
February 2020 

Is West Hampshire CCG fit for purpose for delivering NHS Continuing Healthcare? 
 
Over the course of the last year, I have been highlighting the unlawful behaviour that we have experienced from West 
Hampshire CCG in relation to my wife’s NHS Continuing Healthcare package. 
 
I opted to put my campaign on hold while we awaited a meeting with the new CEO (Maggie MacIsaac) and two board 
members (Dr Stuart Ward of West Hampshire CCG and Dr Peter Bibawy of North East Hampshire and Farnham CCG). 
NEHFCCG is the responsible commissioner for my wife’s care package but has sub-contracted the Continuing Healthcare 
process to West Hampshire. Whilst they appeared to be understanding and sympathetic for what we had been through, the 
responses we received in writing are devoid of any admission of failings whilst trying to pursue a new annual review. 
Unfortunately, due to continued failure to answer questions, I am in the position of needing to reopen my campaign. 
 
Following our meeting, which took place in December 2019, I wrote to follow up the key points for response. Unfortunately, 
we had significant concerns about the reply. We informed them that: 

• “Despite apologies for the impact on us and the concerns we have raised, there is no admission of any errors at this 
stage despite clear evidence. 

• The response fails to address fully Point 3 of the “Requested Actions” from our letter of 21 December 2019. 

• Your offer to delete the November 2017 and January 2018 reviews appear to meet a requirement of ours. However, 
there is a major loophole. The records are unlawful, as discussed on 19 December 2019 so they should be deleted 
immediately. However, you are going to wait until after the next review. This enables you claim they were only deleted 

following our request and that they were no longer required as they had been superseded. This is unacceptable.” 
 
Due to our concerns, we expressed our desire to take part in the review process but we needed to be fully informed. Whilst 
completely contradictory to all regulations, national guidelines, local policies and the law, on the basis of the actions, 
statements, omissions and denials of West Hampshire CCG, the evidence we have from the CCG means that: 

• “The CCG can change the legal basis for a review multiple times over a two-year period after the review 

• We can be misled by the CCG about the reasoning for the review and consent will still be valid 

• The CCG losing the records regarding the package of care is an acceptable legal basis for review 

• Verbal statements made by CCG staff are valid even when there is no evidence to support it and despite evidence to 
the contrary 

• Being misled by the CCG does not constitute a valid reason to delete the review report 

• Review processes can vary widely so we will not know how the review will be conducted until the case coordinator 
arrives 

• Case coordinators can state that there is a Primary Health Need but with a reduced package of care, only to change 
the outcome to an MDT to review eligibility if we say we will appeal any reduction in care 

• Case coordinators can make up guidelines 

• Case coordinators, who have never met my wife nor have expertise in epilepsy, can override the views of medical 
experts 

• If a case coordinator wrongly determines an MDT is required, the MDT will take place anyway 

• Review outcomes can be altered after the review meeting without our knowledge or consent 

• Complaints do not need to be investigated by the CCG prior to determining the outcome and we can be lied to about 
this 

• Clinical decisions by the CCG can determine the outcome of complaints relating to process, even without consent to 
process the information in this way 



• Complaint processes can be ignored by the CCG 

• Staff involved in the review and complaint processes are allowed to lie to us 

• Documents can be tampered with by the CCG 

• Private and confidential emails to specific individuals sent by us can be viewed by anyone at the CCG without our 
consent 

• The CCG does not need to respond to GDPR requests in the required timescales” 
 
We provided evidence for all of these statements in an appendix (attached), although this evidence had been given to the 
CCG in the past. 
 
Having waited, I ended up contacting Maggie MacIsaac for a response. On a positive note, it was agreed that West Hampshire 
CCG will no longer be involved in my wife’s Continuing Healthcare case. But once again, it appears to deflect away from the 
important issues and focuses on just getting a new review done. We informed her that her letter did not address the following: 

• “The 27 January response failing to address fully Point 3 of the “Requested Actions” from our letter of 21 December 
2019. 

• The deletion of the November 2017 and January 2018 reviews. 

• Confirmation that our understanding of the review process is correct.” 
 
In addition, the response received did not acknowledge our offer to let them hear the recordings of the meetings. Considering 
the CCG has never asked to listen to the recordings, it is very surprising to us that they have not taken up this offer yet. 
 
All healthcare professionals have a legal Duty of Candour. They must be open and honest. Holders of public office must also 
adhere to the seven principles of public life – selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and 
leadership. We have already faced lies and unlawful behaviour from some individuals in the CCG, now we wait to see whether 
the most senior members will uphold their duties. If not, we go to court. 
 
It is a sad state of affairs when we are one of the families of a victim of the Gosport War Memorial Hospital scandal which 
found major failings in honesty and accountability. Unfortunately, the words of the chair of the Gosport review, Rt. Rev. Bishop 
James Jones, appear to continue to ring true. He said this in his letter to Teresa May regarding the review report into the 
Hillsborough disaster, “The patronising disposition of unaccountable power.” Due to parallels with our case and the Gosport 
scandal, Rt. Rev. Bishop James Jones and the Gold Commander of the Police investigation are aware of our case and are 
monitoring it. 
 
To add to the challenges we have faced, we reported the whole case to Hampshire Social Services in May 2018. They tried 
to close the case without even speaking to me about it but, under challenge, eventually received an email from West 
Hampshire CCG about the process – our view is that the email had more holes in it than a sieve. Without any challenge, 
Ross Griffiths, on behalf of social services, replied to West Hampshire CCG stating, “We are happy with the CCG’s approach.” 
I will address our issues with social services in a future campaign update. 
 


