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Scientific summary

Background

Community treatment orders were introduced to the Mental Health Act (2007) (Great Britain. Mental
Health Act. London: The Stationery Office; 2007) in England in November 2008. They allow patients
with serious mental disorders who are detained in hospital on treatment orders to continue treatment
in the community under specific conditions. The community treatment order states these conditions
and gives the nominated responsible clinician the power to recall the patient to hospital in the event
of their breach. Community treatment orders have been used more extensively than expected and
evidence suggests that their use varies between patients, places and mental health services.

There were two motivations for introducing community treatment orders in England: to provide
treatment in the least restrictive setting, consistent with the Human Rights Act (1988) (Great Britain.
The Human Rights Act. London: The Stationery Office; 1988), and to reduce ‘revolving door’ admissions
associated with non-compliance with care among a small group of patients. Community treatment
orders tend to be applied most commonly at the end of an admission, following remission, to optimise
treatment adherence in those likely to disengage from care.

Community treatment orders have been adopted in > 75 other jurisdictions around the world, taking
different forms in different places. In some places they are initiated by courts, whereas elsewhere, as in
England, they remain a matter for health-care providers. Despite widespread use, community treatment
orders remain controversial. Although popular with many clinicians and carers, patients often view them
as coercive and the results of outcome studies are mixed. Although some observational studies have
reported significant benefits in terms of reduced time in hospital, randomised controlled trials, of which
there have been three globally, have failed to demonstrate evidence of clinical effectiveness. Given the
ethical challenges associated with randomisation in the context of community treatment orders, it is
unlikely that further trials will be commissioned. Randomised controlled trials are also limited by the cost
of follow-up beyond the short term.

Objectives
The four aims of the study were to:

® examine variation in the use of community treatment orders between patients, local areas and
service providers

® estimate associations between the use of community treatment orders and key patient outcomes

e explore variation in these associations between patients, places and service providers

® estimate the health-care costs associated with community treatment orders.

Our first objective was to use multilevel statistical approaches to estimate (1) the extent of variation in
the use of community treatment orders in England; (2) the length of time that eligible patients were
subject to community treatment orders; and (3) to assess the extent to which this variation was
explained by patient- and area-level characteristics. The second objective was to use the same types

of model to compare eligible patients who had been placed on a community treatment order with
those who had not on three outcomes: (1) time to first re-admission to hospital (defined as a further
admission to a mental illness bed, including for the purposes of community treatment order recall),

(2) total time spent in hospital, and (3) mortality (from any cause, at any time during the follow-up
period and in any setting) after being placed on a community treatment order. The third objective was
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to extend our models to assess variation in associations between community treatment order use and
patient outcomes between service providers. The final objective was to estimate health-care costs
associated with the use of community treatment orders based on differences in patient outcomes
between those who had and had not been placed on a community treatment order following an
episode of compulsory hospital treatment.

Methods

Design, setting and data source

This was an observational, secondary study based on analysis of 4 years of data from the Mental Health
Services Data Set, the mandatory data return for all providers of NHS-funded specialist mental health
services in England. The setting was England and the data set included 69,832 patients who were eligible
to be placed on a community treatment order at the time of discharge from hospital after being subject to
a compulsory Mental Health Act (2007) (Great Britain. Mental Health Act. London: The Stationery Office;
2007) treatment order between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2015.

Variation in use and outcomes of community treatment orders were considered at three levels: between
patients, between local areas where they lived and between mental health services. Middle-layer super
output areas, small areas designed for the estimation and dissemination of national census data [URL:
www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography (accessed December 2019)],
were used to operationalise the local area in which patients lived. Mental health services were delivered
to patients by provider trusts; only those operated by the NHS were considered.

Use of community treatment orders was described according to whether or not eligible patients had
ever been subject to a community treatment order during the study period. We modelled the amount
of time that patients had been subject to community treatment orders over the 4 years. Three outcomes
associated with community treatment order use were considered: time to first re-admission, total time

in admission and mortality. Outcomes were assessed for a subsample of patients subject to a single
community treatment order episode (with a validated start date) during the study period (n = 6329),

and a temporally matched sample of patients who were eligible but had not been subject to a community
treatment order (n = 16,842). The final research aim was achieved through comparison of treatment costs
between these two groups (and specifically the costs associated with subsequent inpatient care) over the
study period.

Mortality data were obtained from the Office for National Statistics national death registration system
[URL: www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/methodologies/
userguidetomortalitystatisticsjuly2017 (accessed December 2019)]. Data on explanatory variables
characterising patient and local area levels were obtained from the Mental Health Services Data Set and
through linkage to the Department of Communities and Local Government Index of Multiple Deprivation.
Four key patient characteristics were considered: gender, age, ethnicity and Payment by Results Care
Cluster (a proxy for diagnosis and illness severity). Local area characteristics were considered using the
Index of Multiple Deprivation score at middle-layer super output areas level. Owing to time constraints
and the findings from previous research, we did not include covariates at service provider (trust) level.

Analysis

Analyses of community treatment order use were based on the full study sample and began with ‘null’
models in which total variance was estimated without explanatory variables. Explanatory variables
were then entered into models to estimate their associations with community treatment order use,
and to establish the degree of variation that remained at each level.

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


https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/methodologies/userguidetomortalitystatisticsjuly2017
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/methodologies/userguidetomortalitystatisticsjuly2017

Health Services and Delivery Research 2020 Vol. 8 No. 9 (Scientific summary)

Analysis of associations between community treatment order use and patient outcome were based on
a subsample of community treatment order patients and a matched control group of non-community
treatment order patients. The treatment group consisted of patients who had been subject to a single
community treatment order episode that started and finished during the study period. Each of these
patients on community treatment orders was matched with three patients who were eligible for
community treatment order and who were discharged at approximately the same time (+ 42 days) but
not placed on community treatment orders (controls).

Estimates of associations between the use of community treatment orders and patient outcomes were
derived from multilevel models, adjusted for the same covariates as in analyses of community treatment
order use (i.e. gender, age, ethnicity, care cluster group and local area deprivation). However, the modelling
strategy was slightly different. First, an additional covariate was included indicating patients’ treatment
status, (i.e. community treatment order or non-community treatment order). Second, base models were
estimated that included only treatment status. This allowed us to estimate the effect of community
treatment order use on patient outcomes before and after adjusting for covariates. Random-effects
models were also estimated in which treatment status effect was allowed to vary across provider trusts
through inclusion of extra variance and co-variance terms at provider trust level. For analyses of time
subject to community treatment order and total time in admission, models included an offset variable to
account for varying amounts of time (in days) patients were ‘at risk’ of the outcome. Estimates from these
models, therefore, constitute daily rates rather than numbers of days, and are reported as rate ratios.

Health-care costs associated with community treatment order use were examined by comparing costs
for community treatment order and non-community treatment order patients based on the modelled
estimates of total time in admission in the matched subsample. Costs were calculated over a 1-year
period in conjunction with 95% confidence intervals. We measured health-care resource used by both
groups and attached unit costs to calculate total cost before assessing difference in costs between the
two groups. We obtained expert advice to assist in estimating costs associated with additional burden
of care and administration associated with community treatment orders.

User involvement

Two groups of experts were consulted in the course of the study: people who either had been on
community treatment orders or had provided informal care (as a family member or friend) to someone
who had, and an expert group of professionals (clinicians, service managers and other health and social
care professionals) involved in the delivery of mental health services.

Results

Most variation in community treatment order use was observed between patients. There was, however,
statistically significant independent (covariate adjusted) variation between provider trusts and local
areas. Although most of the between-provider trust variation appeared to arise from substantially
different practice in a small number of trusts, this remained statistically significant even after removing
the two most obvious outliers.

Significant variation in community treatment order use between provider trusts (median odds ratio
3.21, 95% credible interval 2.61 to 4.10) and local areas (median odds ratio 1.68, 95% credible interval
1.62 to 1.75) remained after taking account of patient-level covariates, including age, ethnicity and
care cluster. The most significant individual-level association was with care cluster; those in the ‘less
severe psychotic’ group were more than one and a half times more likely (odds ratio 1.61, 95% credible
interval 1.47 to 1.77) and those in the ‘severe psychotic’ group almost four times more likely (odds
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ratio 3.76, 95% credible interval 3.45 to 4.11) than non-psychotic patients to have been on a community
treatment order. Women were much less likely, and black patients more likely, to have been subject to
a community treatment order than men and white patients, respectively.

We found statistically significant variation between provider trusts (median odds ratio 1.25, 95% confidence
interval 1.20 to 1.30) and between local areas (median odds ratio 1.43, 95% confidence interval 1.41 to 1.45)
in the time patients were subject to community treatment orders. The most significant association with
time subject to a community treatment order was for care cluster, with patients in the ‘severe psychotic’
group having the highest daily rate of being subject to a community treatment order.

Although slightly more community treatment order patients were readmitted than non-community
treatment order patients (36.9% compared with 35.6%), there was no significant difference in time to
first re-admission between community treatment order and non-community treatment order patients.
For both groups, the first re-admission occurred, on average, around 32 months after being placed on
community treatment order. Rate of re-admission was significantly higher for community treatment
order patients in the cognitive impairment care cluster group compared with non-community treatment
order patients in the same group. Women had a slightly higher rate of re-admission than men and Asian
patients had a lower rate than white patients. There was no significant association with age or local area
deprivation. There was significant variation between both provider trusts (median odds ratio 1.18,
95% credible interval 1.14 to 1.24) and middle-layer super output areas (median odds ratio 1.21,

95% credible interval 1.05 to 1.30) in the rate of re-admission after taking account of patient- and local
area-level characteristics.

Community treatment order patients spent 7.5 days longer, on average, in admission than non-community
treatment order patients over the course of the study. This difference remained after other patient and
local area characteristics were taken into account and was reflected in community treatment order
patients having a significantly higher daily rate of admission than non-community treatment order patients
after taking account of these characteristics (rate ratio 1.20, 95% confidence interval 1.10 to 1.30). The
effect of being on a community treatment order on the daily rate of admission did not differ by care cluster.
The daily rate of admission was lower for Asian patients and for patients in the less severe psychosis or
cognitive impairment care cluster code groups. There was no significant patterning in the daily rate of
admission on the basis of age, gender or local area deprivation. There was significant variation between
provider trusts in the daily rate of admission (median rate ratio 1.24, 95% confidence interval 1.15 to 1.31).
This variation could not be accounted for by patient- and local area-level characteristics.

Community treatment order patients were less likely to die than non-community treatment order
patients, both before (odds ratio 0.37, 95% credible interval 0.32 to 0.43) and after (odds ratio 0.69,
95% credible interval 0.60 to 0.81) taking account of other patient and local area characteristics
including age, gender, ethnicity and care cluster group. There was a clear association between the
likelihood of death and age. There was also a higher likelihood of death among patients with cognitive
impairment. Women, however, had a lower likelihood of death than men, as did patients in all the main
ethnic minority groups compared with white patients. The effect of being on a community treatment
order on the likelihood of death did not differ according to a patient’s care cluster group. There was
no clear patterning in the association with local area deprivation. There was some variation between
both provider trusts and local areas in mortality, although this was much reduced after taking account
of patient- and local area-level characteristics.

There was no evidence of significant variation between provider trusts in the effect of treatment
status on total time in admission.

Health-care costs associated with inpatient admission over a 1-year period were greater for community

treatment order patients (£10,941.53, 95% confidence interval £10,876.14 to £11,006.93) than for
non-community treatment order patients (£8272.51, 95% confidence interval £8233.53 to £8311.48).
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Conclusions

Among a nationally representative sample of almost 70,000 patients in England who were eligible to
be subject to community treatment orders over a 4-year period, we found that community treatment
order use varied to a significant degree between patients, provider trusts and local areas. Community
treatment order use was not associated to a statistically significant degree with shorter time to
re-admission or reduced time in hospital. Although admission rates and length of stay varied between
provider trusts, we found no evidence of variation between services in the effectiveness of community
treatment orders. Likewise, community treatment order use was not associated with reduced mental
health treatment costs. Our findings are consistent with the results of the Oxford Community
Treatment Order Evaluation Trial (OCTET) trial [Burns T, Rugkasa J, Molodynski A, Dawson J, Yeeles K,
Vazquez-Montes M, et al. Community treatment orders for patients with psychosis (OCTET): a randomised
controlled trial. Lancet 2013;381:1627-33] and support the view that the use of community treatment
orders in England is not effective in reducing future admissions or time spent in hospital. We provide
preliminary but compelling evidence of an association between community treatment order use and
reduced mortality.

Recommendations for further research

These findings need to be replicated among patients who are subject to a community treatment order
more than once, as benefits may perhaps accrue later, following the first re-admission to hospital. The
association between community treatment order use and reduced mortality needs further and urgent
investigation and replication over a longer period of time among all patients subject to community
treatment orders, and to allow subgroup analysis by cause of death and care cluster. Further mixed-
methods investigation is needed to explore the extreme variation in practice in the use of community
treatment orders between provider trusts, and in particular where almost all eligible patients are
subject to these orders (often for short periods). Additional subgroup analyses are required to explore
the potential benefits of community treatment orders in non-psychotic care clusters.

Study registration

The study was approved by the University of Warwick’s Biomedical and Scientific Research Ethics
Committee (REGO-2015-1623).

Funding

This project was funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) Health Services and
Delivery Research programme and will be published in full in Health Services and Delivery Research;
Vol. 8, No. 9. See the NIHR Journals Library website for further project information.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2020. This work was produced by Weich et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health and Social Care. 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.

vii






Health Services and Delivery Research

ISSN 2050-4349 (Print)
ISSN 2050-4357 (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 HS&DR archive is freely available to view online at www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk/hsdr. 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 Health Services and Delivery Research journal

Reports are published in Health Services and Delivery Research (HS&DR) if (1) they have resulted from work for the HS&DR
programme, and (2) they are of a sufficiently high scientific quality as assessed by the reviewers and editors.

HS&DR programme
The HS&DR programme funds research to produce evidence to impact on the quality, accessibility and organisation of health and
social care services. This includes evaluations of how the NHS and social care might improve delivery of services.

For more information about the HS&DR programme please visit the website at https://www.nihr.ac.uk/explore-nihr/funding-programmes/
health-services-and-delivery-research.htm

This report

The research reported in this issue of the journal was funded by the HS&DR programme or one of its preceding programmes as
project number 14/52/40. The contractual start date was in March 2016. The final report began editorial review in November 2018
and was accepted for publication in September 2019. The authors have been wholly responsible for all data collection, analysis and
interpretation, and for writing up their work. The HS&DR 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,
NETSCC, the HS&DR programme or the Department of Health and Social Care. 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 HS&DR programme or the Department of Health and Social Care.

© Queen’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2020. This work was produced by Weich et al. under the terms of a commissioning
contract issued by the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care. 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).


https://www.nihr.ac.uk/explore-nihr/funding-programmes/health-services-and-delivery-research.htm
https://www.nihr.ac.uk/explore-nihr/funding-programmes/health-services-and-delivery-research.htm

Editor-in-Chief of Health Services and Delivery Research and NIHR Journals Library

Professor Ken Stein Professor of Public Health, University of Exeter Medical School, UK

NIHR Journals Library Editors
Professor John Powell Chair of HTA and EME Editorial Board and Editor-in-Chief of HTA and EME journals.
Consultant Clinical Adviser, National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), UK, and Senior Clinical

Researcher, Nuffield Department of Primary Care Health Sciences, University of Oxford, UK

Professor Andrée Le May Chair of NIHR Journals Library Editorial Group (HS&DR, PGfAR, PHR journals) and
Editor-in-Chief of HS&DR, PGfAR, PHR journals

Professor Matthias Beck Professor of Management, Cork University Business School, Department of Management
and Marketing, University College Cork, Ireland

Dr Tessa Crilly Director, Crystal Blue Consulting Ltd, UK

Dr Eugenia Cronin Senior Scientific Advisor, Wessex Institute, UK

Dr Peter Davidson Consultant Advisor, Wessex Institute, University of Southampton, UK

Ms Tara Lamont Director, NIHR Dissemination Centre, 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 Wellbeing Research, University of Winchester, UK

Professor John Norrie Chair in Medical Statistics, University of Edinburgh, 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 Great Ormond Street 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 Ken Stein Professor of Public Health, University of Exeter Medical School, UK

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

Professor Martin Underwood Warwick Clinical Trials Unit, Warwick Medical School, University of Warwick, UK
Please visit the website for a list of editors: 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


