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Appendix 2 - Overall Scores
i i Quality Assessing | Supporting | Equity in Care Partnerships | Safe Safeguarding | Governance, | Learning,
Each qual|ty statement is Statements needs Peopleto | experience | Provision, and systems, management | improvement
live and integrati ities | p: y and and
scored between 1 and 4. healthier | outcomes | and and sustainability | innovation
lives continuity Transitions
Evidence
Categories
1 = Evidence shows
Peoples 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
significant shortfalls exparence
2 = Evidence shows some Feadback |3 S 2 g 8 & 8 g 2
from staff and
leaders
shortfalls Processes 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
3 = Evidence shows a good Feedback 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
from Partners
standard
i Rating 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
4 = Evidence shows an Overall % QS | 63% 75% 57% 63% 75% 75% 69% 75% 75%
Score
exceptional standard
Overall score: 73%
Overall rating: Good
The percentages in relation to the ratings are: 23-38% = inadequate, 39-62% = requires improvement, 63-87% = good, 88% and above =
outstanding.

Overall Grade

‘Good’ with a total score of 73%.

This ranks Rotherham as the highest scoring Local Authority in South Yorkshire* and joint second
across Yorkshire and the Humber (out of 13).
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