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Scotlands largest health board spent
millions of pounds on a controversial
ting initiative, believing it was

sided on a not-for-profit basis.
NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde
(NHSGGC) adopted the Australian
derived *Triple P* positive parenting
programme five years ago, and has
e on to spend at least £4million on
it In November 2014, independent re-
search found that Triple P should be
discontinuedin Glasgow because of its
“lack of efficacy”, but it continues to be
deployed throughout the city at huge

expense.

“The NHS should not be spending
money on stuff that simply doesn't
‘work” said Phil Wilson, of the Centre
for Rural Health at the University of
Aberdeen. “This whole episode with
Triple P has been a massive waste of
money. The health board appears to
have disguised that fact

Senior NHSGGC officials were ini
tially told about plans to roll out the
programme across Glasgow five years
agoinaninternal document and stated.
“Triple P is provided on a non-profit
making basis with all surpluses going
back to [the] University of Queensland
to fund further research.”

The mistaken claim is made in a
memorandum dated January 21, 2010,

“This crucial advice
about Triple P was
incorrect. It is a

for-profit company’

from Stephen MacLeod. head of child-
ren’s service, to Gordon Beattie, the
boards head of procurement. It is re-
vealed in NHSGGC documents ob-
tained under freedom of information
rules.

‘The not-for-profit argument is un-
derstood to be one of a number of fac-
tors used to justify the multimillion-
pound investment. The health board
appliedawaiver to tender, the contract
‘waswon without opposition and Triple
P was adopted in the summer of 2010.

Professor Wilson, the former clinical
adviser to the Medical Research
Council, said: “This crucial advice
about Triple P was incorrect. Triple P
International Pty Ltd is a for-profit

company’
“Triple P was developed by Matt San-
ders at the University of Queensland
andhassold about 7 million copiesin 25
countries since it began commercial
‘operationsin1996. Itwas devised to en-
able families to develop their own ap-
to childcare rather than _tell
e specifically how to raise their
children and has been adopted in more
than 25 countries. A typical course in-
In GLM e i
¢, huge claims were made
for Triple P A glossy presentation

document from September 200 reads

It gives parents their ‘parenting wings
lq fly' rather than “flap on instruction’
It’s about engagement, encouragement
and empowerment of families to ad-
dress common social, emotional and
behavioural problems*

Critics say Triple P offers little more
than common sense. Last November,
researchers at the University of Glas
gow found that it had made minimal
impact on families from deprived back-
grounds and may even have increased
social inequality because of the high
drop-out rate.

Fewer than half of families complet-
ed the programme and those with
severeproblems werethe most likely to
drop out

A random control trial of Triple P in
Birmingham, involving 146 children
aged four to nine zero benefits
overall’. The city council decided to
stop funding Triple P train

Professor Sanders told The Times he
had no knowledge of NHSGCC deci-
sion-making process in its purchase of
Triple P. He said it was essential to de-
velop Triple P on a comme
10 enable the programme “to sc

“The programme is very muc
utilisingthe proceeds from the
nation effort to support an ongoing

quality development effort,” he added. |
NHS

SGGC wereaskedto explainhow
the claim that Triple P was not-for-
profit came to be made, a question the
board declined to answer.

A spokesman for NHSGCC said:
“The Triple P programme was selected
by NHSGGC as being the most appro-
priate model at that time which provid-
ed a range of interventions covering
from children with minimal needs to

those requiringmore intensive support. |

“Published evidence at the time of se-
lection suggested it may have reduced
the number of child' protection con-
cerns”

In another development
was criticised in a recent paper pub-
lished in PLOS One, an online research
journal.

Triple P is one of a number of thera- |

peutic products devised by academics
and practitioners who publish evidence
of their effectivenessinayvariety of pro-
fessional journals.

The first analysis to investigate con-
flicts of interest in the published evi-
dence of Triple P and three other treat-
ments revealed that two thirds of the
authors of these academic studies fail-
ed to declare an interest.

The PLOS One study inspected 136

lished in academic journals
between 2008 and 2014, each one co-
authored by at least one lead developer
of the programmes in question.

They found that the overall rate of
“adequate disclosure in clear cases of
conflicts of interest was less than a
third” for the four programmes. The
lowest rate of disclosures by far was
found in academic studies of the Triple
P programme, atjust i per cent.Several
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analyses of Triple P— including those
by Triple P authors who had not de-
red their interest in the programme
— show positive effects. However, at
least one independent systematic re-
view found “no convincing evidence”
that the Triple P has any positive effects
in the long run

Professor Sandersinsisted that 95 per
cent of evaluation studies “showed a
positive result for Triple P, though he
conceded that conflict of interest decla

rations were “a field-wide issue”, Some
Journals declined to publish such state-
‘ments, he added.

Professor Sanders said: “Just extend
the lens ttle bit further to other
evidence-based therapy programmes,
and many programmes in the field of
conitive behavioural therapy, other
social interventions. It is fair to say that
the social sciences have lagged behind
the medical feld with disclosure state-
ments”





