
August 2019 
Is West Hampshire CCG fit for purpose for delivering NHS Continuing Healthcare? 

 
Even though we had a review of our Continuing Healthcare (CHC) package in April 2017, which clearly indicated that the 
package needed to continue in the same form that it had been since 2009, a new review was called for November 2017. West 
Hampshire CCG claimed it was because the National Framework states reviews are every 6-12 months and we had requested 
an increase in the package of care. This claim has two fundamental problems: 

1. West Hampshire’s policy is for annual reviews, thus meeting the requirements of the National Framework.  
2. We had not made any request for an increase in the care package. 

 
Despite this, the review took place on 8 November 2017 and was conducted by a mental health nurse, Roy Dube. Unfortunately, 
there were many failings in the review meeting which led to an erroneous decision to call a Multi-Disciplinary Team meeting 
(MDT) to determine whether my wife remains eligible. 
 
In fairness to West Hampshire CCG, they did acknowledge numerous failings and decided that a new review should be 
conducted. Unfortunately, they failed to respond to some key issues. To this day, despite repeated attempts to get answers, we 
still have heard nothing on these issues. 
 
The failures that were accepted were as follows: 

• Failure to follow the National Framework for NHS Continuing Healthcare 
• Failure to prepare properly for the November Review 
• Failure to comply with the standards of conduct advocated by WHCCG 
• Making erroneous assumptions that impacted on assessments 
• Failure to read supporting documents from clinical experts who have been involved in my wife’s care for many years 
• Failure to refer to previous DST and reviews 

 
The failures that were not and still have not been answered are as follows: 

• Roy Dube stating that the review was required as WHCCG’s policy is for reviews to take place every 3-6 months (thus 
rendering our consent misinformed) – please note that we raised this issue in February 2018 as we had not at that time 
complained that Roy Dube had misinformed us 

• After going through all the evidence, Roy Dube stated that my wife was still in need of care but he felt that the package 
should be reduced to just mornings and evenings. When we said we would appeal any reduction, Roy Dube changed the 
outcome to state that my wife may no longer be eligible. We challenged him on this but he steadfastly stuck to this 
changed view. It was this change of outcome that meant an MDT was to be held – MDTs only consider eligibility, they do 
not determine care packages. 

 
After we received the review documentation that Roy Dube produced, we reported it to WHCCG for being misleading. Despite our 
evidence and West Hampshire accepting that decisions around ‘Altered State of Consciousness’ was flawed due to the misreading  
of the evidence, “the Clinical Commissioning Group is satisfied that an accurate portrayal of needs has been presented.” This is an 
intriguing statement as there is no evidence that they discussed the review report with Roy Dube and, if it is accurate, then there 
would be no need for a further review. 
 
Incredibly, despite these issues, West Hampshire has consistently continued to refer to the November 2017 review and the 
determination of an MDT being required. This reference is included in their correspondence with Social Services, North East 
Hampshire and Farnham CCG, the Nursing and Midwifery Council and the Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsman. 
 
In our view, it is outrageous that reviews are conducted in contravention of policy, and that an MDT can be called (to which the 
CCG still refers) simply because we state we will challenge any reduction in the care package. And there is still the issue of the 



review report. We have raised these matters with Social Services, North East Hampshire and Farnham CCG (who use WHCCG 
to conduct CHC matters), the NMC, the ICO and the PHSO. In our view, all of them have failed in their duty and we will evidence 
this viewpoint in the future. 
 
Our next update will highlight the issues with the review that followed the one above and the way West Hampshire CCG responded 
to our complaints about it (including refusing to answer any follow up questions which sought clarification or evidence). 
 


