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Finance
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Public

Savings Programme 2021/22 to 2022/23 post consultation3 –
Update Following Consultation
Executive Summary
1.

This report provides Cabinet Members with:


An update on the results of consultation on the proposed Savings
Programme 2021/22 to 2022/23.
Recommendation

2.1

Cabinet Members to note the outcome of consultation as detailed in section
4.2 and appendix 2 and private agenda item appendices.

2.2

Cabinet Members note the comments of Corporate Overview and Scrutiny
regarding proposals included within Workforce and Business As Usual as
detailed in appendix 3 and section 4.2.

2.3

It is recommended that Cabinet approve the following savings proposals for
submission to full Council for approval:




ASC-2021-22-005 Changes to Adult Care Charging Policy;
NH-2021-22-006 Review of Neighbourhood Cohesion and Community
Centre Engagement Officer Post;
NH-2021-22-007 Review of Town Centre Enforcement Warden Posts.
Reason for Recommendation

3.1

Cabinet Members are required to recommend a balanced Revenue Budget
and Capital Programme 2021/22 to Budget Council and provisional budgets
for 2022/23 to 2023/24. The Council is required to set a balanced budget for
2020/21 the by 11th March 2020.
Key Points for Consideration
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4.1

Savings Programme 2021/22 to 2022/23

4.1.1

Cabinet 1st December 2020 agreed:


The identified Savings Proposals not requiring consultation totaling
£0.750m be approved.



Savings proposals with Workforce only implications totaling £0.357m,
be approved subject to consultation with affected employees and the
Trade Unions through the Service Consultative Groups (SCG).
Following consultation these proposals will be implemented through
the Council’s Delegated Decision Making process.



The Service Delivery proposals requiring consultation be approved for
consultation.

Consultation
4.2
4.2.1

Consultation on the Service Delivery Savings Proposals began on 4 th
January 2021 and ended 17th February 2021. The outcome of the
consultation is summarised as follows:
Reference

Proposal

ASC-2021-22-005

Changes to Adult
Care charging
policy

NH-2021-22-006

Review of
Neighbourhood
Cohesion &
Community Centre
Engagement
Review of Town
Centre wardens
service

NH-2021-22-007

2021/22
Comments
Ongoing
(£’000)
80 Members are asked
to consider the public
/ stakeholder
comments submitted
to date
31 Members are asked
to consider the public
/ stakeholder
comments submitted
to date
78 Members are asked
to consider the public
/ stakeholder
comments submitted
to date

4.2.2

Consultation on the Workforce Savings Proposals began 4 th January 2021 and
ended 17th February 2021. Following consultation these proposals will be
implemented through the Council’s Delegated Decision Making process and
therefore not included within this report for approval to implement. Detail of
these proposals is contained in Appendix 1.

4.2.3

On 8th February, Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Committee met to discuss
all savings proposals. The Committee raised concerns regarding a number of
proposals, notably those proposals within the public consultation. There were
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also concerns regarding proposals included within workforce (ASC-2021-22003) and those classed as Business As Usual (BAU) not requiring consultation
(EC-2021-22-003). The details of the discussion at the Committee on 8th is
detailed in Appendix 2 for Service Delivery Proposals and Appendix 3 for the
remaining.
4.3

Alternatives Considered

4.3.1

The Council is legally obliged to set a balanced revenue budget. The budget
setting process is complex and must be undertaken in a planned way. Whilst
budgets are prepared in accordance with the approved guidelines a number of
alternative options relating to savings proposals and budget pressures are
considered as part of the overall budget setting process.

4.3.2

Consideration was given to a number of options in putting forward the savings
proposals contained in the report to Cabinet 1 st December 2021 and the report
outlined any alternatives. To do nothing was not considered to be an option as
the Council is legally required to set a balanced budget.

4.3.3

Cabinet Members could decide not to implement these proposals and provide
alternative options to enable a balanced budget to be achieved.
Costs and Budget Summary

5.1

Financial implications are considered in the main body of the report.

5.2

Implementing all proposals will contribute £1.296m of recurring savings
towards the budget gap. The proposals summarised as Service Delivery
are £0.189m of the total.

Risk and Policy Implications
6.1

The Council is required to set a lawful budget for 2021/22 by the 11th March
2021 and there is a risk if we do not responsibly put forward proposals for
consideration to meet the budget reductions/pressures.

6.2

Risk implications have been added where applicable within individual
detailed reports. To manage this risk we will supply Cabinet Members with
copies of all available implications to make informed decisions.

6.3

Where relevant, specific legal issues have been identified in the individual
savings proposal reports. Legal advice has also been provided in relation to
the Equality Act duties, and recent case law decisions on both consultation
requirements and equality impact assessments.

6.4

Advice has been provided on the following:


The need to ensure that service reductions do not constitute a
failure on the part of the Council to fulfill statutory duties.
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The need to be aware of contractual arrangements with third
parties which can only be varied by agreement or which (if that
does not prove possible) can only be terminated by substantial
notice periods and consider the financial implications of any
variations.
The need to be aware of restrictions which affect property
assets. Some have restrictions on usage, some have
conditions attached to gifts and planning restrictions might
apply. On this last aspect, there needs to be separation of the
Council’s statutory role from that of property owner.
Some proposals may ultimately involve the transfer of staff
with the resultant need to undertake statutory consultations.
Some proposals will involve potential redundancy. This will
involve statutory consultations.
Advice on contractual, procurement law matters (including
staff related matters).

6.5

Where there are workforce implications arising for the proposals contained
within this report these will be implemented through the Council’s
Delegated Decision Making process:

6.6

Equalities Impacts

6.6.1

The Council is required to assess/analyse the potential effect on quality of
its proposals at each stage of the process. Equality Impact Assessments
(EIA) have been undertaken and for all relevant proposals the EIAs have
been produced for Members consideration. The Council must consider these
assessments and have due regard to the general equality duty in the
decision making process.

6.6.2

The Equality Impact Assessments (EIA) is a working document which is to
be continually developed from the onset of the development of the proposal
to the consultation and then the final decision making stage. This means that
as further details become available through consultation, the EIA is updated
and finalised before a final decision is reached.
The full Equality Impact Assessment for each Service Delivery proposal are
provided in the report provided separately on this agenda.

6.7

Workforce Equality Impact Assessment
A workforce impact assessment will be undertaken to understand how the
overall proposals affect the make-up of the workforce.
The Council undertook a workforce EIA for the savings process in previous
years. The same analysis will be undertaken for the cohort of staff affected
by the savings proposals in 2021/22 and 2022/23. A full equalities impact
assessment will be undertaken following the implementation of the savings
proposals, at which point we may need to revisit our equalities action plan
or other policies.
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The full workforce implications for each workforce proposal are provided in
the private report provided separately on this Agenda.

Consultation
7.1

Consultation on the Service Delivery Proposals commenced on 4 th January
2021 and ended on 17th February 2021. Included within this consultation
was a meeting of Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 8 th
February.

Background Papers
8.

Individual Reports and
Consultation responses

For Further Information Contact:

Place of Inspection
Appendices 2 and 3
Private agenda item appendix 4, 5 and
6
Yvonne Dunease
yvonne.dunease@rochdale.gov.uk
01706 925273
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Appendix 1
Directorate

Proposal Description

Adult Care

Staffing reduction in Adult Social Care
in areas not covered by other savings
proposals
Adult Care
Staffing realignment prevention /
Recovery and Reablement Teams
Corporate
Leadership and Senior Management
Review
Economy
Admin Support Review
Neighbourhoods Public Protection
Total

Proposal
Reference
ASC2122003

2021/22
Ongoing
(£’000)
(40)

ASC2122006

(119)

CORP-2021-22-003

(188)

EC-2021-22-006
NH-2021-22-002

(10)
0*
(357)

*Public Protection this is a restructure with no saving attached as the saving was accounted
for as part of the 2020/21 Savings Programme.
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Council Savings Proposals for
2021/22 – 2022/23
Supplementary papers for Cabinet
25th February 2021
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Post consultation - Savings Programme Report
Date of meeting :
Portfolio:
Report Author:
Private/Public Document:

Proposal Title
Proposal No.
Proposal Type
Directorate
Service Area

25th February 2021
Adult Care
Helen Murphy
Public

Changes to Adult Care Charging Policy
ASC2122005
Service Delivery
Adult Social Care
Adult Care Operations

Recommendation
1.1

1.2

Members are asked to consider the proposal to change the adult care
charging policy with effect from April 2021, as part of the Savings Programme
2021/22 – 2022/23 as outlined in section 3 below, with the exception of the
‘Careline Cancellation Fee’ which we propose to defer the implementation of
until later in the financial year.
Members are asked to consider the public / stakeholder comments submitted.

Reason for Recommendation
2.1

To support the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 2021/22
– 2022/23.

Key Points for Consideration
3.1

Overview of the proposal
It is proposed that new charges are introduced to maximise income to the
Service.

3.2

Administrative charges for full cost payers
The Charging Policy mandates that anyone with capital / assets worth more
than £23,250 (excluding the value of the home for non- residential services)
and/or sufficient income will pay for the full cost of their care and support.
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These people are known as ‘full cost payers’. For service users on managed
budgets this means that we arrange care and support, pay the providers and
then recharge the full cost of those services to the service user. This is
especially financially beneficial to service users in residential care who would
receive care at the Local Authority rate, which in most cases is lower than the
privately sourced rate. The costs of this administration are not currently
passed onto the service user. Some Local Authorities are now starting to
introduce an administration charge to full cost payers to cover their costs. It
is proposed that a fee of £12 per week is introduced from April 2021. A charge
would not be levied to anyone who does not have mental capacity and
therefore are unable to arrange their own care and does not have anyone to
do this on their behalf.
3.3

Careline cancellation fee
Careline is the community alarm service provided by Adult Care. The current
charge for Careline is £3.10 per week which includes the cost of the
equipment, fitting and monitoring the calls to the contact centre. If a service
user cancels the service within six months then the charges made over that
period do not recover the cost of the fitting of the equipment. A new one off
charge for fitting of equipment is proposed of £50, where the service user has
cancelled within six months of fitting and we have not recovered our costs
through the weekly charge. Cancellation fees would not be charged upon
death of service user.
We are proposing to defer the implementation of this charge whilst we discuss
further with Finance colleagues the most effective way of levying this charge
that does deter people joining the scheme and does not penalise people who
leave the scheme after a short period of time through no fault of their own.

3.4

Supply and fit of key safes
There is an increasing demand for the supply and fit of keysafes. For example
where the care provider needs regular access to the service users home. This
is currently sourced by the service user and can often delay the start of care.
It is proposed that we offer the supply and fit of keysafes for a one off charge
of £110. This is an optional service and users would be able to source their
own supply and fit if they wished.

3.5

There are also proposed changes to existing charges:
The current charge for short term care (usually in a residential home) are age
dependent and are set at 80% of ‘usual age related benefit levels’. It is
proposed to increase this to 85% from April 2021.

3.6

An additional post (detailed in Appendix 2) will be created to support the
administration of the new charges.
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3.7

Overall Impact of the proposed change
 Income is maximised.
 Charges cover all costs.

3.8

Impact on affected service


3.9

Increased income to the service

Savings total


Total net annual saving of £80k

Background
4.1

Alternatives Considered
No alternatives were considered as part of this proposal.
Members could decide not to take the proposal forward and identify
alternative savings proposals

Costs and Budget Summary
5.1

The saving proposal is % of the total budget for the area of service affected.
Table 1 provides details of the changes to the Adult Care Charging Policy:
Table 1
Savings
2021/22
£k
OnOne
going off

Employees
Other Costs
Income lost (show
as a minus)
Net savings
Additional income
generated (show

Savings 2022/23
£k

Total savings
£k

Ongoing

Ongoing

110

One off

110
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as a positive
figure)
Total savings
Implementation
costs
Cost of Capital
(required for the
saving to happen)
Total savings
less
implementation
costs and cost of
capital

-30

-30

80

80

Risk and Policy Implications
6.1 Risk Implications

16

R

Rating

4

Impact

RAG Status

4

Mitigating Actions

Probability

Rating

Risk: Reputational risk
Cause Adverse
publicity
Consequence:
increased complaints.
Risk: IT system
changes
Cause: Lack of
resources within ICT
Consequence: project
does not proceed

Impact

Risk Description

Probability

Residual
Risk

4

2

8

2

3

6

Early Comms
Consultation
4

4

16

Early engagement
with ICT
Consider use of
providers to
implement changes
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6.2 Legal Implications
There are no significant legal implications arising from this report.
6.3 Equalities Impact
There are no additional equality/community issues arising from this proposal.
The detailed Equality Impact Assessment is provided at Appendix 1.
6.4 Workforce Implications
The proposals outlined within this report may have workforce implications
depending on the outcome of service consultation and Member decision
making. The workforce implications are provided at Appendix 2.
Consultation
7.1

This project is classed as Policy Change and external consultation has
been undertaken with the general public via the consultation hub.

7.2

At the close of consultation, 43 responses had been received and these can
be found at private agenda item appendix 4. The majority of respondents (32
– 74%) disagreed with the proposals with respondents concerned that this
will impact on the ‘most vulnerable people’. Seven people did agree with the
proposals, citing that if ‘provision was put in place’ for people who cannot
afford the charges, then the charges were ‘justified’.
Through the period of consultation a full EIA (this will be included as an
Appendix) has been undertaken which has identified that older people of
pensionable age would be negatively impacted by the proposals around
increasing short term care charges and the Careline fitting fee. In mitigation
we will promote the use of the financial hardship process and have set aside
10% of the proposed income to fund the people who are unable to pay the
charges. We are also proposing to defer the introduction of the Careline
fitting fee until further work to mitigate the impact of this can be undertaken.

7.3

As part of the consultation Corporate Overview and Scrutiny
Committee met on the 8th February to discuss the savings proposals
and noted this proposal.
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Background Papers
8.1

Place of Inspection

Private agenda item Appendix 4

For Further Information Contact:

None

Helen Murphy
Helen.murphy@rochdale.gov.uk
01706 92 2949
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Appendix 1
Refer to Guidance when completing Guidance
Stage 1: Initial Screening
Directorate:
Adult Care Services
Service:
Adult Care Operations
Officer completing EIA:
Helen Murphy
Other officers involved in completing EIA:
None
Date of Assessment:
29.9.20
Name of policy to be assessed:
Adult Care Charging Policy
Is this a new or revised policy?
New

☐

Revised

☒

What is the purpose of the policy?
To ensure that charges made for Adult Care services are compliant with the Care Act
Are there any other objectives?
No
Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)?
Adult care service users / families and representatives

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?
The Charging Policy aims to treat all users equally
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))
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Positive
Impact

Negative
Impact

Impact
Score (116)

Impact
priority
(H/M/L)

Neutral
Impact

Age

☐

☐

☒

Disability

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☒

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?
(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:
30.9.20

H Murphy
Approver Signature

Date:
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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
Info from Case Management system
Disability
Info from Case Management system
Gender Reassignment
Insufficient information available – incomplete for most
people
Marriage or civil partnership
Info from Case Management system
Pregnancy or maternity
Insufficient information available – incomplete for most
people
Race
Info from Case Management system
Religion or belief
Info from Case Management system
Sex
Info from Case Management system
Sexual orientation
Insufficient information available - incomplete for most
people
Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces
Insufficient information available - incomplete for most
people
Carers
Info from Case Management system
2. What are the key messages coming from this data?

ALL

Number of service users

Average Age

Female %
Male %

% Caring Responsibilities

2799

65

60%
40%

3%

Religion
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Christian
Muslim
Other

79%
13%
8%

Ethnicity
White British
Pakistani
Other

94%
7%
9%

Marital Status
Single
Married / civil partnership
Widowed
Divorced
Other

42%
30%
21%
5%
2%

3. What gaps are there in the data?
There is insufficient information in the Case Management system in respect of armed forces, sexual orientation and
pregnancy / maternity. The majority of our service users, when asked, do not disclose this information.
4. What consultation feedback do you have to inform this EIA?
Public consultation via the consultation hub.
37 responses so far (5 Feb) 7 agreeing, 29 disagreeing, 1 neutral response. Unfortunately we only have information from
the equalities monitoring form from 14 people as most respondents chose not to answer.
The numbers who participated in this part of the consultation were too low to draw any meaningful analysis from. It is
statistically insignificant and we cannot draw a reasonable conclusion from this information.
Age
Disability
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
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5. What is the overall impact that the policy is likely to have on different groups?
Proportionately the proposals will impact more on older people and women rather than men. The impact on women is a
result of their age (women statistically living longer than men in the Borough, as demonstrated in the census) and is not as
a direct result of the proposals.
Age

Negative impact

Disability

Neutral impact

Gender Reassignment

Neutral impact

Marriage or civil partnership

Neutral impact

Pregnancy or maternity

Neutral impact

Race

Neutral impact

Religion or belief

Neutral impact

Sex

Negative impact

Sexual orientation

Neutral impact

Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces

Neutral impact

Carers

Neutral impact

6. What are the conclusions from undertaking the full EIA?
The increases to charges for short term care and charges to full cost payers will impact more on people of pensionable
age and proportionally more females than males. This is because the ‘usual’ age related benefits for people of
pensionable age are higher than for people of working age. The percentage of that income used for charges, however, is
the same. In addition the average age of people accessing short term care is 81 years, compared to 65 years for the
general adult care ‘population.
The adverse effects are due to the nature of the people we work with, it tends to be older people and women over 65
years. The actual measures themselves do not discriminate intrinsically between a man or a woman.

We will ameliorate the impact of these changes in a number of ways:
Use of the existing hardship policy .
http://rbcintranet.rochdale.local/pc/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/pc/Library/Financial%20Hardship.docx&actio
n=default&DefaultItemOpen=1
We have reduced the financial forecast of the income from these proposals by 10% to fund the costs for people who
cannot pay. We will use this to set up a hardship fund for the service users who demonstrate hardship as a result of these
changes.

7. Does the policy meet our equality obligations?
Yes

☒

No

☐
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Lead Officer Signature:

Date:
9.2.21
H Murphy

Approver Signature

Date:
9.2.21

S Blezard
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(Outline the actions that you have taken or will take to reduce or mitigate any of the potential impacts identified during your assessment)
EIA Impact Action Plan

No. What is the impact
identified?

What is the action taken or
required to mitigate / reduce
the impact?

What are the required
outcomes?

How will outcomes
be measured?

Who is
responsible?

Completion
date?

Review
date?
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Appendix 2
Workforce Implications (Please provide current and proposed structures and
any JD’s)
Proposed Changes to Establishment
a) Listed below proposed posts to be disestablished, including names of
post holder(s).
Note: This information is provided for the HR Service and the names will
be removed prior to distribution at the start of consultation.

Job Title

FTE

Grade

Name of Post holder (s)

Total number of FTE proposed to be
deleted:
Total number of staff to be placed at risk:
b)

Listed below proposed posts to be established:

Job Title

FTE

Proposed Grade
(subject to JE
outcome)

Proposed method
for recruitment:

Financial Business
Support Officer

1

4

Internal recruitment

Total number of FTE posts proposed to be
established:
c)

Post

1

Listed below any other proposed changes to establishment requiring
consultation (not listed above):
Grade

Proposed Change
to Establishment
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Post consultation – Savings Programme Report
Date of Report
Portfolio
Report Author
Public/Private Document

25th February 2021
Neighbourhoods
Mark Dalzell/Sajjad Miah
Public

Proposal Title: Review of Neighbourhood Cohesion & Community Centre
Engagement Officer Post
Proposal Number: NH-2021-22-006
Proposal Type: Service Delivery / Workforce
Directorate: Neighbourhoods
Service Area: Community Safety
Recommendation
1.1

This report follows the pre consultation savings report dated 11th November
2020 considered at Cabinet on the 1st December 2020 and the interim
consultation report dated 3rd February 2021 considered at informal cabinet on
11th February 2021.

1.2

Members are asked to consider the findings of the consultation to review/delete
the post of Neighbourhood Cohesion & Community Centre Engagement Officer
as part of the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

1.3

Members are asked to consider the public / stakeholder comments submitted
to date in private agenda item appendix 5 and the Equality Impact Assessment
in appendix 1 at the end of this report.

1.4

Members are referred to paragraphs 9.6 and 9.7 which outline the legal impact
and equality impact identified through consultation.

1.5

Members are asked to note that consultation ended on the 17th February 2021.

Reason for Recommendation
2.1

To support the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 2021/22
– 2022/23.

2.2

Options to reduce funding have been considered across the service.
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2.3

There is an opportunity to offer savings from deletion of this post and Members
are asked to consider whether this is an option to be pursued further to the
outcome of the consultation and the comments submitted by members of the
public and stakeholder partners.
Key Points for Consideration

3.1

Overview of the proposal

3.2

The post is 1 x FTE managed within the Community Safety Team. However,
0.5 FTE of this FTE post supports Community Centres within the Townships
and Communities service.

4.1

Consultation outcome

4.2

Consultation commenced on the 4th January 2021 and ended on the 17th
February 2021.

4.3

A total of 183 responses were submitted from the 4th January 2021 until the
end of the consultation and these can be found in private agenda item appendix
5.

4.4

Consultees were asked to provide their opinion on whether they;






4.5

strongly agree,
agree,
neither agree or disagree,
disagree
or strongly disagree with the proposal
The below graph illustrates the range of responses received in response to the
savings proposal.
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4.6

Consultees were ‘required’ to provide a reason as to what they thought about
the proposal and were also offered the opportunity to suggest any changes (if
any) they would make to the proposal.

4.7

Key themes from consultee comments
The complete list of comments submitted to date can be found in private
agenda item appendix 5. 153 (82%) of overall responses Disagreed or
Strongly Disagreed. Some of the more common response themes in support
of this category state reasons such as:


















4.8

There is an increase in diversity of the borough and a need to help new and
emerging communities integrate
Cohesion is a regional priority for the GM Mayor following a GMCA review after
the Manchester Arena terrorist attack
Challenges the borough has experienced over the years and this will be
ongoing – protests, CSE, major / critical incidents, radicalisation of young
people.
It is not the right time – COVID has highlighted inequalities such as Black Lives
Matter and Greater Manchester Police being placed in special measures
Rochdale borough cohesion is recognised as best practice across the region
and has a good reputation for trailblazing innovative projects and tension
mitigation
Maintaining key events in the cultural calendar empowers our communities
There will be a loss of trusted relationship and link into the council
The role strengthens engagement and partnership working
Rochdale has experienced an increase in hate crime in recent years in
particular following Brexit and the Coronavirus pandemic
Negative impact on community confidence
Community Cohesion is a priority in the council’s corporate plan to encourage
and enable residents to live, work and socialise in harmony together and this
outcomes won’t deliver itself
Other local authorities are actively recruiting more cohesion posts, not deleting
them
Encourages aspiration for young people
Allows those with protected characteristics to feel safe in the borough
Reduces social isolation amongst vulnerable groups
Reduces the risk of radicalisation and extremism
Will create a gap in intelligence for authorities to act upon when preventing and
disrupting crime
The consultee comments received from those that Agreed or Strongly Agreed
with the proposal to date are less at 29 (16%) and the comments can be
summarised into the following themes:




Events should be funded in other ways
Groups should be able to work together themselves
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4.9

Post shows no evidence of positive cohesion
Others can pick up the work
Challenging financial times
Consultee comments were also received from those that suggested ideas for
doing things differently. Of note, the most prominent comments are:






Review and change the scope of the role to suit council needs
Sell more council assets and buildings and reduce expenses
Explore more income generating options to assist council in addressing budget
pressure (e.g. re-introduce parking charges)
Offer council staff option of reducing working hours post pandemic to save
money

5.1

Impact on affected service

5.2

The deletion of this post will dilute the resources within the community safety
team and end the dedicated police partnership tension monitoring provision in
helping prevent and reduce crime and disorder. It will also dilute the council’s
ability to assist with the organisation and support of community groups and
cohesion events described above. It will also dilute the support arrangements
for community centres.

5.3

An analysis of the number of tensions that have been identified through
research and community engagement for 2020/21 has revealed that 303
identified tensions have required direct or indirect mitigating
interventions from this post, the wider community safety service and in
partnership with the multi-agency Consequence Management Cell led by
Greater Manchester Police.

5.4

Some areas of risks and incidents were identified across the categories of
political related tensions, general community tensions, race related tensions,
religious tensions, criminal related tensions, immigration related tensions and
LGBTQ+ related tensions,

5.5

There was negative media coverage in an article published by the Manchester
Evening News and Rochdale Online on the 14th January 2021 as well as several
social media pages with the headline of “Fears community relations in Rochdale
could be hit if 'absolutely critical' liaison post is cut.”


https://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/greater-manchesternews/fears-community-relations-rochdale-could-19622473
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http://rochdaleonline.co.uk/news-features/2/newsheadlines/138662/fears-community-relations-in-rochdale-could-be-hit-if%E2%80%98absolutely-critical%E2%80%99-liaison-post-is-cut

5.6

The articles published comments from active citizens and voluntary
organisations that there would be a negative impact on minority groups,
including those who often face discrimination due to their race, sexual
orientation or disability.

5.7

The articles also referred to the risk of harming the strong partnership work
between the public, voluntary sector and community safety service with
cohesion and community safety with the Chair the Borough of Rochdale Multi
Faith Partnership referring to the Community Safety team as, “being of value
to the community than probably most other departments.”

5.8

Greater Manchester Police have submitted a formal email response prior to
end of the consultation. This is in addition to correspondence received from
Rochdale Connections Trust, Rochdale Council of Mosques, All Across
the Arts and the Borough of Rochdale Multi Faith Partnership. These are
added to appendix 1 at the end of this report.

6.1

Savings total

6.2

£41k with on-costs. This would be split over 2021/22 and 2022/23 to account
for consultation.
Background

7.1

Alternatives Considered:

7.2

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

7.3

Members could also decide that the role should be reviewed to meet the
changing needs of the community safety team and the council.
Costs and Budget Summary

8.1

This saving proposal, along with the proposed deletion of the Review of Town
Centre Enforcement Warden posts (also within the Community Safety Team),
is a 33.33 % reduction in controllable budget for the Community Safety
Team as a whole. Excluding managers, this is a 40% reduction in
operational staff. Table 1 provides details of the proposal to consider the post
of Neighbourhood Cohesion & Community Centre Engagement Officer as part
of the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.
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8.2

Table 1

Employees
Other Costs
Income lost
(show as a
minus)
Net savings
Additional
income
generated
(show as a
positive figure)
Total savings
Implementation
costs
Cost of Capital
(required for the
saving to
happen)
Total savings
less
implementation
costs and cost
of capital

Savings 2021/22
£k
OnOne off
going
31

Savings 2022/23
£k
OnOne off
going
10

Total savings
£k
OnOne off
going
41

31

10

41

31
0

10
0

41
0

0

0

0

31

10

41

Risk and Policy Implications
9.1

Risk Implications

9.2

Reduced intelligence and mitigation of risk issues potentially raising community
tensions. This risk would need to be mitigated by widening the intelligence
gathering across the community safety partnership and creating a reporting
mechanism. This would not be ideal as it could lead to a duplication of
intelligence gathering and a less responsive analysis and coordination by
relying on reduced staffing resources to respond.

9.3

Diluted support for the Rochdale Safer Communities Community Cohesion,
Resilience and Integration priority – that the borough should be a place where
people, whatever their background, live, work, learn and socialise together,
based on shared rights, responsibilities and opportunities. The work of the
priority group would continue. However, the effectiveness is likely to be lower
as a consequence of deleting this post. The gap would need to be filled by
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reprioritising other work so result in an overall reduction in work capability of the
community safety team.
9.4

The Council may not have the capacity or resource to support the coordination
and delivery of a series of events to promote community cohesion and
integration in the borough led by the council as described in the cabinet report
heard on the 1st December 2020 and 11th February 2021 at informal cabinet.
To mitigate this risk there would be further reliance on the voluntary sector and
it is unclear whether this would be sufficiently reliable to ensure that the current
programme of events would continue.

9.5

Voluntary Sector Impact






Reduced support for grant funded community centres
Reduced facilitation of Voluntary Sector partnership meetings
Removing support for the Community Base Network
Removing support for the Inclusive Messaging Group
Reduced engagement of the voluntary sector groups hosting wider events
in the community.

The mitigation of the voluntary sector impact would require greater reliance on
the council’s voluntary sector coordinator, currently Action Together.
9.6

Legal Implications
There may be legal implications associated with this proposal and legal advice
may need to be sought before implementation of this proposal taking into
account the outcome of the consultation and EIA.

9.7

Equalities Impact
There are a number of equality/community issues which will arise from the
deletion of this post and following consultation, the full EIA has been included
in appendix 1 at the end of this report.
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In summary, the EIA has highlighted that the deletion of this post may result
in a differential impact to the following protected characteristics (as
defined by the Equality Act 2010).
Protected Characteristic
Age

Impact (Negative /
Positive / None)
None at present

Disability

Negative

Gender

None at present

Gender Reassignment

Negative

Race

Negative

Comments
Expected differential impact
following Law Commission
proposals to reform hate
crime laws
There was a 9% increase in
disability motivated hate
crime nationally in 2019
Expected differential impact
following Law Commission
proposals to reform hate
crime laws which include
adding sex or gender to the
protected characteristics
16% increase in
transgender identity hate
crimes over the last year
nationally
Race hate crimes, account
for 72% of all hate crime
reports.
Data from Greater
Manchester Police shows
628 reported incidents in
June 2020, up from 433
one month earlier and
peaking at 644 in August
2020.

Religion / Belief

Marriage

Negative

None
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Such a drastic rise has not
been seen since May 2017
– the aftermath of the
Manchester Arena attack.
Over 75% of Rochdale
borough residents said they
have religious beliefs.
Closely linked to race, a
similar pattern of recorded
hate crime exists against
those who share religion as
a protected characteristic.
n/a
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Pregnancy / Maternity
Sexual Orientation

None
Negative

Serving / ex serving
members of the armed
forces*

Negative

Carers*

None

n/a
There was a 19% increase
in sexual orientation
motivated Hate Crime
nationally
Supporting events to bring
together serving and ex
members of the armed
forces
n/a

* Please note these additional characteristics have been adopted by the council
as they were identified as a vulnerable group with unmet needs in the borough.
9.8

Conclusions from Equality Impact Assessment


The Equality Act places a legal duty on the Local Authority to have due regard
to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and ‘foster
good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those
who do not’.



Cohesion is a national, regional and local priority, which requires a coordinated
approach and investment to strengthen communities and places through a
focus on increasing resilience by helping communities to realise their
capabilities, ensuring that people from different backgrounds get on well
together and have opportunities to get to know one another, effectively manage
threats to community relations, creating a sense of shared belonging and
values, promoting opportunities to participate in the community and taking
appropriate action on hate crime.



From January 2020 – January 2021 there have been 303 local tensions
identified across the categories of political related tensions, general community
tensions, race related tensions, religious tensions, criminal related tensions,
immigration related tensions and LGBTQ+ related tensions, which have
required mitigation and intervention by cohesion officers working with
stakeholders in partnership with the multi-agency Consequence Management
Cell led by Greater Manchester Police.



Data shows that Hate Crime across all strands is increasing with spikes evident
following certain events such as UK and international terrorist attacks, the EU
Exit and the Coronavirus pandemic.



Research shows that areas that invested in social cohesion programmes are
faring better in the midst of the Covid19 Pandemic.

Page 32

Public
Appendix 2



Increased migration levels in the area mean that new arrivals are particularly at
risk of marginalisation and social exclusion if facilitated interaction between
different groups within these areas to break down cultural barriers is not
prioritised.



During the consultation, the threat to the UK (England, Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland) from terrorism was SEVERE, which means that an attack is
highly likely.



At the time of writing this report, the current threat to the UK (England, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland) from terrorism is SUBSTANTIAL which means
that an attack is likely.

9.9

Workforce Implications
The proposals outlined within this report will have workforce implications on the
overall capability of Community Safety and Neighbourhood Services following
Member decision.
Consultation has been undertaken with staff and the trade unions in accordance
with the Council’s Personnel Policy Framework.
Consultation

10.1

The proposals were published on the council website and were open to
members of the public and stakeholder partners. Some of the stakeholder
responses received were from:
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Greater Manchester Police officers
Community Centres
Voluntary groups, social enterprises
Rochdale Borough Multi-faith Partnership
Active Citizens
Womens groups
Youth groups
LGBTQ+ organisations
Hate Crime Ambassadors
Hate Crime reporting centres
Faith groups
Voluntary Sector Partnership
Community Base Network

10.2. As part of the consultation Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Committee met on
the 8th February to discuss the savings proposals and requested that the
Cabinet investigate the investigate costs associated with consultancies as a
means of mitigating the impact and costs.

Background Papers
Private Agenda Item Appendix
5
For Further Information Contact:

Place of Inspection

11.

Sajjad Miah
Sajjad.Miah@Rochdale.Gov.UK
Mark Dalzell
Mark.Dalzell@Rochdale.Gov.UK
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Appendix 1
Stage 1: Initial Screening
Directorate:
Neighbourhoods
Service:
Community Safety
Officer completing EIA:
Sajjad Miah
Other officers involved in completing EIA:
Sajjad Miah
Date of Assessment:
28th September 2020
Name of policy to be assessed:
Proposal to delete post of Neighbourhood Cohesion & Community Centre Engagement Officer
Is this a new or revised policy?
New

☒

Revised

☐

What is the purpose of the policy?
This is not a policy and is part of a proposal for the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

Are there any other objectives?
No
Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)?
This is not a policy and is part of a proposal for the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

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?
Initial review of Community Safety Team work plan a summary of which is provided in the report.
What is the potential impact that the policy could have with regard to the protected characteristics?
The proposal, if accepted will have a medium / high negative impact on the following protected characteristics
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Age, Disability, Gender, Race, Religion or belief, Sexual Orientation, Gender Reassignment, Armed forces – Veterans and
carers
Positive
Impact

Negative
Impact

Impact
Score (116)

Impact
priority
(H/M/L)

Neutral
Impact

Age

☐

☒

6

L

☐

Disability

☐

☒

12

H

☐

Gender Reassignment

☐

☒

12

H

☐

Marriage or civil partnership

☐

☐

0

L

☒

Pregnancy or maternity

☐

☒

0

L

☒

Race

☐

☒

15

H

☐

Religion or belief

☐

☒

15

H

☐

Sex

☐

☒

9

M

☐

Sexual orientation

☐

☒

12

H

☐

Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces

☐

☐

6

L

☒

Carers

☐

☒

6

L

☐

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?
A Consultation exercise will need to be undertaken with groups (as a minimum) as identified in section 7.1 of the report to
identify possible alternatives or mitigations. However, it must be noted that alternatives will result in the control and
management of activities being potentially transferred to external agencies.
5. Is a full EIA required?
Yes

☒

No

☐

Lead Officer Signature:

Date:
28th September 2020

Sajjad Miah
Approver Signature

Date:
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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)
Data and evidence that has been considered for this assessment includes:


Census 2011 (demographic data)
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011census/2011censusdata/2011censusdatacatalogue



Family Resources Survey: 2018/19 (demographic data)
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/874507/family-resources-survey-2018-19.pdf



Neighbourhood and Community - Community Life Survey 2019/20 (household survey)
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-life-survey-201920neighbourhood-and-community/neighbourhood-and-community-community-life-survey201920



Belong Network research - Areas that invested in social cohesion programmes are fairing
better in the midst of the Covid19 Pandemic
https://www.belongnetwork.co.uk/resource-centre/resources/the-social-cohesioninvestment-local-areas-that-invested-in-social-cohesion-programmes-are-faring-better-inthe-midst-of-the-covid-19-pandemic/



Official Government Statistics – Hate Crime 2019/20
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hate-crime-england-and-wales-2019-to2020/hate-crime-england-and-wales-2019-to-2020



Law Commission Consultation and proposals - Reform to Hate Crime Laws
https://www.lawcom.gov.uk/project/hate-crime/



Intergenerational Activities
https://generationsworkingtogether.org/downloads/5bebf57b90d25-IntergenerationalActivity-Guide-2018-St-Monica-Trust.pdf



A Shared Future - report of the Greater Manchester Preventing Hateful Extremism and
Promoting Social Cohesion Commission
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/1170/preventing-hateful-extremism-andpromoting-social-cohesion-report.pdf



Greater Manchester Police and Crime Plan – Standing Together
police-and-crime-plan-standing-together.pdf (greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk)



Greater Manchester Hate Crime Action Plan
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https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/3605/99181_01-hatecrimereport_v4.pdf


Rochdale Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 2018 (demographic data)
http://internet.rochdale.gov.uk/joint-strategic-needs-assessment



Rochdale Borough Profile – (Equality Data)
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2018-07-27-equality-and-diversity-data-v1.pdf



Rochdale Borough Councils Corporate Plan
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2020-01-02-corporate-policy-2019-22-%20v2.pdf



Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership Plan 2019-2022
http://democracy.rochdale.gov.uk/documents/s69151/8571_RSCP_CommunitySafetyPlan
_2019-2022_V2_LR.pdf



Rochdale Borough Councils Neighbourhoods Directorate Plan
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2019-07-02-neighbourhoods-directorate-plan-v1.pdf



Origins Tool – Rochdale Borough Cohesion Atlas 2019 (Local migration levels and
emerging communities data)



RBC & HMR CCG Joint Equality Diversity and Inclusion Strategy



Research report - 'Unknown and Unseen: the Social, Economic and Cultural needs of the
Kashmiri Community in Rochdale'



A statistical analysis of Rochdale Borough’s weekly Tension Monitoring Reports - 2020/21
(The Tension Monitoring Report identifies and enables partners to develop early inter
mitigation of risks and tensions/threats to community relations in the Rochdale Borough.)

Age



According to the 2016 mid year estimate Rochdale borough's population is
younger than that of other Greater Manchester areas, 43,423 children who
are aged 0-15 years live within the Borough and this comprises 20.1% of
the total population.



However the population of the UK and the borough is getting older, and will
become more so in years to come. According to the Joint Strategic Needs
Assessment (JSNA), the largest growth is predicted to be that of the over
65s, with numbers expected to soar from 34,800 to 41,400, an increase of
19% by 2036.



Although no immediate differential impact of the proposal has been
identified in relation to age, the Law Commission is currently consulting
on proposals to reform Hate Crime laws which include adding additional
protected characteristics for the first time, to potentially include age. If this
change in the law goes ahead, there will need to be consideration as to
how this will impact locally will need to be considered.
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Disability

Gender
Reassignment

Marriage or
civil
partnership



Research from St Monica’s Trust demonstrates that intergenerational
activities, social engagements and interactions, bringing together younger
and older generations for a common purpose enhances a community. They
build on the strengths that different generations have to offer, nurture
understanding and mutual respect, and challenge ageism.



The latest Family Resource Survey (2018/19), estimates that 21% of the
UK population are disabled people, the same as recorded in the 2011
Census. Meaning there are an estimated 45,853 people in the Rochdale
borough with a physical, sensory or mental health impairment.



Police recorded Hate crimes across England and Wales showed an overall
increase of eight per cent compared with the year ending March 2019. With
regard to disability, there was a 9% increase in disability motivated hate
crime. Although GMP have not released Hate Crime figures since 2019,
there is evidence from the GM Hate Crime working group that Hate Crime
reports within GM are increasing in line with that seen nationally.



In the Rochdale Borough there are 52 Hate Crime Reporting
Ambassadors, who receive updated training and support from the
Neighbourhood Cohesion Officer.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.



Police recorded Hate crimes across England and Wales showed an
increase of eight per cent compared with year ending March 2019, there
has been spikes in hate crime following certain events such as the EU Exit
and UK and international terrorist attacks.



In England and Wales there was a 16% increase in transgender identity
hate crimes over the last year.



Although GMP have not released Hate Crime figures since 2019, there is
evidence from the GM Hate Crime working group that Hate Crime reports
within GM are increasing in line with that seen across England and Wales.



In the Rochdale Borough there are 52 Hate Crime Reporting
Ambassadors, who receive updated training and support from the
Neighbourhood Cohesion Officer.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.

No differential impact identified
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Pregnancy or
maternity

No differential impact identified

Race



Our Borough’s population is ethnically diverse. Black, Asian and Minority
Ethnicity (BAME) groups accounted for over 21% of the boroughs
population in the 2011 Census. The BAME population increased from
13.9% in 2001 to 21.4% in 2011. The census revealed that 166,481 people
identify as White British which makes up 78.6% of the local population. The
largest ethnic minority group is Pakistani which makes up 10.5% of the
local population (22,265), and the second largest is Bangladeshi with 2.1%
of the population (4,342).



Racially-motivated hate crimes across Greater Manchester spiked to the
highest level in two years in 2020.



Data from Greater Manchester Police shows 628 reported incidents in
June 2020, up from 433 one month earlier and peaking at 644 in August
2020.



This was the highest total since July 2018 and such a drastic rise has
not been seen since May 2017 – the aftermath of the Manchester Arena
Bomb.



The Origins Cohesion Atlas which tracks migration levels and emerging
communities shows a fast rate of growth within the Borough of the
Eastern European and Black African, Caribbean community. The data
highlights that Rochdale Borough is a ‘newly diversifying’ area, with a
larger non-white British population than the UK average. According to
the Atlas newly diversifying areas tend to suffer from greater risk of
cohesion issues, due to people struggling to adapt to the changes they see
taking place in their area.



Areas such as West and East Middleton have been highlighted as parts of
the Borough where the greatest efforts are needed to manage the
changing cultural composition to avoid community tensions emerging. A
transient population has the potential to weaken cohesion overtime.



Rochdale is the 12th most ‘uni-diverse’ local authority meaning its nonwhite British population is from just one or two ethnic groups. Insight from
the Cohesion Atlas states that integration is harder to achieve in unidiverse communities, as large non-white British groups tend to build
alternative community structures to those of the wider community. This in
turn can result in community cohesion issues developing. There are limited
ways in which councils can shape communities, so the focus needs to be
on encouraging greater interaction between different groups within these
areas to break down cultural barriers.



The Governments Integrated Communities Strategy and Action Plan data
shows that in the year to March 2020 only 63% of people aged 16 and over
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in England said they felt strongly that they belonged to their
neighbourhood, less than half of people from the ‘Other’ ethnic group
(44%) felt strongly that they belonged to their neighbourhood, compared
with higher figures in the Asian (67%), White (63%), Mixed (63%) and
Black (62%) ethnic groups.


The Kashmiri Research Project ‘Unknown and Unseen’ highlights that
‘Members of the local Kashmiri heritage community raised concerns that
Kashmiris were becoming more vulnerable to rising Islamophobia
and extremism in the Northwest.’ Participants highlighted a fear of being
the victim of crime including a fear of being physically attacked because of
their ethnic origin or religion. Almost half of the participants said they
thought Britain was more prejudiced today than 5 years ago. Around 30%
of the sample reported that they had experienced harassment in their local
area because of their ethnic origin.



The RBC Corporate plan states that the council will ‘Implement plans to
prevent community tensions and support a more cohesive and integrated
community.’



The Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP) Plan (2019-22) sets
out the ambition to make the borough a safe and welcoming place for
everyone. A specific priority is around ensuring that people and
communities are able to live, work, learn and socialise in harmony which
will be achieved by encouraging strong and positive relationships between
people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of belonging in
our neighbourhoods.



The RSCP Plan states that cohesive and integrated communities is
about people – whatever their background – living, working, learning
and socialising together, based on shared rights, responsibilities and
opportunities. When communities are divided along race, faith or socioeconomic lines, this can lead to increased levels of fear, inequality,
prejudice and conflict. Evidence shows that a less cohesive and integrated
community faces challenges around economic, cultural and social
opportunities.



The measures of success are - a borough where people, whatever their
background, live, work, learn and socialise together, based on shared
rights, responsibilities and opportunities, a borough, where many religions,
cultures and opinions are celebrated, underpinned by a shared set of
values that champion tolerance, freedom and equality of opportunity,
support is available for new and emerging communities that integrate and
have an ability to adapt to migration



From January 2020 – January 2021 there have been 303 local tensions
identified across the categories of political related tensions, general
community tensions, race related tensions, religious tensions, criminal
related tensions, immigration related tensions and LGBTQ+ related
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tensions, which have required mitigation and intervention by cohesion
officers working with stakeholders in partnership with the multi-agency
Consequence Management Cell led by Greater Manchester Police.

Religion or
belief



The primary purpose of monitoring community tension is to inform partners
and encourage local action to mitigate tensions, to provide the authority
and its partners with intelligence in order to manage potential and emerging
tensions effectively and in a systematic way, it is essentially an early
warning system which allows intervention and where necessary
community engagement to take place to mitigate any effect on community
cohesion within the Borough.



The Cohesion and Integration Network ‘The Social Cohesion Investment’
report concludes that ‘Local areas that invested in social cohesion
programmes are faring better in the midst of the Covid-19 pandemic.’



Police recorded Hate crimes across England and Wales showed an
increase of eight per cent compared with year ending March 2019, there
has been spikes in hate crime following certain events such as the EU Exit
and UK and international terrorist attacks. Race hate crimes, account for
72% of reports. This is an increase of 6% between year ending March 2019
and year ending March 2020.



Although GMP have not released Hate Crime figures since 2019, there is
evidence from the GM Hate Crime working group that Hate Crime reports
within GM are increasing in line with that seen across England and Wales.



Specific outcomes within the Corporate Plan and Rochdale Safer
Communities Plan are around supporting people to live in harmony
together, whatever their background and to enable people to have their
voice heard and be free from discrimination.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.



In the 2011 Census, over 75% of Rochdale borough residents said they
have religious beliefs. Christians form the main religious group in the
Rochdale Borough with 128,186 (60.6% of the total population) people.
The next largest religious group is Muslim with 29,426 (13.9%) people in
the Borough. The number of residents which stated that they had no
religion is 40,014 which is 18.9% of residents in the Borough.



The RBC Corporate plan states that the council will ‘Implement plans to
prevent community tensions and support a more cohesive and integrated
community.’



The Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP) Plan (2019-22) sets
out the ambition to make the borough a safe and welcoming place for
everyone. A specific priority is around ensuring that people and

Page 42

Public
Appendix 2

communities are able to live, work, learn and socialise in harmony which
will be achieved by encouraging strong and positive relationships between
people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of belonging in
our neighbourhoods.


The RSCP Plan states that cohesive and integrated communities is about
people – whatever their background – living, working, learning and
socialising together, based on shared rights, responsibilities and
opportunities. When communities are divided along race, faith or socioeconomic lines, this can lead to increased levels of fear, inequality,
prejudice and conflict. Evidence shows that a less cohesive and integrated
community faces challenges around economic, cultural and social
opportunities. The measures of success are - a borough where people,
whatever their background, live, work, learn and socialise together, based
on shared rights, responsibilities and opportunities, a borough, where
many religions, cultures and opinions are celebrated, underpinned by a
shared set of values that champion tolerance, freedom and equality of
opportunity, support is available for new and emerging communities that
integrate and have an ability to adapt to migration

 From January 2020 – January 2021 there have been 303 local tensions
identified across the categories of political related tensions, general
community tensions, race related tensions, religious tensions, criminal
related tensions, immigration related tensions and LGBTQ+ related
tensions, which have required mitigation and intervention by cohesion
officers working with stakeholders in partnership with the multi-agency
Consequence Management Cell led by Greater Manchester Police.

Gender



The primary purpose of monitoring community tension is to inform local
action to mitigate tensions, to provide the authority and its partners with
intelligence in order to manage potential and emerging tensions effectively
and in a systematic way, it is essentially an early warning system which
allows intervention and where necessary community engagement to take
place to mitigate any effect on community cohesion within the Borough.



Specific outcomes within the Corporate Plan and Rochdale Safer
Communities Plan are around supporting people to live in harmony
together, whatever their background and to enable people to have their
voice heard and be free from discrimination.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.



Although no immediate differential impact of the proposal has been
identified in relation to sex/gender, the Law Commission is currently
consulting on proposals to reform hate crime laws which include
adding sex or gender to the protected characteristics for the first time.
If this change in the Law goes ahead consideration as to how this will
impact locally will need to be considered.
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Sexual
orientation



Police recorded Hate crimes across England and Wales showed an
increase of eight per cent compared with year ending March 2019. There
was a 19% increase in sexual orientation motivated Hate Crime.



Although GMP have not released Hate Crime figures since 2019, there is
evidence from the GM Hate Crime working group that Hate Crime reports
within GM are increasing in line with that seen across England and Wales.



The RBC Corporate plan states that the council will ‘Implement plans to
prevent community tensions and support a more cohesive and integrated
community.’



The Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP) Plan (2019-22) sets
out the ambition to make the borough a safe and welcoming place for
everyone. A specific priority is around ensuring that people and
communities are able to live, work, learn and socialise in harmony which
will be achieved by encouraging strong and positive relationships between
people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of belonging in
our neighbourhoods.



The RSCP Plan states that cohesive and integrated communities is about
people – whatever their background – living, working, learning and
socialising together, based on shared rights, responsibilities and
opportunities. When communities are divided along race, faith or socioeconomic lines, this can lead to increased levels of fear, inequality,
prejudice and conflict. Evidence shows that a less cohesive and integrated
community faces challenges around economic, cultural and social
opportunities. The measures of success are - a borough where people,
whatever their background, live, work, learn and socialise together, based
on shared rights, responsibilities and opportunities, a borough, where
many religions, cultures and opinions are celebrated, underpinned by a
shared set of values that champion tolerance, freedom and equality of
opportunity, support is available for new and emerging communities that
integrate and have an ability to adapt to migration

 From January 2020 – January 2021 there have been 303 local tensions
identified across the categories of political related tensions, general
community tensions, race related tensions, religious tensions, criminal
related tensions, immigration related tensions and LGBTQ+ related
tensions, which have required mitigation and intervention by cohesion
officers working with stakeholders in partnership with the multi-agency
Consequence Management Cell led by Greater Manchester Police.
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Serving / ex
serving
members of
the armed
forces

Carers



The primary purpose of monitoring community tension is to inform local
action to mitigate tensions, to provide the authority and its partners with
intelligence in order to manage potential and emerging tensions effectively
and in a systematic way, it is essentially an early warning system which
allows intervention and where necessary community engagement to take
place to mitigate any effect on community cohesion within the Borough.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.



Specific outcomes within the Corporate Plan and Rochdale Safer
Communities Plan are around supporting people to live in harmony
together, whatever their background and to enable people to have their
voice heard and be free from discrimination.
The Annual St George’s Day flag raising, remembrance day events and
veterans breakfast brings together serving and ex members of the armed
forces.





Historically there have been major incidents involving serving / ex serving
members of the armed forces that have required significant risk
management in order to mitigate tension and promote cohesion in
Rochdale borough.



It is therefore expected that there will be a negative differential impact to
this protected characteristic.

No differential impact identified

2. What are the key messages coming from this data?
(outline any trends, patterns or key points that you have identified in the data collected)


The Equality Act places a legal duty on the Local Authority to have due regard to eliminate
unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and ‘foster good relations between
people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not’.



Cohesion is a national, regional and local priority, which requires a coordinated approach
and investment to strengthen communities and places through a focus on increasing
resilience by helping communities to realise their capabilities, ensuring that people from
different backgrounds get on well together and have opportunities to get to know one
another, effectively manage threats to community relations, creating a sense of shared
belonging and values, promoting opportunities to participate in the community and taking
appropriate action on hate crime.

 From January 2020 – January 2021 there have been 303 local tensions identified across the
categories of political related tensions, general community tensions, race related tensions,
religious tensions, criminal related tensions, immigration related tensions and LGBTQ+
related tensions, which have required mitigation and intervention by cohesion officers
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working with stakeholders in partnership with the multi-agency Consequence Management
Cell led by Greater Manchester Police.


Data shows that Hate Crime across all strands is increasing with spikes evident following
certain events such as UK and international terrorist attacks, the EU Exit and the
Coronavirus pandemic.



Research shows that areas that invested in social cohesion programmes are fairing better
in the midst of the Covid19 Pandemic.



Increased migration levels in the area mean that new arrivals are particularly at risk of
marginalisation and social exclusion if facilitated interaction between different groups within
these areas to break down cultural barriers is not prioritised.



The threat to the UK (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) from terrorism is
SEVERE, which means that an attack is highly likely.
3. What gaps are there in the data?
(outline any gaps in the data that are preventing you from having a full understanding of the
needs of different groups and that will need to be addressed through further research or
consultation)
No gaps identified.
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)
The proposal has been published on the council website and is open to members of the public
and stakeholder partners for comment from 4th January 2021 to 17th February 2021. These are
the findings from stakeholder and public consultation. To date a total of 183 consultation
responses have been received, 82% Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed with the proposal
and 16% Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the proposal. Below is a summary of the common
themes identified from those who provided a reason as to what they thought about the proposal.
Themes from those who Disagree/Strongly Disagree with proposal
 There is an increase in diversity of the borough and a need to help new and emerging
communities integrate
 Cohesion is a regional priority for the GM Mayor following a GMCA review after the
Manchester Arena terrorist attack
 Challenges the borough has experienced over the years and this will be ongoing –
protests, CSE, major / critical incidents, radicalisation of young people.
 It is not the right time – COVID has highlighted inequalities such as Black Lives Matter
and Greater Manchester Police being placed in special measures
 Rochdale borough cohesion is recognised as best practice across the region and has a
good reputation for trailblazing innovative projects and tension mitigation
 Maintaining key events in the cultural calendar empowers our communities
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There will be a loss of trusted relationship and link into the council
The role strengthens engagement and partnership working
Rochdale has experienced an increase in hate crime in recent years in particular
following Brexit and the Coronavirus pandemic
Negative impact on community confidence
Community Cohesion is a priority in the council’s corporate plan to encourage and
enable residents to live, work and socialise in harmony together and this outcomes won’t
deliver itself
Other local authorities are actively recruiting more cohesion posts, not deleting them
Encourages aspiration for young people
Allows those with protected characteristics to feel safe in the borough
Reduces social isolation amongst vulnerable groups
Reduces the risk of radicalisation and extremism
Will create a gap in intelligence for authorities to act upon when preventing and disrupting
crime

Themes from those who Agree/ Strongly agree with proposal
 Events should be funded in other ways
 Groups should be able to work together themselves
 Post shows no evidence of positive cohesion
 Others can pick up the work
 Challenging financial times
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.)


The proposal will reduce the capacity of the Community Safety team to
engage with communities and develop intergenerational activities which
contribute to the Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership’s ambition to
ensure that people and communities are able to live, work, learn and
socialise in harmony by encouraging strong and positive relationships
between people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of
belonging in our neighbourhoods.

Disability



Data shows that Hate Crime across all protected characteristic is
increasing. This proposal will reduced the Community Safety Team’s
capacity to educate, raise awareness of hate crimes and encourage
both victims and witnesses to report it, the proposal will remove support
for the 52 local Hate Crime Reporting Ambassadors.

Gender
Reassignment



Data shows that Hate Crime across all protected characteristic is
increasing. This proposal will reduced the Community Safety Team’s

Age
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capacity to educate, raise awareness of hate crimes and encourage
both victims and witnesses to report it, the proposal will remove support
for the 52 local Hate Crime Reporting Ambassadors.
Marriage or civil
partnership

No direct impact identified

Pregnancy or
maternity

No direct impact identified

Race



The proposal will reduce the capacity of the Community Safety team to
engage with communities and develop activities which contribute to the
Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership’s ambition to ensure that
people and communities are able to live, work, learn and socialise in
harmony by encouraging strong and positive relationships between
people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of belonging in
our neighbourhoods. This has the potential to weaken community
cohesion and resilience to divisive narratives and to increase tensions
between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do
not.



There is a risk that at times of increased tension within communities
there will be a lack of early warning for RBC and partners to mitigate any
risk.



Data shows that Hate Crime across all protected characteristic is
increasing. This proposal will reduced capacity to educate, raise
awareness of hate crimes and encourage both victims and witnesses to
report it, the proposal will remove support for the 52 local Hate Crime
Reporting Ambassadors.



The proposal will reduce the capacity of the Community Safety team to
engage with communities and develop activities which contribute to the
Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership’s ambition to ensure that
people and communities are able to live, work, learn and socialise in
harmony by encouraging strong and positive relationships between
people from different backgrounds and creating a feeling of belonging in
our neighbourhoods. This has the potential to weaken community
cohesion and resilience to divisive narratives and to increase tensions
between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do
not.



There is a risk that at times of increased tension within communities
there will be a lack of early warning for RBC and partners to mitigate any
risk.



Data shows that Hate Crime across all protected characteristic is
increasing. This proposal will reduced capacity to educate, raise
awareness of hate crimes and encourage both victims and witnesses to

Religion or belief
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report it, the proposal will remove support for the 52 local Hate Crime
Reporting Ambassadors.
Sex

No immediate impact identified

Sexual
orientation



The proposal reduces the capacity of the Community Safety Team to
engage with communities and to work together to promote cohesion.



A reduction in the capacity of the community safety team to deliver
projects which bring communities together will weaken community
cohesion and existing trust within communities and has the potential to
increase tensions between people who share a protected characteristic
and those who do not.



There is a risk that at times of increased tension within communities
there will be a lack of early warning for RBC and partners to mitigate any
risk.



Data shows that Hate Crime across all protected characteristic is
increasing. This proposal will reduced capacity to educate, raise
awareness of hate crimes and encourage both victims and witnesses to
report it, the proposal will remove support for the 52 local Hate Crime
Reporting Ambassadors.

Serving / ex

serving members
of the armed
forces

The proposal reduces the capacity of the Community Safety Team to
engage with communities and to support the council’s commitment to
the armed forces covenant and work together with partners to promote
cohesion.

Carers

No immediate impact identified.

6. What are the conclusions from undertaking the full EIA?
(Summarise the key points)


Deletion of the role will remove the community safety team’s capacity to support communities
to raise awareness and celebrate diversity, this will have an adverse effect on the protected
characteristics of race, religion/ believe and sexual orientation.



The deletion of this post will end the dedicated police partnership tension monitoring
provision which acts as an early warning system in preventing and reducing crime and
disorder, through community engagement and resilience building, which will have an impact
on all protected characteristic groups.



Proceeding with the proposal will lead to reduced capacity within the Community Safety
Team to support 52 hate crime ambassadors and educate, raise awareness of hate crimes
and encourage both victims and witnesses to report it, this will have an adverse effect on the
protected characteristics of disability, gender reassignment, race, religion/belief and sexual
orientation.
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The deletion of the post will reduce the capacity of the Community Safety team to carry out
the priorities of The Greater Manchester Police and Crime Plan, the Greater Manchester
Hate Crime Plan and the Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership Plan which will have a
significant impact on the protected characteristics of disability, gender reassignment, race,
religion/belief and sexual orientation.



Feedback to date from the stakeholder and public consultation highlights the perceived
negative impact that the proposal will have on people from protected characteristic groups
and the wider community.



The overall conclusion is that the proposal will have a disproportionate adverse effect on
people with a protected characterises of disability, gender reassignment, race, religion/belief
and sexual orientation.

7. Does the policy meet our equality obligations?
Yes

☐

No

☒

(Select yes if you are satisfied that all of the available evidence has been accurately assessed
for its impact in relation to the protected characteristics and that mitigations have been identified
and actioned accordingly)
Lead
Signature:

Officer Sajjad Miah

Approver Signature

Date:
17/02/2021

Mark Dalzell

Date:
17/02/2021
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Post consultation – Savings Programme Report
Date of Report
Portfolio
Report Author
Public/Private Document

25th February 2021
Neighbourhoods
Mark Dalzell/Chris
Highton
Public

Proposal Title: Delete Town Centre Enforcement Warden Posts
Proposal Number: NH-2021-22-007
Proposal Type: Service Delivery / Workforce
Directorate: Neighbourhoods
Service Area: Community Safety
Recommendation
1.6

This report follows the ‘Pre Consultation Savings’ report dated 11 November
2020 and the ‘Interim Consultation Update’ report presented to Informal Cabinet
on 11 February 2021.

1.7

Members are asked to consider the findings of the consultation to review/delete
the post of Town Centre Enforcement Warden post (3 x posts) as part of the
Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

1.8

Members are asked to consider the public/stakeholder comments submitted,
Greater Manchester Police feedback, Rochdale BID Response, direct feedback
from a local business in private agenda item appendix 6 and the Equality
Impact Assessment in Appendix 1.

1.9

Members are asked to note that consultation ended on the 17 February 2021.

1.10

Whilst considering the findings of this report, Members are also asked to
consider the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 and the statutory duty placed upon
the local authority, and other statutory partners, for the formulation of crime and
disorder reduction strategies in each local authority area.

Reason for Recommendation
2.1

To support the Council’s requirement to deliver a balanced budget for 2021/22
– 2022/23.
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2.2

Options to reduce funding have been considered across the service.

2.3

There is an opportunity to offer savings from deletion of these posts and
Members are asked to consider whether this is an option to be pursued further
to the outcome of the consultation and the comments submitted by members
of the public and stakeholder partners.
Key Points for Consideration

3.1

Overview of the proposal

3.2

The posts equate to 3 x FTE Town Centre Enforcement Warden posts and are
managed within the Community Safety Team.

4.1

Consultation outcome

4.2

Consultation commenced on the 4th January 2021 and ended on the 17th
February 2021.

4.3

A total of 107 responses was submitted between 4th January 2021 and 17th
February 2021. A copy of all public comments, made, are attached at private
agenda item appendix 6.

4.4

Consultees were asked to provide their opinion on whether they;






4.5

strongly agree,
agree,
neither agree or disagree,
disagree
or strongly disagree with the proposal

The below graph illustrates the range of responses received. Please note:
some of the ‘Strongly Agree’ responses are actually in favour of the proposal
not going ahead. You will find that the accompanying comments in some of
these refer to a negative impact. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that
there would be more disagree/strongly disagree responses than what the graph
actually illustrates.
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4.6

Furthermore, consultees were ‘required’ to provide a reason as to what they
thought about the proposal and were also offered the opportunity to suggest
any changes, if any, they would make to the proposal.

4.7

Key themes from consultee comments
The complete list of comments submitted can be found in appendix 1. 81 (76%)
of overall responses Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed.
Some of the more common response themes in support of this category state
reasons such as:
















4.8

The visitor experience of the town centre will be adversely impacted.
Businesses, residents and visitors will likely be subjected to increased antisocial behaviour and crime.
The wardens play a vital role in ensuring the community is safe, especially given
the reduction in local policing resources.
Businesses, residents and visitors are feeling less safe given the cuts to public
services and this proposal will further increase this feeling.
Frontline staff are essential to the safety of residents and visitors to Rochdale.
Other Councils are advertising similar posts yet our council sees fit to delete
them, has any one seen the town centre recently and the work that is done
around constant individuals causing.
The presence of the town centre wardens increases the feeling of security
within the town centre and therefore improves the visitor experience.
There will be an increase of ASB, harassment alarm and distress to members
of the public should this proposal go ahead.
The proposal will create a gap in intelligence for authorities to act upon when
preventing and disrupting crime and anti-social behaviour within the town
centre.
There will be an increase in begging, alcohol and drug consumption within the
town centre and this will impact visitor experiences.
There has been significant investment and regeneration within the town centre
but reduced community safety resources which is contributing to increase in
crime and anti-social behaviour.
Concerns that the deletion of these post could deter future investment within
the town centre given the roles help reduce crime and disorder.
The Rochdale Town Centre Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) will be
undermined and there will be no visible enforcement of the order.
The posts provide a key role in reducing crime and anti-social behaviour within
the town centre.
The posts provide a direct link to local businesses and help assist with
community safety matters.
The consultee comments received from those that Agreed or Strongly Agreed
with the proposal are less at 23 (21%) and the comments can be summarised
into the following themes:
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Rochdale Town Centre receives a disproportionate amount of funding
compared to Heywood and Middleton Town Centre.
Have to save money for more necessary jobs/roles.

Please note: some of the ‘Strongly Agree’ responses are actually in favour of the
proposal not going ahead. You will find that the accompanying comments in some
of these refer to a negative impact.
5.1

Impact on affected service

5.2

Police Inspector Darren Callaghan, of Greater Manchester Police, has
submitted a formal response on behalf of Rochdale police colleagues. This is
included in private agenda item appendix 6.

5.3

As part of the response, Inspector Callaghan states: “Overall the Wardens are
a resource that prevents escalation of lower level issues into higher levels of
demand. Thus any cost cuts to the service could potentially result in a higher
level of ASB and crime which would attract higher costs to police and to the
wider community. There could be an adverse impact on standards in the town
with a diminished capability to enforce the same through the application of
PSPO enforcement. Should this occur the resultant factor would be lower
numbers of people frequenting the area through negative experience or
perceptions which in turn could affect the local economy and future ambition.
In summary the Wardens are a valued asset that is a cost effective addition to
the wider partnership offer supporting the local community and business
development in the area. The Town Centres are gateways to the local areas
with a high number of people arriving via rail or tram or bus, the Towns should
be viewed as a focal point and a platform for the expectation of standards set
for the wider borough. This is also reflected in the Middleton and Heywood
areas which when required the Wardens support activity.”

5.4

Since the introduction of the Public Space Protection Order (data from July
2018 until March 2020), the Town Centre Wardens have been involved in a total
696 incidents within the Town Centre of Rochdale. These incidents required a
direct intervention (mostly enforcement) from the staff members. This data
doesn’t include the wider work of the wardens such as the engagement and
prevention work with members of the public, businesses and service users.

5.5

On behalf of Rochdale Business Improvement District, Paul Ambrose has
submitted a response concerning the negative impact that this savings proposal
will have on the Town Centre. This has been added in private agenda item
appendix 6.

5.6

RBC Policy Team received a direct response from Peter L Taylor (BID Director)
AST Hampsons. This has been added as private agenda item appendix 6.
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6.1

Savings total

6.2

£104k with on-costs. This would be split over 2021/22 and 2022/23 to account
for consultation.

Background
7.1

Alternatives Considered:

7.2

Members could decide not to take the proposal forward and identify alternative
savings proposals from the wider Council.

7.3

Members could decide that the posts should be reviewed to meet the changing
needs of the community safety team and the council.

Costs and Budget Summary
8.1

This saving proposal, along with the proposed deletion of the Community
Cohesion post (also within the Community Safety Team), is a 33.33 % reduction
in controllable budget for the Community Safety Team as a whole. Excluding
managers, this is a 40% reduction in operational staff.

8.2

Table 1 provides details of the proposal to consider the posts of Town Centre
Enforcement Warden as part of the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

8.3

Table 1

Employees
Other Costs
Income lost
(show as a
minus)
Net savings
Additional
income
generated

Savings 2021/22
£k
OnOne off
going
78

Savings 2022/23
£k
OnOne off
going
26

Total savings
£k
OnOne off
going
104

78

26

104
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(show as a
positive figure)
Total savings
Implementation
costs
Cost of Capital
(required for the
saving to
happen)
Total savings
less
implementation
costs and cost
of capital

78
0

26
0

104
0

0

0

0

78

26

104

Risk and Policy Implications
9.1

Risk Implications

9.2

The removal of the TCWs post will remove the enforcement function from the
partnership response to tackling anti-social behaviour and those that breach
the conditions of the Public Space Protection Order. This would reduce the
support to statutory partners such as Greater Manchester Police and also
reduce support to RBC services such as the Homelessness Service,
colleagues from the place based teams and also Environmental Management.
The mitigation of this risk is difficult to identify with any certainty. Enforcement
could be undertaken by GMP Officers and other officers of the Council.
However, the role was originally created to effect the enforcement of the
PSPO that is in place to deal with specific ASB issues in the Town Centre to
improve the visitor experience and to support vulnerable individuals. This role
was specifically created to produce the capacity and function of the PSPO
enforcement so removing the role lead to some uncertainty around the
council’s ability to achieve effective enforcement.

9.3

Removal of the posts would rely on the Police and other Environmental
Enforcement to address Town Centre issues (ASB and community safety
matters). This has proven unsuccessful in the past due to the specific
knowledge and training required to be effective. This role also supports the
enforcement of the illegal encampment injunction within the borough of
Rochdale. Other services within the Council would be subject to increased
demand.

9.4

Community Safety will have no operational staff to address town centre issues.
This will impact on the multi-agency Town Centre Operational Group as it will
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result in reduced enforcement staff capable of issuing Fixed Penalty Notices
(FPNs). The ability to issue FPNs can be delegated to GMP and other officers
however this would lead to some complexity and reduced opportunity to issue
fines both in terms of administration of the process across a wider cohort of
enforcement officers and reduced management control with more competing
priorities for existing staff.

10.1

Legal Implications
There may be legal implications associated with this proposal and legal advice
may need to be sought before implementation of this proposal taking into
account
the
outcome
of
the
consultation
and
EIA.

11.1

Equalities Impact
There are a number of equality/community issues which will arise from the
deletion of this post and following consultation, the full EIA has been included
in Appendix 1 at the end of this report.
In summary, the EIA has highlighted that the deletion of this post may result in
a negative impact to the following protected characteristics (as defined by the
Equality Act 2010).
Protected Characteristic
Age
Disability
Gender
Gender Reassignment
Race
Religion / Belief
Marriage
Pregnancy / Maternity
Sexual Orientation
Serving / ex serving
members of the armed
forces*
Carers*

Impact (Negative /
Positive / None)
Negative
Negative
Negative
Negative
Negative
Negative
None
None
Negative
None

Comments

None

* Please note these additional characteristics have been adopted by the council
as they were identified as a vulnerable group with unmet needs in the borough.
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12.1 Workforce Implications
The proposals outlined within this report will have workforce implications on the
overall capability of Community Safety and Neighbourhood Services following
Member decision.
Consultation has been undertaken with staff and the trade unions in accordance
with the Council’s Personnel Policy Framework.

Consultation
13.1

The proposals were published on the council website and were open to
members of the public and stakeholder partners. Some of the stakeholder
responses received were from












13.2

Greater Manchester Police officers
Partners from Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership Board
Partners from the Town Centre Priority Group
Partners from the Town Centre Operational Group
Business Improvement District
Local Businesses
Voluntary groups, social enterprises
Active Citizens
Youth groups
Voluntary Sector Partnership
Community Based Network

As part of the consultation Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Committee met on
the 8th February to discuss the savings proposals and requested that the
Cabinet investigate the possibility of sourcing funding for the Town Centre
Warden posts from the Greater Manchester Combined Authority.
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Background Papers
14.1

Place of Inspection

Private Agenda Item Appendix 6

For Further Information Contact:
Chris Highton
Safer Communities Manager
Christopher.highton@rochdale.co.uk
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Appendix 1 – Equality Impact Assessment
Stage 1: Initial Screening
Directorate:
Neighbourhoods
Service:
Community Safety
Officer completing EIA:
Chris Highton
Other officers involved in completing EIA:
Sarah Cross
Date of Assessment:
28th September 2020
Name of policy to be assessed:
Proposal to delete Town Centre Enforcement Warden Posts
Is this a new or revised policy?
New

☒

Revised

☐

What is the purpose of the policy?
This is not a policy and is part of a proposal for the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

Are there any other objectives?
No
Who is likely to benefit from the policy (key stakeholders)?
This is not a policy and is part of a proposal for the Savings Programme 2021/22 – 2022/23.

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?
Initial review of Community Safety Team work plan a summary of which is provided in the report.
What is the potential impact that the policy could have with regard to the protected characteristics?
The proposal, if accepted will have a medium / high negative impact on the following protected characteristics
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Age, Disability, Gender, Race, Religion or belief, Sexual Orientation, Gender Reassignment, Armed forces – Veterans and
carers
Positive
Impact

Negative
Impact

Age

☐

Disability

Impact
Score (116)

Impact
priority
(H/M/L)

Neutral
Impact

☒

L

☒

☐

☒

H

☐

Gender Reassignment

☐

☒

L

☒

Marriage or civil partnership

☐

☒

L

☒

Pregnancy or maternity

☐

☒

L

☒

Race

☐

☒

L

☒

Religion or belief

☐

☒

L

☒

Sex

☐

☒

L

☒

Sexual orientation

☐

☒

L

☒

Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces

☐

☒

M

☐

Carers

☐

☒

L

☐

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?
A Consultation exercise will need to be undertaken with groups (as a minimum) as identified in section 12.1 of the report to
identify possible alternatives or mitigations.
5. Is a full EIA required?
Yes

☒

No

Lead Officer Signature:

☐
Chris Highton

Date:
28th September 2020

Approver Signature

Date:
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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)



Census 2011 (demographic data)
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011census/2011censusdata/2011censusdatacatalogue



Family Resources Survey: 2018/19 (demographic data)
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/874507
/family-resources-survey-2018-19.pdf



Crime in England and Wales: year ending June 2020
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwal
es/yearendingjune2020#perception-and-nature-of-crime-during-the-coronavirus-pandemic



Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/12/contents



Mental Health Statistics
https://www.mentalhealth.org.uk/statistics



Greater Manchester Police and Crime Plan – Standing Together
police-and-crime-plan-standing-together.pdf (greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk)



Public Space Protection Order
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/anti-social-activity/public-spaces-protection-orders



Rochdale Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 2018 (demographic data)
http://internet.rochdale.gov.uk/joint-strategic-needs-assessment



Rochdale Borough Profile – (Equality Data)
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2018-07-27-equality-and-diversity-data-v1.pdf



Rochdale Borough Councils Corporate Plan
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2020-01-02-corporate-policy-2019-22-%20v2.pdf



Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership Plan 2019-2022
http://democracy.rochdale.gov.uk/documents/s69151/8571_RSCP_CommunitySafetyPlan_20192022_V2_LR.pdf



Good Help in Rochdale
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https://goodhelp.org.uk/2020/12/good-help-in-rochdale-seven-reasons-why-the-project-is-working-in-theera-of-covid/

Age

Disability



According to the 2016 ONS Mid-Year Estimate Rochdale borough's population is
younger than that of other Greater Manchester areas. However the population
of the UK and the borough is getting older, and will become more so in years to
come. According to the 2018 Joint Strategic Needs Assessment ( JSNA), the
largest growth is predicted to be that of the over 65s, with numbers expected to
soar from 34,800 to 41,400, an increase of 19% by 2036.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places



The Plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including younger and older people.



The latest Family Resource Survey (2018/19), estimates that 21% of the UK
population are disabled people, the same as recorded in the 2011 Census.
Meaning there are an estimated 45,853 people in the Rochdale borough with a
physical, sensory or mental health impairment.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:-
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1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places


The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including disabled people.



Research by The Mental Health Foundation shows that adults with drug
dependence are twice as likely as the general population to be using
psychological therapy and that there is a considerable link between
homelessness and mental health problems.



The Town Centre Warden’s currently work in partnership with a support worker
from Petrus, which is a support services for people in housing need, to offer
support and outreach to individuals with complex needs such as substance
misuse and mental health issues to identify issues of homelessness in the town
centre and ensure that the appropriate referrals and support are in place.



The role of the Town Centre wardens incorporates elements of both
enforcement and most importantly prevention which is essential, especially for
people with complex needs including those with mental health issues. The
Town Centre warden’s signpost vulnerable residents with complex needs to
services, where they can access appropriate support using the principles of
‘good help’.
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Gender Reassignment



There isn’t an accurate figure for the number of people who identify as Trans in
the UK as it isn’t currently recorded in the census and there isn’t any research
that covers enough people to be statistically significant. Stonewall estimate
that around 1% of the population might identify as Trans, including people who
identify as non-binary.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places



The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including the Trans community.

Marriage or civil partnership

No differential impact identified

Pregnancy or maternity

No differential impact identified

Race



Our Borough’s population is ethnically diverse. Black, Asian and Minority
Ethnicity (BAME) groups accounted for over 21% of the boroughs population in
the 2011 Census. The BAME population increased from 13.9% in 2001 to 21.4%
in 2011. The census revealed that 166,481 people identify as White British
which makes up 78.6% of the local population. The largest ethnic minority
group is Pakistani which makes up 10.5% of the local population (22,265), and
the second largest is Bangladeshi with 2.1% of the population (4,342).
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Religion or belief



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places



The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including people from all ethnic backgrounds.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places



The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.
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Sex

Sexual orientation



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including people who have a religion and those who have
none.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places



The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including both men and women.



The GM Police and Crime Plan sets out 3 main priorities which are:1. Keeping people safe
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2. Reducing harm and offending
3. Strengthening communities and places


The plan highlights that ‘intervention in reducing crime at the root cause is
better than tackling it when it has become too difficult to manage. Protecting
the vulnerable in society is important.’ The plan states a commitment to
developing a sustainable, local solution to protecting public spaces and places.



The Rochdale Community Safety Plan sets out how the borough can be a safe
and welcoming place for everyone. A key priority is that everyone will be able
to enjoy themselves in the town centres. A measure of success is that
vulnerable individuals in town centres are able to access services and support
packages.



In October 2014 the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act was
introduced across England and Wales. This allowed local authorities to apply for
Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs). PSPOs deal with a particular nuisance
or problem in an area that negatively affects the local community's quality of
life by imposing restrictions on certain behaviours. The Rochdale town centre
PSPO aims to create a welcoming environment for shoppers, visitors and
businesses and to tackle antisocial behaviours. The PSPO is enforced by the
Town Centre wardens.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the
Town Centre and are responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant antisocial behaviour which has the potential to cause distress, nuisance or
harassment to others including people who identify at Lesbian, Gay and
Bisexual.

Serving / ex serving members
of the armed forces

No differential impact identified.

Carers

No differential impact identified.

2. What are the key messages coming from this data?
(outline any trends, patterns or key points that you have identified in the data collected)



Addressing anti-social behaviour and providing support for vulnerable people with multiple complex needs is
a national, regional and local priority, which requires a partnership approach.



The Town Centre wardens provide a visible and proactive presence across the Town Centre and are
responsible for identifying and dealing with relevant anti-social behaviour which if not addressed has the
potential to cause distress, nuisance or harassment to all members of the community who live, work or
socialise within the town centre.
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There is a potential negative impact for all protected characteristics identified due to the risk of increased
exposure to certain antisocial behaviours if there is a reduction in staff to enforce the PSPO.



Intervention and ‘good help’ prior to vulnerable people with complex needs engaging in criminality leads to
better outcomes.



The Town Centre wardens support a number of vulnerable people to access the services they need to
address addiction and homelessness issues. Data shows that there is a considerable link between
homelessness, substance misuse and mental health issues.

3. What gaps are there in the data?
(outline any gaps in the data that are preventing you from having a full understanding of the needs of different groups and
that will need to be addressed through further research or consultation)
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)

The proposal had been published on the council website and was open to members of the public and stakeholder
partners for comment from 4th January 2021 to 17th February 2021. Below is a summary of the common themes
identified from those who provided a reason as to what they thought about the proposal.
Some of the more common response themes from consultation respondents that ‘Disagree or Strongly Disagree
with the proposal state reasons such as:










Businesses, residents and visitors will likely be subjected to increased anti-social behaviour and crime and
will feel less safe within the Town centre.
The wardens play a vital role in ensuring the community is safe, especially given the reduction in local
policing resources.
Frontline staff are essential to the safety of residents and visitors to Rochdale.
The presence of the town centre wardens increases the feeling of security within the town centre and
therefore improves the visitor experience.
There will be an increase of ASB, harassment alarm and distress to members of the public should this
proposal go ahead.
The proposal will create a gap in intelligence for authorities to act upon when preventing and disrupting
crime and anti-social behaviour within the town centre.
There will be an increase in begging, alcohol and drug consumption within the town centre and this will
impact visitor experiences.
There has been significant investment and regeneration within the town centre but reduced community
safety resources which is contributing to an increase in crime and anti-social behaviour.
The Rochdale Town Centre Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) will be undermined and there will be no
visible enforcement of the order.

Fewer consultee comments were received from those that Agreed or Strongly Agreed with the proposal to date,
the comments can be summarised into the following themes:
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Rochdale Town Centre receives a disproportionate amount of funding compared to Heywood and
Middleton Town Centre
Have to save money for more necessary jobs/roles

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.)

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for all people that live, work or
visit the borough.
Age

The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to
cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on both younger and older people.

Disability

Data shows that there is a considerable link between
homelessness, substance misuse and mental health
issues. The proposal will remove the capacity of the
Community Safety Team to work directly with placed
based colleagues, RBC Homelessness service, Police
Officers, Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs),
Adult Services, Health and third sector organisations
such as Petrus and Sanctuary Trust to ensure there are
effective links between enforcement and support
concerning some of our most complex and vulnerable
individuals in the town center of Rochdale. Some of
these individuals are often repeatedly perpetrating antisocial behaviour and repeatedly breaching the town
center Public Space Protection Order (PSPO).
The consultation responses state that the removal of a
high profile presence in Rochdale’s Town Centre, will
have a detrimental effect on people’s confidence that
the Town Centre is a safe place to be and will increase
the prevalence of antisocial behaviour.
The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
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community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
Gender Reassignment

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for people that live, work or
visit the borough.
The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to
cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on those who identify as Trans.

Marriage or civil partnership

No direct impact identified

Pregnancy or maternity

No direct impact identified

Race

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for all people that live, work or
visit the borough.
The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to
cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on people of all ethnicities.

Religion or belief

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for all people that live, work or
visit the borough.
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The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to
cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on people who have a religion and those
who do not.
Sex

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for all people that live, work or
visit the borough.
The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to
cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on both males and females.

Sexual orientation

We know that crime and antisocial behaviour has a
negative impact on society and that tackling it helps to
improve the quality of life for people that live, work or
visit the borough.
The proposal will reduce the Community Safety Teams
capacity to proactively engaging with members of the
public, to provide advice on crime prevention and
community resilience to contribute to community
development and social cohesion
The proposal will remove the capacity of the Community
Safety team to provide a visible and proactive presence
across the Town Centre and to identifying and deal with
relevant anti-social behaviour which has the potential to

Page 73

Public
Appendix 2

cause distress, nuisance or harassment, this will have a
negative impact on those who identify as Lesbian, Gay or
bisexual.
Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces

No differential impact identified.

Carers

No differential impact identified.

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



The proposal will end the successful partnership between the Town Centre Wardens and partners including
Petrus, which will have a significant detrimental effect on vulnerable people experiencing multiple
disadvantage including disability specifically mental health issues, as there will be reduced capacity to signpost
to appropriate services.



The proposal will remove an enforcement function from the Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership
response to tackling anti-social behaviour and those that breach the conditions of the PSPO, which will have a
negative effect on vulnerable people and potentially lead to an increase in criminality.



The consultation responses highlighted the negative impact that the proposal will have on members of all
communities feeling safe within the Town Centre and will increase the prevalence of antisocial behaviour.



The proposal will reduce the capacity of the Community Safety team to carry out the priorities of The Greater
Manchester Police and Crime Plan and the Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership Plan which will have a
significant negative impact on the protected characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, race,
religion/belief sex and sexual orientation.

7. Does the policy meet our equality obligations?
Yes

☐

No

☒

(Select yes if you are satisfied that all of the available evidence has been accurately assessed for its impact in relation to the
protected characteristics and that mitigations have been identified and actioned accordingly)
Lead Officer Signature:

Date: 18/02/2021
Chris Highton

Approver Signature

Date: 18/02/2021
Mark Dalzell
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Appendix 3 – Corporate Overview and Scrutiny Committee
As part of the consultation Overview and Scrutiny Committee met on 8th February to discuss all saving proposals.
Detailed below are the responses for each proposal.
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Proposal
Reference
ASC-2021-22-003

Proposal Description

CORP-2021-22-003
EC-2021-22-003

Corporate Leadership and Senior Management Review
Shopmobility – reduction in support

EC-2021-22-006
EC-2021-22-007

Admin Support review
Increase Planning Income from pre-application charges / Planning
Performance Agreements
Project Manager Capitalisation
Re-letting for Health and Social Care
Public Protection restructure
Treasury Management Review
Insurance Reserves Review
Revenues and Benefits Review

EC-2021-22-008
EC-2021-22-009
NH-2021-22-002
RS-2021-22-001
RS-2021-22-002
RS-2021-22-004

Adult Care Staffing reductions

Corporate Overview & Scrutiny
Committee
Committee expressed its opposition
to this savings proposal
Savings proposal noted
Committee expressed its opposition
to this savings proposal
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted
Savings proposal noted

Agenda Item 14
Agenda
Item
Report to Cabinet
Date of Meeting
Portfolio
Report Author
Public/Private Document

25th February 2021
Cabinet Member for
Corporate Delivery
Julie Murphy
Public

Financial Update on the Covid-19 Pandemic
Executive Summary
1.

To update Members on the forecast financial position relating to the impact of
Covid-19 on the Council.
Recommendation

2.1

Members are requested to note the financial impact of the Covid-19
pandemic on the Council and the funding provided by the Government to help
mitigate this.
Reason for Recommendation

3.1

To update Members on the use of the emergency Government funding to
mitigate the additional expenditure/loss of income resulting from the Covid-19
pandemic.
Key Points for Consideration

4.1

Background

4.1.1

In response to the pandemic, the Government has made a series of policy
announcements, some of which have impacted on local authorities. The
Council is dealing with a wide range of issues to support residents and
businesses which will have a considerable impact on the Council’s financial
position both in the short term and in the longer term.

4.1.2

The financial impact is being reviewed and updated regularly to reflect the
latest information available. Monthly returns are submitted to the Ministry
for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) detailing the
forecast additional expenditure and loss of income in relation to the
pandemic. This report reflects the return as at the end of January 2021 and
subsequent government announcements.
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4.2

Government Funding 2020/21

4.2.1

Some of the government’s initiatives have been supported by additional
funding, and the Council has received a number of government grants,
which can be split into general grants, specific grants and grants for
businesses.
General Grants

4.2.2

Emergency funding for local government
£22.2m share of the £4.6bn total funding to support local authorities to
manage pressures on social care and support vulnerable people and to help
deal with pressures on other public services.

4.2.3

Income compensation scheme for lost sales, fees and charges
A one-off income loss scheme to compensate local authorities for
irrecoverable and unavoidable losses from sales, fees and charges income
generated in the delivery of services, during 2020/21. It is currently
estimated that the Council will receive c£1.8m from this scheme.
Specific Grants

4.2.4

Infection Control Fund
£4.130m share of the £1.1bn Infection Control Fund and care home support
package. The funding is ringfenced for actions which support care homes
and domiciliary care providers mainly to tackle the risk of Covid19
infections.

4.2.5

Adult Social Care Rapid Testing Fund
£0.532m share of £149m to support additional rapid testing of staff in care
homes, and to support visiting professionals and enable indoors, close
contact visiting where possible. The funding is ringfenced for lateral flow
device testing in adult social care. Local authorities will be required to pass
on 80% of the funding to care homes on a per beds basis, with 20% used
at the local authorities’ discretion to support the care sector in delivering
additional lateral flow device testing.

4.2.6

Workforce Capacity Fund
An indicative £0.554m from the £120m fund for local authorities to boost
staffing levels. The funding can:
 provide additional care staff where shortages arise;
 support administrative tasks so experienced and skilled staff can
focus on providing care;
 help existing staff to take on additional hours if they wish with
overtime payments or by covering childcare costs.

4.2.7

Hardship Fund
£3.1m share of the £500m total funding:
 £0.5m targeted to ease financial hardship;
 Balance to provide increased Local Council Tax Support (LCTS)
discount to eligible claimants.

Page 77

4.2.8

Contain Outbreak Management Fund
£4.3m in various payments from the Contain Outbreak Management Fund
to support proactive containment and intervention measures.

4.2.9

Enforcement Funding
£0.152m share of £30m funding for local authorities for enforcement and
compliance including Covid marshals.

4.2.10 Reopening High Streets Safely Fund
£0.197m share of the £50m funding from the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) to support practical measures to allow
businesses to reopen and to support a range of practical safety measures.
Due to the strict eligibility criteria it is unclear whether the Council will be
able to claim all of this funding.
4.2.11 Test and Trace Service
£1.592m share of £300m additional funding for councils in England to
support the Test and Trace Service and to develop tailored outbreak control
plans.
4.2.12 Test and Trace Support Payments
£0.717m funding for Test and Trace support payments of a £500 lump sum
payment for those on low incomes to support them if they cannot work
during their self-isolation period. A further £0.077m for administration costs.
4.2.13 Winter Grant Scheme
£0.937m funding from the winter package of £170m to provide further
support for children and families. This funding is ring-fenced, with at least
80% earmarked to support with food and bills.
4.2.14 Clinically Extremely Vulnerable Individuals
£0.238m to enable councils to support Clinically Extremely Vulnerable
individuals.
4.2.15 Further funding to support those who are vulnerable
£0.347m share of £63m for local authorities to assist those struggling to
afford food and other essentials.
4.2.16 Rough Sleepers - Next Steps Accommodation Programme
A £0.274m share of £91.5m allocated to help vulnerable people housed
during the pandemic. The funding will provide interim accommodation and
support as part of the government's commitment to end rough sleeping.
4.2.17 Community Testing Programme
Funding to enable local authorities with high prevalence of Covid-19 to work
in partnership with the government to accelerate a reduction in prevalence
by identifying asymptomatic cases through local testing and supporting
them to isolate. Local authorities will received funding of up to £14 per test.
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4.2.18 Community Champions Local Authority Fund
Funding of £0.495m to support a range of interventions to build upon,
increase or improve existing activities to work with residents who are most
at risk of Covid-19, helping to build trust and empower at-risk groups to
protect themselves and their families. The broader aim is to reduce the
impact of the virus on all communities, beyond just the target areas for the
scheme.
4.2.19 Culture and Leisure Funding
Link4Life was allocated £0.666m as part of the £257m provided to 1,385
venues, theatres, museums and cultural organisations, through the first
tranche of Culture Recovery Fund. A further £0.522m has been allocated
from the National Leisure Recovery Fund, which will be passported to
Link4Life.
4.2.20 NHS/Clinical Commissioning Group Funding
£3.7m funding from NHS/CCG allocations, mainly to fund hospital discharge
measures, Personal Protective Equipment, and care provider costs.
Grants for Businesses
4.2.21 Business Grants
£43.2m was paid out in business grants to 3,889 businesses from the Small
Business Grants Fund and Retail, Hospitality and Leisure Grant Fund,
during the first lockdown.
£2.3m was also paid out to 252 small businesses in discretionary business
grants.
£0.170m new burdens funding to support the administration of the business
grants, and £0.039m new burdens funding for business rates and council
tax administration.
4.2.22 Local Restriction Support Grant (LRSG)
£11m of LRSG funding has been received during the year, mainly for
mandatory payments to businesses.
4.2.23 Closed Business Lockdown Grant
£9.7m funding has been received for Closed Business Lockdown payments
during Lockdown 3. One-off payments have been made to businesses
based on the rateable value of properties.
4.2.24 Additional Restrictions Grant
£6.7m funding received via Greater Manchester Combined Authority to
enable councils to develop schemes to support businesses in their area.
This grant is to be spent by the end of 2021/22 in discretionary grants to
businesses.
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4.2.25 Business Rates Retail Relief
The Government has also increased Business Rates Retail Relief to 100%
for 2020/21 impacting on Retail, Leisure and Hospitality sectors, and
Nurseries. The financial impact of the additional relief given for the Council
is forecast to be £21.1m, which will be offset by Government Section 31
grant funding.
4.2.26 Schools Funding
The Government has also provided additional funding for Schools:
 Covid Catch-Up Premium – £2.1m
 Schools Covid exceptional costs – estimated £289k.
 Wellbeing for Education grant – £31k.
 Designated safeguarding leads in school – £50k.
Summary of Funding
4.2.27 Table 1 shows a summary of the current funding forecast for 2020/21,
excluding funding of Business grants, Test & Trace support payments, and
funding for schools as these relate to non-Council services. Further funding
may be received depending on how the pandemic progresses.
Table 1 Funding 2020/21

Covid Grants
NHS/CCG funding
Infection Control
Hardship Funding
Test and Trace
Defra Food
High Street Re-opening - ERDF
New Burdens funding for administration of grants
Next Steps Accommodation Provision
Funding of enforcement
Contain Outbreak Management Funding
Clinically Extremely Vulnerable Funding
Winter Pressures
Adult Social Care Rapid Testing Fund
Workforce Capacity Fund
Community Champions Local Authority Fund
Culture Recovery fund
National Leisure Recovery fund
Sales, Fees & Charges - funding for losses
Total Funding
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£m
(22.231)
(3.682)
(4.130)
(3.064)
(1.592)
(0.347)
(0.197)
(0.286)
(0.274)
(0.152)
(4.272)
(0.238)
(0.937)
(0.532)
(0.554)
(0.495)
(0.666)
(0.522)
(1.759)
(45.930)

4.3

Government Funding 2021/22

4.3.1

The Chancellor of the Exchequer announced his Spending Round 2021/22
on 25th November 2020. To support local authorities in England with Covid19 pressures in 2021/22, the government expects to provide over £3bn in
additional support by:







Providing an additional £1.55bn of grant funding to local authorities
to meet additional expenditure pressures as a result of Covid-19.
Rochdale’s share of this funding is £7.6m.
Providing local authorities with £670m of additional grant funding to
help local authorities support the more than 4 million households that
are least able to afford council tax payments. Rochdale’s allocation
has been confirmed as £3.1m.
Providing an estimated £762m to compensate local authorities for
75% of irrecoverable loss of council tax and business rates revenues
in 2020/21, which would otherwise need to be funded through local
authority budgets in 2021/22 and later years. The government will
also allow local authorities to spread the remaining deficit over 3
years.
Extending the existing Covid-19 sales, fees and charges
reimbursement scheme for a further 3 months until the end of June
2021.

4.4

Alternatives considered

4.4.1

Not applicable.

Costs and Budget Summary
5.1

Forecast additional expenditure and loss of income 2020/21

5.1.1 As detailed in section 4.2.2, the Council has received emergency funding to
offset additional expenditure and reduced Council Tax and Business Rates
income caused by the direct government initiatives in response to Covid-19.
5.1.2 The Council submitted a return to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and
Local Government (MHCLG) on 29th January 2021 detailing the forecast
additional expenditure and loss of income expected in 2020/21.
5.1.3 Table 2 shows a summary of estimated additional expenditure/loss of income
in 2020/21, updated for the latest figures.
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Table 2 Estimated additional expenditure/loss of income 2020/21
£m
Expenditure
Adult Social Care
Children's Social Care
Education
Highways and Transport, Public Health & Housing
Cultural & Related
Environmental and regulatory services
Finance & Corporate
Other services
Estimated Total Spending Pressure

10.305
0.939
0.100
8.370
1.242
1.690
5.994
0.491
29.131

Income
Sales, fees and charges
Commercial Income
Estimated Total Reduction in Income

3.097
7.020
10.117

Estimated Spending and Income Pressure

39.248

5.1.4 There is also a forecast £5.9m loss of income in relation to Business Rates
and Council Tax. The impact on the Council’s General Fund budget can be
spread over the financial years 2021/22 to 2023/24, and is partially offset by
government compensation, as detailed in Section 5.2.
5.1.5 Table 3 summarises the Council’s position for 2020/21
Table 3 Summary 2020/21

Estimated Total Spending Pressure
Estimated Total reduction in Income
Estimated Spending and Income Pressure
Total Funding

£m
29.131
10.117
39.248
(45.930)

Unallocated Funding

(6.682)

5.1.6 The remaining £6.7m of the general Covid Grant will be carried forward to
2021/22 in order to meet expected further Covid pressures. The future
pressures that are expected to arise, and have previously been forecast for
2020/21, are within Children’s Social Care, Economy, Cultural services and
Investments.
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5.2

Collection Fund 2020/21

5.2.1 There is a considerable impact on the Collection Fund in 2020/21 as a result
of the impact of Covid-19 and government initiatives. This will impact on the
Council’s General Fund in 2021/22.
5.2.2 For 2020/21 the Council’s General Fund income relating to Business Rates
and Council Tax was approved at Budget Council, and is guaranteed.
However, the net impact on the Council of the 2020/21 Collection Fund
forecast is a net deficit of approximately £5.9m. This takes into account
increased government funding to offset the impact of:



Increased Business Rates Retail Relief to 100% for 2020/21 impacting
on Retail, Leisure and Hospitality sectors, and Nurseries.
Increased Local Council Tax Support discount.

5.2.3 The forecast deficit is due to:
 Lower anticipated collection rates re Business Rates and Council Tax,
and the need for higher bad debt provisions.
 Anticipated higher level of Business Rates and Council Tax discounts.
 Reduced/delayed expansion of Business Rates and Council Tax
bases re developments/ new build plans.
5.2.4 The government will compensate local authorities for 75% of irrecoverable
loss of Council Tax and Business Rates revenues in 2020/21, which would
otherwise need to be funded through local authority budgets in 2021/22 and
later years. The government will also allow local authorities to spread the
remaining 2020/21 deficit over 3 years. The net impact on the Council’s
budget is £1.288m in 2021/22; £0.680m in 2022/23; and £0.680m 2023/24.
This may be subject to change once detailed guidance on the calculation of
the compensation is received from the government.
5.2.5 There is likely to be a longer term impact on Business Rates and Council Tax
income dependent on the recovery of businesses and households. The
estimated impact for 2021/22 and future years has been reflected in the
Revenue Budget 2021/22 to 2023/24 being reported to Cabinet on 25 th
February 2021.
5.3

Forecast additional expenditure and loss of income 2021/22

5.3.1 The current forecast for the impact of Covid in 2021/22 is £24.4m, made up
of:





£12.0m on non-grant specific costs.
£2.1m sales, fees and charges losses.
£8.2m of commercial income losses.
£2.1m reduction in Business Rates and Council Tax income

5.3.2 The funding for 2021/22 includes:
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£6.7m of the 2020/21 Covid Grant carried forward.
£7.6m 2021/22 Covid Grant.
£1.2m of compensation for the sales, fees and charges income.

5.3.3 The 2021/22 position will be updated throughout the year, and the Council
will continue to lobby the government for funding to offset all additional
expenditure and loss of income resulting from the pandemic.
Risk and Policy Implications
6.1

There are no major legal implications arising as a result of this report.

6.2

The use of reserves may be required to address the ongoing pressures as a
result of the pandemic, if the government does not continue to provide
adequate funding. Any reserves deployed would require replenishing to their
original value.

Consultation
7.1

All services engage with the production of the service based financial
information within this report. The Leadership Team, the Leader and Cabinet
Member for Corporate Delivery have been updated on the financial
implications for the Council resulting from the Covid-19 outbreak.

Background Papers

Place of Inspection

Samantha Smith
samantha.smith@rochdale.gov.uk
01706 924198
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Agenda Item 16

By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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