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Abstract
Background
Gypsy/Travellers have poor health and experience discrimination alongside structural and cultural barriers when accessing health services and consequently may mistrust those services. Our study aims to investigate which approaches to community engagement are most likely to be effective at enhancing trust between Gypsy/Travellers and mainstream health services.

Methods
This multi-method 30-month study, commenced in June 2015, and comprises four stages.	1.Three related reviews: a) systematic review of Gypsy/Travellers’ access to health services; b) systematic review of reviews of how trust has been conceptualised within healthcare; c) realist synthesis of community engagement approaches to enhance trust and increase Gypsy/Travellers’ participation in health services. The reviews will consider any economic literature;


 

	2.Online consultation with health and social care practitioners, and civil society organisations on existing engagement activities, including perceptions of barriers and good practice;


 

	3.Four in-depth case studies of different Gypsy/Traveller communities, focusing on maternity, early years and child dental health services. The case studies include the views of 32–48 mothers of pre-school children, 32–40 healthcare providers and 8–12 informants from third sector organisations.


 

	4.Two stakeholder workshops exploring whether policy options are realistic, sustainable and replicable.


 




                        
Case study data will be analysed thematically informed by the evaluative framework derived from the realist synthesis in stage one.
The main outputs will be: a) an evaluative framework of Gypsy/Travellers’ engagement with health services; b) recommendations for policy and practice; c) evidence on which to base future implementation strategies including estimation of costs.

Discussion
Our novel multi-method study seeks to provide recommendations for policy and practice that have potential to improve uptake and delivery of health services, and to reduce lifetime health inequalities for Gypsy/Travellers. The findings may have wider resonance for other marginalised populations. Strengths and limitations of the study are discussed.

Trial registration
Prospero registration for literature reviews: CRD42015021955 and CRD42015021950
                        
UKCRN reference: 20036
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Background
In 2008, the World Health Organisation Commission on Social Determinants of Health [1] called for ‘closing of the gap’ in health inequalities within a generation. Reducing health inequalities has been a priority for successive UK governments [2]. The needs of the most marginalised groups have however, been neglected. Gypsies and Travellers are one socially excluded group where evidence for improving health is weakest [3]. It is estimated that there are 150,000–300,000 Gypsy/Travellers in the UK [4], this however is likely to be an underestimate. Due to widespread stigma and discrimination, many Gypsy/Travellers do not disclose their identity [5]. This paper provides an overview of a multi- component study that aims to strengthen the evidence regarding how to improve uptake and delivery of health services and thereby reduce health inequalities for Gypsy/Travellers.
We use the term ‘Gypsy/Travellers’ to include all those with a cultural tradition of, and commitment to nomadism, including those who live permanently or temporarily in settled housing. This broad definition includes individuals from different socio-cultural backgrounds including Romany (English) Gypsies, Irish Travellers, Scottish Gypsy/Travellers and Eastern European Roma communities. However, there are contested definitions of Gypsy/Travellers reflecting complex cultural and/or linguistic differences between communities [6]. Therefore there are likely to be different health needs and experiences of health care between and within diverse Gypsy/Traveller communities [7].
Although Gypsy/Traveller communities are diverse, and robust evidence of health needs is lacking due to unknown population size and lack of systematic monitoring [8, 9], there is consensus that Gypsy/Travellers in the UK have poorer health and lower life expectancy than the general population and other disadvantaged groups [7, 8, 10–15]. This includes increased maternal and child mortality [8, 13, 16], and in children, high rates of accidental injury, infections and accident and emergency department attendance [11, 17]. Studies have found low uptake of preventative health services including childhood immunisations [18–21], significantly increasing risk of preventable disease [22, 23]. Gypsy/Travellers have poor dental health with high unmet need for dental care [24, 25].
Some of the reasons why Gypsy/Travellers are vulnerable to poor health outcomes, even when compared to other disadvantaged groups include poor living conditions, high rates of homelessness, low educational achievement, social exclusion and widespread prejudice and discrimination [26]. Gypsy/Travellers also face many barriers to accessing healthcare. For some, a mobile lifestyle is key [16], however, poor access is also experienced by settled Gypsy/Travellers. This is underpinned by complex factors including stigmatisation and lack of understanding by healthcare staff [10, 12, 27]. Reported cultural barriers include normalisation of ill-health and pride in self-reliance [28]. However, it is unclear how these interact with social exclusion and poverty [29].
These multiple factors alongside poor quality care that does not meet healthcare needs may lead to low expectations and mistrust of health services and healthcare personnel [27, 30]. Trust in services and personnel is associated with increased utilisation of healthcare, and improved health behaviours and quality of care [31–33]. Community engagement strategies have the potential to enhance trust and ensure services are tailored to the needs of specific populations [34–36]. “Community engagement” is one of several overlapping terms (others include “community involvement”, “community participation”, and “community development”) used to describe activities that are aimed at enabling communities to participate in decisions that affect their lives and improve their health and wellbeing, including planning, design, delivery and evaluation of health services [34–36].
Aims and objectives
Our research investigates which approaches to community engagement are likely to enhance trust between Gypsy/Travellers and mainstream health services. The focus is maternity services, early years’ health services and child dental health services. The objectives are to:	1.describe activities and methods used to engage Gypsy/Travellers in health services and to assess the extent to which they focus on developing trust;


 

	2.investigate the extent to which different engagement activities used by health services enhance trust and increase uptake of maternity services, early years’ services and child dental health services by Gypsy/Travellers;


 

	3.examine the knowledge, attitudes/beliefs and experiences of Gypsy/Travellers of maternity services, early years’ services and child dental health services;


 

	4.identify different approaches to enhancing Gypsy/Travellers’ trust in maternity services, early years’ services and child dental health services and explore the implications for policy and practice;


 

	5.estimate the potential implementation costs of different approaches to enhancing Gypsy/Travellers’ trust in maternity services, early years’ services and child dental health services; and


 

	6.explore whether community engagement approaches that work to enhance Gypsy/Travellers’ trust in maternity services, early years’ services and child dental health services are potentially applicable to other health services/vulnerable communities.


 




                        


Methods
Study design and overview
This multi-method 30-month study (June 2015 to November 2017) comprises four interlinked stages. See Fig. 1 for an overview.[image: A12939_2016_475_Fig1_HTML.gif]
Fig. 1Study flow chart




                        
The study team are being advised by two advisory groups; a Stakeholder Advisory Group comprising health professionals, policy advisors and academics, and a User Advisory Group, hosted by Leeds Gypsy and Traveller Exchange (Leeds GATE), comprising women representing Romany Gypsy, Irish Traveller and Eastern European Roma communities.

Stage one: literature reviews
Review one is a systematic review of all available primary empirical literature on how, why and where Gypsy/Travellers seek help from and engage with healthcare services.
Search
In May 2015, we searched 21 online databases: MEDLINE (via OVID), Embase (via OVID), CINAHL (via EBSCO), Cochrane Database of Systematic Review, Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects, Health Technology Assessment database, CENTRAL, Social Science Citation Index (via Web of Knowledge), PsycINFO (via OVID), HMIC (via OVID), ASSIA (via Proquest), Social Policy and Practice (via OVID), Bibliomap (via the EPPI-Centre databases), DoPHER (via the EPPI-Centre databases), TRoPHI (via the EPPI-Centre databases), the Campbell Library, Social Care Online and the British Nursing Index (via Proquest), Research Councils UK – Gateway to Research, OAIster and OpenGrey. In addition, to identify work-in-progress and unpublished studies, a focused Google search was conducted. Reference lists of relevant literature reviews were examined to locate further studies. Search terms, developed with an Information Specialist, combined thesaurus and free-text terms. The search structure was (Gypsy/Traveller communities) AND (general healthcare services OR maternal and child healthcare services OR child dental health care services OR community engagement interventions).

Eligibility criteria
Publications were included if they reported methods and findings of a primary study, focused on Gypsy/Travellers, included data that illuminated how, why and where Gypsy/Travellers engage with health care services and were published in English after the year 2000. All study designs were included.

Selection of studies
Title and abstracts were screened independently by two reviewers and discrepancies discussed with a third reviewer. Full texts of publications appearing to meet the inclusion criteria were assessed independently by two reviewers and discrepancies discussed with a third reviewer.

Data extraction and synthesis
For each study meeting the eligibility criteria, data were extracted by one reviewer and checked by a second reviewer regarding methods, aims and specific findings related to the review question. A detailed narrative of the findings will be reported.

Output
An evidence matrix indicating key findings and the robustness of methodology, accompanied by a narrative synthesis is the key output of this review. Review one also provides a sampling frame to feed relevant studies into the realist synthesis of community engagement approaches [37]. Finally, we also conducted an appraisal of the economics literature applying focus to any economic evaluations or discussions of cost associated with engagement programmes. Economics literature was primarily identified via the first search though an additional search was also undertaken using NHS EED, the only remaining database for economic evaluations (published until 2014). Review one is in the write-up phase.
Review two is a systematic review of secondary (review) literature to examine how ‘trust’ has been conceptualised and theorised in any healthcare setting. Trust is a complex term, frequently used but rarely defined. We are particularly interested in describing frameworks/models that may be relevant in explaining the relationship between vulnerable communities and mainstream health and social care services. Trust is however, a challenging term to search for (a recently updated Cochrane review on interventions to enhance trust retrieved 14057 records for initial screening [38]). Since we were interested in understanding and describing the concept of trust within a health care context generally, we focused on secondary literature.

Search
We searched 15 online databases in May 2015: MEDLINE (via OVID), Embase (via OVID), CINAHL (via EBSCO), Cochrane Database of Systematic Review, Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects, Health Technology Assessment database, Social Science Citation Index (via Web of Knowledge), PsycINFO (via OVID), HMIC (via OVID), ASSIA (via Proquest), Social Policy and Practice (via OVID), Bibliomap (via the EPPI-Centre databases), DoPHER (via the EPPI-Centre databases), TRoPHI (via the EPPI-Centre databases), the Campbell Library. The search structure was: “trust” synonyms AND “systematic review” synonyms.

Eligibility criteria
Systematic and non-systematic reviews were included if their primary focus was describing or exploring the concept of trust within a health care context, and were published in English after the year 2000

Study selection
Title and abstracts were screened independently by two reviewers and discrepancies discussed with a third reviewer. Full texts of publications appearing to meet the inclusion criteria were assessed independently by two reviewers and discrepancies discussed with a third reviewer.

Data extraction and synthesis
Data were extracted for each eligible study by one reviewer and checked by a second reviewer regarding: methods; review aims; and key findings specifically related to understanding, describing or exploring trust. A detailed narrative synthesis of the findings is currently under construction.
Review three is a realist synthesis of community engagement approaches to enhance trust and increase Gypsy/Travellers’ participation in health services. Four hypotheses, derived from published literature, were developed to provide initial direction for the review:	1)Community engagement is an effective and cost-effective strategy for enhancing the confidence and trust of Gypsy/Travellers in mainstream services [34];


 

	2)Approaches to community engagement that work to enhance trust and increase uptake of services with some participants may not work with Gypsy/Travellers because of the longstanding experience of social exclusion and discrimination, low education and literacy levels and mistrust of authority [39];


 

	3)Successful community engagement will be underpinned by genuine involvement of community members (i.e. not tokenistic), honest appraisal of what can be achieved (not raising expectations that cannot be met) and continuity of trusted personnel [40].


 

	4)Community engagement between Gypsy/Travellers and mainstream health services can be facilitated effectively by civil society Gypsy/Traveller organisations [8, 39].


 




                           
Realist synthesis is appropriate for understanding complex interventions, in this case the interaction between trust and community engagement. Realist reviews focus on developing theories of what works for whom and in what circumstances thereby accounting for context, mechanisms and outcomes in the process of systematically synthesising relevant literature [41]. Our realist synthesis will draw on data derived from reviews one and two, but will also include purposive additional searching [37] for literature that focuses on engagement approaches with Gypsies, Travellers and Roma. The output of the realist synthesis will be an evaluative framework for explaining and understanding the complex and multi-faceted nature of engagement with health services. We plan to involve the study Stakeholder Advisory group in further stages of the review process. Review three is underway.


Stage two: online consultation
A semi-structured, web-based questionnaire will be purpose designed to elicit views on how to enhance trust in mainstream services; the range of activities/methods used by maternity, early years’ and child dental health services to engage Gypsy/Travellers and any associated costs; perceptions of the success of different approaches to developing trust; and barriers to, and suggested strategies for, enhancing trust, including examples of good practice. The questions will be based on the aims of the study, findings of the literature reviews, and the views of the Stakeholder Advisory Group. The consultation will be delivered using the Bristol Online Survey tool [42], and will be disseminated by e-mail. We aim to include the views of three main groups, from across the UK, through purposive sampling:	1.Individuals working in civil society organisations who represent or advocate for Gypsy/Traveller communities. These include UK-wide organisations such as Friends, Family and Travellers; National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups; and local/regional groups such as Traveller Movement (London); Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Groups; One voice for Travellers (Cambridgeshire); Roma Support Group (London); Romani Arts Company (Wales) An munia Tober (Northern Ireland) and Article 12 Young Gypsy Lives (Scotland). We will also include organisations who represent/advocate for users of maternity users (nct – formerly known as the National Childbirth Trust), and children (Save the Children UK; Children’s Society). We were unable to identify any civil society organisations focusing on child dental health.


 

	2.Health and social care practitioners delivering maternity, early years’ and child dental health services (e.g. midwives, health visitors, general practitioners, and community dentists, who work with Gypsy/Travellers communities). We aim to include healthcare practitioners who have a specialist role regarding service provision for Gypsy/Travellers, and those who provide care for Gypsy/Travellers as part of mainstream services. We will reach these practitioners through professional organisations and networks such as Midwifery Supervisors network; Infant Feeding Leads network; Health Visitors Institute; Royal College of General Practitioners; Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health; Faculty of Public Health; British Dental Association and British Society of Paediatric Dentistry.


 

	3.Local policymakers and health and social care service commissioners (e.g. Directors of Public Health and Dental Public Health, health improvement specialists, health inequality teams, clinical commissioning groups and Local Authorities).


 




                        
Analysis of the online consultation will include: proportions of respondents who agree/disagree with evidence–derived statements; and thematic analysis of free text questions including exploration of similarities and differences between different stakeholders.
The online consultation findings will: a) inform the selection of case studies, i.e. if a successful approach to community engagement with Gypsy/Travellers is identified, we may select the location as a case study site; b) provide a national context to locate the findings of the case studies; and c) provide a community of interest for dissemination of the study findings.

Stage three: case studies
Settings and participants
This stage comprises multiple case study design to explore in-depth community engagement and trust in healthcare for Gypsy/Travellers [43]. The unit of analysis is the approach to engagement between health services and Gypsy/Traveller communities within a locality. Each case study involves interviews, focus group discussions and documentary analysis. Four case studies will be selected purposively to reflect the diversity of Gypsy/Travellers communities, different approaches to community engagement, and examples of good practice regarding maternity, early years’ or child dental health services (identified through the realist synthesis and online consultation). Three case studies will be in England and one in Scotland to reflect the larger population of Gypsy/Travellers in England and to meet the funders’ remit of advising policymakers in England. The selection of a case study in Scotland strengthens the methodology because there are differences between healthcare structures and remuneration in England and Scotland that could be significant.
Overall, the case studies will include English/Romany Gypsies, Irish Travellers, Scottish Gypsy/Travellers and Eastern European Roma migrants. They will be conducted in two phases of six months. Lessons learned from the first two case studies, for example approaches to recruitment or revisions to interview topic guides, will inform the conduct of the second two case studies.
Our purposive sample strategy is designed to reflect the diversity of Gypsy/Traveller populations living in the UK. We aim to recruit mothers who live in permanent housing, and in authorised and unauthorised sites, and those following a nomadic lifestyle. Where the mother wishes, we will include other family members in interviews Health practitioners will be recruited purposively to include those working in maternity, early years’ and child dental health services. Finally we will include key informants from civil society organisations that are involved in community engagement activities with Gypsy/Travellers. See Table 1 for an overview of the proposed numbers of participants and data generation methods.Table 1Target numbers of participants in case studies


	Participants
	Data generation method
	Each case study
	Total across four case studies

	Mothers of pre-school children
	Face-to face interviews
	8–12
	32–48

	Health and social care practitioners
	Focus group discussion
	6–8
	24–32

	Telephone interviews
	2–4
	8–16

	Key informants from civil society organisations
	Telephone interviews
	2–4
	8–16




                           
The case studies will include analysis of documents, sourced through NHS and civil society organisations, websites, social media and from the research participants, related to methods and activities used by health services and civil society organisations to engage Gypsy/Travellers.

Access and recruitment
There are challenges in recruiting participants from marginalised communities. In each case study we will identify relevant civil society organisations, community workers, local authority or NHS frontline health and social care workers as gatekeepers who can identify potential participants. Leeds GATE will facilitate recruitment through their networks. We are developing relationships both for circulating the online consultation (stage two) and facilitating recruitment to case studies. We will liaise with individuals and organisations working with Gypsy/Travellers with whom we have established links and who are familiar with research process through a previous study [44]. The Stakeholder Advisory Group will identify additional organisations and specialist services to enahnce recruitment. The gatekeepers will facilitate recruitment of health and social care practitioners and key informants from civil society organisations.

Generating research material
Mothers of pre-school children
We will conduct semi-structured, face-to-face interviews. The interview topic-guide will focus on perceptions of trust, views, experiences and awareness of maternity, early years’ and child dental health services including barriers to service use, experiences of community engagement activities, and suggestions for ways of improving services.

Health and social care practitioners
We will conduct focus group discussions with telephone interviews as a contingency for those unable to attend a focus group [45]. The topic guide will include participants’ experiences of service provision for Gypsy/Traveller communities, barriers to providing quality services, organisational context, examples of good practice in terms of engagement and developing trust with Gypsy/Traveller communities and cost implications.

Key informants from civil society organisations
We will conduct telephone interviews, focusing on views and experiences of different approaches to community engagement, barriers and suggested strategies for increasing trust between Gypsy/Travelers and mainstream health services.
The locations of interviews and focus group discussions will be negotiated with participants. All interviews and focus groups will be audio-recorded with the participants’ written consent and transcribed for analysis. Where necessary, interviews with participants from Eastern European Roma backgrounds will be undertaken by a bilingual researcher who will transcribe and translate the audio-recording.



Analysis of research material
We will analyse data thematically, informed by the evaluative framework derived from the realist synthesis in stage one. The research material from each case study will be analysed and reported independently before comparing similarities and differences across case studies [46]. We will analyse diverse participant experience to avoid essentialist interpretations based on particular cultural groups [47]. NVivo 10 Software [46] will be used to manage the data.
Costs incurred by health and social care services will be estimated for each approach identified and represented as per family/per individual depending on the nature of the cost. All potential sources of costs will be identified, for instance cost of a visit from an appropriately trained practitioner. Cost data will be drawn from systematic review evidence and standard costing sources [47]. Although the results will only provide a conservative estimate of the costs associated with each approach, such knowledge is important to guide decision-making and future trials. If data is sufficiently rich, a theoretical cost-benefit analysis could be included using real life experiences of Gypsy/Travellers to estimate the potential benefits through cost savings.
The findings of the three completed stages of the research (reviews, online consultation and case studies) will be synthesised, using a triangulation protocol [48], to draw up a list of approaches to community engagement for enhancing Gypsy/Travellers’ trust in mainstream services. This will be done at the data interpretation phase [49]. A ‘convergence coding matrix’ will be created to display the different sets of findings informed by the evaluative framework developed from the realist synthesis.

Stage four cross-sectoral workshops
Two cross-sectoral workshops will present the draft policy options/recommendations to diverse stakeholders. This approach ensures that options/recommendations culminating from research reflect the realities and constraints of policy and practice [50]. Furthermore, the workshops will create a community of interest for dissemination. Up to 40 stakeholders will be invited to attend (or nominate a deputy) including: representatives from civil society organisations; frontline maternity and early years’ health services and children’s dental health services staff, service managers and commissioners, national and local policymakers, representatives from Local Authorities, and members of the User and Stakeholder Advisory Groups. Detailed field notes along with materials from the groupwork and plenary sessions, will be synthesised and included in the final report.
Workshop participants will consider:	the importance, acceptability, feasibility, replicability and sustainability of recommendations;

	barriers to and positive strategies for implementation of recommendations;

	possible consequences and costs of different policy options;

	how policy and practice options might work in different healthcare settings (e.g. mental health, adult dental services) and for other vulnerable populations (e.g. vulnerable migrants, homeless).




                        

Public and patient involvement
It would not be possible to undertake this study without the involvement of Gypsy/Travellers. The study team includes the Chief Executive Officer of Leeds GATE, who is hosting the User Advisory Group whose involvement will include: input to the evaluative framework derived from the realist synthesis; development of participant information sheets and consent forms; advice on recruitment, topic guides for interviews and focus group discussions; interpretation of findings, and dissemination activities. In each case study location, we will identify two members of the local Gypsy/Traveller community to advise on the conduct of the research and any local issues of relevance, for example access, recruitment, and locally-tailored participant information sheets. We will support members of the User Advisory Group and local case study community members through two advocacy-training events in the first and second years of the project. The participatory events will bring together community members, researchers and members of civil society organisations.

Dissemination
The main output will be a report detailing: a) an evaluative framework of Gypsy/Travellers’ engagement with health services; b) recommendations for policy and practice on how to enhance trust and improve the acceptability of health services to Gypsy/Travellers; and c) evidence on which to base future implementation strategies including estimation of costs of policy options. To increase impact, we will disseminate widely through written summaries, social media, and academic and professional conferences and publications. This will include: to Gypsy/Travellers communities led by the User Advisory Group; to research participants, and more widely through the network of civil society organisations developed from the online consultation and stakeholder workshops. Short articles will be written for magazines/newsletters. More detailed summaries will be prepared for health and social care organisations and disseminated to relevant professional organisations.


Discussion
This multi-component study seeks to explore ways of improving the uptake and delivery of health services and thereby reducing health inequalities for Gypsy/Travellers who are marginalised in the UK and across Europe [51]. The multi-method approach will combine data from a variety of perspectives including Gypsy/Travellers, health professionals and civil society organisations to provide policy recommendations to enhance trust and improve the acceptability of health services to Gypsy/Travellers
Although we have chosen to focus on maternity, early years’ and child dental health services as exemplars of mainstream health services, the findings may have resonance for other health services. Issues of trust and engagement are likely to be determinants of differential uptake of health services for other marginalised populations such as homeless people and refugees/asylum seekers. Thus, our findings may have broader application. The robust methods of public and patient involvement will help to ensure that the research is conducted ethically. The involvement of stakeholders, particularly through the workshops will increase the likelihood that final recommendations reflect the realities and constraints of policy and practice. Through the online consultation and our approach to selecting the case studies we aim to provide best practice guidance.
Our study has several challenges and limitations. Trust and engagement are terms with multiple meanings. We planned the detailed literature reviews to develop theoretical understanding of these concepts which can then be explored in case studies and workshops. We anticipate that the explanatory framework will address different meanings of trust and engagement especially when these might differ between Gypsy/Traveller populations and health services. Within the constraints of the time and funding we are limited to four case studies which will be selected on the basis of good practice. This may reduce our ability to reflect on lessons-learned from approaches that have not worked. By the very nature of the marginalisation and discrimination experienced by Gypsy/Travellers in UK society, it is likely that recruitment to our study will be challenging and require multiple approaches. The ability of the researchers to develop trusting relationships first with gatekeepers and then with participants will be critical to the quality of the findings. We may not be able to recruit those who are most vulnerable e.g. those who do not engage with civil society organisations and/or those living in unauthorised encampments. Health professionals who participate are likely to be those who have an interest in this population group and therefore may not represent all mainstream practitioners. Despite these caveats, our study will add to the evidence-base of what works to increase trust and engagement between marginalised populations and mainstream health services.

Acknowledgements
We thank the study Stakeholder and User Advisory Groups for their contributions to the design and conduct of the study.
Funding
This report is independent research commissioned and funded by the Department of Health Policy Research Programme (Enhancing Gypsy/Travellers’ trust: using maternity and early years’ health services and dental health services as exemplars of mainstream service provision, PR-R8-0314-24002). The views expressed in this publication are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the Department of Health.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
All authors contributed to the design and refinement of the protocol. AM drafted the manuscript. All authors contributed to revisions and approved the final version of the manuscript. Roles in the research: AM (PI) and LS will contribute to all stages of the study; KA and CJ will contribute to selection of case study sites, and analysis and interpretation of the data; SM will lead the literature reviews; NI will contribute to all stages of the study providing advice relating to dentistry; HJ will be responsible for PPI and facilitation of relationships with case study sites; KB will conduct the economic evaluation.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study has been approved by the NHS Health Research Authority East Midlands - Leicester Central Research Ethics Committee (Ref: 16/EM/0028)


[image: Creative Commons]
                           Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
Marmot M, Friel S, Bell R, Houweling TA, Taylor S, Commission on Social Determinants of Health. Closing the gap in a generation: health equity through action on the social determinants of health. Lancet. 2008;372:1661–9.CrossRef

2.
HM Government. Healthy Lives. healthy people: our strategy for public health in England. London: The Stationery Office; 2010.

3.
HM Government. Inclusion Health: improving the way we meet the primary health care needs of the socially excluded. London: Cabinet Office; 2010.

4.
Estimates on Roma population in European countries. [http://​www.​coe.​int/​en/​web/​portal/​roma/​]. Accessed 11 Nov 2016.

5.
Wilkin A, Derrington C, Foster B. Improving the outcomes for Gypsy, Roma and Traveller pupils: literature review. London: Department for Chilren, Schools and Families; 2009.

6.
Bhopal K, Myers M. Insiders, outsiders and others: Gypsies and identity. Hatfield: University of Hertfordshire Press; 2008.

7.
Doyal L, Cameron A, Cemlyn S, Nandy S, Shaw M. The health of Travellers in the South West region: a review of data sources and a strategy for change. Bristol: South West Public Health Observatory; 2002.

8.
Aspinall P. Hidden needs: identifying key vulnerable groups in data collections. Vulnerable migrants, Gypsies and Travellers, homeless people, and sex workers. London: National Inclusion Health Board; 2014.

9.
Jenkins L. Preparation study of Gypsy/Traveller health needs. Canterbury: University of Kent; 2010.

10.
Cemlyn S, Greenfields M, Burnett S, Matthews Z, Whitwell C. Inequalities experienced by Gypsy and Traveller communities: a review. Manchester: Equality and Human Rights Commission; 2009.

11.
Dar O, Gobin M, Hogarth S, Lane C, Ramsay M. Mapping the Gypsy Traveller community in England: what we know about their health service provision and childhood immunization uptake. J Public Health. 2013;35:404–12.CrossRef

12.
Francis G. Developing the cultural competence of health professionals working with Gypsy Travellers. J Psychol Issues Org Cult. 2013;3:64–77.CrossRef

13.
Parry G, Van Cleemput P, Peters J, Walters S, Thomas K, Cooper C. Health status of Gypsies and Travellers in England. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2007;61:198–204.CrossRef

14.
Peters J, Parry GD, Van Cleemput P, Moore J, Cooper CL, Walters SJ. Health and use of health services: a comparison between Gypsies and Travellers and other ethnic groups. Ethn Health. 2009;14:359–77.CrossRef

15.
Baker M. Leeds baseline census 2004–2005. Leeds: Leeds Racial Equality Council; 2005. http://​www.​grtleeds.​co.​uk/​information/​census.​html.​

16.
Aspinall P. A review of the literature on the health beliefs, health status, and use of services in the Gypsy Traveller population, and of appropriate health care interventions. Cardiff: Office of the Chief Medical Officer, Welsh Assembly Government; 2005.

17.
Beach H. Comparing the use of an Accident and Emergency Department by children from two Local Authority Gypsy sites with that of their neighbours. Public Health. 2006;120:882–4.CrossRef

18.
Gordon M, Gorman D, Hashem S, Stewart D. The health of Travellers' children in Northern Ireland. Public Health. 1991;105:387–91.CrossRef

19.
Feder GS, Vaclavik T, Streetly A. Traveller Gypsies and childhood immunization: a study in east London. Br J Gen Pract. 1993;43:281.

20.
Pahl JM, Vaile MS. Health and health care among Travellers. J Soc Policy. 1984;17:195–213.CrossRef

21.
Maduma-Butshe A, McCarthy N. The burden and impact of measles among the Gypsy–Traveller communities, Thames Valley, 2006–09. J Public Health. 2013;35:27–31.CrossRef

22.
Save the Children. Finding the final fifth: inequalities in immunisation. London: Save the Children; 2012. http://​www.​savethechildren.​org.​uk/​sites/​default/​files/​docs/​Finding-the-Final-Fifth.​pdf.​

23.
Scottish Parliament. Equal Opportunities Committee 3rd Report, 2012 (Session 4) Gypsy/Travellers and care. Edinburgh: Scottish Parliament; 2012.

24.
Edwards DM, Watt RG. Oral health care in the lives of Gypsy Travellers in east Hertfordshire. Br Dent J. 1997;183:252–7.CrossRef

25.
Renaissance Research. Gypsy, Roma & Traveller Health Needs Assessment for County Durham and Darlington. Renaissance Research: County Durham and Darlington; 2011.

26.
Van Cleemput P. Social exclusion of Gypsies and Travellers: health impact. J Res Nurs. 2010;15:315–27.CrossRef

27.
Matthews Z. The health of Gypsies and Travellers in the UK. London: Race Equality Foundation; 2008.

28.
Van Cleemput P, Parry G, Thomas K, Peters J, Cooper C. Health-related beliefs and experiences of Gypsies and Travellers: a qualitative study. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2007;61:205–10.CrossRef

29.
Smart H, Titterton M, Clark C. A literature review of the health of Gypsy/Traveller families in Scotland: the challenges for health promotion. Health Educ. 2003;103:156–65.CrossRef

30.
McGorrian C, Frazer K, Daly L, Moore RG, Turner J, Sweeney MR, Staines A, Fitzpatrick P, Kelleher CC. The health care experiences of Travellers compared to the general population: the all-Ireland Traveller health study. J Health Serv Res Policy. 2012;17:173–80.CrossRef

31.
Kukla R. Conscientious autonomy: displacing decisions in health care. Hastings Cent Rep. 2005;35:34–44.

32.
Ozawa S, Sripad P. How do you measure trust in the health system? A systematic review of the literature. Soc Sci Med. 2013;91:10–4.CrossRef

33.
Department for Communities and Local Government. Progress report by the ministerial working group on tackling inequalities experienced by Gypsies and Travellers. London: Department for Communities and Local Government; 2012.

34.
O'Mara-Eves A, Brunton G, McDaid G, Oliver S, Kavanagh J, Jamal F, Matosevic T, Harden A, Thomas J. Community engagement to reduce inequalities in health: a systematic review, meta-analysis and economic analysis. Public Health Res. 2013;1:4.

35.
Morgan A, Popay J. Community participation for health: reducing health inequalities and building social capital. In: Scriven A, Garman S, editors. Public health: social context and action. Maidenhead: Open University Press; 2007. p. 154–65.

36.
Coulter A. Engaging communities for health improvement: a scoping study for the Health Foundation. London: Health Foundation; 2009.

37.
Pawson R, Greenhalgh T, Harvey G, Walshe K. Realist synthesis: an introduction. Manchester: ESRC Research Methods Programme, University of Manchester; 2004.

38.
Rolfe A, Cash-Gibson L, Car J, Sheikh A, McKinstry B. Interventions for improving patients’ trust in doctors and groups of doctors. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2014;(3):CD004134. doi:10.​1002/​14651858.​CD004134.​pub3.

39.
Ryder A. UK Gypsies and Travellers and the third sector. Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre; 2011.

40.
Van Cleemput P, Bissell P, Harris J. Pacesetters Programme: Gypsy, Roma and Traveller core strand. Evaluation report for the Department of Health. Sheffield: Public Health Section, ScHARR, The University of Sheffield; 2010.

41.
Rycroft-Malone J, McCormack B, Hutchinson AM, DeCorby K, Bucknall TK, Kent B, Schultz A, Snelgrove-Clarke E, Stetler CB, Titler M. Realist synthesis: illustrating the method for implementation research. Implement Sci. 2012;7:33.CrossRef

42.
Bristol Online Survey tool. [https://​www.​onlinesurveys.​ac.​uk/​]. Accessed 11 Nov 2016.

43.
Crowe S, Cresswell K, Robertson A, Huby G, Avery A, Sheikh A. The case study approach. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2011;11:100.CrossRef

44.
Jackson C, Bedford H, Condon L, Crocker A, Emslie C, Dyson L, Gallagher B, Kerr S, Lewis HJ, Mytton J. UNderstanding uptake of Immunisations in TravellIng aNd Gypsy communities (UNITING): protocol for an exploratory, qualitative study. BMJ Open. 2015;5:e008564.CrossRef

45.
Sturges JE, Hanrahan KJ. Comparing telephone and face-to-face qualitative interviewing: a research note. Qual Res. 2004;4:107–18.CrossRef

46.
QSR International Pty Ltd. NVivo qualitative data analysis Software; QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 10. 2012.

47.
Curtis L. Unit Costs of Health and Social Care 2013. Canterbury: Personal Social Services Research Unit, University of Kent; 2013.

48.
Farmer T, Robinson K, Elliott SJ, Eyles J. Developing and implementing a triangulation protocol for qualitative health research. Qual Health Res. 2006;16:377–94.CrossRef

49.
O’Cathain A, Murphy E, Nicholl J. Three techniques for integrating data in mixed methods studies. Br Med J. 2010;341:c4587.CrossRef

50.
Renfrew MJ, Dyson L, Herbert G, McFadden A, McCormick F, Thomas J, Spiby H. Developing evidence-based recommendations in public health–incorporating the views of practitioners, service users and user representatives. Health Expect. 2008;11:3–15.CrossRef

51.
Parekh N, Rose T. Health inequalities of the Roma in Europe: a literature review. Cent Eur J Public Health. 2011;19:139.CrossRef




OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/A12939_2016_475_Fig1_HTML.gif
" [ Review 1: Access to and use of ]l Review 2: Concept and theories

health services. of trust

T T

Uiterature Reviews

Review 3: Community engagement approaches to enhance trust and

Months 120 Increase participation of Gypsy/Travellers in health care services

o

[ peT———

Stage 2

Online Consutation

Months 11-13

<

Stage3

casestudy1: || casestudy2: |[ casestudy3: | cosestudya:
Scotiand England England England
Months 1218 )| Months 1218 || Months 1824 | Months 1824

Case Studies

Months 1224

o

Two cross-sectoral workshops to discuss policy options
Leeds and Edinburgh






OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/contact.gif





