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Abstract

Medical visits encompass multiple medical issues, leaving little time to address substance use disorder issues,
such as medication-assisted treatment (MAT) for opioid use disorders (OUD). This becomes a barrier to expanding
Office-Based Opioid Treatment (OBOT), as many physicians express concern about treating high-risk patients under
the current time constrained treatment model.

Evidence shows that shared medical appointments (SMAs) are effective treatment models that increase health
outcomes and are well received by patients. Research studies that come from primary care where large patient
panels and limited access have necessitated the creation of innovative and efficient care delivery. Substance use
disorders (SUDs) are chronic diseases comparable to diabetes and hypertension with similar treatment outcomes.
Group therapy is well established as an effective, evidence-based treatment for SUDs. Using the SMA model with
elements of group therapy to provide OBOT allows physicians to spend more time with their patients, albeit in a
group setting.

SMA for OBOT will allow these physicians more time with high-risk patients. When done with elements of group
therapy, SMAs can provide quality and cost-effective treatment. This manuscript will provide an overview of the
scope of the current opioid problem, current treatment practices and barriers to treatment as well as guidelines on
how to implement SMA model in an integrated care setting.
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Introduction
Patients suffering from any chronic disease are at greater risk of

poor health outcomes and quality of life, and increased costs of care.
Chronic illnesses such as cardiovascular disease, diabetes, and
pulmonary diseases account for 70% of deaths each year, and these
have been estimated to account for more than 80% of the health care
costs in the United States [1-3]. A multitude of approaches and
treatment modalities have been implemented to decrease
hospitalizations and complications of patients with these types of
conditions. One model of care that includes both an educational
component and elements of an individual provider office visit is the
shared medical appointment (SMA) [4]. SMAs are a treatment
modality that can improve early identification of at-risk people and
ensure appropriate follow-up. During these interviews patients with
similar diagnoses are simultaneously educated and treated. This
treatment modality allows the patient’s needs to be addressed
individually while at the same time benefitting from education and
shared learning. There is evidence demonstrating that the
implementation of SMAs integrated into buprenorphine treatment in
an OBOT setting provides cost effective, quality care and significant
increases in patient satisfaction [5,6]. Patients with complex social
issues and co-occurring medical and mental health diagnoses have

found this treatment model to be beneficial in increasing their social
support involvement, resolution of legal cases and in decreasing their
treatment’s attrition levels [7,8]. Further, research of the SMA as a
treatment model has been found to improve outcomes and patient
satisfaction in several chronic conditions including diabetes mellitus
[9-20], hypertension [13-19] and surgical procedures [20-27].

Diabetes mellitus type II
In type 2 diabetes, participation in SMAs appears to lead to lower

glycosylated haemoglobin (HbA1c) levels, better blood glucose
monitoring, improved quality of life and weight control, and increased
diabetes knowledge [9-12]. A five-year study in Italy found patients to
have better control of their disease and a decreased medication
requirement when enrolled in SMAs as compared to those who had
private appointments [10] but did not improve lipid levels or lower
care costs [13-16].

Hypertension
According to the CDC, close to 70 million adults in the US have

high blood pressure [17]. Preventing and controlling hypertension is
an essential component for reducing the risk of acquiring
cardiovascular diseases. Historically hypertension has been treated in
individual appointments, with 70% of the patients using medications
to treat the condition [17]. While few studies have aimed to adapt
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SMAs to the direct care of hypertension, studies have shown that the
implementation of SMAs can improve medication compliance and
goals-setting activity, improving adherence to treatment and
decreasing risk of cardiovascular complications compared to standard
care [18-21,28,29].

Neuromuscular disorder
Neuromuscular disorders are progressive complex diseases for a

current absence of cure, requiring adjustment of management and
treatment options. The average 20 min outpatient primary care visit
leaves little time to address the patient's psychosocial and educational
needs [30]. The use of SMAs has demonstrated benefit to individuals
with cognitive dysfunction related to neuromuscular disorders in both
self-efficacy and resources utilization [31,32]. These studies provide
evidence that SMAs can improve the quality of life of patients with
neuromuscular disorders [31].

Surgical procedures
SMAs have been used as a follow up intervention for patients

recovering from surgical procedures, for patient satisfaction rated
higher compared to standard care appointments [22-27]. In these
studies SMAs were shown to have a role in the care of surgical
populations, offering a cost-effective care model that increased
education and support for both patients and their family members
[26].

Current treatment and barriers to treatment for OUDs
Historically, the treatment of SUDs, in general, has tended to be

fragmented, with psychological and psychosocial interventions taking
place separately from any medication assisted treatment being
provided, methadone maintenance being a notable exception. With the
recent increase in buprenorphine prescribing, the past several years
have seen a shift in which physicians are providing office-based
buprenorphine treatment. Initially, most providers of buprenorphine
were psychiatrists, but more recent data suggest a shift away from
psychiatrists towards primary care physicians (PCPs) with the
prescribing of buprenorphine by providers with appropriate training
increasing significantly over the last decade [33,34]. However, even
with the marked increase in training and treatment of OUDs by PCPs,
studies have shown that multiple factors are discouraging PCPs from
prescribing office-based buprenorphine.

While several models of OBOT exist, the most routinely used
models consist of low-frequency direct physician contact and high-
frequency use of ancillary services, including self-help and peer led
groups and other non-specialty based treatments [35-37]. Most studies
exclude OUD patients defined as high risk (those unable to maintain
abstinence after repeated attempts, multiple substances of abuse,
mental health comorbidities, uninsured and homeless) which presents
as a significant limitation to generalizability [36,37]. Other significant
limitations to providers being willing to treat OUD patients was the
fear of patient neediness, high cost, and time constraints-namely
challenges associated with the frequency of needed visits, especially
early in the treatment [38-45].

Data on the current number of people being treated in other
settings with buprenorphine for OUDs is not known. SAMHSA’s
records indicate that as of 2017 there were over 30,000 buprenorphine
prescribers, with just over 30% being approved to treat 100 patients
[46]. If each provider were at capacity, this would mean that just over

1.5 million people could be treated with buprenorphine. Even with
these reasonable overzealous assumptions, around half a million
individuals would still be unable to receive treatment with
buprenorphine [47].

Efforts are being made to expand access by increasing prescriber
limits and allowing PAs and NPs to become waivered; however, the
data remains clear that many providers are not prescribing even close
to their limits. One study of waivered physicians in Massachusetts
showed that of 235 physician respondents, only 66% were prescribers
with a mean of 14 patients [48]. Notably, according to SAMHSA,
Massachusetts has the fifth highest number of waivered physicians of
all 50 states, Guam, Puerto Rico, the US Virgin Islands, and Northern
Mariana Islands [46].

While these data suggest that the current availability of prescribers
presents as one barrier to treatment for OUDs, several other obstacles
exist. These include wait times, clinicians comfort, and stigma, both
within the general public as well as the health care system. Wait times
appear to be more than just a function of patient volume and provider
availability. There is some suggestion in the literature that waiting
times can be used to “weed out” unmotivated substances users, an
ideology challenged in the available data [49-52]. Data does indicate
that drug addiction does not spontaneously remit and that those on
waiting lists are likely to continue their current patterns of substance
use during the wait time and are nearly half as likely to enter on
treatment [51,53,54]. Other barriers to treatment for physicians
include a lack of institutional, nursing, and office support, concerns
about patients, costs, reimbursements, and a lack of collegial support
and coverage [43,48]. Additionally, Hutchinson et al. described that
providers who were newly trained to use buprenorphine were rather
cautious in the selection of patients with only 36% willing to accept a
patient from another community [43]. These barriers have led to
several proposed changes within the medical and legal communities;
there remains much work to be done on increasing access to evidenced
based treatments and decreasing the stigma associated with substance
abuse in general and OUDs in particular. Significant research has been
done related to these topics and is outside the scope of this paper
[47,53,55-57].

So, despite the considerable evidence describing the benefits of
buprenorphine for the treatment of OUDs, it is clear that many
barriers to treatment remain. Psychiatry residency programs have
taken an essential role in lessening the illicit opioid use and overdose
epidemic. An analysis showed that the majority of psychiatry residency
training programs offer buprenorphine waiver training and office
based clinical opportunities to treat patients with OUDs [58]. Further,
on a national level, various organizations that serve in diverse
communities have created a resource and support system to promote
evidence-based training in opioid prescribing and pain management.
The Providers’ Clinical Support System (PCSS) was designed
specifically to offer more training, at no cost, in the treatment of SUDs
[59]. Coordinated efforts to train and support teams of clinicians
especially in small access areas, including mental health clinicians
comfortable with on-site harm-reduction therapies, and reimbursing
this care at a reasonable amount would be promising steps to
addressing these barriers as well.
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Proposed model for implementing SMAs into OUD
treatment

Recent pilot studies show a benefit of incorporating SMAs as the
treatment for OUDs [5-8,60]. It is recommended that groups be
structured utilizing a multidisciplinary approach, including a physician
facilitator and co-facilitator from different medical care providers. This
will afford the dual benefit of allowing for increased medical visits and
patient contact, as well as other providers becoming more familiar with
prescribing practices (i.e., tolerance of illicit substance use, prescribing
styles, etc.).

The group can be structured utilizing individual check-ins with each
patient using four standard questions: 1) Any substance use since the
last appointment? 2) Are you taking your medications exactly as
prescribed? 3) Have you been in any unusual high-risk situations? 4) Is
there anything else you would like to discuss after the group has
finished checking in? The first three questions should be laid out as
“yes or no” questions. It has been postulated that often patients will
minimize their substance use and requiring a clear “yes or no” removes
this flexibility and allows the individual to take full responsibility for
their active substance use. Accepting responsibility for continued
substance use allows for the patient to learn coping strategies to
“control” the behavioral aspects of any SUD. The second question
allows for a medication evaluation, opening the door for the patient to
describe struggles with tolerating prescribed medications and side
effects and allow an opportunity for education. The third question
enables the patient to share what obstacles have gotten in the way of
their sobriety. The use of the term “unusual” demonstrates the
difference between “normal” and stable risk such as homelessness,
poverty, cravings, etc. and additional stressors that may arise during
treatment such as a physical injury or death of a loved one. The final
question invites each patient to bring forth a topic that is important to
him or her. This will often provide the basis for the group’s discussion,
as many patients will bring up situations that they have found
challenging or areas that they are concerned about with regards to
treatment or recovery. Several patients will often reiterate this last
answer in different ways allowing for several patients’ needs to be
addressed in a group setting. It also provides an opportunity for the
patients to share their experiences, challenges and coping skills with
other team members.

It is suggested that group attendance is required for receiving a
prescription thus meeting recommendations established by the FDA
that patients on MAT also receive psychosocial counselling and other
services that support recovery including peer-based recovery-oriented
meetings for the attainment of long term abstinence. Having multiple
groups per week will afford patients both the opportunity to miss their
“home group” and still attend a group and receive their prescription as
well as invite providers to feel more confident in treating higher risk
patients, as these individuals can be asked to participate in multiple
groups per week for additional support.

Conclusion
The opioid epidemic remains a significant public health burden.

OUDs are treatable chronic conditions with evidence-based treatments
available, one of which is the use of buprenorphine as a medication
assisted treatment. However, it has been estimated that approximately
90% of people with OUDs diagnosis do not access treatment for OUDs
and thus are in need of treatment.

The number of waivered physicians able to prescribe buprenorphine
remains low, with limited to no access offered to many patients,
especially in rural settings. It remains uncertain whether or not
increasing the number of patient’s that can be treated by a physician
and allowing NPs and PAs to prescribe buprenorphine will offset this
challenge. Several barriers exist for providers to prescribe
buprenorphine and most of those that do prescribe are not treating the
maximum number of patients.

One of the greatest limitations to the treatment of OUD is time
pressure and its limitations around all medical specialties. SMAs have
been found to be effective in the treatment of chronic conditions. For
people with an OUD diagnosis, SMAs have been found to provide a
benefit when integrated into buprenorphine treatment in an OBOT
setting. The use of SMAs for OUDs and buprenorphine prescribing is
one method to increase access to patients while simultaneously
allowing providers to maximize productivity without sacrificing quality
care.

Acknowledgement
This work was supported by grant 5T06SM060562-07 from the

National Institutes of Health.

References
1. Lavoie JG, Wong ST, Chongo M, Browne AJ, MacLeod ML, et al. (2013)

Group medical visits can deliver on patient-centred care objectives:
Results from a qualitative study. BMC Health Serv Res 13:155.

2. McLellan AT, Lewis DC, O'Brien CP, Kleber HD (2000) Drug
dependence, a chronic medical illness: Implications for treatment,
insurance and outcomes evaluation. JAMA 284: 1689-1695.

3. Ward BW, Schiller JS, Goodman RA (2014) Multiple chronic conditions
among US adults: A 2012 update. Prev Chronic Dis 11: E62.

4. Sidorov J, Shull R, Tomcavage J, Girolami S, Lawton N, et al. (2002) Does
diabetes disease management save money and improve outcomes? A
report of simultaneous short-term savings and quality improvement
associated with a health maintenance organization-sponsored disease
management program among patients fulfilling health employer data and
information set criteria. Diabetes Care 25: 684-689.

5. Suzuki J, Zinser J, Klaiber B (2015) Feasibility of implementing shared
medical appointments (SMAs) for office-based opioid treatment with
buprenorphine: A pilot study. Subst Abuse 36:166-169.

6. Ramdas K, Darzi A (2017) Adopting innovations in care delivery-The
case of shared medical appointments.

7. Roll D, Spottswood M, Huang H (2015) Using shared medical
appointments to increase access to buprenorphine treatment. J Am Board
Fam Med 28: 676-677.

8. Doorley SL, Ho CJ, Echeverria E (2017) Buprenorphine shared medical
appointments for the treatment of opioid dependence in a homeless
clinic. Subst Abuse 38: 26-30.

9. Sadur CN, Moline N, Costa M (1999) Diabetes management in a health
maintenance organization. Efficacy of care management using cluster
visits. Diabetes Care 22: 2011-2017.

10. Trento M, Passera P, Tomalino M (2001) Group visits improve metabolic
control in type 2 diabetes: A 2 year follow-up. Diabetes Care 24:
995-1000.

11. Watts SA, Strauss GJ, Pascuzzi K (2015) Shared medical appointments for
patients with diabetes: Glycemic reduction in high-risk patients. J Am
Assoc Nurse Pract 27: 450-456.

12. Palaniappan LP, Muzaffar AL, Wang EJ, Wong EC, Orchard TJ (2011)
Shared medical appointments: Promoting weight loss in a clinical setting.
J Am Board Fam Med JABFM 24: 326-328.

Citation: Daum AM, Colon-Rivera HA, Nykiel S (2017) Shared Medical Appointments Role in the Opioid Epidemic Era: A Tool for Integration of
Care. J Addict Res Ther 8: 328. doi:10.4172/2155-6105.1000328

Page 3 of 5

J Addict Res Ther, an open access journal
#741472

Volume 8 • Issue 3 • 1000328

https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-155
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-155
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.284.13.1689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.284.13.1689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.284.13.1689
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd11.130389
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd11.130389
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.25.4.684
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2014.998400
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2014.998400
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2014.998400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp1612803
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp1612803
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2015.05.150017
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2015.05.150017
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2015.05.150017
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2016.1264535
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2016.1264535
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2016.1264535
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.22.12.2011
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.22.12.2011
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.22.12.2011
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.24.6.995
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.24.6.995
https://doi.org/10.2337/diacare.24.6.995
https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12200
https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12200
https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12200
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2011.03.100220
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2011.03.100220
https://doi.org/10.3122/jabfm.2011.03.100220


13. Riley SB, Marshall ES (2010) Group visits in diabetes care: A systematic
review. Diabetes Educ 36: 936-944.

14. Guthrie GE, Bogue RJ (2015) Impact of a shared medical appointment
lifestyle intervention on weight and lipid parameters in individuals with
Type 2 diabetes: A clinical pilot. J Am Coll Nutr 34: 300-309.

15. Schumann K (2017) Capsule commentary on Edelman et al., shared
medical appointments for patients with diabetes mellitus: A systematic
review. J Gen Intern Med 30: 97.

16. Cohen LB, Taveira TH, Khatana SAM, Dooley AG, Pirraglia PA, et al.
(2011) Pharmacist-led shared medical appointments for multiple
cardiovascular risk reduction in patients with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes
Educ 37: 801-812.

17. Nwankwo T, Yoon SS, Burt V, Gu Q (2013) Hypertension among adults in
the United States: National health and nutrition examination survey,
2011-2012. NCHS Data Brief:, pp: 1-8.

18. Dickman K, Pintz C, Gold K, Kivlahan C (2012) Behavior changes in
patients with diabetes and hypertension after experiencing shared
medical appointments. J Am Acad Nurse Pract 24: 43-51.

19. Watts SA, Gee J, O’Day ME (2009) Nurse practitioner-led
multidisciplinary teams to improve chronic illness care: The unique
strengths of nurse practitioners applied to shared medical appointments/
group visits. J Am Acad Nurse Pract 21: 167-172.

20. Taveira TH, Dooley AG, Cohen LB, Khatana SAM, Wu WC (2011)
Pharmacist-led group medical appointments for the management of type
2 diabetes with comorbid depression in older adults. Ann Pharmacother
45: 1346-1355.

21. Egger G, Binns A, Cole MA (2014) Shared medical appointments - an
adjunct for chronic disease management in Australia? Aust Fam
Physician 43: 151-154.

22. Seager MJ, Egan RJ, Meredith HE, Bates SE, Norton SA, et al. (2012)
Shared medical appointments for bariatric surgery follow-up: A patient
satisfaction questionnaire. Obes Surg 22: 641-645.

23. Kaidar-Person O, Swartz E, Lefkowitz M (2006) Shared medical
appointments: New concept for high-volume follow-up for bariatric
patients. Surg Obes Relat Dis Off J Am Soc Bariatr Surg 2: 509-512.

24. Knackstedt TJ, Samie FH (2015) Shared medical appointments for the
preoperative consultation visit of Mohs micrographic surgery. J Am Acad
Dermatol 72: 340-344.

25. Lorentz PA, Swain JM, Gall MM, Collazo-Clavell ML (2012) Combined
group and individual model for post-bariatric surgery follow-up care.
Surg Obes Relat Dis Off J Am Soc Bariatr Surg 8: 220-224.

26. Harris MD (2010) Shared medical appointments after cardiac surgery-the
process of implementing a novel pilot paradigm to enhance
comprehensive postdischarge care. J Cardiovasc Nurs 25: 124-129.

27. Meehan KR, Hill JM, Root L, Kimtis E, Patchett L, et al. (2006) Group
medical appointments: Organization and implementation in the bone
marrow transplantation clinic. Support Cancer Ther 3: 84-90.

28. Pastore LM, Rossi AM, Tucker AL (2014) Process improvements and
shared medical appointments for cardiovascular disease prevention in
women. J Am Assoc Nurse Pract 26: 555-561.

29. Paul S, Yehle KS, Wood K, Wingate S, Steg B (2013) Implementing shared
medical appointments for heart failure patients in a community
cardiology practice: A pilot study. Heart Lung J Crit Care 42: 456-461.

30. Shaw MK, Davis SA, Fleischer AB, Feldman SR (2014) The duration of
office visits in the United States, 1993 to 2010. Am J Manag Care20:
820-826.

31. Dorsey ER, Deuel LM, Beck CA (2011) Group patient visits for Parkinson
disease: A randomized feasibility trial. Neurology 76: 1542-1547.

32. Seesing FM, Drost G, Groenewoud J, van der Wilt GJ, van Engelen BGM
(2014) Shared medical appointments improve QOL in neuromuscular
patients: A randomized controlled trial. Neurology 83: 240-246.

33. Rosenblatt RA, Andrilla CHA, Catlin M, Larson EH (2015) Geographic
and specialty distribution of US physicians trained to treat opioid use
disorder. Ann Fam Med 13: 23-26.

34. Turner L, Kruszewski SP, Alexander GC (2014) Trends in the use of
buprenorphine by office-based physicians in the United States,
2003-2013. Am J Addict 24: 24-29.

35. Schackman BR, Leff JA, Polsky D, Moore BA, Fiellin DA (2012) Cost-
effectiveness of long-term outpatient buprenorphine-naloxone treatment
for opioid dependence in primary care. J Gen Intern Med 27: 669-676.

36. Mintzer IL, Eisenberg M, Terra M, MacVane C, Himmelstein DU, et al.
(2007) Treating opioid addiction with buprenorphine-naloxone in
community-based primary care settings. Ann Fam Med 5: 146-150.

37. Neumann AM, Blondell RD, Azadfard M, Nathan G, Homish GG (2013)
Primary care patient characteristics associated with completion of 6
month buprenorphine treatment. Addict Behav 38: 2724-2728.

38. Gibson AE, Doran CM, Bell JR, Ryan A, Lintzeris N (2003) A comparison
of buprenorphine treatment in clinic and primary care settings: A
randomised trial. Med J Aust 179: 38-42.

39. Fiellin DA, O’Connor PG (2002) Office-based treatment of opioid-
dependent patients. N Engl J Med 347: 817-823.

40. Fiellin DA, Pantalon MV, Chawarski MC (2006) Counseling plus
buprenorphine-naloxone maintenance therapy for opioid dependence. N
Engl J Med 355: 365-374.

41. Weiss RD (2011) Adjunctive counselling during brief and extended
buprenorphine-naloxone treatment for prescription opioid dependence:
A 2-phase randomized controlled trial. Arch Gen Psychiatry 68: 1238.

42. Weiss RD, Potter JS, Griffin ML (2015) Long-term outcomes from the
national drug abuse treatment clinical trials network prescription opioid
addiction treatment study. Drug Alcohol Depend 150: 112-119.

43. Hutchinson E, Catlin M, Andrilla CHA, Baldwin L-M, Rosenblatt RA
(2014) Barriers to primary care physicians prescribing buprenorphine.
Ann Fam Med 12:128-133.

44. DeFlavio JR, Rolin SA, Nordstrom BR, Kazal Jr. LA (2015) Analysis of
barriers to adoption of buprenorphine maintenance therapy by family
physicians. Rural Remote Health 15: 1-11.

45. Barry DT, Irwin KS, Jones ES (2009) Integrating buprenorphine
treatment into office-based practice: A qualitative study. J Gen Intern
Med 24: 218-225.

46. Number of DATA-certified physicians. SMAHSA.
47. Andrews CM, Shin HC, Marsh JC, Cao D (2013) Client and program

characteristics associated with wait time to substance abuse treatment
entry. Am J Drug Alcohol Abuse 39: 61-68.

48. Walley AY, Alperen JK, Cheng DM (2008) Office-based management of
opioid dependence with buprenorphine: Clinical practices and barriers. J
Gen Intern Med 23: 1393-1398.

49. Bell J, Caplehorn JR, McNeil DR (1994) The effect of intake procedures
on performance in methadone maintenance. Addiction 89: 463-471.

50. Festinger DS, Lamb RJ, Kountz MR, Kirby KC, Marlowe D (1995) Pre-
treatment dropout as a function of treatment delay and client variables.
Addict Behav 20: 111-115.

51. Best D, Noble A, Ridge G, Gossop M, Farrell M, et al. (2002) The relative
impact of waiting time and treatment entry on drug and alcohol use.
Addict Biol 7: 67-74.

52. Stark MJ, Campbell BK, Brinkerhoff CV (1990) “Hello, may we help
you?” A study of attrition prevention at the time of the first phone contact
with substance-abusing clients. Am J Drug Alcohol Abuse 16: 67-76.

53. Chun J, Guydish JR, Silber E, Gleghorn A (2008) Drug treatment
outcomes for persons on waiting lists. Am J Drug Alcohol Abuse 34:
526-533.

54. Redko C, Rapp RC, Carlson RG (2006) Waiting time as a barrier to
treatment entry: Perceptions of substance users. J Drug Issues 36:
831-852.

55. Sigmon SC (2015) Interim treatment: Bridging delays to opioid treatment
access. Prev Med 80: 32-36.

56. Quanbeck A, Wheelock A, Ford JH, Pulvermacher A, Capoccia V, et al.
(2013) Examining access to addiction treatment: Scheduling processes
and barriers. J Subst Abuse Treat 44: 343-348.

Citation: Daum AM, Colon-Rivera HA, Nykiel S (2017) Shared Medical Appointments Role in the Opioid Epidemic Era: A Tool for Integration of
Care. J Addict Res Ther 8: 328. doi:10.4172/2155-6105.1000328

Page 4 of 5

J Addict Res Ther, an open access journal
#741472

Volume 8 • Issue 3 • 1000328

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721710385013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721710385013
https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2014.933454
https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2014.933454
https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2014.933454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-3042-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-3042-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-3042-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721711423980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721711423980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721711423980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721711423980
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/databriefs/db133.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/databriefs/db133.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/databriefs/db133.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2011.00660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2011.00660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2011.00660.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2008.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2008.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2008.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-7599.2008.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1345/aph.1Q212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1345/aph.1Q212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1345/aph.1Q212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1345/aph.1Q212
http://www.racgp.org.au/afp/2014/march/shared-medical-appointments/
http://www.racgp.org.au/afp/2014/march/shared-medical-appointments/
http://www.racgp.org.au/afp/2014/march/shared-medical-appointments/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11695-012-0603-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11695-012-0603-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11695-012-0603-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2006.05.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2006.05.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2006.05.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2014.10.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2014.10.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2014.10.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2011.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2011.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2011.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JCN.0b013e3181beb124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JCN.0b013e3181beb124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JCN.0b013e3181beb124
http://dx.doi.org/10.3816/SCT.2006.n.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3816/SCT.2006.n.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3816/SCT.2006.n.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2013.08.006
http://www.ajmc.com/journals/issue/2014/2014-vol20-n10/The-Duration-of-Office-Visits-in-the-United-States-1993-to-2010/
http://www.ajmc.com/journals/issue/2014/2014-vol20-n10/The-Duration-of-Office-Visits-in-the-United-States-1993-to-2010/
http://www.ajmc.com/journals/issue/2014/2014-vol20-n10/The-Duration-of-Office-Visits-in-the-United-States-1993-to-2010/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0b013e3182194bad
http://dx.doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0b013e3182194bad
http://dx.doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1370/afm.1735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1370/afm.1735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1370/afm.1735
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajad.12174%5d
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajad.12174%5d
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajad.12174%5d
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-011-1962-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-011-1962-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-011-1962-8
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.665
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.665
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.665
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2013.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2013.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2013.07.007
https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2003/179/1/comparison-buprenorphine-treatment-clinic-and-primary-care-settings-randomised
https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2003/179/1/comparison-buprenorphine-treatment-clinic-and-primary-care-settings-randomised
https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2003/179/1/comparison-buprenorphine-treatment-clinic-and-primary-care-settings-randomised
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMcp013579
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMcp013579
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa055255
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa055255
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa055255
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1595
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1595
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1595
http://www.rrh.org.au/articles/subviewnew.asp?ArticleID=3019
http://www.rrh.org.au/articles/subviewnew.asp?ArticleID=3019
http://www.rrh.org.au/articles/subviewnew.asp?ArticleID=3019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0881-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0881-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0881-9
https://doi.org/10.3109/00952990.2012.694515
https://doi.org/10.3109/00952990.2012.694515
https://doi.org/10.3109/00952990.2012.694515
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0686-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0686-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0686-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/135562101200100607
https://doi.org/10.1080/135562101200100607
https://doi.org/10.1080/135562101200100607
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/00952999009001573
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/00952999009001573
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/00952999009001573
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080%2F00952990802146340
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080%2F00952990802146340
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080%2F00952990802146340
https://doi.org/10.1177/002204260603600404
https://doi.org/10.1177/002204260603600404
https://doi.org/10.1177/002204260603600404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2015.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2015.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2012.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2012.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2012.08.017


57. Richert T, Johnson B (2015) Long-term self-treatment with methadone or
buprenorphine as a response to barriers to opioid substitution treatment:
The case of Sweden. Harm Reduct J: 12.

58. Suzuki J, Ellison TV, Connery HS, Surber C, Renner JA (2016) Training
in buprenorphine and office-based opioid treatment: A survey of
psychiatry residency training programs. Acad Psychiatry J Am Assoc Dir
Psychiatr Resid Train Assoc Acad Psychiatry 40: 498-502.

59. Home. Providers’ clinical support system for opioid therapies.
60. Kirsh SR, Aron DC, Johnson KD (2017) A realist review of shared

medical appointments: How, for whom and under what circumstances do
they work? BMC Health Serv Res 17.

 

Citation: Daum AM, Colon-Rivera HA, Nykiel S (2017) Shared Medical Appointments Role in the Opioid Epidemic Era: A Tool for Integration of
Care. J Addict Res Ther 8: 328. doi:10.4172/2155-6105.1000328

Page 5 of 5

J Addict Res Ther, an open access journal
#741472

Volume 8 • Issue 3 • 1000328

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12954-015-0037-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12954-015-0037-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12954-015-0037-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-015-0313-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-015-0313-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-015-0313-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-015-0313-1
http://pcss-o.org/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2064-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2064-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2064-z

	Contents
	Shared Medical Appointments Role in the Opioid Epidemic Era: A Tool for Integration of Care
	Abstract
	Keywords:
	Introduction
	Diabetes mellitus type II
	Hypertension
	Neuromuscular disorder
	Surgical procedures
	Current treatment and barriers to treatment for OUDs

	Proposed model for implementing SMAs into OUD treatment

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	References


