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ABSTRACT

Background and aims Smoking during pregnancy is strongly associated with negative pregnancy and perinatal out-
comes. Some guidelines recommend nicotine replacement therapy (NRT) for smoking cessation during pregnancy, but ad-
herence with NRT is generally poor and could be partially explained by nicotine-related safety concerns. We compared
pregnant women's cotinine and nicotine exposures from smoking with those when they were abstinent from smoking
and using NRT. Design Systematic review with meta-analysis and narrative reporting. Twelve studies were included:
in most, only one type of NRT was used. Seven were quality-assessed and judge of variable quality. Setting Studies from
any setting that reported nicotine or cotinine levels when smoking and later when abstinent and using NRT.
Participants Pregnant women who smoked and became abstinent but used NRT either in a cessation study or in a study
investigating other impacts of NRT. Measurements We quality-assessed longitudinal cohort studies using a modified ver-
sion of the Newcastle-Ottawa scale. For meta-analysis, we used mean within-person differences in cotinine or nicotine
levels when smoking and at later follow-up when abstinent and using NRT. Where such data were not available, we cal-
culated differences in group mean levels and reported these narratively, indicating where data were not completely longi-
tudinal. Findings Of the 12 included studies, four cotinine-measuring studies (n = 83) were combined in a random
effects meta-analysis; the pooled estimate for the mean difference (95% confidence intervals) in cotinine levels between
when women were smoking and abstinent but using NRT was 75.3 (57.1 to 93.4) ng/ml (I* = 42.1%, P = 0.11). Of eight
narratively-described studies, six reported lower cotinine and/or nicotine levels when abstinent and using NRT; two had
mixed findings, with higher levels when abstinent but using NRT reported from at least one assay time-point.
Conclusions Pregnant women who use nicotine replacement therapy instead of smoking reduce their nicotine
exposure.
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INTRODUCTION

Smoking in pregnancy causes much morbidity and mortal-
ity [1] and rates are highest among younger, socially disad-
vantaged women [2]. Forty per cent of socio-economic
inequalities in stillbirths and infant deaths are smoking-
related [3], and smokers’ children are twice as likely to be-
come smokers themselves [4]; however, this is all avoidable.
Stopping smoking in pregnancy improves birth outcomes
[5]; permanent cessation after pregnancy improves
women’s health and may also improve their children’s
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health by diminishing second-hand smoke exposure and
possibly by reducing penetration of smoking across the
generations [6].

In the United Kingdom, when other cessation methods
have been ineffective, pregnant women who want to stop
can be recommended to use nicotine replacement therapy
(NRT) [7] and guidance developed for use across the Euro-
pean Union (EU) takes the same approach [8]. All UK stop
smoking services (SSS) offer NRT to pregnant smokers [9],
and 11% of UK pregnant smokers receive NRT prescrip-
tions [10]. Although NRT is effective outside pregnancy
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and the risk ratio (RR) [95% confidence interval (CI)] for
cessation using NRT in non-pregnant smokers is 1.60
(1.53-1.68) [11], in pregnancy NRT has, at best, only bor-
derline effectiveness for promoting smoking cessation.
From all trials of NRT in pregnancy, the risk ratio (95%
CI) for cessation with NRT in pregnancy is 1.43 (1.03—
1.93), but when meta-analysis is restricted to include only
least-biased, placebo randomized controlled trials (RCTSs),
there is less evidence that NRT works and the risk ratio
(RR) is reduced further (RR 1.28, 95% CI = 0.99-1.66)
[12]. One of the most plausible explanations for NRT
appearing less effective in pregnancy is that pregnant
women may not use NRT for long enough or in sufficient
doses for it to be effective. For example, of UK pregnant
smokers who are offered or prescribed NRT, 70% receive
only a 2-week supply [10]. Similarly, in some trials which
have enrolled pregnant smokers, only 7-30% of partici-
pants completed recommended courses of NRT [12]. In
contrast, non-pregnant smokers enrolled into cessation tri-
als adhere more strongly, using up to 94% of their intended
NRT treatment courses [13].

Improving pregnant smokers’ adherence to NRT could
result in this being more effective at helping them to stop
smoking. In non-pregnant smokers, prescribing higher
doses of NRT results in greater use of NRT [13], and this
greater use of NRT is causally associated with successfully
stopping smoking [13,14]. There is very little similar re-
search in pregnancy; however, we know that the rate of
nicotine metabolism is substantially accelerated in preg-
nancy [15,16]. This means that any given dose of NRT
generates lower blood nicotine concentrations than the
same dose used either before pregnancy or in the postpar-
tum period. It is also known that, in pregnancy, faster nic-
otine metabolism is associated with lower cessation rates
[17], possibly because pregnant NRT users have more rapid
nicotine turnover and so will experience stronger nicotine
withdrawal symptoms, be more likely to perceive NRT as
unhelpful and stop using it. One would therefore only ex-
pect NRT to be as effective during pregnancy as it is either
before or afterwards if pregnant women'’s adherence levels
were improved such that they obtained sufficient nicotine
to ameliorate the impact of increased metabolism.

Pregnant women'’s reluctance to use NRT seems to be
partially explained by their worries about the safety of nic-
otine [18]. However, as NRT contains none of the harmful
products of tobacco combustion there has long been con-
sensus that, for pregnant women, NRT is probably safer
than smoking [19]. Nevertheless, as we cannot be
completely sure that nicotine is entirely safe in pregnancy,
women probably need reassurance. Hence, to help preg-
nant women to decide about using NRT, clear information
about nicotine exposures generated when smoking or
using NRT could be useful. Such information could also as-
sist health professionals who counsel pregnant women
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about using NRT. In this review, therefore, we aimed to
identify and describe studies which report nicotine or cotin-
ine levels in pregnant women when smoking and subse-
quently when abstinent from smoking and using NRT,
comparing these to estimate any differences between body
fluid concentrations. A secondary aim was to investigate
how any differences might be influenced by type(s) of
NRT used or health professionals’ instructions on how
NRT should be used.

METHOD

This review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Sys-
tematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) methods
[20]. A review protocol has been published [21]. To be in-
cluded, papers needed to study pregnant women who
smoke and who subsequently became abstinent while
using NRT. Studies had to report the same women'’s nico-
tine or cotinine body fluid levels both when smoking and
when using NRT. The design had to either be longitudinal
or have a design which implied that longitudinal data
might be available, even if such data were not reported in
study publications (e.g. from NRT-allocated arms in RCTs
of NRT).

Searches

We developed a search strategy in MEDLINE using a com-
bination of MESH and plain text terms and adapted it to use
in Web of Science and EBSCO (see Supporting information,
Appendix S1); the strategy was optimized against its ability
to find three studies which we knew should be included in
the final review. Searches of these three platforms allowed
access to six databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE (Excerpta
Medica Database), PsycINFO, MIDRIS (Maternity and In-
fant Care Database), SSCI (Social Sciences Citation Index)
and CINHAL (Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied
Health Literature), and were completed by 29 August
2017. We also searched GSK clinical trials (https://www.
gsk-clinicalstudyregister.com/); World Health Organization
International Clinical Trials Registry Platform (www.who.
int/trialsearch); US National Library of Medicine Clinical
Trials database (clinicaltrials.gov/); and the ISRCTN regis-
try (http://www.isrctn.com/). Finally, we searched the
Cochrane Library using the terms ‘smoking’, ‘pregnancy’
and ‘nicotine replacement’. Non-bibliographic database
searches were completed by 7 September 2017. There
were no language restrictions and literature was searched
from 1980, as the first trials of NRT were reported after
that. In tandem with electronic searches, we scanned the
references of papers included in reviews identified by the
searches, and which covered the topic of interest, but were
not eligible for inclusion.
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Study selection

Identified citations (titles and abstracts) were manipulated
in an EndNote library. One reviewer (C.H.) screened these
to assess whether or not articles should be included, and
where there was uncertainty or papers were thought likely
to be eligible, full texts were assessed by two reviewers with
agreement on inclusion or exclusion being reached by
consensus.

Data extraction

Data were extracted by one researcher (C.H.) and checked
by a second (T.C.). The following study details were ex-
tracted: objectives, setting, inclusion and exclusion criteria,
study design and analysis; and number and characteristics
of participants providing data for this review, baseline infor-
mation on nicotine addiction or heaviness of smoking. The
following intervention details were extracted: completeness
of follow-up for women in longitudinal analyses; reasons
for dropout; biochemical confirmation of participant’s
smoking abstinence or not; dose(s) and type(s) of NRT used;
instructions given on how regularly and for how long NRT
should be used. The following details on measurements
were extracted: body fluids sampled; whether nicotine or
cotinine was assayed; time-points at which samples were
taken and timings of samples relative to smoking or NRT
use; and relevant numerical findings (e.g. mean differences
between concentrations of cotinine or nicotine concentra-
tions at baseline and later time-points). For ongoing stud-
ies, we e-mailed the Principal Investigator enquiring
whether data were available and we asked the same of cor-
responding authors for those papers which reported insuf-
ficient data for meta-analysis (see Analysis’ below). For two
studies [22,23] we converted graphical data to numerical
using WebPlotDigitizer software [24].

Risk of bias assessment

We quality-assessed those studies which had been designed
as longitudinal cohort studies and which stated, a priori,
that a reason for the study was to take measurements
when smoking and later abstinent and using NRT. These
studies designs were, therefore, directly relevant to this re-
view—any biases in methods used could be adjudged di-
rectly from published reports; this was performed using
Wells' modified version of the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale
(NCOS) [25] (see Supporting information, Appendix S2).
Papers were independently rated by two researchers, rat-
ings were compared and disagreements resolved by discus-
sion. We did not quality-assess studies which had not been
designed as before—after longitudinal studies (e.g. RCTs or
secondary analysis of RCTs). For these studies, as studies’
data were not being used in a manner consistent with their
designs (e.g. data from RCT arms treated as cohorts), the
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quality of the original study would not necessarily be rele-
vant to review analyses. Similarly, where authors provided
additional, unpublished data, we did not attempt quality
assessment.

Modifications to the Newcastle-Ottawa scale

Wells’ modified version of the NCOS allocates stars to reflect
study quality on eight items grouped under three domains:
selection or comparability of study group and ascertain-
ment of exposure/outcome [25]. We did not use three
NCOS items and amended others, such that the maximum
score was seven stars. Two items attracted up to two stars
(‘representativeness of cohort’ and ‘adequacy of cohort
follow-up’) and one star for the remaining three (ascertain-
ment of exposures, method for confirming abstinence and
appropriateness of sample timing). We did not use the item
‘Selection of the non-exposed cohort’, as included studies
compared measurements from the same women at differ-
ent times and did not have non-exposed controls. ‘Demon-
stration that outcome of interest was not present at start of
study’ was irrelevant, as all studies measured outcomes
(e.g. cotinine) and ‘Comparability of cohorts on the basis
of the design or analysis’ was not discriminatory, as all
studies were longitudinal cohorts. All five items and
scoring are fully described in Supporting information,
Appendix S2.

Analysis

Longitudinal, within-person data, from the same women
at baseline and at later time-points, were used to estimate
the mean differences between body fluid levels of nicotine
or cotinine when smoking and later when abstinent and
using NRT. We aimed to provide a pooled estimate of this
difference in body fluid levels and to investigate the impacts
of the type and dose of NRT and gestational age, but antic-
ipated that the meta-analysis undertaken would depend
upon the available data and that a final decision on which
studies (if any) to include in analyses would be taken once
available literature were identified. For inclusion in meta-
analyses, study manuscripts had to report such a mean dif-
ference and its standard error or to report sufficient other
data from which these could be calculated. Where such
data were not included in papers, we contacted authors
requesting either aggregated data as mean differences
and standard errors or as individual participants’ data. A
saliva : blood cotinine ratio has been reported as 1.01
(95% CI = 0.99-1.04) [26], so blood and saliva cotinine
levels were considered interchangeable; nicotine and cotin-
ine values and also urinary and saliva cotinine readings are
not interchangeable, so these data were not aggregated.
Meta-analysis was conducted in Stata version 15 using
the Metan command employing random-effects models
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[27] to provide a pooled, weighted estimate for the mean
difference in cotinine levels when smoking and later when
abstinent and using NRT [28]. Two studies reported inde-
pendent cohorts of women who had received different
types or combinations or NRT [29,30]. As we anticipated
that there would potentially be more variation between co-
horts reported within one study, exposed to different types,
doses or combinations of NRT than between cohorts re-
ported in different studies, we treated such cohorts as inde-
pendent studies in the random-effects meta-analysis.
Heterogeneity was assessed using the I* statistic [31].

For studies which could not be included in meta-
analysis, we calculated differences in group mean levels
(of cotinine or nicotine) and report these narratively, indi-
cating where data were not completely longitudinal. For
studies which provided ‘within-participant’, longitudinal
data with no loss to follow-up, percentage nicotine substi-
tution was calculated by dividing follow-up mean cotinine
(nicotine) levels by baseline ones and multiplying by 100.
The percentage nicotine substitution measure indicates
how completely NRT substitutes for nicotine from smoked
tobacco.

RESULTS

After removing duplicates, 3576 potentially relevant cita-
tions were found from library databases (131 from other
sources, Fig. 1), 30 full texts were reviewed, one study
was ongoing [32], 12 studies were included in the review
and four were meta-analysed. Table 1 gives the studies’
characteristics, including the numbers of participants pro-
viding longitudinal data and hence which could potentially
be aggregated in a meta-analysis. This was not always the
total number of study participants; for example, from RCTs,
only women randomized receiving NRT could provide such
data. Two study reports contained sufficient data for inclu-
sion in meta-analysis [29,30]. For another two, authors re-
analysed their data to provide sufficient information
[27,39,40]. Eight studies were reported narratively; for
one of these, the authors provided sufficient extra data for
a ‘within-person’ mean difference in urinary cotinine
values to be calculated; this could not be combined with
values obtained from saliva assays, however [38]. For the
seven remaining narratively reported studies, mean differ-
ences were calculated by subtracting published group
mean cotinine or nicotine levels when abstinent and using
NRT from those measured when smoking, ignoring
between-participant variability. In two of these seven stud-
ies, only some followed-up women were abstinent and
using NRT and these women could not be identified from
other study participants [22,37].

Characteristics of included studies

Seven studies were set in the United States [22,23,30,34—
36,38], two recruited from Denmark [29,37] and one each
from France [39], United Kingdom [40] and Sweden [33].
Seven were longitudinal cohorts designed to investigate the
impacts of smoking and then NRT use in the same women
[23,29,30,33-36], and five were either RCTs [22,37—40]
or presented secondary analyses of RCT data [40]. Studies
tested 2 mg nicotine gum [29,33,38]; 4 mg gum [33]; 7
mg/24-hour’ nicotine patch [22]; 14 mg/24-hour nico-
tine patch [22]; 15 mg/16-hour nicotine patch
[29,30,37,40]; 15 mg/24-hour nicotine patch plus 2 mg
gum (often called ‘dual NRT’) [29]; 21 mg/24-hour nico-
tine patch [23,35]; 22 mg/24-hour patch [36]; nicotine
nasal spray [30]; and also individualized nicotine dosing
based on saliva cotinine levels [39]. Three papers reported
studies recruiting relatively early in pregnancy; two RCTs
reported women's mean gestational age at enrolment as
17 weeks [38,39] and another as 14 weeks [40]. All except
one of the remaining studies (22 weeks) [29] reported
mean gestations at recruitment of 27 weeks or later. Tim-
ings for body fluids sampling while using NRT varied
greatly; in laboratory (or in-patient) studies sampling oc-
curred within 1 hour [33]; at 30 minutes and 5 days
[34]; at up to 8 hours [23,35]; during a 4-day period
[36]; and at both 8 hours and 4 days [30]. In non-
laboratory studies (mainly RCTs), sampling occurred at
1-2 weeks [29], 8—11 weeks and also 4 weeks before deliv-
ery [37]; 6 weeks [38]; 2—4 weeks [22], 4 weeks [40]; and
at both 2 and 8 weeks after starting NRT [39].

Quality assessment

Quality assessments are reported in Table 2. The seven lon-
gitudinal cohort studies were of variable quality; six were
awarded three or more stars out of seven. Studies used ap-
propriate biochemical validation methods and generally
scored well on follow-up completeness, but they scored less
strongly with regard to the timing of samples when
smoking or using NRT or in how abstinence was confirmed
before or while using NRT, usually due to lack of detail in
study descriptions.

Studies’ findings
Meta-analysis

Data obtained from 83 participants in four saliva cotinine-
measuring studies were included in a meta-analysis (Fig. 2;
Table 3, rows 1-4) [29,30,39,40]. The pooled estimate for
the mean difference (95% CIs) between saliva cotinine
levels when smoking and when using NRT and abstinent
from smoking was 75.3 (57.1-93.4) ng/ml (I> = 42.1%,

"Not all papers explicitly reported patch duration; where necessary this has been derived from knowledge of available nicotine patches.
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P = 0.1). Within these studies, percentage nicotine substi-
tution varied between 26.5% (2 mg gum) [29] and 60.0%
(15 mg/16-hour patch).

Narratively reported studies

In six of the eight narratively reported studies, irrespective
of body fluid (or substance assayed), exposure levels were
higher when smoking than when abstinent and using
NRT. In the remaining two studies, findings were mixed
and details follow; Table 3 shows mean differences and ex-
plains which data were used to derive these and reasons for

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.

exclusion from meta-analysis. Also, numbers of partici-
pants for whom longitudinal data were available are given
and, as relevant, how these related to total study samples.

The study summarized in row 5 reported higher uri-
nary cotinine levels when smoking [35]. Although longitu-
dinal data were available, findings from this study could not
be used for the meta-analysis as other studies in this anal-
ysis reported saliva cotinine.

In rows 6-9, four longitudinal cohort studies are de-
scribed [23,33-35]; in three, exposure measured as nico-
tine or cotinine was higher when smoking [23,33,34].

Addiction


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed1000097

C. Hickson et al.

6

(sanunuo))

FAVEAE LRSI
S0 F €€ ysnoay,
wn3 w-g 20a1d |

ST FL61ed
8'0 F £'9 ysnouj,
913010310 |

8 F €€
(ST = u) wn3 skep ¢

8T + €1
(ST = u) Sunjowsg

wn3g

3w 7 90a1d 1 Surmayd pue 9)391e310
9UO SUOWS J3JJe S[AAS] SUIOJIU
yead pue y3noxy pajuasaid ospy

Jusunsqe Sururewal
9[IyM wNg aunodIu guisn sAep G Iy

9)101e3I0 JSE[ JYE SAMUI ()¢

(Aep-Jey e AJuo sem

Aepise]) T F G 'S Aep'c F 8 FAepC F g
‘¢ Aep ‘s F 6 ‘7 Aep 'sooaid ¢ F 9 T Le(q
(S F ueawn) souaIdype A[rep pajioday

asn Jsa1j uo anbrutdy
Jodoad aansud 01 UIMAYD PaAIdsq(

anoy/sadatd

7 > pue Aep/saoard ()¢ > nq Aep/saoard

9 < 9sn 0} pasiape pue wn3d YN Sw 7 Jo
95.1N09 ABP-S B 9AI90A1 0] PAJRIO[[E USWOAN

Apnjs UONULSAISNUL UOTLSSID
gunjows e jou :Apnjs 310700 [euIpnISuo]

o€ F LS on[eA wons1ode]

9 F 61 uondwnsuod 93391e310 A[re(
qC'€ F 1'8T 98e [euone)sen

46T F 691 (qD) 131oM

a9 F 8¢ 93e [eutdpely

[¥¢]

(Ju/3u) s F ueapy QuIUIOd poofg S9JR)S paNu() (IS F SuBawW aIe san[ep T 9661 IV 12 UPUQ
€T F LF1 somuia 09
ST F ST somuru )¢ soInuIW ()¢ JOJ poMayDd wng Sw  «
(9 =u) wn3 3w soINUIU ()€ JOJ PAMayD wng Sw 7
sInuIW ¢ sem auw Supjows a3eloAr
£2°0 F 0°0T somnumu ()9 ‘pademoous uonereyul doop pue payrurad
9'0 F 0T somuru O¢ jou Sup{[e) :9)19IeS pIepuess, T «
(9 =u)um3 w7 wmn3 jo 9091d T Mayd :SABp 9AIINOISUOD 07— uondwnsuod aya1esio Are(
0] Surae)s JoYe SoINUIW ()9 pue ()¢ U0 pasn sem 2Insodxa Mo[aq Yoea Jo auQ
T'T F 961 sonuita O¢ SYPIM GE—¢ ¢ 93k [BUONEISID
¢'¢ F €' IF somnuru § 91301310 B 9xowWs Apmys
(Z1 = u) Sunjows 0] Sunae)s Jojje SINUIW ()¢ PUB G UOITUSAIS)UI UOTJESSID SUMOWS B jou :Apnjs LSTRIA T€—()7 98e [RUILIRIY
110100 [eUIPNYISUO| Paseq-Alojeioqe] [€¢] SZ61 Jreunueag
([uy/3u) WAS F uea|y QuIodIU poo[g uapams sogues axe sanfep 71 ¥ [BSIRJN ToSUUDL)
SapNJs 10Y0)
symsa. fivssy sbuguury sansodxa <3 ubisap ‘bunjog syupdion.ad fo SonSLIOVIVYD) (u) vp fipnms
fivssp pup pasn pmyf fipogq [utpnyibuoy buipiaoid

Apruagod spupdonvg

*SOIPNYS POpNIOUI JO SONSLIDORIRY) | d[qel,

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



(sanunuo))

(1¥#-9) 61 y2red
(8%
—/) 61 Sunjows (9 = U) SANJRA SUNOJIN

(00T-07) SS y2ed
(SST-0%) 001 Sunjows
(9 = u) sanfea suruno)

[oyed payress Jo Ioe smoy g

91101310 ISB[ I0YjE N0y | WNIUIN

SINOY| § JOJ UIOM
Sw 17 yoyed ewropsued], ‘Juswode[d
oyed oy Joud samoy 17 Joj Juaunsqy

Apms Surae)s 03 Joud [ewiou se Surjows

Apnjs UOIIUSAISIUT UONESSI) SUD{OWS
B Jou :Apnjs 1I0Yod paseq-Alojeroqe|

sypoed
7—% uondumsuod a1301e3n At

syuedpnaed aym v
(£€-1'87) T'H¢ 03e [euOnRISOD
(8 6°£8-1'99) 3 078 13PM

(T€-17) £°ST 93e [pUINE

,(1/81) e8uex ‘uespy QUIUIIOD PUB JUIOIIU BAI[RS S9JR)S paju(] So3URI 3 SURIW dIe SoN[eA 9 [¢7] £66T 12 1WSum
¢ oruedsiy
¢ e
uonpuod OT =1yM
[w/moy [PIUAWILIAAXD I9)0 A1) 0] JOAO PISSOID ejep Ajotuyyg
38U ¢'0T F 8'F WHS F 9OUSIJJIp US|\ J97[ YoM B UDY[) PUE T UOISSIs Ul asn yojed
10 SULOWS JSYJIS 0} PIZILIOPURT dIoM AU[], SU 9Ie SaN[BA
[wyamoy 3u €6 yared
[wy/moy 3u 68 Sunjows smoy g TSFTOT
QAITD SWIT) UOJRIFUIIUOD dUIIOJIN Joded sty Jo 1x01 o) Ur J0J yoyed 9unodIU [eWLIOpSURT) SW-17 © uondwmsuod 911e1e3n Areq
ewse[d o) Jopun BTy  pallodal 919M 9AIND SWI}-UONRIIUIU0D  Jo juaade|d 910joq sIoY ¢ T 10 Juaunsqy
aunjooru ewsed vare ueaw Ay} 3 T6 F £€9 WM
LT FsIMOY 7°¢ Yojed  PUB "XBW [[OBAI 0] dWI} ‘UONBIIUIIUO0D SINOY § JOJ WNJIqI] py payouws
$'C F sIoy ¢ unjowg QUNOJIU UBIW WINWIXBJ :sdnoas yrog uo 6'S F 1971 WYSLH
Xew yoeal 03 ouIL],
yoyed aunooru jo juswaoed pasn uawiom Jo sdnoag omy, sAep OTF
S°€F 091 yared Jojje soy 8 R 9§ ‘¢ T e skessy SABp ¢ ‘sypoM 8T 93k [eUONEISID)
60'8 F L'61 Apmys
Surnjows [oA9] ewise[d [eWIXeN Funjowss uayM sAesSe AINOH  UONUIAISIUL UOTIESSID SUD[OWS B J0U :Apnjs $'S F 8¢ 93 [ewILdR
J9A0-SSOID [RUIPNYIZUO| Paseq-Alojeloqe| [s¢]
([uy/3u) s F ueay QuIodIU poo[g Ppalels pajup) (S F Sueaw aIe sane) ST /66T ‘[P 39 UaOUQ
symsat fpssy sburur sansodxa <3 ubisap ‘buijag Squpdionapd fo So1SLIIVIDYD) (u) vp apms

fivssp pup pasn pmyf fipog

[ouipnibuoy buipiaoid
Apruagod syupdonavg

(ponunuo)) T dlqeL

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



C. Hickson et al.

8

(sanunuo))

(9¢t

—L¥%) THT— = 1D %S 6 ‘9OUI[Ip U
IS F SOT JMN

16 F 9% Supjowig

(c=u)

wng Sw ¢ ‘sanoy 9 /3w ST yored

(9%T

—09) €0T— =10 %S 6 ‘OUIDHIP WS
€€ F 0L 1NN

1% F ¢£1 Sunjowg

(007—9-)

£6— =10 %S 6 ‘90ULIIP UL
8T F S¢ IAN

S6 F 7T Sunjowg

(9 =u) wng 3w 7

uoAId

Juowaoed yojed wody 10 wNg ISe] WOy
I} ou JuduUNSqe pue YN Suisn rym
Uoessad SUOWS I3 oM 7—T

TAAIS 933916310 JSB WO} S}
ou Inq urjows [[Us S[IYM YN Surure)s
910J9q UAY[R) JUSWSINSLIW dUI[aseg]

pasn axom wing Swi ¢

Jo saoaid Afrep § 03 dn snid sayojed sunjootu

INOY-9T/3W QT ‘OT—/ JO SPI00S IO
pasn axom soyojed

QUNOOIU INOY-9 T /3W G T */—F JO SAI00S IO,

Aprep wng Swt ¢ jo seoaid g1 03 dn

Pasn H— JO 91008 WOLSIOFL;] LM USWOAN

sdnoui3 jofrexed ¢ ur dn pamor[oy

USWOM pUE Pasn Jsop Y31 ‘91008 1oY31y

‘TMN ©JBJ0[[e 0] Pasn 91008 WQLSIOFe;]

Apnys 0} Joud [ewwIou se Furjows

Apnjs UOIIUSAISIUL UOIJRSSD
upjouws :Apnjs 310700 [eUIPNIISUOT]

014
LV

7
anpea woxsIoge;]

= O INon

Su 18 sanfeA

qC'S FSTI
uondwmsuod 9131e31 Aeq

oF'8 F €1 JUSW[OIUD JB UOPEISI)

[62] #00T ussono
3 UURWIORAA IS[[ON

(Tu/3u) s F uespy QUIUT0D BAIES STewua([ (IS F SUBIW 9Ie SIN[BA </ ‘preedice(y ‘preedoyq
(07 =u) 6'¢ F 8'TTy2ed e
(0T =u) 09 F £ €1 yored ¢ Leq
(0T =u) &% F 8'CT yored T Leq
(TT=u) T¥% F £T1 yored T Leq
(0T =u) £'6 F ¥'¥1 Sunjouwig
San[eA aurjodIN £e)s yuaned-ur Jo Aep yoea
wiom sanoy /3w 77 yojed [euLIopsueL],
(0T =u) 8¢ F 211 yored % Aeq Aep yoes uo Juowde[d pouad juaned-ur Joj panunuod '8 FS0T
(07 =u) 7% F €TT yored € Aeq  yojed Joye soy § ‘H—1 SABp Jo [[& UQ PUE UOISSTWPE UO PIJIR]S 90UUNSqY uondwmsuod 9131e3 Aeq
(0T =u) 8¢ F 8T yaed 7 Le(
(T2 =u) % F %1 yored T Leq 913018310 Jse[  uoIssIwpe Jo Aep 03 Jord [ensn se Funjows £'C F ¥ 4T JUSW[OIUD JB UONR)SID)
(TZ=u) $S F 911 Sunjowrs  Joyk soINUIW () JSLI[ Je pue Sunjows
saneA dUIUI0) s urutowt [ewiou e ye ‘wrd g 1y Apnjs UOIUSAIDIUI UOTJESSD SUL{OWS /'S F §°97 93k [eUIIR
' jou :Apnjs 11040d paseq-A1ojeioqe’| [9¢]
(Ju/3u) s F uespy QUIUIIOD PUB dUIOIU POO[g S9)B)S paU() (S F SUBIW dIe Son[eA 1T 6661 [V 12 uINq3Q
symsa. Avssy sbunun samsodxa < ubisap ‘buiog syupdpnapd fo So1s1I10DIDY)) (u) avp fipms
fivssv pup pasn pmyf fipog [uipnyibuoy buipiaoid

Apiuaiod syuvdion.vg

(ponunuo)) 1 dYqel,

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



(sanuruo))

8¢ F 16— (S F 9OUSI)JIp UL\
6¢ Aeads UoISsas TMN

/S F 0¢1 Sunjowug
(£ = u) Aeadg

€C F ¢9— (S F 20UIJIp UL

SLUored
GS F 8¢ Sunjows
(£ =u) yoreq

(Tuy/3u) s F ueapy

pajaodaa sojduues 9saty) Jo a5eIone

{UOISSOs Funjows 9y} 0} S} JUARAMb

e uaye) a1oMm sajdures sdnoad

Aeads pue yojed joq Uy eoudUnSqe
TN 1YSIUI0A0 Jajje ‘Aep juswjean)
IS 9 UO :UOISSIs AToTeIoqe] pug

pajaodax sojduues 9saty) Jo d5eIone
$91J21e31D 3§ Jaye pue apaaeso 1/
pue JST Jojje puR 2I10joq USR] SABSSY
*dudUNSge (SINOY §) JYSIUISAO Toje
{U0ISSas UnowWs paseq-Alojetoqe| 1T

(s1sA[eue Ut pasn
QUIUN0D) UIUNOD ¥ SUNOIIU WINIDS

aRIe3I 19

pue 3¢ ‘pI¢ ‘pug ayj Jo aoe[d Ul 3OUO pue
‘/ puR % ‘T 93916310 0] 3wy jus[eAmba
9} & 901M] pasn sem Aeids [eseu

UOISSAs ULIOJTUOW FULIT(] "SISOp AJTep

£ 01 dn asn 0} pajoNISUL {[LYSOU (OB

0} AeadsT = osop (esop/Sw 1) Aeads [eseN

‘wre )T 78 paoerd sem yojed

uorssas gurtoyuowr gunmn(y *(Aep 1od yoyed
1) sinoy 91 /3w GT yojed [euLIopsURL],
pasT LN

UOISSAS FULIONUOW pug

B J0J PaUINIal UL} pue sAep § o) gurnp
PAIOYUOW JOU AI9M AJY[], JUS[RAINDS
0qooed a1y} 10 ‘shep 10§ TN JO sadA)
0M] JO 9UO 0] PaJeIO[[E dIoM AJT]) U],

uoIssas gurtojiuow e Ut (amoy Jod T)
SINOY / 19A0 $311918310 / PO USWOAN

Apnjs UONUIAIIUI UOIJLSSD
Gunjows :Apnys 3104od [eurpny3uoy
SJeIS paju[}

%% 1/ Aeads 19,/°cg yojed ueiseone)
ejep Ay

1T F 679 Aeadg
09'T F 149 yored
an[eA woxnsiofe]

06'S F 1291 Aexdg
99°¢ F ¥9°61 Uded
say1aae3Id Jo uondwmsuod Ajre(

T¢F0L1€ Leadg
$9°C F90°T¢ yored
JUSW[OIUD JB UOIIR)SO0)

60°S F 67°0¢ Aeadg
CS'9 F98°6C Ydred

o3e [ewILRIRN

(S F Sueow oIe sonfeA

id!

[0€] 6007 wozuesy
¥ rweynsjey ‘uey)
‘[eqdure) ‘uaxpuQ

symsa. fivssy

sbuguury
fivssp pup pasn pmyf fipog

sansodxa <3 ubisap ‘buag

syuvdpn.d fo SonsLIIIVIDY)

(u) vp
[ouipnyibuoy buipraotd
Apruagod sjupdionavg

fipnis

(ponunuo)) [ AqeL

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



C. Hickson et al.

10

(sanunuo))

&Y + st'cey
($S = u) paysiuy jusuyeas)
INN 1oy Uone)sad SyoamM HE—7¢

PSP+ TS
(16 = u) w3 3w ¢ Jo s300m 9

8¢ F 7L9 (£6 = u) (ourpseq) surjowg

(ruy/3u) (s F ueayy

oct

(2 = u) yoyed L1oatjep-od Syom
12T (€8 = u) yojed sypam [T

€51 (06 = 1) yojed syoom g

SCL F I¢€C

($TT = u) (urpseq) Sunjowg

(Tuy3u) s F ues\

pajiodai jou sanjea

mq wniredisod sypom 7 1—9 pue ‘ojep
Jnb Joe S{ooM ¢ X SyPoM T ‘SAep /
—¢ JB USYe) SJUDWIRINSEIW JOY3IN,]

uone)sad syeom F¢
—7¢ » wn3 3unJe)s Joye SYoaM 9

paytodax 9y301e310 ISBY WO} ST
Ou :Junowe [ensn upjows [[1s oI

QUIUN0d JULI)
parddns s sem YN

JIOUI9YM Ted[oun jnq ‘AISAIPp pajdadxa
910J9q SYooM F Je SABSSE Iyl

yojed
QUNOOIU FUILIR)S WO SYooM [T ¥ § IV

pajtoda 91301310 JSe| WOy duIr}
ou :junowe [ensn unjows [[NS S[IYAL

QUIUNO0D BAI[RS

dojs pue pasn junoure
o) Jode) 01 $[PaM 9 J9Y 1IN B IOJ PUR dA0(R
SB 98T 0] SIPOM 9 J0] WM UAAIF a1oM Ay,

Aep/saoaid ()7 SUIPaadXa Jou :pajeuul[e
9101e310 [ors Joj wng jo 9091d oauo Mayd
0} 919M A9U} Juaumsqe jou J *aep ynb Joy)
uo urdaq 01 pue Aep Jad pasowrs Ajjensn
Aoy 93010310 A19A0 10§ WG Jo 9091d

QU0 MY 0} PAIONISUI 919M AU} Furymnb J

pasows $ay3a1eSI0 JO Jaquinu Ay}
9onpai 03 Jo Surows dois 01 pageanodus
Q1M WLIR [N 0] POZIUOPURT USWIOA

SIS [BOIpaW

plPY3UNdS ‘UreIg MON ‘PIOJITRH WO
ﬁuuﬁ.ﬂouh Umﬁﬂuw UONUSAIUTI UOTIBSS3D
unjows {[BL) Pa[[OIIU0d PIZIopuey
sajelg panu)

soyored aunoomu smoy 91/3w O

JO sYoaM ¢ IoyIny B Aq pamofoj ‘saydred
QUIIODIU SINOY 9T /3 GT S0oM § YIM

PonssT 910M [N 0} PoZItuopuel USWOA\

[endsoH snyaey wody

PaJINIDAI :APN)S UONUSAI UL UOILSSID
upjows :Apnjs [R11) PI[[OIUOD pazIiopury
Srewua(|

I LYo
8 3oe[q OruedsTH-UON
8¢ oYM OTuRdSIH-UON
€S oruedstp
Jeep Aorugy

SU 9Ie SAN[BA

qL6'T F €8¢ an[ea wQnsiage

99 F 0T

JUSWIOIUD 210Joq SABp / SB[

q9°6 F S'£1 £oueusdad a10joq
sapa1e3d jo uondwmnsuod Areq
q9'S F T'ZT JUSWOIUD Je UONeISIH

48'9 F &' T 9%e [ewiogey

(IS F sueoul aIe sonfep

OFFFEL
uonduwmsuod a111e3n Areq

67 F T8¢
93e [ewIRIRN

(IS F SUBOUI oIe sonfeA

aunoou [8¢]

0} poziuiopuel (0| 8007 TV 12 ueOUQ

[2€] 000T
J19UI9S X uasIadsof

0 poziiopuel ¢ 1 ‘UISYLIUSH ‘S10qSI
BJEP [BLI) PI[[OIUO0D PIZIOpURY

Qunoou

symsa1 fvssy

sbugnun
fipssp pup pasn pmyf fipog

sansodxa <3 ubisap ‘buijag

squpdpnapd fo So1s1LI1DIDYD)

(u) vp Apms
[ouipnyibuoy buipiaoid

Afpuagod sjupdiNID]

(panunuo)) T dJqe],

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



11

(sanurnuo))

T'T F 08 puored syoom g

T'T F 80T pyored syoom ¢

60T F 611 (SuIpseq) unrjowg

(1/3") gS F ueay

,6C1 (9T = u) yyoyed Bw /
LT (9T = u) yyored Sw 1
PT F ILT

(9T = u) (Sureseq) Sunjowg

yojed aunoomu
Jursn ofrym 93ep ymb 1ok sxjpom g

yojed sunooru
Suisn afrym ajep ynb Joye sypom 7

paj1odor 9y3e1eSId JSe] WOy )
ou Junowe [ensn unjows [[us Iy

QUIUN0D BAI[RS

(Sy[oom g/ o3erone
10J TMN Suisn ueaq SuIARy pue) SY0am g
‘xoxdde 10y yoyed Sw / e Suisn 1oyy

(syeam /¢ o3eone
10J [N Sursn uaaq SuIABy pue) SYooM §
-¢ "xoadde Joj yoyed Sw | e Suisn 1)y

pajiodax 91101e310 JSe[ WOy dwr)
ou :Junowre [ensn Sunjows s SIYA\

ponmuurad sasder

Funjows Joriq yim AI9ATP [IIUN djep Jnb
woJy pasn (Aep/3w §°9 F T = (IS F ueawr)
[2A9] aurunoo juedonaed o pajsnipe
Aep/3w O¢—O T UeamIaq yoyed aunodIN

SpIem AJTUIdjRW WOT)

PoIMIDAT {APNYS UONUIAISIUL UOHESSID
Supjows ‘[eL1} pa[[OIUOD PIZIOPUERY
QoueI]

NN UQAIS [[1IS 919M UDWOM

JUIea[OUN ST 31 USYM J9Je[ UdYe) OS[B 9I0M
sopdureg -gurduwes jsayj jo owy e yojed Sw
F1 UO Ud2q 9ARY P[NOM N S[2AI] JUIUNIOD
aureseq 1oysSIy 03 anp TN Jo Syoom ¢
151 10§ yoyed Sw T 7 POAISIAT USWIOM JWOS

Surduwes puodds 9} 910Joq SYPoM T
‘xoxdde 1oy yojed Suw / [ewwropsuesy

£q pamorjoj ‘Suriduues 1sa1j 910§oq SYPOM
—z xoxdde 10j yojed Sw- | [ewLIOpsuRT)
Pasn [N 0} PoZIopuRI USTOAN

eaxe uejjodonowr
O oY} Ul $9318 aIed [eyeuaid woxy
PAIMNINAT APNJS UONUIAISIUI UOTJRSSD

q(£7-07) £ foueudaid-oxd TN

4075 1)
/T UOTIeZIIOpPUE] J& UONRISID)

q(FE-S0) T'6C 93e [eutale)y

aguel

9[naenbIojul 3 URIPIW 18 SoN[eA
8 Apysys requy
01 AeyeIopow ofeyuy
8 A[deap sreyuy
uoneeyuy

N

D~ N o~

‘310 ® Jjey asjowg
‘310 ® JO jsow ajowug
‘310 ® Jo [[e ajowug
9119183 JO Junouwry
SU 9Ie sanjeA

q'Z F £ uondwnsuod oy301e310 Ajre(]

oZ'0T ¥ I'8C ING

Ayoruyye Ajour e se 110daa-jos v
Jerep Ayoruyg

oI'S F 9'6 T JUSW[OIUD J& UONRISD)

oS FSLT J3e [ewvrRN

aunooIu [6€] #10T Andue,

0) poziwopuel €7 3 qooe[ ‘93uro) ‘urpeg

Surows {[eL) [BOIUID paziuopuey aunooIu [zzl 10T
(Juy/3u) (S F ueapy QUIUN0D BAI[RS $91RIS pau() (S F SueawW a1e sanfeA 0) PazZIOpURT 9T ‘v 72 SopuRYON-TH
symsa. fvssy sbununy sa.nsodxa < ubisap ‘buiag Syupdionapd fo So1SLIIIVIDYD) (u) vp fipmgs

fivssv pup pasn pmyf fipog

[puipngibuoy butptaoid

Appruajod syupdionvg

(ponunuo)) 1 dqe,

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



C. Hickson et al.

12

(sanuruo))

6L Tw/3u ST > 81—
[Wwy/3u S T < :PUIUI0d dUIseq
M SDUSIIJPIP SUIUNOD URIPIN

(2C8
—€'¢¢) 879 (£€ = u) (Judunsqe) AN

(8°2L1-€'1£) £'86 (¢ € = u) Supjowrg

([w/3u) o3uel a[renbiojul R URIPIN

JISIA (OB
Je pojdwies uswom Auewu Moy| Jea[ou)

[w/3u OG>

uoyM pue [uw/3u ()G < [9A9] dUIUNO)
unuae)s uaym asn TN 03 Surjous
WO} SUIUTOD Ul 9DUIJIP partoday

juaunsqe
pue yojed sunooru moy-9 /3w G
Sursn o[rym 91ep 3nb woxy sspom

paodar 9)301e310 JSe] WO} dwr)

ou :junowe [ensn uows [0S I

QUIUNOD BAT[RS

S}12)$-01 SUR{OWS JI [N

dojs 03 pajonasul :JusunSqe SUTUTRISL
a[yMm ajep ymb Joye sypuow ¢ 03 dn oy
pasn.moy] 9 /3w ST yojed [euLopsuel],

SOIUI[) [BJRUIIUE

WO PAYNIIAI :APN)S UOTIUAII)UL
uonessed Sunjows (YN Jo [eLn

P9[[0IIUOD POZILUOPUE. JO ULIE UOTJUIAIUL
WOJj BJep JO SISA[eUR ATRpU0IdS

wop3ury payuf

(%02)
¢ ajouwts oym szoujred [im USWOAN

(€°67—£T77) 9°ST ING

J91)0/ueISY U0 1dedXd aNyM [y
rIRp Ayoruy)y

(821-€¢1)
'H1 ouI[aseq Je UuoIe)son)

(S€'T€-67°CT) TT'9T 98k [eumIR)

oduex

9[nIeNnbIo)UI P UBIPIW I8 SoN[eA
79 seuru ¢ >

¥/ sonuiua )¢9

9¢ somnura )9—-T1¢

1€ somurua )9 <

(PVRIE3D I8y 0) ],

Lo}
I uesy

9 ueduy
$61 ueadoany
qeep Aporuyy

SU 9Ie san[eA

mﬁclmv G an[eA womsIaFe]

o(ST-8)
11 uonduwmnsuod 9313 Aeq

€€

[ov] 10T
JTodoo) ® ZeA ‘uewB[0)
SIMAT IMOg

synsat fvssy

sbunur
fivssv pup pasn pmyf fipog

samsodxa < ubisap ‘buros

squpdionapd fo so1sLIIDIDYD)

() vyvp
[puipnjibuoy buipiaoid
Apiuazod syuvdon.avg

apms

(ponunuo)) T 9qel,

Addiction

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.



13

The fourth [35] had inconsistent findings; peak exposure
(mean maximal plasma nicotine) was higher but total ex-
posure (area under a nicotine concentration versus time
graph) was lower after smoking.

Row 10 describes a longitudinal cohort study in which

nicotine replacement

women were followed-up daily for 4 days when abstinent

£ after starting NRT [36]; cotinine levels (Table 3) were
£ higher and nicotine levels (not shown) were lower at all
§ follow-up points, with the day 1 cotinine difference
= reaching statistical significance. For three follow-up com-
parisons, a participant (from 21) was lost to follow-up
(Table 1).
Rows 11 and 12 describe women in NRT arms of RCTs
s [22,37]; in both studies, exposures (group mean cotinine
g levels) were higher in smokers at baseline, but it was not
E possible to identify separately those using NRT and
g abstinent.
1;% —§ DISCUSSION
S

A meta-analysis comparing cotinine exposures when preg-
nant women smoke with those when they use NRT found
that levels were, on average, 75.3 ng/ml lower when absti-
nent and using NRT than when the same women smoked.
Similarly, lower exposures after NRT occurred in six of the
remaining eight studies.

Only 12 empirical studies were included; five had not
been designed as longitudinal cohorts and most did not
publish sufficient details to be included in a meta-analysis.
Nevertheless, longitudinal, within-participant data were

Setting, design & exposures

available from 10 studies and so only two were of limited
use for answering review questions [22,37]. Participants
were recruited to either hospital in-patient/laboratory
studies with intensive protocols or into clinical trials, but
the consistency of outcomes from studies in very different
settings suggests the principal finding that using NRT ex-
poses pregnant women who are fully abstinent from
smoking to less nicotine than smoking is valid. Although
the amount of useable data from studies was small, by fo-
cusing on ‘within-individual differences in cotinine levels,

5-10 cigarettes (22) 11-15 (8) >20

3)

Heaviness of smoking index 3 (2-3)

Characteristics of participants
Number of cigarettes smoked

Values are ns

study women effectively acted as their own controls and
external impacts on cotinine levels, apart from of NRT
doses used, were eliminated. Only factors which changed
within individual women between baseline and follow-up
could be expected to affect the pooled estimate for mean dif-
ference in cotinine levels. One such factor is the rate of nic-

Participants potentially
providing longitudinal

Values only reported for all participants in the study, not solely women in the longitudinal analysis. ®Values reported for all women enrolled, not only women analysed. “Data valued obtained using WebPlotDigitizer and SD not available [24].

dSamples taken on all randomized to nicotine in RCT irrespective of smoking status; women could be smoking or abstinent. SEM = standard error of the mean; SD = standard deviation; CI = confidence interval; NRT

j:' % otine metabolism, which is significantly accelerated by the

< é second trimester [15]. Adjusting findings for increasing
= é rates of nicotine metabolism as pregnancy progressed
; :?? could have helped us to understand how much lower co-
g % tinine levels on NRT might be attributable to faster metab-
= ) olism; however, this was beyond the scope of the review.
% = % Nevertheless, there are two reasons to suspect that in-
& 3 = creased nicotine metabolism had little overall impact on

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction. Addiction
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Table 2 Quality assessment of cohort studies.

Ascertainment of Method for confirming  Appropriateness Completeness of Stars (out
Study Representativeness — exposures abstinence sample timing follow-up of 7)
Gennser - * * * o 5%
1975 [33]
Oncken 1996  ** * * - * 5*
[34]
Oncken 1997 ** - * - b 5%
[35]
Wright 1997 - - * - o 3*
(23]
Ogburn 1999 * - * - * 3*
[36]
Hegaard * - * - - 2%
2004 [29]
Oncken 2009 ** * * * e 7*
[30]

findings. First, the mean differences from studies which
measured these only hours after stopping smoking
[23,34,35] were comparable to those in whom cotinine
(nicotine) levels on NRT were measured weeks afterwards
or even later in pregnancy [22,37-40]. Secondly, findings
from those studies which recruited more women who were
under 18 weeks gestation [38—40] appeared similar to re-
maining studies which recruited later in pregnancy.

We believe this study is original, and the systematic
approach used combined with the rigorous contact made
with authors should have sourced all available data
within identified studies. Despite substantial variation in
the types of NRT issued and in how participants were
instructed to use this, and also in the timings of sample
measurement across studies, the low level of heterogene-
ity in the pooled mean difference estimate indicates that

Study %

D ES (95% CI) Weight
Ll
1]

Bowker 2014 (Patch) = 51.20 (30.10, 72.31) 2513
i

Hegaard1 2004 (Gum) : * 97.00 (-3.94, 197.94) 297
'
'

Hegaard2 2004 (Patch) ———— 103.00 (60.86, 145.14) 12.45
'
'
1

Hegaard3 2004 (Palch&Gum) : + 141.00 (47.90, 234.10) 345
'

Berlin 2014 (Patch) —_— 70.22 (30.89, 109.56) 1364
i

Oncken1 2009 (Patch) = 63.00 (38.55, 87.45) 2251
'
1

Oncken2 2009 (Spray) ———— 91.00 (6285, 119.15) 19.86
L]

Overall (l-squared = 42.1%, p =0.110) @ 75.26 (57.14, 93.39) 100.00
\
'
'

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

— T T
0 50 100 150 200

mean difference

Figure 2 Forest plot showing meta-analysis of mean difference in saliva cotinine levels when smoking and when abstinent but using nicotine replace-
ment therapy (NRT). Hegaard |, Hegaard2 and Heggard3 2004 represent cohorts of women given different forms of NRT and reported in Hegaard
2004 [297; ditto for Oncken! and Oncken2 2009 and Oncken 2009 [30] [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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Table 3 Source and derivation of mean differences used in review.

15

Studies in meta-analysis

Outcomes®
Participants abstinent on  Body fluid &
NRT, providing assay times Percentage
longitudinal data and loss ~ (i.e. after Type and dose of ~ Mean difference substitution
Row  Study to follow up (n) starting NRT) NRT (SEMD)" (ng/ml) (%) Derivation of outcome data
1 Hegaard 18 analysed Saliva 2 mg gum 97 (51.5) 26.5 Mean differences taken directly from
2004 [29] cotinine, (n=16) paper SEMs calculated from CI
Of 75 enrolled 40 were 2 weeks 15 mg/16-hour 103 (21.5) 40.5 presented in paper
excluded: patch (n=7)
16 dropped out
13 stopped NRT 15 mg/16-hour 141 (47.5) 42.7
11 smoked the day patch and 2 mg
before second sample gum (n=15)
17 were not analysed:
15 samples not collected
or not treated properly
or went missing
2 used a 10-mg patch
2 Oncken 14 Serum 15mg/16-hour 63 (12.47) 54.3 Mean differences taken directly from
2009 [30] cotinine, patch (n=7) paper
4 days Spray 24 dose/ 91 (14.36) 30.0 SEM calculated from SD of difference
day = 24 mg/
24 hours
n=7)
3 Bowker 33 Saliva 15 mg/16-hour 51.2(10.77) 60.0 Mean difference and SEM calculated
2014 [40] cotinine, patch using original study data
4 weeks
4 Berlin 18 Saliva Patch, variable  70.22 (20.07) 49.3 Mean difference and SEM of abstinent
2014 [39] cotinine, 2 strength women only calculated by study
weeks® author using original study data
Narratively reported studies
Studies with additional data from authors
Outcomes®
Participants abstinent Body fluid & Derivation of outcome
on NRT, providing assay times Type and Mean difference data/reason for
longitudinal data and (i.e. after dose of (SEMD)* Percentage non-inclusion in
Row  Study loss to follow-up (n) starting NRT) NRT (ng/ml) substitution (%) meta-analysis
5 Oncken 4 Urine cotinine, 2 mg gum 130.00 65.2 Mean difference and SD
2008 6 weeks (n=4) (245.738) . .
138] of abstinent women using
gum at 6 weeks calculated
by author from original
data
Not included in meta-
analysis as urine rather
than saliva cotinine value
Studies where only published data used
Participants abstinent
on NRT, providing Type & dose of NRT
longitudinal data and body fluid & assay times Outcomes® (ng/ml Reasons for non-inclusion
Row  Study loss to follow-up (n) (i.e. after starting NRT)  unless stated otherwise) in meta-analysis

6 Gennser
1975 [33]

Unclear: 12 participants
smoked at baseline, 6
were later using NRT but
it is not clear which of
the original 12 these

were
7 Oncken 15
1996 [34]  Of19 enrolled 4

dropped out: 2 due
to non-abstinence 2
suffered severe nausea

Mean + SEM

Cig. 19.6 £ 1.4 (n=12)
2mggum 10.0 £ 0.7 (n=6)
Difference in means = 9.6
Cig. 19.6 £+ 1.4 (n=12)

4 mgguml4.7 £ 1.3 (n=6)
Difference in means = 4.9
Mean *+ SD

Smoking 153 + 18
5daysgum 33 £ 8
Difference in means = 120

Gum, 2 & 4 mg Blood
nicotine, 30 minutes

Gum, 2 mg blood
cotinine, 5 days

Only group means and their standard
errors presented in paper; standard error
of mean difference could not be calculated
Difference in means calculated by review
team as (group mean value for smoking) —
(group mean value for gum use)

Only group means and their standard
errors presented in paper; standard error
of mean difference could not be calculated
Difference in means calculated by review
team as (group mean value for smoking) —
(group mean value for gum use)

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.
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Table 3. (Continued)

Studies where only published data used

Participants abstinent
on NRT, providing
longitudinal data and

Row  Study loss to follow-up (n)

Type & dose of NRT
body fluid & assay times Outcomes® (ng/ml
(i.e. after starting NRT)  unless stated otherwise)

Reasons for non-inclusion
in meta-analysis

8 Oncken 15
1997 [35]
Of 17 enrolled 2 were
excluded: 1 single
uterine artery 1 quit
smoking after session 1

9 Wright 6
1997 (23]
10 Ogburn 21 no reason given

1999 [36]  for missing data

11 Wisborg
2000 [37]

Unclear, as not all
participants were
abstinent when
assays taken

12 El-Mohandes Unclear, as not all
2013 [22]  participants were
abstinent when
assays taken

Patch, 21 mg blood
nicotine/hour

Mean + SD (overlap:
smoking group lower
cotinine than patch

group)

Mean maximal plasma level

Smoking 19.7 £ 8.09
Patch 16.0 £ 3.5

Difference in mean maximal
plasma level 3.7

Time to reach max.
Smoking 5 hours + 2.4
Patch 3.2 hours + 1.7

Area under the plasma nicotine
concentration time curve
Smoking 89 ng-hour/ml
Patch 93 ng -hour/ml
Mean difference = SEM

of area under the plasma
nicotine concentration

time curve

— 4.8 £ 10.3 ng-hour/ml
“Mean & range (ug/l)
Smoking 100 (40-155)
Patch 55 (20-100)
Difference in means = 45

Patch, 21 mg saliva
cotinine, 8 hours

Patch, 21 mg blood
cotinine, day 1-4

Mean + SD

Cotinine values

Smoking 116 £ 54 (n=21)
Day 1 patch 142 + 47 (n = 21)

Day 2 patch 128 = 38 (n = 20)
Day 3 patch 123 £ 42 (n = 20)
Day 4 patch 117 £ 38 (n = 20)

Difference in means

Days 1-26
Days 2—-12
Days 3-7
Days 4-1
Patch 15 mg, Mean + SD
10 mg Saliva Smoking (n = 124)
cotinine, 8 & 231 £ 125 8 weeks
11 weeks (15 mg) patch (n = 90)

153 Difference in means at 8 weeks,
78

11 weeks (10 mg) patch (n = 83)
121. Difference in means at

11 weeks, 110

Mean + SD (ng/ml) (n = 26)
Baseline 171 * 143 14-mg patch®
142. Difference in means 39
Baseline 171 £ 143 7-mg patch®
129 Difference in means 42

Patch, 14 mg, 7 mg
Saliva cotinine,
approx.2—4 &
approx. 4-6 weeks

Only group means and their standard
errors presented in paper; standard error
of mean difference could not be calculated
Difference in maximal plasma level
calculated as (smoking maximal level) —
(patch maximal level)

Mean difference of areas under the plasma
nicotine concentration time curve taken
directly from paper

Only group means and their standard
errors presented in paper; standard error
of mean difference could not be calculated
Difference in means

calculated by review

team as (group mean

value for smoking) —

(group mean value

for gum use)

Only group means and their standard
errors presented in paper; standard error
of mean difference could not be calculated

Difference in means calculated by review
team as, (group mean value for smoking)
— (group mean value for gum use); missing
data ignored

Not all participants abstinent when assays
occurred; only cross-sectional data
available in published report

Not all participants abstinent when assays
occurred; only cross-sectional data
available in published report

Difference in means calculated by review
team as, (mean value for patch use) —
(mean value for smoking)

Data valued obtained using WebPlotDigitizer [24]. *A negative mean difference/difference between means indicates higher cotinine/nicotine levels when
smoking. “Data from one of two follow-up times selected to avoid inclusion of non-independent observations in meta-analysis. “Standard error of the mean
(SEM) difference. SD = standard deviation; CI = confidence interval; NRT = nicotine replacement therapy; BMI = body mass index.

the data synthesis undertaken was valid and the estimate

is robust.

It was not possible to combine studies’ findings to inves-
tigate the impacts of different NRT doses or regimens on co-
tinine levels. However, consideration of individual studies’

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.

findings does not suggest that different NRT doses or giving

different instructions about using NRT has substantial im-

pact. For example, the mean differences in cotinine levels
obtained when smoking and later from women who were
abstinent and used NRT, and so were adherent, were
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similar in two major RCTs investigating NRT in which
participants were told to use this treatment in different
ways [39,41]. In one trial [41], a single nicotine patch dose
was provided for only an 8-week treatment course and
participants were instructed to remove patches during
smoking lapses. In the other trial, however, nicotine patch
doses were personalized, and there was potential for higher
doses to be delivered to women who were told that they
could continue using NRT during brief smoking lapses
and even for the whole of pregnancy, if desired [39]. The
meta-analysis showed that cotinine levels when abstinent
and on NRT were reduced, on average, by 70.3 ng/ml com-
pared to smoking, and throughout the four meta-analysis
studies cotinine levels when smoking varied between 99
and 246 ng/ml, suggesting that reductions in nicotine ex-
posure while using NRT are clinically meaningful. Review
studies, SNIPP excepted [39], used standard rather than
higher doses of nicotine patches and these delivered no
more than 15 mg cotinine in 16 hours or the 24-hour
equivalent. An important, unequivocal message is, there-
fore, that when pregnant smokers become abstinent
and adhere with to ‘standard’ doses of NRT they are, on
average, exposed to less nicotine than from smoking. One
arm of one study delivered both 15 mg/16-hour nicotine
patches and 2 mg gum to five women [29] who had high
baseline cotinine levels when smoking [mean (SD)] 246
(91) ng/ml, and the mean difference (95% CI) between this
and cotinine levels on NRT was large [mean difference
(95% CI)] =141 (47-236). This estimate lacks precision,
however, and provides no evidence that higher-dose NRT
might expose women to more nicotine; nevertheless, more
studies are needed.

A key reason for this study was to determine whether
pregnant smokers who have concerns about the safety of
nicotine in pregnancy and which might deter them from
using NRT regularly enough and in sufficiently high doses
to help them stop smoking could be reassured about its use
[18,40]. The review demonstrates clearly that NRT exposes
pregnant women to much smaller nicotine doses than
smoking and, clearly, pregnant women considering NRT
use in pregnancy can be strongly reassured on this point.
It was not an aim of this paper to determine whether or
not nicotine is harmful to the developing baby; however,
the accruing literature suggests that this is not the case. Al-
though rodent studies have suggested that fetal nicotine
exposure may cause infant behavioural problems [42],
the only RCT of NRT for smoking cessation in pregnancy
found that NRT group infants had better developmental
outcomes [43]. Additionally, large studies of NRT used in
routine health care have found no consistent relationship
between NRT use in pregnancy and stillbirth [44,4 5], con-
genital abnormalities [46,47], preterm birth [48], low birth
weight [49] or strabismus [50]. It seems most probable
that most, if not all, the fetal harms caused by smoking in

© 2018 The Authors. Addiction published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Society for the Study of Addiction.
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pregnancy are due to other tobacco smoke toxins. Pregnant
women should avoid unnecessary toxin exposure and,
compared to smoking, NRT both eliminates exposure to
numerous tobacco smoke toxins and reduces nicotine expo-
sure. However, NRT also has great potential for improving
fetal health and averting adverse pregnancy outcomes by
helping some pregnant women to stop smoking. Review
findings could, therefore, help to reassure pregnant women
about the probable safety of using NRT to maintain smoking
abstinence and also about the use of higher-dose NRT. Al-
though using ‘dual NRT’, an NRT patch and a short-acting
NRT together would generate higher nicotine exposures,
‘standard NRT dose’-generated nicotine exposure in
abstinent pregnant women is so much lower than that from
smoking that dual NRT could well also deliver lower
nicotine doses than cigarettes. However, ‘dual NRT" would
be more likely to alleviate withdrawal symptoms and so
women would probably use this for longer; this may explain
why an observational analysis of UK Stop Smoking Ser-
vices' routine data found dual NRT but not standard-dose
NRT associated with smoking cessation in pregnancy [51].

CONCLUSIONS

Among pregnant women who quit smoking, standard-
dose NRT generates lower nicotine exposure than smoking.
This lower exposure, combined with the very strong likeli-
hood that nicotine is not responsible for the majority of
fetal harms caused by tobacco smoke, makes it very likely
that relative to smoking, NRT is safer for the fetus than
smoking. Additionally, when NRT promotes maternal
smoking cessation this is very likely to improve fetal health
by reducing adverse pregnancy outcomes.
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