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Post consultation - Savings Programme Report

Date of meeting : 30th October 2018

Portfolio Strategic Housing
Report Author Ian Jolley

Proposal Title Review of Voluntary Sector Grant to Homelessness 
Prevention services

Proposal No. NH-2019-20-013
Proposal Type Service Delivery 
Directorate Neighbourhoods
Service Area Strategic Housing Services

Recommendation

1.1 Members are asked to consider the outcome of the Service Delivery 
consultation for the proposal to Reduce Voluntary Sector grant to 
Homelessness Prevention services as part of the Savings Programme 
2019/20 – 2020/21.

Reason for Recommendation

2.1 To support the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 
2019/20.

This is likely to have the least impact upon agencies that deliver front line 
services to vulnerable households and will allow agencies some certainty 
about future funding from the council for the next 2 years. 
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Key Points for Consideration

3.1 Overview of the proposal

Brentwood based at Middleton Day Centre and Petrus Community are 
commissioned by the council to provide crisis intervention and support for 
households at risk of homelessness. They currently receive an annual 
contribution of £65,700 and £144,720 respectively. 

The proposal is to achieve an annual saving of £4,000 from voluntary sector 
grant funding for each of the 2 years and the amount of reduction represents 
just less than 2% of the annual award made to each agency.

The council recognises that any reduction in funding for frontline 
homelessness services is likely to impact adversely but it is envisioned that 
a decision to achieve a modest reduction now will enable the agencies 
affected some re-assurance of continuity of funding for the next 2 years. 

Overall Impact of the proposed change

The council is aware that both agencies have experienced previous cuts to 
funding and similar to other council commissioned services there has been 
no additional uplift in grant allocations for many years. 

Both agencies provide quarterly returns to reflect a range of activity related 
to homelessness and health interventions. 

In each case, the activity and outcomes reported by each of the agencies 
has contributed to the quarterly performance indicator we are required to 
provide the MH CLG. More importantly they enable to council to meet the 
needs of a high number of people that otherwise may impact upon statutory 
services. 

The reduction in funding may lead to a reduction in service delivery and is 
likely to undermine their ability to sustain services longer term.

Impact on affected service 

Households that are unable to access support from Brentwood and Petrus 
Community may impact on statutory services. Additionally, although both 
services support a wide demography of households, a significant proportion 
of people the services support have previously been homeless or are at risk 
of sleeping rough or are vulnerable. 

The council’s ability to achieve statutory and strategic need to prevent 
homelessness may be undermined.
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4.1

4.2

Savings total

2019/20         £4,000

Background

The Voluntary Sector Grants (VSG) are long standing arrangements to 
support key agencies that enable the council to meet statutory and strategic 
requirements in relation to homelessness prevention. The introduction of the 
Homelessness Reduction Act has placed additional requirements upon the 
council and the impact upon statutory services has been felt through an 
increase in the activity undertaken.  

Brentwood based at Middleton Day Centre is commissioned to deliver crisis 
support and homelessness prevention interventions. They provide quarterly 
returns to reflect a range of activity related to homelessness and health 
interventions. 

Petrus Community receive funding to support the activity undertaken at The 
Petrus Hub on George Street. Similar to above they are commissioned to 
deliver crisis support and homelessness prevention interventions. They 
provide quarterly returns to reflect a range of activity related to homelessness 
and health interventions. 

In each case, the activity and outcomes reported by each of the agencies has 
contributed to the quarterly performance indicator we are required to provide 
the MH CLG. In the last 2 years we have reported +1,800 homelessness 
prevention cases, of which circa 1,000 were reported from data provided by 
Brentwood and Petrus.  

Alternatives Considered

The following alternatives considered as part of this proposal are set out 
below: 

1. To increase the reduction to achieve greater savings

Any increased reduction in funding that is currently proposed is likely to have a 
greater impact on each of the services ability to assist the council. Both 
Brentwood and Petrus Community has experienced cuts to VSG funding in 
previous years but have striven to maintain services at the same level. It is 
unlikely that this could continue with any further loss of funding. Attracting and 
retaining appropriately qualified staff to work in an already challenging 
environment is an issue for both organisations and both are sustained through 
the use of peer mentors and service user training programmes.  There would 
likely be a reduction in service and access for vulnerable people and as such 
the ability of the council to achieve timely interventions for people at risk of 
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homelessness will be diminished.  

2. To seek to achieve savings elsewhere

There is a requirement for Neighbourhoods to make savings and as such all 
budgets must be considered including those that may have an adverse impact 
upon vulnerable people. It is considered that this modest saving can be 
achieved without significant impact upon the services ability to continue to 
support vulnerable people in the community. 

Members could decide not to take the proposal forward and identify alternative 
savings proposals

Costs and Budget Summary

5.1 The saving proposal is less than 1% of the total budget for the area of service 
affected. Table 1 provides details of the to Reduce Voluntary Sector grant to 
Homelessness Prevention services

Table 1

Savings 2019/20
 £k

Savings 2020/21
 £k

Total savings 
£k

On-
going

One off On-
going

One off On-
going

One off

Employees
Other Costs 4 4 4
Income lost 
(show as a 
minus)
Net savings 4 4 4
Additional 
income 
generated 
(show as a 
positive figure)
Total savings 4 4 4
Implementation 
costs
Total savings 
less 
implementation 
costs

4 4 4
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Risk and Policy Implications

Risk Implications

*The following risks arise from the issues raised in this report as set out 
below: 

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

Voluntary Sector Impact – 

The following Voluntary Sector impacts arise from the issues raised in this 
report as set out below:

 Risks in reduction of access to interventions and services for 
homeless people, people at risk of homelessness and rough sleepers

 Voluntary sector services less able to support the council in preventing 
homelessness and rough sleeping in the Borough

 Increase in number of people at risk of sleeping
 Undermining the partnership that the council has developed with 

voluntary sector.

Legal Implications

There are no legal implications arising from this report. 

Equalities Impact

The following equality/community issues arise from the issues raised in this 
report as set out below: 

All sectors of the community can be affected by Homelessness and although 
the demographic continues to broaden to include people from all parts of the 
community, vulnerable people are still the highest portion of people that are 
at risk. 

Both services work with excluded client groups including those that are 
excluded from other provision within the Borough. Both services have 
contributed to our corporate aim to prevent homelessness wherever possible 
and to promote sustainable independence. The services have supported the 
councils aim to prevent rough sleeping in the Borough and each of the 
services have proven to be successful in enabling some of our most 
vulnerable and excluded people to achieve productive and settle lifestyles. 

The detailed Equality Impact Assessment is provided at Appendix 2.
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Consultation

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Consultation was undertaken with all interested parties including 
stakeholders, services directly affected and service users that may be 
affected. This was carried out through the BRHAIN partnership and the 
strategic lead for Homelessness invited representatives from service users to 
meet to enable them the opportunity to provide their views. 

This proposal has been considered by elected members at Corporate 
Overview and Scrutiny. Members did not consider that this proposal should 
go forward at a time when homelessness is increasing across the sub region. 
Members recommended that this proposal should not progress.

22 residents responded to the council’s online consultation portal. 19 
submissions strongly disagreed with the proposal and 2 responded by 
offering suggestions to provide additional housing. One responder agreed 
with the proposal. 

There are no changes to the proposal following the outcome of consultation.
   

Background Papers Place of Inspection

8. n/a  

For Further Information Contact: Ian Jolley ian.jolley@rochdale.gov.uk
01706923511

mailto:ian.jolley@rochdale.gov.uk


Public

8

Appendix 1

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR SAVINGS PROPOSALS

Proposal Title: Review of Voluntary Sector Grant to Homelessness Prevention services

Stage 1: Initial Screening

Directorate: Neighbourhoods

Service: Strategic Housing Services

Officer completing EIA: Jolley

Other officers involved in completing EIA:

Date of Assessment: 28th June 2018

Name of policy to be assessed: Voluntary Sector Grants

Is this a new or revised policy?

New      ☒                    Revised      ☐

What is the purpose of the policy?
Reduce VSG to Homelessness prevention partners

Are there any other objectives?

Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)? 

Is the policy relevant to equality?

Yes      ☒                    No      ☐

(Answer yes if you think that the policy has equality considerations for example it has the potential to 
affect groups in different ways. If you have answered yes, proceed to question1. If you answered no, 
move to the sign off section as no further assessment is required)

What information do you have to inform this initial assessment?
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What is the potential impact that the policy could have with regard to the protected 
characteristics?

(Identify whether the policy has the potential to impact in a positive or negative way or not at all. For 
negative impacts use the impact table to calculate a score based on the likelihood that an impact will 
occur and what the actual impact might be then determine whether it is a High priority (H), Medium 
priority (M) or Low priority (L))

Positiv
e 

Impact 

Negative 
Impact

Impact 
Score 
(1-16)

Impact 
priority
(H/M/L)

Neutral 
Impact

Age
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Disability
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Gender Reassignment 
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Marriage or civil partnership 
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Pregnancy or maternity
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Race 
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Religion or belief
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Sex
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Sexual orientation
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces ☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Carers
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

3. Do any of your negative impact scores identify as high priority on the impact table?

Yes      ☐                  No      ☒

If you identify a negative impact as being HIGH PRIORITY you must complete a full EIA (stage 2 
onwards)

4. How will you minimise/remove any negative impact that identifies as medium or low?

See below
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5. Is a full EIA required?

Yes      ☒                 No      ☐

Lead Officer Signature:
Ian Jolley

Date:
26th September 2018

Approver Signature Date:

26th September 2018
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Stage 2: Full EIA

1. What data / evidence do you have to inform the EIA?

Age
Strategic Review of Homelessness 2015
RBC Homelessness Strategy 2016-2019
MH CLG P1E returns
Performance Indicators

Disability as above

Gender Reassignment as above

Marriage or civil partnership as above

Pregnancy or maternity as above

Race as above

Religion or belief as above

Sex as above

Sexual orientation as above

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

as above

Carers as above

2. What are the key messages coming from this data?

Homelessness can affect any member of the community and therefore potentially all groups 
are in scope.

3. What gaps are there in the data?
Services affected will be invited to provide feedback from service users that may be affected as part of 
the consultation process

4. What consultation feedback do you have to inform this EIA?

Service Providers
Strategic Partners including BRHAIN
Age

Disability
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Gender Reassignment 

Marriage or civil partnership

Pregnancy or maternity

Race 

Religion or belief

Sex

Sexual orientation

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

Carers

5. What is the overall impact that the policy is likely to have on different groups?

Age

Both services are accessible to any individual over 
the age of 18 and there are no upper age criteria. 
There are large numbers of people aged between 
18-35yrs accessing these services as this group 
have been adversely affected by welfare reform. 
This age group are being disproportionately affected 
by benefit changes, unemployment and fewer 
housing options and at heightened risk.
 Petrus has close links with Age Concern and local 
sheltered housing companies and have staff 
members fully trained in the range of benefits 
available to older people (e.g. pension credit and 
attendance allowance). The Hub offers a range of 
structured activities that are accessible to older 
people.
Brentwood service users represent the full adult age 
group although they have seen a relatively high 
proportion of younger people new to the district as a 
result of acquiring leave to remain. 

Disability Services support people that present with a range 
health related issues including in some cases 
disabilities, mental ill health, mobility issues and 
general poor health. 
Mental Ill health both diagnosed and undiagnosed is 
prevalent amongst services users using both 
services.
Services advocates, advises and supports 
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numerous individuals often with multiple mental 
health issues and these services are  often the only 
agency service users are not excluded from due to 
the nature of their challenging behaviour. 
Staff at the Hub and Brentwood take the lead in 
supporting these individuals directly with housing, 
benefits, legal and personal safety issues.  This 
initial support can be the difference between 
maintaining mental wellbeing or individuals slipping 
through the socio economic net and into further 
despair. This can manifest itself in varying ways, 
depression, anxiety, self- harm, suicide attempts etc. 
In recent years there has been an increase in 
numbers of individuals accessing these services that 
have diagnosed or undiagnosed mental health 
problems.

Gender Reassignment Both services provide support to anyone at risk of 
homelessness or sleeping rough. People 
undertaking gender reassignment may be at 
heightened risk of homelessness due to family 
breakdown, loss of networks or harassment. Both 
services offer a place of safety for people to access 
support and homelessness services.

Marriage or civil partnership Both services are open to males and females 
including single people, couples or groups. They 
provide support to anyone at risk of homelessness 
or sleeping rough.

Pregnancy or maternity Both services are open to males and females and 
will provide support for any woman at risk of 
homelessness or sleeping rough irrespective of 
pregnancy or birth status. Both services address 
safeguarding issues with regards the health and 
welfare of any child or adult. A proportion of female 
service users that access both services have 
complex needs and these services can play a 
significant role in supporting pregnant females that 
may be reluctant to engage in statutory services. 
Research reflects that the life chances of young 
people and children can be detrimentally affected by 
periods of instability including homelessness or 
living in insecure environments. Brentwood links 
with the local Foodbank to provide support and help 
for households including pregnant women to access 
timely support.

Race Brentwood and Petrus Hub operate an open door 
policy which tends to break down barriers, this also 
allows for frequently hard to engage service users 
an access to advice, advocacy and support without 
the need for an appointment. People accessing this 
service are sometimes excluded from other services 
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or do not access services until in crisis. Sanctuary 
Trust operates an inclusive policy and accepts and 
support individuals from all ethnic groups.
Staff at each of the organisations is trained in 
cultural and ethnic awareness and provide access to 
specialist support around issues such as language 
and food requirements where appropriate. 
Both services have provided support for a diverse 
range of households including establish 
communities and new and emerging communities in 
the Borough including Refugee and Asylum 
households and Migrant workers.

Religion or belief Both services operate an open door policy and will 
support individuals of all religious persuasions and 
faiths. The increasing diversity of the borough is 
reflected in the people that are accessing each of 
the services.

Sex Women Offenders- The Hub provides specifically 
tailored holistic groups for female offenders in 
conjunction with the probation service; this is aimed 
at reducing crime in the borough while often offering 
an alternative to a custodial sentence or as part of 
the requirements of their licence.  The removal of 
the service may result in an increase on offending 
behaviour within the borough of Rochdale and 
increased pressure on courts, police and statutory 
services
Both services offer appropriate staffing for gender 
specific issues and Petrus run structured workshops 
based around health and wellbeing.
The Hub provides support for street workers and 
offers support and advice regarding risk, sexual 
health, and substance misuse and harm 
minimisation. Petrus has also worked with these 
individuals when they have been physically attacked 
and can offer crisis intervention and a place of 
safety. Any loss or reduction of this service could 
see an increase in violence and sexually transmitted 
diseases. People requiring this service would have 
to be signposted to alternative services.
Petrus offer support where both males and females 
can come and speak to us about domestic violence 
issues, we work closely with a number of different 
agencies and can help support service users 
through this process. 
Brentwood provides services for both males and 
females. It is recognised that single females at risk 
of homelessness or sleeping rough are more likely 
to have complex needs and be excluded from other 
services. Brentwood provides a place of safety for 
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females at risk of homelessness and are excluded 
from other services to receive targeted advice and 
support. Brentwood staff advocates and liaise on 
behalf of women at risk and enable them to access 
services that will enable them to maintain safe 
accommodation and live independently.

Sexual orientation All services provide support to anyone at risk of 
homelessness or sleeping rough. Petrus Hub has 
good working links with local LGBT groups. LGBT 
users, especially younger people are at a 
heightened risk of homelessness as a result of 
family breakdown, loss of networks and possible 
harassment. Both services offer a place of safety for 
people at risk to access support and homelessness 
services. RBC contributed to research undertaken 
by Albert Kennedy Trust that has identified young 
LGBT people at greater risk of harm and 
homelessness and this is reflected in the councils 
Homelessness Strategy Delivery Plan.

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

Both services are accessible to Armed forces and 
Ex Armed Forces personnel and include this as part 
of any formal assessment arrangements that they 
have in place for people accessing their services. 
Brentwood and Petrus are aware of some of the 
issues faced by Ex Armed Forces personnel and the 
disproportionate number recorded as homeless or 
sleeping rough. 
Both services are aware of the commitment that the 
Council has made through the Forces Compact to 
support members of the armed forces and ex-armed 
forces personnel.

Carers The Hub provides group activities which assist 
service users with learning disabilities. This 
indirectly provides carers with mini respite sessions 
and a chance to have some time to themselves. 
Petrus and Brentwood also assist individuals with 
support and advocacy surrounding benefits, 
housing, legal issues and accessing care agencies. 
This can help to provide support and reduce the 
stress and workload of full time carers. As well as 
assisting the service users directly Petrus can 
provide emotional support to the carers themselves 
and help them to be referred to their own support 
services including Carer break and Respite North 
West and link them in with various counselling 
organisations.
  

6. What are the conclusions from undertaking the full EIA?

Both services work with excluded client groups including those that are excluded from other provision 



Public

16

within the Borough. Both services have contributed to our corporate aim to prevent homelessness 
wherever possible and to promote sustainable independence. The services have supported the 
councils aim to prevent rough sleeping in the Borough and each of the services have proven to be 
successful in enabling some of our most vulnerable and excluded people to achieve productive and 
settle lifestyles. 
The Council recognises the key role that these services have played and will continue to play in 
assisting us from preventing homelessness and supporting those at risk of sleeping rough.  
It is therefore important that the Council continues to support each of these services through the 
continuation of VSG and to continue to work with them to identify and develop alternative funding 
streams.
The council recognises the value of the voluntary sector partnership and recognises in the 
Homelessness Strategy2016 -2019 the need to encourage and support closer working relationships 
between these and other agencies across the Borough to look at how resources can be pooled or 
shared and how they can build upon the effective joined up working that is already in place.
7. Does the policy meet our equality obligations?
Yes      ☒                  No      ☐

Lead Officer Signature: Ian Jolley Date:
28th June 2018

Approver Signature Date:
28th June 2018
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Appendix 2

Consultation Action Plan

Proposal Title: Proposal to reduce Voluntary Sector Grants to Homelessness 
services 

Type of Consultation:

Group 
affected

Method of 
consultation

Date (s) 
consultation 
activity to 
be delivered

Resource 
required

Venue Targeted 
survey 
questions

All Groups Council 
Website
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Post Consultation - Savings Programme Report

Date of meeting :30th October 2018

Portfolio: Neighbourhoods, 
Community & Culture
Report Author: John Rooney

Proposal Title Grant Funded Community Centres
Proposal No. NH-2019-20-022
Proposal Type Service Delivery 
Directorate Neighbourhoods
Service Area Townships & Communities

Executive Summary

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

This report summarises the outcome of public consultation in relation to the 
savings proposal NH-2019-20-022 approved at Cabinet on 24th July 2018.

The report proposed a reduction of 50% for two consecutive years to the 
overall Community Centres grant budget in 2019/20 and 2020/21. The 
reduction would achieve a saving of £202,640 in year 1 and a saving of 
£101,320 in year 2, achieving a total saving of £303,960 by year 3.

Further to the submissions received as part of the consultation, details of 
which are contained in this report, Members are asked to approve an 
amended proposal for implementation on 1st April 2019.

Appendix 1 summarises key points made as part of the consultation. All 
submissions have been made available for members to read.

Members are also asked to consider a wider review to look at centres where 
the Council currently manage the budgets.

It is intended that the proposal will be considered by full Council on 12th 
December 2018 to enable the Council to implement the proposal in line with 
the terms of the Rochdale Borough Compact.

The Council recognises that some community groups will require assistance in 
terms of funding applications and in developing sustainable models. The 
Council will work with voluntary sector partner organisations to offer this 
support.
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Recommendation

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Members are asked to review the outcome of the consultation undertaken 
between 25th July and 10th September 2018, shown in appendix 1.

Members are advised that Rochdale Women’s Welfare Association is a 
Boroughwide organisation that supports women and children experiencing, or 
at risk of, domestic violence.  Members are therefore asked to agree that 
Rochdale Women’s Welfare should not form part of any current savings 
proposal, and should continue to receive an annual grant of £18,200 during 
2019/20 and in future years.

Members are asked to approve an amended proposal to reduce the annual 
grants to each of the remaining 14 Community Centres by 50%, achieving a 
reduction in grant funding of £193,540 during 2019/20.

From the grant funding reduction of £193,540, Members are asked to approve 
a Transitional Fund of £93,540 for 2019/20 to allow the 14 affected centres to 
apply for additional funding, based on criteria to be agreed.  

These approvals will result in a net saving for £100,000 for 2019/20.

Members are asked to agree that the criteria for the Transitional Fund will be 
determined by the Director of Neighbourhood Services in consultation with the 
Portfolio Holder for Neighbourhoods, Community and Culture and Leader of 
the Council.

Members are asked to note that the amended proposal will mitigate the impact 
of the proposed changes, and will facilitate a transition period for those 
centres affected by this proposal.

It is now proposed that during the year 2020/21, the amount of grant funding 
directly available to the 14 community centres will be zero. For the year 
2020/21 Members are asked to approve the following:

2.8.1 Grant funding to Rochdale Women’s Welfare Association - £18,200. 
2.8.2 Grant funding to 14 community centres – zero.
2.8.3 Allocation to Transitional fund to which community - £93,540
2.8.4 Community Centres invited to apply to the Transitional Fund against     
agreed criteria.

In addition to the grant funded centres described above, the Council also 
directly manages funds to some centres. These centres are known as ‘budget 
managed’. Members are asked to consider a wider review to determine 
whether it is necessary to reduce/withdraw funding to budget managed 
centres.
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Reason for Recommendation

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

In order to contribute to the Council’s savings requirement it has been 
necessary to examine all areas of non-statutory service provision to support 
the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 2019/20 & 2020/21.

Cabinet on 24th July 2018 approved a proposal to reduce its overall budget for 
grant-funded Community Centres by 50%, and to create a Transitional Fund 
with the remaining monies.

During the period of consultation it became clear that the original proposal 
could not be achieved due to timescales in line with the requirements of the 
Rochdale Borough Compact. 

This alternative proposal to reduce grant funding to 14 community centres and 
to introduce a Community Grants Fund of £93,540 will achieve a net saving of 
£100,000 during 2019/20. 

Key Points for Consideration

4.1

4.2

There is no statutory duty to fund community centres. However, community 
centres provide a valuable service to the communities they serve. They 
should meet the needs of their individual communities and have a significant 
impact upon the health and wellbeing of individuals and the quality of life of 
people in the community.

Currently 15 community centres are in receipt of annual grants from the 
Council to enable them to deliver community activity. This report suggests 
that Rochdale Women’s Welfare Association is not a community centre and 
should not be included in any current or future proposals.

5.1

5.2

Alternatives Considered

The alternatives considered as part of the original proposal are contained within 
this report at paragraphs 2.2 – 2.6 and are recommended to Members.

Members could decide not to take the proposal forward and to identify 
alternative savings proposals.
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Costs and Budget Summary

6.1 The saving proposal is 50% of the grant funding for 14 community centres 
during 2019/20, and 100% of the remaining budget to those 14 community 
centres for 2020/21. The table below provides details of the proposals

Budget Community Centres
2019/20 2020/21 Future Years

Budget

Budget Required To Fund

Rochdale Women’s Welfare
14 x Community Centre Grants
Transitional Fund
Savings Proposal

£

405,280

  18,200
193,540
  93,540
100,000

£

305,280

  18,200
      0

  93,540
193,540

£

111,740

  18,200
      0

  93,540
      0

Risk and Policy Implications

Due to the long period in sustained funding, it is considered that some 
community Centres may have become reliant on Council funding. There will 
be a need for them to review their purpose and look at ways to independently 
sustain themselves. Some Centres may wish to seek alternative sources of 
funding, or to take part in a commissioning process. This could lead to some 
significantly reducing the services they provide, and the possibility that some 
may close. The Council will work with voluntary sector organisations to offer 
support.

7.1

8.1

9.1

Voluntary Sector Impact

The following Voluntary Sector impacts arise from the issues raised in this 
report as set out below:

The voluntary sector delivers a number of services from community centres, 
including health and well-being, advice sessions, language sessions, I.T. 
classes. A reduction in funding to community centres may in some cases 
reduce the ability of communities to access such services

Legal Implications
The Council has a Compact agreement with the voluntary sector. Any 
reduction in funding would need to be implemented in line with the terms of 
that agreement.
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10.1 Equalities Impact

Individual Community Groups may receive a reduced level of support if a 
reduction in Community Centre funding is approved.

The detailed Equality Impact Assessment is provided at the end of this 
report.

Consultation

11.1

11.2

11.3

11.4

Online responses consisted of 184, 91.93% of which disagreed with the 
proposal. A summary of the key points made in the online responses is 
contained within the public consultation feedback report and can be viewed 
at appendix 1.

Officers attended the Community Base Network meeting on 9th August 2018.

Individual meetings were held with the Trustees of Sparth Community Centre 
and the Manager of Deeplish Community Centre, as neither centre was 
represented at the Community Base Network meeting.

Other consultation responses received, and related documents, are available 
to members and are listed below:

 Notes of Community Base Network meeting held 9th August 2018.
 Written response from Demesne Community Centre
 14 individual case studies, and 13 group case studies submitted by 

Demesne Community Centre
 Written response from Trustees of Sparth Community Centre
 Written response from Manager of Wardleworth Community Centre
 A petition, signed by 75 members of the community submitted by Syke 

Community Base
 36 written responses submitted by users of Syke Community Base
 16 written responses submitted by users of Back O’th Moss 

Community Centre
 2 written responses submitted by users of Wardleworth Community 

Centre

Background Papers Place of Inspection

Public Consultation Feedback 
Report – Key Points

Appendix 1

For Further Information Contact: Valery White
Valery.white@rochdale.gov.uk
01706 924858

mailto:Valery.white@rochdale.gov.uk
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Appendix 1

Consultation on reduction to Community Centre Grant Funding Sept 2018
Public Consultation - Key Points
Date
Total Responses - Electronically  Total Responses - Written Petition Independent 

submissions 
from 
Community 
Centres

 Number %age  Number &age Number Number
Agree/Strongly 
Agree

10 5.38% Agree/Strongly 
Agree

0 0% 0 0

Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree

171 91.93%   0 0% 1 x 75 
Signatur
es

3

Neither Agree or 
Disagree

5 2.69% Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree

54 100% 0 0

Total Responses 186 100% Total Responses 54 100% 1 3
Agree/Strongly Agree with the proposal to reduce funding to grant funded community centres by 
50% 2019/20 and by a further 50% 2020/21

Additional 
Info

Similar 
Comments

Facilities such as this need to be self-funding as far as possible and run as businesses Agree  

I think that community centres should do some fund raising of their own which would give a focus to 
groups and local communities could get involved in. They could perhaps use voluntary workers/people on 
community service to assist with the maintenance/cleaning which would help with the loss in revenue.

Agree  
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I think the idea of creating a community investment fund is fantastic. This would stop the duplication of 
services and activities, also there are a lot of community groups who are currently not funded by RBC that 
do some great work and this would allow them to apply for funds to increase the scope of their work.

Strongly 
Agree

 

Community centres should have to justify their grants and provide feedback on how the money has 
provided value for money. It should also be specific on the communities needs rather than what they want 
to provide.

Agree  

Supporting community centres is very desirable and laudable but they must not become wholly dependent 
on such grants. They will need to learn how to be more self-sufficient and independent

Agree 1

I'm not aware of what activities are subsidised in community centres. You seem to be spending a lot of 
money on them and I would like to know who is benefitting. I am happy for this proposal to go ahead 
unless the centres can justify the spending.

Agree  

This proposal is difficult to comment on as there isn't information on individual services provided or number 
of users accessing the community centres. It therefore makes more sense to require the centres to bid for 
funding against Council criteria rather than grant funding.

Agree  

There are community centres in Rochdale centre within spitting distance of each other, which are in 
receipts of hundreds of thousands of pounds.

Strongly 
Agree

 

 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the proposal to reduce funding to grant funded community 
centres by 50% 2019/20 and by a further 50% 2020/21

Additional 
Info

Similar 
Comments
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A short-sighted knee-jerk reaction.   Such a drastic cut in funding to the community centre budget can only 
lead to still further financial difficulties to organisations who are already hard-pressed financially.   The third 
sector are well used to running quality services at minimal costs - there is no profit in their business model 
- simply getting the very best of services to the most vulnerable and disadvantaged individuals in 
Rochdale, many of whom rely on these services, and without which, their dependence will quickly transfer 
back to more traditional services such   as gp practices, hospitals and other mainstream provision.  
Community centres have little capacity to income-generate; room hire being one of the limited services 
they can charge for.  However, many partners who wish to use these centres are not willing to pay any 
contribution to room hire and so the burden of core costs remains with the centre.  There are fewer 
external funding opportunities than ever before, and of these, a full cost recovery model is not permitted.  
So how are centres expected to meet core costs to allow them to lawfully run a public building, such as 
insurance, fire alarm maintenance etc. without a reasonable 'seed funding' grant?   If councillors were truly 
committed to ensuring that reduction in funding was to have minimal effect, a full geographic audit would 
be done across the Borough so that they can make informed decisions based on local need v existing 
provision.  This approach was attempted many years ago and resulted in a detailed report under the 'Pulse 
Report' - the findings of which were rejected by the councillors of the day for reasons beyond my 
understanding.  The approach adopted at that time and ever since, has been to top slice all centres 
irrespective of the effectiveness of their work and how well (or not) they contribute towards the Rochdale 
Council Priorities.     I do not believe that many councillors realise the co-dependency arrangements that 
exist between community centres and the preschool/nurseries that operate within the same buildings and 
haven't given thought to the considerable impact on preschool availability to 2 and 3 year olds should 
these centres be forced to close, thus creating more problems for local families and their children.

Strongly 
Disagree

2

Community centres provide a place for those who need assistance, a sense of being and a place to 
socialise. Especially for the elderly and the youth.

Strongly 
Disagree

20

Should be investing in community centres. Strongly 
Disagree

3

Removal of grants for community centres risks their closure. This further isolates and ostracises 
communities, creating a burden on services such as NHS, Police and Social Care. Without formal support 
networks, service users also run the risk of being groomed by extreme ideology without appearing on the 
formal radar. It could jeopardise our safety as a result.

Strongly 
Disagree

20
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The centres are already struggling on reduced funding in recent years from the Council. Where will all 
these old people and young people go if the community centres close down in the town?

Disagree 17

Funding cuts should only apply to those community centres which are not performing. Those centres which 
are performing should have no cuts to them because they are providing vital services to the community 
and without the community centres the residents will struggle and have nowhere to go for information and 
services.

Disagree 8

I think it is a false economy. Having seen the valuable work and services done by staff and volunteers in 
community centres, cutting funding will have long-term consequences for both individuals and local 
communities, which in the long run will be harder to put right. Knowing the cost of everything, but the value 
of nothing seems to be the mantra of those who wish to disempower and divide the most vulnerable 
amongst us. I would like the Council to truly consider the cause and effect of contributing to the loss of 
community services and involvement which in many cases have been fostered over many years, please 
recognise and support its socialist aspirations by maintaining funding to the centres.

Disagree 17

It is not clear how the cuts will fall but if they are across the board this will lead to the closure of many 
centres who will struggle to pay the bills let alone employ staff. It is hard to see why being dependent on 
Council funding is a bad thing, any more than a school being dependent on council funding or a hospital 
being dependent on Government funding. I find it hard to see how this could meet an Equality Impact 
Assessment given the nature of the communities served by community centres we work with and the users 
of those centres that serve the South Asian community. The knock on effect of losing so many venues will 
be disastrous.

Strongly 
Disagree

3

Services offered by the community centres such as pre-school places would cost more to replace than is 
proposed to save

Disagree 2

Meadowfields that I go to deals with so many people who have different disabilities and mobility problems. 
We go because it is local and we can get there without too much trouble. Our friends are all there and if we 
didn't come to the centre then we wouldn't see them. The Thursday group is really good - it helps people 
who have lots of conditions. Some have had strokes and some are in wheelchairs with their carers. They 
know they will meet their friends and that there will be something going on for them to enjoy. I don't know 
where we would go if Meadowfields didn't open.

Strongly 
Disagree

57
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It is very short sighted of the Council and also Councillors not to recognise the work being produced by 
Community Centres. In the longer term they are actually saving council services money by the early 
prevention work that they do. Each centre is different and is usually based within the heart of a community, 
which means that they are the first port of call in cases such as safeguarding, advice, community cohesion, 
youth nuisance, housing and benefit advice, debt relief, giving people opportunities such as back to work 
training and volunteering.

Strongly 
Disagree

1

To say monies left could go to a central fund which centres could then bid for is a ludicrous idea. What 
would the centres run on in the meantime, they have bills to pay and wages for staff which they would be 
unable to meet without funding? With a total of £3.6m, a saving from the community centres of £365,000 
represents some 10% of the savings which seems somewhat disproportionate.

Strongly 
Disagree

 

I think that RMBC are being very short-sighted at not realising the real cost effectiveness Crimble Croft 
provides in running services for the members of our community. There are so many different projects going 
on here that cover children, OAPs, health and wellbeing, mental health awareness. All dealing with the 
most vulnerable people in society. If funding is cut these services will probably be lost forever.

Strongly 
Disagree

7

Wardleworth Community Centre has been the heart of Rochdale. Residents come to events that are held 
for all in the borough and interacts with all external agencies. Residents come to meet old friends, school 
friends, the centre has a lot of childhood memories. It has regular classes and is easy to access for all. 
There is a large hall which is used for children’s sports, weddings. The centre encourages people, children 
from all walks of life to come together, anytime of the year, for social, national and daily activities

Strongly 
Disagree

8
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The proposal is too vague in regards to impact on specific centres and the area they serve. This feels like 
an approach which is being taken to stop councillors from having to make transparent, effective decisions 
which would be reflective of the needs of the communities. As ever this feels like they are shying away 
from the risk of being unpopular and scared of losing votes. This is a narrow minded approach which is not 
based on the position of centres in regards to accessibility and duplication or the demographics of the 
communities. It feels like the chicken's way out from Councillors and council staff who could do an in depth 
assessment of centres performance and consider the locality of each and how this links in the community if 
they are to reach those most in needs. Community centres provide a trusted hub in the community and 
have strong existing bases for partner agencies to access to reach out to those most excluded. The new 
self-care programme which is also being developed to make an impact across the borough, recognises the 
importance of quality, trusted community hubs where the early intervention of self-care can be delivered 
and strong messages provided with an aim of reducing high end costs later down the line.

Strongly 
Disagree

 

If Sparth Community Centre is forced to close, then Sparth Nursery will be forced to close as well, as we 
will have no premises to run our nursery from. We are registered with Ofsted for up to 29 children aged 2-4 
years, we are rated 'good' by Ofsted, but if we are forced to close the parents of all the children registered 
will have to look for another early years provider. We are aware other community centres also host early 
years provision, and presumably these settings would also be threatened with closure, if this proposal 
goes ahead. This would result in the loss of numerous (hundreds?) of early years places across the 
borough, with parents suddenly having to look around for a new early years provider. The closure of 
community centres will also result in job losses, both at individual community centres and within early 
years settings that meet in community centres. Sparth Nursery employs three staff, and all three will lose 
their jobs if Sparth Community Centre is forced to close.

Strongly 
Disagree
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Community centres provide services to the most vulnerable people of Rochdale, they are a place of safety 
and a place people feel valued and a part of something. Back O'th Moss provided services that reduce 
isolation, address mental health issues, and physical wellbeing. They host NHS Cardiac sessions, a dance 
troupe, boot camp, after school club, pre-school children sessions, maths, English and IT sessions. The 
centre is also used by a church group from the African community, and host parties for local families as 
well as a luncheon club. The centre also provides a personnel service to the community and works with 
housing officers to support the community. A food pantry is planned, as are cooking on a budget sessions. 
The centre also works in partnership with Link4Life to provide sessions during the school holidays. 

Strongly 
Disagree

 

From this smallish amount Burnside is able to attract substantial funds from other providers for the benefit 
of the community it serves. Every penny of Burnside money is spent on the purpose for which it is given 
and it has a reputation second to none for its finances and probity. Burnside needs every penny of the 
money you currently provide to get the rest of the money in.

Strongly 
Disagree

5
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Syke Community Base has already suffered a large reduction in the grants It received from when it first 
became a facility for the community in 2000, over the 15 years from when it became an organisation used 
by all ages living in the area it covered. It was able to develop a fully equipped nursery with 71 children on 
register, a fully equipped gym with a full size boxing ring used 6 days per week, a computer room with 10 
computer stations, interactive whiteboard which allowed training to be delivered to many groups and 
organisations, it also had a meeting room for over 50's groups, youth sessions, meetings, trainings, ward 
forums etc. Three years ago it was forced to relocate due to the reduction in the grants it attracted plus the 
high rent charged by the landlord. This was when the Base relocated to Syke Methodist Church which had 
only one main room and a kitchen. This meant all of the activities and services that required lots of space 
had to be reduced. Together with church members we now have facilities for most ages except senior 
youth, to lose even a percentage of the funding we currently receive could mean a total loss of the 
activities and services currently delivered, also a lost opportunity to build a true community church. 
Because we are sharing the building, church members have been able to apply for grants which it is hoped 
would increase the space available and mean together we could offer more activities and services for all 
uses. The community in Syke is changing with more refugees and people from different backgrounds 
moving into the social housing, this is a large proportion of the immediate catchment area, there are many 
young families needing a placed where they can meet and socialise as this enables them to become 
integrated into what was in the past a mainly white area.

Strongly 
Disagree

 

Stay & Play at Syke Community Base helps parents to meet new friends and the children to socialise and 
interact with each other. Without that and other groups some people would become isolated and the 
younger generation would be forced to hang around the streets. The local children benefit greatly from the 
base and it is fundamental for children to interact with other children to aid their development, places like 
this build the foundations for the future. Why consider closing something with such a positive impact on 
little lives. Syke Base also provides a wide variety of other valued groups/clubs/walks that help adults with 
varying levels of need to socialise within their own community.

Disagree 33

Neither agree or disagree with the proposal to reduce funding to grant funded community centres 
by 50% 2019/20 and by a further 50% 2020/21

Additional 
Info

Similar 
Comments

I feel that the amount of funding cuts would be too high although I think there should be a cut to overall 
amounts.

  

There is not enough information to comment on this proposal.   
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There needs to be an independent review to see where and how efficiencies can be made.    

Service shouldn't be given money just because they have always had it and I am surprised that this 
appears to have happened.

   

 
Suggested changes to the proposal   
Make cuts of around 30% and encourage centres to rent out their space more to offset their personal cuts.

The centres are holistic in their approach and therefore should be a more embedded vehicle for the delivery of commissions in the 
borough. An example of this would be making it a requirement for agencies such as Big Life to use the centres and to pay appropriate 
venue costs; this should be a requirement of their bids. Currently such agencies shy away from room hire, stating they do not have 
funds. If centres become sole external room hire venues, communities outcomes will be impacted on. The introduction of set, 
appropriate funding to a specific number of centres in the borough would be better use of funds, as the council could ensure they 
remain an effective vehicle for delivery of work to improve the council's outcomes. Centres would need to be considered based on their 
location, as some centres are on top of each other almost. Justification I have heard for this includes the reluctance of communities to 
access other centres due to religion, faith and heritage. I disagree with this as some centres have a very successful cohesive approach 
where they are breaking down barriers and reducing judgements and the risk of increased hate crime. Some centres have stated 
publicly that they are not in favour of commissioning, my view is that if they are doing an effective job, have sufficient needs and 
demand, then this can only be a positive as it will bring stability for centres and communities and improved outcomes. This model 
would have to be considered though to ensure that too much time is not spent on bids and monitoring as this would again take funds 
away from the community however I know this is a model that can and does work if done effectively. The current narrow minded 
blanket approach to cuts provide the risk of quality, effective centres being lost, this would be irreparable in the future.

Cut 25% over two years instead.

Why not bring every centre's funding to the same level? Give everyone £26,000, that's fair.

Merge voluntary groups into one to save money and the Council should facilitate this.
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More detailed information, i.e. which community centres will be affected and what the likely impact will be. For some people in some 
areas these are a life-line.
Reduce funding to each centre by 50% to all community centres in 2019/20 only. Withdraw the proposal to reduce a further 50% in 
2020/21.
Reduce the number of Councillors to two per ward/Reduce Councillor's allowances

Centres in Rochdale - Integrate them into one, sell off the buildings

Leave community centres out of savings and find the savings from other corporate areas, such as branding

Explore the possibility of some becoming social enterprises, making other centres specialists in re-skilling or up-skilling local residents, 
adult education provision perhaps in partnership with other organisations.

Increase the budgets to community centres to help them support the young and old

Suggest a completely new alternative be considered depending on each individual community centre

Suggest that decision makers visit the centres and see for themselves before they make cuts.

We would like to see the commissioning process dropped, as in practice it will be a nightmare for all the affected centres, as they won't 
know how much funding they are going to receive each year. We also think it’s unfair the Council's community centres budget will be 
cut by 50% next year, and then by another 50% the following year, when most community centres have already suffered significant 
cuts in recent years. If the council must cut community centre budgets again, we suggest going ahead with the 50% cut next year, to 
individual community centre grants, with no commissioning, but scrapping the second 50% cut the following year. This will at least give 
community centres a chance to keep their doors open.

Can Township budgets not be reduced? Or alternatively can some of the Township monies not be spent on community centres? This 
way councillors may not feel as though their budgets are being reduced, spend would just be 'pre-allocated'.
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We would like the council to look how the remaining money is provided to the centres. It is difficult to apply for grants when you're 
council funded so can the money be granted in a way that means we are not directly funded by RMBC so we can apply for grants?

30% cut for any centre with more than £60k in reserves who has had no cuts in last 4 years. 10% cuts for others. All centres treated 
the same, including budget managed centres, no commissioning bids as this will push out many centres and services.

Fund two centres in each Township. Sell any that you close as an asset to gain more savings for the pot.

Other Comments

Looking at the community centre budget as a whole only covers the community centres receiving direct grants the remaining 
community centres are not direct grant aided as their running closes are met through different funding streams of the council's budget. 
These in many cases cost more to run than the grant aided ones, it would be much fairer if the cost of running those centres were 
included in the one grant pot. For many years the Council has been aware that some grant aided centres have never been given a 
lease, this has meant they have no security of tenure and therefore cannot apply for the larger grants such as the lottery. Those 
scrutinising applications need to see that there is a long term future for the organisation they are funding.

The Council commissioning services would only work if when commissioning there was a revenue element recognised, many of the 
grants available to community centres do not include revenue costs. All centres need to be able to meet their overheads, heating, 
lighting, insurance etc. They need to be in the same position as any business to have an element of staffing, this is to ensure the 
services, activities delivered meet all legal requirements and that ll the necessary policies and procedures are in place, which include 
fire certificates and equipment, health and safety, food hygiene. That the building meets all disability requirements, safeguarding and 
many others. These all carry a cost that has to be met before a centre can open its doors.
If this proposal is rubber-stamped as these so-called consultations invariably are, I can see Rochdale's community centres closing left, 
right and centre. Is that what the Council wants? Then again, perhaps it is, as closed community centres don't need any funding at all 
do they? What's more the actual buildings and associated land can then be sold off, I wonder is this the Council's hidden agenda?

The council has a legal responsibility to those it grant aids who employ staff, to ensure they have time to give the recognised notice 
period and also have reserves to meet severance pay, many centres would struggle as with all the reductions in funding they have had 
to absorb, reserves is something they don't have.
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There would need to be a completely independent board who judge the funding applications, it certainly should not be judged by 
anyone currently involved within the community sector.
Impact assess community centres to ensure there is adequate provision for all.
Proposal will result in loss of jobs. Centres already having trouble recruiting/retaining staff due to financial uncertainty.

Cut Councillor pay to fund towards deficit.
I would prefer to see the funding reduced further than the homeless service to be cut.
If funding is cut the Council needs to be committed to training and support of workers and volunteers as to how to get funding from 
other sources. This training should be ongoing and accessible to individuals and organisations, and widely advertised.

The voluntary sector needs a review and like the public sector would be better to merge. Centres may need to stay but management 
costs need to reduce. All Community Centres that support BME communities and those with disability need to look at doing things 
more efficiently. Need to generate income outside of grants. It is vital to support but overheads and management costs, especially at 
the top of the organisations, need to be reviewed to bring costs down.

A calculated Return On Investment (ROI) method should be developed where organisations can submit business cases for the funding 
if they can show they are providing a service better than what is currently being provided by Community Centres.

I am surprised that this is being proposed when you have no idea what the consequence might be. Surely more investigation is needed 
before any action is taken?

Community centres save the Council and the NHS by providing services to local people in the community - e.g. Luncheon Clubs, 
Social Groups, and Disability Groups.

Council budget should take into account how much money is being saved by encouraging the voluntary sector continuing to offer a 
consistent service.

Crimble Croft had a re-wire which cost £40,000. All that good work would be wasted if grant cuts were to be made there.



Public

35

Council spending millions on In Bloom, Feel Good, Shopping Centres, Councillors expenses

Why are Councillors insisting on taking money from services for ordinary people who can't afford to travel a long way or pay for 
expensive things? Keep local services local.

Taking money away from those that need it most when the Council could save that amount by simply changing a couple of suppliers in 
other departments. Using local businesses instead of extortionate agencies for commissioned work and temporary staff and by 
streamlining the purchasing of non-essential consumables such as stationery and office equipment.

Give all relevant centres a lease to enable them to attract bigger outside funding.

I ask you to look at how the funding cuts will impact other services and look at the increased cost for them I really believe these centres 
are good value for money and actually save the council much more than they will save if the cuts go ahead. I also ask you to go and 
see the impact and the benefits these centres are having on the local residents.

There are a number of centres who are predominantly used for room hire, these should not be council funded in line with others who 
are achieving greater outcomes. It is recognised that some room hire can be beneficial for future sustainability, but that this should not 
take away the vital vehicle that community centres provide for the council to effectively improve outcomes.

Although I understand the rational for your proposal, that due to central government reduction in budgets that LA have huge task of 
continue to make savings. I strongly feel that local community centres play a vital role in delivering vital services for the community. I 
am aware of the tremendous great community work that is delivered at Deeplish Community Centre. I feel to be fair and equitable any 
funding allocated should be targeted on how well the community centre is performing and the different services being offered. Also it is 
imperative to take into consideration the deprivation within those areas. The voluntary sector community cnetres provide a vital role in 
supporting disadvantaged and vulnerable members of our communities and these proposals should take these issues into 
consideration and should be fair and sensitive.
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Appendix 2

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR SAVINGS PROPOSALS

Proposal Title: Community Centre Grants

Stage 1: Initial Screening

Directorate:
Neighbourhoods

Service:
Townships

Officer completing EIA:
Valery White

Other officers involved in completing EIA:
N/A

Date of Assessment:
26/06/18

Name of policy to be assessed:
Community Centre Savings Proposal

Is this a new or revised policy?

New      ☒                    Revised      ☐

What is the purpose of the policy?
To consider the proposal to reduce funding to grant funded community centres for consultation as part 
of the Savings Programme 2019/20 – 2020/21

Are there any other objectives?
No

Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)? 
N/A

Is the policy relevant to equality?

Yes      ☒                    No      ☐

(Answer yes if you think that the policy has equality considerations for example it has the potential to 
affect groups in different ways. If you have answered yes, proceed to question1. If you answered no, 
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move to the sign off section as no further assessment is required)

What information do you have to inform this initial assessment?

Quarterly monitoring information is collected from community centres.  Information obtained includes 
timetables, numbers of visitors, types of sessions. This information clearly shows that the centres 
provide services benefitting a wide range of community groups.

What is the potential impact that the policy could have with regard to the protected 
characteristics?

It is not possible to say specifically what the potential impact would be, as centres would need to look 
at how they allocated any reduced funding in their own organisations. If the proposal were to be 
implemented, an individual EIA would be needed for each community centre to look at 
location/demographics/user data/services provided.

Positiv
e 

Impact 

Negative 
Impact

Impact 
Score 
(1-16)

Impact 
priority
(H/M/L)

Neutral 
Impact

Age
☐ ☒ 16 H ☐

Disability
☐ ☒ 12 H ☐

Gender Reassignment 
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Marriage or civil partnership 
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Pregnancy or maternity
☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Race 
☐ ☒ 16 H ☐

Religion or belief
☐ ☒ 2 L ☐

Sex
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Sexual orientation
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces ☐ ☒ 8 M ☐

Carers
☐ ☒ 16 H ☐

3. Do any of your negative impact scores identify as high priority on the impact table?

Yes      ☒                  No      ☐

If you identify a negative impact as being HIGH PRIORITY you must complete a full EIA (stage 2 
onwards)
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4. How will you minimise/remove any negative impact that identifies as medium or low?
(Identify the actions that you will take to minimise or remove these negative impacts by completing an 
action plan as at Appendix 1)

5. Is a full EIA required?

Yes      ☒                 No      ☐

Lead Officer Signature: Date:
26/06/18

Approver Signature Date:
26/06/18
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Stage 2: Full EIA

1. What data / evidence do you have to inform the EIA?

(List all available data and evidence that shows groups having different needs, experiences or 
attitudes in relation to the policy. Use the information from the initial screening plus collect any 
additional data) 

Age Monitoring information shows that community 
centres offer services to all age groups, from 
pre-school to post-retirement.

Disability Monitoring information shows that some 
community centres offer services and sessions 
to disability related groups.

Gender Reassignment No evidence in relation to community centres

Marriage or civil partnership

Pregnancy or maternity

Race Community Centres are expected to cater for all 
races. However, the individual EIA’s for centres 
would need to analyse the impact locally for 
Race Equality Impact.

Religion or belief Monitoring information shows that some centres 
provide sessions or activities in relation to 
particular religions.

Sex No evidence in relation to community centres

Sexual orientation No evidence in relation to community centres

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

Information unavailable, there is no mechanism 
for identifying members of this group.

Carers Monitoring information shows that community 
centres offer a number of services that will be 
accessed by carers.

2. What are the key messages coming from this data?

A reduction in funding to community centres will lead to a reduction in services provided to meet 
community needs in some areas.

3. What gaps are there in the data?

Each community centre offers different services to its users, depending on location, demographics, 
local priorities and local needs. If this proposal is accepted it will be necessary to carry out individual 
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EIA’s to accurately assess the likely impact on each individual centre and of users and groups within 
each centre.

4. What consultation feedback do you have to inform this EIA?

(Outline any stakeholder consultation or engagement that you have undertaken and state the 
feedback received from groups that highlights different needs, experiences or attitudes in relation to 
the policy)

Age N/A

Disability N/A

Gender Reassignment N/A

Marriage or civil partnership N/A

Pregnancy or maternity N/A

Race N/A

Religion or belief N/A

Sex N/A

Sexual orientation N/A

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

N/A

Carers N/A

5. What is the overall impact that the policy is likely to have on different groups?

(Outline the overall impact that the policy will have on different groups from the data and feedback 
collected. Show how you reached your conclusions; decide on the priorities and identify actions. 
Complete an action plan outlining the actions that you will take to minimise any impacts. Include any 
positive impacts in your assessment because these might be important to the decision making 
process.)

Age

Disability

Gender Reassignment 

Marriage or civil partnership

Each community centre offers different services to 
its users, depending on location, demographics, 
local priorities and local needs. If this proposal is 
accepted it will be necessary to carry out individual 
EIA’s to accurately assess the likely impact on each 
individual centre and of users and groups within 
each centre.
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Community Centres Funding Proposal – Equality Impact Assessment Action Plan

 Work with the new organisation commissioned to replace CVS in supporting 
the voluntary sector

 Meet with individual centres to discuss the likely impact of the proposals

 Work with the Community Base Network to look at alternative ways of 
providing community-based services, programmes and activities

 Work with partner agencies to look at existing community needs and existing 
provision

 To involve the community to facilitate co-operative working

Pregnancy or maternity

Race 

Religion or belief

Sex

Sexual orientation

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces

Carers

6. What are the conclusions from undertaking the full EIA?

This EIA is produced in relation to community centres as a whole.

If a proposal is accepted it is recommended that individual EIAs be carried out to assess the likely 
impact on each centre.

7. Does the policy meet our equality obligations?

Yes      ☒                  No      ☐

Lead Officer Signature: Date:

26/06/18
Approver Signature Date:

26/06/18
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 Continue to promote community cohesion and physical integration
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Post Consultation - Savings Programme Report

Date of meeting : 30th October 
2018

Portfolio  Neighbourhoods, 
Community & Culture

Report Author   Mark Dalzell

Proposal Title Review of the budget for the provision of social and 
welfare advice and legal services

Proposal No. NH-2019-20-024
Proposal Type Service Delivery 
Directorate Neighbourhoods 
Service Area Libraries and Customer Services 

Recommendation

1.1

1.2

This report summarises the outcome of public consultation in relation to the 
saving proposal NH-2019-20-024 approved at Cabinet on 24th July 2018.

Members are asked to consider the proposal of a reduction of 10% in the 
budget for the provision of the social welfare advice and legal services 
contract for consultation as part of the Savings Programme 2019/20 – 
2020/21.

Reason for Recommendation

2.1

2.2

2.3

To support the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 
2019/20.

In order to contribute to the Council’s savings requirement it has been 
necessary to examine all areas of service.

The proposal to reduce the budget by 10% has taken into consideration many 
factors including a new tendering process to be undertaken with a view to 
obtaining a better value service. 
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Key Points for Consideration

3.1

4.1

4.2

Overview of the proposal

To reduce the budget for the provision of social and welfare advice and legal 
services by 10%. The savings will be achieved with a new procurement 
exercise through which a new contract will be in place in April 2019. 

Overall Impact of the proposed change

A joint procurement exercise is to be undertaken to secure a contract to 
deliver advice and legal services. Through delivery of a joint procurement 
with other councils, it is intended to ensure competitive pricing from 
providers to deliver advice services in Rochdale. The procurement exercise 
is to involve Rochdale, Stockport, Trafford and Salford Councils and will 
deliver a more efficient and improved value for money service. 

Impact on affected service 

It is intended to achieve the resetting of the requirements through a joined 
up procurement. The Council and its partners intend to revisit the 
specification and requirements and will be seeking competitive quotes within 
the reduced budget envelope available.

Savings total

£35k
 

Background

Following a full procurement exercise, the Council awarded the 
Contract for “Provision of Social Welfare Advice and Legal Services: 
Debt, Welfare Benefits and Housing Advice” in April 2015 to Pennine 
West Citizen Advice Bureau.  The Contract was awarded to Rochdale 
Citizens Advice Bureau again in 2017, and they currently deliver the 
service – contracted until March 31st 2019.

The current service delivery model, as specified by the contract, 
prioritises contact by phone or online. Face to face services need to be 
delivered in specified locations, mostly on an appointment basis, for 
those in most need, or where the service can only be dealt with face to 
face.  Currently the CAB’s advice line is the primary contact number 
used for advice services in the borough. The CAB also have a website 
which promotes self-service, for those clients who are IT literate – 
http://www.rochdalecab.org/   

http://www.rochdalecab.org/
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4.3

4.4

Operating Context 
In addition to significant recent welfare reforms, a number of new 
changes have been implemented during the Contract period, including: 
 

 Further roll-out of Universal Credit in Rochdale.  Implementation 
of Universal Credit in Rochdale began in Autumn 2014 for new 
claimants who are single or couples. In May 2016, Universal 
Credit Full Service was launched increasing the scope of people 
included in the rollout. Migration of all ‘legacy’ benefit claimants 
onto Universal Credit is planned for 2020. 

The principle of ‘making work pay’ is behind the changes being 
made to the welfare system.  In turn this means that the focus of 
advice services needs to support residents away from 
dependency on benefits and towards independence. The 
contract provider needs to fully consider how best they can work 
with services providing employment support to encourage 
claimants into work.  

Services delivered for the contract

There are a range of specialist advice services which are delivered 
through the contract which add value to the general support and 
signposting provided by housing partners and the Libraries and 
Customer Services staff.

 Debt - covering basic budgeting advice and the issue of self-
help/supported self-service, debt renegotiation and re-
scheduling, advice relating to possession proceedings, liability 
orders, county court claims and IVAs.  

 Welfare benefits - this includes providing support to customers in 
relation to the impact of welfare reform, including budgeting 
advice (related to avoidance of debt above) and the promotion of 
support towards employment (in partnership with other agencies 
as appropriate).  Provide advice on the take up of relevant 
benefits, but only in instances where there is a clear need to 
maximise income to deal with immediate problems – and with a 
clear focus on reducing benefits dependency over time.  

 Housing – the service provides advice on all issues relating to 
tenancy dispute, illegal evictions, harassment from landlords, 
unfit dwellings, repossessions (including mortgage 
repossession), with the aim to prevent households from 
becoming homeless. This includes Court desk service to ensure 
representation at point of repossession. The service works in 
partnership with the Councils Strategic Housing Services and 
Homelessness Service delivered through partnership 
arrangement by Rochdale Boroughwide Housing to provide a 
Mortgage Rescue Service. 
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4.5

Methods of service delivery
 Web provision
 Telephony provision
 Face to Face 

Statistics - In 2017/18 through the existing contract:
 7879 individuals benefitted from at least one session of general 

advice
 8670 calls were answered by Adviceline
 606 Foodbank vouchers issued
 £954,977 amount of additional benefits claimed by people 

receiving CAB assistance
 £4,184,258 of debt rescheduled 

Alternatives Considered

The following alternatives considered as part of this proposal are set 
out below: 

 Reduce current service in line with existing agreement.
 Sourcing alternative providers of advice services by the council -

mostly from charities and grant funded organisations
 Reducing the envelope further

It is recognised that the skill sets being sought through the new contract will be 
highly specialist and requires detailed knowledge on law and financial matters 
which the Council ad its existing partners don’t have.

 Members could decide not to take the proposal forward and identify 
alternative savings proposals
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Costs and Budget Summary

5.1 The saving proposal is 10% of the total budget for the area of service affected. 
Table 1 provides details of the proposal of a 10% reduction of the budget for 
the provision of social and welfare advice and legal services 

Table 1

Savings 2019/20
 £k

Savings 2020/21
 £k

Total savings 
£k

On-
going

One off On-
going

One off On-
going

One off

Employees
Other Costs 35 35
Income lost 
(show as a 
minus)
Net savings
Additional 
income 
generated 
(show as a 
positive figure)
Total savings
Implementation 
costs
Total savings 
less 
implementation 
costs

35 35

Risk and Policy Implications

Risk Implications

The following risks arise from the issues raised in this report as set out 
below: 

 Whilst the Council is working with other councils to seek competitive 
costs within the envelope available, it is possible that there could be a 
reduction in service. However, the advice from procurement 
colleagues is that the exercise should achieve a reduction of costs 
with little or no reduction in services available to the public

6.1

6.2 Asset Implications

There are no asset implications in this proposal 
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6.3

6.4

6.5

Voluntary Sector Impact

This is an ideal opportunity to improve the relationship with sector as there 
are more opportunities available for the voluntary sector with a sound advice 
contract

Legal Implications

There are no legal implications arising from this report. Legal advice will be 
sought through the procurement process.

Equalities Impact

The detailed Equality Impact Assessment is provided at Appendix 2.

Consultation

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

16 online responses were received plus a detailed response from the current 
provider.  7 online responses agreed or strongly agreed with the proposal.  9 
online responses disagreed, with 8 of these strongly disagreeing.

Those that agreed referenced this being a reasonable way to save money 
and that a joint procurement approach was sensible. Reference was made to 
the availability of no win no fee legal services available.

Those that disagreed indicated that this proposal would impact on the most 
vulnerable, particularly homeless people and that Rochdale needed more 
services not less.  They further suggested that cutting this budget could have 
consequences for crime, anti-social behaviour and suicides for certain age 
groups. The respondents claimed that face to face appointments were 
already difficult to arrange and this proposal would reduce the service further.

The existing provider highlighted that the impact of welfare reform and wider 
austerity has lifted demand to an unprecedented level with the addition of 
greater complexity.  They argue that they are currently unable to meet this 
demand.  They further argue that a reduction in the budget will reduce advice 
capacity.  They suggest that Rochdale has some of the most deprived areas 
in the country and that the advice service is more relevant now than ever.

Alternative Suggestions

Suggestions include that an increase in the budget would result in much 
greater savings elsewhere within health and social care services.  If this is 
not achievable, it was suggested that the council at least provide more face 
to face sessions whilst keeping the budget the same and make savings 
elsewhere.  Reference was made to the money spent on flowers and 
ornaments etc. and that this should be re-directed to essential support 
services for disadvantaged citizens.
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7.6 The Council must ensure that it remains open minded throughout the 
consultation period to all alternative proposals and expressions of interest.

7.7 Full consultation details are available to Members in the Member’s area on 
floor 2 Number One Riverside. 

Background Papers Place of Inspection

8. None

For Further Information Contact: M Dalzell - 01706 924328

tel:+441706924328
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Appendix 1

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR SAVINGS PROPOSALS

Proposal Title: 10% reduction of the budget for the provision of social and welfare advice and 
legal services

Stage 1: Initial Screening

Directorate: Neighbourhoods 

Service: Libraries and Customer Services 

Officer completing EIA: Vicky Clarke

Other officers involved in completing EIA:

Date of Assessment: 26/06/18

Name of policy to be assessed: Proposal to reduce the budget for the provision of social, welfare 
and legal advice by 10% by retendering the current contract which is due to be renewed in March 
2019.

Is this a new or revised policy?

New      ☒                    Revised      ☐

What is the purpose of the policy? To complete a procurement exercise to tender for a provider of 
welfare and legal advice to the residents of Rochdale. 

Are there any other objectives? By completing the tendering exercise a new contract and 
specification will be drawn up to enable us to be able to deliver the same standard of service delivery 
with the same requirements for a reduced cost. This will allow the service to reconsider the needs of 
the service users and reconsider what is provided in order to deliver a more efficient service to 
customers. 

Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)? The Council, service users and 
potential new providers 

Is the policy relevant to equality?

Yes      ☒                    No      ☐
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(Answer yes if you think that the policy has equality considerations for example it has the potential to 
affect groups in different ways. If you have answered yes, proceed to question1. If you answered no, 
move to the sign off section as no further assessment is required)

What information do you have to inform this initial assessment?

The current provider of welfare and legal advice for the residents of Rochdale is Rochdale Citizens 
Advice Bureaux. Performance data provided by the CAB shows a change over the last 2 years in the 
way people prefer to access services. There has been a 15% reduction in people accessing advice at 
face to face appointments. If this trend continues then the new provider will be able to channel 
resources away from the traditional service delivery and to the more widely used telephone and 
website. 

The population of Rochdale borough in 2015 was approximately 2014,195 (ONS data) which is an 
increase of 4.3% on the 2001 census. This is expected to rise to 219,220 in the next ten years. Within 
that population the numbers of older people (over 65) has increased by 16.7% which is the largest 
increase of any demographic. This is in line with the national trend of people living longer and the 
population aging. The working age population is expected to decrease.

Data provided by the CAB shows that 41% of customers accessing advice services are disabled, 82% 
are within the age range of 25 – 64 and 24% from a BAME background. We will be able to use this 
data to write specifications into the new contract and ensure that regular monitoring is completed to 
ensure we are reaching the people who most need the service and in the way they wish to access it. 

Census data from 2011 shows that 78.8% of Rochdale residents are white British, 10.5% are 
Pakistani and 2.1% Bangladeshi. There has also been an increase in migration since the last census 
from the EU which is not yet reflected in census data. 

During a recent resident survey carried out by the council a number of people responded when asked 
about debt and borrowing money. 6% of respondents stated they regularly struggle to pay for food, 
4% struggled to pay council tax, 5% struggled to pay rent or mortgage payments and 5% struggled to 
pay bills. It was found that 18 – 24 year olds have the most difficulties paying for things so this is an 
area of the population that we would require the service provider to pay particular attention to when 
dealing with debt and access to affordable lending. 

What is the potential impact that the policy could have with regard to the protected 
characteristics?

It has been identified that there is the potential for the reduction in the budget available for the new 
contract to have a negative effect on individuals and groups. However many of the risks identified can 
be mitigated and reduced in various ways. 

As the contract is to be re-written and new specifications included, opportunities are available to put 
measures in place to ensure that with regular robust monitoring no specific group is unduly impacted 
by this process. Equal access for all will be written into the specification and a wider range of service 
access will be available. With accurate data we will be able to adapt and change the service should it 
be necessary. 

Positiv Negative Impact Impact Neutral 
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e 
Impact 

Impact Score 
(1-16)

priority
(H/M/L)

Impact

Age
☐ ☒ 9 M ☐

Disability
☐ ☒ 9 M ☐

Gender Reassignment 
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Marriage or civil partnership 
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Pregnancy or maternity
☐ ☒ 4 L ☐

Race 
☐ ☒ 9 M ☐

Religion or belief
☐ ☒ 2 L ☐

Sex
☐ ☒ 2 L ☐

Sexual orientation
☐ ☒ 2 L ☐

Serving / ex serving members of the armed 
forces ☐ ☒ 6 M ☐

Carers
☐ ☒ 9 M ☐

3. Do any of your negative impact scores identify as high priority on the impact table?

Yes      ☐                  No      ☒

If you identify a negative impact as being HIGH PRIORITY you must complete a full EIA (stage 2 
onwards)

4. How will you minimise/remove any negative impact that identifies as medium or low?

The proposed procurement exercise going forward will take advantage of economies of scale by 
jointly procuring with other Councils.  The service specification will take account of access 
requirements for medium and low risk groups identified in the EIA screening.  This should mitigate any 
potential impact of reducing the budget available locally through a more efficient procurement 
exercise.

5. Is a full EIA required?
Yes      ☐                 No      ☒

Lead Officer Signature: Vicky Clarke Date:
26/06/18

Approver Signature Date:
29/06/2018
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Appendix 2

Consultation Action Plan

Proposal Title:

Type of Consultation:

Group 
affected

Method of 
consultation

Date (s) 
consultation 
activity to 
be delivered

Resource 
required

Venue Targeted 
survey 
questions

N/A

N/A


