Journal of

Opioid Management’

A medical journal for proper and adequate use

Volume 3, Number 2

MARCH/APRIL 2007

ISSN 1551-7489

Official Journal of Opioid Management Society

CONTENTS

B GUEST EDITORIAL

King of Pain: What Elvis’s death tells us about
media coverage of celebrities and the
pain/addiction interface. ... ............... 69
Steven D. Passik, PhD
Kenneth L. Kirsh, PhD

B OPIOID NEWS AND EVENTS
Newsbriefs .. ......... .. ... .. .. ....... 71
Calendar ................ ... ... ... ...... 73

B ORIGINAL ARTICLES

A comparison of oral midazolam, oral tramadol,
and intranasal sufentanil premedication
in pediatric patients. . .. ................... 74
Fatma Bayrak, MD
Isil Gunday, MD
Dilek Memis, MD
Alparslan Turan, MD

Urine drug test interpretation: What do
physicians know? . ... ... .. ... . . L L. 80
Gary M. Reisfield, MD
Roger Bertholf, PhD
Robert L. Barkin, MBA, PharmD
Fern Webb, PhD
George Wilson, MD

Psychological factors as predictors of opioid
abuse and illicit drug use in chronic
painpatients. . .. ....... ... .. .. L L L. 89
Laxmaiah Manchikanti, MD
James Giordano, PhD
Mark V. Boswell, MD, PhD
Bert Fellows, MA
Rajeev Manchukonda, BDS
Vidyasagar Pampati, MSc

Prevalence and characteristics of breakthrough
pain in patients receiving opioids for chronic
back pain in pain specialty clinics . . .. ... ... 101

Daniel S. Bennett, MD

Steven Simon, MD, RPh

Michael Brennan, MD

Steven A. Shoemaker, MD

Increasing prevalence of prescription opiate
misuse over time among rural probationers .. 107
Jennifer R. Havens, PhD, MPH
Carrie B. Oser, PhD
Carl G. Leukefeld, DSW

B CASE STUDY

Using methadone to treat opioid-induced
hyperalgesia and refractory pain. . ... ...... 113
David J. Axelrod, MD, JD
Barbara Reville, MS, CRNP










Journal of

Opioid Management

A medical journal for proper and adequate use

Published bimonthly by Prime National Publishing Corporation
470 Boston Post Rd., Weston, MA 02493 « 781-899-2702, Fax: 781-899-4900
www.opioidmanagement.com
E-mail: jom@pnpco.com

President, Executive Publisher, Vice President Editor-in-Chief Acquisitions Editor

Managing Editor Advertising Manager Robert E. Enck, MD Christopher V. Rowland, Jr., MD
Eileen F. DeVito Richard A. DeVito, Sr. Jjom@pnpco.com chris_rowland@pnpco.com
Managing Editor Editorial Assistant VP Sales & Operations Production Manager
Angelique Rondeau Matthew Verville Richard A. DeVito, Jr Carol Zeigler.
angelique_rondeau@pnpco.com  jom@pnpco.com radjr@pnpco.com carol_zeigler@pnpco.com
Desktop Specialist Subscription Manager Subscription Fulfillment

Deborah Rines George Marks Joanna Caira

deborah_rines @pnpco.com george_marks @pnpco.com Jjoanna_caira@pnpco.com

Subscription Rates: (All rates in US dollars)

Individual: US $322; Canada $349; Foreign $392
Institution: US $430; Canada $457; Foreign $500
Library: US $494; Canada $517; Foreign $522

Single issues: US $85; Canada $100; Foreign $125

Subscription Information

Submit your complete name, address and zip code, attention: Journal of Opioid Management, Subscription Department, 470 Boston Post Road, Weston,
MA 02493. Please enclose check, purchase order or credit card number and expiration date with authorization signature. Subscribers notifying the publica-
tion of an address change must submit an old mailing label and their new address, including zip code. No claims for copies lost in the mail may be allowed
unless they are received within 90 days of the date of issue. Claims for issues lost as a result of insufficient notice of change of address will not be honored.

Manuscript Submittal/Author Information

(See Call for manuscripts)

Quotations and Reprints

Quotations from Journal of Opioid Management may be used for purposes of review without applying for permission as long as the extract does not
exceed 500 words of text, and appropriate credit is given to the Journal. Authorization to photocopy items for internal use of specific clients, is granted
by Prime National Publishing Corp., provided the appropriate fee is paid directly to: Copyright Clearance Center (CCC), 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers,
MA 01923, USA (978) 750-8400. CCC should also be contacted prior to photocopying items for educational classroom use. Multiple reprints of mater-
ial published in Journal of Opioid Management can be obtained by filling out the reprint order form in the publication or by calling 781-899-2702.

Trademarks and Copyrights

Journal of Opioid Management is a trademark of Prime National Publishing Corp. All materials are ©2007 by Prime National Publishing Corp.
All rights reserved.

Postal Information
Postmaster: Send address changes and form 3579 to: Journal of Opioid Management, 470 Boston Post Road, Weston, MA 02493.

Disclaimer: The opinions expressed in Journal of Opioid Management are those of the authors. The authors, editors, and publishers make every
effort that no inaccurate or misleading data, opinion, or statement is published in this journal and that drug names, dosages, and recommenda-
tions are accurate. However, the publisher and editors accept no liability whatsoever for the consequences of any inaccurate or misleading data,
opinion, or statement.

Copyright 2007. Quotation is not permitted except as above. Duplicating an entire issue for sharing with others, by any means, is illegal.
Photocopying of individual items for internal use is permitted for registrants with the Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive,
Danvers, MA 01923. For details, call 978-750-8400 or visit www.copyright.com.

Since 2005, this journal has been printed on acid-free paper that meets the requirements of ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992 (Permanence of Paper).

12576 1/22/07 Rev. h




Journal of

Opioid Management’

A medical journal for proper and adequate use

Editor-in-Chief, Robert E. Enck, MD

Professor of Medicine, Assistant Division Chief for Clinical Activities, Division of Medical Oncology,
Thomas Jefferson University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Linda Gibbs Alley, PhD, RN
Epidemiologist, Cancer Surveillance Branch,
Division of Cancer Prevention and Control,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
Atlanta, Georgia.

Lainie Andrew, PhD, MA

Pain Psychologist, Craniofacial Pain Center,
and Clinical Assistant Professor, Tufts Dental
School, Boston, Massachusetts.

Antonios Andronikou, PhD
Executive Director, The Cyprus Anti-Cancer
Society, Strovolos, Cyprus.

Robert L. Barkin, MBA, PharmD, FCP,
DAAPM, Associate Professor, Departments
of Anesthesiology, Family Medicine, Pharm-
acology, and Psychology, Rush University
Medical Center, Chicago, Illinois.

Steven J. Baumrucker, MD, FAAFP,
FAAHPM, Medical Director, Holston
Valley Palliative Care, Wellmont Health
System; Medical Director, Palliative
Medicine Associates; Medical Director,
Adventa Hospice; Assistant Clinical
Professor, ETSU College of Medicine,
Kingsport, Tennessee.

David M. Benjamin, PhD, MS
Clinical Pharmacologist and Toxicologist,
Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts.

Ramsin M. Benyamin, MD, DABPM,
FIPP, President, Millennium Pain Center,
Bloomington, Illinois.

Jennifer Bolen, JD
Founder, The Legal Side of Pain®
Knoxville, Tennessee.

Eduardo D. Bruera, MD
Chairman, University of Texas MD
Anderson Cancer Center, Houston, Texas.

Allen W. Burton, MD

Associate Professor and Section Chief of Cancer
Pain Management, The University of Texas,
MD Anderson Cancer Center, Houston, Texas.

Asokumar Buvanendran, MD
Department of Anesthesiology, Rush
University Medical Center, Chicago, Illinois.

Guy A. Caldwell, PhD

Assistant Professor of Biological
Sciences, The University of Alabama,
Tuscaloosa, Alabama.

Editorial Review Board

Michael Camilleri, MD

Professor of Physiology and Medicine,
Mayo Clinic College of Medicine,
Rochester, Minnesota.

Michael E. Clark, PhD

Clinical Director, Chronic Pain Rehabilitation
Program, James A. Haley Veterans Hospital,
Tampa, Florida.

Mellar P. Davis, MD, FCCP

Medical Director, The Harry R. Horvitz Center
for Palliative Medicine, Cleveland Clinic
Taussig Cancer Center, Cleveland, Ohio.

Franco De Conno, MD, FRCP
Director, National Cancer Institute of Milan
Division of Rehabilitation, Milan, Italy.

Erin A. Egan, MD, JD

Clinical Instructor, Neiswanger Institute for
Bioethics and Health Policy, Loyola University
Medical Center, Maywood, Illinois.

Robert E. Enck, MD

Professor of Medicine, Assistant Division Chief
for Clinical Activities, Division of Medical
Oncology, Thomas Jefferson University,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Gilbert J. Fanciullo, MD

Associate Professor of Anesthesiology, Pain
Management Center, Dartmouth-Hitchcock
Medical Center, Lebanon, New Hampshire.

Kathleen W. Faulkner, MD
Medical Director, Beacon Hospice, Boston,
Massachusetts

John W. Finn, MD, FAAHPM

Chief Medical Director, Hospice of Michigan,
Maggie Allesee Center for Quality of Life,
Detroit, Michigan.

David A. Fishbain, MD, FAPA
Professor of Psychiatry, Adjunct Professor
of Neurological Surgery and Anesthesiology,
University of Miami, Miami, Florida.

Christopher M. Flores, PhD

Biology Team Leader and Research Fellow,
Analgesics Team, Drug Discovery, Johnson
& Johnson Pharmaceutical R & D,

Spring House, Pennsylvania.

Sarah Elizabeth Friebert, MD
Director, Akron Children’s Hospital,
Haslinger Pediatric Palliative Care Division,
Akron, Ohio.

Frederick J. Goldstein, PhD, FCP
Professor of Clinical Pharmacology,
Coordinator of Pharmacology, Philadelphia
College of Osteopathic Medicine,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Jose Antonio Saraiva Ferraz Goncalves,
MD, Medical Director, Palliative Care Unit,
Portuguese Institute of Oncology, Porto, Portugal.

Gregory Paul Gramelspacher, MD
Associate Professor of Medicine, Indiana
University School of Medicine,
Bloomington, Indiana.

Carmen Renee Green, MD
Associate Professor, Department of
Anesthesiology, University of Michigan
Health System, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Daniel L. Handel, MD

Staff Clinician, Pain and Palliative Care
Service, National Institutes of Health,
Bethesda, Maryland.

Craig T. Hartrick, MD, DABPM, FIPP
Anesthesiology Research, William Beaumont
Hospital, Royal Oak, Michigan.

Christopher M. Herndon, PharmD,
BCPS, Senior Scientific Liaison, Division
of Clinical Affairs, Ortho-McNeil Pharma-
ceutical, O’Fallon, Illinois.

Bruce P. Himelstein, MD

Associate Professor of Pediatrics; Director of
Palliative Care Program, Pain and Palliative
Care Center, Children’s Hospital of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

John Alexander Hopper, MD
Department of Pediatrics, Wayne State
University, University Health Center,
Detroit, Michigan.

Robert W. Hutchison, RPH, PharmD
Presbyterian Hospital of Dallas; Assistant
Professor, School of Pharmacy, Texas

Tech University Health Sciences Center,
Dallas, Texas.

James A. Inciardi, PhD

Director and Professor, Center for Drug and
Alcohol Studies, University of Delaware,
Newark, Delaware.

Barbara E. Indech, LLM, JD, MA, BS
Legal-Regulatory Consultant,
Newton, Massachusetts.

12823 11/16/06 Rev. A



“PJ” Pamela R. Jennings, RN

Pain Medicine and Palliative Care Co-
ordinator, Veteran’s Administration Medical
Center, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Sandra Hanneken Johnson, JD, LLM
Professor of Law and Tenet Chair in Health
Care Law and Ethics, Saint Louis University
School of Law, St. Louis, Missouri.

Marshall B. Kapp, JD, MPH

Dr. Arthur W. Grayson Distinguished
Professor of Law, School of Law, Southern
Illinois University, Carbondale, Illinois.

Sherry Anne King, MD, CMD
Vice President, Medical Services
Community Hospice of Northeast
Florida, Jacksonville, Florida.

Ronald J. Kulich, PhD

Department of Anesthesia, Pain Center,
Massachusetts General Hospital,
Boston, Massachusetts.

Ruth Lourdes R. Lagman, MD, MPH
Harry R. Horvitz Center for Palliative
Medicine, Cleveland Clinic Foundation,
Cleveland, Ohio.

John D. Loeser, MD
Attending Staff, University of Washington
Medical Center, Seattle, Washington.

Laurie Jean Lyckholm, MD

Division of Hematology/Oncology and
Palliative Care Medicine, Virginia Common-
wealth University, Richmond, Virginia.

Colin J. L. McCartney, MBChB, FRCA,
FFARCSI, Director of Regional Anesthesia
and Staff Anesthetist, Toronto Western
Hospital, Toronto, Canada.

Danuta Mendelson, PhD, LLM, MA
Associate Professor, Deakin University School
of Law, Burwood, Victoria, Australia.

Marcos Montagnini, MD, FACP
Medical Director, Palliative Care Program,
Zablocki VA Medical Center,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

Jonathan D. Moreno, PhD

Emily Davie and Joseph S. Kornfield
Professor of Biomedical Ethics, Professor
of Medical Education in Health Evaluation
Sciences, Director, Center for Biomedical
Ethics, Director, Masters Program in
Bioethics, University of Virginia,
Charlottesville, Virginia.

Natalie Moryl, MD

Director, Palliative Care Unit, Memorial
Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center,

New York, New York.

Alexander Ng, MB, ChB, MD, FRCA
Consultant in Anaesthesia, The Heart

and Lung Centre, New Cross Hospital,
Wolverhampton, West Midlands,

United Kingdom.

Sean O’Mahony, MD

Medical Director, Montefiore Medical
Center, Albert Einstein College of
Medicine, Bronx, New York.

N. Suleyman Ozyalcin, MD
Department of Algology,
Istanbul University,

Istanbul, Turkey.

Steven D. Passik, PhD
Associate Attending Psychologist,
Department of Psychiatry and
Behavioral Sciences, Memorial
Sloan Kettering Cancer Center
New York, New York.

John F. Peppin, DO, FACP
Iowa Pain Management Clinic, P.C.
West Des Moines, lowa.

Daryl Pullman, PhD

Associate Professor of Medical Ethics,
Memorial University of Newfoundland,
St. John’s, Newfoundland.

Lukas Radbruch, MD
Department of Palliative Medicine,
University of Aachen, Aachen, Germany.

Suresh K. Reddy, MD

Associate Professor and Director of
Fellowship Program, The University
of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center,
Houston, Texas.

Coleen M. Reid, MD
Palliative Care Team Physician,
Hospice of the North Shore,
Danvers, Massachusetts.

Gary M. Reisfield, MD

Assistant Professor; Director, Division
of Palliative Medicine, University of
Florida Health Science Center,
Jacksonville, Florida.

Kenneth E. Rosenfeld, MD
Department of Medicine, VA Greater
Los Angeles Healthcare System,
Los Angeles, California.

Steven H. Sanders, PhD
Siskin Hospital for Physical Rehabilitation,
Chattanooga, Tennessee.

Philip Harry Santa-Emma, MD
Medical Director, Mount Carmel
Palliative Care & Hospital Services,
Columbus, Ohio.

Valgerdur Sigurdardottir, MD
Consultant in Palliative Medicine,
University Hospital of Iceland,
Reykjavik, Iceland.

Paul Alexander Sloan, MD
Department of Anesthesiology,
University of Kentucky Hospital,
Lexington, Kentucky.

Lois Snyder, JD
Director, Center for Ethics and Profes-
sionalism, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Richard C. Stephenson, MD
Director, Palliative Care Consult Service,
Wake Forest University Baptist Medical
Center, Winston-Salem, North Carolina.

David Teplin, PsyD, CPsych

Lead Clinical Psychologist, Ontario
Addiction Treatment Centres/Canada Detox
Centre, Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada.

Knox H. Todd, MD, MPH

Director, Pain and Emergency Medicine In-
stitite, Department of Emergency Medicine,
Beth Israel Medical Center, Albert Einstein
College of Medicine, New York, New York.

Alparslan Turan, MD
Assistant Professor, Trakya University
Medical School, Edirne, Turkey.

Athina Vadalouca, MD
President, Greek Society of Palliative and
Symptomatic Care, Athens, Greece.

Ricardo Vallejo, MD, PhD, FIPP
Director of Research Staff, Pain Medicine,
Millennium Pain Center, Bloomington,
Illinois.

Michael F. Weaver, MD, FASAM
Assistant Professor, Division of General
Medicine and Primary Care and Division
Addiction, Medical College of Virginia,
Virginia Commonwealth University,
Richmond, Virginia.

Robin Fretwell Wilson, JD
Associate Professor, University of Maryland
School of Law, Baltimore, Maryland.

Stephen J. Ziegler, PhD, JD

Assistant Professor of Public and
Environmental Affairs, Indiana University—
Purdue University Fort Wayne School of
Public and Environmental Affairs,

Fort Wayne, Indiana.

Michael Zimmermann, MD
Assistant Professor, Clinic for Anes-
thesiology, Intensive Medicine, and Pain
Therapy, Johann Wolfgang Goethe
University, Frankfurt, Germany.




GUEST EDITORIAL

King of Pain: What Elvis’s death tells us about media coverage
of celebrities and the pain/addiction interface

Steven D. Passik, PhD
Kenneth L. Kirsh, PhD

Media coverage of celebrities’ problems with prescrip-
tion medications creates an extra level of fear and reti-
cence around classes of medications such as opioids.
While patients should approach these medications seri-
ously and with caution, the message sent by the media
seems to be that addiction and abuse are unavoidable
conclusions with this modality. In this editorial, we high-
light the much publicized death of Elvis Presley as an
example and discuss the ramifications media slant can
have for both professionals and the lay public with
regards to pain management.

Elvis Presley died of a drug overdose while sitting on
the toilet. This indignity is nothing compared to the grad-
ual and inevitable tarnishing of his image, portrayed as
he was in later life and death as a fat, slovenly drug
addict. Elvis was the “King of Rock and Roll,” but he was
also the King of Pain. Born on January 8, 1935, in Tupelo,
Mississippi, Elvis Aaron Presley would have turned 72
this year; in death he can enlighten us about how the
media portrays the interface of pain and addiction in
celebrities who have had difficulties in this spectrum. We
as pain practitioners need to think about how we can
counter these portrayals.

Whatever else he was, Elvis was a chronic pain
patient.!? He suffered for years from debilitating stomach
pain resulting from Crohn’s disease. He was prescribed
chronic steroids for this inflammatory disease, and this
was the only treatment that offered him some relief. Elvis
gained a significant amount of weight from the steroids.
He broke bones because of them. He got jumpy and
couldn’t sleep. In order to continue to give his fans what
they wanted in spite of these side effects, he took pain
and anxiety medications. Elvis died just trying to be Elvis.

Brookoff! has argued that much of America’s percep-
tion of Elvis is based not on his suffering but his drug
addiction; in analyzing the actual medical facts of the
case and then comparing them to the typical perception,
Brookoff says, we obtain a commentary as much on how
our society feels about people who take controlled sub-
stances and are overweight as on the realities of Elvis’s

situation. So we will focus, then, for the rest of this piece
on the problematic media portrayals of celebrities’ pain
and addiction and the dilemmas they create for those of
us working in pain management. Finally, we will propose
a solution.

It is clear that a great deal of fear exists regarding the
use of opioids among patients, their caregivers, and their
families.?> While clearly not the sole source of opiopho-
bia in society, Elvis’s and other celebrities’ highly publi-
cized experiences with pain medications are bound to
exacerbate an already wary view of pain treatment. Our
pain patients (with both malignant and nonmalignant
pain) are constantly asking if they are going to be turned
into addicts. They think, “It happened to [insert celebrity
name], and it could happen to me.” Thus, a frequent
question becomes, “Are we all liable to become enslaved
by these powerful medications and end up in rehab?” It is
at this moment that we are challenged to teach patients
about addiction risk.® The benefit for us is that we can
use this discussion as a jumping point for explaining to
patients why we do the things we do to manage risks
with opioids, such as opioid agreements and urine toxi-
cology screens, and to explain to them that the celebrities
they read about are likely not treated with such tradition-
al limits.”

We must teach our patients that Elvis is the exception,
not the rule. Elvis had a history of drug and alcohol
abuse. His mother may have died of complications of
alcoholism. His early life was complicated by his father’s
bootlegging and jail time. He lost his twin at birth and
lived with chronic feelings of emptiness.® Combine those
risk factors with his wealth, celebrity lifestyle, and status,
which clearly opened the door for special treatment and
relatively free availability of drugs, and we have a recipe
for disaster.

In short, the trappings of fame can encourage an early
downfall in individuals prone to substance abuse or mis-
use when they experience pain. As an introduction of
risk management strategies, we can explain how it might
sometimes be the case that when famous people have
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pain, faulty assumptions get made that because they are
successful, they can 1) take pain medications without
risk; 2) continue to travel around the world while taking
medications, unmonitored by physicians, psychologists,
or other professionals; and 3) receive renewals on their
prescriptions whenever they need or want them, with
prescriptions often being written by multiple doctors.

We need to explain to our patients that while some
people can benefit from such a loose approach, most
people can not. Therefore, this is not the way in which
most of us practice pain management. We can also
explain that all pain management should be a carefully
monitored team approach, with prescriptions coming
from a single physician.>!°

Celebrities with pain who take pain medications in a
more responsible fashion—and do well—don’t make the
news. Their pain management remains a private matter
between them and their physicians. The now extinct
“Many Faces of Pain” program of several years back was
an effort to have some of this group of celebrities lecture
on their pain and how their lives were enhanced by
effective, safe opioid therapy. The program had a
tremendous impact on the general public (as the first
author personally witnessed when working with Lynda
Carter in such a program in Lexington, Kentucky).!! It
would be good to see programs like it again.

The general public, of which our patients are a subset,
gets fed a steady diet of rhetoric about the “dangers” of
these “powerful” medications. Patients must be taught that
the risk of addiction lies not in the medications but in a
complex interaction between medications and people.!?
This interaction defies simplistic solutions such as avoiding
pain medicines altogether. We need to educate profession-
als and patients so that they can have open discussions
about the risks and benefits of these medications and so
doctors can tailor therapy to every individual patient. To
make this happen, we need to provide professionals with
enough time and reimbursement to implement complex
treatments for their complex patients, so they don’t have to
try to squeeze this group into less structured treatment set-
tings. In an upcoming paper, Acosta and Haller'® show that
even patients who are actively abusing drugs can benefit
from opioids under highly structured conditions with psy-
chotherapeutic, motivational, and monitoring strategies as
part of the package. The pain community must not be glib
about these results; it is not just that they benefited (i.e., had
good pain relief, curbed their use of nonprescription opi-
oids, and even displayed a trend toward diminished use of
other illicit drugs and alcohol) but that their risks were
identified and managed in a highly labor-intensive fashion,
complete with motivational therapies, behavioral manage-
ment, and compliance monitoring.

Our patients must be encouraged to discuss their per-
sonal and family drug use histories with physicians open-
ly so that their care can be planned. We have to build

their trust so that they do not fear that the potentially ben-
eficial medications they need will be withheld because of
their honest admissions. We must also be prepared to
make the necessary referrals or provide psychological
help and monitoring if needed.

Elvis, if he were alive, might say to doctors, “Don’t be
cruel; prescribe these medications for pain patients.” But
it is not only cruel to withhold them; it can be cruel to
prescribe them and not take steps to assess addiction risk
in each patient or implement safeguards when necessary.
Elvis died trying to be Elvis. No other pain patient should
die for simply trying to live his or her life.

Steven D. Passik, PhD, Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences,
Memorial Sloan Kettering Cancer Center, New York, New York.

Kenneth L. Kirsh, PhD, Pharmacy Practice and Science,
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky.
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NEWS BRIEFS

NEW RESEARCH FINDINGS FROM THE AAPM ANNUAL
MEETING

The twenty-third annual meeting of the American
Academy of Pain Medicine took place February 7-10, 2007,
in New Orleans, Louisiana. The meeting covered highly
pertinent topics such as opioid prescribing, opioid addic-
tion, neuromodulation, and the recognition and manage-
ment of complications arising from interventional proce-
dures. Among the presentations was one on a community
survey conducted by Eriator and colleagues exploring pub-
lic perception of and response to warning signs of inappro-
priate use of prescription drugs. Their data showed that
despite current government statistics pointing to prescription
opioids as the most abused substance in the United States,
contributing to more accidental overdose deaths than cocaine
and heroin combined, only 9 percent of those surveyed
considered prescription drug abuse to be a major issue.

Another important study, reported by Wasan and col-
leagues, evaluated the merit of screening tests as predic-
tors of aberrant drug-related behavior in chronic pain
patients. The researchers found that various psychiatric
factors, including mood disorders, psychological prob-
lems, and psychosocial stressors, are associated with a
greater likelihood of drug-positive urine screens and sig-
nificantly higher scores on the Aberrant Drug Behavior
Index. This is an important finding for opioid prescribers,
as such screening could aid in early recognition and
monitoring of high-risk patients.

One of the most interesting discussions took place in a
premeeting conference, “The Truth about Pain Manage-
ment: The Interface of Pain and Addiction,” conducted by
Drs. Howard Heit, Edward Covington, and Douglas
Gourlay. Dr. Heit offered a concise overview of current
theories on addiction and their relevance to pain practice.
Dr. Gourlay followed this presentation with a discussion
of the concept of “universal precautions” in pain medicine,
which require a strategy centered on careful assessment,
ongoing evaluation, the establishment of clear lines of com-
munication and firm boundaries between the patient and
the prescriber, and meticulous documentation.

A second panel discussion, presided over by Dr.
Covington, questioned whether doctors may have gone
from being overly reluctant to prescribe opioids to patients
with chronic noncancer pain to being excessively aggres-
sive with opioid treatments. Mounting evidence suggests
that opioids are not universally effective and may be
associated with poor long-term outcomes. While there is

a great deal of debate surrounding this particular topic, it
is generally agreed that the best approach is to in-
dividualize pain patients’ therapy as much as possible and
employ a combination of treatments, including rehabilitative
approaches, cognitive-behavioral therapy, and nonopioid
analgesics such as NSAIDs or tricyclic antidepressants,
rather than rely solely on standardized opioid regimens.
While most pain specialists are quite knowledgeable on
these points, primary care physicians are increasingly res-
ponsible for treating and monitoring pain patients on opioid
therapy. Because these doctors are less likely to have well-
developed and tested policies and procedures in place for
caring for complicated pain patients, they are the most likely
to encounter problems with regulatory agencies. Recom-
mendations for improving this situation include greater
involvement on the part of specialists and improved pain
education at both the medical school and continuing edu-
cation levels. (Source: Medscape Neurology & Neuwrosurgery,
March 8, 2007; www.medscape.com/viewarticle/553009)

PAIN LINKED TO SOME MAJOR PSYCHIATRIC DISORDER
DIAGNOSES

A study presented at the annual meeting of the
American Association for Geriatric Psychiatry claims
there is a significant association between pain and the
major categories of psychiatric disorders in hospitalized
geriatric patients. Led by Theodore Osuala, MD, a
research team from the University of Maryland Medical
Center in Lanham, Maryland, reviewed pain evaluations
at admission and in discharge summaries of 504 patients
age 60 or older at the center’s acute geriatrics psychiatry
inpatient unit. The data analyzed included psychiatric
diagnosis, presence or absence of pain, and pain syn-
drome diagnosis. Self-reported pain symptoms were seen
in 25 percent of the patients in the group. The incidence
of pain differed significantly according to diagnosis: pain
was reported in 34 percent of patients with depression,
20 percent of those with mania, 20 percent of those with
psychotic disorders, and 14 percent of those with demen-
tia. The average pain score was 5.9 on a 10-point scale.
Of all subjects with documented pain, 58 percent were
treated with pain medication while in the hospital.

The results of this study confirm previous work showing
a relationship between pain and depression in the gener-
al psychiatric population. The findings may also indicate
that pain is undertreated in geriatric psychiatry patients
and underappreciated in patients with other psychotic
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disorders/dementias. (Source: Lexa W. Lee, Medscape
Medical News, March 5, 2007)

PSYCHIATRIC FACTORS LINKED TO INCREASED RISK FOR
MISUSE OF OPIOID MEDICATIONS

The results of a study presented at the American
Academy of Pain Medicine’s annual meeting suggest that
psychiatric factors, including a history of mood disorders
or psychological problems, are associated with an
increased risk for misuse of prescription opioids among
outpatients receiving opioid therapy for chronic noncancer
pain. The lead researcher, Dr. Ajay Wasan, of Brigham and
Women’s Hospital in Boston, Massachusetts, says that it is
known that noncancer patients are more likely to abuse
opioids than cancer patients, but to date there is little reli-
able data on which patients with chronic noncancer pain
are most likely to be noncompliant with therapy.

In the current multicenter study, researchers related
psychiatric history and current psychological adjustment
to aberrant drug-related behavior. Patients completed the
Prescription Drug Use Questionnaire, the Brief Pain
Inventory, the Screener and Opioid Assessment for Pain
Patients (SOAPP), and the Current Medications Misuse
Questionnaire (COMM), a newer study tool. Patients
were followed for five months, at which time a urine tox-
icology screen was performed. The Prescription Opioid
Therapy Questionnaire, a tool that rates opioid-misuse
behaviors, was completed by treating physicians. Using
the combined results from the tests and urine screens,
patients were classified as positive or negative on the
Aberrant Drug Behavior Index (ADBD.

Of 228 patients, 103 were rated “low psych” and 125
“high psych.” The high psych patients had been taking
opioids for longer periods and scored significantly higher
on the SOAPP and COMM (p < 0.001). Their urine
screens were more frequently abnormal (p < 0.01), and
their ADBI scores were significantly higher (p < 0.001).
The researchers concluded that psychiatric factors, such
as a history of mood disorders, psychological problems,
and psychosocial stressors, may place patients at risk for
misuse of prescription opioids. (Source: Lexa W. Lee,
Medscape Medical News, March 1, 2007)

PHYSICIANS DEBATE LINK BETWEEN MORPHINE AND
DOUBLE EFFECT

Two papers published in the March 10, 2007, Palliative
Medicine state that medical practitioners are poorly
informed about morphine’s role in hastening the death of
terminal patients and are passing their misconceptions on
to the public. The papers are supported by top palliative
care specialists in the United Kingdom, who have author-
ized a letter condemning the credence given to outdated
perceptions by the media and the medical community.

Professor Bassam Estfan and colleagues, of the Taussig
Cancer Center, have demonstrated that when properly
administered in pain patients, morphine does not cause
respiratory depression, the mechanism by which a high
dose becomes lethal. In their study of 30 patients admit-
ted for inpatient palliative care for severe cancer pain,
they did not note any significant changes in breathing
after controlling the pain with morphine.

The findings are especially relevant to the ongoing
case of Kelly Taylor, a terminally ill woman suffering
from constant, debilitating pain who went to court over
her right to receive a dose of morphine high enough to
induce unconsciousness. Doctors are unwilling to pre-
scribe an amount of morphine adequate to control her
pain, insisting that such a dose would likely induce
death, amounting to physician-assisted euthanasia—a
phenomenon known as “double effect.” But many pallia-
tive care specialists believe the correlation between dou-
ble effect and morphine is erroneous, and several insist
that unconsciousness could not be sustained with mor-
phine at any dose. “Unlike many drugs, morphine has a
very wide safety margin,” says Dr. Rob George of
University College London, a consultant in palliative
medicine. “Evidence over the last 20 years has repeatedly
shown that, used correctly, morphine is well tolerated,
does not cloud the mind, does not shorten life, and its
sedating effects wear off quickly. This is obviously good
for patients in pain, but not for those who want to be put
into a coma.” Dr. George insists that there is no evidence
that morphine, when given knowledgeably, is fatal.
(Source: Physorg.com, March 2, 2007; Medical News
Today, March 10, 2007)

POTENTIAL NEW PAIN DRUG DEVELOPED AT UNIVERSITY
OF LEICESTER AND FERRARA

Professor David Lambert, of the University of
Leicester, and Dr. Girolamo Calo, in Ferrara, Italy, have
collaborated on a new pain medication—UFP-101—that
may be as effective as morphine while avoiding many of
morphine’s unwanted side effects.

“Morphine produces its clinical effects by interaction
with opioid receptors,” Lambert explained. “In addition
to acting as a pain killer, this drug produces a number of
unwanted side effects of importance from a clinical (e.g.,
depression of breathing, constipation, and tolerance) and
social (addiction) viewpoints. Clearly there is a place for
new morphine-like drugs without these side effects.”
Lambert has been studying opioids and opioid receptors
since 1991, with emphasis on understanding receptor
function and exploring new substances that can effective-
ly target these receptors. An inaugural public lecture on
the development and proposed role of UFP-101 was
scheduled for March 20, 2007. (Source: Physorg.com,
University of Leicester, March 16, 2007)
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CALENDAR

The Canadian Pain Society
Pain Relief: A Basic Human Right
May 23-206, 2007
Westin Ottawa Hotel
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

For registration information, contact:
Georgina Smith, Manager, Registrations
Tel.: 416-691-4001 / Fax: 905-668-3728

E-mail: georgina@canadianpainsociety.ca
Web site: www.canadianpainsociety.ca/
congres/Ottawa2007/index.htm

The European Association for Palliative Care
EAPC 10th Congress
June 7-9, 2007
University Congress Centre ELTE
Budapest, Hungary

For registration information, contact:
Blaguss Ltd. Congress Bureau
Tel.: + 36 1 374 7030 / Fax: + 30 1 312 1582
E-mail: eapc2007@blaguss-congress.bu
Web site: www.eapcnet.org/budapest2007

Alliance of State Pain Initiatives
18th Annual Meeting—Alliance of State Pain Initiatives
June 21-23, 2007
Radisson Hotel Boston
Boston, Massachusetts

For registration information, contact:
Ronna Popkin
Tel.: 608-265-27600 / Fax: 608-265-4014
E-mail: rapopkin@uwisc.edu
Web site: www.aspi.wisc.edu

Department of Pain Medicine and Palliative Care,
Beth Israel Medical Center
The International Association for Pain
and Chemical Dependency

The 7th International Conference on
Pain & Chemical Dependency
June 21-24, 2007
Sheraton New York Hotel & Towers
New York, New York

For registration information, contact:
ICPCD Registration
Tel.: 866-908-8398
Fax: 732-274-2423
E-mail: Registration@IAPCD.com
Web site: www.iapcd.com

University of South Carolina School of Medicine-
Palmetto Health Richland Continuing
Medical Education Organization
University of South Carolina-Beaufort
Pain Management for Primary Care Physicians
July 23-26, 2007
The Sea Pines Resort
Sea Pines, South Carolina

For registration information, contact:
Continuing Medical Education
Tel.: 800-335-2582
Fax: 843-842-1870
E-mail: chuck@seapines.com
Web site: www.seapinescme.com

American Society of Pain Educators
ASPE Pain Educators Forum: Pain Week 2007
September 6-9, 2007
Red Rock Casino, Resort, and Spa
Las Vegas, Nevada

For registration information, contact:
Tel.: 877-733-9797
Fax: 973-453-8246
E-mail: dw@paineducators.org
Web site: www.paineducators.org/PainWeek.asp?id=78
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

A comparison of oral midazolam, oral tramadol, and intranasal
sufentanil premedication in pediatric patients

Fatma Bayrak, MD
Isil Gunday, MD
Dilek Memis, MD

Alparslan Turan, MD

ABSTRACT

Background: This study was designed to evaluate the
efficacy and safety of oral midazolam, tramadol drops,
and intranasal sufentanil for premedication of pediatric
patients.

Methods: Sixty children, three to 10 years of age, who
were designated as American Society of Anesthesiologists
Pphysical status I and who were undergoing adenotonsil-
lectomy as inpatients were randomized to receive a
dosage of 0.5 mg/kg (total of 4 mL) midazolam in cherry
Juice (n =20, Group M), 3 mg/kg tramadol drops (n = 20,
Group T), or 2 ug/kg intranasal sufentanil (n = 20, Group
S). Clinical responses (sedation, anxiolysis, cooperation)
and adverse effects (respiratory, hemodynamic, etc.) were
recorded. Safety was assessed by continuous oxygen satui-
ration monitoring and observation. Vital signs (blood
pressure, pulse, oxygen saturation, respiratory rate) were
recorded before drug administration (baseline) and then
every 10 minutes until the induction of anesthesia.

Results: Mean blood pressure decreased significantly
after five minutes of intranasal sufentanil administration
relative to Groups M (p < 0.01) and T (p < 0.05), whereas
beart rate remained unchanged. Oxygen saturation and
respiratory rate decreased significantly after 20 and 30
minutes of intranasal sufentanil administration relative
to Groups M and T (p < 0.05). Anxiety scores showed rates
of 45 percent in Group M, 5 percent in Group T, and 40
percent in Group S. Anxiety scores in Groups M and S
were better than those of Group T (p < 0.01). Cooperation
scores for face-mask acceptance showed rates of 85 per-
cent in Group M, 45 percent in Group T, and 85 percent
in Group S (p<0.01).

Conclusion: Intranasal sufentanil and oval midazo-
lam are more appropriate premedication options than
tramadol drops in children.

Key words: children, oral midazolam, oral tramadol,
intranasal sufentanil

INTRODUCTION

Surgery and anesthesia induce considerable emotional
stress in both parents and children.! The aftereffects of
this stress, including prolonged night terrors, negativism,
a variety of phobias, hysterical reactions, and anxiety
reactions, may endure long after the hospital experience
has ended. Preanesthetic medication may reduce the
risks of adverse psychological and physiological sequelae
of induction of anesthesia in distressed children.
Premedication may be administered orally, intramuscu-
larly, intravenously, rectally, nasally, or sublingually, and
should provide effective anxiolysis and conscious seda-
tion in order to improve the conditions surrounding
parental separation and induction of general anesthesia.

Midazolam is the most commonly ordered premedica-
tion in pediatric anesthesia practice. More than 85 per-
cent of anesthesiologists responding to a national survey
of premedication practices conducted by Kain et al.? indi-
cated that they prescribed midazolam when they chose to
premedicate. The benefits of effective premedication
include a reduction in both patient and parental separa-
tion anxiety, partial anterograde amnesia, facilitation of a
smooth anesthetic induction, and a reduction in reported
undesirable postoperative behavioral changes.>* There
are numerous published reports documenting the safety
and efficacy of oral midazolam premedication in children
between one and 12 years of age.>

Tramadol hydrochloride is a racemic mixture of two
enantiomers. It has analgesic activity suitable for mild to
moderate pain, with part of its analgesic activity modulat-
ed via [ receptors. It has a low affinity for opioid recep-
tors, but it also exerts its effect through direct modulation
of central monoaminergic pathways. In children older
than one year, tramadol is well tolerated and is an effec-
tive postoperative analgesic, with adverse effects similar
to those of other opioids.”

Sufentanil is the most potent opioid available today,
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and is perhaps closer to the future of opioids than any of
the other drugs available to clinicians. It is more than
twice as lipid soluble as fentanyl; however, its properties,
including its high degree of plasma protein binding (98
percent) and lower volume of distribution, are the proba-
ble explanation for sufentanil’s shorter elimination half-
life and duration of effect compared with fentanyl.
Sufentanil also has a high affinity for the U receptor—
higher than that of any other opioid.® Intranasal sufen-
tanil has been used in pediatric populations to ease sepa-
ration from parents, decrease coughing, decrease
inhalation anesthetic requirements, and provide faster
and smoother recoveries.” Nasal midazolam in doses of
0.2 or 0.3 mg/kg has been used to provide sedation with-
in five to 10 minutes and to ease separation.

Intranasal sufentanil, oral midazolam, and oral tra-
madol are all effective for preinduction of pediatric
patients, but there are no data on which to base a choice
between them. The purpose of this study was to evaluate
the efficacy and safety of three different pediatric pre-
medication regimens.

METHODS

After obtaining institutional review board approval
and informed parental consent, we studied children aged
three to 10 vyears with American Society of
Anesthesiologists (ASA) physical status I who were
undergoing minor surgery for adenotonsillectomy with
general anesthesia. Exclusion criteria included 1) known
adverse reaction to benzodiazepines; 2) use of
sedative/hypnotic, narcotic, anticonvulsant, stimulant, or
other medications reported to affect the minimum alveo-
lar anesthetic concentration of inhaled anesthetics within
the previous month; and 3) the presence of neurologic,
renal, or hepatic disease. All patients were allowed food
ad libitum eight hours before surgery and a maximum of
10 mL/kg clear liquid four hours before the anticipated
time of general anesthesia induction. Patients were ran-
domly assigned to one of the following groups according
to computer-generated random numbers: 0.5 mg/kg
midazolam in cherry juice (4 mL total) (n = 20, Group M),
3 mg/kg tramadol drops (n = 20, Group T), or 2 ug/kg
intranasal sufentanil (n = 20, Group S). Noninvasive
mean blood pressure (MBP), heart rate (HR), respiratory
rate (RR), and oxyhemoglobin saturation (SpO,) were
measured before drug administration and 40 minutes
before separation from parents. Safety was assessed by
measuring RR and SpO, throughout the study. An SpO,
of < 90 percent was considered clinically significant. An
RR of < 16 breaths/min (three to seven years old) or < 12
breaths/min (seven to 10 years old) was defined as
hypoventilation

Clinical responses (sedation, anxiolysis, cooperation)
and adverse effects (respiratory, hemodynamic, etc.)

were assessed by an observer blinded to dose. Safety was
assessed by continuous SpO, monitoring and observa-
tion. Vital signs (BP, pulse, RR) were recorded before
drug administration (baseline) and then every 10 minutes
until the induction of anesthesia. There was no attempt to
control for surgical procedure or additional drugs admin-
istered during the induction of anesthesia, as the primary
end points for the study were patients’ pharmacodynamic
responses prior to induction. The authors felt this type of
study would be the most generalizable because it closely
reflects standard anesthetic practices. A blinded observer
evaluated preoperative emotional state, response to pre-
medication, induction, and side effects.

Anxiolysis was assessed on a 4-point scale (poor =
afraid, combative, crying, restrained; fair = fearful, mod-
erate apprehension; good = slightly fearful, easily calmed
by strangers, noncombative; excellent = no fear or appre-
hension displayed; not applicable = patient asleep).!® An
anxiety score was also recorded at the time of attempted
separation from parents. An anxiety score of 3 or 4 was
considered satisfactory. The timing of attempted child-
parent separation, which occurred from five to 40 min-
utes after premedication, was determined by operating-
room availability and patient response.

Cooperation was also assessed using a 4-point scale
(poor = strongly refuses intervention; fair = considerable
effort required to achieve compliance with intervention;
good = accepts intervention reluctantly; excellent =
accepts intervention readily; not applicable = patient
asleep). A cooperation score of 3 or 4 was considered sat-
istactory. Cooperation was assessed at the time of face-
mask application (67 percent N,O in oxygen [6 L/min
fresh gas flow]) and 30 seconds later, when sevoflurane
(2 percent) was added.!!

Anesthetic technique was standardized. After standard
monitors were applied, including an automated BP cuff,
electrocardiograph, and pulse oximeter, general anesthe-
sia was induced in all patients using sevoflurane and 67
percent N,O in oxygen. The concentration of sevoflurane
was gradually increased by 0.5 percent every four to five
breaths. When the patient was asleep, a forearm periph-
eral vein was cannulated, and intravenous administration
of lactated Ringer’s solution containing 2 percent dex-
trose was started. Ventilation was first assisted and then
controlled to obtain end-tidal CO, tensions between 30
and 35 mmHg. End-tidal sevoflurane concentration was
maintained at 2 percent in 67 percent N,O in oxygen
throughout anesthesia and surgery. When hemodynamic
variables were stable, 0.1 mg/kg vecuronium was
administered intravenously in all patients. The compli-
cations of mask induction and endotracheal intubation
were noted, including laryngospasm, arterial oxygen sat-
uration less than 90 percent, and vomiting. At the com-
pletion of surgery, residual muscle relaxant was antago-
nized with 0.02 mg/kg atropine and 0.05 mg/kg
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Table 1. Patients’ demographic, surgical, and anesthetic data (mean + SD)
Group M (n = 20) Group T (n = 20) Group S (n = 20)
Age (years) 6.20 £ 1.70 6.75 £ 1.60 6.25 +1.50
Male/female 12/8 12/8 7/13
Weight (kg) 22.95+5.89 20.80 +7.24 21.90 + 4.50
Duration of surgery (min) 62+ 12 58 £ 15 60 + 14
Duration of anesthesia (min) 78 + 10 75+ 12 74 + 16

neostigmine administered intravenously, and sevoflurane
and N,O were discontinued. The patient’s trachea was
extubated after confirming spontaneous respiration,
spontaneous eye opening, or purposeful muscular move-
ments in the upper extremities.

Statistical analysis was performed using one-way
analysis of variance to compare demographic variables
and hemodynamic data among groups. When a signifi-
cant difference was identified, it was followed by an
unpaired Student’s t-test with Bonferroni correction to
adjust for multiple comparisons. Intergroup differences in
categoric demographic data, the level of sedation, inci-
dence of adverse effects, and parental satisfaction were
also compared using the y? test or Fisher’s exact test as
appropriate. Changes in hemodynamics and SpO, over
time were analyzed by two-way analysis of variance with
repeated measures, followed by the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test. A p value less than 0.05 was considered statisti-
cally significant.

RESULTS

There were no significant differences among the three
groups in terms of age, gender distribution, weight, dura-
tion of surgery, or anesthesia (Table 1). Significant differ-
ence was seen with respect to MBP and SpO, before pre-
medication among different groups (Table 2). MBP
decreased significantly five minutes after intranasal
sufentanil administration relative to Groups M (p < 0.01)
and T (p < 0.05), whereas HR remained unchanged. SpO,
and RR decreased significantly 20 and 30 minutes after
intranasal sufentanil administration relative to Groups M
and T (p < 0.05). There were no clinically important
mean changes in MBP, RR, or SpO, measurements
between the treatment groups.

Upon separation from parent(s), significantly greater
proportions of children in the midazolam and tramadol
groups were classified as being “asleep” and “calm but
awake” than in the sufentanil group. Although three chil-
dren in the sufentanil group were restless, agitated, crying,
or upset at the time of separation, none required restraint
when an anesthetic mask was applied for inhalational

induction. An anxiety score was also recorded at the time
of attempted separation from parents. Satisfactory anxiety
scores were achieved with rates of 45 percent in Group
M, 5 percent in Group T, and 40 percent in Group S.
Anxiety scores in Groups M and S were better than those
in Group T (p < 0.01). Cooperation scores for face-mask
acceptance showed rates of 85 percent in Group M, 45
percent in Group T, and 85 percent in Group S (p < 0.01).
Five patients experienced nausea before mask induc-
tion (one patient in Group M, three patients in Group T,
and one patient in Group S). No clinically important
desaturation or laryngospasms were observed in any chil-
dren during or after the administration of medication.

DISCUSSION

The present results show that oral midazolam and
intranasal sufentanil are superior to oral tramadol.
Although midazolam can be used as a preanesthetic med-
ication via oral, nasal, rectal, intramuscular, or intra-
venous routes, oral administration is the most common
for children. It is reported that 80 percent of children pre-
medicated with oral midazolam at a dose of between 0.5
and 1.0 mg/kg are sedated satisfactorily for minor sur-
gery.®!! Pediatric pharmacokinetic studies show that the
time to maximum plasma concentration after oral admin-
istration of 0.25 to 1.0 mg/kg midazolam is 50 minutes
(15 to 60 minutes), although clinical studies show a peak
sedative effect occurring at 30 minutes after oral adminis-
tration of midazolam 0.5 mg/kg.!"!3 In the present study,
children entered the operating room 40 minutes after
midazolam medication, as we predicted that the peak
plasma level of midazolam would occur at that time.

During the past two decades, anesthesiologists have
been provided with a number of new, potent opioid
analgesics and sedatives/hypnotics, as well as an
increased understanding of the pharmacokinetic and
pharmacodynamic principles that govern the medica-
tions’ action and disposition. These developments have
suggested that nasal mucous membranes may be useful
as an alternate route of analgesic and anesthetic drug
delivery.! The easiest mucosal technology is the
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Table 2. Preoperative changes in MBP, HR, SpO,, and RR (mean + SD)

MBP HR SpO, RR
Group Group Group Group
Time M T S M T M T S M T S
77.9 77.5 73.8 103.4 99.3 98.3 98.6 98.8 98.5 20.8 18.2 18.8
Basal + + + + + + + + + + + +
6.1 7.9 10.2 9.7 9.3 10.1 0.6 0.4 0.6 3.1 3.5 1.8
80.1 77.2 70.1 97.4 99.6 102.8 98.5 98.6 98.3 20.2 18.5 18.7
5 min + + + + + + + + + + + +
6.8 9.6* 7.5 22.2 8.6 8.8 0.6 0.7 0.5 3.2 3.0 1.8
78.7 76.7 71.8 100.4 101.4 99.9 98.7 98.6 98.3 19.8 18.6 17.8
10 min + + + + + + + + + + + +
8.5 10.2 10.1 7.3 8.8 12.3 0.5 0.7 0.8 3.5 3.3 2.1
75.9 77.6 72.8 98.8 100.1 99.8 98.4 98.4 97.7 19.7 18.1 17.4
20 min + + + + + + + + + + + +
8.5 9.6 10.1 7.3 9.8 12.5 0.6 0.5 1.2 3.4 2.7 2.7
75.3 78.6 73.1 99.1 101.9 96.1 98.1 98.8 97.9 19.9 18.7 17.3
30 min + + + + + + + + + + + +
7.2 8.5 11.3 7.3 12.0 12.5 1.0 0.5 0.9 3.2 3.3 2.2k
78.7 78.3 77.3 98.05 100.9 97.1 98.8 98.8 98.8 19.2 18.5 18.1
40 min + + + + + + + + + + + +
3.5 7.5 7.2 7.8 8.0 10.0 0.4 0.6 0.4 3.1 2.8 2.1

Group S; ** p < 0.05, Group S compared to Groups M and T.

n = 20 in each group; MBP (mmHg) = mean blood pressure; HR (beats/min) = heart rate; SpO, (percent) = peripheral oxygen
saturation; RR(breaths/min) = respiratory rate; * p < 0.05, Group M compared to Group T; ** p < 0.001, Group M compared to

transnasal mucosal approach, and this route has been the
subject of recent investigation. In one study, sufentanil
(1.5, 3.0, or 4.5 pg/kg) was administered to 80 children
ranging in age from six months to seven years. Easy sep-
aration from parents was achieved in 86 percent of the
children 10 minutes after premedication administration.
Unfortunately, 61 percent of the children cried after drug
administration, and side effects included reduced ventila-
tory compliance (chest-wall rigidity) with higher doses
(3.0 and 4.5 pug/kg). Nevertheless, nasal transmucosal
drug delivery may have value, especially for frightened or
uncooperative children.” Nasal sufentanil has been used
in pediatric populations to ease separation from parents,
decrease coughing, decrease requirements for inhalation
anesthetic, and provide faster and smoother recover-
ies.?!> In our study, we found that intranasal sufentanil
has similiar premedication qualities as compared with
midazolam but is a better premedication than tramadol.
Tramadol, a synthetic 4-phenyl-piperidine analog of
codeine, is a centrally acting atypical opioid.'® Although
tramadol’s mode of action is not completely understood,
at least two complementary mechanisms are believed to
contribute to its effect. Tramadol’s opioid activity results

from low-affinity binding of the parent compound to n
opioid receptors and higher-affinity binding of the M1 (0-
desmethylated) metabolite.!” Tramadol is also a weak
inhibitor of norepinephrine and serotonin reuptake.'® In
one study, Payne and Roelofse!® administered tramadol
drops 3 mg/kg plus oral midazolam 0.5 mg/kg 30 minutes
prior to anesthesia. They found that no respiratory depres-
sion was seen, and preanesthetic behavior patterns were
largely the same between the study group and the control:
85 percent of patients in the tramadol group were drowsy
but awake, versus 90 percent in the placebo group, and sim-
ilarly satistactory induction behavior was seen in 95 percent
of the tramadol group versus 90 percent of the placebo
group. The researchers concluded that tramadol 3 mg/kg has
no clinical respiratory depressant effect and that behavior
and recovery times are unaffected. After oral administration,
tramadol demonstrates 68 percent bioavailability, with peak
serum concentrations reached within two hours.!® In our
present study, children entered the operating room 40 min-
utes after administration of tramadol, as we thought that it
was predicted that the peak plasma level of tramadol
occurred at that time, and that intranasal sufentanil and
midazolam are better premedications than tramadol.
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This study demonstrated a wide safety profile for oral
midazolam, oral tramadol, and nasal sufentanil administra-
tion; no patient developed clinically important desaturation
before the induction of anesthesia. There were slightly
significant BP, RR, and SpO, decreases in Group S, but
these changes were not clinically important. In this study,
five patients experienced nausea before mask induction;
these events may have been related to the drug or to the
patient’s response to having to ingest something he or
she did not want; it is difficult in many instances to sepa-
rate a true pharmacodynamic effect from the psychologi-
cal response of a child. There were no adverse respirato-
ry events before induction. It must be understood,
however, that this study involved a highly selected popu-
lation of patients, the vast majority of whom were ASA
class I. This study excluded patients with serious underly-
ing medical conditions, and the responses of and poten-
tial for adverse respiratory events in higher-risk patients
are likely to be different.

In summary, the data demonstrate that commercially
prepared oral midazolam and intranasal sufentanil are
rapidly taken up, with the majority of patients demon-
strating a satisfactory degree of sedation and anxiolysis
within five minutes of consumption relative to tramadol
drops. Satisfactory sedation and anxiolysis seem to last
for up to 40 to 45 minutes. The present results show that
oral midazolam and intranasal sufentanil are superior
premedications in pediatric patients as compared to oral
tramadol.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Urine drug test interpretation: What do physicians know?

Gary M. Reisfield, MD
Roger Bertholf, PhD
Robert L. Barkin, MBA, PharmD
Fern Webb, PhD
George Wilson, MD

ABSTRACT

Objective: To determine the level of urine drug test
(UDT) interpretive knowledge of physicians who use these
instruments to monitor adberence in their patients on
chronic opioid therapy.

Methods: A seven-question instrument consisting of
six five-option, single-best-answer multiple choice ques-
tions and one yes/no question was completed by 114
physicians (77 who employ UDT and 37 who do not)
attending one of three regional opioid education confer-
ences. We calculated frequencies and performed x?
analyses to examine bivariate associations between UDT
utilization and interpretive knowledge.

Results: The instrument was completed by 80 percent
of eligible respondents. None of the physicians who employ
UDT answered all seven questions correctly, and only 30
percent answered more than half correctly. Physicians
who employ UDT performed no better on any of the ques-
tions than physicians who do not employ UDT.

Conclusions: Physicians who employ UDT to monitor
patients receiving chronic opioid therapy are not profi-
cient in test interpretation. This study highlights the need
Sfor improved physician education; it is imperative for
physicians to work closely with certified laboratory profes-
sionals when ordering and interpreting these tests.

Key words: urine drug test, chronic opioid therapy,
interpretation, physician knowledge

INTRODUCTION

The United States has one of the highest levels of pre-
scription opioid use in the world, and the rate is increas-
ing, accompanied by a parallel increase in abuse of such
medications."? Abuse of opioids is often associated with
concomitant abuse of other drugs, both illicit and unau-
thorized licit.>> Physicians, apprehensive about clinical,
medicolegal, and regulatory risks, are increasingly
using urine drug tests (UDTs) as an objective means of

behavioral monitoring in patients on chronic opioid ther-
apy. Little information exists, however, concerning physi-
cians’ knowledge of accurate interpretation of these tests.
Our objective in this preliminary study was to determine
the level of physician proficiency in UDT interpretation,
particularly with regard to frequently prescribed opioids
and common drugs of abuse.

METHODS

Neither we nor others were able to identify any pub-
lished, validated psychometric tools purporting to evalu-
ate physicians’ UDT interpretive knowledge in the con-
text of the medical clinic.® A seven-question survey
comprising six five-option, single-best-answer multiple
choice questions and one yes/no question about UDT
interpretation was developed by two of the authors, one
(GMR) a board-certified pain management specialist and
the other (RB) a board-certified clinical chemist and toxi-
cologist. The survey was designed to be used in a prelim-
inary and exploratory study of several aspects of physi-
cians’ knowledge about UDT. No formal psychometric
validation was conducted on the instrument. The survey
content was generated on the basis of the most common
and/or critical interpretive errors seen in our tertiary care
medical center and community-based primary care clin-
ics. Four questions concerned administration of prescrip-
tion opioids, one question concerned administration of
heroin, one question concerned passive inhalation of
marijuana, and one question concerned ingestion of
poppy seeds. The questionnaire was vetted by seven
experts in the field of clinical and forensic toxicology
(including three directors of Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration—certified drug testing lab-
oratories and the chief toxicologist for the state of North
Carolina), which led to refinement of the survey ques-
tions. The questionnaire can be found in the Appendix.
The study was approved by the University of Florida
College of Medicine’s institutional review board.
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Table 2. Knowledge level by UDT ordering status, n (percent)?
Order UDT
Total # correct on knowledge questions ) P
Yes (n=77) No (n=37)
0 2(3 13
1 12 (16) 4D
2 17 (22) 12 (32)
3 22 (29) 8(22)
6.12 0.41
4 18 (23) 514
5 5(6) 514
6 1D 2(5)
7 0 0
Order UDT
Percent correct on specific questions OR¢ 95 percent CI
Yes (n=77) No (n=37)
1 29 38 0.66 0.28 to 1.50
2 61 54 1.33 0.60 to 2.94
3 7 5 0.64 0.19 to 2.17
4 22 22 1.02 0.39 to 2.66
5 79 76 1.22 0.48to 3.11
6 17 32 0.42 0.17 to 1.05
7 52 43 1.41 0.64 to 3.12
4 Total percent may total > 100 due to rounding
b %2 test of difference in proportion of UDT ordering status by total number of correct answers for knowledge questions
¢ Odds ratio (OR) modeling UDT testing as “yes” = 1 and “no” = 2

The questionnaires were distributed to all attendees (n
= 151) at each of three opioid education conferences
sponsored by the Opioid Management Society
(Philadelphia, September 16 and 17, 2006; Miami,
October 28 and 29, 2006; and Houston, November 11 and
12, 2006). The questionnaires were accompanied by a
cover sheet explaining the purpose and voluntary nature
of the study. A brief verbal description of the study’s aims
was given by one of the investigators (GRW or GMR) at
the time of questionnaire distribution. The questionnaires
were distributed, completed, and collected early in the
conference, immediately prior to a presentation on clini-
cal UDTs. Participants had 15 minutes to complete the
questionnaire.

Data analysis

Frequencies were calculated for each variable. We
then applied %? tests to examine bivariate associations
between UDT utilization and UDT interpretive knowl-
edge. The p values, odds ratios, and 95 percent confi-
dence intervals for observed associations are reported.

RESULTS

One hundred and fifty-one questionnaires were dis-
tributed, and 121 completed questionnaires were
returned. Seven questionnaires were discarded because
the respondents were either physicians not involved in
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clinical medicine or nonphysicians who were not respon-
sible for ordering/interpreting UDTs. One hundred and
fourteen completed physician questionnaires were
returned, for an overall response rate of 80 percent.
Seventy-seven respondents (68 percent) indicated that
they employ UDT. Seventy-six percent indicated that
they prescribe opioids for chronic nonmalignant pain, 19
percent indicated that they were board certified in pain
management, and 6 percent indicated that they were
board certified in addiction medicine or addiction psychi-
atry. Table 1 includes the overall number and percentage
of questions answered correctly, stratified by physician
UDT practice. These data are presented graphically in
Figures 1 and 2.

None of the 77 physicians who indicated that they
employ UDT answered all seven questions correctly; one
(1 percent) answered six questions correctly, five (6 per-
cent) answered five questions correctly, 18 (23 percent)
answered four questions correctly, 22 (29 percent)
answered three questions correctly, 17 (22 percent)
answered two questions correctly, 12 (16 percent) answered
one question correctly, and two (3 percent) answered no
questions correctly. The percentages of respondents mak-
ing two or fewer errors did not statistically differ between
those who employ UDT and those who do not (%2 = 3.63;
p =0.82).

Question 1: Codeine administration

Codeine is metabolized in part to morphine by means
of the cytochrome P450 2D6 isoenzyme. Consequently,
both codeine and morphine are ordinarily detectable in
the urine of patients administered codeine-containing

products. Twenty-nine percent of physicians who
employ UDT answered this question correctly. Most
incorrect respondents failed to recognize that morphine
is a metabolite of codeine and/or incorrectly identified
dihydrocodeine as a codeine metabolite. Although 38
percent of physicians who do not employ UDT answered
this question correctly, the difference in correct response
rates between those who employ UDT and those who do
not employ UDT was not statistically significant.

Question 2: Morphine administration

Sixty-one percent of respondents who employ UDT
recognized that morphine is the only opioid detectable in
the urine of patients administered only morphine.
Twenty-six percent of respondents believed that mor-
phine, codeine, and dihydrocodeine would be
detectable; 10 percent believed that morphine and
codeine would be detectable; and 1 percent believed that
only dihydrocodeine would be detectable. There were
no statistically significant differences in correct response
rates between physicians who employ UDT and those
who do not.

Question 3: Heroin use

Heroin is metabolized to morphine, 6-monoacetylmor-
phine, and other metabolites. The parent compound has
a half-life of several minutes and therefore is not usually
detectable on UDT. The intermediate metabolite, 6-
monoacetylmorphine, is generally detectable for several
hours after heroin administration.® Nine percent of physi-
cians who employ UDT and 14 percent of those who do
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not recognized that morphine is the only opioid likely to
be detected in the urine of people taking only heroin.
Most incorrect respondents indicated that heroin and/or
hydromorphone would be detected. Although physicians
who employ UDT were 36 percent less likely to answer
this question correctly than those who do not employ
UDT, this difference did not reach statistical significance.

Question 4: Poppy seed consumption

Codeine and morphine are components of poppy
seeds, moderate consumption of which can result in pos-
itive UDT for both opioids.” Twenty-two percent of
physicians who employ UDT recognized this pharmaco-
logic fact. There were no statistically significant differ-
ences in correct response rates between physicians who
employ UDT and those who do not.

Question 5: Secondhand exposure to marijuana smoke

Casual, passive exposure to marijuana smoke does not
cause positive urine screens for A%-tetrahydrocannibinol
(THC) at the federally mandated cutoff of 50 ng/mL.”
Seventy-nine percent of physicians who employ UDT
answered this question correctly, compared to 76 percent
of physicians who do not employ UDT, a difference that
was not statistically significant.

Question 6: Explanations for negative screens
Negative urine drug screens in patients taking opioids

may be due to several factors, including lack of drug use
in the one to three days preceding the UDT, inability of

many screening assays to detect synthetic and semisyn-
thetic opioids in therapeutic doses, and rapid metabolism
of the drug (due to, for example, cytochrome P450
enzyme induction).”” Seventeen percent of physicians
who employ UDT answered this question correctly. Most
incorrect responses were due to the failure to recognize
rapid opioid metabolism as a cause of negative screens,
although a substantial number of physicians failed to rec-
ognize a lack of assay sensitivity/specificity and absence
of recent use as possible causes of negative screens.
Paradoxically, 32 percent of physicians who do not
employ UDT answered this question correctly, a differ-
ence that was statistically significant (% = 11.23; p = 0.04).

Question 7: Possible false negative hydromorphone
screening assays

When administered in therapeutic doses, hydromor-
phone, a semisynthetic opioid, is not detectable by many
opiate screening assays. If patients administered hydro-
morphone screen negative for opiates on immunoassay,
the drug should be detectable by specific confirmatory
tests such as gas chromatography/mass spectroscopy.
Fifty-two percent of physicians who employ UDT
answered this question correctly. Fourteen percent of
physicians indicated that they would readminister the
same screening assay at the next office visit, 10 percent of
physicians would notify law enforcement, 10 percent
would taper and discontinue opioid therapy, and 3 per-
cent would refer the patient to an addiction specialist.
The difference in correct response rates between physi-
cians who employ UDT and those who do not was not
statistically significant.
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DISCUSSION

Limited available data indicate that physicians are not
truly proficient in UDT interpretation. In a study of pri-
mary care physicians engaged in the practice of adoles-
cent medicine, nearly all of whom had used UDT in their
practice, Levy et al.’> found that the majority lacked essen-
tial knowledge regarding proper specimen collection and
validation, interpretation of positive and negative results,
and the need for confirmatory testing. For example, only
12 percent of the physicians surveyed knew that oxy-
codone is not detectable by most screening immunoas-
says, only 40 percent of physicians knew that poppy
seeds could produce a positive screen for opioids, and
less than 50 percent of physicians knew the temporal lim-
its of detection of THC in the urine of regular marijuana
users. Durback et al.,'% in a study of emergency medicine
physicians, found that only 5 percent were able to cor-
rectly identify those substances detectable by the UDT
method used in their hospital, and nearly three-quarters
of the participants incorrectly believed that all benzodi-
azepines could be detected.

The present study, involving physicians who attended
an opioid education conference and who prescribe opi-
oid therapy for chronic pain, confirms and extends previ-
ous work demonstrating a uniformly inadequate physi-
cian knowledge base with regard to UDT interpretation.
Of the 77 physicians who employ UDT, none were able
to answer all seven test questions correctly, and only 30
percent were able to answer more than half correctly.
Physicians who employ UDT, as well as physicians who
are board certified in pain management, performed no
better on any of the seven questions than physicians who
do not employ UDT.

Misinterpretation of UDT potentially has important
and negative consequences for patients. Misinter-
pretation of (false) negative test results may lead the clini-
cian to a false sense of confidence that substance abuse
does not exist. Misinterpretation of (false) positive tests
has potential negative consequences for the patient,
including false accusations of abuse, unjustified loss of
opioid privileges, deterioration of the physician-patient
relationship, painful and possibly dangerous opioid with-
drawal, compromised ability to receive appropriate ther-
apy from future physicians, and involvement of law
enforcement. UDT misinterpretation may also have rami-
fications for the physician. While we were unable to
identify any published cases, we assert that false accusa-
tions of substance misuse based on inaccurate UDT inter-
pretation do have potential medicolegal consequences.

There are several limitations to this study. One is the
issue of response bias. It is likely that those physicians
who chose not to complete the questionnaire were less
likely to employ UDT and/or less confident about their
knowledge of UDT interpretation. It is likely, therefore,

that while the response rate (80 percent) was relatively
high, the low level of knowledge demonstrated in this
article would have been lower still had the physician
response rate been more robust. Another limitation
involves the structure and content of the test questions.
With regard to the former, it is possible that the test ques-
tions were suboptimally constructed and hence difficult
to answer. While the stem items were highly focused and
we avoided the use of negative-stem questions, we did
incorporate four “all of the above” options, a practice
which some education experts believe to be flawed.!
This type of question, however, is common in medical
continuing education, and physicians are highly experi-
enced in answering such questions. With regard to the
content, questions were developed based on what the
authors determined to be essential core content for inter-
pretation of UDT for patients on chronic opioid therapy
in the context of clinical medicine. The questionnaire was
vetted by a panel of experts in toxicology and laboratory
medicine, but the reliability and validity of the instrument
have not been established among clinicians. None of the
respondents commented that the questions were ambigu-
ous or unfair. Finally, it might be argued that physicians
attending an opioid education conference are not repre-
sentative of all physicians who employ UDT, as the for-
mer group might have attended in order to remedy self-
perceived knowledge deficits. This, however, seems
unlikely to have biased our results. Limited data from
other physician groups who employ UDT—those
engaged in the practices of adolescent or emergency
medicine—indicate that UDT knowledge is poor in unse-
lected physician groups.”!® Furthermore, a majority of
physicians report receiving insufficient chronic pain edu-
cation in their graduate and postgraduate medical train-
ing.1213

UDT education can be addressed in several ways.
Physicians can consult a number of published sources,
including a superb monograph published by the
California Academy of Family Physicians'® and 7he
Medical Review Officer’s Manual.’> Medical Review
Officer certification courses offer two-day comprehensive
training in all aspects of UDT, albeit in the context of fed-
erally mandated workplace testing, which differs in
important respects from clinical testing.

CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that physicians’ knowledge of
UDT interpretation is inadequate; physicians who
employ UDT are no more proficient in their interpreta-
tion than their peers who never employ UDT.
Interpretation of UDT results can be highly complex, and
the results have potentially serious consequences for
both patient and physician. Physicians who employ UDT
should have a solid, basic knowledge of interpretation
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and should work closely with certified clinical chem-
istry/toxicology professionals when ordering and inter-
preting these tests.
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APPENDIX. URINE DRUG TESTING (UDT) QUESTIONNAIRE: KNOWLEDGE QUESTIONS*

1. In a patient prescribed Tylenol #3 (codeine and acetaminophen), one would reasonably expect which
of the following to be detected in the urine:

a.  codeine

b.  dihydrocodeine

¢.  morphine

d.  all of the above

e. aandconly

2. In a patient prescribed MS Contin (morphine), one would reasonably expect which of the following
to be detected in the urine:

codeine

dihydrocodeine

morphine

all of the above

a and c only

canpTe

3. In a patient using heroin, one would be likely to detect which of the following in the urine:
heroin

hydromorphone

morphine

all of the above

a and c only

canpTe

4. A patient on OxyContin (oxycodone) therapy is administered a random urine drug test. He notifies you that he ate a
large lemon poppy seed muffin for breakfast. What substances might reasonably be detected in the urine?

oxycodone

codeine

morphine

all of the above

a and c only

oA T

5. A patient on chronic opioid therapy tests positive for cannabis on a random urine drug screen. She explains that her
husband sometimes smokes pot in their bedroom. Is this a plausible explanation for the test findings?

a. yes

b. no

6. Which of the following are plausible explanations for a negative urine opiate drug screen in a patient on chronic
opioid therapy:

Patient ran out of opioid early and has not used any in a few days.

Patient is a “fast metabolizer.”

Drug screen does not detect that particular opioid.

a,b,and c

a and c only

oA T

7. A patient on chronic Dilaudid (hydromorphone) therapy tests negative for opioids on a urine drug screen.
The patient claims to be using the medicine as prescribed. The most appropriate next step would be to:
subject this urine to a different type of test

readminister a urine drug screen at the next visit

taper and discontinue opioid therapy

refer the patient to a detoxification/rehabilitation program

notify law enforcement

oeo T

* Correct responses are bolded.
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Important Safety Information

AVINZA® capsules are a modified-release formulation of morphine sulfate
indicated for once-daily administration for the relief of moderate to severe
pain requiring continuous, around-the-clock opioid therapy for an extended
period of time. AVINZA® CAPSULES ARE TO BE SWALLOWED WHOLE OR THE
CONTENTS OF THE CAPSULES SPRINKLED ON APPLESAUCE. THE CAPSULE BEADS
ARE NOT TO BE CHEWED, CRUSHED, OR DISSOLVED DUE TO THE RISK OF RAPID
RELEASE AND ABSORPTION OF A POTENTIALLY FATAL DOSE OF MORPHINE.
PATIENTS MUST NOT CONSUME ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES WHILE ON AVINZA®
THERAPY. ADDITIONALLY, PATIENTS MUST NOT USE PRESCRIPTION OR
NONPRESCRIPTION MEDICATIONS CONTAINING ALCOHOL WHILE ON AVINZA®
THERAPY. CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL WHILE TAKING AVINZA® MAY RESULT IN
THE RAPID RELEASE AND ABSORPTION OF A POTENTIALLY FATAL DOSE OF
MORPHINE.

The most common serious adverse events reported with administration of AVINZA®
were vomiting, nausea, death, dehydration, dyspnea, and sepsis. (Deaths occurred
in patients treated for pain due to underlying malignancy.) Serious adverse events
caused by morphine include respiratory depression, apnea, and to a lesser degree,
circulatory depression, respiratory arrest, shock and cardiac arrest.

AVINZA® is contraindicated in patients with known hypersensitivity to morphine,
morphine salts, or any components of the product. AVINZA®, like all opioids, is
contraindicated in patients with respiratory depression in the absence of
resuscitative equipment and in patients with acute or severe bronchial asthma.

AVINZA®, like all opioids, is contraindicated in any patient who has or is suspected
of having paralytic ileus.

Morphine should be used with extreme caution in patients with chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease or cor pulmonale and in patients having a substantially
decreased respiratory reserve (eg, severe kyphoscoliosis), hypoxia, hypercapnia, or
pre-existing respiratory depression. In such patients, even usual therapeutic doses
of morphine may increase airway resistance and decrease respiratory drive to the
point of apnea.

AVINZA® is NOT intended for use as a prn analgesic. The safety and efficacy of
using AVINZA® in the postoperative setting has not been evaluated. AVINZA® is not
indicated for postoperative use. If the patient has been receiving the drug prior to
surgery, resumption of the pre-surgical dose may be appropriate once the patient
is able to take the drug by mouth. Physicians should individualize treatment,

For chronic, moderate to severe pain

QD dosing for continuous
24-hour efficacy*

Significant improvement
in physical and social
functioning and sleep®**

King Pharmaceuticals®, Inc. and AVINZA®—
now united for the management of pain

*Compared with baseline.

24 hour
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-

moving from parenteral to oral analgesics as appropriate. (See American Pain
Association guidelines.) Morphine sulfate is a Schedule Il controlled substance
that can be abused in a manner similar to other legal or illegal opioids.

AVINZA® should be administered cautiously and in reduced dosages in patients
with severe renal or hepatic insufficiency, Addison’s disease, hypothyroidism,
prostatic hypertrophy, or urethral stricture, and in elderly or debilitated patients.

Patients must not consume alcoholic beverages while on AVINZA® therapy.
Additionally, patients must not use prescription or nonprescription medicine
containing alcohol while on AVINZA® therapy. Consumption of alcohol while
taking AVINZA® may result in the rapid release and ahsorption of a potentially
fatal dose of morphine.

The daily dose of AVINZA® must be limited to a maximum of 1600 mg/day.
AVINZA® doses of over 1600 mg/day contain a quantity of fumaric acid that has
not been demonstrated to be safe, and which may result in serious renal
toxicity (see WARNINGS).

The 60-, 90-, and 120-mg capsules are for use only in opioid-tolerant patients.

For additional Important Safety Information, please see brief summary
of Prescribing Information on adjacent page.

References: 1. Rauck RL, Bookbinder SA, Bunker TR, et al. A randomized, open-label, multicenter
trial comparing once-a-day AVINZA® (morphine sulfate extended-release capsules) versus
twice-a-day OxyContin® (oxycodone hydrochloride controlled-release tablets) for the treatment of
chronic, moderate to severe low back pain: improved physical functioning in the ACTION trial.
J Opioid Manag. 2007;3:25-43. 2. Caldwell JR, Rapoport RJ, Davis JC, et al. Efficacy and safety
of a once-daily morphine formulation in chronic, moderate-to-severe osteoarthritis pain: results
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AVINZA® @

(morphine sulfate extended-release capsules)
30 mg, 60 mg, 90 mg, 120 mg

BRIEF SUMMARY
The following is a brief summary. Before prescribing, please consult
full prescribing information.

Rx Only

WARNING:
AVINZA capsules are a modified-release formulation of mor-
phine sulfate indicated for once daily administration for the
relief of moderate to severe pain requiring continuous, around-
the-clock opioid therapy for an extended perlud of time.
AVINZA CAPSULES ARE TO BE SWALLOWED WHOLE OR THE

CONTENTS OF THE CAPSULES SPRINKLED ON APPLESAUCE.
THE CAPSULE BEADS ARE NOT TO BE CHEWED, CRUSHED, OR
DISSOLVED DUE TO THE RISK OF RAPID RELEASE AND
ABSORPTION OF A POTENTIALLY FATAL DOSE OF MORPHINE.
PATIENTS MUST NOT CONSUME ALCOHOLIC

release of the total morphine dose, which could result in the absorp-
tion of a potentially fatal dose of mnrphme

Impaired Respiration: Respiratory depression is the chief hazard of
all morphine preparations. Respiratory depression occurs more fre-
quently in elderly or debilitated patients and in those suffering from
conditions accompanied by hypoxia, hypercapnia, or upper airway
obstruction, in whom even moderate therapeutic doses may signif-
icantly decrease pulmonary ventilation.

Morphine should be used with extreme caution in patients with
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease or cor pulmonale and in
patients having a substantially decreased respiratory reserve (e.g.,
severe hypoxia, o pre-gxisting respi-

cranioschisis. Morphine was not a significant teratogen in the rat at
exposure levels significantly beyond that normally encountered in
clinical practice. In one study however, decreased litter size and via-
bility were observed in the offspring of male rats administered mor-
phine at doses approximately 3-fold the maximum recommended
human daily dose (MRHDD) for 10 days prior to mating. In two
studies performed in the rabbit, no evidence of teratogenicity was
reported at subcutaneous doses up to 100 mg/kg.

In'humans, the frequency of congenital anomalies has been reported
to be no greater than expected among the children of 70 women who
were treated with morphine during the first four months of pregnancy
orin 448 women treated with this drug anytime during pregnancy.
were observed in the infant of a

ratory depression. In such patients, even usual doses of
morphine may increase airway resistance and decrease respiratory
drive to the point of apnea.

Head Injury and Increased Intracranial Pressure: The respiratory
depressant effects of morphine with carbon dioxide retention and
secondary elevation of cerebrospinal fluid pressure may be markedly
exaggerated in the presence of head injury, other intracranial lesions,

WHILE ON AVINZA THERAPY. ADDITIDNALLV PATIENTS MUST
NOT USE PRESCRIPTION OR NON-PRESCRIPTION MEDICA-
TIONS CONTAINING ALCOHOL WHILE ON AVINZA THERAPY.
CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL WHILE TAKING AVINZA MAY
RESULT IN THE RAPID RELEASE AND ABSORPTION OF A
POTENTIALLY FATAL DOSE OF MORPHINE.

INDICATIONS AND USAGE: AVINZA capsules are a modified-release
formulation of morphine sulfate intended for once daily administra-
tion indicated for the relief of moderate to severe pain requiring
continuous, around-the-clock opioid therapy for an extended period
of time.

AVINZA is NOT intended for use as a prn analgesic.

The safety and efficacy of using AVINZA in the postoperative setting
has not been evaluated. AVINZA is not indicated for postoperative
use. If the patient has been receiving the drug prior to surgery,
resumption of the pre-surgical dose may be appropriate once the
patient is able to take the drug by mouth. Physicians should individ-
ualize treatment, moving from parenteral to oral analgesics as
appropriate. (see American Pain Society guidelines)

CLINICAL PHARMACOLOGY: Food Effects: When a 60 mg dose of
AVINZA was administered immediately following a high fat meal,
peak morphine concentrations and AUC values were similar to those
observed when the dose of AVINZA was administered in a fasting
state, although achievement of initial concentrations was delayed
by approximately 1 hour under fed conditions. Therefore, AVINZA
can be administered without regard to food. When the contents of
AVINZA were administered by sprinkling on applesauce, the rate
and extent of morphine absorption were found to be bioequivalent
to the same dose when administered as an intact capsule.

Special Populations: Geriatric: Elderly patients (aged 65 years or
older) may have increased sensitivity to morphine. AVINZA pharma-
cokinetics have not been studied specifically in elderly patients.
Nursing Mothers: Low levels of morphine sulfate have been
detected in maternal milk. The milk:plasma morphine AUC ratio is
about 2.5:1. The amount of morphine delivered to the infant
depends on the plasma concentration of the mother, the amount of
milk ingested by the infant, and the extent of first pass metabolism.
Pediatric: The pharmacoklnetlcs of AVINZA have not been studied
in pediatric patients below the age of 18. The range of dose
strengths available may not be appropriate for treatment of very
young pediatric patients. Sprinkling on applesauce is NOT a suitable
alternative for these patients.

Gender: A gender analysis of pharmacokinetic data from healthy
subjects taking AVINZA indicated that morphine concentrations
were similar in males and females.

Race: There may be some pharmacokinetic differences associated
with race. In one published study, Chinese subjects given intra-
venous morphine had a higher clearance when compared to
Caucasian subjects (1852 +/- 116 ml/min compared to 1495 +/-
80 ml/min).

Hepatic Failure: Morphine pharmacokinetics have been reported to
be significantly altered in patients with cirrhosis. Clearance was
found to decrease with a corresponding increase in half-life. The
M3G and MBG to morphine plasma AUC ratios also decreased in
these subjects, indicating diminished metabolic activity.

Renal Morphine phar ics are altered in
patients with renal failure. Clearance is decreased and the metabo-
lites, M3G and M6G, may accumulate to much higher plasma levels
in patients with renal failure as compared to patients with normal
renal function.

Drug-Drug Interactions: Known drug-drug interactions involving
morphine are pharmacodynamic, not pharmacokinetic. (see PRE-
CAUTIONS, Drug Interactions)

CONTRAINDICATIONS: AVINZA is contraindicated in patients with
known hypersensitivity to morphine, morphine salts, or any compo-
nents of the product. AVINZA, like all opioids, is contraindicated in
patients with respiratory depression in the absence of resuscitative
equipment and in patients with acute or severe bronchial asthma.
AVINZA, like all opioids, is contraindicated in any patient who has or
is suspected of having paralytic ileus.

WARNINGS: AVINZA must be swallowed whole (not chewed,
crushed, or dissolved) or AVINZA may be opened and the entire
bead contents sprinkled on a small amount of applesauce immedi-
ately prior to ingestion. THE CAPSULES MUST NOT BE CHEWED,
CRUSHED, OR DISSOLVED DUE TO THE RISK OF RAPID RELEASE
AND ABSORPTION OF A POTENTIALLY FATAL DOSE OF MOR-
PHINE. (see BOX WARNING, CLINICAL PHARMACOLOGY)
Patients must not consume alcoholic beverages while on AVINZA
therapy. Additionally, patients must not use prescription or non-
prescription medications containing alcohol while on AVINZA
therapy. Consumption of alcohol while taking AVINZA may result
in the rapid release and absorption of a potentially fatal dose of

morphine.

THE DAILY DOSE OF AVINZA MUST BE LIMITED TO A MAXIMUM
OF 1600 MG/DAY AVINZA DOSES OF OVER 1600 MG/DAY CON-
TAIN A QUANTITY OF FUMARIC ACID THAT HAS NOT BEEN
DEMONSTRATED TO BE SAFE, AND WHICH MAY RESULT IN
SERIOUS RENAL TOXICITY.

Misuse, Abuse and Diversion of Opioids: Morphine is an opioid
agonist and a Schedule |1 controlled substance. Such drugs are
sought by drug abusers and people with addiction disorders.
Diversion of Schedule I products is an act subject to criminal penalty.
Morphine can be abused in a manner similar to other opioid ago-
nists, legal or illicit. This should be considered when prescribing or
dispensing AVINZA in situations where the physician or pharmacist
is concerned about an increased risk of misuse, abuse, or diversion.
Abuse of AVINZA by crushing, chewing, snorting, or injecting the
dissolved product will result in the immediate release of the entire
daily dose of the opioid and pose a significant risk to the abuser that
could result in overdose and death. Intravenous abuse of a water
extract of AVINZA may lead to serious pulmonary complications due
to the extraction of talc along with morphine sulfate. (see DRUG
ABUSE AND ADDICTION)

Concerns about abuse, addiction, and diversion should not prevent
the proper management of pain. Healthcare professionals should
contact their State Professional Licensing Board, or State Controlled
Substances Authority for information on how to prevent and detect
abuse or diversion of this product.

Interactions with Alcohol and Drugs of Abuse: Morphine may be
expected to have additive effects when used in conjunction with
alcohol, other opioids, or illicit drugs that cause central nervous
system depression. /n vitro studies performed by the FDA demon-
strated that when AVINZA 30 mg was mixed with 900 ml of buffer
solutions containing ethanol (20% and 40%), the dose of morphine
that was released was alcohol concentration-dependent, leading to a
more rapid release of morphine. While the relevance of in vitro lab
tests regarding AVINZA to the clinical setting remains to be deter-
mined, this acceleration of release may correlate with in vivo rapid

or a pre-existing increase in i pressure. Morphine pro-
duces effects which may obscure neurologic signs of further
increases in intracranial pressure in patients with head injuries.
Morphine should only be administered under such circumstances
when considered essential and then with extreme care.
Hypotensive Effect: AVINZA, like all morphine products, may cause
severe hypotension in an individual whose ability to maintain blood
pressure has already been compromised by a depleted blood vol-
ume or concurrent administration of drugs such as phenothiazines
or general anesthetics. (see also PRECAUTIONS, Drug Interactions)
ZA may produce orthostatic hypotension and syncope in
ambulatory patients.
AVINZA is an opioid analgesic which should be administered with
caution to patients i circulatory shock, as vasodilation produced by
the drug may further reduce cardiac output and blood pressure.
Gastrointestinal Obstruction: AVINZA should not be administered
to patients with gastrointestinal obstruction, especially paralytic
ileus because AVINZA, like all morphine preparations, diminishes
propulsive peristaltic waves in the gastrointestinal tract and may
prolong the obstruction.
PRECAUTIONS: General: AVINZA is intended for use in patients
requiring continuous around-the-clock treatment with an opioid
analgesic. It is not appropriate as a prn treatment for pain. As with
any opioid, it is critical to adjust the dose of AVINZA for each indi-
vidual patient, taking into account the patient's prior experience with
analgesics. (see DOSAGE AND ADMINISTRATION)
Use in Pancreatic/Biliary Tract Disease: AVINZA should be used
with caution in patients with biliary tract disease, including acute
pancreatitis, as morphine may cause spasm of the sphincter of Oddi
and diminish biliary and pancreatic secretions.
Special Risk Groups: AVINZA should be administered cautiously
and in reduced dosages in patients with severe renal or hepatic
insufficiency, Addison’s disease, hypothyroidism, prostatic hyper-
trophy, or urethral stricture, and in elderly or debilitated patients.
(see Geriatric Use and CLINICAL PHARMACOLOGY, Special
Populations)
Caution should be exercised in the administration of morphine to
patients with CNS depression, toxic psychosis, acute alcoholism and
delirium tremens, and seizure disorders.
Driving and Operating Machinery: Patients should be cautioned
that AVINZA could impair the mental and/or physical abilities
needed to perform potentially hazardous activities such as driving a
car or operating machinery.
Patients should also be cautioned about the potential combined
effects of AVINZA with other CNS depressants, including other
opioids, phenothiazines, sedative/hypnotics and alcohol. (see PRE-
CAUTIONS, Drug Interactions)
Tolerance and Physical Dependence: Tolerance is the need for
increasing doses of opioids to maintain a defined effect such as
analgesia (in the absence of disease progression or other external

wornan who attempted suicide by taking an overdose of morphine and
other medication during the first trimester of pregnancy.
Nonteratogenic Effects: Published literature has reported that expo-
sure to morphine during pregnancy is associated with reduction in
growth and a host of behavioral abnormalities in the offspring of
animals. Morphine treatment during gestational periods of organo-
genesis in rats, hamsters, guinea pigs and rabbits resulted in the fol-
lowing treatment-related embryotoxicity and neonatal toxicity in one
ormore studies: decreased litter size, embryo-fetal viability, fetal and
neonatal body weights, absolute brain and cerebellar weights,
lengths or widths at birth and during the neonatal period, delayed
motor and sexual maturation, and increased neonatal mortality,
cyanosis and hypothermia. Decreased fertility in female offspring,
and decreased plasma and testicular levels of luteinizing hormone
and testosterone, decreased testes weights, seminiferous tubule
shrinkage, germinal cell aplasia, and decreased spermatogenesis in
male offspring were also observed. Behavioral abnormalities result-
ing from chronic morphine exposure of fetal animals included
altered reflex and motor skill development, mild withdrawal, and
altered responsiveness to morphine persisting into adulthood.
Controlled studies of chronic in utero morphine exposure in preg-
nant women have not been conducted. Infants born to mothers who
have taken opioids ically may exhibit

reversible reduction in brain volume, small size, decreased ventila-
tory response to CO2 and increased risk of sudden infant death syn-
drome. Morphine sulfate should be used by a pregnant woman only
if the need for opioid analgesia clearly outweighs the potential risks
to the fetus.

Labor and Delivery: Opioids cross the placenta and may produce
respiratory depression and psycho-physiologic effects in neonates.
AVINZA is not recommended for use in women during and immedi-
ately prior to labor, when use of shorter acting analgesics or other
analgesic are more app: opioid
analgesics may prolong labor through actions which temporarily
reduce the strength, duration and frequency of uterine contractions.
However this effect is not consistent and may be offset by an
increased rate of cervical dilatation, which tends to shorten labor.
Neonates whose mothers received opioid analgesics during labor
should be observed closely for signs of respiratory depression. A
specific opioid antagonist, such as naloxone or naimefene, should
be available for reversal of opioid-induced respiratory depression in
the neonate.

Neonatal Withdrawal Syndrome: Chronic maternal use of opioids
during pregnancy may cause newborns to suffer from neonatal
withdrawal syndrome (NWS) following birth. Manifestations of this
syndrome include irritability, hyperactivity, abnormal sleep pattern,
high-pitched cry, tremor, vomiting, diarrhea, weight loss, and failure
to gain weight. The time and amount of the mother’s last dose, and
the rate of elimination of the drug from the newborn may affect the
onset, duration, and severity of the disorder. When severe symp-
toms occur, pharmacologic intervention may be required.

Nursing Mothers: Low levels of morphine sulfate have been detected
in human milk. Breast-feeding infants might experience withdrawal
symptoms upon cessation of AVINZA administration to the mother.
Because of the potential for nursing infants to experience adverse
reactions, a decision should be made whether to discontinue nursing

factors). Physical is by symp-
toms after abrupt discontinuation of a drug or upon administration
of an antagonist. Physical dependence and tolerance are not
unusual during chronic opioid therapy.

The opioid abstinence or withdrawal syndrome is characterized by
some or all of the following: restlessness, lacrimation, rhinorrhea,
yawning, perspiration, chills, myalgia, and mydriasis. Other symp-
toms also may develop, including irritability, anxiety, backache, joint
pain, weakness, abdominal cramps, insomnia, nausea, anorexia,
vomiting, diarrhea, or increased blood pressure, respiratory rate, or
heart rate.

Ingeneral, opioids should not be abruptly discontinued. (see
DOSAGE AND ADMINISTRATION, Cessation of Therapy)

Drug Interactions: CNS Depressants: The concurrent use of other
central nervous system (CNS) depressants including sedatives, hyp-
notics, general anesthetics, antiemetics, phenothiazines, or other
tranquilizers or alcohol increases the risk of respiratory depression,
hypotension, profound sedation, or coma. Use with caution and in
reduced dosages in patients taking these agents.

Muscle Relaxants: Morphine may enhance the neuromuscular
blocking action of skeletal muscle relaxants and produce an
increased degree of respiratory depression.

Mixed Agonist/Antagonist Opioid Analgesics: Mixed agonist/-
antagonist analgesics (i.e., pentazocine, nalbuphine and butor-
phanol) should NOT be administered to patients who have received
or are receiving a course of therapy with a pure opioid agonist
analgesic. In these patients, mixed agonist/antagonist analgesics
may reduce the analgesic effect and/or may precipitate withdrawal
symptoms.

Monoamine Oxidase Inhibitors (MAOIs): MAQIs markedly potenti-
ate the action of morphine. AVINZA should not be used in patients
taking MAOIs or within 14 days of stopping such treatment.
Cimetidine: Concomitant administration of morphine and cimeti-
dine has been reported to precipitate apnea, confusion and muscle
twitching in an isolated report. Patients should be monitored for
increased respiratory and CNS depression when receiving cimeti-
dine concomitantly with AVINZA.

Food: AVINZA can be administered without regard to food. (see
CLINICAL PHARMACOLOGY, Food Effects)

i icil ici i of Fertility: Studies in
animals to evaluate the carcinogenic potential of morphine sulfate
have not been conducted. No formal studies to assess the muta-
genic potential of morphine have been conducted. In the published
literature, the results of in vitro studies showed that morphine is non-
mutagenic in the Drosophila melanogaster lethal mutation assay and
produced no evidence of chromosomal aberrations when incubated
with murine splenocytes. Contrary to these results, morphine was
found to increase DNA fragmentation when incubated in vitro with a
human lymphoma cell line. /n vivo, morphine has been reported to
produce an increase in the frequency of micronuclei in bone marrow
cells and immature red blood cells in the mouse micronucleus test
and to induce chromosomal aberrations in murine lymphocytes and
spermatids. Some of the in vivo clastogenic effects reported with

morphine in mice may be directly related to increases in glucocorti-

coid levels produced by morphine in this species.

Pregnancy: Teratogenic Effects (Pregnancy Category C): No formal
studies to assess the teratogenic effects of morphine in animals
have been performed. Several literature reports indicate that mor-
phine administered subcutaneously during the early gestational period
in mice and hamsters produced neurological, soft tissue and
skeletal abnormalities. With one exception, the effects that have
been reported were following doses that were maternally toxic and
the abnormalities noted were characteristic of those observed when
maternal toxicity is present. In one study, following subcutaneous
infusion of doses greater than or equal to 0.15 mg/kg to mice, exen-
cephaly, hydronephrosis, intestinal hemorrhage, split supraoccipital,
malformed sternebrae, and malformed xiphoid were noted in the
absence of maternal toxicity. In the hamster, morphine sulfate given
subcutaneously on gestation day 8 produced exencephaly and

or AVINZA, taking into account the benefit of the drug to
the mother.

Pediatric Use: Safety and effectiveness of AVINZA in pediatric
patients below the age of 18 have not been established. The range
of dose strengths available may not be appropriate for treatment of
very young pediatric patients. Sprinkling on applesauce is NOT a
suitable alternative for these patients.

Geriatric Use: Of the total number of subjects in clinical studies of
AVINZA, there were 168 patients age 65 and over, including 64
patients over the age of 74, 100 of whom were treated with AVINZA.
Subgroup analyses comparing efficacy were not possible given the
small number of subjects in each treatment group. No overall differ-
ences in safety were observed between these subjects and younger
subjects. In general, caution should be exercised in the selection of
the starting dose of AVINZA for an elderly patient, usually starting at
the low end of the dosing range. As with all opioids, the starting
dose should be reduced in debilitated and non-tolerant patients. (see
CLINICAL PHARMACOLOGY, Special Populations, Geriatric and
PRECAUTIONS, Special Risk Groups)

ADVERSE REACTIONS: In controlled and open label clinical studies,
560 patients with chronic malignant or non-malignant pain were
treated with AVINZA. The most common serious adverse events
reported with administration of AVINZA were vomiting, nausea,
death, dehydration, dyspnea, and sepsis. (Deaths occurred in
patients treated for pain due to underlying malignancy.) Serious
adverse events caused by morphine include respiratory depression,
apnea, and to a lesser degree, circulatory depression, respiratory
arrest, shock and cardiac arrest.

Adverse Events: The common adverse events seen on initiation of
therapy with morphine are dose-dependent and are typical opioid-
related side effects. The most frequent of these include constipation,
nausea and somnolence. The frequency of these events depends
upon several factors including the clinical setting, the patient's level
of opioid tolerance, and host factors specific to the individual. These
events should be anticipated and managed as part of opioid analge-
sia therapy.

The most common adverse events (seen in greater than 10%)
reported by patients treated with AVINZA during the clinical trials at
least once during therapy were constipation, nausea, somnolence,
vomiting, and headache. Adverse events occurring in 5-10% of
study patients were peripheral edema, diarrhea, abdominal pain,
infection, urinary tract infection, accidental injury, flu syndrome,
back pain, rash, sweating, fever, insomnia, depression, paresthesia,
anorexia, dry moulh, asthenia and dyspnea. Other less common
side effects expected from opioid analgesics, including morphine, or
seen in fewer than 5% of patients taking AVINZA in the clinical
trials were:

’ljmiy as a Whole: malaise, withdrawal syndrome.

palpitations, syncope, tachycardia.

Digestive System: biliary pain, dyspepsia, dysphagia, gastro-
enteritis, abnormal liver function tests, rectal disorder, thirst.

Hemic and Lymphatic System: anemia, thrombocytopenia.
Metabolic and Nutritional Disorders: edema, weight loss.
Musculoskeletal: skeletal muscle rigidity.

Nervous System: abnormal dreams, abnormal gait, agitation, amne-
sia, anxiety, ataxia, confusion, convulsions, coma, delirium, eupho-
ria, hallucinations, lethargy, nervousness, abnormal thinking,
tremor, vasodilation, vertigo.

Respiratory System: hiccup, hypoventilation, voice alteration.

Skin and Appendages: dry skin, urticaria.

Speciat Senses: amblyopia, eye pain, taste perversion.

Urogenital System: abnormal ejaculation, dysuria, impotence,
decreased libido, oliguria, urinary retention.

DRUG ABUSE AND ADDICTION: AVINZA is a mu-agonist opioid
and is a Schedule Il controlled substance. Morphine, like other
opioids used in analgesia, can be abused and is subject to crim-
inal diversion.

Drug addiction is characterized by compulsive use, use for non-
medical purposes, and continued use despite harm or risk of harm.
Drug addiction is a treatable disease, utilizing a multi-disciplinary
approach, but relapse is common

“Drug seeking” behavior is very common in addicts and drug
abusers. Drug-seeking tactics include emergency calls or visits near
the end of office hours, refusal to undergo appropriate examination,
testing or referral, repeated “loss” of prescriptions, tampering with
prescriptions and reluctance to provide prior medical records or
contact i for other treating “Doctor shop-
ping” to obtain additional prescriptions is common among drug
abusers and people suffering from untreated addiction.

Abuse and addiction are separate and distinct from physical depend-
ence and tolerance. Physicians should be aware that addiction may
not be accompanied by concurrent tolerance and symptoms of
physical dependence. The converse is also true. In addition, abuse
of opioids can occur in the absence of true addiction and is charac-
terized by misuse for non-medical purposes, often in comblnatlun
with other Careful d-keeping
prescribing information, including quantity, frequency, and renewa\
requests is strongly advised.

Proper assessment of the patient, proper prescribing practices, peri-
odic re-evaluation of therapy, and proper dispensing and storage are
appropriate measures that help to limit abuse of opioid drugs.
AVINZA is intended for oral use only. Abuse of the crushed capsule
poses a hazard of overdose and death. This risk is increased with
concurrent abuse of alcohol and other substances. With parenteral
ahuse, the capsule excipients, especially talc, can be expected to
result in local tissue necrosis, infection, pulmonary nranulnmas
and increased risk of endocarditis and valvular heart injury.
Parenteral drug abuse is commonly associated with transmission
of infectious diseases such as hepatitis and HIV.

AVINZA OVERDOSAGE: Symptoms: Acute overdosage with mor-
phine is i by respiratory pro-
gressing to stupor or coma, skeletal muscle flaccidity, cold and
clammy skin, constricted pupils, and, in some cases, pulmonary
edema, bradycardia, hypotension, and death.

Treatment: Primary attention should be given to re-establishment of
a patent airway and institution of assisted or controlled ventilation
when overdose of an extended release formulation such as AVINZA
has been ingested. Elimination or evacuation of gastric contents may
be necessary in order to eliminate unabsorbed drug. Before attempt-
ing treatment by gastric emptying or activated charcoal, care should
be taken to secure the airway. Pure opioid antagonists, naloxone or
nalmefene, are specific antidotes to respiratory depression resulting
from opioid overdose. Since the duration of reversal is expected to
be less than the duration of action of AVINZA, the patient must
be carefully monitored until spontaneous respiration is reliably
re-established. AVINZA, as with other controlled delivery prepara-
tions in overdose situations, may continue to release morphine for
36 to 48 hours or longer following ingestion, and management of
an overdose should be monitored accordingly. If the response to
opioid antagonists is sub-optimal or only brief in nature, additional
antagonist should be ini as directed by the

of the product.

Opioid antagonists should not be administered in the absence of
clinically significant respiratory or circulatory depression secondary
to morphine overdose. Such agents should be administered cau-
tiously to persons who are known, or suspected to be physically
dependent on AVINZA. In such cases, an abrupt or complete rever-
sal of opioid effects may precipitate an acute abstinence syndrome.
Opioid-Tolerant Individuals: In an individual physically dependent
on opioids, administration of the usual dose of the antagonist will
precipitate an acute withdrawal syndrome. The severity of the with-
drawal symptoms experienced will depend on the degree of physi-
cal dependence and the dose of the antagonist administered. Use of
an opioid antagonist should be reserved for cases where such treat-
ment is clearly needed. If it is necessary to treat serious respiratory
depression in the physically dependent patient, administration of the
antagonist should be initiated with care and fitrated with smaller
than usual doses.

Supportive measures (including oxygen, vasopressors) should be
employed in the management of circulatory shock and pulmonary
edema as indicated. Cardiac arrest or arrhythmias may require
cardiac massage or defibrillation.

DUSAGE AND ADMINISTRATIDN AVINZA MUST BE SWALLOWED
WHOLE (NOT CHEWED, CRUSHED, OR DISSOLVED) OR AVINZA
MAY BE OPENED AND THE ENTIRE BEAD CONTENTS SPRINKLED
ON A SMALL AMOUNT OF APPLESAUCE IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO
INGESTION. THE BEADS MUST NOT BE CHEWED, CRUSHED, OR
DISSOLVED DUE TO RISK OF ACUTE OVERDOSE. INGESTING
CHEWED OR CRUSHED AVINZA BEADS WILL LEAD TO THE RAPID
Pa%rféﬁfu‘é“u ABSORPTION OF A POTENTIALLY TOXIC DOSE OF

Patients must not consume alcoholic beverages while on AVINZA
therapy. Additionally, patients must not use prescription or
non-prescription medicine containing alcohol while on AVINZA
therapy. Consumption of alcohol while taking AVINZA may result
in the rapm release and absorption of a potentially fatal dose of
morphine.

The dally dose of AVINZA must be limited to a maximum of
1600 mg/day. AVINZA doses of over 1600 mg/day contain a quan-
tity of fumaric acid that has not been demonstrated to be safe, and
which may result in serious renal toxicity. (sce WARNINGS)

The 60, 90, and 120 mg capsules are for use only in opioid toler-
ant patients.

All doses are intended to be administered once daily. As with any
opioid drug product, it is necessary to adjust the dosing regimen for
each patient individually, taking into account the patient's prior anal-
gesic treatment experience. In the selection of the initial dose of
AVINZA, attention should be given to the following:

1. the total daily dose, potency and specific characteristics of the
opioid the patient has been taking previously; 2. the reliability of the
relative potency estimate used to calculate the equivalent morphine
dose needed; 3. the patients degree of opioid tolerance; 4. the
general condition and medical status of the patient; 5. concurrent
medications; . the type and severity of the patient's pain.
Cessation of Therapy: When the patient no longer requires therapy
with AVINZA capsules, doses should be tapered gradually to prevent
signs and symptoms of withdrawal in the physically dependent
patient.

SAFETY AND HANDLING: AVINZA consists of hard gelatin capsules
containing polymer-coated morphine sulfate beads that pose no
known risk of handling to healthcare workers. All opioids are liable
to diversion and misuse both by the general public and healthcare
workers and should be handled accordingly.

CAUTION: DEA Order Form Required. Rx Only.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Psychological factors as predictors of opioid abuse
and illicit drug use in chronic pain patients

Laxmaiah Manchikanti, MD
James Giordano, PhD
Mark V. Boswell, MD, PhD
Bert Fellows, MA
Rajeev Manchukonda, BDS
Vidyasagar Pampati, MSc

ABSTRACT

Background: Psychopathology (depression, anxiety,
somatization disorder) and substance abuse (opioid mis-
use and illicit drug use) are common in patients with
chronic pain and present problems for public health and
clinical management. Despite a body of literature describ-
ing various methods for identifying psychopathology, opi-
oid misuse, and illicit drug use in chronic pain patients,
the relationship between psychopathologies, substance
abuse, and chronic pain has not been well characterized.

Methods: This report describes a total of 500 consecu-
tive pain patients prescribed and receiving stable doses of
opioids. The patients were evaluated for psychopathology,
opioid abuse, and illicit drug use during the course of reg-
ular pain management treatment. The relationships
between psychopathology and drug abuse and/or illicit
drug use in chronic pain patients were examined, and
psychological evaluation for depression, anxiety, and
somatization disorder was performed.

Results: Depression, anxiety, and somatization disor-
der were documented in 59, 64, and 30 percent of chron-
ic pain patients, respectively. Drug abuse was significant-
ly bigher in patients with depression as compared to
patients without depression (12 percent with depression
versus 5 percent without). Current illicit drug use was
bigher in women with depression (22 percent) than
women without depression (14 percent) and in men with
or without depression (12 percent). Current illicit drug
use was also bigher in men with somatization disorder
(22 percent) than men without (9 percent).

Conclusion: This study demonstrated that the pres-
ence of psychological features of depression and somati-
zation disorder may be markers of substance abuse
diatbesis in chronic pain patients.

Key words: psychopathology, substance abuse, opioid

abuse, illicit drug use, MCMI, P3, DSM-IV-TR, endopheno-
type

INTRODUCTION

Pain is defined as both a physiological sensation and a
psychological condition or state.! Thus, the neural event
of pain is in many ways inextricable from the psychologi-
cal or phenomenal experience of pain.? Chronic pain in
particular manifests a psychological constellation of cog-
nitive, emotional, and behavioral characteristics.? There is
extensive literature associating chronic pain and psycho-
logical disorders.*?® Numerous studies have shown that a
significant proportion of pain patients present with
depression, anxiety, and somatization disorder, either
alone or in combination.*?® In studies that have evaluated
chronic pain patients, the comorbidity of major depres-
sion ranged from 15 percent to 56 percent, significantly
higher than the occurrence of major depression within
the general (i.e., non—chronic pain) population, which
ranged from 5 percent to 10 percent. Similarly, the occur-
rence of somatization disorder ranged from 20 percent to
31 percent in chronic pain patients, compared to 1 per-
cent to 4 percent in the general population. Thus, it
becomes evident that 1) psychological factors are recip-
rocally interactive in the initiation and expression of the
pathology of chronic pain; 2) unrecognized and untreat-
ed psychopathology may increase pain intensity, disabili-
ty, and exacerbation of environmental influences; 3) this
reflects the truly biopsychosocial dimensionality of
chronic pain, and, therefore, 4) such dimensions must be
considered in any meaningful paradigm for chronic pain
management.>®

A considerable amount of research has been devoted
to profiling the psychological and behavioral characteris-
tics of chronic pain patients in an attempt to accurately
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identify strategies and tactics of effective co-management
of psychological and physical symptoms and the com-
bined effects of disability (e.g., anxiety has been shown
to decrease patients’ pain threshold and tolerance, and
both anxiety and depression have been associated with
magnification of medical symptoms).1%1123 Yet a persist-
ent problem is the overuse/abuse of both prescription
drugs and illicit agents in this patient population. Surveys
have shown that persons with a history of at least one
major depressive episode within the past year were sig-
nificantly more likely to have used illicit drugs during that
time period compared to those persons without a major
depressive episode (28.8 percent versus 13.8 percent),
and substance dependence or abuse was more prevalent
among persons with a major depressive episode than
among nondepressed persons (22.0 percent versus 8.6
percent). Similarly, serious psychological distress was
highly correlated with substance dependence or abuse:
21.3 percent (4.6 million) of adults with serious psycho-
logical distress were shown to be dependent on or to
have abused alcohol or illicit drugs in 2004, as compared
to only 7.9 percent of adults without serious psychological
distress. Similarly, the risk and prevalence of substance
abuse has been associated with pre- and comorbidity of
psychological disorders in patient populations receiving
controlled substances.?-%> Regier et al.’* demonstrated
that patients with a lifetime mental disorder present with
more than twice the risk of having an alcohol disorder
and over four times the risk of having (another) sub-
stance abuse disorder. Webster and Webster® have
shown that depression is a risk factor for opioid abuse (as
ascertained by the Opioid Risk Tool), although Ives et
al.? failed to reveal a direct correlation between depres-
sion and opioid misuse.

The potential magnitude of this problem becomes evi-
dent when one considers that, according to the 2004
National Survey on Drug Use and Health, there were 35.1
million (14.7 percent) persons aged 12 or older who had
had at least one major depressive episode in their life-
time. Of these, 19.3 million persons (8.1 percent of the
population) had had a major depressive episode in the
past 12 months, including 2.2 million youths (aged 12 to
17) and 17.1 million adults (aged 18 or older). This survey
also estimated the prevalence of serious psychological
distress, defined as a high level of distress due to any
type of mental problem. In 2004, there were 21.4 million
adults with serious psychological distress, representing
9.9 percent of all adults.?”

Despite the noted increase in the prevalence of pain,
psychological, and substance abuse disorders and the
growing body of evidence to support the comorbidity
(and putative relationship) of these disorders, there is
sparse literature addressing the viability of psychological
factors as predictors of opioid abuse and/or illicit drug
use in chronic pain patients. Controlled substance abuse

among chronic pain patients is common. The prevalence
of prescription drug overuse and abuse has been report-
ed to be between 9 and 41 percent for patients receiving
opioids for chronic pain. This is particularly significant,
given that as many as 90 percent of patients in pain man-
agement settings receive opioids for chronic pain.3%47

Recently, we have evaluated multiple variables that
may be useful in identifying controlled substance abuse
and illicit drug use in chronic pain patients.*® Our work
has revealed that pain resulting from motor vehicle acci-
dents, involvement of multiple painful sites, and a past
history of illicit drug use were all significant risk factors.
In addition to these variables, Ives et al.* identified past
cocaine abuse, drug or DUI conviction, and past alcohol
abuse as predictors of misuse.

In light of the fact that drug use represents a significant
epidemiological problem, compounds the impact of
chronic pain and psychological conditions, and consider-
ably complicates (if not impedes) effective care, tactics
for the detection and reduction/prevention of continued
drug misuse/abuse assume an important place in the ini-
tiation of therapeutic intervention. Multiple investigators
have described screening instruments to detect opioid
abuse or misuse in chronic pain patients.34545-57
However, most of the screening instruments currently in
use have not included or accounted for psychological
variables.

Our earlier work evaluated depression as a variable.’®
However, our study was limited in that it did not consider
the broader effects of pain and comorbid psychopatholo-
gies as part of a spectrum disorder (or disorder continu-
um), and therefore did not examine patterns or the role
of anxiety and somatization disorder as covariables in
drug misuse/abuse in chronic pain patients. The hypoth-
esis that chronic pain and these disorders may be covari-
ant is strengthened by the findings of Dersh et al.,!!
according to which chronic pain patients were 10.2 times
more likely than persons in the general population to
have a major Axis I psychiatric disorder. The Dersh et
al.!! evaluation of Axis I disorders included drug abuse
and alcohol abuse/dependence, as well as major depres-
sion, dysthymia, any anxiety disorder, and panic disor-
der. Their study showed that drug abuse and depend-
ence were present in 10.7 percent of the patients. There
was a correlation between the occurrence of pain and
several types of pathologies classified in the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR),
most notably major depressive disorder, drug abuse/
dependence, and personality disorders, although anxiety
disorders were less frequent than major depressive
disorders.

Therefore, given that pain is by definition both a phys-
iological and psychological event, and considering the
reported relationship between particular Axis I psycho-
logical disorders (e.g., depression, anxiety, somatization)
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and substance abuse, we pose the question of whether
determination of psychological presentation (i.e., the
presence of co- and/or premorbid psychological disor-
der[s]) may have some value toward predicting (or alert-
ing to) the predisposition/sensitivity to substance abuse
in chronic pain patients. Thus, this study investigated the
pattern of depression, anxiety, and somatization disorder
in chronic pain patients who were either misusing opi-
oids or using illicit drugs in an attempt to correlate these
findings and better clarify the value of psychological con-
dition as a predictor of substance abuse among chronic
pain patients in interventional pain management settings.

METHODS

This article reports the results of routine psychological
testing for 500 consecutive patients taking prescribed
opioids for pain management through a private practice
in an interventional pain management setting. All patients
provided valid and informed consent for obtaining infor-
mation on drug use, random drug testing, and confiden-
tial publication of results. Appropriate precautions were
taken to protect the privacy and confidentiality of
patients participating in this evaluation. All patients also
signed agreements that included permission to contact
pharmacies and physicians and to perform random drug
screening. All patients in this study were receiving stable
doses of hydrocodone, oxycodone, methadone, or mor-
phine in pharmacologic support of interventional pain
management techniques. In this way, opioid use consti-
tuted supplemental pain management and was not the
mainstay of the treatment protocol. Inclusion criteria for
data evaluation required that patients were willing to par-
ticipate, were in stable condition, and were in a pain
management program encompassing interventional tech-
niques and opioid drug administration. Exclusion criteria
were defined as an inability to understand the consent,
refusal to sign the consent, refusal to follow the terms of
the agreement, refusal to submit to random drug testing,
and unstable pain control.

Upon inclusion, initial evaluation consisted of monitoring
controlled substance intake—with special focus upon exter-
nally provided drugs—and documentation of past history of
illicit drug use. History of illicit drug use was determined
from patients’ reports of such use/activity.

Data collected included information from records,
pharmacies, referring physicians, and all physicians
involved in patient treatment. Data were collected using a
preprinted format including demographic information
and drug history and were compared with all acquired
information.

Rapid urine drug screening (Instant Technologies,
iCup®, Norfolk, VA) was performed on all the patients
participating in the study. The rapid drug screen is a one-
step, lateral-flow immunoassay for the simultaneous

detection of up to nine drugs via urinalysis. Each analysis
occupies a separate channel intended for use in the qual-
itative detection of various drugs.

Psychological evaluation focused on signs and symp-
toms that were representative of the DSM-IV-TR charac-
terizations of depression, anxiety, and somatization disor-
der. Psychological status was evaluated by obtaining a
psychological history using a DSM-IV-TR criteria-based
questionnaire, followed by a physician-conducted in-
terview and/or administration of the Millon Clinical
Multiaxial Inventory (MCMI-II or MCMI-III) and/or
administration of the Pain Patient Profile (P-3®).58-60
Evaluation using the DSM-IV-TR criteria-based question-
naire involved multiple questions with content validity
for determinations of clinically relevant features of
depression, anxiety, and somatization disorder.*

The MCMI is a 175-question psychological tool that
does not require administration by a psychologist, is
commonly utilized to evaluate psychological involve-
ment in various medical syndromes, and is easily admin-
istered in outpatient interventional pain practices.’® The
MCMI evaluates personality disorders and various clinical
syndromes including depression, generalized anxiety,
and somatoform disorder.

The P-3 is a 34-item instrument for briefly assessing
psychological characteristics known to affect the pain
perception and treatment response of pain patients. It is
somewhat specifically used to evaluate comorbidity of
depression, anxiety, and somatization in pain patients.

A prospective evaluation of the effectiveness of the
DSM-IV-TR questionnaire, pain management question-
naire, and clinical interview showed these techniques to
reliably assess depression and anxiety in an intervention-
al pain management setting.* Therefore, diagnostic
impressions of psychological conditions were based on
the results of these tests throughout the (opioid) treat-
ment period.

Substance abuse was operationally defined as occur-
ring 1) when patients received controlled substances
from any place or source other than the prescribing
physician, with the exception of the short-term use of
controlled substances for acute injury/insult and/or emer-
gency, and/or 2) when patients escalated the use of con-
trolled substances beyond the dose(s) and schedule pre-
scribed. Drug trafficking was defined according to the
legal determination as described by statute and in courts
of law. Past history of illicit drug use was based on
patient report/history and/or information afforded by the
patient’s medical record.

All patients underwent rapid urine drug testing.
Patients were considered positive for current illicit drug
use if one of the monitored illicit drugs (including
cocaine, marijuana [THC], amphetamines, or metham-
phetamine) was detected by urinalysis, with the qualify-
ing conditions that 1) positive results for the presence of
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics

Male Female Total
n = 205 (41 percent) n =295 (59 percent) N =500
<45 65 (32 percent) 123 (42 percent®) 188 (38 percent)
45 to 64 121 (59 percent) 133 (45 percent) 254 (51 percent)
Age (years) >65 19 (9 percent) 39 (13 percent) 58 (11 percent)
Range 25t0 77 21to 78 21to 78
Mean * SE 49.5*+ 11.1 48.0 £ 13.2 48.6 £12.4
<5 44 (22 percent) 78 (26 percent) 122 (24 percent)
5t09 60 (29 percent) 81 (28 percent) 141 (28 percent)
Duration of pain (years) | > 10 101 (49 percent) 136 (46 percent) 237 (47 percent)
Range 1to 44 1to 44 1to 44
Mean + SE 11.6* £ 9.2 10.1+7.5 10.7 £ 8.2
Gradual onset 58 (28 percent) 129 (44 percent*) 187 (37 percent)
Motor vehicle accident 38 (19 percent) 62 (21 percent) 100 (20 percent)

Mode of onset

Other incident

48 (23 percent)

65 (22 percent)

113 (23 percent)

Work-related injury 61 (30 percent®) 39 (13 percent) 100 (20 percent)

one region 95 (46 percent) 85 (29 percent) 180 (36 percent)
Number of regions . -

two regions 82 (40 percent) 158 (54 percent*) 240 (48 percent)

involved

three regions

28 (14 percent)

52 (18 percent)

80 (16 percent)

History of previous spine

surgery

96 (47 percent*)

80 (27 percent)

176 (35 percent)

Insurance status

Third-party

76 (37 percent)

116 (39 percent)

192 (38 percent)

Medicare with/without
third-party support

80 (39 percent*)

74 (25 percent)

154 (31 percent)

Medicare and Medicaid

28 (14 percent)

57 (19 percent)

85 (17 percent)

Medicaid

21 (10 percent)

48 (16 percent)

69 (14 percent)

Past history of illicit drug use

33 (16 percent)

47 (16 percent)

80 (16 percent)

* Indicates a significant difference between male and female patients.
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Table 2. Psychological characteristics

Depression

Anxiety

Somatization disorder

Positive

Negative

Positive

Negative

Positive

Negative

Male (n = 205) 111 (54 percent) | 94 (46 percent) | 119 (58 percent) | 86 (42 percent) | 55 (27 percent) | 150 (73 percent)
Female (n = 295) | 185 (63 percent) | 110 (37 percent) | 200 (69 percent®) | 95 (32 percent) | 96 (32 percent) | 199 (68 percent)
Total (N = 500) 296 (59 percent) | 204 (41 percent) | 319 (64 percent) | 181 (36 percent) | 151 (30 percent) | 349 (70 percent)

* Indicates a significant difference between male and female patients.

cocaine (and its metabolites) was considered definite by
rapid urine drug screen, and 2) positive identification(s)
of methamphetamine, amphetamine, and/or marijuana
were checked for false positives with a follow-up labora-
tory evaluation and exclusion of drugs causing false-pos-
itive results. For example, tentatively positive THC results
were confirmed with secondary laboratory testing if a
patient was on pantoprazole (Protonix®) or denied using
marijuana. All results confirmed by secondary laboratory
evaluation were considered final.

Data were tabulated using Microsoft Access® 2003,
and SPSS (version 9.0) was used to generate frequency
tables. The y? statistic was used to determine significant
differences between groups. Fisher’s exact test was used
post hoc (wherever the expected value was less than
five). Student’s t-test was used to determine significant
sex-based differences. All results were considered statisti-
cally significant at p < 0.05.

RESULTS
Patient flow

Data were evaluated for the prevalence of opioid
abuse and illicit drug use in 500 patients. Initially, 566
patients were eligible, but 66 patients refused to partici-
pate in the study. All patients were evaluated for opioid
abuse and underwent urinalysis for cocaine, ampheta-
mines, methamphetamine, and marijuana (THO).

Demographic characteristics

Table 1 illustrates the demographic characteristics of
age, duration of pain, mode of onset of pain, number of
body regions involved, history of previous spine surgery,
insurance status, and past history of illicit drug use
among male and female patients.

The proportion of female patients was higher in the
age group of those younger than 45 years (42 percent

versus 32 percent), whereas the proportion of male
patients was higher in the 45-to-64 age group (59 percent
versus 45 percent). Mean age was slightly higher for
males (49.5 years versus 48.0 years).

The duration of pain was evaluated in three group-
ings: less than five years, five to nine years, and 10 years
or longer. Overall, 75 percent of the patients had had
pain for more than five years, and 47 percent had had
pain for more than 10 years. Mean duration of pain was
longer in males (11.6 years versus 10.1 years).

Thirty-seven percent of patients reported pain to be of
gradual onset without injury. A significantly higher propor-
tion of female patients presented with gradual-onset pain (44
percent versus 28 percent). The study also showed a signifi-
cantly greater proportion of males than females with work-
related injuries (30 percent versus 13 percent).

The number of body regions involved was different
between males and females. Among males, 46 percent
had involvement of one body region; a greater propor-
tion of females than males presented with involvement of
two or more body regions (72 percent versus 54 percent).

A history of previous spine surgery was present in 35
percent of the patients. Surgery was more common
among males (47 percent versus 27 percent).

Insurance status showed significant differences. A
greater proportion of males than females were covered by
Medicare with or without third-party insurance (39 percent
versus 25 percent). Overall, 38 percent of patients were
covered by third-party insurance, 31 percent were covered
by Medicare with or without third-party supplemental
insurance, 17 percent were covered by Medicare and
Medicaid, and 14 percent were covered by Medicaid only.
A total of 48 percent of patients were covered by Medicare,
and 31 percent had Medicaid coverage.

Psychological characteristics

Psychological characteristics are illustrated in Table 2.
Overall, depression, anxiety, and somatization disorder
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Table 3. Prevalence of drug abuse and illicit drug use

Male Female Total
(n =205) (n=295) (N =500)
Drug abuse
Doctor shopping 9 (4.4 percent) 16 (5.4 percent) 25 (5 percent)

95 percent CI

(2 percent, 7 percent)

(3 percent, 8 percent)

(3 percent, 7 percent)

Trafficking

12 (6 percent)

9 (3 percent)

21 (4 percent)

95 percent CI

(3 percent, 9 percent)

(1 percent, 5 percent)

(2 percent, 6 percent)

Total opioid abuse

20 (10 percent)

26 (9 percent)

46 (9 percent)

95 percent CI

(6 percent, 14 percent)

(6 percent, 12 percent)

(7 percent, 12 percent)

Mlicit drug use

Marijuana 15 (7 percent) 39 (13 percent®) 54 (11 percent)
95 percent CI | (4 percent, 11 percent) (9 percent, 17 percent) (8 percent, 14 percent)
Cocaine 10 (5 percent) 14 (5 percent) 24 (4.8 percent)

95 percent CI

(2 percent, 8 percent)

(2 percent, 7 percent)

(3 percent, 7 percent)

Methamphetamine/amphetamines

2 (1 percent)

9 (3 percent)

11 (2 percent)

95 percent CI

(0 percent, 2 percent)

(1 percent, 5 percent)

(1 percent, 4 percent)

Total illicit drug use

25 (12 percent)

55 (19 percent)

80 (16 percent)

95 percent CI

(8 percent, 17 percent)

(14 percent, 23 percent)

(13 percent, 19 percent)

* Indicates a significant difference between male and female patients.

were documented in 59, 64, and 30 percent, respectively.
A greater proportion of female than male patients were
diagnosed with anxiety (69 percent versus 58 percent).
There were no significant differences noted between
male and female patients with depression or somatization
disorder.

Opioid abuse/misuse and illicit drug use

A past history of illicit drug use was identified by self-
report in 16 percent of patients. Table 3 illustrates drug
abuse and illicit drug use characteristics. A total of 9 per-
cent of patients were either “doctor shopping” or traffick-
ing in opioids. While there were no significant differ-
ences noted between males and females, there was an
insignificant trend among male patients for trafficking
and among female patients for doctor shopping.

Table 3 also illustrates illicit drug use. Overall, the
prevalence of illicit drug use was 16 percent—19 percent

among females and 12 percent among males. Marijuana
use was significantly higher in females than in males (13
percent versus 7 percent).

Drug abuse and illicit drug use characteristics
by psychological status

Table 4 illustrates drug abuse and illicit drug use char-
acteristics based on psychological diagnosis. There were
no differences in current illicit drug use noted with regard
to depression, anxiety, or somatization disorder.
However, drug abuse was significantly higher in patients
with depression than in those without (12 percent).

Table 5 shows drug abuse and illicit drug use charac-
teristics based on psychological diagnosis and gender.
Current illicit drug use was more frequent in women with
depression than without (22 percent versus 14 percent)
and more prevalent in depressed women than men (22
percent versus 12 percent). Prescription drug abuse was
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Table 4. Drug abuse and illicit drug use characteristics based on psychological diagnosis

Depression Anxiety Somatization disorder
Yes No Yes No Yes No
(n =296) (n=204) (n=319) (n=181) (n=151) (n=349)

Current illicit

drug use 53 (18 percent)

27 (13 percent)

18 (15 percent)

10 (12 percent) | 13 (24 percent) |15 (10 percent)

Drug abuse 35 (12 percent*) | 11 (5 percent)

35 (11 percent)

11 (6 percent) 16 (11 percent) |30 (9 percent)

* Indicates significant difference.

also higher in women with depression (11 percent versus
4 percent). Current illicit drug use was highest in males
with somatization disorder (22 percent versus 9 percent
without).

DISCUSSION

This study showed a high prevalence of depression
(59 percent), anxiety (64 percent), and somatization dis-
order (30 percent) in patients with chronic pain. Female
pain patients presented with comorbid anxiety more
often than male pain patients. Depression was shown to
be a predictor of comorbid substance abuse, with 12 per-
cent of depressed chronic pain patients showing sub-
stance abuse, versus 5 percent of pain patients without
depression. Current illicit drug use was shown to be sig-
nificantly higher in patients with depression than without
and among females as compared to males. In this latter
regard, subset analysis factoring for gender revealed that
22 percent of women with depression were using illicit
drugs. Female patients with depression also showed a
significantly higher prevalence of drug abuse (11 percent
versus 4 percent). In contrast, male patients with somati-
zation disorder showed a significantly higher prevalence
of current illicit drug use compared to male patients with-
out somatization disorder. These results are consistent
with those of other studies that have shown an increased
prevalence of depression, anxiety, somatization, and sub-
stance abuse/dependence disorders in chronic pain
patients as compared to the general population. 26306162
Furthermore, given the correlation between chronic pain,
patterns of emotional reactivity (to internal and external
environmental stimuli evidenced in the presented psy-
chopathologies), and substance abuse, the findings of the
current study strengthen our previous work, which
demonstrated that other biopsychosocial factors (such as
pain subsequent to motor vehicle accidents, involvement
of multiple anatomic regions, and past history of illicit
drug use) are predictive for substance abuse in chronic
pain patients.?® Although our study did not demonstrate a
clear association between current illicit drug use or drug

abuse and anxiety or somatization disorder in women,
this could be because the clinical testing instruments
used were not sufficiently sensitive to detect such rela-
tionships. On the other hand, in regard to illicit drug use
and abuse in the population of pain patients studied
here, anxiety and somatization behaviors may have been
nested within the features of depression.

To date, there is a relative paucity of valid measures that
specifically address the predictive correlation between psy-
chopathological variables and the potential for substance
abuse in chronic pain patients. Of those in existence, most
notable is a preliminary validation of the Opioid Risk Tool, in
which Webster and Webster? identified five factors—
family history of substance abuse, personal history of
substance abuse, age of 45 years or younger, history of
preadolescent sexual abuse, and the presence of particu-
lar psychological disorders (i.e., attention deficit disorder,
obsessive-compulsive disorder, unipolar depression or
bipolar disorder, or schizophrenia)—as potential risks for
opioid abuse. Most other studies have not focused upon
the role of psychological comorbidity in substance abuse
in chronic pain patients; instead, they have tended to
examine reactivity to and influence of environmental and
circumstantial factors as possible risk predictors.

Chabal et al.*> developed a prescription abuse check-
list consisting of five criteria—overwhelming focus on
opioid issues persisting beyond the third clinic treatment
session; a persistent pattern of early refills; multiple tele-
phone calls or office visits requesting more opioids;
reports of consistent problems associated with the opioid
prescription (including but not limited to lost, spilled,
and/or stolen medications); and opiates obtained from
multiple providers, emergency rooms, or illegal
sources—that might be indicative of a high(er) substance
abuse risk. Compton et al.* identified three items that
were particularly viable in identifying misuse of opioids;
these included belief of addiction by the patient, increas-
ing analgesic dose or frequency, and route of administra-
tion preference. Passik et al.’® developed a questionnaire
that was employed among a small group of cancer and
HIV patients to evaluate medication use, present and past
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Table 5. Drug abuse and illicit drug use based on psychological diagnosis and gender
Depression Anxiety Somatization disorder
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Male 12 percent 12 percent 14 percent 9 percent 22 percent* 9 percent
Current illicit (n =205 (13/111) (12/94) (17/119) (8/80) (12/55) (13/150)
drug use Female 22 percent** 14 percent 20 percent 15 percent 18 percent 19 percent
(n =295 (40/185) (15/110) (41/200) (14/95) (17/96) (38/199)
Male 15 percent 6 percent 11 percent 8 percent 14 percent 8 percent
(n =205 (14/111) (6/94) (13/119) (7/86) (8/55) (12/150)
Drug abuse
Female 11 percent* 4 percent 11 percent 4 percent 8 percent 9 percent
(n=295) (21/185) (5/110) (22/200) (4/95) (8/96) (18/199)
* Indicates significant differences between women with or without depression and men with or without somatization disorder.
** Indicates significant differences between men and women and women with and without depression.

drug use, patients’ beliefs about addiction risk, and aber-
rant drug-taking attitudes and behaviors.

Atluri and Sudarshan>* developed a screening tool for
detecting the risk of inappropriate prescription opioid
use in chronic pain patients that identified six clinical cri-
teria: patient focus on procuring opioids, opioid overuse,
other substance use, nonfunctional exaggeration of pain,
and unclear and/or improbable pain etiology. Man-
chikanti et al.>? evaluated the instrument developed by
Atluri and Sudarshan® and specifically identified three
primary factors that appeared to reliably predict potential
substance abuse: excessive opiate needs, deception or
lying to obtain controlled substances, and doctor shop-
ping. Holmes et al.>*® developed and introduced the Pain
Medicine Questionnaire (PMQ) to assess the risk for opi-
oid medication misuse in chronic pain patients. The PMQ
is a 26-item questionnaire that evaluates various dimen-
sions of chronic pain and attempts to isolate pain-related
variables and factors that may suggest abuse liability.
Savage®’ suggested that opioid addiction and/or its
potential might be reflected or revealed through behav-
iors such as an unwillingness to taper opioids or try alter-
nate pain treatments, decreased levels of function despite
seemingly appropriate analgesia, and frequent requests
for medication refills before renewal is due.

Clearly, the relationship between psychological
state/condition (e.g., the presence or absence of psy-
chopathology, as either directly indicated [as by Webster
and Webster®] or implied through patterns of reactivity,
behaviors, etc.), chronic pain, and the potential for sub-
stance abuse is strong, and we concur with the opinion
raised in several studies that this reflects a biological basis
for the comorbidity of certain psychopathologies (includ-
ing substance abuse disorders) and chronic pain.?-%-60.62
This thesis is fortified by the demonstrated co-involve-
ment of several neuropharmacologic systems (e.g., sero-
tonin, norepinephrine, dopamine, glutamate, gonadal

steroids) and anatomical structures (namely the thalamo-
cortico-limbic pathway) common to these disorders.®%¢5
It may be that the neural and/or glial chemistry, micro-
and macrostructural anatomy of brain regions that are
involved in mediating intero- and exteroceptive sensory
(i.e., noxious) input, and the associative and emotive
aspects of reinforcement and/or reward are disrupted or
dysfunctional.®® Underlying these neural (and possibly
glial) phenotypic variations might be genetic variations
that could potentially induce pleiotropic effects upon
several substrates of neural and/or glial function (e.g.,
alterations in transmitter, receptor, and/or effector-signal-
ing molecule synthesis or expression; expression of vari-
ant membrane constituents, including differentially sensi-
tive ionic channels; etc.) to alter the pattern(s) of activity
at brain loci that are involved in establishing “common
neural bases” that predispose one to (or directly sub-
serve) chronic pain, depression, somatization, and sub-
stance abuse.” Recent studies have shown that these loci
include (but are not limited to) the parabrachial nucleus,
amygdala, nucleus accumbens, and cingulate and frontal
cortices as target zones of ascending sensory and internal
associative/regulatory pathways.® The affective compo-
nents operative in chronic pain (i.e., pain as protracted
disease process and illness, affective pain) are akin to
those of mood disorder and somatic sensitization.®
Particular individuals are predisposed to the develop-
ment of neural sensitization within these pathways as a
consequence of overreactivity to insult and trauma,
inflammation, or aberrant response to environmental
input. The overexpression of neural substrates that sub-
serve algesia or distress, together with a suppression or
underexpression of pain-modulating, reinforcement, and
reward substrates, might induce pathologic patterns of
sensory hyperreactivity, altered cognitive processing and
emotional responses, and loss of impulse control. In this
way, persistent pain, psychopathology, and substance
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abuse may be correlated and reflect related mechanistic
processes.”*73 As Koob and Le Moal’ note, persistent
pain involves “sensitization . . . that is defined by
enhanced responsiveness to incoming signals . . . in the
peripheral and central nervous system . . . . [A]ddiction
also can be considered a type of chronic pain syndrome
characterized by emotional pain, dysphoria . . . and inter-
personal difficulties . . . . Drugs can be . . . self-medica-
tion for such pain.”

Chromosomal quantitative trait loci (QTL) that affect
neural phenotypes relevant to types of pain and certain
psychopathologies including substance abuse have
recently been identified.”>”” These QTLs can either
operate singly or multiply to affect particular pheno-
types. Most surely, the phenotypes for pain, psy-
chopathology, and substance abuse are multifactorial;
therefore, it is likely that such QTLs establish a proba-
bilistic basis for the (co)occurrence of these phenotypes
along a continuum, while the actual expression of phe-
notypes as clinically relevant disorders is epigenetically
influenced by the central nervous microenvironment
and/or effects incurred by ongoing interactions
between internal and external environments throughout
the lifespan.”®7? Variant patterns of these conditions
appear to validate this possibility.

Tsuang et al.?° showed that genetic influence in the
abuse of marijuana, stimulants, and sedatives is shared
across drugs. Thus, an abuser of one drug is more likely
than nonabusers to go on to abuse a different category
of drug. However, it has been shown that the genetic
influence for heroin/opioid abuse is specific to
heroin/opioids and is not shared with other drugs.8!#2
Thus, the high probability of genetic influence on opioid
abuse fortifies the repeated finding that familial and per-
sonal history of opioid drug abuse is heavily weighed in
risk analyses of opioid misuse.? Taken together, such
findings suggest that genotypic variants might predis-
pose either 1) a “generalized” pattern of diathesis, in
which neural substrates of environmental sensitivity,
responsivity, reinforcement, and reward are altered to
affect interpretive/ associative aspects of bodily sensa-
tions (including discomfort and pain), appetitive drives,
and emotionality; or 2) more “specific” diatheses, in
which particular neural phenotypes are affected which
directly correlate to certain forms of pain and/or psy-
chopathology and substance dependency.?3%% Albeit
speculative, it is tempting to postulate that genetic
alteration in the expression of opioid, glutamate,
and/or GABAergic receptors (or receptor-linked mech-
anisms) and/or cation-channel expression might under-
lie sensitivity to pain, development of particular types
of pain (e.g., neuropathic syndromes), the constellation
of somatic and cognitive features found in forms of
depression and somatization disorder, and decreased
viability of opioid-dependent neuromodulation,

therefore impacting predisposition to escalative misuse
of opioids.

If we consider that these comorbidities may represent
environmentally dependent, differential expression of
neural and behavioral phenotypes that are established by
a relatively confined set of genomic influences, then we
may view chronic pain as a spectrum disorder that may
co-manifest (other) neuro- and psychopathological
effects/conditions.?>% Working from the concept that
chronic pain and psychological disorders may be corre-
lated along a neuropathological continuum, it becomes
important to recognize that 1) these disorders represent
underlying genomic diatheses, and the expression of
phenotypic substrates is differentially dependent upon
particular interactions with internal and external environ-
mental factors; 2) it is possible—and likely—that such
genetic-environmental covariance sustains that comor-
bidity; 3) this covariance is equally likely on several
dimensions of cause and effect; and 4) these effects may
be manifested in the co-terminal expression of chronic
pain and mood, somatization, and substance abuse disor-
ders. Thus, it may be that (clinically relevant) depressive
and somatization signs and symptoms are viable psycho-
logical endophenotypes that have predictive value for the
substance abuse potential of chronic pain patients, partic-
ularly if viewed alongside other identified biopsychoso-
cial risk factors.

To be sure, these conclusions are highly speculative,
and multiple issues may be raised regarding methodolo-
gy and the relevance and relativity of definitions of opi-
oid abuse, illicit drug use, doctor shopping, and drug
trafficking. We posit that the sampling methodology we
used was appropriate for the type of evaluation, and
that the methods of psychological evaluation were also
appropriate to context, setting, and applicability to
interventional pain management. In this latter regard, it
has been shown that the psychological diagnostic
impressions achieved by utilizing DSM-IV-TR criteria
were superior to self-report questionnaires or loosely
structured interviews.»!! In the present study, we have
included patients who have been characterized with
depressive features by evaluation of past psychological
history, DSM-based questionnaire, and use of the MCMI;
thus, the number of patients presenting with such oper-
ationally defined depression may be higher than in our
previous work. However, we believe that this multifocal
assessment approach has higher sensitivity and there-
fore more reliably captured depression within this
patient population.

The major purpose of this study was to evaluate and
address the predictive value of multiple risk factors for
drug abuse and illicit drug use in chronic pain patients.
Therefore, the present study is an extension of our previ-
ous work, which identified physical factors predisposing
subjects to substance abuse.® By now evaluating and
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identifying psychological factors, we move toward a
biopsychosocial approach to assessment, upon which a
more comprehensive scope and trajectory of care might
be conceived and implemented.

Clearly, our knowledge of pain, psychological condi-
tions, and substance abuse influence the epistemic basis
of both medical practice and the ethics that guide such
care.88 An understanding of the neurobiology of these
disorders allows us to view them as pathological process-
es ascribed to a disease model. But this remains a double-
edged sword, for while we adopt an integrative-approach
disease model of assessment, we often continue to
adhere to an older, more Cartesian, dualistic (body versus
mind) approach to care, which can foster clinical disre-
gard of psychological disorders—including substance
abuse—as being “only in the mind.” However, nesting
neurobiology within a biopsychosocial framework allows
for insight into the mechanisms and effects of genetic,
phenotypic, and environmental interactions in the
expression of disease and manifestation of illness, and it
equally compels the use of a biopsychosocial approach
to treatment of these disorders.®! In sum, the better we
understand how genetics and neurobiology affect indi-
vidual patients, the better we will be able to adapt clinical
practice to meet the complex individual medical needs of
each person in pain.

CONCLUSION

This study demonstrated that 1) the presence of psy-
chological features of depression and somatization may
be endophenotypes of substance abuse diathesis in
chronic pain patients, and 2) these psychological features
are reasonable predictors of substance abuse in chronic
pain patients. These conclusions are based upon both the
quantitative analyses of specific data and reflection upon
the most contemporary understanding of the neurogenet-
ics of these pathologies, hypothesized herein to be com-
ponents of a neuropathological spectrum disorder. This
provides a basis for both theoretical and predictive con-
textual knowledge, and we advocate that such knowl-
edge should inform and sustain the ethical practice of
pain medicine.??? A deepened understanding of pain,
psychopathology, and addiction allows for an enhanced
ability to treat, heal, and care as necessary. Ongoing
work by our group is dedicated to continued research to
advance this approach.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Prevalence and characteristics of breakthrough pain in patients
receiving opioids for chronic back pain in pain specialty clinics
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ABSTRACT

Objective: We sought to assess the prevalence and
characteristics of breakthrough pain (BTP) in patients
with chronic back pain.

Design: Researchers utilized a telephone survey using
a pain assessment algorithm. This report represents a sub-
set of patients from a lavger survey of 228 patients with
chronic pain unrelated to cancer.

Participants: This study employed 117 subjects taking
opioids for a primary diagnosis of back pain and receiving
care at geographically dispersed pain treatment centers.
Subjects had pain lasting at least six months and had
“controlled” baseline pain.

Results: Eighty-seven subjects (74 percent) experi-
enced 93 types of BTP. The median number of BTP
episodes per day was two; median time to maximum
intensity was 10 minutes, and median duration was 55
minutes. Onset could not be predicted for 46 percent of
pains. Eighty-three percent of subjects used shorter-acting
opioids for BTP. Other medications used for pain includ-
ed NSAIDs, antidepressants, anticonvulsants, skeletal
muscle relaxants, intrathecal local anesthetics, and
transdermal local anesthetics.

Conclusions: These patients with opioid-treated
chronic back pain commonly experienced BTP, which
often had a rapid onset and a relatively short duration
and was difficult to predict. Opioids were the mainstay of
pharmacologic therapy, but nonopioid analgesics and
adjuvant analigesics were commonly used.

Key words: back pain, chronic pain, breakthrough
pain, prevalence, survey methodology

INTRODUCTION

Chronic low back pain is a common clinical problem
that poses a significant burden to the healthcare system in
the United States. A systematic review of the literature on the

prevalence of low back pain reveals a point prevalence
ranging from 12 to 33 percent, a one-year prevalence
ranging from 22 to 65 percent, and a lifetime prevalence
ranging from 11 to 84 percent.! A recent study of the gener-
al population in the United Kingdom found that 6.2 percent
of women and 3.9 percent of men had chronic back pain
that was intense and disabling.? Chronic pain is known to
have a detrimental effect on both general and psychologi-
cal health, as well as social well-being.>* A recent study in
patients with persistent low back pain showed that 50 to
75 percent of patients reported problems with activities of
daily living, and more than 20 percent of patients required
help with such activities as a result of their pain.? Chronic
low back pain also exerts an important economic toll; the
annual cost associated with lower back pain (including
both direct and indirect costs) has been estimated to range
between $50 billion and $100 billion in the United States.”
Unfortunately, despite the economic and social burdens
associated with chronic back pain, an understanding of the
clinical phenomenon of this type of pain remains limited.
Breakthrough pain (BTP) is an important clinical phe-
nomenon that has been well studied in patients with can-
cer pain.®” BTP has been defined as a transient flare of
severe or excruciating pain that occurs in conjunction
with well-controlled baseline or persistent pain.° It occurs
in between 50 and 90 percent of patients with cancer-
related pain.®'® Though less well studied, BTP is also
thought to occur commonly in patients with chronic pain
not related to cancer. One fairly recent study reported
that 63 percent of patients with various types of non-
cancer pain experienced BTP.!!' A survey of the preva-
lence and characteristics of BTP in 228 patients with
chronic noncancer pain was recently completed (findings
from this survey have been reported elsewhere).!'? The
results of the survey indicated that the prevalence (74 per-
cent) and characteristics of BTP in patients with chronic
noncancer pain are similar to those in patients with cancer-
related pain. This report is a subgroup analysis of the
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Table 1. Characteristics of subjects with chronic back pain
according to presence or absence of breakthrough pain

BTP present (n = 87)

BTP absent (n = 30)

Median (range) age, years 48 (28 to 74) 48 (23 t0 71)
Number (percentage) females 51 (59 percent) 16 (53 percent)
Median (range) number of years since diagnosis 7 (0.5 to 30) 5 (0.5 to 40)

Number (percentage) pain pathophysiology

Somatic nociceptive

44 (51 percent)

20 (67 percent)

Visceral nociceptive

1 (1 percent) 0 (0 percent)

Neuropathic

4 (5 percent) 2 (7 percent)

Mixed pathophysiology

38 (44 percent)

8 (27 percent)

survey and describes BTP in patients with chronic back
pain. It also examines both pharmacologic and nonphar-
macologic methods used by these patients to manage
their back pain.

METHODS

Details of the methodology of the survey have been
described elsewhere.'>13 All subjects provided written
informed consent prior to participation in the study, and
an institutional review board approved the study prior to
its commencement. In summary, eligible subjects partici-
pated in a telephone interview approximately one week
after demographic information was collected in one of
nine pain treatment centers in the United States. Surveys
were conducted from February through April of 2004.

Subject selection

Subjects included in this subgroup analysis were
between 18 and 75 years of age, had experienced pain
for at least six months, were on daily opioid therapy, had
a primary pain diagnosis of back pain, and had “con-
trolled” baseline pain (moderate intensity or less).
Subjects were excluded from participating in the survey if
they had cancer-related pain, had been hospitalized with-
in the previous month for uncontrolled pain, or had a
clinically important neurological or psychiatric disorder
that could compromise data collection.

Telephone survey

The survey instrument was adapted from a pain

assessment algorithm that had been used previously to
assess BTP in patients with cancer pain.®’ Controlled
baseline pain was characterized by assessing its location,
the time in weeks since its onset, and the nature of the
pain (e.g., sharp; aching; cramping; radiating/shooting;
pressing, squeezing, or tight; burning; throbbing; stab-
bing). Temporary (duration < 12 hours) flares of severe
or excruciating BTP were characterized by their duration,
frequency (episodes per day), time from onset to maxi-
mal intensity, identifiable precipitating factors (if any),
and any actions that successfully reduced the pain.
Patients could describe up to three different types of BTP.
The survey concluded with a series of sociodemographic
questions.

RESULTS

Data from 117 subjects with chronic back pain were
included in this subgroup analysis. Of the 117 subjects,
87 (74 percent) reported flares of BTP. A total of 93 dis-
tinct types of BTP were reported by these 87 subjects,
indicating that individuals may experience more than one
type of BTP.

Demographic data for each of the groups with or with-
out BTP are shown in Table 1. The median age of sub-
jects with chronic back pain was 48 years and ranged
from 23 to 74 years. Fifty-seven percent of the subjects
were female. Subjects had experienced back pain for a
median of six years (range of 0.5 to 40 years), and the
underlying pain pathophysiology could be broken down
as follows: nociceptive in 56 percent of subjects, neuro-
pathic in 5 percent, and mixed in 39 percent. There were
no apparent differences in characteristics between
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Table 2. Characteristics of types of breakthrough pain in subjects with chronic back pain (n = 93 pains)

Median (range)

Frequency of breakthrough pain episodes

2/d (1/wk to 12/d)

Time in minutes to maximal pain intensity

10 (1 to 120)

Duration in minutes of episodes

55 (1 to 480)

subjects who reported having episodes of BTP and those
who did not.

Characteristics of subjects’ BTP are summarized in
Table 2. The median number of episodes per day was
two (range of less than one to 12). The median time to
maximum intensity was 10 minutes (range of one to 120
minutes). Of note, 47 percent of the pains reached a max-
imum intensity within five minutes, and 59 percent
reached maximum intensity within 15 minutes. Figure 1
illustrates the distribution of times to maximum intensity.
The median duration of pain was 55 minutes (one to 480
minutes), with 67 percent of pains having a duration of
60 minutes or less (Figure 2). Subjects could identify a
precipitant for 76 percent of the pains, and most of the
precipitants (96 percent) were activity related. Non-
volitional precipitants in subjects without activity-related
pain included anxiety or stress (n = 1), change in weather
(n = 1), and severe arthritis (n = 1). A precipitant could
not be identified for 24 percent of the pains. Onset was
unpredictable for 46 percent of BTPs, could sometimes
be predicted for 35 percent of the pains, could often be
predicted for 7 percent of the pains, and could almost
always or always be predicted for 13 percent of the pains.
Seventeen pains (18 percent) occurred at the end of the
dosing interval of an analgesic medication.

Subjects could identify specific actions that could help
reduce the intensity of the pain for 91 of the 93 BTPs (98
percent). Actions that reduced pain included medication
(77 percent of pains); rest, lying down, or sitting (56 per-
cent); heat (25 percent); moving, stretching, or physical

therapy (14 percent); cold (9 percent); transcutaneous
electrical nerve stimulation (5 percent); relaxation (5 per-
cent); distraction (3 percent); massage (2 percent); and
spinal cord stimulation (1 percent). Subjects reported that
these interventions worked successfully each time they
were tried for only 27 percent of the pains.

Medications used by subjects are shown in Table 3. In
accordance with the protocol, all subjects were receiving
at least one opioid analgesic to manage their back pain,
and several were using multiple analgesics. The most
commonly used around-the-clock opioids were oral
modified-release opioids (39 percent of subjects),
methadone (20 percent), and transdermal fentanyl (15
percent). Intrathecal opioids were used by 8 percent of
subjects with BTP. Shorter-acting opioids were used by
83 percent of subjects with BTP and included normal-
release opioids combined with acetaminophen or a non-
steroidal anti-inflammatory agent (NSAID) in 41 percent
of subjects, a normal-release opioid that was not com-
bined in 24 percent of subjects, and oral transmucosal
fentanyl citrate in 28 percent of subjects.

DISCUSSION

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to
provide a detailed description of the prevalence and
characteristics of BTP in patients with chronic back pain.
Understanding the phenomenon of BTP in patients with
specific types of chronic pain is important not only in recog-
nizing and diagnosing BTP but also in developing optimal
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Figure 1. Distribution of times from first perception to
peak intensity of breakthrough pain.

Figure 2. Distribution of durations of breakthrough pain
episodes.
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Table 3. Analgesics and adjuvant medications of subjects with and without breakthrough pain

Medication

BTP present (n = 87)

BTP absent (n = 30)

Opioid analgesics

87 (100 percent)

30 (100 percent)

Oral modified-release opioids

34 (39 percent)

12 (40 percent)

Transdermal opioids

13 (15 percent)

2 (7 percent)

Methadone

17 (20 percent)

5 (17 percent)

Intrathecal opioids

7 (8 percent)

0 (0 percent)

Short-acting opioids (total)

72 (83 percent)

22 (73 percent)

Combined with acetaminophen or NSAID

36 (41 percent)

11 (37 percent)

Not combined

21 (24 percent)

8 (27 percent)

Oral transmucosal fentanyl citrate

24 (28 percent)

3 (10 percent)

NSAIDs 24 (28 percent) 9 (30 percent)
Antidepressants 44 (51 percent) 13 (43 percent)
Anticonvulsants 30 (34 percent) 8 (27 percent)

treatment strategies to manage patients’ pain. For exam-
ple, flares of BTP that reach maximal intensity within
minutes, are frequently unpredictable, and are often of
relatively short duration may be alleviated by medica-
tions that are dosed as needed, have a rapid onset of
analgesic effect, and have a relatively short duration. Pain
that is relatively constant throughout the day is often better
managed with medications that are dosed on a regular
schedule around the clock, with the goal of preventing as
much pain as possible. Matching the pharmacodynamic
profile of medications, such as onset and duration of
analgesic effect, with the individual characteristics of pain
experienced by the patient offers clinicians a treatment
option that may achieve better analgesia with less total
medication.

The prevalence of BTP in this group of subjects—74
percent—is similar to that found in both patients with
cancer-related pain and patients with noncancer pain.®'?
Characteristics of the BTPs were also similar to those de-
scribed by patients with cancer-related BTP. Specifically,
they were rapid in onset (from baseline to peak intensity),
had a relatively short duration, and were difficult to predict.
Typically, longer-acting opioids were dosed around the
clock to manage baseline pain, and shorter-acting opioids
were dosed as needed to manage flares of BTP. These

subjects also required a number of nonopioid and adjuvant
analgesics to manage their pain.

The chronic use of opioid analgesia for noncancer
pain is controversial and is less well studied than its use
for cancer pain.'*'® However, several studies have
demonstrated the efficacy of opioids for chronic back
pain, and pain specialists generally support the notion
that chronic pain responds to opioid therapy in a manner
similar to that of cancer-related pain.!”?° Recent reviews
have also supported the use of opioids for chronic pain
not associated with cancer, including low back pain, for
carefully selected patients.?!?> However, some studies
have failed to show improved back pain and function in
patients using opioids relative to patients not on opi-
oids.?* Moreover, a comprehensive review of the litera-
ture on opioid therapy for chronic pain revealed that
most of the literature on opioid therapy consists of
reports of surveys and uncontrolled studies.?®* Evidence
on long-term opioid therapy is lacking, and well-con-
trolled studies are needed to evaluate the efficacy and
safety of opioids in patients with pain not associated with
cancer. There is also a need to study the potential
adverse impact of BTP in patients without cancer and the
role of rapid-onset, short-duration opioids in managing
these adverse outcomes.
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Physicians’ concerns regarding the use of opioids for
chronic pain are a frequent barrier to opioid management
of back pain. Physicians are often reluctant to prescribe
opioids for back pain, not only because of concerns
about the safety and efficacy of treatments but also due to
concerns about opioid abuse and its legal and regulatory
ramifications.?>?” A recent survey of 230 primary care
physicians showed that 35 percent would never prescribe
Schedule II opioids on an around-the-clock basis for
patients with chronic pain not associated with cancer,
and 57 percent would never prescribe them for chronic
low back pain, even after exhaustive evaluation and
attempts at treatment. Concern about physical depend-
ence was identified as one of the most important barriers
to the use of opioids for chronic pain.?® Another survey of
physician attitudes toward opioid use for chronic pain
found that 35 percent of general practitioners and 23 per-
cent of physicians with a defined interest in palliative
care would never use opioids for noncancer pain, even
when the pain was described as severe.?’

This study has several limitations that warrant com-
ment. First, the survey was based on subject self-report
and therefore was dependent on subject recall. Second,
our sample comprised subjects who were being seen at
a pain clinic and who were receiving opioids for their
pain. It is probable that patients who are receiving care
outside a pain clinic are less likely to receive opioids for
their pain and may therefore have a considerably differ-
ent pain experience than subjects in our survey. As
noted previously, many physicians who are not pain
specialists may be reluctant to prescribe opioids, even
for patients with severe pain. Indeed, a recent cross-sec-
tional analysis of more than 25,000 patients with spine
disorders showed that only 3.4 percent of patients with
spine disorders at 23 specialty spine care centers across
the United States were recommended, prescribed, or
continued on opioid therapy.”® These limitations
notwithstanding, the results of this study suggest that
BTP is an important clinical occurrence in patients with
chronic back pain.

While pharmacologic management of cancer-related
pain has improved considerably over the past 20 years,
management of chronic noncancer pain remains a chal-
lenge. For noncancer pain management to achieve the
same level of success as management of cancer-related
pain, the clinical phenomena of specific types of pain
must be understood. This article represents an important
first step in understanding the prevalence and character-
istics of BTP in patients with chronic back pain.
Additional, well-controlled studies are needed to more
fully elucidate the phenomenon of BTP in chronic pain
not associated with cancer, including its impact on
patients’ lives and the safety and efficacy of various
treatment approaches such as rapid-onset, short-duration
opioids.
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Increasing prevalence of prescription opiate misuse
over time among rural probationers

Jennifer R. Havens, PhD, MPH
Carrie B. Oser, PhD
Carl G. Leukefeld, DSW

ABSTRACT

Prescription opiate misuse is a major public health
issue, especially in rural aveas. The purpose of this analy-
sis was to examine trends in prescription opiate misuse
over time in a cobort of community-based rural proba-
tioners. Participants (N = 800), recruited over a four-year
period, were divided into coborts according to the year in
which they were interviewed. Prescription opiate misuse
increased significantly between 2001 and 2004 (p < 0.001).
After adjustment for changes in demographic characteris-
tics of the cohorts, misuse of prescription opiates was still sig-
nificantly greater in 2004 compared with 2001. These data
suggest changes in drug use patterns among commumnity-
based rural probationers from street to prescription drugs.
Implications of the findings are discussed.

Key words: opiate misuse, prescription opiates, recre-
ational drugs, rural communities, probationers

INTRODUCTION

Nonmedical use and misuse of prescription opiates
has emerged as a major public health problem in recent
years.! Prescription opiates are second only to marijuana
in terms of the number of users who meet abuse or
dependence criteria, and the incidence of nonmedical
prescription opiate use has increased four-fold since
1980.%2 Particularly noteworthy is the intense media cov-
erage that has surrounded OxyContin and reports of
dependence, overdose, and diversion related to that sub-
stance.*> In addition, government and media reports
have indicated that prescription opiate misuse is at epi-
demic levels in the rural Appalachian regions of
Kentucky, Virginia, and West Virginia.®” In fact, in the
most recent National Survey on Drug Use and Health,
Kentucky ranked first in the number of nonmedical users
of prescription opiates ages 12 and older.? However, few
clinical or epidemiologic data have appeared in the sci-
entific literature characterizing the epidemic. Further, it is

unknown whether the prevalence of prescription opiate
misuse continues to increase or has leveled off.

More than 4 million Americans are on probation; these
individuals make up the largest segment of the criminal
justice population, which includes those in prison and on
parole.? In addition to criminal involvement, probationers
are more likely to be drug dependent than members of
the general population'®; however, there is a dearth of lit-
erature on drug use by rural probationers. In one of the
few published studies, Oser and colleagues!' noted that
drug use was highly prevalent among probationers in
Appalachian Kentucky. This is noteworthy, given the
subjects were recruited into the study based on their sta-
tus as probationers, not drug users.

This analysis examined misuse of prescription opiates
over time in successive cohorts of community-based rural
probationers recruited for participation in a randomized
intervention. The purpose of this study was to determine
whether changes in misuse of prescription opiates sug-
gested an isolated phenomenon or a secular change from
predominantly illicit to prescription drug misuse.

METHODS

Subjects were participants in a National Institute on
Drug Abuse (NIDA)—funded study of a brief, randomized
HIV intervention for rural probationers. Eligible partici-
pants were males and females over the age of 18 who
resided in one of 30 target rural or Appalachian Kentucky
counties. Participants were eligible regardless of their
drug use history, although it should be noted that these
probationers were at high risk for drug use/abuse.

A total of 800 rural felony probationers were recruited
over a four-year period (2001 to 2004). Study methods
are described in greater detail elsewhere.!! Briefly, after
consenting to participation, subjects filled out an inter-
viewer-administered questionnaire that ascertained data
pertaining to demographics, drug use, criminal history,
and healthcare utilization; the questionnaire was followed
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics and drug use among probationers by year

2001 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2004 Cohort
n=120 n=159 n=267 n=254
Age, median (IQR) (years) 32.3 (25 to 42.1) 33.2(25.1to 41.1) 31.6 (24.7 to 39.7) 32.7 (259 to 41.1)
Education, median (IQR) 11 (8.25 to 12) 119 to 12) 11 (11 to 12)* 11 (9t0 12)
(years)
n percent n percent n percent n percent
Male 85 70.8 112 70.4 185 69.3 150 59.1*
Caucasian 107 89.2 153 96.2* 253 94.8 248 97.6**
Married 40 33.3 51 32.1 90 33.7 77 30.4
Recent drug use!
Prescription opiates 32 26.7 40 25.2 106 39.7* 112 44.1%
Benzodiazepines 37 30.8 39 24.5 110 41.2 98 38.6
Cocaine 38 31.7 31 19.5* 85 31.8 68 26.8
Heroin 1 0.8 2 1.3 7 2.6 4 1.6
Marijuana 063 52.5 72 45.3 153 57.3 139 54.7

IQR = interquartile ratio.

! In the three months prior to most current arrest; * p < 0.05 compared to 2001; ** p < 0.01 compared to 2001;

by the HIV-risk-reduction intervention. HIV serostatus
was assessed using OraSure (Bethlehem, PA), and pre-
and post-test counseling was conducted in accordance
with Centers for Disease Control and Prevention stan-
dards two weeks post-baseline.® Participants randomized
to the study condition received an enhanced HIV inter-
vention, while those randomized to the control condition
received the NIDA Standard Intervention.!? The study
was approved by the institutional review board at the
University of Kentucky.

Participants were recruited from rural probation
offices in 30 rural or Appalachian counties encompassing
two probation districts. While all of the sample counties
are below the US poverty level, 19 of the 30 (63 percent)
were classified as “distressed” by the Appalachian
Regional Commission (ARC), indicating that the three-
year unemployment and poverty rates for the county are
at least 150 percent of the US average, and the per capita
market income is 67 percent or less of the US average.
The other 11 counties were considered to be “at risk” by
the ARC, which is defined as having unemployment and
poverty rates 125 percent of the US average and a per
capita market income of 67 percent or less of the US aver-
age.l?

Variable definitions

The dependent variable of interest was recent pre-
scription opiate misuse. Specifically, participants were
asked, “About how often did you use other, nonpre-
scribed opiates (not injected or heroin, but street
methadone, morphine, Dilaudid, Darvon, Demerol,
Percodan, codeine) in the last three months on the street
before you were arrested on the charge that resulted in
this probation?” A similar question was posited for
OxyContin. These questions were combined to form a
variable indicating any prescription opiate misuse in the
three months before the participant’s latest arrest.
Independent variables selected a priori for their associa-
tion with prescription opiate misuse were age, race, gen-
der, education, employment, and other drug use.

Statistical analysis

Data are presented for the entire cohort and among
the four yearly cohorts to examine changes in drug use
over time. In order to examine these changes, the preva-
lence rates of opiate misuse in each cohort (2001 to 2004)
were compared using Poisson regression. Rates for
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Table 2. Correlates of prescription opiate misuse among 800 rural probationers
Prescription opiate misuse (n = 290) Nop rescriptior;;)(l)))i ate misuse (n = p value
Age, median (IQR) 31.8 (253 10 40.2) 32,5 (25.110 40.8) 0.858
(years)
g%‘g;‘?;gg;“ﬁan 1191012 1191012 0.647
n percent n percent
Year
2001 32 26.7 88 73.3
2002 40 25.2 119 74.8
<0.001
2003 106 39.7 161 60.3
2004 112 44.1 142 55.9
Male 187 64.5 345 67.6 0.392
Caucasian 281 96.9 480 94.1 0.213
Married 76 26.3 182 35.8 0.001
Recent drug use!
Benzodiazepines 202 09.7 82 16.1 <0.001
Cocaine 138 47.6 84 16.5 < 0.001
Heroin 11 3.8 3 0.6 0.001
Marijuana 217 74.8 210 41.2 <0.001
! In the three months prior to most current arrest; IQR = interquartile ratio.

prescription opiate misuse were calculated by dividing
the total number of participants who used prescription
opiates by the total number of participants for a given
year. Rates for 2002 through 2004 were then compared to
the rate for 2001 (referent group). Unadjusted rate ratios
and corresponding 95 percent confidence intervals (CD)
were calculated using univariate Poisson regression in
STATA, version 8.0 (College Station, TX). Demographic
and other drug use characteristics were examined by year
using contingency table analyses, t-tests, and the
Wilcoxon rank-sum test, where appropriate, to determine
whether increases in opiate misuse over time could be
attributed to changes in the demographic makeup of the

cohorts. Correlates of prescription opiate misuse were
also examined using contingency table analyses, t-tests,
and the Wilcoxon rank-sum test where appropriate.
Finally, three multivariable Poisson regression models
(2002 versus 2001, 2003 versus 2001, and 2004 versus
2001) were constructed in which rate ratios were adjusted
for significant demographic and drug use characteristics,
as well as for gender, age, and race. Aside from age, race,
and gender, other demographic and drug use characteris-
tics were only retained in the model if they were statisti-
cally significant (p < 0.05). The goodness of fit for each
multivariable model was estimated using deviance statis-
tics.

Journal of Opioid Management 3:2

March/April 2007

109



Table 3. Independent correlates of prescription opiate misuse by year among rural probationers
2002 vs. 2001 2003 vs. 2001 2004 vs. 2001
Adjuste.d rate 95 percent CI Adiuste.d rate 95 percent CI Adjuste-d 95 percent CI
ratio ratio rate ratio

Year 1.09 0.68t0 1.76 1.46 0.98 to 2.17 1.51 1.01 to 2.25*
Gender 0.97 0.59 to 1.60 0.98 0.68 to 1.42 1.22 0.87to 1.71
Median age 0.81 0.51to 1.30 0.85 0.60 to 1.19 0.95 0.68to 1.33
Caucasian 2.56 0.62 to 10.57 1.30 0.61 to 2.80 3.02 0.74 to 12.34
Recent cocaine use! 3.84 2.39 to 6.17**

! n the three months prior to most current arrest; * p < 0.05 compared to 2001; ** p < 0.001 compared to 2001.

RESULTS

The majority of participating probationers were male
(66.5 percent) and Caucasian (95.1 percent), and the
median age was 32.3 years (interquartile range: 25.2 to
40.5). As seen in Table 1, significantly fewer minority pro-
bationers participated in the latter years of the study. The
proportion of female probationers was also greater in
2004 compared with 2001.

Examination of prescription opiate misuse in the three
months prior to the baseline interview revealed that the
proportion of probationers misusing prescription opiates
rose significantly over time. In 2001 and 2002, approxi-
mately one-fourth of the participants reported prescrip-
tion opiate misuse. By 2004, the proportion of probation-
ers indicating recent opiate misuse was 44.1 percent (p <
0.001). Looking at individual years, compared with 2001,
rate ratios (RR) for prescription opiate misuse were signif-
icantly greater in 2003 (unadjusted [U] RR: 1.49; 95 per-
cent CI: 1.00 to 2.21) and 2004 (URR: 1.65; 95 percent CI:
1.11 to 2.45).

Table 2 shows the differences in sociodemographic
and drug use characteristics in prescription opiate mis-
users versus nonusers. Examination of these factors
reveals that in addition to there being a greater propor-
tion of prescription opiate users in 2003 and 2004, pre-
scription opiate misusers were more likely to be married
(p = 0.001). Also, probationers who reported using pre-
scription opiates were significantly more likely to report
having used benzodiazepines, cocaine, and marijuana in
the three months prior to their latest arrest. While a
greater proportion of respondents reported using heroin,
it should be noted that the overall prevalence of heroin

use was quite small (3.8 percent among prescription opi-
ate users and 0.6 percent among those not using pre-
scription opiates).

As seen in Table 3, the independent correlates of pre-
scription opiate use differed in 2002, 2003, and 2004
when compared with 2001. In the earlier cohort (2002),
recent cocaine use was significantly associated with pre-
scription opiate use after adjustment for year, gender,
median age, and race. In 2003, when covariates were
added to the multivariable model, year was no longer sig-
nificant at the p < 0.05 level. However, those probation-
ers interviewed in 2004 were significantly more likely to
report prescription opiate use, even after adjustment for
salient demographic characteristics (adjusted odds ratio:
1.51; 95 percent CI: 1.01 to 2.25). Deviance statistics indi-
cated a good fit (p > 0.05) for each of the multivariable
models.

DISCUSSION

In this analysis of prescription drug misuse among
felony probationers over time, the prevalence of opiate
misuse rose considerably as each succeeding cohort
entered the study. However, no clear pattern emerged
that could explain these increases. Although there were
changes in the demographic makeup of the sample
(namely more females and Caucasians in the latter years
of the study), these changes were not associated with
prescription opiate misuse in the multivariable models.
While the prevalence of prescription opiate misuse has
increased steadily in the general population over the last
20 years," to our knowledge this is the first community-
based study examining changes in misuse over time.
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Further, national data do not show the rapid increase that
was demonstrated in the current analysis.

What the data did show was that those who misused pre-
scription opiates were more drug involved, suggesting that
diverted prescription opiates and benzodiazepines are readi-
ly available “on the street” in rural and Appalachian Kentucky
counties. Also, as the prevalence of prescription opiate use
increased over time, the prevalence of other drug use, includ-
ing of cocaine and marijuana, remained the same or even
decreased, while prescription benzodiazepine use, like opi-
ate use, increased. Even after adjusting for salient demo-
graphic and drug use characteristics, the rate of prescription
opiate misuse was significantly greater in 2004 when com-
pared with 2001, indicating a shift in drug use patterns
among rural probationers from illicit to prescription drugs.

Increased availability of prescription opiates may have
contributed to the escalating prevalence of misuse over time.
Havens and colleagues!® reported that rates of OxyContin
prescription claims in the Medicaid claims for distressed
Appalachian Kentucky significantly increased between 1998
and 2002, which suggests the potential for diversion. Further,
National Drug Intelligence Center reports indicate that hero-
in, which is highly prevalent in urban settings, is not readily
available in rural settings like Appalachia.l” The current study
supports these findings, as less than 5 percent of respondents
reported recent heroin use.

There were several limitations for the current analysis and
overall study. A limitation of the current analysis was that
there was no measure of chronic pain. Perhaps the increas-
ing rates of prescription opiate misuse could be associated
with an increase in the prevalence of chronic pain in this
cohort of rural probationers. However, while there was no
direct measure of pain, data on the disability status of the
respondents were available, and as the prevalence of pre-
scription opiate use rose, the number of subjects reporting
being on disability decreased. Another limitation of both the
current analysis and overall study is that the findings are not
generalizable to all rural people; although this was a commu-
nity-based study, the study sample is only representative of
one segment of the criminal justice system. Finally, all find-
ings were based on self-reported data. However, it has been
shown that self-reported drug use is both a reliable and valid
measure of actual drug use.!®1?

Despite these limitations, our findings provide further
support that Appalachian Kentucky may be an epicenter of a
prescription opiate epidemic. The high prevalence of pre-
scription opiate misuse also has implications for treatment;
simply put, there is a lack of viable substance abuse treat-
ment options in most rural areas, including Appalachia.
Finally, it appears that additional population-based studies of
prescription opiate misuse in rural areas are warranted.
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CASE STUDY

Using methadone to treat opioid-induced
hyperalgesia and refractory pain

David J. Axelrod, MD, JD
Barbara Reville, MS, CRNP

ABSTRACT

A patient was treated for several years with high doses
of opioids for malignant pain. During a recent hospital-
ization, the patient’s pain remained uncontrolled despite
escalating doses of various opioids. We suspected that this
patient suffered from the clinical phenomenon of opioid-
induced byperalgesia (OIH). The patient was then rotated
Sfrom ber other opioids to methadone, and ber pain was
adequately controlled within several days. Methadone,
because of its NMDA antagonist properties, offers an effec-
tive treatment for OIH. The use of methadone for analgesia
is complex and should be undertaken only by practitioners
who have appropriate experience.

Key words: opioid-induced byperalgesia, methadone,
opioid rotation, opioid tolerance

INTRODUCTION

Opioids are well established as effective and safe for
treating acute and chronic malignant and nonmalignant
pain.!” There is no absolute ceiling on opioid dose.
Authorities report prolonged and effective analgesia for
up to six years while using as much as 195 mg of mor-
phine or the equivalent.! If a patient’s pain remains
uncontrolled, it is reasonable to increase the opioid dose
until adequate analgesia is achieved, as long as the side
effects are tolerable. As practitioners grow more comfort-
able with the use of high doses of opioids for the treat-
ment of pain, an increasing number of patients, such as
the patient described in this case report, will undergo
such therapy for extended periods of time.

Tolerance and dependence are predictable results of
long-term opioid use. However, a growing body of clinical
and laboratory evidence demonstrates that the use of opioids
may lead to another problem—the clinical phenomenon of
opioid-induced hyperalgesia (OIH).®'3 In OIH, opioids
intended to abolish pain paradoxically lead to increased
pain, particularly during rapid opioid escalation.! The mech-
anism for this hyperalgesia is poorly understood.

This case report describes a patient with suspected
OIH whose pain was eventually controlled through an
opioid rotation to methadone.

CASE REPORT

The patient was a 45-year-old Jamaican woman diag-
nosed with multiple myeloma in 2005 after presenting
with back pain. Her treatment included chemotherapy, in
both 2005 and 2006, and, most recently, radiation therapy
to her lumbar spine. On Day 30 of a recent admission for
an autologous stem cell transplantation, the palliative
care service was consulted for assistance with pain man-
agement, which had been an ongoing problem during
the hospitalization. The patient described pain in her
lower spine with radiating numbness from her back to
both thighs and calves. She also described numbness and
“tingling pain” in both feet, with particular pain in the
soles. Pain severity was rated as 10/10 most of the time.
She described herself as “suffering” with the pain since
her diagnosis, with little relief from a variety of pain med-
icines, including opioids such as morphine and oxy-
codone at increasing doses and adjuvant medications.

Imaging studies revealed multiple skeletal metastases,
most significantly the complete loss of height of the fourth
lumbar vertebral body, with left-sided bony retropulsion;
mild disc herniation at L3-L4; and numerous lytic metas-
tases along the lumbar spine, right femur, sacrum, and
occipital regions. There was no evidence of cord compres-
sion. Physical examination was unremarkable.

Analgesic medications included gabapentin 1,200 mg
every eight hours, five 100 ug transdermal fentanyl patch-
es every 72 hours, hydromorphone 25 mg/h via IV infu-
sion, and lorazepam 1 to 2 mg orally as needed for mus-
cular discomfort.

We decided to rotate the patient from IV hydromor-
phone to methadone. After discontinuing the hydromor-
phone, the patient was started on methadone 60 mg every
six hours by mouth. Hydromorphone at a dose of 8 mg IV
bolus was available for breakthrough pain as needed.
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Within 48 hours, the patient experienced significant
improvement, with pain severity scores dropping to 6/10
and no signs of excessive sedation. Some nausea and vom-
iting were noted, so an oral antiemetic was given 30 min-
utes prior to methadone administration. At this point, the
patient was weaned off of the transdermal fentanyl. After
removal of the fentanyl patches, we waited an additional 12
hours before increasing methadone to a dose of 95 mg
every six hours. For breakthrough pain, methadone 5 to 10
mg was available in lieu of hydromorphone.

By Day 6 on methadone, the patient felt remarkable
improvement and rarely requested medication for break-
through pain, though a premethadone antiemetic was
still required to control nausea. Although there were no
signs of sedation, the methadone dose interval was
decreased to every eight hours based on the potential for
drug accumulation. The patient was followed for an addi-
tional 48 hours, and no change was noted in her status.
At discharge on Day 8 of methadone treatment, the dose
was further tapered to 80 mg every eight hours, and the
patient was told to follow up with the pain service within
one week. The patient was extremely satisfied and felt
adequate pain control for the first time in months.

DISCUSSION

In situations where pain is refractory to high doses of opi-
oids, a common strategy is to rotate to a different opioid.'>
With OIH, methadone may be the optimal medication for
opioid rotation. The advantages for methadone in treating
OIH include its incomplete cross-tolerance with opioid
receptors and its action as an NMDA receptor antagonist.'?

We believed the patient suffered from chronic malig-
nant pain that was complicated by extreme opioid toler-
ance, refractory pain, and OIH. The patient had been
treated with opioids continuously for two years and con-
tinued to experience 10/10 pain despite treatment with
escalating doses of transdermal fentanyl and parenteral
hydromorphone, as well as adjuvant pain medications.
We implemented the rotation to methadone by first calcu-
lating the parenteral hydromorphone to an equianalgesic
dose of oral morphine. As the oral morphine-equivalent
daily dose exceeded 12 g, we used a conversion ratio of
20:1 when converting to methadone. !¢

Converting other opioids to methadone is complex.
When converting from high doses of opioids, lower con-
version ratios of methadone are advised. In this case, a
conversion rate of approximately 20:1 of morphine
equivalents to methadone was sufficient to achieve ade-
quate pain control. Methadone should be used cautious-
ly, and only by practitioners who are experienced with
the drug. Methadone has a long half-life—up to 190
hours—and therefore oral methadone dosage should not
be increased more frequently than every four days.”

At high doses, methadone has been associated with

Torsades de Pointes syndrome. Therefore, when treating
with high doses of methadone an EKG should be
obtained at dosing changes to monitor the Q-T interval.
Despite these cautions, with the growing recognition of
OIH and refractory pain uncontrolled by opioids,
methadone may become an increasingly utilized and
necessary option for chronic pain.

David J. Axelrod, MD, JD, Instructor of Medicine, Co-
Medical Director of Palliative Care Service, Thomas
Jefferson University Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Barbara Reville, MS, CRNP, Assistant Director, Palliative
Care Service, Thomas Jefferson University Hospital,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
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