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Liverpool Local Involvement Network 

Stronger voices for health and social care

Liverpool LINk Scoring System

How an issue will be prioritised by the LINk

Introduction

The Liverpool LINk Core Group will employ a scoring system to prioritise the issues that are to be considered by the LINk. This is intended to ensure that all members of the group have an equal say and that there is a recorded process that can evidence this.

This guidance is to support this process although the Core Group will have the option to disregard the process where a specific issue provides good cause. What might constitute ‘good cause’ is discussed in the paragraph below.

Decision-making process

The scoring system outlined below is designed to give a framework through which the issues can be considered.  The process will be for the Core Group to discuss and, if it wishes, to decide, by a unanimous decision, to undertake a piece of work which does not meet these criteria. This would have to be with good cause, for instance feeding in to the work of the Healthcare Commission (HC), Commission for Social Care Inspection (CSCI), the Mental Health Act Commission (MHAC), or any successor bodies, who regularly undertake work of relevance to the LINk and may require local input. Such work would not necessarily score highly within the framework but, because of its influential nature, may be seen as a priority. 
The scoring system outlined below could apply to the Commissioning as well as to the Scrutiny work, although it will need to be monitored, evaluated and refined through use.
Scoring system

The table below outlines the criteria to be considered by the Core Group. This is followed by guidance on how the issues might be scored, and how the scores should then be interpreted.

	1) Baseline Criteria
	Max Score

	     1a) Number of individuals affected
	3

	     1b) Equality
	3

	     1c) Diversity
	3

	     1d) Mortality
	3

	     1e) Quality of Life
	3

	     1f ) Impact on wider community
	3

	2) Cost effectiveness 
	5

	3) National or local agenda match
	3

	TOTAL MAXIMUM SCORE
	26


	1a Number of individuals affected

	Definition – Individuals who have recently accessed, are currently accessing or are waiting to access the service in question
	Score

	10% or above of total population of Liverpool
	3

	Below 10% but above 5% of the total population of Liverpool
	2

	Below 5% and above 1% of the total population of Liverpool
	1

	Below 1 % of the total population of Liverpool
	0


	1b Equality

	Definition – The issue has a greater impact on people who are from an identifiable race/ethnicity, gender, age, faith/religion, disability or sexual orientation, than on the population as a whole
	Score

	The issue has had a specific detrimental impact for individuals from one of the groups 
	3

	The issue has been identified as having an detrimental impact but no evidence of an actual incident has been raised
	2

	The issue might have a detrimental impact but this has not been specified
	1

	No detrimental impact can be foreseen
	0


	1c Diversity

	Definition – The issue has a detrimental impact on a specified group who do not fall within groups covered by equalities legislation
	Score

	The issue has had a specific detrimental impact for individuals from a specific group
	3

	The issue has been identified as having an detrimental impact but no evidence of an actual incident has been raised
	2

	The issue might have a detrimental impact but this has not been specified
	1

	No detrimental impact can be foreseen
	0


	1d Mortality

	Definition – The issue has caused an increase in the rate of

mortality for the particular service
	Score

	Over 50% increase in mortality rate
	3

	Under 50% and over 25% increase in mortality rate
	2

	Under 25% but over 10% increase in mortality rate
	1

	Less than 10% increase in mortality rate
	0


	1e Quality of Life

	Definition – The issue has an impact on a significant number of individuals that changes how they live their lives
	Score

	The issue has a permanent and significant  impact
	3

	The issue has a significant and long-term impact
	2

	The issue has a permanent but not significant impact
	1

	The issue has not impact on quality of life
	0


	1f Impact on wider community

	Definition – The issue has an identifiable impact beyond the individual service user and their immediate social group
	Score

	The issue has a direct and significant impact on others in the community
	3

	The issue has an indirect but significant impact on a large number of people in the city
	2

	The issue has an indirect but significant impact on a small group in the community
	1

	The issue has an insignificant or no impact on the wider community
	0


	2) Cost Effectiveness

	Definition – The work has a clearly defined outcome/impact and the amount of time and resources needed to reach the outcome are proportionate to the outcome*
	Score

	The work is likely to have a significant impact and requires little time or resources
	5

	The work is likely to have a significant impact and will take a reasonable amount of time and resources
	4

	The work is likely to have a significant impact and will take more than a reasonable amount of time and resources
	3

	The work is unlikely to produce results but if it does then the impact would be significant, and the time and resources necessary are reasonable
	2

	The work is unlikely to produce results, but if it does then the impact would be significant although it would take an unreasonable amount of time and resources
	1

	The work has no clearly defined outcome/impact
	0


*Note re Cost Effectiveness

When considering cost effectiveness, consideration should be given to how the LINk can make a difference. For instance:
· What will the impact of the work be? 

· What resources will be needed to undertake the work?
· What work has been done on this issue previously and can the LINk add any value to this?
· Is the issue being dealt with elsewhere and can the LINk feed in to any existing consultation or research?

· What stage is the issue at currently and what will be the likely outcome of taking it forward at this stage?
	3) National, Regional or Local Agenda

	Definition – the issue is part of a wider national, regional or local agenda
	Score

	The issue aligns with a current national, regional or local strategy
	3

	The issue is an on-going national, regional or local issue
	2

	The issue has a current high profile with local or national media
	1

	The issue has no context other than the immediate group it impacts upon
	0


Scoring process 

The process for scoring the issues is that a report will be drawn up by the LINk Support Team or a Core Group member (as appropriate) providing factual information about the issue in relation to each criteria.  If factual information is not available then it would be necessary for the Core Group to use an amount of discretion to give the criteria a score.  The lack of any certainty should reduce the score, but an issue should not be dismissed solely on the basis of the lack of information around a single criteria. If there is no relevant factual information available in relation to the issue under any criteria then it would not be appropriate for the Core Group to consider the issue at this stage.
Issues can also be progressed to consultation stage if:
a) the deadline for response to a specific consultation does not allow sufficient time for evidence gathering

b) it would take more staff time and resources to gather evidence to score an issue than it would to carry out the piece of work.  

Setting Priorities 

The above process tends to focus on scrutiny issues raised with the LINk although it also has some application to commissioning issues.  When looking at commissioning issues it will usually be necessary to score highly against the ‘local strategy’ element of Criteria 3 and, due to the potential impact, to score more highly against Criteria 2.

The nature of the different criteria is such that few issues will score towards the higher end of the total possible score.  The list of issues in Criteria 1 are to some extent mutually exclusive, for example if an issue impacts on one of the equality groups then it is not going to score highly on the total population. This is not true of all of the sections in Criteria 1 but it seems unlikely that many issues will score highly in all of these areas. The way the scoring has been laid out means that there isn’t a great deal of discretion that could be exercised under Criteria 1, which might suggest that the assessment of this could be a paper exercise.

As far as Criteria 2 and 3 are concerned, there is likely to be more opportunity for debate. The different levels within the scoring framework are more arbitrary and will be more open to interpretation. It could therefore be argued that these criteria should be given a higher weighting, but this will have to be considered once this system has been tested.

It is suggested that any issue scoring less than 5 is not taken any further as it is deemed not have sufficient impact to warrant further work at this stage. Beyond this it would be a matter of taking the average scores for all of the issues and using them to generate a priority list with the issue with the highest score being given the highest priority.

As the system develops it may be necessary to alter the weighting of particular issues in order to ensure fairness in the decision-making.

A potential difficulty in applying this system is that it is based on the assumption that all of the issues will be presented at the same time, and this is unlikely to be the case. It is therefore suggested that the system be used to set and review 6 month work plans, and that these plans allow for additional issues to be raised in that period. This would have to be done with sufficient time to progress issues that needed more urgent attention, but can be refined, subject to review, as the processes for identifying issues are clarified and the overall system is bedded in.
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