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Assurance of Shortlisting Process  
 
The Programme’s Assurance Workstream was asked to provide assurance to the Programme Board 

about the process through which shortlisting proposals were developed. To facilitate this, the 

Workstream has been provided with the Shortlisting Pack developed to assist panel members 

navigate the many relevant information sources. The workstream was able to provide positive 

assurance that the process had been carried out as previously determined by the Programme Board. 

 

External assurance is being sought from the Health Gateway Review Team when it visits in mid-

February, and Joint HOSC Chairs are amongst the Review Team’s interviewees. The report of the 

Review is expected to be published once it becomes available. 

 

In advance of the Assurance Workstream meeting, a number of questions had been raised on behalf 

of the Joint HOSC Chairs. Responses to these questions are summarised below: 

 

1. The Joint HOSC chairs were informed in August that all of the options that would be on the 

shortlist would be financially viable and that £300million was the maximum limit for 

affordability.  However at the shortlisting workshop the weighting of the financial criteria was 

very low and Derek is concerned that this did not give sufficient weight to this issue. Are all the 

shortlisted options financially viable? 

 

The Programme has not identified a maximum limit for affordability. It would be possible to form 

a high level view on this by considering capital costs in relation to provider turnover. At this 

stage, however, capital costs are high level estimates and the impact of each option on provider 

turnover has not yet been assessed. Any definitive judgement on affordability would, therefore, 

not be robust and would be subject to challenge. Programme Board received a summary of the 

affordability work undertaken at its meeting in December. From this it concluded that -  

 

The financial outlook for the NHS (and local government) is challenging. All of the long listed 

scenarios could be considered to be affordable within the context of a benign view of long term 

funding. Within the context of a pessimistic view, all of the scenarios appear problematic. 

The analysis undertaken so far has demonstrated that there is significant further work to be 

undertaken before greater confidence can be placed in an affordability analysis. Given these 

uncertainties it would seem premature to rule out any of the longlisted scenarios on the grounds 

of unaffordability. Further work on the development of shortlisted scenarios over the course of 

the next five months will need to address these uncertainties as far as possible before a view is 

taken on proceeding to public consultation. All of the analysis is working on the assumption that 

the health economy is currently broadly in financial balance. This is unlikely to be the case. 

 

In light of this it would have been difficult for the Panel to justify a different view. 

 

In terms of the weighting of criteria this was solely a matter for the Panel to determine. It was 

clear that, at this stage, it wanted to give a low weighting to affordability. Sensitivity analysis was 

shared with the Panel (and is being provided to Board) which showed the effect of changing the 

weightings in various ways. The Panel did not wish to change its original weightings. The Panel’s 

recommendation is not binding, however, but is subject to the approval of the Programme Board 

which will, in turn, seek further approval from Commissioner Boards. 
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2. The process for the shortlisting workshop meant that it was difficult to take in all the 

information that was provided in the time allowed. 

  

It has been important to provide the Panel with all relevant information to support its 

recommendations. The same information is being made available to the Programme Board and 

will be published to inform public consideration of the issues. This is in line with advice received 

from the Consultation Institute. 

 

To help the Panel manage the full range of information it was separated into three tiers. The 

third tier was the underlying sources. This was summarized in the second tier into high level 

descriptions of each option in terms of the five evaluation criteria. In addition, the highest tier 

gave an overview of the data to enable an ‘at a glance’ comparison of options, with members 

able to dig down into the lower tiers as desired. 

 

Much of the tier 3 information has been published for some time; other elements were 

circulated early in the New Year following an email on Tuesday 6
th

 January. Tier 1 and Tier 2 

information was sent to the panel on Friday 16
th

 January, ahead of the evaluation on Tuesday 

20
th

 January. 

 

This was undoubtedly a complex and challenging task for the Panel (as should be expected for 

such a decision) but information was structured in a way intended to make the task as 

manageable as possible. The Panel did not suggest that it might have come to a different 

decision if it had had more time. It should also be noted that the Panel was not delegated to 

make a final decision but to initiate a process of further approval through Programme Board and 

through Commissioner Boards. 

 

 

3. The discussion at the shortlisting workshop was dominated by one person which has resulted 

in the decision of the group being overly influenced by a particular view. In deciding who 

would be on the Evaluation and Shortlisting Panel was consideration given to whether people 

had a pre-determined view and were therefore not basing their views on the information 

provided? 

  

As is often the case in workshops and other meetings, some members speak more often than 

others. It was important that those facilitating the workshop did not unduly constrain the panel’s 

deliberations. No members were prevented from speaking if they wished to. 

 

We have no evidence that the views of any one person overly influenced the views and actions of 

others. No feedback to this effect was received from Panel members on the day or subsequently. 

 

Programme Board determined that the identification of Panel members was solely a matter for 

the nominating bodies (the sponsor and stakeholder members of the Programme Board). Panel 

members were, however, presented with the Programme’s Code of Conduct and were required 

to submit Declarations of Interest. This information was available to the Board when it 

considered the Panel’s recommendations. 

 

 


