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Scientific summary

Background

Digital interventions use software programs, accessed via computers, tablets, smartphones and virtual
reality equipment, to deliver therapeutic activities that aim to prevent and improve the symptoms
and disability associated with mental health and addiction problems. There is an assumption that using
technology can save time and money because it enables self-care and allows clinicians to deliver therapy
remotely. Economic evaluations can provide evidence on whether or not digital interventions offer good
value for money, based on their costs and outcomes relative to the costs and outcomes of alternatives.

Objectives

Our aim was to review all published economic studies on digital interventions for mental health
and addiction problems and then use an exemplar clinical condition to produce an economic model
that demonstrates how we can bring together evidence from different sources to assess the cost-
effectiveness of digital interventions compared with all possible alternatives. To do this, we aimed
to develop classification criteria for categorising digital interventions and their alternatives, so that
they could be reasonably pooled together in an evidence synthesis. To inform our economic model,
we also aimed to conduct a quantitative synthesis of clinical outcomes from studies comparing digital
interventions with alternatives for the exemplar clinical condition. We chose generalised anxiety
disorder as our index condition for the clinical evidence synthesis and economic modelling because
it has the highest weekly prevalence among all other mental health diagnoses and lends itself well to
treatment with digital interventions, yet it is under-researched and under-reported. Finally, we aimed
to explore how evidence on costs and outcomes, as well as other factors, can influence stakeholder
decisions about the development, evaluation and adoption of digital interventions in mental health.

Methods

The project comprised four work packages completed in 18 months. The first was a systematic review,
critical appraisal and summary of economic evaluations of digital interventions across all mental health
conditions. The second was a systematic review and two network meta-analyses of randomised controlled
trials on digital interventions for generalised anxiety disorder. The third was the economic modelling and
value-of-information analysis of digital interventions for generalised anxiety disorder. The final work
package was a series of seminars with service users, professionals and researchers.

To be able to draw comparisons and conclusions across different economic evaluations, we classified
digital interventions and their comparators into different groups based on three criteria: (1) therapeutic
intent (intervention vs. control), (2) software processing (digital vs. non-digital) and (3) interpersonal
communication (supported vs. unsupported). We used 10 classification groups to pool and compare costs
and outcomes of digital interventions and alternatives: medication, supported non-digital intervention,
supported digital intervention, unsupported digital intervention, supported digital control, unsupported
digital control, no intervention, unsupported non-digital intervention, unsupported non-digital control
and supported non-digital control.

We conducted a first literature search in December 2018, which was updated in October 2020 for
the economic studies in work package 1, and in June 2019 for the clinical studies in work package 2.
We searched the following databases: MEDLINE, PsycInfo® (American Psychological Association,
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Washington, DC, USA), Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL), Cochrane Database
of Systematic Reviews (CDSR), Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL),
Plus, Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects (DARE), EMBASE™ (Elsevier, Amsterdam, the
Netherlands), Web of Science™ (Clarivate Analytics, Philadelphia, PA, USA) Core Collection, the Health
Technology Assessment database and the National Institute for Health Research Journals Library,
and the Database of Promoting Health Effectiveness Reviews (DoPHER). We also searched the NHS
Economic Evaluation Database (NHS EED) for economic studies and two clinical trial registries for
ongoing studies: ClinicalTrials.gov and the World Health Organization’s International Clinical Trials
Registry Platform (ICTRP) portal. We searched the National Institute for Health Research portfolio
and conducted web searches using Google (Google Inc., Mountain View, CA, USA) and Google Scholar
(Google Inc.) using simplified search terms. We searched the reference lists of previous systematic
reviews and of our included studies. We conducted forward citation chasing on all identified protocols,
conference abstracts and the included studies using Google Scholar for any relevant publications.
We also contacted researchers in the field for unpublished studies.

For work package 1, eligible economic evaluations included participants with emerging or existing
mental health conditions. Studies were excluded if the primary diagnosis of the participants was a
physical condition (e.g. cancer or insomnia). Interventions based on software were included, but
technologies simply used for telecommunication without any software processing (e.g. telephones or
videoconferencing) were excluded. We included economic evaluations conducted alongside trials and
modelling studies, as long as they compared two or more options and considered both costs and
consequences (i.e. cost-minimisation, cost-effectiveness, cost–utility and cost–benefit analyses).

For work package 1, we assessed the quality of the identified studies using standardised checklists
that focused on the clarity of the research questions, the quality and completeness of data used, the
methods used to characterise uncertainty in the evaluation model, and the interpretation of the results.
We summarised cost-effectiveness conclusions, as reported by the reviewed studies, into three groups
according to whether the studies found that (1) digital interventions dominated their alternatives (i.e.
digital interventions had a lower cost and a better outcome), (2) digital interventions were dominated
by their alternatives (i.e. digital interventions had a higher cost and a worse outcome) or (3) digital
interventions achieved better outcomes with higher costs, so decisions about their cost-effectiveness
depended on willingness-to-pay thresholds and the level of uncertainty associated with the results.

For work package 2, eligible clinical studies included participants with emerging or existing generalised
anxiety disorder as determined by a standardised diagnostic interview or a score on a standardised
measurement tool with an accepted cut-off value. Mixed populations of patients with generalised
anxiety disorder and those with other conditions were included when clinical outcomes were reported
separately for the subsample of participants with generalised anxiety disorder. We included digital
interventions that were software based for patient-facing activity rather than systems that were only
for administration, training or telecommunication. We included only randomised controlled trials.

For work package 2, we combined all trial-based effectiveness evidence in a single modelling framework
allowing the estimation of relative treatment effects for all relevant comparisons between digital
interventions and alternatives. Using an analysis of covariance framework for two outcome measures
separately (i.e. the Generalised Anxiety Disorder 7-item questionnaire and the Penn State Worry
Questionnaire), two network meta-analyses (one for each outcome) pooled post-treatment scores on
each outcome, adjusted for baseline scores on the same outcome.We also carried out a risk-of-bias
assessment for each study, checked for treatment effect modifiers, carried out several sensitivity
analyses and evaluated network consistency. We presented the estimated results as relative treatment
effect scores (and associated 95% credibility intervals) in the selected outcome measures. Finally, we
estimated the probability of a treatment being the ‘best’, presented rankograms for all interventions
and reported the surface under the cumulative ranking curve.
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For work package 3, we used a Markov model, with 3-month cycles over the lifetime of an individual,
to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of digital interventions for generalised anxiety disorder, across
different types of technologies and therapeutic modalities, and for different comparators, from the
perspective of the UK’s health-care system. The model structure was based on anxiety severity, in
which patients start in one of four health states: no, mild, moderate or severe anxiety. At each cycle
of the model, patients can remain in a health state or transition to another, better or worse, health
state. The intended effect of digital interventions was to reduce the severity of anxiety and move
patients to less severe anxiety states. Model parameters included intervention effectiveness, state-
specific utilities and costs, mortality and intervention costs. Patients’ costs and health-related quality of
life were tracked over the course of an individual’s lifetime. The cumulative costs and quality-adjusted
life-years gained or lost were then used to derive the net monetary benefit conditional on the marginal
productivity of the health system. Probabilistic uncertainty analysis was conducted to characterise the
uncertainty associated with input parameters to the model, and their impact on cost-effectiveness.
One-way scenario analysis was performed to evaluate the sensitivity of the model results to our
assumptions. The results from the probabilistic uncertainty analysis were used to estimate the value
of information.

We held seven seminars with groups of stakeholders, which included commissioners who make funding
decisions about services, practitioners and service managers who provide services, individual users
who seek to improve or promote their mental health, and technologists and researchers who develop
and evaluate digital interventions. Each seminar had two parts. The first part was the communication of
our methods and findings through an interactive presentation. The second part was a question–answer
and discussion session in which we asked the audience to identify the highlights of our findings that
were important to them and any aspects of the presentation that were not clear, and to offer comments
and feedback in general. We kept detailed notes and summarised and reflected on the key discussions
points that arose from the seminars.

Results

In work package 1, we identified 76 economic evaluations (11 were economic models and 65 were
within-trial evaluations). The studies did not capture all relevant comparators or the long-term impact
of mental health problems. Given that digital interventions are complex and heterogeneous, there are
specific challenges to their economic evaluation and the synthesis of economic evidence, including
the estimation of all costs and outcomes, conditional on the analysis viewpoint, and identification of
appropriate and clinically useful comparators. Although the results of the economic evaluations are
not directly comparable because of their different methods, the overall picture suggests that digital
interventions are likely to be cost-effective against no intervention and non-therapeutic controls, whereas
the value of digital interventions compared with face-to-face therapy or printed manuals is unclear.

In work package 2, we carried out two network meta-analyses of 20 randomised controlled trials that
included a total of 2350 participants with emerging or diagnosable generalised anxiety disorder. The
majority of comparisons were between supported digital interventions and waiting lists or usual care;
there were no trials using individual therapy (rather than group therapy) or manual-based self-help as
comparators. Owing to very wide confidence intervals, the results of our network meta-analyses were
inconclusive as to whether or not digital interventions are better than no intervention or than non-
therapeutic active controls, or whether or not they confer any benefit over and above group therapy.
One of the network meta-analyses included a study comparing a digital intervention with medication;
based on this study, we found that medication was associated with lower anxiety scores at follow-up
relative to all other interventions and controls. Medication also ranked first in terms of its likelihood
of being most effective, which considered the uncertainty in relative effect estimates. Supported digital
interventions were not necessarily ‘better’ than unsupported (pure self-help) digital interventions.
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In work package 3, a decision-analytic model found that digital interventions for generalised anxiety
disorder were associated with lower net monetary benefit than for medication and group therapy,
but greater net monetary benefit than for non-therapeutic and no intervention controls. Supported
digital interventions may offer better value than unsupported ones for higher investment; however,
if investment is zero, unsupported digital interventions may be a better option. The net monetary
benefit of digital interventions and their alternatives was driven by health-care resource use and
health-related quality of life, which, in turn, were driven by anxiety severity, both directly and
through morbidity. This means that value for money was driven by clinical outcomes rather than
by intervention costs. A value-of-information analysis suggested that uncertainty in the treatment
effect had the greatest value (£12.9B), whereas parameters defining the effect of generalised anxiety
on costs and health-related quality of life (state-related costs and utilities, and excess mortality) had
low or negligible value.

In work package 4, discussions with stakeholders identified several areas of importance for conducting
and communicating research on costs and outcomes of digital interventions in mental health:

l What is the added value of digital interventions for children and young people, people living in rural
areas and older adults?

l In what way do digital interventions make a difference to individual users rather than just populations?
l What is the role of the therapeutic relationship?
l What are the non-specific effects of technology beyond the therapeutic content?
l What are the safety risks and adverse effects?
l Are digital interventions sustainable?
l Can we use digital interventions for tracking and monitoring?
l How can digital interventions improve communication with clinicians?

To gauge the value of digital interventions, the stakeholders were interested in 10 key outcomes:
relapse occurrence, risk increase, attendance and completion of sessions, waiting time, admission rates,
remission and recovery rates, re-admission rates, treatment duration and discharge rates, transition
experience and number of patients per clinician.

Conclusions

When it comes to value for money, digital interventions may be preferred to ‘doing nothing’ or
‘doing something non-therapeutic’ (e.g. monitoring or having a general discussion); however, there is
uncertainty around their added value against medication, face-to-face therapy and printed manuals.
With digital interventions for generalised anxiety disorder as a case in point, value for money is
driven by clinical outcomes rather than intervention costs, and treatment effects have a very high
value of information in resolving uncertainty of economic outcomes. This points to future research
focusing on developing digital interventions that are more effective, rather than just cheaper, than
their alternatives. To enhance their clinical effectiveness, we can improve the design and technology of
digital interventions to enable them to achieve better outcomes as pure self-help tools and/or we can
optimise the interpersonal support offered to patients to achieve better outcomes in the context of
clinician-led treatment or supported self-help. Stakeholder feedback suggested that the value of future
research is in demonstrating that digital interventions can increase patient choice, reach underserved
populations and enable continuous care. The decision-making of stakeholders is also influenced by
the ‘inevitability of going digital’. With this in mind, strengthening the clinical and economic body of
evidence on digital interventions is important not only to inform decisions about whether or not we
should adopt them, but also to inform how we can make the most of them once they become an
established and ubiquitous part of mental health care.

Health Technology Assessment 2022 Vol. 26 No. 1 (Scientific summary)

Copyright © 2022 Gega et al. This work was produced by Gega et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for Health and Social
Care. This is an Open Access publication distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution CC BY 4.0 licence, which permits unrestricted use, distribution,
reproduction and adaption in any medium and for any purpose provided that it is properly attributed. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. For attribution the
title, original author(s), the publication source – NIHR Journals Library, and the DOI of the publication must be cited.

v



Study registration

This study is registered as PROSPERO CRD42018105837.

Funding

This project was funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) Health Technology
Assessment programme and will be published in full in Health Technology Assessment; Vol. 26, No. 1.
See the NIHR Journals Library website for further project information.

SCIENTIFIC SUMMARY: DIGITAL INTERVENTIONS IN MENTAL HEALTH

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

vi



Health Technology Assessment

ISSN 1366-5278 (Print)

ISSN 2046-4924 (Online)

Impact factor: 4.014

Health Technology Assessment is indexed in MEDLINE, CINAHL, EMBASE, the Cochrane Library and Clarivate Analytics
Science Citation Index.

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 HTA archive is freely available to view online at www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk/hta. 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 Technology Assessment journal
Reports are published in Health Technology Assessment (HTA) if (1) they have resulted from work for the HTA programme,
and (2) they are of a sufficiently high scientific quality as assessed by the reviewers and editors.

Reviews in Health Technology Assessment are termed ‘systematic’ when the account of the search appraisal and synthesis
methods (to minimise biases and random errors) would, in theory, permit the replication of the review by others.

HTA programme
Health Technology Assessment (HTA) research is undertaken where some evidence already exists to show that a technology
can be effective and this needs to be compared to the current standard intervention to see which works best. Research can
evaluate any intervention used in the treatment, prevention or diagnosis of disease, provided the study outcomes lead to
findings that have the potential to be of direct benefit to NHS patients. Technologies in this context mean any method used to
promote health; prevent and treat disease; and improve rehabilitation or long-term care. They are not confined to new drugs
and include any intervention used in the treatment, prevention or diagnosis of disease.

The journal is indexed in NHS Evidence via its abstracts included in MEDLINE and its Technology Assessment Reports inform
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) guidance. HTA research is also an important source of evidence for
National Screening Committee (NSC) policy decisions.

This report
The research reported in this issue of the journal was funded by the HTA programme as project number 17/93/06. The contractual
start date was in September 2018. The draft report began editorial review in June 2020 and was accepted for publication in
January 2021. The authors have been wholly responsible for all data collection, analysis and interpretation, and for writing up
their work. The HTA editors and publisher have tried to ensure the accuracy of the authors’ report and would like to thank the
reviewers for their constructive comments on the draft 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 HTA 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 HTA programme or the Department of Health and Social Care.

Copyright © 2022 Gega et al. This work was produced by Gega et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued
by the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care. This is an Open Access publication distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution CC BY 4.0 licence, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, reproduction and adaption in
any medium and for any purpose provided that it is properly attributed. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
For attribution the title, original author(s), the publication source – NIHR Journals Library, and the DOI of the publication
must be cited.

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

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


NIHR Journals Library Editor-in-Chief

NIHR Journals Library Editors

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

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 Professor of 
Digital Health Care, Nuffield Department of Primary Care Health Sciences, University of Oxford, UK

Professor Andrée Le May  Chair of NIHR Journals Library Editorial Group (HSDR, PGfAR, PHR journals) and 
Editor-in-Chief of HSDR, 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   Consultant in Public Health, Delta Public Health Consulting Ltd, UK

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

Ms Tara Lamont   Senior Adviser, Wessex Institute, University of Southampton, UK

Dr Catriona McDaid  Reader in Trials, 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   Emeritus Professor of Wellbeing Research, University of Winchester, 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, Child and Adolescent Mental Health, Palliative Care 
and Paediatrics Unit, Population Policy and Practice Programme, UCL Great Ormond Street Institute of Child Health, 
London, 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 

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


