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Abstract

Background

A surgical safety checklist (SSC) was implemented and routinely evaluated within our hos-

pital. The purpose of this study was to analyze compliance, knowledge of and satisfaction

with the SSC to determine further improvements.

Methods

The implementation of the SSC was observed in a pilot unit. After roll-out into each operat-

ing theater, compliance with the SSC was routinely measured. To assess subjective and

objective knowledge, as well as satisfaction with the SSC implementation, an online survey

(N = 891) was performed.

Results

During two test runs in a piloting unit, 305 operations were observed, 175 in test run 1 and

130 in test run 2. The SSC was used in 77.1% of all operations in test run 1 and in 99.2% in

test run 2. Within used SSCs, completion rates were 36.3% in test run 1 and 1.6% in test

run 2. After roll-out, three unannounced audits took place and showed that the SSC was

used in 95.3%, 91.9% and 89.9%. Within used SSCs, completion rates decreased from

81.7% to 60.6% and 53.2%. In 2014, 164 (18.4%) operating team members responded to

the online survey, 160 of which were included in the analysis. 146 (91.3%) consultants and

nursing staff reported to use the SSC regularly in daily routine.

Conclusion

These data show that the implementation of new tools such as the adapted WHO SSC

needs constant supervision and instruction until it becomes self-evident and accepted. Fur-

ther efforts, consisting mainly of hands-on leadership and training are necessary.
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Introduction
The importance of a strong safety culture that enhances patient safety initiatives has been
reiterated for years in the healthcare system [1–3]. In 2009, the University Hospital Graz, a
1,500-bed tertiary university hospital and the second largest in Austria with more than
1,200,000 outpatients and 88,000 inpatients per year, began implementing comprehensive pa-
tient safety tools through the systematic introduction of clinical risk management into routine
hospital procedures [4].

One of the key elements in a risk management approach to safer hospital environments is
the use of a surgical safety checklist (SSC) [5, 6]. The SSC is an inexpensive tool capable of
shifting the hierarchical culture in the operating room and fostering patient safety attitudes
[7–9]. Approximately 234 million operations are performed annually and with regard to surgi-
cal procedures the WHO SSC has shown the potential to be effective at reducing complication
and mortality rates. Furthermore, positive effects on communication procedures can also be
expected from using a structured tool such as the SSC [7,10–15]. By now, more than 4,000 hos-
pitals worldwide have implemented the SSC [16] and, on the advice of the WHO, modified it
according to local circumstances. For example, the WHO SSC has 19 items and is checked at
three distinct checkpoints, however, the effect of adaption with respect to compliance remains
unclear [15, 16–18].

The functioning of a checklist requires people to make one salient change in their routine
procedures; in particular, the operating theater team has to pause [6] during the team time out
(TTO) and sign out (SO) phases before continuing. Though positive reports are available on
the use of the SSC, it is still not self-evident that the SSC will be accepted and used as intended
by the WHO [16]. Multiple barriers such as misuse, nonuse or incomplete execution are re-
ported and reduce chances for the best possible outcomes [15]. Reasons for this can lie in a lack
of positive role models or less than enthusiastic team members, hierarchical barriers, limited
knowledge of correct usage and inappropriate implementation procedures [16]. Thereby, active
involvement in the implementation phase as well as continuous evaluation and training is pre-
sumed to greatly impact the compliance and acceptance by all team members [15, 19, 20].

Our hospital performs approximately 47,000 surgical procedures each year. In 2011, we
began to implement an adapted WHO SSC in a piloting unit and introduced the SSC thereafter
into all 44 operating theaters over an implementation period of one year. Compliance with
checklist use is a necessary prerequisite for working effectively [21], therefore, next to outcome
parameters such as adverse events, observing the use of the SSC is essential. Compliance to the
SSC provides clues about the acceptance of the SSC in a team.

The primary aim of this study was to evaluate SSC compliance within a tertiary university
hospital using a hospital-wide and adapted SSC within 44 operating theaters. The secondary
aim was to assess healthcare professionals’ knowledge of and satisfaction with the SSC to re-
ceive further hints to improve SSC compliance. To the best of our knowledge this is the first re-
port from Austria concerning compliance, satisfaction and employee knowledge with respect
to the SSC in a tertiary hospital.

Methods

Adapting the SSC
In 2011, an interdisciplinary team consisting of anesthesiologists, surgeons, nurse anesthetists,
operating theater nurses, legal representatives and quality managers adapted the WHO SSC to
local circumstances. For example, we separated the item “patient identity” from the original
WHO SSC during the SI and TTO into two distinct items in each SSC phase, namely “patient
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name” and “patient birth date”. We assumed that each aspect that helps to correctly identify
the patient requires time and proper alertness and should not be combined into one general
item. Furthermore, the backside of the SSC contained directives to help guide the operating
staff through the correct SSC procedure.

The adapted SSC consisted of three phases. The sign-in (SI) phase, before induction of anes-
thesia, had to be checked by the operating theater nurse, nurse anesthetists and the anesthesiol-
ogist. The TTO as well as the SO had to be initiated by the surgeon. The circulating nurse as
the designated checklist coordinator then guided the team throughout all questions and ticked
the checkboxes. The checklist coordinator was obliged to only tick the checkbox if an answer
was given to the corresponding question. Finally, the SSC becomes part of the patient’s paper-
based notes.

Prior to the first attempt to use the SSC in the pilot unit (test run 1), the corresponding op-
erating teams were given an introduction through a YouTube video from the NHS entitled
“How not to do the surgical safety checklist” [22]. They were also provided training on how to
ask and answer questions.

Implementing the SSC
In the pilot unit, test run 1of the SSC was supervised by quality managers present in the operat-
ing theater for one week to ensure correct usage as well as questioning and answering proce-
dures (June 2011). After one month, all SSCs were collected and SSC use for each operation
was noted, as was whether checkboxes were ticked as required. Results were discussed with the
operating team and department leaders. Any indications that items needed to be changed were
implemented into the second version of the SSC. Thereafter, the SSC was used for another four
months in the pilot unit and re-observed in November 2011 by collecting all available SSC cop-
ies over a one-month period (test run 2). Further improvements were then implemented into
the SSC and in the end the SSC consisted of 14 SI items, 13 TTO items and 8 SO items.

Starting in December 2011, other operating staffs were prepared for SSC introduction in
their areas and trained in its usage (pediatric surgery, trauma surgery, ophthalmic surgery, sur-
gery (general, thoracic, vascular, plastic, transplant and cardiac surgery), dermatologic surgery,
gynecology and obstetrics, head and neck surgery, neurosurgery, urology, oral and cranial max-
illofacial surgery). Approximately 50% out of 900 employees working in operating theaters at
that time were reached through training, role play or focus group discussions. We also identi-
fied contact persons in each area to support employees if questions or uncertainties arose
during the implementation. By December 2012, all surgical departments used the SSC.

Assessing compliance
To assess the SSC compliance rate within each department, unannounced audits have been in-
troduced. We tried to identify responders and non-responders of the SSC for further improve-
ment cycles, which consisted mainly of further focus group discussions or trainings with the
operating staff. Within the first audit in February 2013, users of the SSC were asked to recall
the number of operations for two given days together with the numbers of completed, partially
completed and missing SSCs. The days were determined and announced via email by the De-
partment of Quality and Risk Management to all senior managers of surgical departments.
For the second and third audit in November 2013 and June 2014 again two days were deter-
mined and announced via email, however, SSCs were collected and compared to performed
operations by the Department of Quality and Risk Management. The numbers of performed
operations versus the number of collected SSCs were matched with scheduled and definitely
performed operations. Corresponding data were collected from hospital’s electronic
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documentation system. Fig. 1 shows details on the chronology of the implementation, modifi-
cation and intervention process.

Online Survey
In 2014, an online survey (Table 1) assessing use of, satisfaction with and knowledge of the SSC
was conducted. We used a Swiss survey recently published by Mascherek et al.. This survey was
validated by the Patient Safety Foundation in Switzerland [20]. In the Swiss version of the ques-
tionnaire, 10 (4 true and 6 false) statements referring to the SSC were given; one question was
adapted to local circumstances which finally resulted in 3 true and 7 false items. The online
questionnaire was sent to all 891 employees working in one of the 44 operating theaters, a sam-
ple that corresponds to 20.1% of the total workforce of the university hospital and includes all
professional groups. Email addresses were obtained from the in-house mailing list. Employees
were informed about the aim of the survey and were invited to participate. Furthermore, it was
pointed out that all collected data was going to be stored in the Department of Quality and

Fig 1. Details on the chronology of the implementation, modification and intervention process.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.g001
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Risk Management and that data analysis would be strictly anonymous. The online survey was
open for one month and after two weeks a system reminder was sent to non-responders. Each
participant was given a transaction authentication number (TAN) using the software Evasys,
Healthcare Survey Automation Suite. Each TAN could only be used once and therefore each

Table 1. Questionnaire items: general use of the SSC, frequency of SSC use, satisfaction with the
implementation as well as subjective and objective knowledge (correct answer in brackets) as used
in the Swiss survey [20].

Do you use a Surgical Safety Checklist to support patient safety?

General use of an
SSC

Which of the following checklists do you know?

- WHO Surgical Safety Checklist

- Universal Protocol of Joint Commission (JCAHO)

- Recommendations of the Patient Safety Foundation Switzerland

- None of these

Frequency of SSC
use

In how many operations do you use the Surgical Safety Checklist at your primary
working place?

- Never or almost never (0–10% of operations)

- Rarely (11–30% of operations)

- Occasionally (31–50% of operations)

- Frequently (51–70% of operations)

- Most of the time (71–90% of operations)

- Always or almost always (91–100% of operations)

Satisfaction with
SSC

How satisfied are you with the implementation of the Surgical Safety Checklist at
your primary working place?

- Very satisfied

- Satisfied

- Somewhat satisfied

- Rather unsatisfied

- Very unsatisfied

Subjective
knowledge

How do you rank your knowledge with respect to the content and utilization of the
Surgical Safety Checklist?

- Very good

- Rather good

- Okay

- Rather bad

- Very bad

Objective knowledge Questions

The SSC is a synonym for Team Time Out. (false)

The SSC must not be completed by all team members. (false)

The SSC requires exact documentation of the number of used sponges. (false)

The SSC exclusively addresses surgeons. (false)

The SSC recommends an antibiotic prophylaxis within 60 minutes of surgery. (true)

The SSC shall support inexperienced members of the team. (false)

The SSC is a tool used to attribute mistakes and misses to specific persons. (false)

The SSC aims to prevent accidental omissions within routine procedures. (true)

The SSC aims to improve team communication. (true)

The SSC may be used to document complications. (false)

Question 2 of objective knowledge was changed to adhere to local procedures.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.t001
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person was able to participate only once. Employees had the free choice to decline participation
or to withdraw from the survey at any time. Participants were also given the possibility to skip
questions if they felt uncomfortable answering them. The conduct of the online survey was ap-
proved by the Medical University Graz Ethics Committee (vote-number: 26-137 ex 13/14).

Outcome Measures
The primary outcome measures were whether the SSC was generally used and the respective
completion rate in case of using a SSC. Secondary outcome measures were knowledge regard-
ing the SSC as well as satisfaction with its implementation and the frequency of use as self-re-
ported by the respondent.

Statistical analysis
The survey data was analyzed using descriptive statistics for the total cohort and for each of the
two professional groups (consultants and nursing staff). Categorical variables are presented as
absolute and relative frequencies; for metric variables median and range (minimum, maxi-
mum) are given as none of these variables was normally distributed. Differences between the
professional groups were assessed by Mann-Whitney U or Chi-Squared test according to vari-
able level. For several outcome measures, differences between the operative and anesthetic staff
within the two professional groups were also tested. Spearman correlation was used to assess
associations between measures of subjective and objective knowledge. Since the study was not
hypothesis-driven, all analyses are of a purely exploratory nature. In all analyses, a p-value of
less than 0.05 was considered statistically significant. All analyses were conducted using SPSS
version 21.

Results

Checklist use
In 2011, one month after the first test run the SSC was used in 77.1% (135/175) of operations;
within used SSCs, 36.3% (49/135) were complete and 63.7% (86/135) were partially complete.
According to the second test run, the SSC was used in 99.2% (129/130) of operations, however
only two (1.6%) of those were completed.

After introducing the SSC into all operating theaters, three unannounced audits took place.
Audit 1 showed that the SSC was used in 95.3% (241/253) of operations; within used SSCs,
81.7% (197/241) were complete and 18.3% (44/241) were partially complete. Audit 2 showed
that the SSC was used in 91.9% (251/273) of operations; within used SSCs, 60.6% (152/251)
were complete and 39.4% (99/251) were partially complete. According to the third audit, SSCs
were used in 89.9% (231/257) of operations; within used SSCs, 53.2% (123/231) were complete
and 46.8% (108/231) were partially complete (Fig. 2).

In partially completed SSCs of test run 1, checkbox completion varied from 79% (68/86) to
97% (83/86). SSC items such as “hygiene”, “site marked”, “informed consent”, “introduction of
team members” and “further questions” were least frequently checked. In test run 2, lower
completion rates were observed for almost all SSC items (Table 2).

General survey results
In February 2014, 891 employees were asked to participate in an online survey and the overall
response rate was 18.4% (164 returned questionnaires). 4 replies had to be excluded from anal-
ysis due to the respondents’ unknown affiliation with either professional group of interest. This
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left questionnaires from 60 consultants (37 surgeons and 23 anesthesiologists) and 100 nursing
staff (32 nurse anesthetists and 68 operating theater nurses) to be evaluated (Table 3).

The sample consisted of 66.9% (107/160) women and 33.1% (53/160) men. The median age
was 40.5 with a range from 21 to 60. 58.8% (94/160) of responders had been working in an op-
erating theater for at least 10 years and 56.9% (91/160) reported to spend at least 32 hours per
week there.

Frequency of checklist utilization
91.3% (146/160) confirmed to use the SSC in their operations and 80.6% (129/160) specified
having used the SSC in 91 – 100% of all operations (Table 4). Overall, consultants’ estimation
of how often they were using the SSC was significantly higher (p = 0.038) than that of the nurs-
ing staff. Further analysis in the respective subgroups revealed significant differences between
surgeons and anesthesiologists (p = 0.006) but not between nurse anesthetists and operating
theater nurses (p = 0.878) (S1 Fig.).

Satisfaction with checklist implementation
Overall satisfaction with the implementation of the SSC within all professional groups was
high (Table 4). On the whole, consultants were more satisfied with the implementation process

Fig 2. Utilization and completion rates of the SSC.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.g002
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of the SSC than were nursing staff (p = 0.021). Again, significant differences were found be-
tween surgeons and anesthesiologists (p = 0.013) but not between nurse anesthetists and oper-
ating theater nurses (p = 0.108) (S2 Fig.).

Knowledge concerning the SSC
Generally, subjective knowledge about the SSC and its usage was self-reported as high within
all professional groups. 82.5% (132/160) announced that their knowledge is very good or rather
good (Table 4). On average, consultants’ estimation of subjective knowledge was significantly
higher (p = 0.016) than estimation amongst nursing staff. Differences between surgeons and
anesthesiologists proved significant (p = 0.006), whereas no significant differences among the
two subgroups of nursing staff could be determined (p = 0.174) (S3 Fig.).

With regard to objective knowledge, measured as the total number of correctly answered
true/false questions, in median 8 out of 10 questions (minimum 3, maximum 10) were an-
swered correctly. No significant differences between professional groups (p = 0.056) or among
consultants (p = 0.669) and nursing staff (p = 0.644) could be determined.

Furthermore, no significant correlations between subjective and objective knowledge were
found for either consultants (rho = -0.134, p = 0.307) or nursing staff (rho = -0.178, p = 0.077)
as well as within the total cohort (rho = -0.131, p = 0.098).

Table 2. Quantitative analyses of compliance in partially completed SSCs during test run 1 and 2.

Spectrum of checkboxes ticked within incomplete SSCs Jun-2011 Nov-2011
N (%) N (%)

Sign In n = 86 n = 127

- Patient Name? 74 (86) 113 (89)

- Date of birth? 74 (86) 113 (89)

- Measures regarding hygiene necessary? 68 (79) 46 (36)

- Site marked? 73 (85) 81 (64)

- Informed consent for surgical procedure applicable? 71 (83) 33 (26)

- Antibiotic prophylaxis? 72 (84) 81 (64)

- Informed consent for anesthetic procedure applicable? 72 (84) 91 (72)

- Known allergies? 72 (84) 91 (72)

Team Time Out

- Introduction of team members? 81 (94) 83 (65)

- Patient Name? 80 (93) 116 (91)

- Date of birth? 80 (93) 116 (91)

- Type of procedure? 81 (94) 116 (91)

- Site of operation? 83 (97) 117 (92)

- Anticipated critical events? 80 (93) 107 (84)

- Imaging applicable? 80 (93) 116 (91)

- Further questions? 77 (90) 77 (61)

Sign out

- Name of the procedure and deviations, if any? 78 (91) 94 (74)

- Sponge counts correct? 78 (91) 108 (85)

- Instrument counts correct? 78 (91) 108 (85)

- Specimen is labelled? 73 (85) 79 (62)

- Were there any problems with the equipment? 76 (88) 89 (70)

- Relevant information for the post-operative procedure? 77 (90) 103 (81)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.t002
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Discussion
Each of the surgical departments in our hospital implemented the SSC into their routine proce-
dures. Results of audits and the online survey were found to be in accordance with respect to
the rate of SSCs used and subjective belief of healthcare professionals. However, the rate of
completed SSC continuously decreased over time. As summarized by Treadwell [23], barriers
to SSC implementation generally consist of confusion regarding the proper use of the checklist,
pragmatic challenges to efficient work flow, individual beliefs and attitudes. Our data have
shown that the implementation of a new tool is a continuous process that requires the willing-
ness of healthcare professionals to participate as well as the expertise to implement and con-
stantly improve such a tool.

Between test run 1 and 2, the rate of completed SSCs decreased from 36.3% to 1.6% within
months. This was unexpected since much effort was put into developing an SSC together with
all affected team members. Furthermore, regular focus group discussions, trainings and on-site
visits in the operating room were performed by the Department of Quality and Risk Manage-
ment to best support all healthcare professionals working with the SSC.

Table 3. Online survey – sample characteristics.

Consultants Nursing staff

N (%) 60 (37.5) 100 (62.5)

Female (%) 28 (46.7) 79 (79.0)

Median age in years (range) 46.5 (28, 59) 36 (21, 60)

Professional experience (%) 0 – < 5 years 6 (10) 21 (21.0)

10 – < 20 years 38 (63.3 52 (52.0)

More than 20 years 16 (26.7) 27 (27.0)

Hours spent in the OR in an average week 0 – < 16 12 (20.0) 21 (21.0)

16 – < 32 11 (18.3) 25 (25.0)

32 – and more than 40 37 (61.7) 54 (54.0)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.t003

Table 4. Results of the online survey.

Consultants Nursing staff

N = 60 (37.5%) N = 100 (62.5%)

Use of SSC (%) Yes 59 (98.3) 87 (87.0)

Type of SSC (%) WHO-SSC 29 (49.2) 54 (62.1)

Universal Protocol 3 (5.1) 0 (0)

Swiss Protocol 16 (27.1) 15 (17.2)

None of these 11 (18.6) 18 (20.7)

Frequency of SSC use 0–70% of operations 1 (1.7) 14 (14.0)

71–90% of operations 6 (10.0) 10 (10.0)

91–100% of operations 53 (88.3) 76 (76.0)

Satisfaction with SSC Very satisfied and satisfied 45 (75.0) 54 (54.0)

Somewhat satisfied 9 (15.0) 30 (30.0)

Rather and very unsatisfied 6 (10.0) 16 (16.0)

Subjective knowledge Very good and rather good 50 (83.3) 82 (82.0)

Okay 9 (15.0) 10 (10.0)

Rather bad and very bad 1 (1.7) 8 (8.0)

Median number of correctly answered questions (range) 8 (4, 10) 8 (3, 9)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.t004
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During the SI, 8 items were infrequently completed such as ‘hygiene’, ‘site marked’, ‘in-
formed consent’ and ‘antibiotic prophylaxis’. As these items are crucial to enhance patient and
employee safety, noncompliance was incomprehensible and its reasons remained unclear at
that point. During the TTO, checkpoint items such as ‘introduction of team members’ and
‘further questions’ were also infrequently completed. This led to the assumption that these
items could have been inconvenient for the operating team. Non-structured interviews con-
firmed that the operating team did not consider these questions to be helpful during the TTO
procedure. Furthermore, the team felt uncomfortable with answering them when among
familiar staff.

The test run in the pilot unit showed the need to provide additional information to all
healthcare professionals before the SSC could be rolled out to all surgical departments. As part
of this information process, we explained that introducing the team members by name, can be
of great benefit by reminding already familiar teams of the members’ names, by helping new
members to feel accepted into the team and by generally flattening the hierarchy in the operat-
ing theater [19]. During the first test run the SSC was also foreseen to be signed by the team
members who are responsible for their SSC elements in order to demonstrate ownership. How-
ever, nearly all signatures were missing. Therefore, it was defined to adjust the SSC for the sec-
ond test run to only note the name of the operating theater, the date of the operating procedure
and the patient’s adhesive label. We also reminded the checklist coordinator to thoroughly tick
the checkpoints once a checkbox item was discussed. As it can be seen by our results, the check-
list coordinator strictly followed this rule as we did not produce 100% checked SSC over time.

The stepwise implementation of the SSC to all surgical departments was optimized and con-
sisted of three main points: focus group discussions with healthcare professionals, role play
and introduction of contact persons in surgical departments. In focus group discussions,
healthcare professionals of surgical departments were guided by a moderator from the Depart-
ment for Quality and Risk Management. The aim and the goal of the adapted SSC as well as
each item of the SSC was thoroughly discussed and questions were addressed directly in this or
further meetings. All focus groups revealed the SSC as a useful tool as it helps to create a safe
environment in the operating setting. However, the implementation of a checklist in general
needs time to adjust common procedures and habits. Therefore, in role plays we demonstrated
that checklist use is not trivial and needs to be trained. Such trainings were offered to all surgi-
cal departments; however, some declined these trainings. This can be interpreted in two ways,
i) healthcare professionals feel to use the SSC as supposed and decline further trainings or ii),
they do not accept external support as given by the Department for Quality and Risk
Management.

All new measures taken together supported the further implementation process and resulted
in a higher compliance rate (95.3% in Feb. 2013) which was more or less stable over the obser-
vational period (91.9% in Nov. 2013, 89.9% in June 2014). The encouragement of the checklist
coordinator to tick the checkboxes thoroughly, initially resulted in a high proportion of com-
pleted SSCs, however, was followed by a decrease over time from 60.6% to 53.2%. The propor-
tion of completed SSCs in audit 1 was self-reported by healthcare professionals and showed the
necessity of independent control mechanisms. Starting with audit 2, objective evaluations were
introduced and painted a different picture of SSC compliance. Nevertheless, comparing our re-
sults to international data, these figures for a short period of SSC use are comparable to or even
higher than those reported by other hospitals [6, 11, 24–26].

We also introduced unannounced on-site visits; however, described as the Hawthorne ef-
fect, observational results were likely biased as teams tend to follow procedures more rigorously
when they know they are being observed [27]. We therefore focused on unannounced audits
and forwarding feedback to department leaders. However, giving real-time feedback of SSC
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compliance results did not influence the behavior of healthcare professionals. This led us to be-
lieve that individual attitudes of staff towards the checklist played a major role in the outcome
of the SSC utilization [23].

Considering the fact that 47,000 operations are done per year within our hospital, according
to the SSC compliance rate, approximately 10% of all operations are still performed without
the use of an SSC. As it is our priority to reach 100% SSC compliance and since we were eager
to receive further hints on process improvement, we gave all healthcare professionals working
in an operating theater the opportunity to take part in an online survey assessing subjective
and objective knowledge of as well as satisfaction with the SSC implementation.

The introduction of new tools like an SSC often evokes criticism, as habits have to be
changed. Thereby it can be positively interpreted that more than 60% were satisfied with the
SSC implementation. Consultants were more satisfied with the SSC implementation. This re-
sult was unexpected, as nursing staff have always been the most supportive members in a the-
ater team [27]. However, from a subjective point of view, during the introduction period more
effort was dedicated towards consultants, and amongst those, especially to surgeons to over-
come general resistance to change their habits. Therefore, survey data support the need to
focus on all healthcare professionals during an implementation phase.

Subjective knowledge was self-rated as being outstanding, however, considering that the
SSC has been part of their routine procedure for more than three years, objective knowledge
was not impressive and needs further improvement. To overcome this lack of knowledge, train-
ing has been found to best raise the compliance to the SSC [24] and was also mentioned as an
important improvement tool in the comment section (S1 Table) of the online survey.

In general, we also recognized that our expertise to perform SSC-trainings or focus group dis-
cussions increased over time. Therefore, we have to admit that we were not well prepared for the
initial phase of the SSC implementation. From a retrospective point of view we strongly recom-
mend all SSC-beginners not to only screen the literature and adapt the SSC as proposed by the
WHO, but rather to visit a hospital, where the SSC is successfully implemented. Also, sharing as
many SSC-opportunities in an operating room as possible helps to learn how to best train others
in using the SSC. In advance, discussions with healthcare professionals who support and refuse
the SSC is also a helpful method in order to prepare oneself as a trainer or project leader who will
be responsible to implement the new tool. We also recommend setting up a distinctive SSC pro-
gram prior implementation which should contain following items: i) set up a learning program,
ii) develop a system for continuous evaluation, and iii) implement a feedback system.

Results from the audits as well as the online survey showed that further improvements are
needed to achieve better compliance and through it acceptance of the SSC. In terms of lessons
learned over the last years, we have to report a bundle of improvements. First, attitudes of staff
towards the SSC influenced the willingness to participate in trainings. Therefore, hands-on-
leadership is needed to overcome this hurdle as it is the most powerful predictor of successful
SSC implementation and acceptance [29]. Second, to assure proper use of the SSC, training
should become an integral part within each surgical department and has to be performed con-
tinuously. To further facilitate the use of the safety tool, we aim to produce a video with proponents.
This video is to become an integral part of trainings for operating theater teams and medical
students. Third, local contact persons within each surgical department should be empowered
to organize trainings or initiate audits when needed to reinforce the use of the SSC within their
environment [28]. They should also receive additional trainings by experts to best enable them to
support their colleagues in the operating theater. Fourthly, training needs to be performed by ex-
perts; in our case the expertise evolved over the period of implementing the SSC. Finally, to dem-
onstrate good practice, study data and case studies where the SSC enhanced patient safety should
be published within each hospital, rather than solely communicating SSC non-compliance.
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A limitation of the current study was the poor response rate of the online survey. One reason
might have been that this survey was the first being performed online within our hospital. Em-
ployees reported certain concerns regarding anonymity, though the survey process was outlined
in detail. Another reason for the poor response rate could have been the peculiar fact that 25–50%
of all employees within our hospital had not yet activated their email account, which was found
out after the survey was performed. Although the response rate is comparable to Mascherek et al.
[20], we could have probably augmented it by sending out at least two or three reminders to non-
responders [30]. Another limitation was the fact that there was no baseline survey prior to the im-
plementation of the SSC. Additionally, we assessed compliance in terms of SSC use; however, we
did not investigate the quality of SSC use. Finally, the study lacks information on whether training
was done inadequately and therefore might have had any influence on outcome measures.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we found that the combined approach of assessing compliance and subjective
and objective knowledge appeared to be a useful instrument to investigate the implementation
of safety tools such as the SSC. The main key in increasing SSC use is a combined strategy of re-
petitive training and assessment on the part of the involved healthcare professionals [29].

Supporting Information
S1 Fig. Frequency of checklist use per specialty group of consultants and nursing staff,
numbers above bars represent absolute frequencies.
(TIF)

S2 Fig. Satisfaction with checklist implementation per specialty group of consultants and
nursing staff, numbers above bars represent absolute frequencies.
(TIF)

S3 Fig. Subjective knowledge about checklist use per specialty group of consultants and
nursing staff, numbers above bars represent absolute frequencies.
(TIF)

S1 Table. 64 annotations were given in the online survey, thereby, improvements were sug-
gested and multiple answers had been
- Reduce the number of questions on the SSC
- Install an electronic version of the SSC
- Implement the SSC also in outpatient departments
- Offer additional SSC-training.
(DOCX)

Acknowledgments
The authors wish to express their gratitude to the Patient Safety Foundation Switzerland as
they agreed to use their online questionnaire. Furthermore, we would like to thank the Austrian
Society for Quality and Safety (ASQS) for the support in this important patient safety topic.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: GS NM KL LJ. Performed the experiments: BK NM.
Analyzed the data: GS GP AB. Wrote the paper: GS GB LPK.

Surgical Safety Checklist Use

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926 February 6, 2015 12 / 14

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.s002
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.s003
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0116926.s004


References
1. Ginsburg LR, Tregunno D, Norton PG, Mitchell JI, Howley H (2013) Not another safety culture survey:

using the Canadian patient safety climate survey (CAN-PSCS) to measure provider perceptions of
PSC across health settings. BMJ Qual Saf 0: 1–9.

2. Kohn LT, Corrigan J, Donaldson MS (1999) To err is human: building a safer health system. Washing-
ton, DC: National Academy Press. PMID: 25506965

3. Battles JB, Lilford RJ (2003) Organizing patient safety research to identify risk and hazards. Qual Saf
Health Care 12(Suppl 2): ii2–7. PMID: 14645888

4. Sendlhofer G, Brunner G, Tax Ch, Falzberger G, Smolle J, et al. (2014) Systematic implementation of
clinical risk management in a large university hospital: the impact of risk managers. Wien Klin
Wochenschr. doi: 10.1007/s00508-014-0620-7.

5. World Alliance for Patient Safety (2008) WHO guidelines for safe surgery. Geneva: World Health Or-
ganization. Available: http://www.who.int/patientsafety/safesurgery/knowledge_base/SSSL_
Brochure_finalJun08.pdf Accessed 2014 Nov 23. PMID: 25506952

6. Haugen AS, Softeland E, Eide GE, Sevdalis N, Vincent CA, et al. (2013) Impact ot the World Health Or-
ganization’s surgical safety checklist on safety culture in the operating theatre: a controlled intervention
study. Br J Anaesth 110(5): 807–815. doi: 10.1093/bja/aet005 PMID: 23404986

7. Weiser TG, Regenbogen SE, Thompson KD, Haynes AB, Lipsitz SR, et al. (2008) An estimation of the
global volume of surgery: a modelling strategy based on available data. Lancet 372: 139–144. doi: 10.
1016/S0140-6736(08)60878-8 PMID: 18582931

8. Schimpff SC (2007) Improving operating room and perioperative safety: background and specific rec-
ommendations. Surg Innov 14: 127–135. PMID: 17558019

9. Carney B, West P, Neily J, Mills PD, Bagian JP (2010) Differences in nurse and surgeon perceptions of
teamwork: implications for use of a briefing checklist in the OR. AORN J 91: 722–729. doi: 10.1016/j.
aorn.2009.11.066 PMID: 20510945

10. Bliss LA, Ross-Richardson CB, Sanzari LJ, Shapiro DS, Lukianoff AE, et al. (2012) Thirty-day out-
comes support implementation of a surgical safety checklist. J Am Coll Surg 215: 766–776. doi: 10.
1016/j.jamcollsurg.2012.07.015 PMID: 22951032

11. Tang R, Ranmuthugala G, Cunningham F (2014) Surgical safety checklist: a review. ANZ J Surg
84:148–154. doi: 10.1111/ans.12168 PMID: 23601094

12. Haynes AB, Weiser TG, Berry WR, Lipsitz SR, Breizat A-HS, et al. (2009) A Surgical Safety Checklist
to Reduce Morbidity and Mortality in a Global Population. N Engl J Med 360: 491–499. doi: 10.1056/
NEJMsa0810119 PMID: 19144931

13. Gawande AA, Thomas EJ, Zinner MJ, Brennan TA (1999) The incidence and nature of surgical adverse
events in Colorado and Utah in 1992. Surgery 126: 66–75. PMID: 10418594

14. Kable AK, Gibberd RW, Spigelman AD (2002) Adverse events in surgical patients in Australia. Int J
Qual Health Care 14: 269–276. PMID: 12201185

15. Levy SM, Senter CE, Hawkins RB, Zhao JY, Doody K, et al. (2012) Implementing a surgical checklist:
more than checking a box. Surgery: 331–336.

16. Conley DM, Singer SJ, Edmondson L, Berry WR, Gawande AA (2011) Effective surgical safety check-
list implementation. J Am Coll Surg 212(5): 873–879. doi: 10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2011.01.052 PMID:
21398154

17. Klei WA, Hoff RG, van Aarnheim EEHL, Simmermacher RKJ, Regli LPE, et al. (2011) Effects of the in-
troduction of the WHO “Surgical Safety Checklist” on in-hospital mortality. Annals of Surgery: 1–6.

18. Urbach DR, Govindarajan A, Saskin R, Wilton AS, Baxter NN (2014) Introduction of surgical safety
checklists in Ontaria, Canada. N Engl J Med 370: 1029–1038. doi: 10.1056/NEJMsa1308261 PMID:
24620866

19. (2012) Prepared for the Health Quality and Safety Commission New Zealand. Attitudes towards the
Surgical Safety Checklist and its use in New Zealand Operating Theatres. Litmus, 19 October 2012;
Available: http://www.hqsc.govt.nz/assets/Perioperative-Harm/PR-files–images/Litmus-surgical-
safety-checklist-report-June-2013.pdf. Accessed 2014 Jun 9.

20. Mascherek AC, Schwappach DLB, Bezzola P (2013) Frequency of use and knowledge of theWHO-
surgical checklist in Swiss hospitals: a cross-sectional online survey. Patient Safety in Surgery 7, 36.
doi: 10.1186/1754-9493-7-36 PMID: 24304634

21. Borchard A, Schwappach DLB, Barbir A, Bezzola P (2012) A systemic review of the effectiveness, com-
pliance, and critical factors for implementation of safety checklists in surgery. Ann Surg 256: 925–933.
doi: 10.1097/SLA.0b013e3182682f27 PMID: 22968074

Surgical Safety Checklist Use

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926 February 6, 2015 13 / 14

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25506965
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14645888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00508-014-0620-7
http://www.who.int/patientsafety/safesurgery/knowledge_base/SSSL_Brochure_finalJun08.pdf
http://www.who.int/patientsafety/safesurgery/knowledge_base/SSSL_Brochure_finalJun08.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25506952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bja/aet005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23404986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(08)60878-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(08)60878-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18582931
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17558019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aorn.2009.11.066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aorn.2009.11.066
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20510945
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2012.07.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2012.07.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22951032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ans.12168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23601094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa0810119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa0810119
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19144931
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10418594
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12201185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2011.01.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21398154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa1308261
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24620866
http://www.hqsc.govt.nz/assets/Perioperative-Harm/PR-files--images/Litmus-surgical-safety-checklist-report-June-2013.pdf
http://www.hqsc.govt.nz/assets/Perioperative-Harm/PR-files--images/Litmus-surgical-safety-checklist-report-June-2013.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1754-9493-7-36
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24304634
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3182682f27
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22968074


22. NHS. How not to do the surgical safety checklist. Available: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
REyers2AAeI. Accessed 2014 Jun 9.

23. Treadwell JR, Lucas S, Tsou AY (2014) Surgical checklists: a systematic review of impacts and imple-
mentation. BMJ Qual Saf 23: 299–318. doi: 10.1136/bmjqs-2012-001797 PMID: 23922403

24. Sewell M, Adebibe M, Jayakumar P, Jowett C, Kong K et al. (2011) Use of the WHO surgical safety
checklist in trauma and orthopaedic patients. Int Orthop 35: 897–901. doi: 10.1007/s00264-010-1112-
7 PMID: 20730425

25. Taylor B, Slater A, Reznick R (2010) The surgical safety checklist effects are sustained, and team cul-
ture is strengthened (editorial). Surgeon 8: 1–4. PMID: 20222395

26. Cullati S, Licker M-J, Francis P, Degiorgi A, Bezzola P, et al. (2014) Implementation of the surgical safe-
ty checklist in Switzerland and perceptions of its benefits: cross-sectional survey. PlOS ONE 9:
e101915. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.010915 PMID: 25036453

27. Saturno PJ, Aledo VS, Da Silva Gama ZA, Lorca-Parra F, Grau-Polan M (2014) UnderstandingWHO
surgical checklist implementation: tricks and pitfalls. An observational study. World J Surg 38: 287–
295. doi: 10.1007/s00268-013-2300-6 PMID: 24142333

28. O’Connor P, Reddin C, O’Sullivan M, O’Duffy F, Keogh I (2013) Surgical checklists: the human factor.
Patient Saf Surg 7 (14). doi: 10.1186/1754-9493-7-14 PMID: 23672665

29. Hayes C (2012) Surgical safety checklist: improved patient safety through effective teamwork. Health-
care Quarterly 15: 57–62. PMID: 22874448

30. Burns KEA, Duffett M, Kho ME, Meade MO, Adhikari NKJ, et al. (2008) A guide for the design and con-
duct of self-administered surveys of clinicians. Can Med J 179(3): 245–252. doi: 10.1503/cmaj.
080372.

Surgical Safety Checklist Use

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116926 February 6, 2015 14 / 14

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=REyers2AAeI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=REyers2AAeI
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2012-001797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23922403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00264-010-1112-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00264-010-1112-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20730425
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20222395
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.010915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25036453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00268-013-2300-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24142333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1754-9493-7-14
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23672665
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22874448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.080372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.080372


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /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 true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /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
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


