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TELECARE PROGRAMME BOARD – 24 July 2007
RISK REGISTER UPDATE

1.0
Background

As agreed by the Telecare Programme Board on 12 March 2007, the risk register for the programme is regularly reviewed by the Telecare Development Programme Management Group as part of the Risk Strategy for the Programme.  This is to ensure that risks remain current, and that any activities requiring action are progressed.   The Management Group are required to formally update the risk register for Board meetings, and to prepare an exception report where;
· Any significant actions are required to contain or negate specific risks

· If any actions involve a divergence from agreed Board policy with respect to the Programme.

2.0
Significant Amendments to the Current Risk Register
The full updated risk register is attached to this report for information, however significant amendments from the last report are summarised below.

· The format of the risk register has been altered to reflect decisions taken at the Board Meeting in July 2007 to; 

(a) sort residual risks by order of priority, and 

(b) transfer closed risks to a separate spreadsheet.

· The probability of residual risk 27 (page 4) has been heightened from Low to Medium to reflect the ongoing issues associated with the YHEC contract.

3.0
Summary of Current Position

There are 20 current risks and 12 closed risks.   There are no other significant amendments to the Risk Register to report, and no significant actions requiring Board approval.
M Mackenzie

9th July 2007

TELECARE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME (2006-8):  RISK REGISTER – CURRENT RISKS  
AS AT:  9th July 2007

	ID
	Risk Title
	Risk Description
	Consequences
	Inherent Risk
	Countermeasures
	Residual Risk
	Risk Owner
	Date raised
	Comment

	
	
	
	
	Impact
	Probability
	
	Impact
	Probability
	
	
	

	15
	Sustainability
	Pressures on revenue funding (e.g.Supporting People) results in revenue funding not being available at level required in post 2008 period
	Reduced overall investment in telecare with consequential reduction in the impact and threat to future sustainability
	High
	High
	In part, this risk has been countered by the requirement for assurances that long term funding wil be maintained as part of the stage 1 submission process; in part it will be addressed through local partnership risk management training, and in part it will be addressed by actively promoting the demonstrated benefits of telecare service provision
	High
	Medium
	TDP MG
	31.10.06
	This remains a significant risk after countermeasures have been applied, depending as it does upon the good faith of local partnerships. The residual risk has to be accepted however as part of the price of promoting transformational change

	13
	Providers cannot respond to increased demand for services
	Market for telecare devices and equipment becomes overstretched
	Local projects find that they cannot implement their projects as quickly: costs increase because of lack of competition
	High
	Medium
	Encouragement of the use of the PASA National Framework, bringing potential for new suppliers in Scotland.  Seminar for suppliers so that they understand the Development Fund and can gear up. (Discussions with a number of suppliers indicate they have already begun to gear up and are confident they can respond)
	High
	Low
	TDP MG
	Dec-06
	Seminar held in January 2007 to promote the PASA framework was very well received by partnerships, and stage 2 submission process (articulation and demonstration of local efficiencies) further promoted use of PASA.  No reports of suppliers not able to respond to demand.

	26
	Lack of clarity with respect to the actual outcomes to be delivered at partnership level
	Partnerships fail to develop a hard edge to their TDP submissions
	Inability to demonstrate the benefits that actually arise from the programme; Failure to sustain long term ministerial support for the development of future telecare service provision
	High
	High
	Development of a stage 2 submission process that requires partnerships to be specific on outcomes; provision of suitable guidance and support to help partnerships achieve this; if submissions remain unacceptable in this respect, redistribution of funds will be an option, and partnerships will be made aware of this
	Medium
	Medium
	TDP MG
	23.02.07
	Generally partnerships have identified specific anticipated outcomes and efficiencies within Stage 2 applications.   Need to revisit progress on this within YHEC feedback.

	9
	Efficiencies are not re-invested in telecare
	Efficiencies are achieved but these are not used to extend telecare
	The move from projects to whole systems will not be achieved
	High
	Medium
	Efficiencies achieved will be measured through quarterly monitoring. If recycling is not occurring, this information will give the necessary basis for Ministers to direct future recycling to occur
	Medium
	Medium
	MM
	Dec-06
	Need to review as evaluation progresses.

	31
	Failure to make progress on cross cutting strategic issues 
	No clear and agreed position emerges on open standards (equipment), call centres, response service standards, regulation and inspection framework, charging etc.
	Fewer savings achieved, postcode lottery emerges re service standards/levels, confusion for actual and potential service users
	High
	Medium
	Board to discuss and offer potential ways to address the issue as part of its strategic responsibilities; YHEC evaluation findings will be used to help the Board to drive these forward.
	Medium
	Medium
	TDP Board
	23.02.07
	This remains a significant risk after countermeasures have been applied, depending as it does upon broader policy development, management and accountability considerations. The residual risk has to be accepted however as part of the price of promoting transformational change.

	27
	YHEC fail to develop a satisfactory M&E framework
	M&E framework is either a) insufficiently robust to validate the benefits delivered through the TDP, or b) disproportionately onerous on partnerships (or both)
	The M&E process falls into discredit, and ultimately there is an inability to demonstrate benefits arising through the TDP
	Medium
	High
	Close management of the M&E work, involving specialist ASD resources from within the Executive
	Medium
	Medium
	AB/Research Advisory Group
	23.02.07
	The residual risk of this has been heightened due to ongoing issues with YHEC.   Meeting on 16 July held to discuss performance, and programme of RAG meetings are being put in place.

	7
	Senior support of local partnerships & projects insufficient
	Senior staff and/or CPPs do not provide the anticipated support to resolve difficulties encountered as the project develops/is implemented in a significant number of local projects
	Barriers and difficulties encountered by projects take longer to resolve, or are not resolved.  Local partners become dissillusioned and dis-engage.  Central team has to provide greater than anticipated input to resolve
	High
	Medium
	Receipt of final stage funding (post June 2007) dependent on demonstration of progress via quarterly monitoring forms; Direct communication from head of JIT to LA CEOs if needed, pointing out commitments made, and potential consequences re future funding opportunities 
	Medium
	Low
	MM
	Dec-06
	Formal progress to be reviewed as part of YHEC feedback in early September 07.  Also informal communications will assist to guage on the ground progress.

	18
	Business case review results in major difference in profile of benefits anticipated from the programme
	The revised package of benefits is less attractive from a Ministerial perspective than the original one; collectively the partnerships fail to offer sufficient quantification of benefits to be achieved
	Failure to sustain long term ministerial support for the development of telecare service provision
	High
	low
	Partnerships have been clearly briefed as to the required benefits at both the first and second stages of funding submissions; guidance is being developed to assist quantification. Once stage 2 submissions have been received, the programme business case will be reviewed (April 2007), and renegotiated with ministers. MM to flag this course of action to ministers, and secure their agreement, in March 2007.
	Medium
	Low
	MM
	23.02.07
	Report to go to next appropriate Minsterial steering mechanism

	24
	Lack of clarity with respect to who is responsible for what over the next 12 months
	The TDP fails to provide clear strategic direction to the local partnerships
	Partnerships may perceive the importance of delivering on agreed commitments as less important; partnerships needing help, support and guidance fail to receive these
	High
	Low
	The gateway review has identified specific issues in this regard and a programme of work (including a review of governance and an assessment of risk) has been put in place to address it
	Medium
	Low
	TDP MG
	23.02.07
	Establishment of a Learning Network planned to assist.

	6
	Delays in local project implementation
	Local projects take longer to set up their projects than they had anticipated
	Delays to the overall Programme; costs increase as more is taken up in development time; demotivation/frustration leads to further delays
	Medium
	Medium
	MG to identify partnerships where delays look likely and target help and support towards these; MG to develop a mechanisms for recycling available funds in 2007/8 if necessary and secure Board approval
	Medium
	Low
	TDP MG
	Dec-06
	Board approval obtained in May 07  to recycle Stage 1 funding for 4 partnerships  from 2006/7 due to lack of progress. Ongoing communication and assistance offered to partnerships where delays emerging.

	11
	Poor partnership working
	Local partnerships do not work together effectively
	Partners start to dis-engage and the project approach to whole system working becomes threatened
	Medium
	Medium
	This is a local risk factor, and will be a central focus of the risk management training. More generally, this would be evidence of a failure of senior management locally, which will be monitored through quarterly returns; where concerns are raised by the quality of these returns JIT will initiate direct discussions with appropriate management, and if necessary withhold/recover funding
	Medium
	Low
	Local Partnerships
	Dec-06
	 Risk Management Training.  Some slippage in this, now planned for late 2007.

	16
	User/carer resistance
	Users or their carers are suspicious about the shift from 'personal' support to electronic devices and uptake is therefore slower/reduced
	Benefits to users and carers are reduced and/or slower in being realised, with efficiencies being more limited.  
	Medium
	Medium
	This issue has been addressed by most local partnerships as part of their stage 1 submissions. To reduce the risk further, JIT will a) ensure other partnerships have considered it fully as part of the risk management training, b) promote best practice in defusing these issues through partnership experience (via regular partnership events) and c) promote wider user and carer understanding of possibilities through JIT dissemination of "success stories".
	Medium
	Low
	Local Partnerships
	9.11.06
	 

	22
	JIT does not have sufficient manpower to resource help requests from partnerships to develop successful submissions
	Approvals for 2007/8 partnership funding are delayed; poorly focussed partnership activities
	A number of partnerships fail to deliver required benefits; the programme fails to deliver full value for money
	Medium
	Medium
	Close targeting of support on the basis of the stage 1 and 2 submission processes, using external consultancy support as required 
	Medium
	Low
	MM
	23.02.07
	Support focused currently on partnerships who require to progress their Stage 2 submissions.    Clarity on further support required will be obtained via YHEC feedback at end Aug/early Sept, and via ongoing communications with partnerships.

	29
	Local partnerships fail to pay sufficient attention to risk management
	Local partnership endeavours are derailed by unanticipated problems
	Overall programme benefit delivery is compromised
	Medium
	Medium
	A programme of risk management training and support to be provided to partnerships in summer 2007
	Medium
	Low
	TDP MG
	23.02.07
	Risk Management Training.  Some slippage in this, now planned for late 2007

	17
	Staff resistance
	Staff within  health, social care do not understand, or do not believe, the role and benefits of telecare and resist their use
	Benefits to users and carers are reduced and/or slower in being realised, with efficiencies being more limited.  
	Medium
	Low
	This issue has been addressed by most local partnerships as part of their stage 1 submissions. To reduce the risk further, JIT will a) ensure other partnerships have considered it fully as part of the risk management training, b) promote best practice in defusing these issues through partnership experience (via regular partnership events) and c) promote wider user and carer understanding of possibilities through JIT dissemination of "success stories".
	Medium
	Low
	Local Partnerships
	9.11.06
	Risk Management Training.  Some slippage in this, now planned for late 2007

	12
	Local partnerships do not meet criteria for second year funding
	Partnerships obtain first year funding but fail to provide the additional information to secure second year funding
	Requirement for greater support from central team;  delays to Programme expenditure
	High
	Low
	The second stage submission procedure will be developed in consultation with partnerships to ensure it remains proportionate to the funding involved. JIT support will be targeted to partnerships where evidence indicates assistance may be required. Second year funding will remain dependent on information provision, and a mechanism will be developed to recycle funding (with Board approval) where partnership performance makes this necessary
	Low
	Medium
	TDP MG
	Dec-06
	Progress on this to be reviewed via YHEC feedback at end Aug/early Sept and via ongoing communications with partnerships.

	10
	Shift in local project focus over time
	As local partnerships implement their projects, they find they have to change the focus because of unforseen factors
	Shape and scope of Programme changes over time: assessment of effectiveness of investment more difficult to track
	Low
	High
	Risk is inherent for all partnerships. To ensure they can manage this risk effectively, JIT will organise and deliver risk management training for the partnerships in 2007/8
	Low
	Medium
	TDP MG
	Dec-06
	This may not necessarily be an issue, if it meets the overall objectives of TDP. Risk Management Training.  Some slippage in this, now planned for late 2007

	32
	Different information goes to YHEC and JIT
	Lack of clarity regarding who should receive quarterly monitoring information from partnerships leads to confusion on partnership performance
	Poor management decisions; lack of clarity on realised programme benefits
	Medium
	Medium
	All baseline and  quarterly forms to come first to JIT which will log them in, extract required management information and decide whether immediate follow up is required. Forms will then be passed through to YHEC for more general review. If YHEC have any concerns about the remaining information content (absence or quality), they will be instrructed to advise JIT within a week of receipt for JIT to follow up. Receipt of such a notification of concern from YHEC will suspend further payment of grant
	Low
	Low
	AB/Research Advisory Group
	12.03.07
	Clear process has been established to address this, which will be monitored via RAG.

	8
	Loss of local project managers
	A high proportion of staff appointed to lead projects locally move on
	loss of skills and experience; loss of continuity; increased liklihood of delays in project delivery
	Medium
	Low
	Effective promotion of good practice across partnerships (JIT website/regularly organised events for partnerships to attend) to bring new appointments up to speed; promotion of mentoring across partnerships; selective intensive support from JIT if needed
	Low
	Low
	MMacK
	Dec-06
	Progressing establishment of a Learning Network, and reviewing JIT website information.

	23
	Stakeholders do not remain committed to the programme once funding has been released
	Once 2007/8 funding is released, local partnerships fail to meet their obligations
	The overall benefits anticipated from the programme fail to materialise
	Medium
	Low
	Partnerships are being asked to formally commit to delivering quantified outcomes and efficiencies, and to be monitored on this on a quarterly basis. Specific partnerships will be offered (and in some instances required to accept) close JIT management supervision and involvement. More generally, MG will take steps to embed telecare service provision within the new JPIAF performance management framework, to ensure sustained performance management across the local partnerships.
	Low
	Low
	TDP MG
	23.02.07
	Representation on Outcomes Design Authority sub-group and discussions progressing with TSA.
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