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Background: Ontario recently implemented overdose prevention sites and consumption and treatment
services (OPS/CTS) to stem the harms of the opioid epidemic. We tested whether operating any site
improved local opioid-related health service use and mortality rates.

Methods: We used monthly counts of all opioid-related emergency department (ED) visits, hospitalizations,
and deaths between January 2014 and December 2020 for our outcomes. For each public health unit (PHU)
that implemented any OPS/CTS, we created a synthetic control as a weighted combination of unexposed
PHU. We estimated the population-level effects of operating any site using controlled interrupted time series
with segmented regression and adjusted for time varying confounders (i.e. OPS/CTS capacity, naloxone kits
distributed, and persons receiving opioid agonist treatment per 100,000 population). We repeated the analysis
using a multiple baseline approach to estimate province-wide effects.

Results: Between 2017 and 2020, nine out of 34 PHU implemented at least one OPS/CTS. ED visit
(RR=0.96, 95%CI: 0.92 — 0.99) and hospitalization (RR=0.95, 95%CI: 0.92 — 0.98) trends declined faster
among treated units. Improvements in local EDD visit rate trends were observed for the majority of treated
units. Hospitalization rates declined faster for London (RR=0.97, 95%CI: 0.95 — 0.99) and Niagara (RR=0.95,
95%Cl: 0.92 — 0.98); while mortality rates declined faster for Hamilton (RR=0.93, 95%CI: 0.90 — 0.96),
Niagara (RR=0.97, 95%CI: 0.94 — 0.99) and Guelph (RR=0.94, 95%CI: 0.88 — 1.00).

Conclusion: Although OPS/CTS are not sufficient to stem the harms of the opioid overdose epidemic on
their own, they play a critical role in local harm reduction strategies.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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INTRODUCTION

Canada has an opioid overdose problem. Between January 2016 and March 2021, there were 22,828 opioid
overdose deaths, and at least 26,134 opioid poisoning hospitalizations.(1) Although British Columbia is
Canada’s hardest hit province, Ontario is a close second in disease burden and health service use. Over a ten-
year period (2007-2016, inclusive), Ontario’s emergency department (ED) visits increased 50% to 55.3 per
100,000 population(2) and hospitalizations rose 12% to 14.8 per 100,000 population(3). For the first time in
decades, male life expectancy at birth decreased as a consequence of the high opioid-related mortality
observed in younger adults (25 — 44 years of age).(4)

Overdose prevention sites (OPS) and consumption and treatment services (CTS) are among a suite of harm
reduction interventions (e.g., supervised injection facilities, needle and syringe programs, naloxone
distribution programs, drug checking services, and opioid agonist treatment (OA'l)) increasingly offered
across Canada to mitigate the negative physical and social consequences of illicit drug use.(5) Historically
unsanctioned, OPSs are nimble, grass-roots, peer-managed responses to the neglected needs of people who
use illicit substances.(6) Aside from providing critical overdose reversal services, they offer overdose
prevention education, Take Home Naloxone training and distribution, access to drug use equipment, and safe
disposal of used equipment.(7) OPSs do not require the presence of professional medical staff (e.g. nurses)
but are also unable to provide the wrap around health and social services found at CTSs.

In 2017, the federal government lifted exemption requirements under section 56.1 of Canada’s Controlled
Drugs and Substances Act to allow communities to implement OPS legally during the ongoing overdose
emergency. Meanwhile, supervised consumption sites such as CTS in Ontario and safe injection facilities in
British Columbia continued to require Health Canada approval — although the process was streamlined.

While evidence demonstrates supervised consumption sites (namely, safe injection facilities) reduce mortality
and health service use, they remain politically controversial.(8) Much of the evidence is from the concentrated
drug use epidemics of Vancouver’s Downtown Hastside and Sydney’s ‘red light” district, relies on data and
methods that overlap such that four of the nine best studies are superseded,(9) and is specific to injection
drug use prior to the current opioid overdose epidemic.(8, 10, 11) These studies lack appropriate comparison
groups or restrict analyses to select populations (e.g. frequent vs. infrequent clients), and fail to distinguish the
effects of supervised consumption sites from other harm reduction interventions available concurrently.(9,
11) We aim to estimate the population-level effects of Ontario’s supervised consumption sites (here,
OPS/CTSs) implemented between 2017 and 2020 on opioid-related ED visit, hospitalization, and mortality
rates while controlling for naloxone kits distributed and number of people receiving OAT. We hypothesize
OPS/CTSs had no level and modest trend effects on health service use and mortality rates.

METHODS
Study Design

We conducted a retrospective cohort study to compare opioid-related health service use and outcomes in
public health units (PHU) that implemented any OPS/CTS with those that did not.

Setting

Ontario is Canada’s most populous province with approximately 14.75 million residents(12), 97% of whom
are covered by the provincial health insurance program(13). Within the province, health promotion and
disease prevention are administered by PHUs, which are mutually exclusive and exhaustive health boundaries.
The 34 PHUs range from 33,166 residents in Timiskaming to 3,094,237 for Toronto.

Beginning in 2016, several provincial and federal harm reduction interventions were implemented to stem the
rising rate of opioid-related overdose deaths. In June 2016, the Ontario Naloxone Program for Pharmacies
(ONPP) began offering naloxone injection kits at no charge to individuals at risk of opioid-related overdose
of persons in a position to assist someone at risk.(14, 15) Shortly thereafter, the federal government’s Good
Samaritan Drug Overdose Act became law (May 2017),(16) and PHUs began sub-distributing naloxone kits
to community-based organizations much more widely through the Ontario Naloxone Program (ONP,
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September 2017)(17). Health Canada issued an exemption to Ontario to establish legally sanctioned
temporary OPSs on December 7, 2017,(18) but beginning October 2018, the government of Ontario scaled
back funding to OPSs(19).

Between June 2017 and December 2020, nine of the provincial PHUs began operating at least one OPS/CTS
—with Toronto (n=9, 2 additional shelter-hotel sites) and Ottawa (n=>5) operating multiple sites to meet local
needs.(20) With the exception of Overdose Prevention Ottawa’s Pop-up site, all sites that began as OPSs
have since received Health Canada approval and transitioned to CTS. Thus, given no observable differences
in the number of booth-hours offered or client health outcomes (i.e. no deaths reported on site for either
OPSs or CTSs), we consider OPS/CTSs as variants of supervised consumption sites and examine their
effects in this analysis together (for full list, implementation dates, and changes in services see Table 1).(21)

Data collection and measures

We used monthly counts of all opioid-related ED visits, acute care hospitalizations, and deaths that occurred
between January 2014 and December 2020 per PHU, as reported in Ontario’s publicly accessible Interactive
Opioid Tool. The tool includes all opioid-related ED visits and acute care hospitalizations as captured in the
province-wide National Ambulatory Care Reporting System and Discharge Abstract Database, and all fatal
events where opioid poisoning from codeine, fentanyl (including carfentanil and other fentanyl analogues),
heroin, hydrocodone, hydromorphone, methadone, morphine, or oxycodone was considered a contributing
cause of death according to the Office of the Chief Coroner.(22) We converted event counts to incidence
rates using the province’s IntelliHealth population level estimates (2003-2016, extracted October 2017) and
population projections (2017 — 2020, extracted August 2019) also available in the tool.(22)

We supplemented the PHU-level overdose event data with PHU-level population demographic estimates
(percent of the population designated low income, without a high school diploma, immigrant, and visible
minority; median household income); age- and sex-standardized rates of alcohol-related emergency
department visits and hospitalizations; and monthly counts of concomitant interventions: persons receiving
opioid prescriptions (overall, for pain, OA'T) and naloxone kits distributed. To capture OPS/CTS
intervention ‘intensity’ we included the total number of booth-hours (booths/seats/spaces) available for
supervised consumption of illicit substances, per month.

Ethics approval
This study was exempt from ethics review by McGill University’s Institutional Review Board.

Statistical analysis

All analyses were conducted using R version 4.0.5.(23) We used controlled interrupted time series with
segmented regression to test whether PHUS that implemented any OPS/CTS observed improvements in
opioid-related B visit, hospitalization, or mortality rates compared with PHU that did not. Treated groups
included all PHU that implemented at least one OPS/CTS during the study period. Synthetic controls were
derived for each treated PHU per outcome from a donor pool of non-treated PHUs and their respective
demographics, alcohol-related health service use, and concomitant intervention using Synth package(24) and
its extensions(25). The pre-intervention period was restricted to three years to optimize prediction of the
treatment group by the comparison group. (26)

We fitted quasi-Poisson generalized linear regression models with a log link to account for monthly event
counts of zero (Supplement, pg. 2). These models adjusted for pre-intervention differences in treated vs.
control outcome level and trends, time varying confounders (booth-hours, persons receiving OA'l, and
naloxone kits dispensed per hundred units), and seasonality using harmonic terms(27). We applied Newey-
West standard errors to correct autocorrelation detected using plots of residuals. Since the initial OPS/CTS
was implemented at different times across the nine PHU, we applied a multiple baseline approach to measure
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the overall effect of any site on ED visit, hospitalization, and mortality rates across the province and report
results for individual treated/synthetic control pairs in the supplement.

For sensitivity analysis, we tested the effects of the Good Samaritan Drug Overdose Act(16) across all
treated/synthetic control pairs and terminated the observation period before March 2020’s COVID-19
related service restrictions and border closures (not shown here).

RESULTS

We excluded two PHUs that merged during the study period (Southwestern and Huron-Perth) with a
combined population of approximately 336,000 (2.3%) from subsequent analysis owing to the incomplete
demographic data available and differences between public health unit and Statistics Canada jurisdictional
boundaries. For the remaining 32 PHUs, between January 2014 and December 2020 there were 50,204 ED
visits, 13,120 hospitalizations, and 8,648 mortalities for opioid-related overdose events.

Table 2 briefly summarizes the demographics of treated units and their synthetic controls for each outcome
created using synthetic control predictor weights (Supplement Table 2) on donor public health units’
outcomes (Supplement Table 3).

Monthly pre-intervention outcome trends were parallel for most treated/synthetic control unit pairs
(Supplement Table 4), with modest differences observed for London (RR=1.02, 95%CI: 1.00 — 1.04) and
Niagara (RR=1.01, 95%CI: 1.00 — 1.03) ED visit rates; Toronto (RR=1.02, 95% CI: 1.00 — 1.04) and Niagara
(RR=1.01, 95%CI: 1.00 — 1.03) hospitalization rates; and Hamilton (RR=1.03, 95%CI: 1.01 — 1.05) mortality
rate. Results from our multiple baseline analysis found similarly small differences in pre-intervention trends
for ED visit (RR=1.01, 95%CI 1.00 — 1.01) and mortality (RR=1.01, 95%CI: 1.00 — 1.02) rates between
aggregate treated and synthetic control units (Table 3).

The results from PHU-specific segmented regressions on the effects of OPS/CTS were mixed (Supplement
Table 4). Overall, ED rate trends declined faster for most treated units compared with their synthetic controls
post-intervention; and London (RR=0.80, 95%CI: 0.65 — 1.00) and Niagara (RR=0.38, 95%ClI: 0.21 — 0.69)
observed additional declines per hundred booth-hours of service provided. Table 3 shows the decreases in
post-intervention ED visit rate level (RR=0.71, 95%CI: 0.60 — 0.84) and trend (RR=0.96, 95%CI: 0.92 — 0.99)
in aggregate. Improvements in hospitalization trends were observed for London (RR=0.97, 95%CI: 0.95 —
0.99), Niagara (RR=0.95, 959%CI: 0.92 — 0.98) and in aggregate (RR=0.95, 95%CI: 0.93 — 0.98). Meanwhile,
mortality rate trends declined for Hamilton (RR=0.93, 95%CI: 0.90 — 0.96), Niagara (RR=0.97, 95%Cl: 0.94
—0.99) and Guelph (RR=0.94, 95%CI: 0.88 — 1.00); with additional declines per hundred booth-hours in
Niagara (RR=0.40, 95%CI: 0.19 — 0.83), Ottawa (RR=0.95, 95%CI: 0.90 — 1.00) and Thunder Bay (RR=0.75,
95%Cl: 0.64 — 0.88). However, we observed no effect on mortality rates, overall.

For some PHUs, other interventions were associated with declines in outcome rates. For every hundred
persons receiving OA'T, Niagara’s hospitalization (RR=0.83, 95%CI: 0.73 — 0.95) and mortality (RR=0.64,
95%ClI: 0.46 — 0.89) rates declined; as did the aggregate mortality rate (RR=0.00, 95%CI: 0.00 — 0.19). For
every hundred naloxone kits dispensed, London’s hospitalization (RR=0.80, 95%CI: 0.71 — 0.91) rate
declined; and Toronto (RR=0.69, 95%CI: 0.45 — 1.00) and Thunder Bay (R=0.87, 95%CI: 0.79 — 0.97)
mortality rates declined; as did aggregate mortality rate (RR=0.01, 95%CI: 0.00 - 0.67).

Sensitivity analysis found these effects persisted, with improved outcome rate trends larger in the period
between initial implementation and March 2020 (Supplement Figures 1 — 3).

DISCUSSION

Our results show that the effect OPS/CTSs across Ontario was generally positive, with significant
improvements in ED visit and hospitalization rates in aggregate; and positive local spill-over effects for all
three outcomes. Niagara appears to have benefitted the most consistently from the intervention with sizeable
mmprovements across all outcomes, and per hundred booth-hours of service provided for ED visits and
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mortality rates. Waterloo, the last PHU to implement a C1S, was the only treated PHU that had no
observable improvements in outcome trends — perhaps owing to the shorter observation period.

Extenstve research on variations of SCSs has yet to show consistent population-level benefits. Some studies
have demonstrated Vancouver’s supervised injection facility, first implemented in 2003, significantly reduced
local overdose mortality rates.(28) However, more recent work evaluating SCSs report no effect on mortality
and hospitalization rates, despite some positive effects on overdose-related ED visit and paramedic
attendance rates.(28-31) By comparing outcome rates between PHUSs that implemented any OPS/CTS with
comparable synthetic controls using a multiple baseline approach, and adjusting for modest differences
between unit pairs and time-varying confounders (i.e. naloxone kits distributed, persons receiving OAT, and
intervention scale-up/scale-back)— ours is the first rigorous, province-wide study on the causal effects(32-38)
of variations of SCSs on a population outside British Columbia, and during the opioid overdose epidemic
negatively impacting communities across Canada.

Our results suggest that the effects of SCSs are context specific, with no single intervention best to address
the opioid overdose epidemic(39). They agree qualitatively with results from a mathematical model estimating
the effects of BC’s harm reduction interventions together and individually which found their Take Home
Naloxone program accounted for the biggest reductions in opioid-related mortalities.(31)

The observed small effects of OPS/CTSs on opioid-related mortality rates may be a consequence of access
barriers first described elsewhere. Work examining successful implementation and uptake of OPSs in British
Columbia found persisting stigma and police presence reduced their social acceptability and use by at-risk
populations.(40) Meanwhile, hours of operation, facility capacity, and absence of safe inhalation rooms
limited their effectiveness.(30) Similar barriers have been described in qualitative work on Ontario’s OPSs(41)
and explain some of the design features of C1Ss (e.g. permitting inhalation and other forms of drug
consumption).

Our study had some limitations. We used reported hours of operation gleaned from OPS/CTS websites,
online platforms (i.e. Facebook and Twitter) or reported by local media to estimate booth-hours provided per
month. Where information was missing, we assumed the number of booths matched the number reported in
public reports or plans prior to opening. Despite exhaustive searches, we were unable to confirm the number
of booth-hours provided at Toronto’s The Works’ two recently implemented hotel-based resident sites, and
for Ottawa’s mobile site, and did not include these sites into our monthly booth-hour estimates. For COVID-
19 related changes to services, if no explicit update on the number of booths was available, we assumed the
number was adjusted to meet public health guidelines (e.g. where three booths normally operated side-by-
side, we assumed the middle booth was temporarily unavailable until guidelines were revised). These
assumptions and exclusions may underestimate the number of booth-hours per PHU and overestimate the
marginal effect of each additional booth-hour. However, they do not detract from the overall observed effect
that booth-hours improved hospitalization and mortality rates.

With respect to naloxone kits distributed by community-based organizations, we used annual reports for

monthly counts whenever more granular data were not available (e.g. distribution campaign or blitz for a

specific period). Again, this likely introduced error to the month-to-month number of kits distributed but
should have minimal effect on the overall impact of naloxone kits readily available for private use.

The response to the COVID-19 pandemic introduced some challenges for our analysis. Although we adjusted
for reduced service capacity and changes in naloxone distribution and OAT dispensing, we were unable to
control for changes in toxicity of the illicit drug supply following border closures. Increases in drug toxicity
along with temporary reductions in booth-hours may explain the spikes in FID and mortality rates observed
beginning March 2020 (Supplement Figures 1 and 3, respectively).(42)

CONCLUSION

Supervised consumption services are among a set of harm reduction interventions increasingly implemented
across Canada to stem the ongoing opioid overdose epidemic. Our study found positive effects on aggregate
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ED visit and hospitalization rates and positive local effects for mortality rates. Although OPS and C1S do
not appear sufficient to address the ongoing epidemic on their own, they are an effective option, particularly
in conjunction with OAT and Take Home Naloxone programs. Alternative interventions including safer
supply, should be rigorously explored in tandem with these harm reduction interventions. These findings are
pertinent to other communities with population demographics and need distributions different from
Vancouver’s well studied Downtown.
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Table 1. Overdose Prevention Site and Consumption and Treatment Services hours of operation and booths/ spaces

available
Site / Address Hours Booths Date Notes Source
Toronto Public Health - The M —S: 4pm — 10pm 3 Aug 21 2017 Closed Mar 18 —  (43-45)
Works M —S: 10 am — 10pm 6 Nov 8 2017 Apr 17 2020 (44, 46)
277 Victoria St. M —S: 10 am — 10pm Jul 122018 (4#7)
Toronto Su: 11am — 5pm Oct 14 2018 (45)
M —S: 10am — 10pm
Su: 11am — 5pm May 24 2019 (48)
M —S: 10am — 10pm
Su: 11am — Gpm 2 Apr 18 2020 (45, 46)
M —S: 1:30pm — 8pm
Su: 11am — 5pm May 11 2020 (49)
M —S: 10am — 10pm
Fred Victor Su—S: 6pm — 12am 3 Feb 21 2018 Assume change (50)
145 Queen St. E Su—S: 6pm — 12am July 12 2018 mn hours/capacity  (47)
Toronto Su —S: 8:30am — 12am May 242019 began March 18 (48)
Su—S: 8:30am — 11pm 2 Apr 62020 2020 (51, 52)
Su—S: 8:30am — 11pm Aug 5 2020 (53)
Moss Park OPS Su: 12pm — 6pm 5 Aug 12 2017 Assume no (54-56)
134 Sherbourne St. T —S: 12pm — 6pm change 1 hours
Toronto Su: 12pm — 6pm Jul 12 2018 but reduced (47, 55)
T -8 12pm — 10pm capacity began
Su: 12pm — 6pm 3 Apr 18 2020 with updated (46)
T—S: 12pm — 10pm spring hours
Parkdale Queen West CHC M, T, R: 10am — 6pm 4 Mar 16 2018 Assume hours of (57, 58)
168 Bathurst St. W: 1pm — 6pm operation match
Toronto F: 9am — 5pm office hours at
M, W, R: 9:30 am — 8pm Jul 122018 opening 47)
T: 1pm — 8pm
F: 9:30am — 4:30pm
M, T, R: 9:30 am — 8pm May 24 2019 (48)
W: 1pm — 8pm
F: 9:30am — 4:30pm
M, T, R: 10am — 6pm 2 Mar 18 2020 (46, 59,
W:1pm — 6pm
F: 9:30am — 4:30pm
Parkdale Queen West CHC Su—S: 12pm — 12am 3 Aug 16 2018 (61)
1229 Queen St. W M, T, R: 12pm — 8pm May 24 2019 (48)
W:1pm — §pm
F: 12pm — 5pm
M, T, R: 10am — 6pm 2 March 2020 (46, 59,
W: 1pm — 6pm
F: 9:30am — 4:30pm
M, T, R: 10am — 8pm Dec 22 2020 (62)
W:1pm — 6pm
F: 9am — 5pm
Regent Park CHC M, W — F: 9:30am — 6:30 pm 2 April 272018 Assume same (63)
465 Dundas St. E T: 12pm — 6:30pm hours as first
Toronto M, W — F: 9:30am — 6:30 pm July 122018 listed for July 47
T: 12pm — 6:30pm 2018
M, W —F: 9am — 6:30pm May 24 2019 (48)
T: 12pm — 6:30pm
M, W — F: 9:30am — 4:30pm Mar 2020 (59)

T: 12pm — 4:30pm
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M, W —F: 9:30am — 4pm May 1 2020 (64
T: 12pm — 6:30pm
South Riverdale CHC M, T, R: 9:30am — 8pm 4 Jul 12 2018 47)
955 Queen St. E W, F: 9:30 am — 5pm
Toronto M, T, R: 9:30am — 8pm May 24 2019 (48)
W, F: 9:30 am — 5pm
Street Health OPS M —1I': 11am — 4pm 2 Jun 27 2018 Assume same (65, 60)
338 Dundas St. E M-F: 11 am — 4pm Jul 12 2018 hours as first 47)
Toronto M, W —F: 9:30am — 4pm May 24 2019 listed for July (48)
T: 11lam — 4pm 2018
St. Stephen’s Community House M —F: 7:30am — 3:30pm 2 Apr 25 2018 (67, 68)
OPS Su: 8 am — 11:00am Jul 122018 47)
260 Augusta St. M —F: 7:30 am — 11:30am
Toronto Su—I': 8am — 2pm May 24 2019 (48)
Urban Core Su: 4pm — 10:30pm 3 Jun 5 2018 Assume change (69, 70)
71 Rebecca St. M, T, R, F: 10:30am — 10:30pm in booths
Hamilton W:12:30 — 10:30pm begmnning March
S: 4pm — 10:30pm 2020
(interim site 70 James St.) S, St 4pm — 10:30pm 2 Mar 18 2020
M, T, R, I: 10:30am — 10:30pm
W: 12:30 — 10:30pm
Su—S: 4pm — 10:30pm Nov 30 2020 (71)
Street Health Centre and HARS ~ Su—S: 4pm — 10pm 4 Jul 29 2018 (72, 73)
Integrated Health Hub Su—S: 11am — 7pm Apr 2020 (74
661 Montreal St.
Kingston
OPS /Carepoint CTS Su, S: 11am — 4pm 4 Feb 12 2018 Assume changes  (75-77)
#30 — 186 King St. M —F: 10 am — 4pm 1in booths
London Su—S: 9:30am — 9pm Aug 52019 begmning March ~ (75)
Su —S: 9:30am — 9pm 2 Mar 18 2020 2020 (78)
Positive Living Niagara Su—8: 9:30am — 8:30pm 4 Dec 3 2018 Assume changes  (79)
105 Queenston St. Su—S: 9:30am — 8:30pm Apr 13 202 in booths (80)
Niagara beginning March
2020
Overdose Prevention Ottawa Su—S: 6pm - 9pm 28 Aug 25 2017 8 mnjection (81)
307 St. Patrick St. spaces, 20
Ottawa mhalation spaces
Last day: Nov 9
(never CTS) 2017
Ottawa Public Health SIS Su—S: 9am — 9pm 2 Sep 26 2017 Assume cuts to (82)
179 Clarence St. Su—S: 9am — 9pm 3 Feb 6 2017 services began (82
Ottawa M — F: 9am — 5pm 2 Nov 6 2019 Jan 12020 (83)
Sandy Hill CHC Su—S: 8am — 8pm 5 Apr 17 2018 Assume changes ~ (84)
221 Nelson St. Su-—S: 8am — 8pm 3 May 17 2020 1n booths (85)
Ottawa beginning March
18 2020
Ottawa Inner City Health Inc. 24/7 8 Nov 12017 Assume (86, 87)
230 Murray St. 24/7 12 Jul 3 2019 additional booths ~ (88)
Ottawa 24/7 13 Nov 6 2019 added towards (83)
24/7 6 Mar 18 2020 end of first year  (89)
(T'railer 2.0 moved to 24/7 8 Nov 2020 of operation (89)
256 King Edward Av.) (Aug 2018)
Somerset West CHC OPS M —F: 9am — 4 pm 4 May 2 2018 (90, 91)
55 Eccles St. Su—§: 8:30am — 7:30pm Jun 2019 (20, 92)
Ottawa
Path 525 — NorWest Community M —F: 9am — 5pm 4 Nov 27 2018 Assume number  (93)
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Centre M —S: 10am — 6pm Mar 24 2020 of booths (94, 95)
525 Simpson St. planned are
Thunder Bay number in

operation
Guelph CHC Su—S: 10am — 5pm 2 May 5 2018 Assume changes (96, 97)
150 Duke St. W Su — S: 9am — 4:30pm 4 Feb 22 2020 n hours (98)
Guelph M —b: 9am — 5pm April 2020 beginning March  (99)

2020; No

mention of fewer

booths
Sanguen Health Centre Su —S: 9am — 9pm 2 Oct 15 2019 (100)
150 Duke St. Su-—S: 9am — 9pm 5 Oct 9 2020 (101)
Waterloo

CHC = Community Health Centre; CTS = Consumption and Treatment Service; SIS = Safe mjection site;
OPS=Overdose Prevention Site; Days of the week: Su=Sunday, M=Monday, T=Tuesday, W=Wednesday, R=Thursday,
F=Friday, S=Saturday;

Monthly booth hours per treated public health unit are: ¥z = Yn=1(bpne X Ryt)

where y 1s the total booth-hours per treated public health unit 7 at month 4 5 1s the number of booths in operation at a
spectfic site 7, and 5 1s the number of hours operated that month.
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Hmergency department visits
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Figure 1. Controlled interrupted time series plots of aggregate analyses
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