Table 3. Additional analyses results: risk difference (in percentage points, with 95% confidence interval) at
the end of follow-up comparing XR-NTX and SL-BUP

Stratified analyses, outcome: discontinuation of all MOUD or deatha

Alcohol use disorder, yes 14.9 (10.3, 19.6)
Alcohol use disorder, no 15.1 (13.5, 16.7)
Chronic pain, yes 11.2 (6.8, 15.6)
Chronic pain, no 13.7 (11.9, 15.4)

Sensitivity analysesb

Outcome: discontinuation of all MOUD or death

ATE 12.8 (9.8, 15.8)
Among XR-NTX treated 12.9 (10.2, 15.7)
Among SL-BUP treated 13.0 (9.6, 16.3)
In optimally trimmed cohortc 12.9 (10.3, 15.6)
Include LTFU in outcome 12.2 (9.2, 15.2)
14-day grace period 10.4 (7.7, 13.0)

Outcome: overdose or death

ATE 0.5 (-0.8, 1.9)
Among XR-NTX treated 1.1 (-0.7, 2.8)
Among SL-BUP treated 0.5 (-0.1, 2.0)
In optimally trimmed cohortc 1.1 (-0.6, 2.7)
More sensitive definitionb,d 0.9 (-0.6, 2.4)

aUsing survival analysis methods
bAnalysis at the end of follow-up (not using survival analysis methods)
cAfter trimming, n=6,924 (XR-NTX n=1725, SL-BUP n=5199)
dAfter exclusion of early overdose events with new definition, n=11,630 (XR-NTX n=1752, SL-BUP n=9878)
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Figures

Figure 1. Flowchart of cohort creation
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Figure 2. Analysis results for composite of discontinuation of all MOUD and death: A. Crude risk. B.
Adjusted risk. C. Adjusted risk difference. Shaded areas are 95% confidence intervals. Abbreviations:
MOUD, medications for opioid use disorder; XR-NTX, extended release naltrexone; SL-BUP, sublingual
buprenorphine
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Figure 3. Analysis results for composite of overdose and death: A. Crude risk. B. Adjusted risk. C.
Adjusted risk difference. Shaded areas are 95% confidence intervals. Abbreviations: XR-NTX, extended
release naltrexone; SL-BUP, sublingual buprenorphine
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