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ASSERTIVE COMMUNITY TREATMENT

1.1 Assertive community treatment compared with

treatment as usual

Mental health

1.1.1 Brief Psychiatric Rating Scale (24-item)

ACT TAU Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Fletcher 2008a 1.83 0.76 47 1.83 D62 24 49.0% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.49]
Fletcher 2008h 185 077 53 1.83 062 24 510% 0.03 [0.46, 0.51]
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% 0.01 [-0.33, 0.36]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P=094); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.08 (P =0.94)

1.1.2 Depression (Depressive Symptom Scale)

2 1 0 1 2
Favours ACT Fawvours TAU

Enhanced case management TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Striley 2013 313 204 f4 335 225 A6 100.0% -010 [F0.46, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 64 56 100.0% -0.10 [-0.46, 0.26]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for averall effect 2= 056 (P = 0.58)

1.1.3 Mental Health Treatment Index (MHTI)

-4
Favours case management Favours TAL

-2 I 2

e

Enhanced case management TAD Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Striley 2013 0.02 0.07 B4 001 0.03 56 100.0% 018 0,18, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 64 56 100.0% 0.18 [-0.18, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect £=0498 (F=0.33)

1.1.4 Homicidal-Suicidal Thought Index (HSTI)

A .05 0
Favours case management Favours TAU

05 1

Enhanced case management TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Striley 2013 032 0.81 G4 034 075 56 100.0% -0.03 [-0.38, 0.33]
Total {95% CI) 64 56 100.0% -0.03 [-0.38, 0.33]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 014 (P =0.85)

-1
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Substance use

1.1.5 Severity of alcohol and drug use

ACT TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Fletcher 2008a 273 1.25 47 244 12 24 489% 0.23[0.26,0.73]
Fletcher 20090 258 1.1 53 244 12 24 511% 012 [-0.36, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% 0.18 [-0.17, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 010, df=1 (P = 0.75); F= 0% 51 -DI P DIS 15
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.00(F=0.32) Favours -i\CT Faa-ﬁurs TAU

Acceptability of services
1.1.6 Service user satisfaction

ACT TAU 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Fletcher 2008a 4.2 0.35 47 436 0.38 24 49.0% -0.44 [-0.94, 0.08] ——
Fletcher 20090 415 0.52 53 436 038 24 51.0% -0.43 [F0.92, 0.08] ——
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% -0.44 [-0.78, -0.09] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1 (F=0.98), F=0%
Testfor overall effect. £= 245 (F =0.01)

Adaptive functioning

1.1.7 Housing (days living in stable housing)

4 08 0 05 1
Favours TAU Favours ACT

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

ACT Standard care Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl
Fletcher 2008a 1599 1249 47 11.81 14.25 24 4BB% 0.32[-0.18 0.81]
Fletcher 2008b 1355 1345 53 11.81 14.25 24 81.2% 0.13[-0.36, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% 0.22 [-0.13, 0.56]

Heterogenaity: Tau® = 0.00; ChiF= 0.29, df= 1 (P = 0.58); F= 0%
Testfor overall efiect Z=1.24 (P = 0.22)

Service utilisation

05 0 05 1
Favours TAU Favours ACT

1.1.8 Mean number of days of contact with assigned treatment programme

ACT TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Fletcher 20023 456 3.48 47 245 364 24 49.4% 0.59[0.09,1.09] ——
Fletcher 2009k 513 381 A3 245 364 24 A06E% 0.71[0.21,1.20] i
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% 0.65 [0.30, 1.00] &

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=010, df=1 (F=0.758); F=0%
Testfar averall effect: 7= 3.61 (F=0.0003)

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3
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1.1.9 Mean number of days discussing substance use problems with assigned

programme
ACT TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Fletcher 2002a 0.8a 1.53 47 069 246 24 49.3% 0.10[-0.39, 0.59]
Fletcher 2009b 027 072 43 069 246 24 A0T% -0.28 [-0.76, 0.20]
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% -0.09 [-0.46, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=1.16, df=1 (P=0.28); F=13% ! I J ! !

. -1 -05 0 05 1
Testfor overall effect Z=049(F=062) Favours TAU Favours ACT

1.1.10 Mean number of days they had speaking with assigned programme on

the phone

ACT TAU 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Fletcher 2008a 463 522 47 082 146 24 49.5% 0.88[0.37,1.39] —i—
Fletcher 20049b 406 3.76 53 082 146 24 50.5% 0.93 [0.48, 1.50] ——
Total (95% CI) 100 48 100.0% 0.94 [0.58, 1.30] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.09, df=1 (P = 0.76); F= 0% 52 51 ] 15 é
Test for overall effect: Z=5.08 (F = 0.00001) Favours TAU  Favours ACT

INTEGRATED TREATMENT"

1.2 Integrated treatment compared with treatment as
usual

Mental health

1.2.1 Mental health (composite score based on scores from: Brief Psychiatric
Rating Scale, Wing Negative Symptom Scale, Raskin Depression Scale
and Covi Anxiety Scale)

Intervention TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Eack 2015 G414 138 22 B1.43 11149 9 100.0% 0.20 [-0.57, 0.98]
Total (95% CI) 22 9 100.0% 0.20 [-0.57, 0.98]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable _51 0 % 5 % 1|I:|
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.51 (F = 0.61) Favours intervention Favours TAL

1.2.2 Psychotic symptoms (PANSS total)

5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Barrowelough 2001 -047 0377551 134% S04T7 1.2, 0.27] —
Barrowelough 2010 0.2 0109694 A36% 0.20 [-0.01, 0.41] il
Hijorthaj 2013 -0.03502 0193083 33.0% -0.04 [-0.42, 0.39]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.03 [-0.27,0.33] i
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 3.57, df= 2 {P = 0417); F= 44% 51 -DI.:S 1 EI?S 15
Testfor overall effect Z=0.21 (P=0.83) Favours intervention Favours TAU

! Integrated treatment here refers to any intervention which was delivered in the context of a multidisciplinary
team in combination with usual care

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3 4 of 15
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1.2.3 Psychotic symptoms (PANSS positive scale)

Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE  Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Bonsack 2011 -0.22476 0.254933 100.0%

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=0.88 (F=0.28)

100.0%

-0.22 072, 0.27]

-0.22 [0.72,0.27]

4 2 0 2 1
Favours intervention Favours TAU

1.2.4 Psychotic symptoms (PANSS negative scale)

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Bonsack 2011 -0.2852 0.255511 100.0%

Total (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (P =0.25)

100.0%

-0.30 [-0.80, 0.21]

-0.30 [-0.80, 0.21]

1 1 | 1
405 0 05 A
Fawours intervention Favours TAU

1.2.5 Relapse (number of people with an exacerbation of symptoms for =2

weeks or hospital admission)

Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Intervention TAU
Study or Subgroup Events
Barrowelough 2001 7 18 12 18 100.0%
Total (95% CI) 18 18 100.0%
Total events 7 12

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.59 (F=011)

M-H, Random, 95% CI
048 [0.30,1.13] r
i

0.58 [0.30, 1.13]

1 1 1
01 02 05 2 5 10
Favours intervention Favours TAU

1.2.6 Relapse (number of people with an exacerbation of symptoms for =2

Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

M-H, Random, 95% Cl

weeks)
Intervention TAU
Study or Subgroup Events
Barroweclough 2010 B3 161 61 161 100.0%
Total (95% CI) 161 161 100.0%
Total events B3 fi1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 023 (P=0.82)

1.03 [0.78, 1.36]

1.03 [0.78, 1.36]
05 07 1 15 2
Favours intervention  Favours TAU

1.2.7 Hospital admission (number of people admitted)

Intervention TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Barroweclough 2010 38 163 33 163 TAE% 1.16[0.76,1.74]
Bonsack 2011 9 30 11 32 244% .87 [0.42 1.80] —
Total (95% CI) 1493 195 100.0% 1.08 [0.75, 1.54] L
Total events 47 44
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 042 df=1{F=051) F=0% N1 02 05 : 10

Testfor overall effect: £=0.40 (P = 0.649)

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3
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Substance use

1.2.8 Substance use (mean % of days abstinent from main drug)

Intervention TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Barrowclough 2010 51.28 398 129 4877 3869 117 100.0% 0.06[-0.18,0.31]
Total (95% CI) 129 117 100.0% 0.06 [-0.19, 0.31]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =1 -E|=.5 3 D?S 1=
Test for overall effect Z= 049 (F=0.62) Favours intervention Favours TALU

1.2.9 Substance use (mean % of days abstinent from any drug)

Intervention TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Barrowclough 2010 4425 3836 130 3718 36839 117 1000% 0.19[-0.08, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 130 117 100.0% 0.19 [-0.06, 0.44]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 51 —U:S 5 0:5 15
Testfor overall effect Z=1.46 (P=0.14) Favours intervention Favours TAU

1.2.10 Substance use (abstinence from drugs or alcohol by the end of the

study)
5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  5id. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Eack 2015 -0.37825 0398589 100.0%  -0.38 F1.16, 0.40] ——
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.38 [-1.16, 0.40] *
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =1 -|2|=5 ? D=5 1=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.95 (F = 0.34) Favours Intervention Favours TAU

Adaptive functioning

1.2.11 Global assessment of functioning

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Barrowclough 2001 0.4 0.374 8.0% 0.40([-0.33,1.13]
Barroweclough 2010 -0.02 0112245 TEA% -0.02 [-0.24, 0.20]
Bonsack 2011 -0.26484 02559161 16.9% -0.26 [-0.75, 0.24)]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.03 [-0.24, 0.18]
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 2.10, df = 2 {P = 0.35); F= 5% 51 —D=.5 7 D?ﬁ 15
Testfor overall effiect: 2= 0.24 (F = 0.81) Favours intervention  Favours TAU

1.2.12 Quality of life (Manchester Short Assessment of Quality of Life)

5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Hijorthaj 2013 -0.2107 0198616 100.0% -0.21 060, 0.18]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.21 [-0.60, 0.18]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 51 —D=.5 7 D?S 15
Testfor overall effect £=1.06 (F = 0.249) Favours intervention Favours TAL

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3 6 of 15
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1.2.13 Social functioning (composite score based on scores from: Social
Adjustment Scale-1l, Major Role Adjustment Inventory and the Global
Assessment Scale)

Intervention TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Eack 2015 G015 12.031 22 AYAE 1077 9 100.0% 0.22 [-0.56, 0.99]
Total (95% CI) 22 9 100.0% 0.22 [-0.586, 0.99]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 54 52 1 é j‘
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.54 (F = 0.59) Favours intervention Favours TAU

1.2.14 Social functioning (Social Functioning Scale)

Intervention TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Barrawelough 2001 1066 281487 15 10023 3749 14 100.0% 019054, 0.9
Total (95% Cl) 15 14 100.0% 0.19 [-0.54, 0.92]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable _54 52 ] é i
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.50 (F = 0.61) Favours TALU Favours interventiol

1.2.15 Social and occupational functioning (Social and Occupational
Functioning Assessment Scale)

5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Bonsack 2011 -016446 0.254561 100.0% -0.16 [-0.66, 0.33]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.16 [-0.66, 0.33]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 51 —D=.5 7 D?S 15
Testfor overall effect; £= 0.65 (F=0.52) Favours intervention  Favours TAL

OTHER INTERVENTIONS

1.3 Contingency management combined with
compensated work therapy compared with
compensated work therapy alone

Substance use

1.3.1 Substance use relapse (16 weeks’ follow-up)

Cl+work therapy  Work therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Drehing 2007 i 50 36 a0 100.0% 0.69 [0.50, 0.96]
Total (95% CI) 50 50 100.0% 0.69 [0.50, 0.96] et
Total events 25 36
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 055 Di? 155 é
Testfor overall effect. Z= 218 (F=0.03) Favours Cl +work therapy Favours work therapy

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3 7 of 15
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1.3.2 Substance use relapse (39 weeks’ follow-up)

Cl+work therapy  Work therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Drehing 2007 34 50 38 a0 100.0% 089 [0.70,1.14]
Total (95% CI) 50 50 100.0% 0.89 [0.70, 1.14]
Total events 34 38
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable IJ:S Di? ] 155 é
Testfor overall effect 7= 0.88 (P = 0.38) Favours Cl + work therapy Favours work therapy

Adaptive functioning
1.3.3 Employment

Cl+work therapy  Work therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Drehing 2007 24 a0 14 A0 100.0% 1.79[1.06,3.07]
Total (95% Cl) 50 50 100.0% 1.79 [1.06, 3.02] L
Total events 25 14

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: =217 (F=0.03)

0.01 0.1 10 100
Favours work therapy Favours Cl + work therapy

1.4 Time-limited care co-ordination compared with a
matched attention control

Substance use

1.4.1 Alcohol use (in the previous 30 days)

Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Evenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CIl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Smelson 2012 13 40 14 26 100.0% 0.60[0.34,1.07]
Total (95% CI) 40 26 100.0% 0.60 [0.34, 1.07] £
Total events 13 14

1 100

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable IEI o1 051
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.73 (P = 0.08) Favours intervention Favours control
Service utilisation
1.4.2 Attending an outpatient appointment
Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Smelsan 2012 27 39 g 24 100.0% 2.081[1.14,3.80]
Total (95% CI) 39 24 100.0% 2.08 [1.14, 3.80] e
Total events 27 a
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable IZI=2 D=5 é é

Test for averall effect £2=2.37 (P =0.02)

Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3
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1.5 Shelter-based psychiatric clinic compared with
treatment as usual

Adaptive functioning

1.5.1 Employment (number of participants)

Shelter based clinic  Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bradford 20045 17 a0 10 49 100.0% 1.67 [0.85, 3.27] 7
Total (95% CI) 50 49 100.0% 1.67 [0.85, 3.27] -
Total events 17 10
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable ) } } |
e _ 0.01 0 10 100
Test for overall effect Z=1.48 (P =0.14) Favours standard care Favours shelter clinic
1.5.2 Housing (number of participants)
Shelter based clinic Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bradford 2005 22 44 18 47 100.0% 117 [0.73,1.89]
Total (95% CI) 49 47 100.0% 117 [0.73,1.89] ——aai——
Tatal evants 22 18
ety NI o5 o
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.65 (P = 0.51) Favours standard care Favours shelter clinic
Service utilisation
1.5.3 Attending community mental health appointment (attending =1
community mental health appointments)
Shelter based clinic  Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bradford 20045 33 a1 149 51 100.0% 1.74[1.15, 2.62]
Total (95% CI) Ly | 21 100.0% 1.74[1.15, 2.62] .
Total events 33 19
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f f t f I f
e _ 01 02 05 2 5 10
Test for overall effect. Z= 2.64 (P = 0.008) Favours standard care Favours shelter clinic
1.5.4 Attending community mental health appointment (attending =2
community mental health appointments)
Shelter based clinic  Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bradfard 20045 17 a1 9 51 100.0% 1.89 [0.93, 3.84] T
Total (95% CI) 51 51 100.0% 1.89 [0.93, 3.84] e —
Total events 17 9
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable f f t f t f
e B 01 02 05 2 LRL]
Test for overall effect. Z=1.76 (F = 0.02) Favours standard care Favours shelter clinic
Severe mental illness and substance misuse (dual diagnosis) — Draft Review 3 9 of 15
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1.5.5 Attending community mental health appointment (attending =3
community mental health appointments)

Shelter based clinic  Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Eradford 2004 10 a1 T a1 100.0% 1.43[0.59, 3.46] —
Total (95% Cl) 51 51 100.0% 1.43 [0.59, 3.46] —egi——
Tatal events 10 T
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Elf'l sz DTS é é 1'D

Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.73 (P =0.43) Favours standard care  Favours shelter clinic

1.5.6 Attending substance use programme (includes only participants who had
a substance use disorder)

Shelter based clinic  Standard care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events  Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bradfard 2004 14 ar 4 32 100.0% 411 [1.56, 10.82]
Total (95% Cl) 37 32 100.0% 4.11[1.56, 10.82] -
Total events 19 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T o 10 100

Test for overall effect 7= 2.6 (P = 0.004) Favours standard care Favours shelter clinic

1.6 Staff training compared with no training
Mental health

1.6.1 Brief Psychiatric Rating Scale (24-item)

Training staff Ho training Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 37 498 108 ME 112 97 100.0% -0.44 071, -016]
Total (95% CI) 109 97  100.0% -0.44 [-0.71, -0.16] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f f

1 1
4 05 0 05 1

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.10 (P = 0.002) Favours training staff Fawvours no training

1.6.2 Hospital admission (mean days in hospital)

Training staff No training Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 748 1426 113 716 1281 47 100.0% 0.02 [-0.25, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 13 97 100.0% 0.02 [-0.25, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I

RRIIE _ -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
Testfor overall effect. 2= 0.16 (F = 0.87) Favours training staff  Favours no training

1.6.3 Hospital admission (number of participants admitted)

Training staff No training Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Johnsaon 2007 49 113 47 97 100.0% 0.849 [0.67,1.20]
Total (95% CI) 113 97 100.0% 0.89 [0.67, 1.20]
Total events 449 47

02 0.5 1 2 5
Favours training staff Favours no training

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=0.74 (F = 0.48)
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Substance use

1.6.4 Alcohol use (total standard units)

Training staff Mo training Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Johnsaon 2007 1047 1694 FE 1304 2232 TE 100.0% -013 045,019
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% 013 [-0.45,0.19]
ity i t } T } }
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1 05 0 05 1

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.79 (F = 0.43) Favours training staff  Favours no training

1.6.5 Alcohol use (number of participants using)

Training staff No training Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Johnsan 2007 a6 76 a4 76 100.0% 1.04 [0.84, 1.26]
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% 1.04 [0.85, 1.26]
Total events ] a4

0.2 0.5 1 2 5
Favours training staff Favours no training

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=036(F=0.72)

1.6.6 Cannabis use (total monetary value)

Training staff Ho training Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 3511 7026 ¥6 3271 49807 TE 100.0% 0.03[-0.29,0.359]
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% 0.03 [-0.29, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable B T b o' ]

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.17 (P = 0.88) Favours training staff Favours no training

1.6.7 Cannabis use (number of participants using)

Training staff Ho training Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Johnson 2007 24 76 e TE 100.0% 0.849 [0.57,1.39]
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% 0.89 [0.57, 1.39]
Total events 24 27
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 0 |=:|5 IZI=2 ] é 2=D
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61) Favours training staff Favours na training

1.6.8 Other drug use (total monetary value)

Training staff Ho training 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 3336 15438 VB 12479 47022 VB 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.08] r
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.06] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 51 -UI 5 P 055 15
Testfor overall efiect 2=1.60 (F =0.11) Favours training staff Favours no training
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1.6.9 Other drug use (number of participants using)

Training staff Ho training Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 12 76 13 TE 100.0% 0.92 [0.45,1.89]
Total (95% CI) 76 76 100.0% 0.92 [0.45, 1.89]
Total events 12 13

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=022 (FP=0.83)

Adaptive functioning

1.6.10 Social functioning (Life Skills Profile)

Training staff Ho training Std. Mean Difference

01 02 05 1 2 5 10
Favours training staff Favours no training

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CIl
Johnsan 2007 121 163 109 1205 148 97 100.0% 0.03 [-0.24, 0.30]
Total (95% CI) 109 97  100.0% 0.03 [-0.24, 0.30]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=022 (P=082

2 R 0 1 2

Favours notraining Favours training staff

1.6.11 Quality of life (Manchester Short Assessment of Quality of Life)

Training staff Ho training Std. Mean Difference

5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Johnsan 2007 534 121 109 50 128 97 100.0% 0.27 [-0.00, 0.55]
Total (95% CI) 109 97 100.0% 0.27 [-0.00, 0.55] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.94 (P = 0.05)

Acceptability of services

1 1 1
-1 -0.5 i] 0.5 1
Favours no training  Favours training staff

1.6.12 Service user satisfaction (Client Satisfaction Questionnaire)

Training staff No training Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Johnson 2007 235 BS5 109 234 B3 97 100.0% 0.07 [0.26, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 109 97 100.0% 0.02 [-0.26, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (P =0.91)

-2 R 0 1 2

Favours no training Favours training staff

1.6.13 Treatment satisfaction (Treatment Perceptions Questionnaire)

Training staff Ho training Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Johnsan 2007 2148 08 108 211 078 97 100.0% 0.51[0.23, 0.749]

Total (95% CI) 109 97 100.0% 0.51 [0.23, 0.79] <4
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 52 51 3 15 é

Testfor overall effect: Z= 362 (P=0.0003)
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1.7 Supportive housing compared with treatment as
usual

Mental health

1.7.1 Mental health (Colorado Symptom Index)

Supportive housing TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Aubry 2015 3326 1149 469 3451 1248 481 100.0% -0.10[-0.23,0.02] B
Total (95% CI) 469 481 100.0% -0.10 [-0.23, 0.02] B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle _I - } I }
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.58 (F=011) Fagbsurs gﬁzussingu Fa'v'c?ﬁzrss TALDJ'S

Substance use

1.7.2 Substance use (=2 substance-use problems in the past month)

Supportive housing TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Aubry 2015 188 469 192 481 100.0% 1.00[0.86,1.17]
Total (95% CI) 469 481 100.0% 1.00 [0.86, 1.17]
Total events 188 192
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable DIS DI? 1 155 é
Test far overall effect: £=0.05 (F = 0.96) Fa'v'Duré hDu.sing FE'U'DLII'S TAL

Adaptive functioning

1.7.3 Housing (number of participants in stable housing)

Supportive housing TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Aubry 2015 6 433 124 400 100.0% 2.351[2.01,2.78]
Total (95% CI) 433 400 100.0% 2.35[2.01,2.75] <
Total events 3B 124
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable DIS DI? 155 é
Test far overall effect: Z=10.69 (P = 0.00001) Fa'\-'n.urs TAU Fa'u'ﬁurs housing

1.7.4 Quality of life (Quality of Life Interview-20)

Supportive housing TAU Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CIl
Aubry 2015 90,48 20,74 469 8397 694 481 100.0% 0.42[0.29, 0.55]
Total {95% CI) 469 481 100.0% 0.42 [0.29, 0.55] <P
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 51 _05_5 3 0?5 15
Test for overall effect Z=6.44 (P = 0.00001) Favaurs TAU Favours housing
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1.7.5 General functioning

Supportive housing TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CIl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Aubiry 20145 G246 8.66 469 B0.34 9.09 481 100.0% 0.24 (011, 0.37]
Total {95% CI) 469 431 100.0% 0.24 [0.11, 0.37] <&
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 51 —D:.E 1 D?S 15
Testfor overall effect £= 3.66 (F=0.0002) Favours TAU Favours housing

1.8 Supportive text messaging compared with control
messages

Mental health

1.8.1 Depression (Beck Depression Inventory-Il)

Supportive text message Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Agyapong 2013 13.28 a7 26 15.08 11.37 28 100.0% -0.17 [-0.71, 0.36]
Total (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% -0.17 [-0.71, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 52 51 5 15 é
Testfor overall effect Z=0.84 {F = 0.52) Favours text message Favours control

Substance use

1.8.2 Drink related beliefs (Obsessive-compulsive drinking scale)

Supportive text message Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Agyapaong 2013 7.7 LX) 26 107 ¥.7 28 100.0% -0.45 [-1.00, 0.08]
Total (35% Cl) 26 28 100.0%  -0.45[-1.00,0.09] -
Heterngeneity; Mat applicahle 52 51 3 15 é
Testfor overall effect Z=1.65 (F=0.10) Favours text message Favours control

1.8.3 Alcohol use (mean days abstinent)

Supportive text message Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Agyapong 2013 a4.14 9.2 26 T4T3 2847 28 100.0% 0.42[-0.12,0.87] b
Total (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.42[-0.12,0.97] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 52 51 5 ,i é
Testfor overall effect Z=1.54 (P =0.12) Favours control  Favours text message

1.8.4 Confidence in abstaining from alcohol (alcohol abstinence self-efficacy

scale)
Supportive text message Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Agyapong 2013 756 1 26 711 14 28 100.0% 0.35 [-0.19, 0.89]
Total (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.35[-0.19,0.89]
Heterngeneity. Mot applicakle 54 52 b é ji
Testfor overall effect Z=1.25 (P = 0.20) Favours control  Favours text message
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Adaptive functioning

1.8.5 Global assessment of functioning

Std. Mean Difference

Supportive text message Control 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Adyapang 2013 83.81 12.34 26 741 218 28 100.0% 0.53 [0.01,1.08]
Total (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.53 [-0.01, 1.08] -
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 3 0 b ] 3
Favours control Favours text message

Test for overall effect: £=1.93 (P = 0.059)
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