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STUDY PROTOCOL Open Access

Minimising young children’s anxiety
through schools (MY-CATS): protocol for a
cluster randomised controlled trial to
evaluate the effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness of an online parent-led
intervention compared with usual school
practice for young children identified as at
risk for anxiety disorders
Tessa Reardon1* , Helen Dodd2,3, Claire Hill3, Bec Jasper4, Peter J. Lawrence5, Fran Morgan6, Ronald M. Rapee7,
Obioha C. Ukoumunne8, Mara Violato9, Emily Davey1, Gemma Halliday1, Benjamin Jones8, Lindsey Martineau1,
Amy McCall1, Natascha Niekamp1, Anna Placzek1, Ruth Potts1, Tamatha Weisser1 and Cathy Creswell1

Abstract

Background: Identifying and supporting young children who are at risk of developing anxiety disorders would
benefit children, families, and wider society. Elevated anxiety symptoms, inhibited temperament, and high parental
anxiety are established risk factors for later anxiety disorders, but it remains unclear who is most likely to benefit
from prevention and early intervention programmes. Delivering an online intervention through schools to parents
of young children who have one or more of these risks could maximise reach. The primary aim of this trial is to
evaluate the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of delivering an online parent-led intervention, compared with
usual school provision only, for children (aged 4–7) identified as at risk for anxiety disorders on the basis of at least
one risk factor. We also aim to identify the characteristics of children who do and do not benefit from intervention
and mechanisms of change from the intervention.
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Methods: The design will be a parallel group, superiority cluster randomised controlled trial, with schools (clusters)
randomised to intervention or usual school practice arms in a 1:1 ratio stratified according to level of deprivation
within the school. The study will recruit and randomise at least 60 primary/infant schools in England, and on the
basis of recruiting 60 schools, we will recruit 1080 trial participants (540 per arm). Parents of all children (aged 4–7)
in sampled Reception, Year 1, and Year 2 classes will be invited to complete screening questionnaires. Children who
screen positive on the basis of anxiety symptoms, and/or behavioural inhibition, and/or parent anxiety symptoms
will be eligible for the trial. Parents/carers of children in schools allocated to the intervention arm will be offered a
brief online intervention; schools in both arms will continue to provide any usual support for children and parents
throughout the trial. Assessments will be completed at screening, baseline (before randomisation), 6 weeks, 12
weeks, and 12 months post-randomisation. The primary outcome will be the absence/presence of an anxiety
disorder diagnosis at 12 months.

Discussion: The trial will determine if delivering an online intervention for parents of young children at risk of
anxiety disorders identified through screening in schools is effective and cost-effective.

Trial registration: ISRCTN 82398107. Prospectively registered on Jan. 14, 2021.

Keywords: Anxiety, Children, Prevention, Early intervention, Screening, Schools, At risk, Online intervention, Parent-
led intervention, Cost-effectiveness

Background
Anxiety disorders are the most common mental health
disorders experienced across the lifespan [1]. Half of all
lifetime cases begin by age 11 [1], and the estimated
prevalence worldwide is 6.5% [2]. Children with anxiety
disorders are more likely than their peers to experience
ongoing anxiety problems and other serious mental
health disorders and have reduced educational and em-
ployment opportunities [3]. Due to the high prevalence
and ongoing impact on children and their families,
anxiety disorders have higher societal costs than any
other mental health disorder [4].
Only a minority of children with mental health

problems access treatment [5], with extensive barriers to
identification and treatment access widely reported [6, 7].
Intervening before anxiety difficulties become ingrained
would minimise the consequences for children, their fam-
ilies, and society. One option for prevention and early
intervention is to take a universal approach that targets a
whole population. However, there is evidence that these
interventions may not benefit children with high anxiety
symptoms, who need them the most [8]. An alternative
approach is to target interventions at children who are
most likely to develop anxiety disorders; emerging evi-
dence supports the value of this approach [9].

Whom should prevention programmes target?
In addition to elevated anxiety symptoms, the two most
robust predictors of the development of anxiety disor-
ders in children are inhibited temperament (the ten-
dency to withdraw, avoid, or respond fearfully to new
situations) which increases the risk of later anxiety disor-
ders threefold [10], and having a parent with an anxiety
disorder, which raises the risk almost twofold [11].

Furthermore, these risk factors may affect child anxiety
in an additive way [12]. There is evidence that preven-
tion can be effective when children are identified on the
basis of elevated anxiety symptoms [13], behavioural in-
hibition [14], and parental anxiety disorders [15]. To
date, programmes have typically identified children on
the basis of a single risk factor [9] and so have been un-
able to establish whether the presence of one particular
risk factor or combination of risk factors can determine
who is most likely to benefit from targeted prevention
and early intervention.

What should prevention programmes target?
Cool Little Kids [14] is the most extensively evaluated
anxiety prevention programme for young children and
focuses on strategies that parents can implement with
their child to encourage independence, reduce parent
overprotection, and manage child avoidant coping. How-
ever, change in intervention targets are not consistently
reported [16, 17], and the mechanisms of change from
the intervention remain unclear. Indeed, other key po-
tential mechanisms of change from parent-focused pro-
grammes for young children include parenting efficacy
[18] and child targets, including coping efficacy [19] and
tolerance of uncertainty [20]. Identifying mediators of
intervention outcomes would allow us to optimise the
content and focus of future interventions.

How should prevention programmes be delivered?
Systematically screening young children and offering a
brief intervention for those identified as at risk could
maximise the reach of prevention. To date, one study
has incorporated universal screening (for behavioural in-
hibition) into a population-level face-to-face prevention
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programme finding evidence of significant reductions
in internalizing symptoms [16] and preliminary evi-
dence of cost-effectiveness [21]. However, face-to-face
intervention delivery is a barrier to widespread imple-
mentation. Online delivery has potential to improve
the reach of mental health interventions, as long as
participant engagement is maximised through the
development and delivery process [22]. Together with
parents, children, and clinicians, we have developed
an online version of an effective and cost-effective
intervention for child (7–12 years) anxiety disorders
called OSI (Online Support and Intervention for child
anxiety) [23–25]. OSI was originally developed for use
in NHS (National Health Service) clinics [25], and we
have since adapted the content for children with anx-
iety problems identified through screening in primary
schools [26]. In consultation with parents, we have
now further adapted the content of OSI for parents/
carers of children (aged 4–7) who are at risk of devel-
oping anxiety disorders to motivate and help parents/
carers to develop and use skills to prevent child anx-
iety problems emerging.

Aims and objectives
Our primary aim is to evaluate the effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness of the provision of an online parent-
led intervention (OSI) compared with usual school prac-
tice for children (aged 4–7) identified as at risk for
anxiety disorders on the basis of screening positive for
one or more risks (anxiety symptoms, and/or behav-
ioural inhibition, and/or parental anxiety). We want to
determine whether providing OSI to at-risk children
identified through systematic screening in schools brings
benefits over and above usual school practice. We also
set out to identify the characteristics of children who do
and do not benefit from the intervention and the mecha-
nisms of change from the intervention.
Our primary objective is to compare diagnostic out-

comes 12 months post-randomisation for children who
screen positive on one or more risk factors in schools
allocated to intervention versus usual school practice,
and we hypothesise that fewer children will have an
anxiety disorder in the intervention arm compared to
the usual school practice arm at 12 months.
Secondary objectives are:

� To compare anxiety symptoms, related interference,
externalising symptoms, and additional intervention
targets 12 weeks and 12 months post-randomisation
for children who screen positive on one or more risk
factors in schools allocated to intervention com-
pared to usual school practice.

� To identify moderators (including number of risks)
and mediators of the primary outcome.

� To evaluate experiences of systematic screening and
the parent-led online intervention.

� To estimate the cost-effectiveness of the interven-
tion compared to usual school practice at 12 months
post-randomisation.

This protocol follows the Standard Protocol Items:
Recommendations for Interventional Trials (SPIRIT)
[27] (see Additional file 1 for SPIRIT checklist).

Methods
Study design
The study will use a parallel group, superiority cluster
randomised controlled trial design, with schools (clus-
ters) randomised to the intervention or usual school
practice arm in a 1:1 ratio stratified according to level
of deprivation within the school. Cluster randomisa-
tion will prevent potential contamination between
parents in the same school. Parents/carers of all chil-
dren (aged 4–7) in sampled Reception, Year 1, and
Year 2 classes will be invited to take part in screen-
ing. Children who screen positive on the basis of
child anxiety symptoms, and/or behavioural inhibition,
and/or parent anxiety symptoms will be eligible for
the trial. As the intervention is parent-led, a max-
imum of one child per family/household will be
eligible for the trial, and where more than one child
in a family/household screens positive on at least one
risk, one child will be invited to take part on the
basis of screening scores (see below). Parents/carers
of children in schools allocated to the intervention
arm will be offered a supported, parent-led online
intervention (OSI: Online Support and Intervention
for child anxiety), and families in schools allocated to
usual school practice will be offered written versions
of the online intervention at the end of the trial.
Schools in both arms will continue to provide any
usual support throughout. Assessment points will be
screening, baseline (prior to randomisation), 6 weeks
(potential mediators only), 12 weeks, and 12 months
post-randomisation. Qualitative interviews will be
used to explore parents, children, and school staff’s
experiences of screening and the intervention. Schools
and participants will be recruited in up to four
recruitment cohorts, with recruitment and data collec-
tion expected to take place from February 2021 to at
least January 2023.

Setting
The study setting is mainstream primary/infant schools
in England with at least two Reception, Year 1, and Year
2 classes (children aged 4–7). Where schools have more
than two classes in one or more target year groups, two
classes per target year group will be randomly sampled.
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Participants and eligibility
Inclusion criteria for screening

� Child (aged 4–7) is in a participating class
(Reception, Year 1, Year 2).

� Child’s parent/carer provides written consent and
completes screening questionnaires for the child.

Inclusion criteria for the trial

� Child screens positive on the basis of at least one of
the following screening questionnaires: child anxiety
symptoms (score ≥ 34 on the Preschool Anxiety
Scale; PAS), behavioural inhibition (score ≥ 30 on
the Approach subscale of the Short Temperament
Scale for Children; STSC-A), parent/carer anxiety
symptoms (score ≥ 8 on the Generalised Anxiety
Disorder-7 Scale).

� Child’s parent/carer provides written consent.
� A maximum of one child per family/household will

be eligible to participate in the trial. Where more
than one child in a family/household screens
positive on the basis of at least one screening
questionnaire, the child with the highest score on
the PAS will be eligible. If two or more children in
the family/household have equal PAS scores, the
child with the highest STSC-A score will be eligible.

Exclusion criteria for the trial

� Parent/carer does not have sufficient use of English
to provide consent, complete measures, and/or take
part in the intervention.

� Parent/carer does not have frequent access to the
internet, either at home or elsewhere.

Inclusion criteria for qualitative interviews

� Parents: parent/carer takes part in screening and
provides written consent, including consent for
audio recording the interview.

� Children: child of parent/carer who takes part in the
intervention provides written assent, and their
parent/carer provides written consent, including
consent/assent for audio recording the interview.

� School staff: member of staff at a participating
school and they provide written consent, including
consent for audio recording the interview.

Recruitment
We will recruit schools and participants in recruitment
cohorts. We anticipate each recruitment cohort will start
screening/baseline in a new school term and expect to
recruit up to four cohorts of schools/participants.

School recruitment
We aim to recruit a sample of mainstream primary/in-
fant schools in England that includes variation in rela-
tion to geographic location, size of school and
demographic profile (percentage of pupils eligible for
free school meals, percentage of pupils on special educa-
tional needs support, percentage of pupils with English
as an additional language). We will monitor the charac-
teristics of recruited schools and target particular
schools as needed to try to maximise the representative-
ness of primary schools in England.
A range of strategies will be used to recruit schools,

drawing on procedures we have used previously to suc-
cessfully recruit a large number of primary schools [28,
29]. Publicly available information will be used to identify
potentially eligible schools from a range of geographic
areas, and we will contact school staff via email and
follow-up telephone/online calls. We will also disseminate
information about the study via our existing networks,
presentations at events and conferences, and social media.
We will obtain written agreement from school headtea-

chers and participating schools will nominate a study lead
to liaise with the research team and help facilitate partici-
pant recruitment. Schools will be asked to provide infor-
mation on eligible classes (class name, number of
registered children). Where a school has more than two
eligible classes in a target year group, two classes per year
target group will be randomly selected to participate.

Participant recruitment
School staff will distribute electronic versions of study in-
formation to parents/carers of all children in participating
classes. Together with each school, we will develop strat-
egies to help promote participation in screening (e.g. dis-
tributing video adverts, advertising the study on the school
website/newsletter, distributing paper versions of study in-
formation to supplement electronic information, sending
reminder emails, researchers running online information
sessions, recruiting parent champions in the school to help
promote the study, distributing stickers with the study logo,
displaying study adverts in the school). Parents/carers will
provide written consent via an online survey prior to com-
pleting screening questionnaires.
We will provide parents/carers with written feedback

informing them whether screening questionnaire re-
sponses indicate their child is eligible for the trial or not.
Where a child is eligible for the trial, we will also arrange
a follow-up telephone call with the parent/carer to discuss
the trial in more detail, answer any questions, and invite
them to take part. With parental consent, we will share a
list of children eligible for the trial with school staff.
Parents/carers who verbally agree to the trial will be

asked to provide written consent online and complete
baseline questionnaires.
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Data collection procedures
Figures 1 and 2 provide an overview of study procedures
and assessments.
Parents/carers will complete questionnaire mea-

sures at screening and baseline (prior to randomisa-
tion) and follow-up assessments (6 weeks, 12 weeks,

and 12 months post-randomisation) via online
surveys. At the 12-month assessment, parents/carers
will also take part in a diagnostic assessment for
their child. Diagnostic interviews will be adminis-
tered via telephone or online video call, and with
parental consent will be audio-recorded.

Fig. 1 Consolidated Standards for Reporting Trials (CONSORT) diagram
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At baseline and 12 months, school staff will be asked
to provide information on activities related to social,
emotional, and mental health and wellbeing offered in
their schools in target year groups.
We will also collect information on time spent on ac-

tivities related to screening and delivering the interven-
tion. School staff will be asked to complete a log to
record time spent on activities related to screening, and
study therapists (Children’s Wellbeing Practitioners) and
supervisors will complete logs to record time spent on
activities related to delivering the intervention.
We will conduct one-to-one interviews with parents/

carers, children, and school staff to explore experiences
of participating in screening and the intervention. We
anticipate that we will interview up to approximately 30
parents/carers, including parents/carers of children who
are not eligible for the trial, parents/carers in the inter-
vention arm, and parents/carers in the usual school
practice arm; up to 10 children in the intervention arm;
and up to 10 members of staff from participating schools
across both arms. Written consent, including explicit
consent for audio recording will be obtained prior to
parent/school staff qualitative interviews, and written
parental consent and child assent will be required for in-
terviews with children.
Schools and families will be offered payments as a re-

imbursement for time spent on study activities. Schools
will be offered £3 for each set of completed baseline
questionnaires, families will be offered a £10 gift voucher
for completing each follow-up assessment, and £10 will
be offered to qualitative interview participants. To help
maximise retention to the assessment schedule, we will
also send all schools and families regular study updates
and newsletters, and SMS/email/telephone reminders to
complete online measures.

Fig. 2 Schedule of enrolment, intervention and assessment. Note. TS
= Screening assessment; T0 = Baseline assessment; T1 = 6-week
post-randomisation assessment; T2 = 12-week post-randomisation
assessment; T3 = 12-month post-randomisation assessment; OSI =
Online Support and Intervention for child anxiety; DfE = Department
for Education; PAS = Preschool Anxiety Scale; STSC Approach
subscale = Short Temperament Scale for Children-Approach
subscale; GAD-7 = Generalised Anxiety Disorder Scale-7; ADIS-C-
Parent interview = Anxiety Disorder Interview Schedule for Children-
Parent interview; CALIS-PV = Child Anxiety Life Interference Scale
-Preschool version; SDQ-P-E=Strengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire-Parent report-Externalising scale; CHU-9D=P = Child
Health Utility-9D-Parent-report; EQ-5D-L = EuroQuality of life-5 level
instrument; CSRI = Client Service Receipt Inventory; POS = Parental
Overprotection Scale; PSCS-self-efficacy = Parenting Sense of
Competence Scale-self-efficacy subscale; CAMP = Child Avoidance
Measure-Parent report; RULES = Responses to Uncertainty and Low
Environmental Structure; CAIS-P = Child Anxiety Impact
Scale-Parent report
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Standard operating procedures for managing signifi-
cant distress/risk/safeguarding concerns will be followed
throughout, and any potential adverse events will be re-
corded and managed in accordance with the study ad-
verse events protocol.

Sample size
Our target sample size is 1080 ‘at risk’ children from 60
schools; 30 schools (clusters) will provide a total of 540
children per arm. Six classes per school (two classes per
target year group) will be invited to take part in screen-
ing (estimated 30 children per class, 10,800 children in
total). Where schools have more than two classes in one
or more target year group, classes will be chosen ran-
domly, using computer-generated random numbers.
This sample is large enough to detect a reduction in the
presence of anxiety disorders at 12 months (primary out-
come) from 50% (usual school practice arm) to 35%
(intervention arm) with 90% power at the 5% (2-sided)
level. This difference would be meaningful to detect and
is in line with outcomes reported in previous positive
child anxiety prevention trials (e.g. [17]).
The sample size calculation assumes (i) 50% of invited

children participate in screening (5400 of 10,800), (ii)
20% of those who participate in screening, screen posi-
tive, and (iii) 80% of those that screen positive complete
the 12-month follow-up. It also allows for clustering
within schools, assuming an intra-cluster (intra-school)
correlation coefficient of 0.05. Fifty percent participation
is a conservative estimate based on a recent UK school-
based study in which 72% of parents responded to simi-
lar class-wide screening questionnaires [30]. Previous
studies indicate 10–15% will score above the cut-off on
each single screen [16, 31, 32]; we estimate 20% will
screen positive on at least one risk factor [12]. The me-
dian intra-cluster (intra-school) correlation coefficient in
a recent systematic review of school-based cluster rando-
mised trials was 0.028 [33]. Our assumed value of 0.05,
therefore, leans on the side of caution.
As we will recruit schools and participants in recruit-

ment cohorts, we will have the opportunity to monitor
recruitment rates and review the sample size assump-
tions after each cohort. The sample size calculation is
based on a minimum number of participating schools,
so if there are insufficient participants recruited in initial
cohorts, it will be possible to increase the total number
of schools as required. If we need to increase the num-
ber of schools, the total number of trial participants we
will require to detect the same effect size may also
change.

Randomisation and concealment
Schools will be randomised to the intervention (OSI) or
usual school practice arm in a 1:1 ratio stratified

according to level of deprivation in the school (above/
below national average of 15.8% for percentage of pupils
eligible for free school meals) using a blocked random-
isation approach with block sizes of two and four. In
order to minimise any imbalance between trial arms in
terms of number of pupils, the schools in each recruit-
ment cohort will be ordered by the number of recruited
pupils prior to allocation. An independent statistician
will conduct randomisation via a computer-generated
algorithm. Schools will be randomised en bloc, after
screening, participant enrolment, and baseline assess-
ments have been completed in a cohort of schools. The
independent statistician will pass the allocation to the
Trial Manager, and the research team will inform
schools and parents/carers which arm they are allocated
to.
It is not possible for participants or study therapists to

be blind, but all assessors administering diagnostic
assessments and their supervisors will be blind to par-
ticipant arm. We will explain assessor blinding to partic-
ipants and ask them not to reveal their trial arm during
the assessment. We will also ask the assessor after each
interview whether they became unblinded. Study statisti-
cians will remain blind to school/participant trial arm at
least until completion of the primary analysis of the
primary outcome. Health economists will need to be
unblinded in order to conduct economic analyses.

Interventions
OSI: Online Support and Intervention for child anxiety
Parents/carers of children in schools allocated to the
intervention arm will be offered a brief, parent-led on-
line intervention (OSI: Online Support and Intervention
for child anxiety) [25]. OSI is an online version of an
evidence-based parent-guided treatment for child anx-
iety disorders [23, 24], and we have adapted the content
for parents/carers of children (aged 4–7) at risk of devel-
oping anxiety disorders. OSI includes seven online mod-
ules for parents, supported by weekly short telephone
sessions (approximately 20 min) with a Children’s Well-
being Practitioner (CWP), and a follow-up review tele-
phone session 4 weeks later. Modules teach parents
skills and strategies to help prevent and manage child
anxiety problems, using principles of psychoeducation,
promoting independence, fear testing, and problem solv-
ing. Modules include simple text, audio versions of text,
videos, animations, interactive activities and inbuilt
questionnaires, and CWPs can view responses and activ-
ities parents complete online via an accompanying prac-
titioner website. Parents/carers will also be offered an
accompanying optional game app for children that is de-
signed to help motivate children to face their fears. For
the purpose of analyses examining the effect of compli-
ance with the intervention (detailed below), a ‘complier’
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will be defined as a participant who completes a mini-
mum of the first five online modules.
We expect four CWPs will support OSI delivery in this

trial. CWPs (NHS, Band 5) are trained to deliver low-
intensity psychological therapies for children and young
people with anxiety problems, low mood, and behav-
ioural problems. Trial CWPs will follow highly struc-
tured and standardised guidance on how to support
parents to work through the online modules, practice
skills and strategies, and problem solve, and will receive
weekly supervision from a clinical psychologist with ex-
pertise in delivering interventions for child anxiety prob-
lems following initial training in the parent-led CBT
approach generally and OSI specifically. Training will be
conducted through reading, discussion, observation, and
role-play. Adherence will be closely monitored through-
out the trial by the supervising clinical psychologists,
and with parental consent, telephone sessions will be
audio-recorded for use in supervision.

Usual school practice
This trial aims to establish whether offering a brief,
parent-led intervention to parents/carers of children at
risk of developing anxiety disorders provides additional
benefit beyond usual, current practice. Families in both
arms will be free to continue to seek and access social,
emotional, and mental health support and intervention
for their child, and schools in both arms will continue to
provide any usual social, emotional, and mental health
support offered to children and families in their school.
After the 12-month assessment, parents/carers in the
usual school practice arm will be offered written ver-
sions of the content of the OSI website.

Screening and outcome measures
Details of measures and timings are provided in Fig. 2.

Screening measures

� Child anxiety symptoms will be assessed using the
Preschool Anxiety Scale (PAS) [32]. The PAS
consists of 28 items and for each item parents select
a response that best describes their child using a 5-
point Likert scale. Items are scored 0–4 and re-
sponses summed to produce a total score (range 0–
112). Children who score ≥ 34 will screen positive
on the basis of published norms for 3- to 6.5-year-
olds (https://www.scaswebsite.com). Some children
will be aged 7 at screening (and 7–8 at follow-up),
but we will use the PAS throughout to facilitate
comparison across the sample and time points.

� Behavioural inhibition will be measured using the 7-
item Approach subscale of the Short Temperament
Scale for Children (STSC-A) [34, 35]. Parents rate

each item on a 6-point scale (scored 1–6, including
4 reverse scored items) which are summed to pro-
vide a total score (range 7–42). In line with previous
prevention trials (e.g. [16]), and consistent with la-
boratory assessments of behavioural inhibition [36],
children will screen positive if they score ≥ 30.

� Parent anxiety symptoms will be assessed using the
7-item Generalised Anxiety Disorder Scale (GAD-7)
[37]. The GAD-7 is the recommended screening
tool for detecting anxiety disorders in adults [38].
Parents rate each item using a 4-point (0–3) re-
sponse scale (total score range 0–21) with reference
to the previous 2 weeks, and scores ≥ 8 [39] will be
classified as screen positive.

Primary outcome
Our primary outcome is the absence/presence of an anx-
iety disorder at 12 months post-randomisation established
on the basis of the Anxiety Disorder Interview Schedule
for Children Parent interview (ADIS-P) [40]. The ADIS is
the most widely used assessment to establish anxiety dis-
order status in child anxiety treatment trials [41], and the
parent interview version can be administered by telephone
to reliably establish anxiety disorder status in young chil-
dren [42]. We are expecting an updated version of the
ADIS-P interview schedule will be available for use in this
trial, and if not we will consult with the authors to make
minor amendments to the existing interview schedule to
enable diagnoses of anxiety disorders and common co-
morbid disorders consistent with Diagnostic and Statis-
tical Manual of Mental Disorder-5 (DSM-5). Assessors
who are blind to school/participant trial arm will adminis-
ter diagnostic interviews with parents/carers via telephone
or video call. Assessors will be psychology graduates
trained through discussion, observation, and role-play.
Standard guidance will be followed to assign diagnoses
and Clinical Severity Ratings (CSRs) based on the parent
interview. Diagnoses and CSRs 4–8 will be assigned if a
child meets the diagnostic criteria, and CSRs 0–3 will be
used to assign sub-clinical diagnoses. For each assessor,
diagnoses and CSRs will be reviewed by a consensus team
led by an experienced diagnostician for at least the first 20
interviews. Inter-rater reliability will be assessed, and once
assessors demonstrate high inter-rater reliability (kappa
for presence/absence of diagnosis ≥ 0.85; intra-class
correlation for CSRs ≥ 0.85), one in six interviews will be
reviewed to prevent assessor rater drift.

Secondary outcomes
Child clinical outcomes
The following secondary child clinical outcomes will be
assessed at baseline, 12 weeks, and 12 months post-
randomisation:
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� Child anxiety symptoms measured using the PAS
total score.

� Interference related to the child’s anxiety measured
using the Child Anxiety Life Interference Scale-
Preschool Version (CALIS-PV) [43]. The CALIS-PV
was adapted from a corresponding questionnaire de-
veloped and validated for older children and adoles-
cents [44], with evidence to support its reliability
and validity among children aged 3–7 years [43].
Parents rate 18 items on a 5-point scale (0 = not at
all to 4 = a great deal; total score range 0–72), in-
cluding items related to how much being anxious or
very shy interferes with their child’s life and their
life.

� Child externalising symptoms assessed using the
parent-report Strengths and Difficulties-
Externalising Scale (SDQ-E; 10 items; total score
range 0–20 [45, 46]). The parent-report SDQ is
widely used in community and clinical settings and
is suitable for 2–17-year-olds.

Moderators of primary outcome
The following potential moderators of the absence/pres-
ence of an anxiety disorder at 12 months will be assessed
at screening/baseline:

� Child age/year group, child gender, child ethnicity,
parent gender, parent ethnicity, and family
socioeconomic status (using index of multiple
deprivation score) measured using a bespoke parent-
report socio-demographic questionnaire at screening
and baseline.

� Presence/absence of each risk factor (child anxiety
symptoms, behavioural inhibition, parent anxiety
symptoms) and the number and combination of risk
factors on the basis of screening outcome (above/
below cut-off) on the PAS, STSC-A, and GAD-7.

� Parental motivation to engage with an online and
telephone support programme assessed using a
bespoke questionnaire at baseline. Parents will use a
5-point response scale to rate their agreement with
6 statements related to perceived benefits of the
programme (e.g. ‘I expect my family would benefit
from the online and telephone support programme’),
potential concerns (e.g. ‘I am afraid the online and
telephone support may take up too much time’), and
motivation to use acquired skills (‘I am motivated to
use the skills that we would learn from the
programme’).

Mediators of primary outcome
The following potential mediators of the absence/pres-
ence of an anxiety disorder at 12- months will be
assessed at 6 weeks and 12 weeks post-randomisation:

� Risk factors (child anxiety symptoms, behavioural
inhibition, parent anxiety symptoms) measured
using PAS, STSC-A, and GAD-7 total scores

� Additional parent and child behaviours that are
intervention targets, including:

(i) Parent overprotection measured using the Parent
Overprotection Scale (POS) [47]. The POS consists
of 19 items that are designed to assess parenting
behaviours that may restrict a child’s exposure to
situations that may be perceived as potentially
threatening or harmful. Parents rate each item on
5-point (0–4) scale and responses are summed to
produce a total score (total score range 0–76)
which have demonstrated good psychometric prop-
erties among 3–5-year-olds [47] and 7–12-year-olds
[48, 49].

(ii) Parenting self-efficacy measured using the 7-item
self-efficacy subscale of the Parenting Sense of
Competence Scale (PSOC-SE) [50]. Parents rate the
extent to which they agree or disagree with 7 state-
ments on a 6-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to
6 = Strongly Agree). Items can be summed to pro-
vide a total score (range 7–42), with higher scores
reflecting higher self-efficacy. The PSOC is a widely
used measure of parenting self-efficacy, with evi-
dence to support its reliability [50, 51].

(iii)Child behavioural avoidance measured using the 8-
item parent-report version of the Child Avoidance
Measure (CAMP) [52]. Items designed to assess a
child’s tendency to avoid anxiety-provoking situa-
tions are rated on a 4-point scale (0 = never, almost
never, or not an issue to 3 = almost always) and
summed to provide a total score (range 0–24)
which display good psychometric properties among
primary-school aged children [52].

(iv)Child intolerance of uncertainty assessed using the
17-item Responses to Uncertainty and Low Envir-
onmental Structure (RULES) [53]. Items assess
young children’s responses to uncertainty and un-
structured situations and for each item parents rate
how well the statement describes their child (5-point
response scale (1–5); total score range 17–85).

(v) Child coping efficacy measured using an adapted
version of the parent-report Coping Questionnaire
(CQ-P) [54, 55]. The CQ-P is designed to detect
change in coping efficacy during and after CBT in-
terventions and has been used with children as
young as 6 years [56]. On the original measure, par-
ents rate their child’s ability to cope in three
anxiety-provoking situations identified before start-
ing treatment. In this trial, at baseline we will ask
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parents to provide three situations where their child
feels scared or worried, and then they will rate how
well their child is able to cope in each of these situ-
ations at baseline and follow-up assessments. Items
are rated on a 7-point scale (1-7) and summed to
provide a total score (range 3–21).

Risks and additional intervention targets
All three risk factors, and parent and child behaviours
that are additional intervention targets (parent overpro-
tection, parent self-efficacy, child intolerance of uncer-
tainty, child behavioural avoidance, child coping efficacy)
will also be assessed as secondary outcomes, using mea-
sures detailed above administered at baseline, 12 weeks,
and 12 months post-randomisation.

Experiences of screening and the intervention
Interviews will be topic-guided and tailored for each
participant group (parents, children, school staff). We
will explore participants’ experiences of systematic
screening and OSI, including any negative impacts
and areas for potential improvement. Audio record-
ings of interviews will be transcribed verbatim, with
any information that could identify an individual re-
moved from transcriptions.

Economic outcomes

� Child and parent health-related quality of life
(HRQoL) will be assessed using the parent-report
version of the Child Health Utility-9D (CHU-9D)
[57, 58] and the parent self-reported EQ-5D-5L [59],
respectively, at baseline, 12 weeks, and 12 months.
The CHU-9D is a preference-based measure of
paediatric HRQoL. It includes nine dimensions
(worried, sad, pain, tired, annoyed, schoolwork,
sleep, daily routine, activities), each with five ordered
levels. The EQ-ED-5L [59–61] is a preference-based
measure of adult HRQoL. It includes a descriptive
system, which covers five dimensions (mobility, self-
care, usual activities, pain/discomfort, and anxiety/
depression), each with five ordered levels. It also in-
cludes a visual analogue scale (VAS), which records
the respondent’s self-rated health on a scale ranging
from 0 to 100, where the endpoints indicate the
worst (0) and the best (100) health the respondent
can imagine. The CHU-9D and the descriptive
system of the EQ-5D-5L will be used to estimate
children and parents’ quality-adjusted life years
(QALYs) for use in cost-utility analysis.

� Individual health care and broader resources used
during the study period, both by the child and the
parent (e.g. health and social care use including
mental health service use, time off school (child),

time off work (parent)), will be measured using a
modified version of the Client Services Receipt
Inventory (CSRI) [62], which will be completed by the
parent at baseline, 12 weeks, and 12 months. At
baseline and 12 week assessments, parents will also be
provided with a diary to keep a record of time off
school/work and use of services throughout the study
duration to facilitate completing subsequent CSRIs.

� To identify and measure resources used in the
intervention and screening, we will use “ad hoc”
designed therapist, supervisor, and school staff logs.

Additional measures and information
Socio-demographic information
The following school-level demographic information will
be collected from the Department for Education website:
local education authority area, number of pupils on the
roll, percentage of pupils eligible for free schools meals,
percentage of pupils on special educational needs sup-
port, percentage of pupils with English as an additional
language.
A bespoke parent-report questionnaire will be used to

collect participant socio-demographic information at
screening/baseline (child: month and year of birth, year
group, ethnicity, whether their child is fostered or
adopted, eligibility for free school meals; parent: age,
gender, relationship to child; household: postcode, hous-
ing tenure, number of children living in household, par-
ent level of education, parent employment status, parent
occupation, income). Parents will also be prompted to
provide any changes to household circumstances and
employment/occupation at follow-up assessments.

Acceptability
Parents will complete a bespoke questionnaire measure
at baseline to assess acceptability of screening proce-
dures, and at 12-week and 12-month follow-ups to
assess acceptability of trial procedures and (where ap-
plicable) OSI. Questions address positive experiences
(e.g. ‘Taking part in this study was helpful for me/and or
my child’) and negative/adverse experiences (e.g. ‘Taking
part in this study was harmful for me and/or my child’).

Usual school practice
We will collect information on activities related to social,
emotional, and mental health and wellbeing offered in
all participating schools at baseline and 12-month
follow-up. At baseline, we will collect this information
using bespoke questions developed specifically for this
study and school staff will be able to opt to answer these
questions via an online survey or a telephone/video call
with a researcher. We plan to use responses at baseline
to further refine questions and procedures for collecting
this information at 12 months.
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Measures used to guide OSI
Parents in the intervention arm will complete the follow-
ing weekly questionnaire measures as part of the online
modules: Child Anxiety Impact Scale (CAIS)/CAIS-glo-
bal subscale [63], Outcome Rating Scale [64], Goal-
Based Outcomes [65], Session Rating Scale [66]. We will
also capture data related to OSI usage (e.g. modules
completed, online worksheets, and activities completed).

Planned analysis
Primary and secondary clinical outcomes
Baseline and follow-up characteristics and outcome
measures will be summarised for each of the interven-
tion and control arms using numbers and percentages
for categorical variables and means and standard devia-
tions (or medians and interquartile ranges) for continu-
ous variables. Outcomes at follow-up will be compared
between the trial arms using the intention-to-treat
principle with participants analysed according to the trial
arm the school was randomised to. Marginal models
using Generalised Estimating Equations with robust esti-
mates of standard error (specifying an exchangeable cor-
relation structure) will be used to analyse binary
outcomes (including the primary outcome) and random
effects linear regression models will be fitted to compare
continuous outcomes. These methods allow for the cor-
relation between responses from the same cluster. Both
unadjusted (crude) estimates of intervention effect and
estimates that are adjusted for key prognostic variables
will be obtained; the main findings will be based on the
adjusted analyses. The main findings will be based on
analyses where missing data are imputed using a joint
modelling approach based on a multivariate linear mixed
effects model that includes random effects for the
schools (clusters). Analyses based on using only partici-
pants with complete data will also be run to examine
sensitivity of the findings to the handling of missing
data. Further sensitivity analyses will be undertaken to
assess the effect of compliance with the intervention by
estimating the Complier Average Causal Effect (CACE)
using Instrumental Variable (IV) methods. Tests of
interaction using regression-based models will be used
to identify factors that moderate the effect of the inter-
vention on the primary outcome, specifying terms for
the interaction between trial arm status and the potential
moderators. Path analysis models will be fitted to iden-
tify factors that mediate the effect of the intervention on
the primary outcome. Missing data will be imputed
using R software and analyses will be carried out using
Stata and R software.

Economic outcomes
The economic evaluation will comprise cost-utility
(CUA) and cost-effectiveness (CEA) analyses from the

NHS perspective (base-case analysis) as per NICE
recommendations [67], adopting an intention-to-treat
approach. We will adopt a societal perspective in sensi-
tivity analyses in recognition of the fact that the eco-
nomic costs of mental health have wide consequences
beyond the health and social care sectors, including lost
education for children, and productivity losses for par-
ents. We will follow best-practice guidelines for con-
ducting our economic evaluation analyses and reporting
results [67, 68].. Multiple imputation methods will be
adopted to deal with missing data. In the CUA, reported
health outcomes will be QALYs gained for the child, as
derived from the CHU-9D; and QALYs gained for the
parent, as derived from the EQ-5D-5L. In the CEA, the
primary clinical outcome will be used, i.e. absence/pres-
ence of an anxiety disorder at 12 months post-
randomisation established on the basis of the ADIS-P.
For each child, components of treatment costs/other
health care use and further individual, family, and wider
societal costs (as collected using the economic logs com-
pleted by wellbeing practitioner/supervisors/ school
staff/ parents) will be computed by multiplying units of
resource use by their unit costs and then summed to ob-
tain a total cost per patient. Unit costs for health, social
care, and other resources will be mainly derived from
local and national sources (e.g. PSSRU, 2020 [69];
NASUWT, 2020 [70]) and estimated in line with best
practice. Costs will be expressed in pounds sterling at
current prices. Given the short time-frame of the trial
and follow-up, discounting will not be applied to costs
or effects. Statistical methods for combining costs and
outcomes will take account of the correlation between
costs and outcomes at both the individual level and the
cluster level [71, 72]. The economic evaluation outcomes
will be expressed as incremental cost per QALY gained
in the cost-utility analysis and incremental cost per child
free of anxiety diagnoses in the cost-effectiveness ana-
lysis. Uncertainty around results will be accounted for
and presented using cost-effectiveness acceptability
curves [73], as appropriate.

Participant experiences
Transcribed interviews will be analysed using thematic
analysis [74] to explore experiences of screening and the
intervention and capture issues related to acceptability.
We anticipate that analysis will be led by one researcher
who will meet regularly with co-analysts to discuss can-
didate themes/subthemes to ensure credible interpret-
ation of the data.

Data management
Data will be collected, processed, and stored in accord-
ance with the study data management plan, and UK and
European data protection laws. We will use REDCap
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(Research Electronic Data Capture) databases to collect
data from participants via online surveys and data en-
tered by researchers. Data not captured online (e.g. diag-
nostic outcomes) will be entered and checked by two
researchers. Each school and participant will be assigned
a unique ID to label all study data. A linking document
with ID and personal details will be stored on a secure
university server, with access restricted to research team
members. Audio recordings of diagnostic and qualitative
interviews will be stored on the university server until
analysis/supervision is complete, and then permanently
destroyed.
Pseudononymised trial databases will be cleaned,

locked, and signed off prior to sharing with the study
statisticians and health economists, and initial data ex-
ports will be modified to ensure statistician blinding is
maintained where necessary. The University of Oxford’s
OneDriveforBusiness will be used to share pseudonony-
mised study data with study statisticians and health
economists for analysis. Data files shared with study stat-
isticians for analysis of primary and secondary clinical
outcomes will not reveal school/participant arm name.

Trial governance
The study host and sponsor is The University of Oxford.
CC and TR oversee all aspects of the project. MV holds
primary responsibility for the economic aspects, OU for
the statistical analysis, and CH for the adaptation and
implementation of OSI. The Study Management Group
(all investigators, including parent representatives FM
and BJa) will input into all aspects of the trial through
biannual full group meetings and regular subgroup
meetings. An independent Trial Steering Committee
(TSC) has been convened and will meet at least twice a
year to monitor progress and ethical issues, advise the
investigators on scientific and management issues, and
ensure that there are no major deviations from the study
protocol. The TSC includes an independent chair and
six independent members (including parent, school, re-
searcher, statistician, health economist, clinician repre-
sentatives). If the TSC identify concerns that require
access to unblinded data, an independent Data Monitor-
ing and Ethics Committee (DMEC) will be convened.

Dissemination of outcomes
We will disseminate findings from this research as
widely as possible to reach academic, clinical, educa-
tional, policy maker, and public audiences. All academic
publications will be open access and we will share find-
ings through a range of other channels, e.g. newsletters,
blogs, study websites, social media, presentations at con-
ferences and events. We will provide schools and partici-
pants with a report of study findings, and anonymised

study data will be placed in a University repository for
reuse by researchers.

Discussion
This trial aims to evaluate the effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness of offering a brief, online parent-led inter-
vention, compared with usual school provision only, for
children identified as at risk for anxiety disorders
through systematic screening in schools. We also hope
to establish who benefits from the intervention and who
does not, and how to optimise intervention content go-
ing forwards. Increased understanding of how best to
prevent the development of anxiety disorders stands to
have a substantial impact on children, their families,
healthcare providers, and broader society. If effective,
and representing good value for money, we hope that
this trial will not only advance knowledge about risks for
child anxiety disorders and their mechanisms, but will
also influence health policy and practice by informing
prevention and early intervention practices and provide
a model for identification and intervention that can be
expanded to other common mental health conditions in
children and to other international settings.
It is important to highlight that recruitment for this

trial started within the context of the COVID-19 pan-
demic, and it is possible that disruptions and restrictions
related to the pandemic may continue for much of the
trial. Data collection and intervention delivery are all
conducted online and/or by telephone/video calls and
in-person contact with study participants is not required.
Nevertheless, it is likely that COVID-19 restrictions will
have some impact on recruitment rates, children and
parents’ anxiety levels, and the relevance of some assess-
ment questions. We will closely monitor pandemic-
related impact and consider appropriate adjustments to
procedures as needed to minimise disruption/negative
impacts (e.g. starting with a small cohort of schools,
adjusting the timing for starting cohorts, amending in-
structions for questionnaires where appropriate).

Trial status
School recruitment began in February 2021, and recruit-
ment of participants for screening began in March 2021.
We anticipate recruitment will continue through to at
least December 2021. This protocol is V2.0 18.6.2021.

Abbreviations
ADIS-P: Anxiety Disorder Interview Schedule for Children Parent interview;
CACE: Complier Average Causal Effect; CAIS: Child Impact Anxiety Scale;
CALIS-PV: Child Anxiety Life Interference Scale-Preschool Version;
CAMP: Child Avoidance Measure; CEA: Cost-effectiveness analysis; CHU-
9D: Child Health Utility 9 Dimension instrument; CQ-P: Coping Questionnaire;
CSR: Clinical Severity Ratings; CSRI: Client Service Receipt Inventory;
CUA: Cost-utility analysis; CWP: Children’s Wellbeing Practitioner; DMEC: Data
Monitoring and Ethics Committee; DSM-5: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorder-5; EQ-5D-5L: EuroQol 5 Dimension 5 Level instrument;
GAD-7: Generalised Anxiety Disorder Scale-7; IV: Instrumental Variable;

Reardon et al. Trials          (2022) 23:149 Page 12 of 15



NHS: National Health Service; OSI: Online Support and Intervention for child
anxiety; PAS: Preschool Anxiety Scale; PI: Principal Investigator; PSO: Parent
Overprotection Scale; PSOC-SE: Parenting Sense of Competence Scale;
REDCap: Research Electronic Data Capture; RULES: Responses to Uncertainty
and Low Environmental Structure; SDQ-E: Strength and Difficulties
Questionnaire-Externalising Scale; SPIRIT: Standard Protocol Items:
Recommendations for Interventional Trials; STSC-A: Approach subscale of the
Short Temperament Scale for Children; TSC: Trial Steering Committee

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s13063-022-06010-8.

Additional file 1. SPIRIT Checklist for Trials

Acknowledgements
The authors thank members of the Anxiety and Depression Young Person’s
(AnDY) Research Advisory Group and parent and school representatives that
have contributed to the development of this protocol.

Authors’ contributions
All authors contributed substantially to the design of the study. CC is the PI,
and CC and TR led the design of the study and the application for funding.
MV leads all health economic aspects and OU leads statistical analyses. All
authors contributed towards writing of the manuscript and read and
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This project is funded by the Kavli Trust. The funder has not contributed to
the study design; collection, management, analysis, and interpretation of
data; writing of reports; or the decision to submit reports for publication. CC
is supported by the Oxford and Thames Valley National Institute for Health
Research Applied Research Collaboration. HD is funded by a UKRI Future
Leaders Fellowship MR/S017909/1. OU and BJo are supported by the
National Institute for Health Research Applied Research Collaboration South
West Peninsula. MV is partly supported by the National Institute for Health
Research (NIHR) Oxford Biomedical Research Centre (BRC) and receives
funding from the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) Applied
Research Collaboration Oxford and Thames Valley at Oxford Health NHS
Foundation Trust. The views expressed are those of the authors and not
necessarily those of the NHS, NIHR or the Department of Health and Social
Care.

Availability of data and materials
Datasets and study materials generated during the current study will be
made available in a public repository.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study has been approved by the University of Oxford’s Medical Sciences
Interdivisional Research Ethics Committee (Reference: R62531/RE001).
Approval will be sought from the same Ethics Committee for any
amendments to the protocol. Written consent is obtained from parents/carer
for screening and the trial. Written consent, and explicit consent for audio
recording will be obtained for qualitative interviews, and parental consent
and child assent will be required for child qualitative interviews. A sample
consent form is available from the corresponding author.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Cathy Creswell (CC) receives royalties for the book on which this intervention
is based; however, none of the authors make any financial gain from the
intervention used in this study.

Author details
1Departments of Experimental Psychology and Psychiatry, University of
Oxford, Oxford, UK. 2College of Medicine and Health, University of Exeter,
Exeter, UK. 3School of Psychology & Clinical Language Sciences, University of
Reading, Reading, UK. 4Parents and Carers Together, Suffolk, UK. 5Centre for
Innovation in Mental Health, School of Psychology, University of
Southampton, Southampton, England. 6Square Peg, East Sussex, UK. 7Centre
for Emotional Health, Department of Psychology, Macquarie University,
Sydney, Australia. 8NIHR ARC South West Peninsula (PenARC), University of
Exeter, Exeter, UK. 9Health Economics Research Centre, Nuffield Department
of Population Health, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK.

Received: 14 October 2021 Accepted: 6 January 2022

References
1. Kessler R, Berglund P, Demler O, Jin R, Merikangas KR, Walters EE. Lifetime

prevalence and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disorders in National
Comorbidity Survey Replication. Arch Geneneral Psychiatry. 2005;62(6):593–
602. https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.62.6.593.

2. Polanczyk G, Salum GA, Sugaya LS, Caye A, Rohde LA. Annual research
review: a meta-analysis of the worldwide prevalence of mental disorders in
children and adolescents. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 2015;56(3):345–65.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12381.

3. Copeland WE, Angold A, Shanahan L, Costello EJ. Longitudinal patterns of
anxiety from childhood to adulthood: The great smoky mountains study. J
Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2014;53(1):21–33. https://doi.org/10.101
6/j.jaac.2013.09.017.

4. Fineberg NA, Haddad PM, Carpenter L, Gannon B, Sharpe R, Young AH,
et al. The size, burden and cost of disorders of the brain in the UK. J
Psychopharmacol. 2013;27(9):761–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/02698811134
95118.

5. NHS Digital. Mental Health of Children and Young People in England, 2017
[PAS] [Internet]. 2018. Available from: https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-informa
tion/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-
england/2017/2017

6. Reardon T, Harvey K, Baranowska M, O’Brien D, Smith L, Creswell C. What do
parents perceive are the barriers and facilitators to accessing psychological
treatment for mental health problems in children and adolescents? A
systematic review of qualitative and quantitative studies. Eur Child Adolesc
Psychiatry. 2017;26(6):623–47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-016-0930-6.

7. O’Brien D, Harvey K, Howse J, Reardon T, Creswell C. Barriers to managing
child and adolescent mental health problems: a systematic review of
primary care practitioners’ perceptions. Br J Gen Pract. 2016;66(651):e693–
707. https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp16X687061.

8. Stallard P, Skryabina E, Taylor G, Phillips R, Daniels H, Anderson R, et al.
Classroom-based cognitive behaviour therapy (FRIENDS): a cluster
randomised controlled trial to Prevent Anxiety in Children through
Education in Schools (PACES). Lancet Psychiatry. 2014;1(3):185–92. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)70244-5.

9. Lawrence PJ, Rooke SM, Creswell C. Review: prevention of anxiety among
at-risk children and adolescents – a systematic review and meta-analysis.
Child Adolesc Ment Health. 2017;22(3):118–30. https://doi.org/10.1111/ca
mh.12226.

10. Sandstrom A, Uher R, Pavlova B. Prospective association between childhood
behavioral inhibition and anxiety: a meta-analysis. Res Child Adolesc
Psychopathol. 2020;48(1):57–66. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-019-00588-5.

11. Lawrence PJ, Murayama K, Creswell C. Systematic review and meta-analysis:
anxiety and depressive disorders in offspring of parents with anxiety
disorders. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2019;58(1):46–60. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jaac.2018.07.898.

12. Hudson JL, Murayama K, Meteyard L, Morris T, Dodd HF. Early childhood
predictors of anxiety in early adolescence. J Abnorm Child Psychol. 2018;
47(7):1121–33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-018-0495-6.

13. Mifsud C, Rapee RM. Early intervention for childhood anxiety in a school
setting: Outcomes for an economically disadvantaged population. J Am
Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2005;44(10):996–1004. https://doi.org/10.1
097/01.chi.0000173294.13441.87.

14. Rapee RM. The preventative effects of a brief, early intervention for
preschool-aged children at risk for internalising: Follow-up into middle
adolescence. J Child Psychol Psychiatry Allied Discip. 2013;54(7):780–8.

Reardon et al. Trials          (2022) 23:149 Page 13 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-022-06010-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-022-06010-8
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.62.6.593
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2013.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2013.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881113495118
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881113495118
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2017/2017
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2017/2017
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2017/2017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-016-0930-6
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp16X687061
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)70244-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)70244-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12226
https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12226
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-019-00588-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2018.07.898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2018.07.898
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-018-0495-6
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000173294.13441.87
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000173294.13441.87


15. Ginsburg GS, Drake KL, Tein JY, Teetsel R, Riddle MA. Preventing onset of
anxiety disorders in offspring of anxious parents: a randomized controlled
trial of a family-based intervention. Am J Psychiatry. 2015;172(12):1207–14.
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2015.14091178.

16. Bayer JK, Beatson R, Bretherton L, Hiscock H, Wake M, Gilbertson T, et al.
Translational delivery of Cool Little Kids to prevent child internalising
problems: Randomised controlled trial. Aust N Z J Psychiatry. 2018;52(2):
181–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867417726582.

17. Morgan AJ, Rapee RM, Salim A, Goharpey N, Tamir E, McLellan LF, et al.
Internet-delivered parenting program for prevention and early intervention
of anxiety problems in young children: randomized controlled trial. J Am
Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2017;56(5):417–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jaac.2017.02.010.

18. Deković M, Asscher JJ, Hermanns J, Reitz E, Prinzie P, van den Akker AL.
Tracing changes in families who participated in the home-start parenting
program: Parental sense of competence as mechanism of change. Prev Sci.
2010;11(3):263–74. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-009-0166-5.

19. Kendall PC, Cummings CM, Villabø MA, Narayanan MK, Treadwell K,
Birmaher B, et al. Mediators of change in the child/adolescent anxiety
multimodal treatment study. J Consult Clin Psychol. 2016;84(1):1–14. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0039773.

20. Osmanağaoğlu N, Creswell C, Dodd HF. Intolerance of Uncertainty, anxiety,
and worry in children and adolescents: a meta-analysis. J Affect Disord.
2018;225:80–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2017.07.035.

21. Lou CM, Bayer JK, Enge L, Rapee RM, Beatson R, Hiscock H, et al. Cost-
effectiveness of preventing child internalising problems: results from the
translational trial of Cool Little Kids at school entry. J Anxiety Disord. 2020;
70:102191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2020.102191.

22. Hill C, Creswell C, Vigerland S, Nauta MH, March S, Donovan C, et al.
Navigating the development and dissemination of internet cognitive
behavioral therapy (iCBT) for anxiety disorders in children and young
people: a consensus statement with recommendations from the
#iCBTLorentz Workshop Group. Internet Interv. 2018;12:1–10. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.invent.2018.02.002.

23. Creswell C, Violato M, Fairbanks H, White E, Parkinson M, Abitabile G, et al.
Clinical outcomes and cost-effectiveness of brief guided parent-delivered
cognitive behavioural therapy and solution-focused brief therapy for
treatment of childhood anxiety disorders: a randomised controlled trial.
Lancet Psychiatry. 2017;4(7):529–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(17)3
0149-9.

24. Thirlwall K, Cooper PJ, Karalus J, Voysey M, Willetts L, Creswell C. Treatment
of child anxiety disorders via guided parent-delivered cognitive-behavioural
therapy: randomised controlled trial. Br J Psychiatry. 2013;203(6):436–44.
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.113.126698.

25. Hill C, Reardon T, Taylor L, Creswell C. Development and usability testing of
OSI: Online Support and Intervention for child anxiety. JMIR Prepr. 2021;
29846 Available from: http://preprints.jmir.org/preprint/29846.

26. Williamson V, Larkin M, Reardon T, Pearcey S, Hill C, Stallard P, et al.
Codesign and development of a primary school based pathway for child
anxiety screening and intervention delivery: a protocol, mixed-methods
feasibility study. BMJ Open. 2021;11:e044852. Available from: bmjopen-2020-
044852

27. Chan AW, Tetzlaff JM, Gøtzsche PC, Altman DG, Mann H, Berlin JA, et al.
SPIRIT 2013 explanation and elaboration: guidance for protocols of clinical
trials. BMJ. 2013;346:e7586.

28. Reardon T, Harvey K, Creswell C. Seeking and accessing professional support
for child anxiety in a community sample. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2020;
29(5):649–64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-019-01388-4.

29. Reardon T, Ukoumunne OC, Breen MMB, Brown P, Ford T, Gray A, et al.
Identifying child anxiety through schools (iCATS): protocol for the development
of a brief tool to identify children with anxiety disorders in primary schools. Open
Sceince Framew. 2020; Available from: https://osf.io/y7na6/.

30. Ford T, Hayes R, Byford S, Edwards V, Fletcher M, Logan S, et al. The
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the Incredible Years ® Teacher
Classroom Management programme in primary school children: results of
the STARS cluster randomised controlled trial. Psychol Med. 2019;49(5):828–
42. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291718001484.

31. Löwe B, Decker O, Müller S, Brähler E, Schellberg D, Herzog W, et al.
Validation and standardization of the generalized anxiety disorder screener
(GAD-7) in the general population. Med Care. 2008;1(3):266–74. https://doi.
org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e318160d093.

32. Spence SH, Rapee R, McDonald C, Ingram M. The structure of anxiety
symptoms among preschoolers. Behav Res Ther. 2001;39(11):1293–316.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(00)00098-X.

33. Parker K, Nunns M, Xiao Z, Ford T, Ukoumunne OC. Characteristics and
practices of school-based cluster randomised controlled trials for improving
health outcomes in pupils in the United Kingdom: a methodological
systematic review. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2021;21(1):152.

34. Sanson A, Pedlow R, Cann W, Prior M, Oberklaid F. Shyness ratings: stability
and correlates in early childhood. Int J Behav Dev. 1996;19(4):705–24.
https://doi.org/10.1177/016502549601900402.

35. Prior M, Sanson A, Oberklaid F, Northam E. Measurement of temperament
in one to three year old children. Int J Behav Dev. 1987;10(1):121–32.
https://doi.org/10.1177/016502548701000108.

36. Rapee RM, Kennedy S, Ingram M, Edwards S, Sweeney L. Prevention and
early intervention of anxiety disorders in inhibited preschool children. J
Consult Clin Psychol. 2005;73(3):488–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.
73.3.488.

37. Spitzer RL, Kroenke K, Williams JBW, Löwe B. A brief measure for
assessing generalized anxiety disorder: the GAD-7. Arch Intern Med.
2006;166(10):1092–7. Available from. https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.1
66.10.1092.

38. National Institute for Clinical Excellence. Common mental health problems:
identification and pathways to care, vol. Section 1.3.2.3: NICE Guidance;
2011. Available from: https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg123/chapter/1-
Guidance#step-1-identification-and-assessment

39. Kroenke K, Spitzer RL, Williams JB, Monahan PO, Lowe B. Anxiety disorders
in primary care: prevalence, impairment, comorbidity, and detection. Ann
Intern Med. 2007;146(5):I16. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-146-5-200703
060-00004.

40. Silverman WK, Albano AM. The Anxiety Disorders Interview Schedule for
DSM-IV –Child and Parent Versions. San Antonio. TX: Psychological
Corporation; 1996.

41. James AC, Reardon T, Soler A, James G, Creswell C. Cognitive behavioural
therapy for anxiety disorders in children and adolescents. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev. 2020;(11):CD013162. https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.
CD013162.pub2.

42. Lyneham HJ, Rapee RM. Agreement between telephone and in-person
delivery of a structured interview for anxiety disorders in children. J Am
Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2005;44(3):274–82. Available from. https://doi.
org/10.1097/00004583-200503000-00012.

43. Gilbertson TJ, Morgan AJ, Rapee RM, Lyneham HJ, Bayer JK.
Psychometric properties of the child anxiety life interference scale –
preschool version. J Anxiety Disord. 2017;52:62–71. https://doi.org/10.101
6/j.janxdis.2017.10.002.

44. Lyneham HJ, Sburlati ES, Abbott MJ, Rapee RM, Hudson JL, Tolin DF,
et al. Psychometric properties of the Child Anxiety Life Interference
Scale (CALIS). J Anxiety Disord. 2013;27(7):711–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.janxdis.2013.09.008.

45. Goodman R. The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire: a research note. J
Child Psychol Psychiatry. 1997;38(5):581–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-761
0.1997.tb01545.x.

46. Goodman A, Goodman R. Strengths and difficulties questionnaire as a
dimensional measure of child mental health. J Am Acad Child Adolesc
Psychiatry. 2009;48(4):400–3. https://doi.org/10.1097/CHI.0b013e3181
985068.

47. Edwards S, Rapee R, Kennedy S. Psychometric properties of a parent report
measure of overprotection in preschool-aged children. Sydney: Macquarie
University; 2008.

48. Clarke K, Cooper P, Creswell C. The Parental Overprotection Scale:
associations with child and parental anxiety. J Affect Disord. 2013;151(2):
618–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.07.007.

49. Fliek L, Dibbets P, Roelofs J, Muris P. Cognitive bias as a mediator in the
relation between fear-enhancing parental behaviors and anxiety symptoms
in children: a cross-sectional study. Child Psychiatry Hum Dev. 2017;48(1):
82–93. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-016-0655-2.

50. Johnston C, Mash EJ. A measure of parenting satisfaction and efficacy. J Clin
Child Psychol. 1989;18(2):167–75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp1
802_8.

51. Jones T, Prinz R. Potential roles of parental self-efficacy in parent and child
adjustment: A review. Clin Psychol Rev. 2005;25(3):341–63. https://doi.org/1
0.1016/j.cpr.2004.12.004.

Reardon et al. Trials          (2022) 23:149 Page 14 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2015.14091178
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867417726582
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2017.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2017.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-009-0166-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039773
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2017.07.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2020.102191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.invent.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.invent.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(17)30149-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(17)30149-9
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.113.126698
http://preprints.jmir.org/preprint/29846
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-019-01388-4
https://osf.io/y7na6/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291718001484
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e318160d093
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0b013e318160d093
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(00)00098-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/016502549601900402
https://doi.org/10.1177/016502548701000108
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.3.488
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.3.488
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.166.10.1092
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.166.10.1092
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg123/chapter/1-Guidance#step-1-identification-and-assessment
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg123/chapter/1-Guidance#step-1-identification-and-assessment
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-146-5-200703060-00004
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-146-5-200703060-00004
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD013162.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD013162.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200503000-00012
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200503000-00012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2017.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2017.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2013.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2013.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01545.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01545.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/CHI.0b013e3181985068
https://doi.org/10.1097/CHI.0b013e3181985068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-016-0655-2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp1802_8
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp1802_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2004.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2004.12.004


52. Whiteside SPH, Gryczkowski M, Ale CM, Brown-Jacobsen AM, McCarthy DM.
Development of child- and parent-report measures of behavioral avoidance
related to childhood anxiety disorders. Behav Ther. 2013;42(2):325–37.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2013.02.006.

53. Sanchez AL, Cornacchio D, Chou T, Leyfer O, Coxe S, Pincus D, et al.
Development of a scale to evaluate young children’s responses to
uncertainty and low environmental structure. J Anxiety Disord. 2017;45:17–
23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2016.11.006.

54. Kendall PC. Treating anxiety disorders in children: Results of a randomized
clinical trial. J Consult Clin Psychol. 1994;62(1):100–10. https://doi.org/10.103
7/0022-006X.62.1.100.

55. Crane M, Kendall P. Psychometric Evaluation of the Child and Parent
Versions of the Coping Questionnaire. Child Psychiatry Hum Dev. 2020;51(5):
709–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-020-00975-w.

56. yee LW, ying CCK, hong LJC, fong ATK. Effectiveness of group
cognitive-behavioral treatment for childhood anxiety in community
clinics. Behav Res Ther. 2010;48(11):1067–77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bra
t.2010.07.007.

57. Stevens K. Assessing the performance of a new generic measure of health-
related quality of life for children and refining it for use in health state
valuation. Appl Health Econ Health Policy. 2011;9(3):157–69. https://doi.
org/10.2165/11587350-000000000-00000.

58. Stevens K. Valuation of the child health utility 9D index.
Pharmacoeconomics. 2012;30(8):729–47. https://doi.org/10.2165/11599120-
000000000-00000.

59. Herdman M, Gudex C, Lloyd A, Janssen M, Kind P, Parkin D, et al.
Development and preliminary testing of the new five-level version of EQ-5D
(EQ-5D-5L). Qual Life Res. 2011;20(10):1727–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1113
6-011-9903-x.

60. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). Position statement
on use of the EQ-5D-5L value set for England (updated October 2019).
2019; Available from: https://www.nice.org.uk/about/what-we-do/our-progra
mmes/nice-guidance/technology-appraisal-guidance/eq-5d-5l (accessed 08.
06.2021)

61. EuroQuol. European Quality of Life-5 Dimension 5-level: EQ-5D-5L. 2021.
Available from: https://euroqol.org/eq-5d-instruments/eq-5d-5l-about/
(accessed 08.06.2021).

62. Beecham J. Client Service Receipt Inventory (CSRI) – Children’s Version.
1999. Available from: http://www.dirum.org/instruments/details/45

63. Langley AK, Falk A, Peris T, Wiley JF, Kendall PC, Ginsburg G, et al. The Child
Anxiety Impact Scale: examining parent- and child-reported impairment in
child anxiety disorders. J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. 2014;43(4):579–91.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.817311.

64. Miller SD, Duncan BL, Claud DA. The Outcome Rating Scale. J Br Ther. 2003;
2(2):91–100.

65. Law D, Jacob J. Goals and Goal Based Outcomes (GBOs): some useful
information. 3rd ed. London: CAMHS Press; 2015. https://www.corc.uk.net/
media/1219/goalsandgbos-thirdedition.pdf.

66. Duncan B, Miller S, Sparks J. The Session Rating Scale: Preliminary
Psychometric Properties of a “Working” Alliance Measure. J Br Ther. 2003;
3(1):3–12.

67. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE). Guide to the
Methods of Technology Appraisal. https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/
resources/guide-to-the-methods-of-technology-appraisal-2013-pdf-2
007975843781. 2013.

68. Husereau D, Drummond M, Petrou S, Carswell C, Moher D, Greenberg
D, et al. ISPOR Health Economic Evaluation Publication Guidelines-
CHEERS Good Reporting Practices Task Force. Consolidated Health
Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS)—Explanation and
Elaboration: a report of the ISPOR Health Economic Evaluation
Publication Guidelines Good Reporting Practices Task Force. Value
Heal. 2013;16(2):231–50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2013.02.002.

69. Personal and Social Services Unit (PSSRU). Unit Costs of Health and Social
Care 2020. Unit Costs Health and Social Care. 2020;2020:185. Available from:
https://www.pssru.ac.uk/project-pages/unit-costs/unit-costs-2020/.

70. NASUWT – The teachers’ Union. NASUWT – The teachers’ Union. Teacher’s
national pay scales. Available from: https://www.nasuwt.org.uk/advice/pay-
pensions/pay-scales/england-pay-scales.html. Accessed 08 June 2021.

71. Gray A, Clarke P, Wolstenholme JL, Wordsworth S. Applied methods of cost-
effectiveness analysis in healthcare. Oxford: Oxford university press; 2011.

72. Gomes M, Ng ES, Grieve R, Nixon R, Carpenter J, Thompson SG. Developing
appropriate methods for cost-effectiveness analysis of cluster randomized
trials. Med Decis Mak. 2021;32(2):350–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272
989X11418372.

73. Fenwick E, Marshall D, Levy A, Nichol G. Using and interpreting cost-
effectiveness acceptability curves: an example using data from a trial of
management strategies for atrial fibrillation. BMC Health Serv Res. 2006;
6(1):1–8.

74. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol.
2006;3(2):77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Reardon et al. Trials          (2022) 23:149 Page 15 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2013.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2016.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.62.1.100
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.62.1.100
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-020-00975-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2010.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2010.07.007
https://doi.org/10.2165/11587350-000000000-00000
https://doi.org/10.2165/11587350-000000000-00000
https://doi.org/10.2165/11599120-000000000-00000
https://doi.org/10.2165/11599120-000000000-00000
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-011-9903-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-011-9903-x
https://www.nice.org.uk/about/what-we-do/our-programmes/nice-guidance/technology-appraisal-guidance/eq-5d-5l
https://www.nice.org.uk/about/what-we-do/our-programmes/nice-guidance/technology-appraisal-guidance/eq-5d-5l
https://euroqol.org/eq-5d-instruments/eq-5d-5l-about/
http://www.dirum.org/instruments/details/45
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.817311
https://www.corc.uk.net/media/1219/goalsandgbos-thirdedition.pdf
https://www.corc.uk.net/media/1219/goalsandgbos-thirdedition.pdf
https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/resources/guide-to-the-methods-of-technology-appraisal-2013-pdf-2007975843781
https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/resources/guide-to-the-methods-of-technology-appraisal-2013-pdf-2007975843781
https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/resources/guide-to-the-methods-of-technology-appraisal-2013-pdf-2007975843781
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2013.02.002
https://www.pssru.ac.uk/project-pages/unit-costs/unit-costs-2020/
https://www.nasuwt.org.uk/advice/pay-pensions/pay-scales/england-pay-scales.html
https://www.nasuwt.org.uk/advice/pay-pensions/pay-scales/england-pay-scales.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X11418372
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X11418372
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Discussion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Whom should prevention programmes target?
	What should prevention programmes target?
	How should prevention programmes be delivered?
	Aims and objectives

	Methods
	Study design
	Setting
	Participants and eligibility
	Inclusion criteria for screening
	Inclusion criteria for the trial
	Exclusion criteria for the trial
	Inclusion criteria for qualitative interviews

	Recruitment
	School recruitment
	Participant recruitment

	Data collection procedures
	Sample size
	Randomisation and concealment
	Interventions
	OSI: Online Support and Intervention for child anxiety
	Usual school practice

	Screening and outcome measures
	Screening measures
	Primary outcome

	Secondary outcomes
	Child clinical outcomes
	Moderators of primary outcome
	Mediators of primary outcome
	Risks and additional intervention targets
	Experiences of screening and the intervention
	Economic outcomes

	Additional measures and information
	Socio-demographic information
	Acceptability
	Usual school practice
	Measures used to guide OSI

	Planned analysis
	Primary and secondary clinical outcomes
	Economic outcomes
	Participant experiences

	Data management
	Trial governance
	Dissemination of outcomes

	Discussion
	Trial status
	Abbreviations
	Supplementary Information
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

