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Scientific summary

Background

The REAL (Rehabilitation Effectiveness for Activities for Life) study was a national programme of research
into NHS mental health rehabilitation services, funded by the National Institute for Heath Research (NIHR)
and supported by the Mental Health Research Network. The fundholders were Camden and Islington NHS
Foundation Trust and the research was a collaboration between University College London, King’s College
London, Sheffield Hallam University and South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust.

This programme focused on one of the most socially excluded groups in society: people with longer-term,
complex mental health problems. Most have a diagnosis of schizophrenia and all have additional problems
that complicate their recovery and impact negatively on their social and everyday function such that they
require inpatient rehabilitation. Although only relatively few people require these services (around 10% of
NHS inpatient beds are designated as rehabilitation beds), owing to the complex nature of their problems,
lengthy admissions and high support needs on discharge from hospital, they consume 25-50% of the total
national mental health budget. In other words, they are a ‘low-volume, high-needs’ group. Despite this, there
has been little research to guide practitioners and commissioners in providing the most effective interventions
and services for this group. This research programme aimed to address this gap, and had four main objectives:

1. to provide a detailed understanding of the scope of current NHS mental health rehabilitation services in
England, including the characteristics of those who use them and the content and costs of care delivered

2. to develop a staff training intervention to facilitate service users’ activities

3. to test the clinical effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the staff training intervention through a cluster
randomised controlled trial

4. to carry out a longitudinal study to identify the components of care associated with better clinical outcomes.

Objective 1

Obijective 1 was addressed in the first phase of the programme, a national survey of NHS mental health
rehabilitation services. We found more NHS mental health rehabilitation services in operation in England
than previously estimated (133 units were included in the survey). Almost all NHS trusts had at least one
inpatient rehabilitation unit. Most were community based, provided an average of 14 beds and had an
average length of stay of 18 months. One-third of service users were in receipt of clozapine treatment,
confirming the complex and treatment-resistant nature of this group, and around half had a significant
history of risk, most commonly in terms of harm to self and self-neglect.

Most unit managers reported that their service users participated in activities on and off the unit, despite
around one-third of service users being difficult to engage. However, very few service users were receiving
the evidence-based psychological interventions recommended by the National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence for the treatment of schizophrenia. A greater focus is required on the training and supervision
of nurses and other staff by clinical psychologists to deliver psychological interventions.

The quality of care provided was assessed using the Quality Indicator for Rehabilitative Care (QuIRC), a
standardised measure developed for longer-term mental health units that provides ratings on seven
domains of care. We found that the quality of care on all domains was higher than the average for similar
units across Europe. Units with a higher proportion of older service users, male service users and service
users detained involuntarily were of poorer quality, although the influence of these characteristics on
service quality was small. The psychiatric morbidity of the local area had a greater impact on service
quality, although it influenced only one aspect, namely the quality of the built environment.
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All QUIRC domain scores were positively associated with service users’ ratings of their autonomy, their
experiences of care and the therapeutic milieu of the unit. The cross-sectional nature of our data means
that we cannot be sure of the direction of these associations, but they are encouraging; it seems that NHS
rehabilitation services are providing a positive experience of care that facilitates individuals’ autonomy,
which is the main aim of mental health rehabilitation services.

Our health economic analysis in phase 1 found that the costs of care were not associated with the quality
of service. This is an important finding, as it suggests that ongoing (rather than greater) investment in NHS
rehabilitation services is needed to continue to deliver high-quality care that promotes recovery. Investment
in the local supported accommodation pathway is also needed to ensure that service users have an
appropriate place to move on to when they are ready to leave the rehabilitation unit.

The qualitative interviews in phase 1 identified that, although staff were generally clear about the aims of
rehabilitation services, they had some difficulty in defining their role in the process. This was especially
the case for nursing staff. As well as the presence of ‘unsuitable’ service users, commonly cited barriers
to successful rehabilitation were the built environment and lack of staffing. We identified a number of
facilitators of rehabilitation that we included in phase 2 of our programme: the development of the staff
training intervention to facilitate service users’ activities.

Objective 2 was addressed in phase 2 of the programme, led by Sarah Cook and Cathy Hill from Sheffield
Hallam University. It involved an iterative process of consultation with occupational therapists (OTs), service
users and rehabilitation practitioners to develop a ‘hands-on’ staff training intervention to facilitate service
users’ involvement in activities on and off the unit. This intervention (the ‘GetREAL’ intervention) was refined
further through piloting in two units, and the manual describing it in detail is available in Appendix 6. In short,
the intervention had three main stages: predisposing, enabling and reinforcing. The predisposing stage
involved engaging each unit's senior staff in supporting the implementation of the intervention. Two senior
rehabilitation psychiatrists (the chief investigator and one coapplicant) met with the unit's senior staff to
explain the nature of the intervention, answer any queries and ensure their support for the process. There was
then a 5-week enabling stage delivered by a small team (an OT, an activity worker and a service user expert:
the ‘GetREAL’ team). During this period, the OT and the activity worker worked full-time in the unit alongside
staff. They delivered structured teaching (involving the service user expert) and hands-on modelling of specific
technigues to engage service users in activities. Finally, the reinforcing stage involved the agreement of an
activity plan with the unit manager and the staff team to clarify how best to incorporate the skills acquired
into the usual structures and processes of the service. Ongoing support to the unit staff in continuing the
intervention was available through e-mail contact with the GetREAL OT for the subsequent year.

Phase 3 of the REAL research programme addressed our third objective, the evaluation of the GetREAL
intervention through a cluster randomised controlled trial (reference ISRCTN25898179). The trial started
in April 2011 and the intervention phase was completed in August 2012, with final data collection
completed 12 months later. Forty units were randomised to receive the GetREAL staff training intervention
or to continue to provide their usual care to patients. The outcomes were assessed 12 months after
baseline, with the primary outcome being the degree to which service users were engaged in activities
(time-use diary score). Disappointingly, the GetREAL intervention was not found to be associated with
greater service user activity than that in comparison units [coefficient 1.444, 95% confidence interval (Cl)
—-1.351 to 4.238] and there was no evidence for its effectiveness on a number of secondary outcomes
(social function, length of admission, proportion discharged and quality of care provided). The health
economic analyses suggested that the GetREAL intervention was more likely to increase costs, but

the difference in costs between intervention and comparison units was not statistically significant.
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Our cost-effectiveness analysis suggested that a willingness to spend > £100 for each percentage point
increase in time service users spent engaged in activity would be required for the intervention to be
more likely to be cost-effective than not. In other words, it is equivocal whether or not the intervention
can be considered cost-effective. However, if the intervention were refined such that it enabled a small
increase in service user activity, it would be more cost-effective.

The qualitative aspect of phase 3 suggested that our results may have been due to staff failing to continue
to implement the skills learned during the enabling stage of the intervention once the GetREAL teams left.
The reasons for this include resistance to taking on new roles, turbulence and uncertainty in the system
due to the economic recession, and increasing, competing demands on staff time. The findings may also
reflect the ‘treatment-resistant’ nature of this complex patient group. Finally, the quality of care in NHS
mental health rehabilitation units is higher than that in other European countries and, therefore, although
we focused our intervention on units that scored below the national average on quality, our results may be
due to a ceiling effect.

We carried out a realistic evaluation to inform our findings from phase 3 further. This included a rapid realist
review of relevant published literature and study documentation, from which candidate programme theories
were developed and tested, using qualitative methods, against case studies of three of the intervention sites.
The association between study outcomes and GetREAL intervention fidelity scores was also investigated
guantitatively. The realistic evaluation suggested specific modifications to strengthen the intervention,
including greater senior staff support and the proactive supervision of staff to deliver the intervention routinely.

The fourth objective was addressed in phase 4 of the REAL programme, which ran concurrently with phase 3.
It comprised a cohort study to investigate outcomes over 12 months for service users in 50 rehabilitation units
that were rated as above the national average on quality in phase 1. We investigated the service and service
user characteristics associated with better clinical outcomes (being successfully discharged to the community
and improvement in social functioning). A total of 349 service users were recruited, and follow-up data were
gathered for 97% of these service users 12 months later from a key staff contact. Although over half of the
participants had been successfully discharged during this time, our initial analysis did not find any association
with this outcome and quality of care (assessed using the seven QUIRC domains) or service user characteristics
(sex, length of illness, length of admission). We therefore carried out further exploratory multivariable
regression analyses comparing those who did and those who did not achieve successful discharge. These
analyses were repeated including those who were considered ready for discharge as well as those who had
been successfully discharged. We found that three factors assessed at recruitment were associated with
successful discharge: the communication subscale score of the Life Skills Profile (which assesses service users’
social skills) [odds ratio (OR) 1.13, 95% Cl 1.04 to 1.24], the time-use diary score (which assesses service
users’ level of activity) (OR 1.03, 95% CI 1.01 to 1.05) and the recovery-based practice domain score of the
QUIRC (which assesses the unit's performance on this aspect of care) (OR 1.04, 95% ClI 1.00 to 1.08). Two
factors were associated with service users’ reduced chance of successful discharge/readiness for discharge:
the length of their current admission (OR 0.99, 95% C1 0.99 to 1.00) and if they had a history of fire-setting
(OR 0.35,95% C10.13 t0 0.92).

The health economic component of phase 4 showed a decrease in the costs of care over the 12 months
of the cohort study as the majority of service users moved to the community. Quality of care was not
associated with costs of care. The complexity of service users’ mental health problems (lower score on the
Global Assessment of Functioning scale and being involuntarily detained) was associated with costs of
care at 12 months. Our cost—-outcome ratio analysis showed that the cost of every point increase in our
measure of social function (Life Skills Profile) was around £200. The mean score increased by 4 points over
the 12 months of the cohort study, an improvement that would, therefore, cost around £800 per service
user to achieve (£67 per month). This seems a relatively small investment to make to improve social
functioning and achieve the high rate of successful discharge found in the cohort study.
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Summary of main findings

In summary, the REAL research programme was completed according to protocol and on time. The main
findings were:

Quality of care (i.e. all seven QUIRC domains) was positively associated with service users’ autonomy,
experiences of care and perceptions of the therapeutic quality of the inpatient rehabilitation unit.

The staff training intervention we developed to improve service users’ engagement in activities was not
found to be clinically effective when assessed in our cluster randomised controlled trial, although it cost
no more than usual care. This appears to have been because of a lack of sustained, long-term change
in practice.

Through a ‘realistic evaluation’, we identified modifications that could strengthen the intervention.
Over half of the service users in our cohort study were successfully discharged from hospital over

12 months. We found service user activity, service user social skills and the extent to which the unit
delivered care using recovery-based practice to be associated with this.

Quality of care was not associated with costs of care. A relatively small investment (£67 per service user
per month) was required to achieve the improvement in everyday functioning that we found in our
cohort study.

Conclusions

People who require NHS inpatient mental health rehabilitation are a ‘low-volume, high-needs’ group.
Despite this, these services are able to successfully discharge most people to the community within

18 months.

Our results suggest that this may be facilitated by a focus on recovery-orientated practice that
promotes service user activities and social skills.

Further research is needed to identify effective interventions that enhance such practice to deliver these
outcomes for this group.

Our staff training intervention was not found to be effective at improving service user engagement in
activities but could be strengthened and re-evaluated.

We found that the quality of care provided in NHS mental health rehabilitation facilities in England is
higher than that in similar facilities across Europe.

Higher-quality care was associated with greater service user autonomy and greater satisfaction with
care, but not with costs of care.

Our programme of research provides evidence that NHS mental health rehabilitation services deliver
high-quality care that successfully supports service users with complex needs in their recovery.

Further research into secure NHS mental health rehabilitation facilities and mental health rehabilitation
facilities provided by the independent sector is needed, as these areas were outside the scope of the
REAL study.

Trial registration

The randomised controlled trial in this study is registered as ISRCTN25898179.

Funding

Funding for this study was provided by the Programme Grants for Applied Research programme of the NIHR.

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



Programme Grants for Applied Research

ISSN 2050-4322 (Print)

ISSN 2050-4330 (Online)

This journal is a member of and subscribes to the principles of the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) (www.publicationethics.org/).
Editorial contact: journals.library@nihr.ac.uk

The full PGfAR archive is freely available to view online at www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk/pgfar. Print-on-demand copies can be purchased
from the report pages of the NIHR Journals Library website: www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

Criteria for inclusion in the Programme Grants for Applied Research journal
Reports are published in Programme Grants for Applied Research (PGfAR) if (1) they have resulted from work for the PGfAR programme,
and (2) they are of a sufficiently high scientific quality as assessed by the reviewers and editors.

Programme Grants for Applied Research programme

The Programme Grants for Applied Research (PGfAR) programme, part of the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR), was set up in 2006
to produce independent research findings that will have practical application for the benefit of patients and the NHS in the relatively near
future. The Programme is managed by the NIHR Central Commissioning Facility (CCF) with strategic input from the Programme Director.

The programme is a national response mode funding scheme that aims to provide evidence to improve health outcomes in England through
promotion of health, prevention of ill health, and optimal disease management (including safety and quality), with particular emphasis on
conditions causing significant disease burden.

For more information about the PGfAR programme please visit the website: http://www.nihr.ac.uk/funding/programme-grants-for-
applied-research.htm

This report

The research reported in this issue of the journal was funded by PGfAR as project number RP-PG-0707-10093. The contractual start date was

in January 2009. The final report began editorial review in July 2015 and was accepted for publication in July 2016. As the funder, the PGfAR

programme agreed the research questions and study designs in advance with the investigators. The authors have been wholly responsible for

all data collection, analysis and interpretation, and for writing up their work. The PGfAR editors and production house have tried to ensure the
accuracy of the authors’ report and would like to thank the reviewers for their constructive comments on the final report document. However,
they do not accept liability for damages or losses arising from material published in this report.

This report presents independent research funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR). The views and opinions expressed by
authors in this publication are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the NHS, the NIHR, CCF, NETSCC, PGfAR or the
Department of Health. If there are verbatim quotations included in this publication the views and opinions expressed by the interviewees are
those of the interviewees and do not necessarily reflect those of the authors, those of the NHS, the NIHR, NETSCC, the PGfAR programme or
the Department of Health.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2017. This work was produced by Killaspy et al. under the terms of a commissioning
contract issued by the Secretary of State for Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and
study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals provided that suitable acknowledgement
is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre,
Alpha House, University of Southampton Science Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

Published by the NIHR Journals Library (www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk), produced by Prepress Projects Ltd, Perth, Scotland
(www.prepress-projects.co.uk).



Programme Grants for Applied Research Editor-in-Chief

Professor Paul Little Professor of Primary Care Research, University of Southampton, UK

NIHR Journals Library Editor-in-Chief

Professor Tom Walley Director, NIHR Evaluation, Trials and Studies and Director of the EME Programme, UK

NIHR Journals Library Editors

Professor Ken Stein Chair of HTA Editorial Board and Professor of Public Health, University of Exeter Medical
School, UK

Professor Andree Le May Chair of NIHR Journals Library Editorial Group (EME, HS&DR, PGfAR, PHR journals)
Dr Martin Ashton-Key Consultant in Public Health Medicine/Consultant Advisor, NETSCC, UK

Professor Matthias Beck Chair in Public Sector Management and Subject Leader (Management Group),
Queen’s University Management School, Queen’s University Belfast, UK

Dr Tessa Crilly Director, Crystal Blue Consulting Ltd, UK

Dr Eugenia Cronin Senior Scientific Advisor, Wessex Institute, UK

Ms Tara Lamont Scientific Advisor, NETSCC, UK

Dr Catriona McDaid Senior Research Fellow, York Trials Unit, Department of Health Sciences,
University of York, UK

Professor William McGuire Professor of Child Health, Hull York Medical School, University of York, UK

Professor Geoffrey Meads Professor of Health Sciences Research, Health and Wellbeing Research Group,
University of Winchester, UK

Professor John Norrie Chair in Medical Statistics, University of Edinburgh, UK

Professor John Powell Consultant Clinical Adviser, National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), UK

Professor James Raftery Professor of Health Technology Assessment, Wessex Institute, Faculty of Medicine,
University of Southampton, UK

Dr Rob Riemsma Reviews Manager, Kleijnen Systematic Reviews Ltd, UK
Professor Helen Roberts Professor of Child Health Research, UCL Institute of Child Health, UK
Professor Jonathan Ross Professor of Sexual Health and HIV, University Hospital Birmingham, UK

Professor Helen Snooks Professor of Health Services Research, Institute of Life Science, College of Medicine,
Swansea University, UK

Professor Jim Thornton Professor of Obstetrics and Gynaecology, Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences,
University of Nottingham, UK

Professor Martin Underwood Director, Warwick Clinical Trials Unit, Warwick Medical School,
University of Warwick, UK

Please visit the website for a list of members of the NIHR Journals Library Board:
www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk/about/editors

Editorial contact: journals.library@nihr.ac.uk




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 100
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 100
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU (Web PDFs for NIHR Journals Library article summaries \(executive summary, scientific summary, lay summary\). RGB colour space, low-resolution images.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


