
Liverpool Supporting People Programme

De-commissioning Tool-Kit

Introduction

De-commissioning is where the decision following a Supporting People Service Review is to withdraw funding in full and not agree a further Supporting People contract, thereby closing the service. The decision to de-commission a service will be approved by the Supporting People Commissioning Body.  A service will be de-commissioned because the service review has shown that the service is not strategically relevant or Liverpool City Council, as the Administering Authority is unable to accredit the provider.  Risks to service users due to the quality of a service will also be given serious consideration.  

The decision to de-commission a service is a serious one and careful consideration of the risks and implications must be carried out.  The process of closing the service must also be managed closely.  The purpose of the documents below is to facilitate the assessment and planning for de-commissioning a Supporting People service in an open, transparent and risk-managed way.  This suite of documents is based on good practise identified from the Core Cities ‘Framework for Commissioning Supporting People Services in Core Cities’.  

De-commissioning Process

Stage 1 – Assessing the impact and consultation

The recommendation to de-commission a service will arise from the service review process undertaken by the Supporting People Team.  The Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) states that the purpose of the service review process it to:

· determine whether services are meeting the strategic objectives for the Supporting People programme at a local level;

· assess whether there is a continued demand for the service;

· evaluate the quality and performance of services;

· assess the extent to which continuous improvement is taking place;

· highlight whether significant changes should be considered (e.g. service remodelling or de-commissioning).

The service review processes gathers evidence, information, and views of service users and stakeholders to make a recommendation on the future contract for a service.  If after progressing through the key elements of the service review process it is judged that a service is not strategically relevant, the provider is unable to be accredited under Accreditation processes or significant risks are posed to service users due to concerns over the quality of the service then de-commissioning should be considered.  Where evidence suggests that there are prospects for improvement to bring about the required changes, an action plan and timeframe for compliance will be developed and agreed with the provider.  The Supporting People team will monitor this action plan closely.  It is only where a service does not or could not comply with the strategic requirements (including accreditation) that the review decision is to de-commission the service.   

 To enable the Supporting People Team to thoroughly assess the impact of closing a service on service users, the provider and other agencies an Impact Assessment will be conducted (see Appendix 1).  The Impact Assessment Proforma aims to predict the likely implications arising from de-commissioning a service, and the associated risks, with a view to managing these as proactively as possible.  

It is important to engage the provider in this process and to maintain a partnership approach to the de-commissioning process.  Therefore, once the evidence has been gathered and evaluated which suggests de-commissioning as the outcome of service review, this should be explained to the service provider.  Feedback will be given to the service provider to enable them to respond and comment on the findings.  This should include an assessment of whether the issues identified could realistically be fully addressed by the implementation of an action plan.  Wherever possible the Impact Assessment should be jointly completed by the Supporting People team and service provider.   

It is also equally important to engage service users and carers in assessing the impact of de-commissioning.  Clear and appropriate information should be provided to users of a Supporting People service and their carers, which is being considered for de-commissioning.  Again, wherever possible this should be done in partnership with the service provider.  The information provided to service users and carers should contain the implications of service closure, options available and support to be offered during the process.  Information about any available advocacy services should also be provided.  

Stakeholders (e.g. other funders) should also be consulted at this stage and engaged in the Impact Assessment Process.  The Liverpool City Council, Supporting People Management Team will consider the Impact Assessment before it is submitted to the Supporting People Commissioning Body for decision-making.  (See Stage 2) 

Summary of stage 1 – communication / consultation with provider, service users and stakeholders; complete Impact Assessment Proforma.

Stage 2 – Decision-making

The Supporting People Commissioning Body is the responsible body for approving all decisions for future contracts arising from the service review process.  This will include de-commissioning decisions.  The evidence from the service review process (Service Review Outcome Report) should provide a robust business case, which will enable the Commissioning Body to approve de-commissioning decisions on clear strategic grounds.    

To enable this decision-making the Service Review Outcome Report and the Impact Assessment will be submitted to the Commissioning Body for consideration as part of the decision-making process of service review.   The Impact Assessment should inform the Commissioning Body what the risks are in closing a service and how the withdrawal of funding and potential implications will be managed.  Discussions with the provider, stakeholders and service users should have been held before the recommendation to de-commission is taken to the Commissioning Body.  

The Commissioning Body will consider the evidence submitted and the Impact Assessment.  If the decision is approved the Commissioning Body will instruct the Supporting People Team to develop and implement an action plan for the closure of the service.  This will also include a time-scale for implementation.  

If the Commissioning Body does not approve the decision for de-commissioning they will instruct the Supporting People Team on further action to be taken.  This may include further consultation with stakeholders and service users; gathering of further evidence or actions to be implemented with the provider.

The provider will be notified of the decision as detailed in the service review procedures.

If the provider disagrees with the decision, they will be advised to follow the Supporting People Appeals Procedure

Summary of stage 2 – submission of evidence to Supporting People Commissioning Body; decision-making by Commissioning Body

Stage 3 – Service Closure

Following the decision to de-commission a service, both the provider and the Supporting People Team need to plan and implement the de-commissioning process in a well-managed way with a focus on service users.  The Impact Assessment Proforma will form the basis for action-planning the closure of the service.

The Supporting People Team will work with the provider to develop an action-plan (See Appendix 2) to manage the closure of the service using the Impact Assessment document as the basis.  The Supporting People Management Team will subsequently consider the resulting de-commissioning action plan.

Once all parties have agreed the de-commissioning plan, the process of closing the service can begin in the appropriate time-scales.  The plan should clearly indicate the actions proposed, responsibility, time-scales, who else needs to be involved etc.  A project management approach should be taken to the service closure process with regular monitoring of progress.  Regular reports on progress, any obstacles / risks etc will be given to the Supporting People Management Team.  Any serious issues will be reported to the Commissioning Body.

It is vital to manage this process in a sensitive way both in terms of relationships with the provider and affects on service users.  A partnership approach with the provider should be maintained during the service closure to ensure any risks to service users are managed effectively.  Clear and open communication between the Supporting People Team, the provider, service users and carers and stakeholders will be crucial.  Regular meetings will be held with all parties to communicate progress and next steps. 

It will be important to ensure that any additional resources that are needed to support service users are identified.  This should also include Contingency planning.  For example, if the relationship between SP Team and provider breaks down or if a provider withdraws support immediately leaving service users at risk.  Additional resources may include social work input for assessments, floating support services for resettlement or advocacy services.  All available options should be provided for service users and support given (e.g. advocacy) to enable them to make the most appropriate decision for themselves.  All service users affected by the service closing should have their needs reviewed and resulting updated support plans should capture the move-on plans for individual service users.  It will be important to involve other Supporting People providers to assist in the service closure process, for example by giving priority placements to service users affected by the de-commissioning.    

The service will be considered closed when all service users have moved on.  It should be remembered that the time-scale for closing a service may be long-term.  For a large accommodation-based service 12 – 18 months may be an appropriate time-scale.  The needs of the service users will be considered primary during the service closure process and therefore some flexibility on closure time-scales may be necessary.  The final contract termination date and final SP payment will need to be agreed.  

Summary of Stage 3 – action planning service closure; complete action plan, monitor, move-on plans for service users 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROFORMA    










Appendix 1

1. SERVICE INFORMATION
	Service Name
	
	
	Contract Value
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Provider
	
	
	No of Units
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Service Type 
	
	
	Service User Group
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Contract Manager
	
	
	Date
	

	
	
	
	
	


Some questions will not be applicable in some circumstances (there are notes to this effect alongside some questions).  

2.  IMMEDIATE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SERVICE AND ITS CONTEXT
	2.1  Will the service be able to continue, or will it close?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Is the service jointly funded, or entirely/largely reliant on SP funding? 

· Can the withdrawal of SP funding be made up in other ways?


	
	

	· Can the service - either as it stands, or modified in some way - be funded from another source (e.g. see list in 1.2 below)

· Will a jointly funded service remain viable following withdrawal of SP funding?
	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed



	2.2  Do agencies have statutory responsibilities for any existing users?  (This will have implications for service re-provision in respect of these users).



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Some key statutory frameworks:

· community care legislation (NHS & CC Act 1990)

· mental health legislation (Mental Health Act Section 117)

· care leaver responsibilities (Children Leaving Care Act 2000)

· probation responsibilities

· asylum seeker responsibilities
	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	2.3  Will any of the existing users (and potential future users) be supported by other services provided by the same provider?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	(none)


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




3.  IMPACT ON EXISTING SERVICE USERS
	3.1  What are the needs of the existing service users?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Current levels of support provided

· Breakdown of support needs


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	3.2  How will the needs of existing users be (re)assessed?  How will appropriate support be planned/arranged?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Assessments under other frameworks, e.g. those in Q1.2 above (community care, mental health, care leaver, probation, asylum seeker)?


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed



	3.3  What are the housing implications for existing users?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· If users need to be re-housed, is appropriate alternative provision available?

· Are there / will there be adequate re-housing plans in place?

· (NB consider implications in respect of tenants’ occupancy agreements - e.g. notice period, grounds for terminating, obligations for re-housing/ transfer?)
	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	3.4  What process of consultation is planned with existing users, and any directly affected family/carers?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Have service users / carers been informed?

· Time-scales for consultation?


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




4.  IMPACT ON THE WIDER SECTOR

	4.1  What impact would service closure have on demand for other services?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Consider demand in respect of (1) the existing users and (2) potential future users (of the closed service)

· Will other providers be able to meet the increased demand for their services?

· Consider the role played by the closed service in the wider system - referrals, turnover, voids data, etc

· Cross-authority implications?
	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	4.2  What impact would service closure have on the fulfilment of other strategic outcomes in respect of potential future users - for instance, might it reduce the ability to prevent people moving from a lower tier of provision to a higher one?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Might service closure hinder preventive work, e.g. in terms of:

· unnecessary admission to hospital

· people staying in hospital unnecessarily

· tenancy loss

· people going into crisis


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	4.3  Are there plans to address any negative impacts through commissioning or developing new services?

( To be addressed by SP Team, in particular 

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	(none)


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




5.  IMPACT ON THE SERVICE PROVIDER

	5.1  Would withdrawal of SP funding impact on the financial viability of the provider, and what wider effects might this have?

( To be addressed by provider

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Consider impact on:

· provider’s financial viability

· the provider’s other services (both SP and otherwise)

· the wider sector


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	5.2  What are the staffing implications of the withdrawal of funding / service closure? 

( To be addressed by provider

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Consider process of planning and managing redundancies, e.g. in terms of:

· staff contracts

· notice periods

· redundancy payments


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




6.  IMPACT ON OTHER PARTNERS / THIRD PARTIES

	6.1 What consultation and negotiations are required with any organisations jointly funding the service?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Have stakeholders been identified and informed?

· Do any strategic groups e.g. Joint Commissioning Groups need to be informed?

· Do neighbourhood management need to be informed?


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed



	6.2  What consultation and negotiations are required with property landlords/owners?

( To be addressed by provider

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Considerations to include contracts, notice periods, etc.


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	6.3  [For building-based services] - If the building/scheme was funded by the Housing Corporation or another agency, are there any capital funding/repayment or other issues?

( To be addressed by provider

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	(none)


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	6.4  [For building-based services] - Does the building/scheme have any alternative uses?



	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Is landlord willing to retain building for supported housing?

· Is it appropriate for another service?

· Options appraisal on part of provider and/or landlord?


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




7.  IMPACT ON RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PARTNERS

	7.1  Are there - or are there likely to be - any significant problems with service run down and closure?

( To be addressed by both provider and SP Team

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Any significant problems?

Considerations:

· an immediate risk assessment might be required

· contingency arrangements


	
	

	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed



	7.2  What are the implications of the de-commissioning decision and process for the relationship between the provider and the SP Team?

( To be addressed by SP Team, in particular (and also provider)

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	Consider extent to which provider is:

· co-operating

· still providing services of the required quality

· helping to plan the changes


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




	7.3  Have appropriate Councillors been informed of the de-commissioning decision?  What was their response, and what are the implications of this?

( To be addressed by SP Team, in particular 

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Ward Councillors

· Executive Members


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




8.  QUESTIONS RELEVANT TO PLANNING THE FUNDING/SERVICE RUN-DOWN PROCESS 

	8.1  What is the timescale for service/funding run-down and closure?  What are the key phases/milestones involved?
( To be addressed by provider

	

	Checklist/prompts
	Comments / analysis / impact
	Risks identified

	· Run-down/closure process

· Lead-out times

· Key milestones


	
	

	[For SP Team use] 

· Impact categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

· Risk assessment categories (tick one & include notes as needed):   ( None   ( Low   ( Medium   ( High

Contingencies Needed




SERVICE CLOSURE ACTION PLAN TEMPLATE









Appendix 2

The action-plan is taken from the point when a provider has been informed of a service review outcome of de-commissioned by the Supporting People Commissioning Body.  

The completed Impact Assessment Pro-forma will act as a basis for completion of this template.  Where risks were identified during the impact assessment process an action should be agreed to manage the risk.

NB:  The below actions are identified as key actions in de-commissioning a service.  There will be other issues that need to be included in the action-plan for each particular service.  This should be considered a template which should be added to for each individual service. 

Service Name:


Provider:

	Action


	Lead
	Date
	Notes / Progress
	Outcome

	Provider is notified of termination of contract
	
	
	
	

	Agree, and initiate where appropriate, contingency planning. e.g

· provider decides to withdraw support immediately,

· Additional alternative support/care arrangements are required
	
	
	
	

	Meet with provider to agree service closure action plan and time-scales for closure.  Taking account of:

· Move-on needs of service users
	
	
	
	

	· Time-scales around redundancy / TUPE 
· Resolution of issues connected to the property
	
	
	
	

	Meet with key commissioners / stakeholders / funders for input into service closure action plan
	
	
	
	

	Agree and initiate Service User Consultation on closure plans
	
	
	
	

	Agree briefing for Ward Members / Executive Members
	
	
	
	

	Plan for Publicity e.g. brief LCC Communications / Media
	
	
	
	

	Meet with landlord of the building (if scheme-based).  Carry out high-level option appraisal on future use of property.
	
	
	
	

	Inform Housing Corporation (if capital implications)
	
	
	
	

	Report to any key strategic groups e.g. Learning Disability Joint Commissioning Group
	
	
	
	

	Report to Regeneration / Neighbourhood Management (if appropriate)
	
	
	
	

	Agree assessment process for service users 
	
	
	
	

	Refer service users to appropriate statutory framework (if appropriate) e.g. Supported Living, Probation etc
	
	
	
	

	Meet with housing providers / SP providers to agree support / priority for move-on plans for service users
	
	
	
	

	Agree and initiate move-on plans for service users
	
	
	
	

	Monitor move-on plans for service users
	
	
	
	

	Agree final SP payment / contract termination date
	
	
	
	

	Service Closed
	
	
	
	


De-commissioning policy and process  
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