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Abstract (250 words)  
 

Background 

Alcohol Use Disorder is associated with suicide and suicide aƩempts, and addicƟon treatment 

services have a role in suicide prevenƟon. We aimed to idenƟfy risk factors for suicide aƩempt 

among a cohort of community-based alcohol treatment service users.  

Methods 

Linked data from 4415 adults accessing secondary addicƟon services for alcohol treatment between 

2006 and 2019 in London, UK, were used to idenƟfy risk factors for suicide aƩempt.  Cox 

proporƟonal hazards regression esƟmated the relaƟve increase or decrease in hazard associated with 

each risk factor on a composite outcome event; death by suicide or contact with emergency 

psychiatric care within one year of starƟng treatment.  

Findings 

There were 468 (10.5%) crisis care contact events, and <10 suicide deaths. AŌer adjustment, factors 

associated with increased hazard of crisis care contact or death by suicide were history of suicide 

aƩempt (HR 1.83[1.43-2.33]), poor mental health (HR 1.81[1.41-2.32]), current suicidal ideaƟon (HR 

1.65[1.18-2.31]), use of drugs other than cocaine, cannabis and opiates (HR 1.41[1.02-1.95]), female 

sex (HR 1.34[1.10-1.65]) and social isolaƟon (HR 1.24[1.02 - 1.51]). Factors associated with reduced 

hazard of crisis care contact or death by suicide were alcohol absƟnence (HR 0.51[0.31-0.83], ref>30 

units), drinking 1-15 units (HR 0.64[0.49-0.85], ref>30 units), Black ethnicity (HR 0.61[0.45-0.83]) and 

living with children (HR 0.74[0.56-0.99]). 

InterpretaƟon 

The idenƟfied risk factors for suicide aƩempt can help risk formulaƟon and safety planning among 

paƟents accessing alcohol treatment services.  

Funding 

NaƟonal InsƟtute for Health Research Biomedical Research Centre at South London and Maudsley 

NHS FoundaƟon Trust, King’s College London.  
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Research in context 
 

Evidence before this study 

Alcohol Use Disorder (AUD) is a risk factor for suicide and suicide aƩempt, and among people with 

AUD those accessing addicƟon treatment services are parƟcularly at risk. EffecƟve suicide risk 

formulaƟon and safety planning requires an understanding of the demographic, clinical and 

circumstanƟal factors that are associated with increased or decreased risk of suicide aƩempt in the 

populaƟon of people accessing treatment for their alcohol use.  

We searched PubMed using search terms ((("alcohol use disorder") OR ("alcohol depend*") OR 

("substance use disorder") AND (("treat*") OR ("service*"))) AND (("suicide aƩempt") OR ("suicid*"))) 

as well as Google Scholar and cited reference searching in Web of Science, to idenƟfy previous 

studies of risk factors for suicidal behaviour in cohorts engaged with some form of Substance Use 

Disorder (SUD) treatment which included alcohol at least to a minimal degree, and which measured 

a suicide-related outcome aŌer treatment commencement. The impact of the risk factors idenƟfied 

in these studies varied greatly, reflecƟng heterogeneity in the substance use profiles and seƫngs of 

the samples used. We found no longitudinal studies which consider risk factors for suicidal behaviour 

in a purely alcohol-using sample accessing community-based addicƟon care. The single consistent 

risk factor for suicidal behaviour across these studies was a previous history of suicide aƩempt.  

Added value of this study 

Our study uses 14 years’ worth of structured data from service users accessing Community Drug and 

Alcohol Team (CDAT) treatment primarily for their alcohol use. A range of risk factors for suicide 

aƩempt (measured via contact with crisis care services) or death by suicide in the year following 

treatment start were idenƟfied: predisposing factors included a history of suicide aƩempt, female 

sex and White ethnicity; modifiable factors included social isolaƟon, poor mental health, current 

suicidal ideaƟon or carer concern, and use of drugs other than cocaine, cannabis and opiates; 

protecƟve factors included absƟnence from or relaƟvely low use of alcohol, and children living with 

the service user. This is the first prospecƟve analysis of risk factors for suicidal behaviour in a purely 

alcohol-using sample accessing community-based addicƟon care. This populaƟon represent the 

largest proporƟon of CDAT service use, with a uniquely elevated suicide risk.  

ImplicaƟons of all the available evidence 

A wide range of risk factors for suicide and suicide aƩempt can be idenƟfied among people accessing 

alcohol treatment, providing populaƟon-specific contextual knowledge that can aid paƟent-centred 
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suicide assessment and safety planning, and a potenƟal framework within which potenƟal avenues 

for intervenƟon can be idenƟfied.  
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IntroducƟon 

 

Alcohol use is a risk factor for suicide and suicide aƩempt (1,2). The risk of death by suicide among 

people with Alcohol Use Disorder (AUD) is 9 Ɵmes higher in men and 16 Ɵmes higher in women 

compared to the general populaƟon (3). Among people with AUD, esƟmates of suicidal behaviour are 

parƟcularly elevated in treatment-seeking samples; a meta-analysis of 31 global studies of paƟents 

treated for AUD reported a crude suicide mortality rate of 2.36/1000 person-years, accounƟng for 

7.34% of all deaths (4). Another compared eleven studies that reported rates of suicide aƩempt 

among adults who had used drug or alcohol treatment services and esƟmated a sample size 

weighted mean of 24.9% reporƟng a lifeƟme suicide aƩempt (5). This is approximately ten Ɵmes 

higher than the 2.7% esƟmate of lifeƟme suicide aƩempt in the general populaƟon from WHO 

surveys (6), and approximately 3 Ɵmes higher than the wider populaƟon with AUD (7). A recent 

analysis of all suicide deaths between October 2021 and September 2022 in England and Wales 

found that 8% (n=428) were by people who had been in contact with drug and alcohol services 

within the year prior to their death, almost half of whom had been seeking treatment primarily for 

alcohol (8).  

Given such prevalence of suicidal behaviour among those treated for AUD, it is vital that drug and 

alcohol treatment services are equipped to formulate and manage suicide risk. Suicide risk 

assessment and management strategies have moved away from aƩempƟng to predict and straƟfy 

suicide risk in individuals, towards understanding the suicide risk factors that are perƟnent to 

parƟcular populaƟons, which can be used to inform the collaboraƟve process of personalised safety 

planning with individual service users (9,10). The profile of suicide risk factors in people seeking 

treatment for AUD may be different to those of the wider populaƟon. For example, criminal jusƟce 

system involvement is associated with a two to three Ɵmes increased risk for suicide in general 

populaƟon samples (11), but among a sample of US military veterans engaging with substance use 

treatment, it was found to be a protecƟve factor against suicide (12). The protecƟve effect of 

parenthood on suicide risk is well-established in general populaƟon samples (13) but few data exist 

around whether having children is a protecƟve factor among those seeking treatment for AUD.  

Previous observaƟonal studies of risk factors for suicidal behaviour in treatment-seeking AUD 

paƟents have been conducted, but have been limited by: small sample sizes (14); a lack of 

prospecƟve design with outcomes restricted to either recent pre-treatment suicidal behaviour 

(15,16) or lifeƟme suicidal behaviour (17,18); the role of alcohol dependence either not being 

considered (19) or comprising a low percentage of overall cohort (20,21); and sample generalisability 
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being limited by cohorts comprised of subgroups of the treatment seeking populaƟon, e.g. those 

accessing inpaƟent or residenƟal rehabilitaƟon and thus represenƟng only the very severe end of the 

AUD spectrum (22,23). There are no longitudinal studies which consider risk factors for suicidal 

behaviour in a purely alcohol-using sample accessing community-based addicƟon care.  

Supplementary Table 1 contains a summary of the risk factors for suicidal behaviour idenƟfied by 

previous longitudinal studies involving cohorts engaged with some form of Substance Use Disorder 

(SUD) treatment which included alcohol at least to a minimal degree, and which measured a suicide-

related outcome aŌer treatment commencement. The findings from these studies have been largely 

inconsistent. The only reliably idenƟfied risk factor is a previous suicide aƩempt, with the associated 

increase in odds of later suicide aƩempt ranging from three-fold (23) to eight-fold (22), aŌer 

adjustment. Suicidal intent at baseline was found to increase risk of suicide aƩempt within three 

years in a cohort of primarily heroin users (OR 2.24, 1.09-4.60) (24), yet no effect was found aŌer 

adjustment in the only other study in which it was reported (25). The effect of sociodemographic 

traits and social circumstances is also ambiguous; aŌer adjustment Pavarin et al. (2021) found being 

separated or divorced to be the only social risk factor in their study associated with later death by 

suicide (IRR 2.13, 1.05-4.33) (26), and Darke et al. (2007) found a strong associaƟon between social 

isolaƟon and suicide (OR 4.26, 2.21-10.27) (24). However, other studies found no effect associated 

with living without a partner (27), marital status (23), or social support (28). The effect of non-alcohol 

drug use is similarly inconsistent; three studies found no effect of cocaine use on later suicide (8,26) 

or suicide aƩempt (22) whereas two studies esƟmaƟng odds of suicide aƩempt within a year found a 

three-fold increase compared to other drug use (28) and a 2% increase for every year of lifeƟme 

cocaine use (12). Most recently, a case-control study by NCISH compared characterisƟcs of people 

who died by suicide within 12 months of contact with a drug and alcohol service with matched living 

controls, and found that people who died by suicide were more likely to have used alcohol (OR 2.77, 

2.22-3.45) and less likely to have used heroin (OR 0.33, 0.25-0.42) (8).  

Current study 
The current study aims to idenƟfy different clinical, demographic, and social risk factors for suicide 

aƩempt—defined here as either fatal (i.e. death by suicide) or non-fatal (i.e. contact with emergency 

psychiatric care)—among a cohort of secondary alcohol treatment service users in London, UK. 

Although all treatment-seeking alcohol users present a higher risk of suicidal crisis than the general 

populaƟon, it is hypothesised that that risk of suicidal behaviour is not uniform in this cohort. 

Understanding the profile of suicide risk factors specific to this populaƟon will help clinicians to 

collaborate with service users in effecƟve and preventaƟve safety planning. This study will be the first 
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longitudinal study of risk factors for suicidal behaviour in individuals seeking treatment for their 

alcohol use in community-based secondary addicƟon treatment in the UK.  

 

Methods 

Design and seƫng 

This prospecƟve cohort study uses rouƟnely recorded electronic health record data from a cohort of 

paƟents accessing Community Drug and Alcohol Team (CDAT) alcohol treatment. CDAT services 

provide specialist community care for those with substance addicƟons; in England, alcohol is the 

most common problem substance among those starƟng CDAT treatment, with 64% reporƟng a 

problem with alcohol, two thirds of whom report no other problem substance (29). The CDAT 

services used in this study were from the four London boroughs where the South London and 

Maudsley NHS Trust (SLaM) provides secondary addicƟons and mental health services.  

Data sources 

The data used were drawn from informaƟon recorded by CDAT staff on the NaƟonal Drug Treatment 

Monitoring System (NDTMS). The NDTMS is a series of administraƟve datasets which provide 

structured data on all engagements with secondary addicƟons treatment services in England. NDTMS 

data from SLaM-run CDAT services are available to researchers via the SLaM Biomedical Research 

Centre Clinical Record InteracƟve Search (CRIS) applicaƟon. The design, operaƟon and development 

of CRIS has been described elsewhere (30). Mortality data were obtained via linkage to Office for 

NaƟonal StaƟsƟcs (ONS) cause-of-death data, which is taken from an individual’s death cerƟficate. 

The ONS regularly provides cause-of-death data to the SLaM Clinical Data Linkage Service which acts 

as a ‘trusted third party‘ to case-match pseudonymised CRIS data with the ONS data via NHS number. 

This linked data is then stripped of the original CRIS idenƟfier and returned to the researcher for 

analysis.  

Ethical approval 

Ethical approval for the study was granted via the Oxford C Research Ethics CommiƩee, reference 

(18/SC/0372), which covers all uses of CRIS as an anonymised database for secondary analysis. 

Specific approval from the CRIS oversight commiƩee was granted under Project 20-030 ‘The impact 

of alcohol treatment on suicidal crisis and use of emergency psychiatric care’. All paƟent idenƟfiable 

informaƟon was removed prior to use by the CRIS applicaƟon. All data remained within the NHS 
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firewall during analysis. Frequencies fewer than 10 are suppressed in this manuscript as per CRIS 

guidelines.  

ParƟcipants 

All adult treatment episodes from 1st January 2006 accepted on to CDAT structured treatment were 

eligible for inclusion. Episodes were excluded if they related to other branches of addicƟon 

treatment, such as inpaƟent treatment, outreach, or stop-smoking services. Episodes which did not 

entail any engagement with the service were excluded, i.e., episodes which were closed on the same 

day as they were opened, with a recorded discharge reason of ‘non-aƩendance’. The latest date of 

inclusion was 28th Feb 2019, to allow for at least a full year of follow-up for all parƟcipants before 

the impact of COVID-19 on service engagement and mortality (31).  

Further exclusions were made aŌer examining the data, including the removal of ‘impossible 

episodes’ where the discharge date preceded the start date, and ‘inherited episodes’ where data had 

been transferred in bulk onto CRIS aŌer local service recommissioning and no accurate episode start 

dates were available.  

Only treatment episodes which were related to alcohol use were included, idenƟfied by alcohol listed 

as a ‘problem substance’ in NDTMS fields. Opioid users and cases involving injecƟng drug use were 

removed due to their high potenƟal for confounding, due to the greatly increased risk of death from 

any of mulƟple potenƟal causes found in these groups (32,33) and the difficulty in disambiguaƟng 

intent in cases of opioid overdose (34). Service users who use opioids and alcohol are treated under 

the opioid pathway in CDAT services (29). 

Only episodes which had a recorded risk assessment—indicaƟng presence or absence of a suicide 

aƩempt history and/or current suicidal ideaƟon—were included. Repeat episodes of the same 

individual were also excluded to avoid bias by repeat measurement. The final dataset contained 4451 

records (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 Application of exclusion criteria to extracted data 
 

Measures 

Apart from cause-of-death data, all measures were derived from structured fields on CRIS, including 

reference data recorded at treatment start (35), Treatment Outcome Profile (TOP) data, and 
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AddicƟons Brief Risk Screen (BRS-A) data. The TOP is a well-validated instrument which includes 

paƟent-reported outcomes from the previous 28 days, recorded at treatment start and at least every 

6 months throughout treatment (36). The BRS-A is a structured risk assessment tool used by 

addicƟon services in SLaM that is standardly recorded at treatment start. OHID guidance requires 

that the first TOP is completed +/- 14 days from the first contact. As such, all records from within 14 

days either side of index date were included; where more than one record existed for a parƟcular 

service user, the record closest to the index date was used. The index date was defined as the date 

the treatment episode was accepted on to the CDAT caseload. Supplementary Table 2 contains 

further details on the derivaƟon of each measure. 

Exposure: Risk factors 

Suicide risk 

Individuals were classed as having a history of suicide aƩempt if a ‘yes’ was recorded for the BRS-A 

item History of suicide aƩempts. Individuals were classed as having current suicidal ideaƟon if there 

was a ‘yes’ recorded for either or both BRS-A items pertaining to suicidal intent at the point of 

assessment - Thoughts or plans indicaƟng suicide risk and RelaƟve / carer concern about suicide risk. 

Where individuals had both a history of suicide aƩempts and current suicidal ideaƟon, a category 

level “Both” was created.  

Previous CDAT treatment 

A binary variable indicated whether a service user had previously engaged in CDAT treatment prior to 

the index date. Although this study used the first available episode for each individual, this does not 

preclude those episodes which occurred prior to 2006 or in other boroughs which are not served by 

SLaM CDAT services.  

Alcohol consumption (Drinks per Drinking Day) 

VariaƟon in severity of baseline alcohol use was captured through measures of quanƟty, from which 

a Drinks per Drinking Day (DDD) variable was derived, using a grouping previously uƟlised in a study 

of alcohol treatment outcomes in England using NDTMS data (37), as follows:  

i. Abstinent (cases where either units per day or days drinking = 0);  

ii. Low to high (1–15 units per drinking day);  

iii. High to severe (16–30 units per drinking day);  

iv. Extreme (≥31 units per drinking day).  

This grouping also reflects the cut-offs used in NICE alcohol treatment guidelines as part of the 

process of establishing the appropriate level of treatment provision for a service user based on their 
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alcohol use on treatment admission (38). VariaƟon in frequency of drinking was not incorporated as 

the overwhelming majority of service users drank daily.  

Non-alcohol drug use 

Separate binary variables were derived for cocaine use, cannabis use, and other (non-alcohol, on-

opioid) drug use.  

Parental status 

Parental status incorporated three levels: “Not a parent”, “Parent: no children living with service 

user” and “Parent: some or all children living with service user”.  

Age  

Age was derived from the month and year of birth and the treatment start date. TesƟng the linearity 

of Age as a conƟnuous variable revealed some non-linearity when fit in its raw, centred, log and 

square root transformed forms, and so was consequently converted into a categorical variable with 

levels represenƟng age groups 18-30, 31-40, 41-50 and over 51.  

Sex 

Sex was dichotomised as Male / Female. 

Ethnicity 

Ethnicity categories were collapsed into “White”, “Black”, “Asian”, “Mixed”, and “Other” for 

descripƟve staƟsƟcs. Due to low frequencies in the laƩer three categories, these were further 

collapsed into “White”, “Black”, and “Other” for the regression analysis. 

Crisis care in year prior to CDAT treatment start 

A binary variable was created to indicate any previous episode of care that involved psychiatric 

inpaƟent or community crisis care from the year prior to the index date. 

Criminal Justice System involvement 

A binary variable was created to indicate any self-reported involvement in criminal acƟvity, and/or 

the treatment episode included an offender management programme, i.e., “Drug Treatment and 

TesƟng Order”, “Drug RehabilitaƟon Requirement” or “Drug IntervenƟon Programme”. 

Mental health problems 

A binary variable was created to indicate mental illness or poor mental health (the laƩer idenƟfied by 

a TOP Psychological health status raƟng in the lower terƟle).  
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Physical health problems 

A binary variable was created to indicate physical illness or poor physical health (the laƩer idenƟfied 

by a TOP Physical health status raƟng in the lower terƟle).  

Social isolation 

Social isolaƟon was idenƟfied by the BRS-A item of the same name (a binary variable). 

Housing status 

A binary variable was created to indicate housing status (“Stable” vs “Homeless or Unstable”).  

Other risk factors measured 

Two other variables were extracted but omiƩed from the regression analysis due to high levels of 

missing data; Quality of life and Employment status. Both variables are reported in the summary 

staƟsƟcs. 

 

Outcome: Crisis care contact or death by suicide 

Due to death by suicide being a rare event, a composite binary variable was created denoƟng 

whether an event related to suicidal behaviour—either fatal or non-fatal—occurred in the year aŌer 

commencing CDAT treatment. This variable was coded “Yes” if either of two qualifying events 

occurred in the year post-index, i.e., either death by suicide, or contact with psychiatric crisis care 

services. Deaths by suicide were idenƟfied by ICD-10 codes X60 - X84 IntenƟonal Self-Harm, Y10 - 

Y34 Event of undetermined intent, Y87.0 Sequelae of intenƟonal self-harm as underlying cause of 

death. This is in accord with the convenƟon used by the ONS and the NaƟonal ConfidenƟal Inquiry 

into Suicide and Safety in Mental Health (39). Time in days between index date and death were 

derived from the CRIS field Date of death. Crisis care contact events were idenƟfied by searching CRIS 

for any psychiatric inpaƟent or community crisis care episodes within the year aŌer starƟng CDAT 

treatment, including contacts with Crisis ResoluƟon Teams, the health-based Place of Safety (which 

receives individuals detained under the Mental Health Act), and liaison psychiatry teams (which 

assess individuals in psychiatric crisis in acute hospital emergency departments). The date of said 

contact was used to derive the Ɵme in days between index and crisis contact.  
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Analysis 

All staƟsƟcal analyses were conducted in R version 4.2.1 (40). Cohort characterisƟcs at baseline were 

described using frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviaƟons as appropriate, and 

straƟfied by the outcome Crisis care contact or death by suicide. 

A complete-case survival analysis was conducted using mulƟvariable Cox proporƟonal hazards 

regression to model the Ɵme-to-event, with the event being Crisis care contact or death by suicide, 

and underlying Ɵmescale being days since CDAT treatment start. Time-to-event was derived from the 

first occurring qualifying event, such that if an observaƟon had a recorded crisis care contact event 

before later death by suicide or later re-contact with crisis care, the Ɵme-to-event was defined as the 

Ɵme to first crisis contact, with that observaƟon remaining in a ‘failure’ state aŌerwards. Death by 

non-suicide cause was treated as a compeƟng risk, as it precludes the occurrence of the event of 

interest. ObservaƟons were censored at the Ɵme of death by non-suicide cause (compeƟng risk), or 

at 365 days aŌer the index date if neither qualifying event or compeƟng risk had occurred. EsƟmates 

of the increase or decrease in the instantaneous event probability at a given Ɵme associated with 

each risk factor are reported as Hazard RaƟos (HR), 95% confidence intervals and p-values. Visual 

examinaƟon and tests of Schoenfeld residuals revealed that the proporƟonal hazards assumpƟon 

was not met for Past-year crisis care, and so a straƟfied Cox proporƟonal hazards model was fit, i.e., 

a separate baseline hazard funcƟon was fit for both levels of Past-year crisis care (41).  

Sensitivity analyses 

Missing suicide risk screen 

Cases excluded from the primary analysis due to missing data pertaining to history of suicide 

aƩempts and current suicidal ideaƟon/concern were returned to the sample and coded as not having 

historic or current suicide risk idenƟfied (under the assumpƟon that the missing data were not 

Missing At Random, and likely represented low-risk service users for whom the absence of a risk 

assessment indicates the absence of clinical concern). The analysis was repeated with this expanded 

data set and results compared.  

Independent censoring in competing risks 

In order to test the impact of non-independent censoring in the presence of compeƟng risks, the Cox 

regression model was re-fit with the observaƟons which were censored due to compeƟng risk, i.e. 

non-suicide death, as i) censored at the end of the observaƟon period with maximum possible 

follow-up Ɵme of 365 days reached and then ii) events (keeping follow-up Ɵme the same as in the 

primary analysis). Whilst this does not provide insight into whether the independent censoring 
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assumpƟon was violated in the primary analysis, it demonstrates the impact that the two extremes 

of non-independent censoring would have on effect esƟmates (41). 

 

Results 

Sample characterisƟcs 

Among 4451 CDAT alcohol treatment service users, the majority were male (68.7%, n=3060) and of 

white ethnicity (73.2%, n=3257), with a mean age of 41.6 years (SD=11.3). A history of suicide 

aƩempt was recorded in 31.5% (n=1403), and 18.4% (n=818) were recorded as either expressing 

current suicidal intent themselves or had friends or family expressing concern about their suicidal 

intent. Median units drunk per drinking day was 18; mean 20.6 (SD=16.4). See Table 1 for sample 

characterisƟcs. 

Crisis care contact or death by suicide within year  

There were 468 (10.5%) crisis care contact events within a year of starƟng CDAT treatment, and 

fewer than 10 deaths by suicide. Median Ɵme to crisis care contact was 95 days (range = 365 days). 

Median Ɵme to death by suicide was 160 days (range = 326 days). The majority of crisis care contacts 

were presentaƟons to the Emergency Department (ED) (n=397, 84.8%), with 8.3% (n=39) accessing 

CRT services and 6.2% (n=31) accessing the Place of Safety. There were 49 non-suicide deaths which 

were not preceded by a crisis care contact event. 
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics for cohort (n=4451)  
 
Stratified by outcome event: Crisis care contact or death by suicide within year of commencing CDAT treatment. Displayed as mean (M) and standard deviation (SD), or 
number (N) and percentage (%). P-values derived from chi-squared tests or t-test as appropriate to variable type. 
 
 
 

Variable Categories N % 
Event: No Event: Yes p-value 
n % n %  

Gender Female 1391 31.3 1206 30.3 185 38.9 <0.001 
 Male 3060 68.7 2770 69.7 290 61.1  

Ethnicity White 3257 73.2 2874 72.3 383 80.6 0.001 
 Black 690 15.5 643 16.2 47 9.9  

 Asian 189 4.2 167 4.2 22 4.6  

 Mixed race 156 3.5 145 3.6 11 2.3  

 Other 147 3.3 135 3.4 12 2.5  
 Missing 12 0.3 12 0.3 0 0.0  

Previously treated (CDAT) Yes 1222 27.5 1063 26.7 159 33.5 0.002 
 No 3102 69.7 2799 70.4 303 63.8  
 Missing 127 2.9 114 2.9 13 2.7  
Past-year psychiatric crisis 
care  

Yes 615 13.8 410 10.3 205 43.2 <0.001 
No 3836 86.2 3566 89.7 270 56.8  

Cocaine use Yes 894 20.1 804 20.2 90 18.9 0.598 
 No 3499 78.6 3123 78.5 376 79.2  
 Missing 58 1.3 49 1.2 <10 -  

Cannabis use Yes 949 21.3 850 21.4 99 20.8 0.871 
 No 3445 77.4 3077 77.4 368 77.5  
 Missing 57 1.3 49 1.2 <10 -  

Variable Range M SD 
Event: No Event: Yes p-value 
M SD M SD  

Age 18-86 41.6 11.3 41.8 11.3 40.5 11.0 0.025 
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Variable Categories N % 
Event: No Event: Yes p-value 
n % n %  

Other drug use Yes 287 6.4 244 6.1 43 9.1 0.017 
 No 4105 92.2 3682 92.6 423 89.1  
 Missing 59 1.3 50 1.3 <10 -  

Alcohol DDD AbsƟnent 262 5.9 241 6.1 21 4.4 <0.001 
 Low to high 1568 35.2 1441 36.2 127 26.7  
 High to severe 1857 41.7 1641 41.3 216 45.5  
 Extreme 707 15.9 603 15.2 104 21.9  
 Missing 57 1.3 50 1.3 <10 -  

Suicide risk (combined) Both 436 9.8 335 8.4 101 21.3 <0.001 
 Current 382 8.6 334 8.4 48 10.1  
 Historic 967 21.7 789 19.8 178 37.5  
 No 2666 59.9 2518 63.3 148 31.2  
Suicide risk: current plans or 
carer concern 

Yes 818 18.4 669 16.8 149 31.4 <0.001 
No 3633 81.6 3307 83.2 326 68.6  

History of suicide aƩempt Yes 1403 31.5 1124 28.3 279 58.7 <0.001 
 No 3048 68.5 2852 71.7 196 41.3  

Physical health problems Yes 1503 33.8 1309 32.9 194 40.8 0.001 

 No 2948 66.2 2667 67.1 281 59.2  

Housing status Stable 3346 75.2 2999 75.4 347 73.1 0.282 

 Unstable/Homeless 1105 24.8 977 24.6 128 26.9  

Social isolaƟon Yes 1327 29.8 1127 28.3 200 42.1 <0.001 
 No 3123 70.2 2848 71.6 275 57.9  
 Missing <10 - <10 - <10 -  

Mental health problems Yes 2529 56.8 2148 54.0 381 80.2 <0.001 
 No 1922 43.2 1828 46.0 94 19.8  

Quality of life (terƟle) 0-7 1198 26.9 1014 25.5 184 38.7 <0.001 
 8-12 1313 29.5 1172 29.5 141 29.7  
 13-20 1037 23.3 984 24.7 53 11.2  
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Variable Categories N % 
Event: No Event: Yes p-value 
n % n %  

 Missing 903 20.3 806 20.3 97 20.4  

Children No children 2590 58.2 2310 58.1 280 58.9 0.002 
 Children not living with service user 984 22.1 860 21.6 124 26.1  
 Children living with service user 816 18.3 754 19.0 62 13.1  
 Missing 61 1.4 52 1.3 <10 -  

CJS involvement Yes 555 12.5 497 12.5 58 12.2 0.915 
 No 3896 87.5 3479 87.5 417 87.8  

Employment status In ETE 1323 29.7 1238 31.1 85 17.9 <0.001 
 Economically inacƟve1 236 5.3 203 5.1 33 6.9  
 Unemployed 2135 48.0 1855 46.7 280 58.9  
 Other or unknown 166 3.7 151 3.8 15 3.2  
 Missing 591 13.3 529 13.3 62 13.1  

DDD = Drinks per Drinking Day, CJS = Criminal Justice System, ETE = Education, Training or Employment. 1Economically inactive = Retired, or long-term sick or disabled. 
Frequencies <10  supressed to prevent de-anonymisation 
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Cox regression: Crisis care contact or death by suicide  

There were n=4312 cases without any missing data across all covariates, and thus comprised the 

sample for the Cox proporƟonal hazards model (n=139 [3.1%] removed due to missing data). There 

were 462 psychiatric crisis care contacts or deaths by suicide within this complete-case sample. The 

fully adjusted model was fit with all covariates included, and the compeƟng risk—death by non-

suicide cause—censored as per protocol described above. Unadjusted and fully adjusted hazard 

raƟos, confidence intervals and p-values from the straƟfied model are shown in Table 2, with the 

fully adjusted model displayed in forest plot form in Figure 2. 

In the straƟfied and fully adjusted model, increased risk of crisis care contact or death by suicide 

within one year of CDAT treatment commencement was associated with; female sex (HR 1.34, 1.10-

1.65); history of suicide aƩempt (HR 1.83, 1.43-2.33); current suicidal plans or carer concern at 

baseline (HR 1.65, 1.18-2.31); both history of suicide aƩempt and current suicidal plans / concern at 

baseline (HR 1.83, 1.37-2.45); other drug use, not including cocaine and cannabis (HR 1.41, 1.02-

1.95); social isolaƟon (HR 1.24, 1.02-1.51); and mental health problems (HR 1.81, 1.41-2.32). 

Decreased risk was associated with drinking 1-15 units of alcohol per drinking day (HR 0.64, 0.49-

0.85, ref: >30 units); alcohol absƟnence at baseline (HR 0.51, 0.31-0.83, ref: >30 units); black 

ethnicity (HR 0.61, 0.45-0.83); and children living with the service user (HR 0.74, 0.56-0.99).  
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Table 2 Cox proportional hazards regression 
Event = Crisis care contact or death by suicide within one year of CDAT treatment commencement. n=4312. Events = 462 

Variable 
 

Category Unadjusted  
HR (95% CI) 

p-value Fully adjusted  
HR (95% CI) 

p-value 

Age 18-30 (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 31-40 1.10  (0.85 - 1.43) 0.485 1.13  (0.86 - 1.48) 0.381 
 41-50 0.94  (0.72 - 1.23) 0.662 1.08  (0.81 - 1.44) 0.616 
 51+ 0.81  (0.60 - 1.08) 0.155 0.89  (0.65 - 1.22) 0.463 
Gender Male   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Female 1.43  (1.18 - 1.72) <0.001 1.34  (1.10 - 1.65) 0.004 
Ethnicity White   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Black 0.57  (0.42 - 0.77) <0.001 0.61  (0.45 - 0.83) 0.002 
 Other 0.71  (0.51 - 0.98) 0.038 0.77  (0.56 - 1.07) 0.116 
Previous CDAT 
treatment 

No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 1.35  (1.12 - 1.64) 0.002 1.01  (0.83 - 1.24) 0.901 
Past-year psych. 
crisis care 

No (Ref.)  
StraƟficaƟon variable 

Yes 5.83  (4.85 - 7.01) <0.001 
Suicide risk None idenƟfied   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 History of suicide aƩempts 3.50  (2.80 - 4.36) <0.001 1.83  (1.43 - 2.33) <0.001 
 Current plans or carer concern 2.39  (1.72 - 3.31) <0.001 1.65  (1.18 - 2.31) 0.003 
 Both historic and current risk 4.69  (3.62 - 6.06) <0.001 1.83  (1.37 - 2.45) <0.001 
Cocaine use No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.92  (0.73 - 1.16) 0.479 0.91  (0.71 - 1.16) 0.45 
Cannabis use No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.97  (0.77 - 1.21) 0.756 0.89  (0.70 - 1.13) 0.356 
Other drug use No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.49  (1.09 - 2.04) 0.013 1.41  (1.02 - 1.95) 0.036 
Alcohol DDD  Extreme   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

High to severe 0.78  (0.62 - 0.99) 0.040 0.83  (0.65 - 1.05) 0.118 
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Variable 
 

Category Unadjusted  
HR (95% CI) 

p-value Fully adjusted  
HR (95% CI) 

p-value 

Low to high 0.53  (0.41 - 0.69) <0.001 0.64  (0.49 - 0.85) 0.002 
AbsƟnent 0.51  (0.31 - 0.82) 0.005 0.51  (0.31 - 0.83) 0.007 

Housing status Stable   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Unstable / Homeless 1.13  (0.92 - 1.39) 0.241 0.89  (0.72 - 1.10) 0.291 
Social isolaƟon No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.77  (1.47 - 2.13) <0.001 1.24  (1.02 - 1.51) 0.028 
Mental Health 
problem 

No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 3.17  (2.52 - 3.98) <0.001 1.81  (1.41 - 2.32) <0.001 
Physical Health 
problem  

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 1.42  (1.18 - 1.71) <0.001 1.01  (0.83 - 1.23) 0.906 
Children  No children   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Children not living w. serv. user 1.17  (0.94 - 1.44) 0.152 1.18  (0.95 - 1.46) 0.141 
 Children living w. serv. user 0.70  (0.53 - 0.92) 0.011 0.74  (0.56 - 0.99) 0.046 
CJS involvement No   (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes  1.04  (0.79 - 1.38) 0.771 1.20  (0.90 - 1.60) 0.219 

Fully adjusted model stratified on Past-year crisis care contact, and adjusted for all other variables listed in table 
Concordance= 0.672  (se = 0.015 ) 
Likelihood ratio test = 151.2  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Wald test                   = 141     on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Score (logrank) test = 147.5  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
 
DDD = Drinks per Drinking Day, CJS = Criminal Justice System, CDAT = Community Drug and Alcohol Team 

 



 

Page 21 of 48 
 

 
Figure 2 Forest plot of results from fully adjusted Cox proportional hazards regression 
Stratified by Past-year psychiatric crisis care 
Event = Crisis care contact or death by suicide within year of commencing CDAT treatment. 
n=4312. Events = 462 
 



 

Page 22 of 48 
 

SensiƟvity Analyses 

The hazard raƟo esƟmates did not deviate substanƟally from the primary analysis when fit to any of 

the hypotheƟcal scenarios described above (see Methods). See Supplementary Table 3 for hazard 

raƟos aŌer the observaƟons with a missing suicide risk screen were returned to the sample. See 

Supplementary Table 4 for hazard raƟos under the simulated extremes of non-independent 

censoring in the presence of a compeƟng risk (non-suicide death). 
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Discussion 

 

Among a sample of 4451 alcohol treatment service users, fewer than 10 died by suicide, and 10.5% 

came into contact with psychiatric crisis care, within the year following treatment start. AŌer 

adjustment, a history of suicide aƩempt was associated with approximately 80% increased hazard of 

crisis care contact or death by suicide, and current suicidal ideaƟon in the absence of historical 

aƩempt was associated with a 65% increased hazard of the same outcome. Increases in hazard of 

crisis care contact or death by suicide were also associated with mental health problems; use of 

drugs other than opioids, cocaine, cannabis or alcohol; female sex; and social isolaƟon. AbsƟnence 

from alcohol at treatment start was associated with a 50% reducƟon hazard of crisis care contact or 

death by suicide (compared to drinking >30 units per drinking day). Decreases in hazard were also 

associated with drinking 1–15 units per drinking day (compared to drinking >30 units per drinking 

day); Black ethnicity compared to White; and children living with the service user compared to not 

being a parent.  

 

Findings in context 

The increased hazard associated with a history of suicide aƩempt concurs with previous findings, 

both from addicƟon treatment seƫngs (19,22,23,25,28) and general populaƟon studies (42) in which 

previous suicide aƩempt is considered one of the strongest predictors of future death by suicide. 

Current suicidal ideaƟon in the absence of an historic aƩempt was also associated with a significant 

increase in hazard of later crisis care contact or death by suicide, supporƟng results from crisis 

assessment seƫngs that found that whilst acute alcohol use and binge drinking are associated with 

transient suicidal intent, alcohol dependence is not, and is the form of alcohol use most associated 

with later suicidal behaviour (43,44).  

 

The decreased hazard of crisis care contact or death by suicide associated with black ethnicity is 

consistent with other UK research that found Black Caribbean and especially Black African ethnicity 

groups have lower suicide rates than White BriƟsh groups (45), and a recent NCISH case-control 

study in which cases who died by suicide within 12 months of contact with a drug and alcohol service 

were less likely to be of an ethnic minority than non-suicide controls (8). Regarding sex, as the 

majority of events comprising the composite outcome in this study were non-fatal crisis contact 

events, our findings are consistent with three previous studies from addicƟon treatment-seeking 

populaƟons which found female sex to be associated with double the odds of suicide aƩempt in the 
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year following treatment start compared to male sex (28), but decreased hazard of death by suicide 

(20,26). 

 

The decreased hazard among service users with children in their care is consist with the protecƟve 

effect of parenthood found in general populaƟon samples (13). Whilst a previous study among CDAT 

service users found no difference in lifeƟme suicide aƩempt history between mothers and non-

mothers, and between mothers with children under their care and mothers with children in 

alternaƟve care, the study did not have any prospecƟve follow-up aŌer treatment start, so could not 

report whether the lifeƟme suicide aƩempts preceded or followed parenthood (46).  

 

The increase in hazard of crisis care contact or death by suicide associated with social isolaƟon is 

consistent with findings from other previous studies of addicƟon treatment cohorts: Darke et al. 

found social isolaƟon to be associated with a four-fold increase in odds of suicide aƩempt within 

three years of starƟng substance use treatment (24); Pavarin et al. found the only social risk factor 

associated with death by suicide over 41 years of follow-up in Italy was being separated or divorced 

(26); and the NCISH found social isolaƟon to feature in 14% of 100 serious incident reports on people 

who had died by suicide within recent contact with drug and alcohol services (8). Evidence from 

psychiatric paƟents has also found that loneliness in paƟents with substance misuse problems is 

parƟcularly strongly associated with adverse outcomes (47). 

 

Previous studies from cohorts of AUD paƟents accessing addicƟon treatment services have found 

mixed findings in terms of the effect of alcohol consumpƟon paƩern on suicide-related outcomes, 

though the effect of baseline levels of consumpƟon appears to dissipate over Ɵme. For example, 

number of days of alcohol use at baseline has been found to be associated with increased odds of 

suicide aƩempt within 12 months (12), whereas maximum number of drinks in a 24-hr period was 

not associated with suicide aƩempt within 5 years (23).  

 

The use of drugs other than cocaine, cannabis, opioids and alcohol was associated with an increased 

hazard of crisis care contact or death by suicide, however, no such associaƟon was found for 

cannabis use or cocaine use. These findings are consistent with those of the NCISH study of deaths 

by suicide in recent drug and alcohol service users, which found no difference between suicide 

decedent cases and matched living controls in terms of likelihood of cocaine or cannabis use, but did 

find an increased likelihood of use of other (non-opioid) drugs among suicide decedents (8).  
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Clinical implicaƟons 

The risk factors for suicidal behaviour among people accessing CDAT alcohol treatment idenƟfied in 

this study provide contextual knowledge that can aid paƟent-centred suicide assessment and safety 

planning in this populaƟon. They provide a potenƟal framework which the service user and clinician 

can use in the process of exploring and establishing the individual service user’s constellaƟon of risk 

factors relaƟve to others in the same populaƟon, and idenƟfy potenƟal avenues for intervenƟon. 

SorƟng risk factors according to those which are modifiable, and those which are protecƟve, can be 

helpful in safety planning and idenƟfying targets for intervenƟon (see Figure 3, adapted from Hawton 

et al (2022) (9)). For example, for service users who are socially isolated, acƟviƟes which involve 

connectedness may help modify this risk, such as engagement in mutual aid and peer support 

groups, or acƟviƟes designed under the NHS social prescribing model (48).  

The framework may also assist with staff training, as many staff working in drug and alcohol services 

receive liƩle or no training in suicide risk factors (49). 

 

Figure 3 Risk factors for crisis care contact or death by suicide among CDAT alcohol treatment service users, 
within 1 year of starting treatment, as identified in this study. 
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Strengths 

This is the first prospecƟve analysis of risk factors for suicidal behaviour in a purely alcohol-using 

sample accessing community-based addicƟon care. This populaƟon represent the largest proporƟon 

of CDAT service use, with a uniquely elevated suicide risk. The analysis uses 14 years’ of data with a 

rich array of structured fields used to define variables within Ɵght window of inclusion (index +/- 14 

days).  

 

LimitaƟons 

The composite outcome variable uses crisis care contact as a proxy for suicide aƩempt, and it is 

possible that not all such events were due to suicidal behaviour, e.g. psychoƟc symptoms related to 

sƟmulant use or alcohol withdrawal delirium. However, alcohol use is generally associated with 

suicidal rather than psychoƟc crisis presentaƟons (50), and psychosis is itself a risk factor for a risk 

factor for suicidal behaviour (51).   

Due to reporƟng restricƟons around CRIS data, designed to prevent de-anonymisaƟon, it is not 

possible to report the precise number of deaths by suicide beyond ‘fewer than ten’. A meta-analysis 

of 31 studies featuring 36,375 paƟents treated for AUD reported a proporƟonal suicide mortality of 

7.34% (5.7-8.98%) of all deaths (4), and the proporƟon of deaths that were by suicide in this cohort is 

within this expected band. Some deaths by suicide may not have been classified as such, especially 

as the majority of the study period occurred before the change in the ‘standard of proof’ required for 

a suicide conclusion to be reached at inquest (52). However, the definiƟon of suicide used here is 

that used by coroners in the UK. 

The risk factors idenƟfied in this study are not an exhausƟve list; there will be some residual 

confounding from risk factors which could not be included due to sparse data (e.g. psychiatric 

diagnosis, which is not rouƟnely recorded in NDTMS data), and the role of anƟcipated factors which 

may modify suicide risk aŌer treatment start (e.g. relapse) are an avenue for further study.  

 

Conclusions  

Understanding the demographic, circumstanƟal and clinical risk factors for suicide aƩempt among 

community alcohol treatment service users is a priority for suicide prevenƟon. PaƟent-centred risk 

formulaƟon and safety planning should include discussion of the impact of a range of risk factors 

including social isolaƟon, alcohol consumpƟon, other drug use, mental health and family 

circumstances.  
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Supplementary Material 
 

Supplementary Table 1 
 
Summary of risk factors for suicidal behaviour identified by previous studies 
 

All studies included below involve cohorts engaged with some form of SUD treatment involving alcohol at least to a minimal degree, and with a suicide-related outcome 
measured after treatment commencement. 
 

Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

The 
NaƟonal 
ConfidenƟal 
Inquiry into 
Suicide and 
Safety in 
Mental 
Health 
(NCISH) 
 
2024 
 
England & 
Wales 
 

428 individuals 
who died by 
suicide within 12 
months of 
contact with 
drug and alcohol 
services, 
matched to 
3465 controls 
(service users 
who had not 
died by suicide 
during the same 
period). 
 
Oct 2021-Sept 
2022 
 

48%* Age  
Living in social housing 
Long-term sick 
Ethnic minority 
Unemployed 
Any disability 
Any behavioural/emoƟonal disability 
Any physical disability 
 
Primary substance used (alcohol, heroin, 

methadone/other opioids, 
crack/cocaine, cannabis, other 
drugs) 

More than one problem substance 
Ever injected substance 
 
IntervenƟons (any psychosocial, any 

pharmacological, any other)  
Receiving treatment for mental health 

need 
Treatment completed 
Treatment length >1 month 

Death by 
suicide 
within 12 
months of 
contact 
with drug 
and 
alcohol 
treatment 
service  

Unadjusted esƟmates: 
 
↑ Primary alcohol use 
↑ Other drug use 
 
↓ Heroin  
↓ Methadone/other opioids 
 
 
EsƟmates adjusted for main 
substance used 
(alcohol/opiates/ non-opiates) 
 
↑ Age 45-54 
↑ Age 55+ 
↑ Any disability 
↑ Any behavioural/emoƟonal 

disability 
↑ Any psychosocial 

intervenƟon 
↑ Any pharmacological 

intervenƟon 

 
 
OR 2.77 (2.22 - 3.45, p≤0.01) 
OR 1.93 (1.13 - 3.30, p≤0.01) 
 
OR 0.33 (0.25 - 0.42, p≤0.01) 
OR 0.49 (0.28 - 0.88, p≤0.01) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OR 1.47 (1.00 - 2.17, p≤0.01) 
OR 4.58 (1.85 - 11.34,p≤0.01) 
OR 1.58 (1.22 - 2.06, p≤0.01) 
OR 1.83 (1.34 - 2.50, p≤0.01) 
 
OR 2.27 (1.68 - 3.08, p≤0.01) 
 
OR 1.48 (1.13 - 1.94, p≤0.01) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

↓ Age 35-44 
↓ Ethnic minority 
↓ Receiving treatment for 

mental health need 
↓ Treatment completed 
 

OR 0.71 (0.51 - 0.99, p≤0.01) 
OR 0.47 (0.28 - 0.79, p≤0.01) 
OR 0.17 (0.12 - 0.23, p≤0.01) 
 
OR 0.45 (0.35 - 0.59, p≤0.01) 
 

Levola et 
al., 2022 
 
Finland 

10,605 
individuals who 
had sought 
treatment for 
alcohol or 
substance use 
between 1990 
and 2009 
 

30.4% 
(AUD 
only) 

Psychiatric in-paƟent care  
(no vs. voluntary vs. involuntary) 
 
Psychiatric diagnosis:  
(a) schizophrenia or related psychoses;  
(b) bipolar disorder;  
(c) unipolar depression;  
(d) anxiety disorder;  
(e) personality disorder;  
(f) adjustment reacƟon. 
 
Gender 
Decade of birth 
EducaƟon level 
Urban vs. rural living 
 

Death by 
suicide at 
any point 
during 
study 
period  
(19 years) 

↑ Bipolar disorder 
↑ Unipolar depression 
↑ Involuntary psychiatric 

inpaƟent care 
 

HR 1.57 (1.18 - 2.10, p=0.002) 
HR 2.32 (1.21 - 4.46, p=0.011) 
HR 1.42 (1.05 - 1.94, p=0.025) 

Pavarin et 
al., 2021 
 
Italy 

15,490 paƟents 
treated for 
alcohol, opioid 
or cocaine use 
disorders 
between 1975 
and 2016 

33.7% 
(AUD 
only) 
 
12.4% 
(AUD + 
SUD) 
 

Gender 
Age 
Mental health service contact 
Time since starƟng addicƟon treatment  
Substance use (alcohol, heroin, cocaine, 

polydrug use) 
Employment status 
EducaƟon level 
Civil status (unmarried, married, 

separated / divorced, widower) 

Death by 
suicide at 
any point 
during 
study 
period  
(41 years) 

↑ Separated/divorced 
↑ Male gender 
 
↑ Use of alcohol 
 
↓ 1-3 years since starƟng 

addicƟon treatment   
↓ Over 3 years since starƟng 

addicƟon treatment 
 

IRR 2.13  (1.05 - 4.33) 
IRR 1.71  (1.03 - 2.83, 

p=0.038) 
IRR 10.62 (1.43 - 78.76, 

p=0.021) 
IRR 0.16  (0.09 - 0.28, 

p<0.0001) 
IRR 0.06  (0.03 - 0.10, 

p<0.0001) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

Hesse et al., 
2020 
 
Denmark 
 

27,942 paƟents 
enrolled in 
treatment for 
SUD between 
2000 and 2010, 
using data from 
mulƟple Danish 
naƟonal 
registers 
 

25.7% Gender  
Age  
Employment / educaƟon 
Living without partner 
ImmigraƟon status 
Criminal charge within past year 
Self-harm within the past year 
Psychiatric care within the past year 
Substance use (opioids, sƟmulants, 

cannabis, MDMA, 
benzodiazepines) 

Alcohol use (problem drinking)  
Intravenous drug use 
Previous treatment 
 

Death by 
suicide at 
any point 
during 
study 
period  
(10 years) 

↑ Alcohol Use (problem 
drinking) 

↑ Psychiatric care within the 
past year 

↑ Use of opioids 
 
↓ Use of cannabis 
↓ Older age  
 

HR 1.56  (1.09 - 2.23) 
 
HR 1.96  (1.39 - 2.77) 
 
HR 1.81  (1.23 - 2.68) 
 
HR 0.69  (0.50 - 0.96) 
HR 0.97  (0.95 - 0.98) 

Merrall et 
al., 2012 
 
Scotland 

69,456 
individuals who 
were in contact 
with drug-
treatment 
services in 
Scotland 
between 1996 
and 2006. 
 

11% Age 
Gender 
Injector status  
Drug treatment agency (GP, Specialist 

service, Other) 
Time since most recent registraƟon 
Misuse of alcohol (paƟent declared) 
Misuse of sedaƟves  
Misuse of sƟmulants  
Misuse of cannabis/tobacco  
HCV diagnosis 
 

Death by 
suicide at 
any point 
during 
study 
period  
(10 years) 

↑ Misuse of alcohol 
 
↑ Misuse of sƟmulants 
 
 
↓  > 5 years since most recent 

registraƟon (ref: 1-2 
years) 

↓  No HepaƟƟs-C diagnosis 
 
↓ Female gender 
 

HR 1.88  (1.35 - 2.60, p<0.01) 
 
HR 1.91  (1.43 - 2.54, p<0.01) 
 
 
HR 0.49  (0.28 - 0.86, p=0.01) 
 
 
HR 0.50  (0.30 - 0.68, p<0.01) 
 
HR 0.43  ( 0.31 - 0.60, p<0.01) 

BriƩon and 
Conner, 
2010 
 
USA 

2966 
parƟcipants in 
the Drug Abuse 
Treatment 

75.1% 
 

Baseline risk factors: 
 
Age 
Gender 
Ethnicity 

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 12 
months 
 

↑ Cocaine use (ref = Other drug 
use) 

↑ Depression 
↑ History of suicidal ideaƟon 
↑ History of suicide aƩempts 

OR 3.04  (1.20 - 7.71, p<0.05) 
 
OR 2.27  (1.20 - 4.26, p<0.05) 
OR 1.98  (1.06 - 3.70, p<0.05) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

Outcome Study 
(DATOS). 
 

Marital status  
Criminal jusƟce involvement 
Preferred drug (alcohol, cocaine, heroin, 

other) 
Treatment modality 
Depression 
History of suicidal ideaƟon 
History of suicide aƩempt 
 

↑ Short term inpaƟent 
treatment 

↑ OutpaƟent methadone 
treatment 

 
↓ Age (conƟnuous): Older 
↓ Male gender 
↓ Ethnicity: Non-white 
↓ Other drug use (ref = cocaine) 
 
 

OR 3.43  (1.93 - 6.09, 
p<0.001) 

OR 2.42  (1.17 - 5.02, p<0.05) 
 
OR 2.94  (1.08 - 8.01, p<0.05) 
  
OR 0.96  (0.92 - 0.99, p<0.05) 
OR 0.50  (0.30 - 0.82, p<0.05) 
OR 0.53  (0.32 - 0.90, p<0.05) 
OR 0.33  (0.13 - 0.83, p<0.05) 

Bakken and 
Vaglum, 
2007 
 
Norway 

160 subjects (86 
alcohol 
dependent and 
74 poly-
substance 
dependent), 
accessing 
inpaƟent or 
outpaƟent SUD 
treatment. 
 

53.8% Age 
Gender 
EducaƟon 
 
LifeƟme DSM-IV Axis I and II disorders 
 
Substance use relapse by follow-up  

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 6 
years 
 

↑ Dysthymia 
↑ Substance use relapse by 

follow-up  
 
↓ Generalized anxiety disorder 
 

OR 2.7  (1.0 - 7.0, p=0.04) 
OR 3.1  (0.9 - 10.5, p=0.063) 
 
 
OR 0.2  (0.03 - 0.9, p=0.033) 

Ilgen, 
Harris, et 
al., 2007a 
 
USA 

8,807 military 
veterans (96% 
male) engaging 
with a variety of 
substance 
misuse services, 
including 12-
step, CBT and 
‘eclecƟc’ 
intervenƟons. 

49%  
(AUD 
only) 
 
26% 
(AUD + 
SUD) 

Thirty-three items from the AddicƟon 
Severity Index, which were reduced using 
factor analysis to five unique 
uncorrelated risk factors: 
 
Severity of suicidal/psychiatric symptoms 
Alcohol use days  
Cocaine-adjusted life years  
Criminal jusƟce system involvement 
SUD treatment parƟcipaƟon (# of days) 

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 12 
months 
 

↑ Severity of suicidal / 
psychiatric symptoms 

↑ Number of days alcohol use 
at baseline 

↑ Age-adjusted years of 
cocaine use 

 
↓ Criminal jusƟce system 

involvement 

OR 2.08  (p<0.001) 
 
OR 1.02  (p<0.001) 
 
 
OR 1.02  (p<0.001) 
  
  
OR 0.55  (p<0.001) 
OR 0.92  (p<0.001) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

  
  

↓ Length of engagement with 
SUD treatment 

 
 

Ilgen, Jain, 
et al., 
2007b 
 
USA 

3,733 paƟents 
entering SUD 
treatment. 
Majority of 
paƟents in 
treatment for 
misuse of 
alcohol (50.4%) 
and / or cocaine 
(66.8%). 
 

50.4% Current suicidal ideaƟon 
Previous suicide aƩempt 
Treatment seƫng 
Availability of psychiatric services  
Length of treatment 
AƩendance at psychiatric treatment  
 

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 12 
months 
 

↑ Previous lifeƟme suicide 
aƩempt 

 
↓ Length of treatment (log-

transformed) 
 

OR 3.92  (p<0.001) 
 
 
OR 0.70  (p<0.01) 
 

Darke et al., 
2007 
 
Australia 

387 heroin users 
enrolled on the 
Australian 
Treatment 
Outcome Study 
(ATOS) 

55.8% Age 
Gender 
Social isolaƟon 
Previous suicide aƩempt 
Suicidal ideaƟon at baseline 
Suicidal plan at baseline 
Daily heroin use 
No. of substances used in last month 
Total days in treatment 
No. of treatment episodes 
Major depression at baseline 
General mental health (SF12) 
Bipolar disorder 
PTSD 
 

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 3 
years 
 

↑ Suicide aƩempt history 
↑ Social isolaƟon 
 
↑ Suicidal ideaƟon / plans at 

baseline 
↑ Polydrug use 
 

OR 4.56  (2.21 - 9.42, p<0.01) 
OR 4.26  (2.21 - 10.27, 

p<0.001) 
OR 2.24  (1.09 - 4.60, p<0.05) 
 
OR 1.39  (1.13 - 1.72, p<0.01) 

Wines et 
al., 2004 

470 adults aŌer 
compleƟon of 

86% History of suicidal aƩempt  
Age 

Suicide 
aƩempt 

↑ Suicide aƩempt history (with 
depressive symptoms) 

HR 6.12  (2.23 - 16.79, 
p<0.001) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

 
USA 

inpaƟent 
detoxificaƟon  
 

Gender 
Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic  
Depressive symptoms 
Any sexual abuse 
Drug Use (alcohol, heroin, 

benzodiazepines, cocaine) 
Housing status† 
Physical health status† 
Social support (family)† 
Social support (friends)† 
Physical abuse history† 
 
† = Variable measured but found not to 
be significantly associated with suicidal 
behaviour in a cross-secƟonal logisƟc 
regression model and so was not entered 
into the longitudinal models.  
 
 

within 2 
years 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suicidal 
ideaƟon 
within 2 
years 
 

 
↑ Suicide aƩempt history 

(without depressive 
symptoms) 

 
↑ Recent depressive symptoms 

(past 7 days) 
 
 
 
↑ Prior suicidal ideaƟon (with 

depressive symptoms) 
 
↑ Prior suicidal ideaƟon 

(without depressive 
symptoms) 

 
↑ Recent depressive symptoms 

(past 7 days) 
 
↑ Alcohol use (without 

depressive symptoms) 
 
↑ Benzodiazepine use (without 

depressive symptoms) 
 
 

 
HR 8.81  (3.20 - 24.20, 

p<0.001) 
 
 
HR 1.06  (1.03 - 1.10, 

p<0.001) 
 
 
 
HR 4.75  (2.75 - 8.21, 

p<0.001) 
 
HR 6.09  (3.51 - 10.54, 

p<0.001) 
 
 
HR 1.06  (1.03 - 1.08, 

p<0.001) 
 
HR 1.03  (1.01 - 1.06, p<0.01) 
 
 
HR 1.05  (1.01 - 1.08, p<0.01) 
 
 

Preuss et 
al., 2003 
 
USA 

1237 treatment-
seeking alcohol-
dependent 
parƟcipants in 
the 

100% History of suicide aƩempts 
Age 
Gender† 
Ethnicity† 
EducaƟon (years)† 

Suicide 
aƩempt 
within 5 
years 
 

↑ History of suicide aƩempts 
 
↑ Independent depressive 

episode during follow-up 
 

OR 3.32  (1.77 - 6.23,  
p<0.001) 

OR 5.95  (2.83 - 12.51, 
p<0.001) 
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Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

CollaboraƟve 
Study on the 
GeneƟcs of 
Alcoholism 
(COGA) study 

College degree† 
Marital status 
Employment status† 
Age at onset of regular drinking‡ 
Age at onset of alcohol dependence  
Max. no. of drinks in 24-hr period 
No. of DSM-III-R alcohol dependence 

criteria endorsed 
No. of withdrawal symptoms‡ 
No. of alcohol-related incidents of 

violence‡ 
 No. of alcohol-related physical 

problems‡ 
No. of substances dependent on 
Ever treated for alcohol problem 

(inpaƟent, outpaƟent, AA) 
LifeƟme drug dependence (any, cannabis, 

cocaine, amphetamine, sedaƟve, 
opioid)‡ 

LifeƟme independent psychiatric 
diagnosis (any, depression, mania, 
panic disorder, phobia) 

LifeƟme substance-induced psychiatric 
diagnosis (any, depression, mania, 
panic disorder, phobia) 

 
† = Variable measured but found not to 

be significantly associated with 
suicidal behaviour in univariate 
analysis and so was not included in 
the adjusted models. 

 

↑ Substance-induced 
depressive episode 
during follow-up 

  
↑ Any alcohol-related 

treatment during follow-
up 

 
↑ No. of DSM-3R alcohol 

dependence criteria met 
during follow-up 

 
↓ Age at baseline 

OR 3.52  (1.64 - 7.56, 
p<0.001) 

 
 
OR 4.91  (2.11 - 11.42, 

p<0.001) 
 
 
OR 1.19  (1.06 - 1.34, 

p=0.003) 
 
 
OR 0.96  (0.93 - 1.00, p=0.02) 
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* Where only one figure given, this reflects those classified as ‘alcohol users’ (or variant thereof) as reported in paper. Further alcohol users may have been present in a poly-
drug use category, but this has not been included here unless alcohol use was specifically stated to be present in all members of said poly-drug use category. 
 

** Where 95% CI or p-value is missing, this was due to it not being reported in the study 
 

HR = Hazard Ratio, OR = Odds Ratio, IRR = Incidence  Rate Ratio, AA = Alcoholics Anonymous, PTSD = Post Traumatic Stress Disorder 
 

 

Study & 
LocaƟon 

Sample Sample 
% 
alcohol 
users* 

Risk factors included in adjusted 
analyses 

Outcome Risk factors in adjusted 
analysis found to have 
significant effect on outcome 

Effect size 
(95% CI, p-value)** 

‡ = Excluded from mulƟvariable analysis 
due to mulƟcollinearity 
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Supplementary Table 2 

Summary of measures derived from electronic health records for analysis 
 

Measure Levels / Units DerivaƟon / CRIS Field(s) 

COHORT DEFINITION: IN TREATMENT FOR ALCOHOL USE  
 
‘Problem substance’ 
 

Alcohol SLAM NDTMS Problem Substance 1 
SLAM NDTMS Problem Substance 2 
SLAM NDTMS Problem Substance 3 

OUTCOME 
 

  

Death by any cause within year  
 

Yes / No CRIS EPR Form Date of Death within year of index date 
 

Death by suicide within year 1. Death by suicide 
2. Death by other cause 
3. Alive 

 

CRIS EPR Form Date of Death within year of index date 
Linked ONS cause-of-death  

Crisis care within year Yes / No 
 

CRIS episode data: episode involving ARC, PoS, CRT, or psychiatric inpaƟent care, 
within year of index date. 
 

Suicidal event within year of index Yes / No Death by suicide within year = ‘Death by suicide’  
OR   
Crisis care within year = ‘Yes’ 
 

EXPOSURE: RISK FACTORS 
 
Suicidal Behaviour 
Brief Risk Screen - AddicƟons 

1. None BRS-A Suicide : All BRS-A Suicide items = ‘No’  

2. History of suicide aƩempts BRS-A Suicide : History of previous suicide aƩempts = ‘Yes’ 

3. Current plans / carer concern BRS-A Suicide : Thoughts or plans which indicate there is a risk of suicide = ‘Yes’  
AND / OR 
BRS-A Suicide : An expression of concern (especially from a relaƟve or carer) 
about the risk of suicide = ‘Yes’ 
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Measure Levels / Units DerivaƟon / CRIS Field(s) 

4. Both history of aƩempts and current 
plans / carer concern 
 

PosiƟve idenƟficaƟon of both History of suicide aƩempts and Current plans / 
carer concern 

Sex 1. Male 
2. Female  

 

CRIS Electronic PaƟent Record (EPR) Form 

Age ConƟnuous (centred for Cox regression) 
 

CRIS EPR Form  
Derived from month & year of birth and start date of episode. 

Ethnicity 1. White 
2. Black 
3. Other 

 

CRIS EPR Form 

Housing status 
 
 

1. Homeless or unstable 
2. Stable 

TOP At risk of evicƟon 
TOP Acute housing problem 
SLAM NDTMS AccommodaƟon Need 
BRS-A  Homeless or unstable housing 

Cocaine use Yes / No 
 

SLAM NDTMS Problem substance No 1, 2 or 3 = Cocaine 
TOP Last 4 weeks drug use includes cocaine 
SLAM NDTMS Problem substance No 1, 2 or 3 = Crack 
TOP Last 4 weeks drug use includes crack   

Cannabis Use Yes / No SLAM NDTMS Problem substance No 1, 2 or 3 = Cannabis 
TOP Last 4 weeks drug use includes cannabis 

Other drug use  Yes / No SLAM NDTMS Problem substance No 1, 2 or 3 includes any drug other than 
opioids, cocaine, crack, cannabis or alcohol. 
TOP Last 4 weeks drug use includes ‘any other drug’ 

Alcohol consumpƟon  
Drinks per Drinking Day 

1. AbsƟnent  
2. Low to high (1–15 units per drinking day) 
3. High to severe (16–30 units per drinking 

day) 
4. Extreme (≥31 units per drinking day) 
 

SLAM NDTMS Units Of Alcohol (average day) 
TOP Alcohol Average day units 
 

Mental health problems Yes / No 
 

SLAM NDTMS Dual Diagnosis = Yes 
BRS-A  Suffers From Mental Illness 
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Measure Levels / Units DerivaƟon / CRIS Field(s) 

TOP Psychological health raƟng out of 20: Lower terƟle (raƟng 0-7) 
Physical Health problems Yes / No 

 
BRS-A  Serious physical issues or unmet needs 
TOP Physical health raƟng out of 20: Lower terƟle (raƟng 0-9) 

Social isolaƟon 
 

Yes / No BRS-A  Social isolaƟon 

Past year acute or emergency 
psychiatric care (prior to CDAT 
treatment start) 
 

Yes / No 
 

CRIS episode data: episode involving ARC, PoS, CRT,  or psychiatric inpaƟent care, 
in the past year before starƟng CDAT treatment 

Children 
 

1. No children 
2. Children not living with service user 
3. Children living with service user 
 

SLAM NDTMS Parental Status  
 

Criminal acƟvity / Criminal JusƟce 
System (CJS) involvement 

Yes / No TOP Any from Crime fields:  ShopliŌing; Selling drugs; TheŌ from or of a vehicle; 
Other property theŌ or burglary; Fraud, forgery or handling stolen goods; 
Commiƫng assault or violence 
CRIS episode data Drug RehabilitaƟon Requirement (DRR), Drug IntervenƟon 
Programme (DIP), or Drug Treatment and TesƟng Order (DTTO) referral 
BRS-A : Criminal acƟvity 

Previously CDAT treatment Yes / No SLAM NDTMS Previously treated = Yes 
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Supplementary Table 3 

Comparison of primary and sensitivity analyses: Cases with missing BRS-A included 
 

  
 

Event: 
Crisis care contact or death by suicide 

within one year of CDAT start 

  Primary analysis SensiƟvity analysis: 
Missing BRS-A included 

Variable 
 

Category Adjusted 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

Adjusted 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

Age (categorical) 18-30 (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 31-40 1.13  (0.86 - 1.48) 0.381 1.02  (0.80 - 1.30) 0.879 
 41-50 1.08  (0.81 - 1.44) 0.616 0.95  (0.74 - 1.23) 0.713 
 51+ 0.89  (0.65 - 1.22) 0.463 0.81  (0.61 - 1.08) 0.144 
Sex Male (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Female 1.34  (1.10 - 1.65) 0.004 1.36  (1.13 - 1.63) 0.001 
Ethnicity White (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Black 0.61  (0.45 - 0.83) 0.002 0.61  (0.46 - 0.81) 0.001 
 Other 0.77  (0.56 - 1.07) 0.116 0.86  (0.65 - 1.15) 0.310 
Previous CDAT 
treatment 

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 1.01  (0.83 - 1.24) 0.901 1.11  (0.93 - 1.32) 0.263 
Suicide risk None idenƟfied (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 History of suicide aƩempts 1.83  (1.43 - 2.33) <0.001 1.43  (1.16 - 1.77) 0.001 
 Current plans or carer concern 1.65  (1.18 - 2.31) 0.003 1.30  (0.95 - 1.78) 0.102 
 Both historic and current risk 1.83  (1.37 - 2.45) <0.001 1.45  (1.12 - 1.87) 0.005 
Cocaine use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.91  (0.71 - 1.16) 0.45 0.87  (0.69 - 1.10) 0.253 
Cannabis use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.89  (0.70 - 1.13) 0.356 0.82  (0.66 - 1.03) 0.091 
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Event: 
Crisis care contact or death by suicide 

within one year of CDAT start 

  Primary analysis SensiƟvity analysis: 
Missing BRS-A included 

Variable 
 

Category Adjusted 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

Adjusted 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

Other drug use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.41  (1.02 - 1.95) 0.036 1.40  (1.04 - 1.89) 0.028 
Alcohol DDD  Extreme (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

High to severe 0.83  (0.65 - 1.05) 0.118 0.94  (0.75 - 1.17) 0.561 

Low to high 0.64  (0.49 - 0.85) 0.002 0.69  (0.54 - 0.89) 0.004 

AbsƟnent 0.51  (0.31 - 0.83) 0.007 0.63  (0.40 - 0.97) 0.037 
Housing status Stable (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Unstable / Homeless 0.89  (0.72 - 1.10) 0.291 0.92  (0.76 - 1.12) 0.429 
Social isolaƟon No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.24  (1.02 - 1.51) 0.028 1.30  (1.09 - 1.55) 0.003 
Mental Health 
problem 

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 1.81  (1.41 - 2.32) <0.001 1.90  (1.53 - 2.35) <0.001 
Physical Health 
problem  

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  

Yes 1.01  (0.83 - 1.23) 0.906 1.04  (0.87 - 1.24) 0.669 
Children  No children (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Children not living w. serv. user 1.18  (0.95 - 1.46) 0.141 1.14  (0.94 - 1.40) 0.180 
 Children living w. serv. user 0.74  (0.56 - 0.99) 0.046 0.80  (0.62 - 1.03) 0.085 
CJS involvement No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes  1.20  (0.90 - 1.60) 0.219 1.25  (0.97 - 1.62) 0.088 

 

All observations with missing Brief Risk Screen items History of suicide attempt or Current suicidal plans / carer concern were excluded from the primary analysis. In this 
sensitivity analysis these cases were returned to the sample and were coded as “No” for History of suicide attempt and Current suicidal plans / carer concern , on the principle 
that the absence of risk assessment could indicate the absence of clinical concern.  
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Sensitivity model, event = Crisis care contact or death by suicide: 
n= 5044, number of events= 564,  
Concordance= 0.659  (se = 0.014),  
Likelihood ratio test= 161.1  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16,  
Wald test =152.7  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16,  
Score (logrank) test = 158.4  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
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Supplementary Table 4 

Comparison of primary and sensitivity analyses: Independent censoring assumption 
 

Variable Category Primary Analysis 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

CompeƟng risks 
censored at 365 

days 
p-value 

CompeƟng risks 
as outcome 

events 
p-value 

Age 18-30 (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 31-40 1.13  (0.86 - 1.48) 0.381 1.13  (0.86 - 1.48) 0.384 1.16  (0.89 - 1.51) 0.270 
 41-50 1.08  (0.81 - 1.44) 0.616 1.08  (0.81 - 1.43) 0.623 1.13  (0.85 - 1.49) 0.401 
 51+ 0.89  (0.65 - 1.22) 0.463 0.88  (0.64 - 1.22) 0.447 1.09  (0.81 - 1.47) 0.586 
Gender Male (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Female 1.34  (1.10 - 1.65) 0.004 1.34  (1.10 - 1.64) 0.004 1.37  (1.13 - 1.66) 0.001 
Ethnicity White (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Black 0.61  (0.45 - 0.83) 0.002 0.61  (0.45 - 0.84) 0.002 0.59  (0.44 - 0.80) 0.001 
 Other 0.77  (0.56 - 1.07) 0.116 0.76  (0.55 - 1.06) 0.105 0.85  (0.63 - 1.14) 0.276 
Previous CDAT 
treatment 

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
Yes 1.01  (0.83 - 1.24) 0.901 1.01  (0.83 - 1.24) 0.891 1.01  (0.84 - 1.22) 0.910 

Suicide risk None idenƟfied (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 History of suicide aƩempts 1.83  (1.43 - 2.33) <0.001 1.83  (1.44 - 2.33) <0.001 1.66  (1.31 - 2.09) <0.001 
 Current plans or carer concern 1.65  (1.18 - 2.31) 0.003 1.65  (1.18 - 2.30) 0.004 1.61  (1.18 - 2.21) 0.003 
 Both historic and current risk 1.83  (1.37 - 2.45) <0.001 1.83  (1.37 - 2.45) <0.001 1.70  (1.29 - 2.25) <0.001 
Cocaine use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.91  (0.71 - 1.16) 0.45 0.91  (0.71 - 1.17) 0.475 0.86  (0.67 - 1.10) 0.227 
Cannabis use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 0.89  (0.70 - 1.13) 0.356 0.90  (0.71 - 1.14) 0.368 0.88  (0.69 - 1.10) 0.261 
Other drug use No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.41  (1.02 - 1.95) 0.036 1.42  (1.03 - 1.96) 0.034 1.33  (0.96 - 1.83) 0.082 
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Variable Category Primary Analysis 
HR (95% CI) p-value 

CompeƟng risks 
censored at 365 

days 
p-value 

CompeƟng risks 
as outcome 

events 
p-value 

Alcohol DDD  Extreme (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 High to severe 0.83  (0.65 - 1.05) 0.118 0.83  (0.65 - 1.06) 0.129 0.79  (0.63 - 1.00) 0.051 
 Low to high 0.64  (0.49 - 0.85) 0.002 0.65  (0.49 - 0.85) 0.002 0.67  (0.52 - 0.87) 0.003 
 AbsƟnent 0.51  (0.31 - 0.83) 0.007 0.51  (0.31 - 0.83) 0.007 0.57  (0.37 - 0.90) 0.015 
Housing status Stable (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Unstable / Homeless 0.89  (0.72 - 1.10) 0.291 0.89  (0.72 - 1.10) 0.280 0.92  (0.75 - 1.14) 0.457 
Social isolaƟon No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Yes 1.24  (1.02 - 1.51) 0.028 1.24  (1.02 - 1.51) 0.029 1.20  (1.00 - 1.44) 0.057 
Mental Health 
problem 

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
Yes 1.81  (1.41 - 2.32) <0.001 1.81  (1.42 - 2.32) <0.001 1.62  (1.29 - 2.03) <0.001 

Physical Health 
problem  

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
Yes 1.01  (0.83 - 1.23) 0.906 1.01  (0.83 - 1.23) 0.938 1.07  (0.89 - 1.29) 0.489 

Children  No children (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
 Children not living w. serv. user 1.18  (0.95 - 1.46) 0.141 1.18  (0.95 - 1.47) 0.132 1.11  (0.90 - 1.37) 0.325 
 Children living w. serv. user 0.74  (0.56 - 0.99) 0.046 0.75  (0.56 - 1.00) 0.052 0.70  (0.53 - 0.92) 0.011 
CJS 
involvement 

No (Ref.)  (Ref.)  (Ref.)  
Yes  1.20  (0.90 - 1.60) 0.219 1.20  (0.90 - 1.60) 0.217 1.17  (0.88 - 1.55) 0.272 

  
All competing risk events (i.e. non-suicide deaths) were coded as; i) censored at end of the observation period with the maximum possible 365 days of follow-up reached; and 
ii) as a suicidal event - either crisis care contact or death by suicide - keeping follow-up time the same as in the primary analysis. Whilst this does not provide evidence of 
whether the independent censoring assumption was violated in the primary analysis, it does estimate the effect of the ‘worst-case’ scenarios at the two extremes of non-
independent censoring (Kleinbaum and Klein, 2012). 
All models stratified on past-year contact with psychiatric crisis care. 
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Sensitivity model: All competing risks as censored at 365 days 
Event = Crisis care contact or death by suicide 
n= 4312, number of events= 462 
Concordance= 0.672  (se = 0.015 ) 
Likelihood ratio test= 150.6  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Wald test            = 140.6  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Score (logrank) test = 147  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
 

Sensitivity model: All competing risks as outcome events 
Event = Crisis care contact or death by suicide 
n= 4312, number of events= 508  
Concordance= 0.647  (se = 0.015 ) 
Likelihood ratio test= 137.8  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Wald test            = 130  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
Score (logrank) test = 134.5  on 23 df,   p=<2e-16 
 


