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Rochdale Town Centre Public Space Protection Order 2021
Executive Summary
1.1

On the 30 March 2021, a report was presented to Cabinet regarding the
current Public Space Protection Order (PSPO); due to expire on 23 July 2021.

1.2

The report contained reasons to seek an extension for the current Public
Space Protection Order (PSPO) and also included three recommendations for
consideration by Members. The recommendation agreed by Members, on the
30 March 2021, was to commence the process to extend and vary the current
Public Space Protection Order 2018, maintaining the same restricted area,
subject to the following:
1.2.1 Ensuring the Council is satisfied that the criteria for an extension and
a variation has been met;
1.2.2 The undertaking of a public consultation;
1.2.3 The undertaking of an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA);
1.2.4 A further report being submitted to Members to help inform the final
decision as to approve the extension and variation or not.

1.3

The proposed Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) restrictions that were
consulted on can be found in Appendix 1. The proposed restricted area
remains unchanged from the current order – introduced in 2018.

1.4

This report provides members with an overview of outcome of the public
consultation and the Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) to help inform the final
decision as to whether the proposed extension and variation is agreed, or not,
by Cabinet.

1.5

It is recommended that this report is read in conjunction with the Cabinet
report tabled on 30 March 2021. This report contained data on recorded
incidents relating to the restrictions of the current PSPO and reasons to

extend and vary the current Public Space Protection Order. Members will
need to be satisfied that the criteria for an extension and variation has been
met.
Recommendation
2.1

Members approve the extension and variation of the Rochdale Town Centre
Public Space Protection Order until 23 July 2024 providing:
2.1.1 Members are satisfied that the criteria for an extension and a variation
has been met (Members to also refer to available evidence in the 30
March 2021 Cabinet report);
2.1.2 Members are satisfied that the necessary public consultation has been
undertaken;
2.1.3 Members are satisfied that an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) has
been undertaken;
2.1.4 Members agree to the restrictions in the draft ‘Rochdale Borough
Council Rochdale Town Centre Public Spaces Protection Extension
and Variation Order 2021’ in Appendix 2.

2.2

Alternative recommendation:



Members could agree to discharge the current Public Space Protection
Order.
Member could let the current Public Space Protection Order lapse
following the 23 July 2021.
Reason for Recommendation

3.1

A public consultation commenced on the 28 May 2021 and remained open for
responses until midnight on the 4 July 2021. As part of the consultation, the
Council publicised the proposed extension and variation; including the
proposed restrictions and restricted area. Overall, there were 376 responses
to the survey.

3.2

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that we
should stop people from asking for money and/or collecting money for
commercial or charitable collections in the area shown in the PSPO restricted
area map. The outcome from the survey being that 61.7% stated ‘Yes’,
30.85% stated ‘No’, 6.38% stated ‘Don’t know’ and 1.06% did not provide an
answer. The overall feedback from the public consultation supports the
proposed extension and variation of this restriction.

3.3

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that it is
necessary to stop begging in public areas as shown on the PSPO restricted
area map. From the public survey, 79.79% stated ‘Yes’, 12.77% stated ‘No’

and 7.45% stated ‘Don’t know’. The overall feedback from the public
consultation supports the proposed extension and variation of this restriction.
3.4

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that we
should stop people drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed
premises, in the public areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map. From
the public survey, 87.77% stated ‘Yes’, while 9.84% stated ‘No’, 1.86% stated
‘Don’t know’ and 0.53% of respondents did not answer. The overall feedback
from the public consultation supports the proposed extension and variation of
this restriction.

3.5

The public consultation sought views on whether or not people think people
blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem within the restricted PSPO area. The outcome from the
survey being that 51.06% stated ‘Yes’, 23.94% stated ‘No’, 22.34% stated that
they ‘Don’t know’ and 2.66% didn’t answer.

3.6

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that we
should stop people from using a skateboard in the in the public areas shown
in the PSPO restricted area map. The outcome from the public survey being
that 50.8% stated ‘Yes’, 32.98% stated ‘No’, 14.63% stated they ‘Don’t know’
and 1.6% of respondents did not answer. The outcome being that, from the
public consultation survey, respondents support the proposed extension and
variation of this restriction.

3.7

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that we
should stop people at all times from using a bicycle, skateboard, scooter or
similar wheeled transport in such a manner that causes or is likely to cause
nuisance, alarm or distress. The outcome from the public survey being that
68.62% stated ‘Yes’, 20.48% stated ‘No’, 9.57% stated they ‘Don’t Know’ and
1.33% of respondents didn’t answer. The overall feedback from the public
consultation supports the proposed extension and variation of this restriction.

3.8

The public consultation sought views on whether respondents agreed that we
should stop people from driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in
the area shown in the PSPO restricted area map. The outcome from the
public survey being that 82.45% stated ‘Yes’, 10.37% stated ‘No’, 5.59%
sated ‘Don’t know’ and 1.6% did not answer the question. The overall
feedback from the public consultation supports the proposed extension and
variation of this restriction.
Key Points for Consideration

4.1

Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs) can restrict what people can do and
how they behave in public spaces, it is important that the restrictions imposed
are focused on specific behaviours and are proportionate to the detrimental
effect that the behaviour is causing or can cause, and are necessary to prevent
it from continuing, occurring or recurring.

4.2

A Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) can be made for a maximum
duration of up to three years. After which it may be extended if certain criteria
under section 60 of the Act are met. This includes that the extension is
necessary to prevent activity reoccurring and/or there has been an increase in
frequency or seriousness of the activity.
4.2.1 Under Section 60, before the time when a public spaces protection
order is due to expire, the local authority that made the order may
extend the period for which it has effect if satisfied on reasonable
grounds that doing so is necessary to prevent—
(a) occurrence or recurrence after that time of the activities
identified in the order, or
(b) an increase in the frequency or seriousness of those
activities after that time.

4.3

Under Section 61(1)(b) of the Act, a prohibition or requirement in a PSPO can
be altered or removed or a new one added. If the variation makes a
prohibition or requirement more extensive or adds a new one, the variation is
only permitted if it meets the criteria in Section 59(5). Section 59(5) states as
follows –
(5) The only prohibitions or requirements that may be imposed are
ones that are reasonable to impose in order –
(a) To prevent the detrimental effect referred to in subsection (2)
from continuing, occurring, reoccurring or
(b) To reduce that detrimental effect or to reduce the risk of its
continuance, occurrence or recurrence.

4.4

The detrimental effects referred to in Section 59 (2), a local authority is
satisfied that
(a) Activities carried on in a public place within the authority’s area
have had a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the
locality, or
(b) It is likely that activities will be carried on in a public place within
that area and that they will have such an effect.

4.5

Under Section 72 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime & Policing Act 2014, a
Local Authority must carry out the necessary consultation and necessary
publicity when extending and varying a PSPO.

4.6

Appendix 1 provides Members with an overview of the current restrictions, the
proposed restrictions that were publicised and consulted upon and the reason
for the variation.

4.7

The public consultation sought views on the proposed extension and variation
of the restriction ‘Control of commercial or charity collection or soliciting for
money in the street’. The proposed restriction for this was that “No person

shall at any time engage in or knowingly cause or permit the collection
or soliciting of money for commercial or charitable purposes and
whether by way of immediate payment or the seeking of a standing
order or direct debit authority unless they are in possession of a written
authorisation for face to face fundraising issued by the Council.”
4.8

With regards to this proposed restriction, the survey found that:


56.12% of respondents believe that people asking for and/or collecting
money in the street in the public areas in the map for charitable or
commercial collections is a problem.
49.47% of respondents believe that asking for money and/or collecting
money for commercial or charitable collections had a negative impact on
enjoying the public areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map.
26.86% of respondents stated that asking for money and/or collecting
money for commercial or charitable collections had worsened over the
past 3 years; another 35.64% believe it had stayed the same with only
17.55% saying it had improved.
Some of the themes respondents mentioned include feeling intimidating,
pressured, uncomfortable, harassed and pestered. Some respondents
stated that they wanted to choose when to donate and not have it forced
upon them.






4.9

The public consultation sought views on ‘Begging’. The survey provided
respondents the opportunity to comment on the proposed restriction: “No
person shall at any time beg for money. Persons experiencing
destitution, being defined as persons who do not have a fixed abode
and/or do not receive an income will be considered to have a
reasonable excuse for breaching this prohibition.”

4.10

Feedback from the survey found that:






79.52% of respondents believe begging is a problem in the PSPO
restricted area. 375 responded to this question, of which 299 believed
begging to be a problem.
69.15% of respondents believe this has had a negative impact on them
enjoying the public areas in the PSPO restricted area. This amounts to
260 out of 376 that answered this specific survey question.
62.77% of respondents stated that begging had worsened over the past 3
years; another 22.34% believe it had stayed the same with only 5.05%
saying it had improved.
79.79% of respondents agreed that it is necessary to stop begging in
public areas as shown on the PSPO restricted area map. There were 101
separate comments linked to this question.
Respondents mentioned included feeling uncomfortable and unsafe. 9
specifically stated they felt harassed (or suffered harassment) and 33
separate respondents specifically stated they felt intimidated.12 have
stated they have been approached by someone begging in aggressive
manner.

4.11
The public consultation sought views on ‘Consumption of alcohol on street’.
The survey provided respondents the opportunity to comment on the proposed
restriction “No person shall at any time consume alcohol in any public
place other than at licensed premises or refuse to hand over an open
container containing or purporting to contain alcohol, in their possession,
save for in those places identified by section 62 of the Anti-social
Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, when required to do so by an
Authorised Officer.”
4.12 The survey found that:
 72.87% of respondents consider drinking alcohol in the street, other than
at licensed premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the
PSPO restricted area.
 A further 60.11% of respondents believe this has had a negative impact on
them enjoying the area.
 48.4% of respondents stated that drinking alcohol in the street, other than
at licensed premises, had worsened over the past 3 years; another
21.81% believe it had stayed the same with only 7.71% saying it had
improved.
 Key themes respondents mentioned included the following: uneasy,
unsafe, distressing, frightening, anti-social, unruly and messy. Yorkshire
Street was an area of concern but also the indirect effects of drinks leading
to fighting many also mention littering (glass bottles).
4.13

The public consultation sought views on the use of skateboards, bicycles
and scooters. The survey gave respondents the opportunity to feedback on
the proposed restriction:
4.13.1
4.13.2

“No person shall at any time use a skateboard in the
restricted area shown coloured red on the plan”
“No person shall at any time use a bicycle, skateboard,
scooter or similar wheeled conveyance in such a manner that
causes or is likely to cause nuisance, alarm or distress.”

4.14 The survey found that:







21.01% of respondents believe that skateboarding is a problem in the area in
the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map. 52.13% said it wasn’t a
problem.
41.22% of respondents believe that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters
or similar wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people (in the
public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map) is a problem.
31.12% of respondents believe that this type of behaviour (use of bicycles,
skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or
upset people) has worsened over the past 3 years; 22.07% believe it had
stayed the same with only 5.85% saying it had improved.
50.8% of respondents would like people to stop using skateboards in the
public areas shown in the PSPO restricted map.
Key themes respondents mentioned – E Scooters (including Lime EScooters), electric scooters being dangerous, increase in use of electric

scooters, fear, hazard – increase in electric scooters many believe this is an
accident waiting to happen in particular with the misuse and speeding of the
scooters.
4.15 The public consultation sought views on the proposed restriction ‘Driving or
using a car in an anti-social manner’. The survey gave respondents the
opportunity to feedback on “No person in charge of a motor vehicle shall
allow, cause or permit the:
4.15.1
4.15.2
4.15.3

4.15.4

Running of the engine in such a manner that causes or is
likely to cause a noise nuisance
Playing of music in the motor vehicle at such a level that
causes or is likely to cause a nuisance
Behaving in a way likely to cause harassment, alarm or
distress to any person present at the time of the behaviour
including an Authorised Officer
Driving the vehicle in a manner that causes or is likely to
cause harassment, alarm or distress to any person including
an Authorised Officer

4.16 The survey found that:
 60.37% of respondents think people driving or using a vehicle in an
antisocial manner in the public areas in the PSPO restricted area is a
problem.
 This led to 55.59% of respondents to believe this has had a negative
impact on them enjoying the public areas in the PSPO restricted area.
 49.2% of respondents stated that driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial
manner in the public areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map had
worsened over the past 3 years; 16.5% believe it had stayed the same with
only 5.6% saying it had improved.
 Key themes respondents mentioned – cars speeding, racing and
recklessness.
4.17 The public consultation sought views on the proposed restriction “Obstructing
the highway or loitering”. The survey gave respondents the opportunity to
feedback on the proposed restriction that “No person shall obstruct, cause
or permit an obstruction on the highway, without reasonable or lawful
excuse, either by way of a vehicle or any other object, after having been
requested to leave or remove the obstruction from the highway by an
Authorised Officer.”
4.18



The survey found that:
51.06% of respondents believe that people blocking the road or pavement is a
problem in the public areas in the PSPO restricted area map.
35.11% of respondents stated that blocking the road or pavement in the public
areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map had worsened over the past 3
years; 21.01% believe it had stayed the same with only 4.26% saying it had
improved



Key themes respondents mentioned – obstructions for wheelchairs/prams,
parking on pavement issues in centre – again lower number of comments in
comparison to others for this section.

4.19

To assist with ensuring support is in place for those at risk of breaching the
current PSPO, particularly begging, RBC Community Safety commissions an
Outreach Worker from a charitable organisation called Petrus. This Rochdale
based charity provides residential and day support services to people who are
homeless or in housing need. The Petrus Outreach Worker has been
specifically commissioned to work directly alongside RBC Town Centre
Enforcement Wardens to ensure appropriate support is offered to those found
to be begging within the PSPO restricted area.

4.20

The Petrus Outreach Worker also works in partnership with RBC Place Base
colleagues, RBC Homelessness Service and GMP Officers and staff. This is to
ensure there are effective links between enforcement and support concerning
the most complex and vulnerable individuals in the town centre of Rochdale.
Amongst numerous responsibilities, the Petrus Outreach Worker assists by:
 Offering support and outreach work to individuals with complex needs
such as substance misuse and mental health issues.
 Identifying issues of homelessness in the town centre and ensuring that
appropriate referrals and support are in place.
 Engaging with town centre stakeholders such as the Town Centre
Management Company, Rochdale Business Improvement District (BID)
and Town Centre businesses on matters concerning homelessness.

4.21

The Petrus Outreach Worker links in with other statutory and non-statutory
services, accommodation services, supported housing and landlords, and other
local Voluntary, Community, Faith and Social Enterprises (VCFSEs), to adopt
a holistic approach to supporting complex and vulnerable individuals whom
frequent the Town Centre and are found to be begging.

4.22

RBC Town Centre Enforcement Wardens and Petrus Outreach Worker form
part of a multi-agency approach to ASB and community safety issues affecting
Rochdale Town Centre. The below model illustrates how the two roles integrate
in the wider partnership approach:
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4.23

As part of our holistic approach to support, the Petrus Outreach Worker is
integrated within our local Rough Sleeper & “A Bed Every Night” (ABEN)
Partnership Model. The below illustrates the current model:

Model produced by Homelessness Manager, Strategic Housing, RBC.
Image 2

Costs and Budget Summary
5.1

Section 66 of the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (ASBCPA)
allows for PSPOs to be challenged via a statutory appeal by an ‘interested
person’.

5.2

Such a challenge, if made, will be heard in the High Court and will require
external counsel. A High Court challenge will likely result in the Council
incurring additional unknown legal costs.

Risk and Policy Implications

6.1

Section 66 of the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014
(ASBCPA) allows for PSPOs to be challenged via a statutory appeal by an
‘interested person’; a person living in, working in or regularly visiting the area.

6.2

The grounds for such a challenge can be: (a) that the local authority did not
have power to make the order or variation, or to include particular prohibitions
or requirements imposed by the order; or (b) that a requirement under the
statute was not complied with in relation to the order.

6.3

Under Section 72 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime & Policing Act 2014, a
Local Authority must carry out the necessary consultation and necessary
publicity when extending and varying a PSPO.

6.4

On 30 June 2021, Liberty wrote to Rochdale Borough Council outlining their
concerns about the proposed variation and extension; including feedback on
the proposed restrictions that was publicised. Liberty have concluded that
“this proposed variation and extension of the Rochdale PSPO is potentially

not only unlawful and unreasonable; it is also a disproportionate interference
with basic rights and with people’s right to inherent human dignity. It adds
nothing to the fight to alleviate poverty. We urge you to think again.” Liberty’s
feedback has been taken into consideration as part of the consultation.
6.5

In light of the findings of the public consultation, the text of the begging provision
has been amended. It is proposed that there is no longer a blanket ban on
begging but a restriction that is now precise and tackles the behaviour that is
having a detrimental impact on the community and, it is believed, balances the
rights of individuals with those of the community.

6.6

Liberty raised concerns about the proposed restriction “No person shall
obstruct, cause or permit an obstruction on the highway, without reasonable or
lawful excuse, either by way of a vehicle or any other object, after having been
requested to leave or remove the obstruction from the highway by an authorised
officer.” Liberty is concerned that this vague provision grants an excessively
broad discretion to enforcement officers and might be used to wrongly target
those who may be sleeping rough in the PSPO area. With regards to this
proposed restriction, it is not aimed at those rough sleeping. Anyone rough
sleeping is unlikely to obstruct a highway, if they do they will be asked to move
to a place where they are not obstructing.

6.7

Following the public consultation, it is recommended that the wording for the
restriction concerning begging is amended. The proposed restriction included
within the consultation was that “No person shall at any time beg for money.
Persons experiencing destitution, being defined as persons who do not have a
fixed abode and/or do not receive an income will be considered to have a
reasonable excuse for breaching this prohibition”.

6.8

Should the Council be minded to include a restriction on begging, then it is
recommended that this is amended to “No person shall make any verbal,
non-verbal or written request for money, donations or goods, including
the placing of hats, clothing or container so as to cause or is likely to
cause intimidation, harassment, alarm or distress to any person”.

6.9

It is recommended that this proposed restriction is amended, as above, to
reflect the findings from the public consultation. This restriction has been
proposed to stop the behaviour of those begging which is having a detrimental
effect on the quality of life of those in the locality rather than the act of begging
itself. The proposed restriction will prevent people from feeling intimidated,
harassed, alarmed or distressed by aggressive begging whilst allowing those
who do not cause harm to continue to beg. The prohibition is therefore not to
prevent begging but inappropriate behaviour, striking a balance between the
rights of those to ask for money and the rights of those wishing to enter the
town centre without fear of intimidation.
Equality Impact Assessment

6.10

Rochdale and District Disability Action Group (RADDAG) undertook an Equality
Impact Assessment (EIA) Initial Screening exercise concerning the proposed

extension and variation of the current Public Space Protection Order (PSPO)
prior to public consultation. This exercise identified that there is a potential
differential impact for people within some of the protected characteristic groups.
It was recognised that there may be an overall positive impact for protected
characteristic groups due to an increased feeling of safety within the Town
Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.
6.11

The initial EIA screening highlighted that the PSPO has the potential, if
mitigating factors are not put in place, to adversely affect disabled people with
mental health issues and also people with complex needs who experience
multiple disadvantage.

6.12

Following the public consultation, a comprehensive Equality Impact
Assessment (EIA) has been completed, informed by the findings of the
consultation exercise. This has been annexed as Appendix 3. This EIA was
undertook by Rochdale and District Disability Action Group (RADDAG).

6.13

Findings show that mitigating factors are in place to ensure that vulnerable
people are not unnecessarily criminalised but are instead signposted to
services, where they can access appropriate support using the principles of
‘Good Help’. A partnership approach is in place to ensure that there are
effective links between enforcement and support for vulnerable individuals with
complex needs in the Town Centre.

6.14

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to
inform the EIA to ensure that any potential impact on protected groups is fully
understood.

6.15

Analysis indicates that there may be an overall positive impact for all protected
characteristic groups due to an increased feeling of safety within the Town
Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Consultation
7.1

The PSPO is not targeted at any individual or group but instead seeks to tackle
defined anti-social behaviour in a specific location. People from some protected
characteristic groups could be disproportionately affected by the PSPO and so
a public consultation was undertaken to gather the views of those who will
potentially be affected by the PSPO, and to ensure that the impact on all
protected characteristics is fully understood.

7.2

The consultation opened on 28 May 2021 and remained open until midnight
on 04 July 2021. At the close of the consultation 376 responses had been
received. Hard copies, and alternative formats, of the consultation were made
available upon request. The survey is now closed but was accessible via
Public Space Protection Order - Rochdale town centre. This site also provided
members of the public the opportunity to seek background information relating
to the current PSPO, links to the survey and also provided key information for
available support services and Helplines. This webpage was viewed 1,019
times during the public consultation period. Out of these, there were 828

unique page views. A unique page view is the number of sessions during
which the specified page was viewed at least once.
7.3

The survey platform provided respondents with all the necessary information
relating to the proposed variation and extension of the Town Centre Public
Space Protection Order (PSPO). This included the public report from Cabinet
containing the current PSPO restrictions and the proposed restrictions. The
amendments (variations) were highlighted in a different colour to ensure
respondents were able to clearly see the proposed variations. The survey
platform also provided the completed Equality Impact Assessment Initial
Screening Form, proposed PSPO Restricted Area Map and a link to available
support.

7.4

Prior to public consultation, advice was sought regarding the accessibility of
the survey. The survey was reviewed to ensure questions were as accessible
as possible, including the use of plain English. This approach was also
adopted for printed materials and advertorials used in the Rochdale Online
and Rochdale Observer.

7.5

The consultation was publicised by the Council on social media channels, in
the local newspaper and in a local online news site. The advertorial in
Rochdale Online was read 2,242 times. Respondents were directed to the
survey platform where they could participate in the survey and access more
information about the proposed variation and extension; including the
proposed variations to the restrictions. In terms of social media, over 20 social
media posts were placed on the Council’s social media platforms, which
included Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. On Facebook post reached over
16,500 people and attracted numerous comments.

7.6

The Council wrote to the Chief Constable’s Office for Greater Manchester
Police regarding the proposed extension and variation. The local GMP District
Commander was also notified of the proposed extension and variation in
writing and, again, encouraged to feed back to the Council regarding the
extension and variation of the PSPO. Furthermore, the Police and Crime
Commissioner for Greater Manchester was also notified in writing.

7.7

Overall, approximately two thousand leaflets were distributed to encourage
feedback regarding the variation and extension of the PSPO. It encouraged
members’ of the public to participate in the survey and provided advice
regarding how to access more information. This included a web address
which would allow members of the public to access a detailed Cabinet report
regarding the extension and variation of the proposed restrictions (including
variations), a map of the proposed restricted area and also advice regarding
support services and their contact information. The consultation leaflet can be
found in Appendix 4.

7.8

As part of the process when distributing the leaflets, and when the opportunity
allowed, officers discussed the consultation with business owners when the
leaflets were dropped off at business premises. The Council also leafleted
residential properties sitting just outside the PSPO area. Letters were hand
delivered to a number of the larger businesses/stores within the PSPO

restricted area to ensure that the information was received by the manager.
Rochdale Business Improvement District publicised the PSPO on its social
media channels and also distributed leaflets to Town Centre Businesses on
the Council’s behalf.
7.9

The schools and GP surgeries within the PSPO restricted area and the
Friends of Broadfield Park were all invited to participate in the consultation.
Rochdale Sixth Form College publicised it in the college newsletter and on
social media. Hopwood Hall College publicised the consultation and also
encouraged students to complete it as part of student enrichment. Rochdale
Boroughwide Housing publicised the consultation survey on its own social
media channels.

7.10

In order to ensure that the consultation was as representative of all
communities as much as possible the Council directly engaged with a number
of organisations/services and groups in voluntary, faith and community sector
to promote and encourage participation in the consultation. This includes the
following:




















7.11

Rochdale Council’s ‘Place Team’ meeting – representation including
homeless charities such as Sanctuary Trust and Petrus.
Rochdale Business Improvement District - over 200 hereditaments
HMR Circle
Grassroots Gathering - around 200 reps in this network
Community Based Networks (Community Centres)
‘Wednesday Weekly’
Rochdale Disability Forum - approx. 50 groups
HealthWatch
Rochdale Carers Forum
Armed Forces – Council linked networks
Rochdale Parents Carers Voice
Friends of Broadfield Park
Rochdale Council of Mosques - 17 Mosques
Numerous Cohesion Groups – approx. 53 groups engaged with.
Local Interfaith Groups
Youth Services
Local Schools within, or within close proximity, to the PSPO restricted
area
Local Colleges within, or within close proximity, to the PSPO restricted
area
Town Centre Operational Group – including Petrus and Sanctuary
Trust.

Officers delivered presentations to a number of these groups concerning the
Public Space Protection Order, the proposed variation and extension
(including the variations of the restrictions and reason for these), how the
enforcement of the PSPO in conjunction with support services and how to
provide feedback on the consultation.

7.12

HealthWatch and Action Together publicised the consultation through their
networks. Officers attended Action Together’s Grassroots Gathering (a biweekly forum) for voluntary sector groups and presented at Action Together’s
Wednesday Weekly information meeting to discuss the consultation, the
proposed restrictions (extension and variation) and how to provide feedback.
Council Officers also attended the Rochdale Disability Forum and the
Homelessness and Rough sleeper Network to encourage participation in the
consultation.

7.13

Out of the 376 respondents that took part in the survey, below is how they
described themselves in accordance with the survey options.
Option

Total

Percent

A resident

273

72.61%

A business owner (or work in the town centre)

73

19.41%

A visitor

49

13.03%

Other, please state

10

2.66%

Not Answered

2

0.53%

Table 1 – Overview of respondents to the survey 2021

7.14

The below provides a brief summary of the profile of the 376 respondents who
participated in the online public consultation survey:






7.15

The highest number of respondents by age were people aged 50-59
(26%). The lowest were those aged 0-19 (8%).
The majority of respondents were female (59%) with (37%) male and (4%)
categorised in a different way.
28% of respondents had some type of caring responsibility along with
another (14%) who considered themselves to have a type of disability.
Overall the majority of respondents classed themselves as White
British/White English (85%), the next highest being respondents from
specifically a Pakistani background (6%).
47% of residents classed themselves as Christian while another (9%)
Muslim; (35%) stated they had no religion or belief.

The below pie chart provided a breakdown of respondents by age:

Graph 1

7.16

The below pic chart provides a breakdown of respondents’ ethnicity:

Graph 2

7.17

On 30 June 2021, Liberty wrote to Rochdale Borough Council outlining their
concerns about the proposed variation and extension; including feedback on
the proposed restrictions that was publicised. Liberty is a company limited by
guarantee and is registered in London. Liberty’s concerns can be found in
Appendix 5. Liberty’s feedback has been taken into consideration as part of
the consultation. Rochdale Council’s Legal Team will respond directly to the
letter submitted by Liberty as part of the public consultation.

7.18

On 06 July 2021, a presentation was delivered to the Communities,
Regeneration and Environment Overview and Scrutiny Committee. Members
were provided with the opportunity to feedback regarding the proposed
extension and variation of the Town Centre Public Space Protection Order.
Key considerations arising from the Committee included the expansion of the
proposed PSPO restricted area to include Milkstone Road, Rochdale. Also,
the possibility of the implementing PSPOs in other areas of the Borough to
help tackle anti-social behaviour. Following advice from RBC Legal Team,
these considerations will not form part of this current proposed variation and
extension.

Background Papers

Place of Inspection

8.
None.

None.

For Further Information Contact:

Safer Communities Manager
Director of Neighbourhoods

Appendix 1 – Consultation prohibitions for the proposed Rochdale Town
Centre Public Spaces Protection Order
(N.B. changes are marked in red)

Current Prohibition

Proposed Prohibition

Control of commercial or
charity collection or
soliciting for money in the
street

Control of commercial or
charity collection or
soliciting for money in the
street

No person shall at any time
engage in or knowingly
cause or permit the
collection or soliciting of
money (commercial or
charity and whether by way
of immediate payment or the
seeking of a standing order
or direct debit authority)
unless they are in
possession of a written
authorisation for face to face
fundraising issued by the
Council.

No person shall at any time
engage in or knowingly
cause or permit the
collection or soliciting of
money for commercial or
charitable purposes and
whether by way of
immediate payment or the
seeking of a standing order
or direct debit authority
unless they are in
possession of a written
authorisation for face to face
fundraising issued by the
Council.

Consumption of alcohol
on street

Consumption of alcohol
on street

No person shall at any time
continue to drink alcohol or

No person shall at any time
consume alcohol in any

Reason for Variation

For greater clarification and
to ensure the prohibition is
confined to
charitable/commercial
collection of money, rather
than begging

refuse to hand over an open
container when required to
do so by an Authorised
Officer.

public place other than at
licensed premises or refuse
to hand over an open
container containing or
purporting to contain
alcohol, in their possession,
save for in those places
identified by section 62 of
the Anti-social Behaviour,
Crime and Policing Act
2014, when required to do
so by an Authorised Officer.

Driving or using a car in
an anti-social manner

No person in charge of a
motor vehicle shall allow,
cause or permit the :

i)

ii)

iii)

Running of the
engine in such a
manner that
causes or is
likely to cause a
noise nuisance
Playing of music
in the motor
vehicle at such a
level that causes
or is likely to
cause a
nuisance
Behaving in a
way likely to
cause
harassment,
alarm or distress
to any person
present at the
time of the
behaviour
including an

No change

To comply with the
provisions in the Anti-social
Behaviour, Crime and
Policing Act 2014

Authorised
Officer
iv)
Driving the
vehicle in a
manner that
causes or is
likely to cause
harassment,
alarm or distress
to any person
including an
Authorised
Officer
Obstructing the highway
or loitering

No person shall cause or
permit an obstruction on the
carriageway of a street after
having been requested to
remove the obstruction from
the carriageway by an
Authorised Officer

Obstructing the highway
or loitering

No person shall obstruct,
cause or permit an
obstruction on the highway,
without reasonable or lawful
excuse, either by way of a
vehicle or any other object,
after having been requested
to leave or remove the
obstruction from the
highway by an Authorised
Officer

Amendment covers loitering
on and obstructing the
highway (includes both the
carriageway and footway)
with either a vehicle or an
object, but does not prevent
lawful use of the highway.

Anti-social parking

No person or registered
keeper of a motor vehicle
shall park in such a manner
that the side of the vehicle is
adjacent to another motor
vehicle parked parallel to
the traffic direction
Use of skateboards,
bicycles and scooters

i)

No person shall
at any time use a
skateboard in the

Remove in its entirety

No longer required in light of
the amendments to the
above prohibition

ii)

restricted area
shown coloured
red on the plan
No person shall
at any time use a
bicycle,
skateboard,
scooter or similar
wheeled
conveyance in
such a manner
that causes or is
likely to cause
nuisance, alarm
or distress

No change proposed unless
following consultation there
is a need to include electric
bicycles and scooters

Begging

No person shall at any time
place themselves in a
position to beg.

No person shall at any time
beg for money. Persons
experiencing destitution,
being defined as persons
who do not have a fixed
abode and/or do not receive
an income will be
considered to have a
reasonable excuse for
breaching this prohibition

Home Office guidance
makes it clear that Councils
should carefully consider the
nature of any potential
PSPO that may impact on
homeless people and rough
sleepers and that any Order
precisely defines the
activity/behaviour that is
having the detrimental
impact on the community.

The wording of this
restriction is subject to
change depending on the
outcome of the consultation.

Appendix 2 – Draft Rochdale Town Centre Public Spaces Protection Extension
and Variation Order 2021

DRAFT

ROCHDALE BOROUGH COUNCIL
ROCHDALE TOWN CENTRE PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION
EXTENSION AND VARIATION ORDER 2021

THE Rochdale Borough Council (‘the Council’) in exercise of its powers under Section 60(2)
and 61(1)(b) of the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (‘the Act’) and of all
other enabling powers and being satisfied that the requirements of the Act have been met
hereby make the following Order:1. The Rochdale Town Centre Public Spaces Protection Order 2018 (‘the 2018 Order’)
which took effect on 23rd July 2018 be extended for a further period of three years
from …..
2. The 2018 Order be varied as shown in Schedule 1 below
3. The Rochdale Borough Council Town Centre Public Spaces Protection Extension and
Variation Order 2021 (‘the 2021 Order’) applies to the public spaces described in
Schedule 2 below and edged in blue and coloured red on the plan annexed to this
Order (‘the Restricted Area’)
4. The effect of the 2021 Order will be to extend the 2018 Order to [date] and to vary
the 2018 Order in accordance with Schedule 1
5. It is an offence for a person to fail to comply with an instruction given by an
authorised person not to consume alcohol or to surrender alcohol or container for
alcohol within the Restricted Area.
6. Any person who fails to comply with an instruction not to consume alcohol or to
surrender alcohol or container for alcohol in accordance with restriction (i)(b) in
Schedule 1 of this Order commits an offence and shall be liable on summary
conviction to a fine not exceeding level 2 on the standard scale.

7. It is an offence for a person without reasonable excuse to fail to comply with the
requirements of the 2018 Order as varied by the 2021 Order (with the exception of
restriction (i)(b) in Schedule 1 of this Order).
8. Any person who, without reasonable excuse, fails to comply with the requirements of
the 2018 Order as varied by the 2021 Order (with the exception of restriction (i)(b) in
Schedule 1 of this Order) commits an offence and shall be liable on summary
conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard scale.
9. This Order shall be cited as the Rochdale Town Centre Public Spaces Protection
Extension and Variation Order 2021. The Order shall take effect on [date] and will
be in force for 3 years subject to any further variation or extension of the Order.

SCHEDULE 1
(i)

The following restrictions contained in the 2018 Order will now read as follows :(a) Control of commercial or charity collection or solicitor for money in the street
No person shall at any time engage in or knowingly cause or permit the collection or
soliciting of money for commercial or charitable purposes and whether by way of
immediate payment or the seeking of a standing order or direct debit authority unless they
are in possession of a written authorisation for face to face fundraising issued by the
Council.
(b) Consumption of alcohol on street
No person shall at any time consume alcohol in any public place other than at licensed
premises or refuse to hand over an open container containing or purporting to contain
alcohol, in their possession, save for in those places identified by section 62 of the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, when required to do so by an Authorised
Officer.
(c) Obstructing the highway or loitering
No person shall obstruct, cause or permit an obstruction on the highway, without
reasonable or lawful excuse, either by way of a vehicle or any other object, after having
been requested to leave or remove the obstruction from the highway by an Authorised
Officer.
(d) Begging
No person shall make any verbal, non-verbal or written request for money, donations or
goods, including the placing of hats, clothing or container so as to cause or is likely to
cause intimidation, harassment, alarm or distress to any person

(ii)

Restriction, numbered 6 in the 2018 Order, Anti-social parking is removed in its entirety

(iii)

All other restrictions in the 2018 Order to remain the same.

SCHEDULE 2
RESTRICTED AREA
All that land in Rochdale Town Centre comprising 89.29 hectares and which for the purpose
of identification is shown edged blue together with the land coloured red on the attached plan.

Dated this

day of July 2021

THE COMMON SEAL of ROCHDALE )
BOROUGH COUNCIL was

)

hereunto affixed in the presence of )

Authorised Signatory

Appendix 3 – Equality Impact Assessment

Stage 2: Full EIA

What information do you have to inform this initial assessment?

(List or attach existing data that will help in identifying the potential impact of this policy for example previous
consultation; research or practical guidance or any evidence or information that you already have about how
this proposal might affect equality in any of the areas covered by the protected groups)

Demographic Data



Census 2011 (demographic data)
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011census/2011censusdata/2011censusdatacatalogue
Rochdale Borough Profile – (Equality Data)
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/pdf/2018-07-27-equality-and-diversity-data-v1.pdf

Local Context
A public consultation was conducted in 2017 for the original PSPO, responses from local businesses supported
the proposal and suggested extending the boundary of the PSPO. Many of the businesses and members of the
general public who supported the Order wished to see the number of people begging in Rochdale Town Centre
reduced as they felt it had a negative impact on the image of the Town and adversely affected business by
putting people off coming into the town centre. Objectors to the proposals highlighted that the ‘ban on
begging’ would punish vulnerable members of society by imposing financial penalties they cannot afford.
Evidence held by GMP and the Council suggested that the majority of people involved in begging in the Town
Centre were not homeless, may have been victims of modern slavery and all were being offered support. There
was an acknowledgement that this is a sensitive issue which needed careful handling and mitigating factors put
in place to ensure that those who need support are signposted to services and not unnecessarily criminalised.

Whilst the PSPO is designed to prohibit certain activities it also enables people to feel that the Town Centre is a
safe and welcoming place for all and therefore could have a positive impact for people from all protected
characteristic groups, tackling anti-social behaviour makes people feel safe and helps to improve the quality of
life for everyone that lives, works or visits the borough.

Strategic Context
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.
police-and-crime-plan-standing-together.pdf (greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk)

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, which
highlights the local approach and commitment to the principles of ‘good help.’
http://democracy.rochdale.gov.uk/documents/s69151/8571_RSCP_CommunitySafetyPlan_20192022_V2_LR.pdf

The PSPO is not targeted at any individual or group but instead seeks to tackle defined antisocial behaviour in a
specific location, however people from some protected characteristic groups may be disproportionately
affected by the PSPO if mitigating factors are not put in place.

A period of consultation took place between 28th May 2021 to 4th July 2021 to gather the views of those who
could potentially be affected by the PSPO and to ensure that the impact on all protected characteristics is fully
understood. A total of 376 responses were received. The results of the consultation have informed the full EIA
and the associated Action Plan to ensure any identified negative impact is mitigated.

Age

There is a potential positive impact on older and younger people due to a greater feeling of
safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour, however there

may be a negative impact on Younger people as they are more likely to be impacted by the
order specifically around the prohibition of using a skateboard in the restricted area.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Disability

We know that the PSPO has the potential, if mitigating factors are not put in place, to adversely
affect disabled people with mental health issues and also people with complex needs who
experience multiple disadvantage. Research by the Mental Health Foundation
(https://www.mentalhealth.org.uk/statistics) 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.

To mitigate the risk of unnecessarily criminalising vulnerable people, over the past 3 years of the
current PSPO a support worker from Petrus, which is a support services for people in housing
need, has been working with the Town Centre wardens 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 vulnerable residents, with complex
needs are signposted to services, where they can access appropriate support using the
principles of ‘Good Help’. This post was commissioned by Community Safety, on behalf of the
Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP).

In addition work has taken place directly with Place 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 for vulnerable individuals with complex needs in the Town
Centre. https://goodhelp.org.uk/2020/12/good-help-in-rochdale-seven-reasons-why-theproject-is-working-in-the-era-of-covid/

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Gender
Reassignmen
t

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Marriage or
civil
partnership

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.

Pregnancy or
maternity

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.

Race

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Religion or
belief

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Sex

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Sexual
orientation

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.
Serving / ex
serving

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

members of
the armed
forces

Carers

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.

There may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an increased
feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

Key stakeholders have been directly involved in the consultation process to ensure that any
potential impact on protected groups is fully understood.

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)

There is a potential differential impact for people within some of the protected characteristic groups. Within
the protected characteristic of Age, there is a potential positive impact on younger and older people due to a
greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour, however there
may be a negative impact on some younger people as they are more likely to be impacted by the order
specifically around the prohibition of using a skateboard in the restricted area.

There is potential for a negative impact for disabled people, due to the potential link between people who are
homeless, drug dependency and mental health issues, but mitigating factors are in place to remove the negative
impact, there may be a positive impact for disabled people due to a greater feeling of safety within the Town
Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

There is strength in a partnership approach to tackling anti-social behaviour 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 vulnerable residents, with complex needs are signposted to
services, where they can access appropriate support using the principles of ‘Good Help’ in the first instance.

It is recognised that there may be an overall positive impact for protected characteristic groups due to an
increased feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social behaviour.

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)

To understand if/how the PSPO will have a differential or adverse impact on people with a protected
characteristic a consultation took place between 28th May 2021 to 4th July 2021.

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 consultation opened online on Friday 28th May 2021 and ran for a period of just over 5 weeks until midnight
on Sunday 4th July 2021. At the close of the consultation 376 responses had been received. Given the
restrictions brought about by the pandemic and the rising number of cases in Rochdale of the Delta Variant the
consultation was held online. Hard copies of the consultation were made available if required and assistance in
completing the consultation was offered by partner organisations in the voluntary sector who were available to
provide support.

The consultation was publicised by the Council on its social media channels, in the local newspaper and on a
local online news site. The Council notified the GM Police & Crime Commissioner, GMP Chief Constable’s Office
and locally GMP Police.

Around two thousand leaflets publicising the PSPO were hand delivered to all business and residential premises
within the perimeter of the PSPO (the PSPO area). Officers briefly discussed the consultation with business
owners when the leaflets were dropped off at business premises. The Council also leafleted residential
properties located just outside the PSPO area. Letters were hand delivered to a number of the larger
businesses/stores within the PSPO area to ensure that the information was received by the manager. Rochdale
BID publicised the PSPO on its social media channels and distributed leaflets to Town Centre Businesses on the
Council’s behalf.

The schools and GP surgeries within the PSPO area and the Friends of Broadfield Park were all invited to
participate in the consultation.

In order to ensure that the consultation was as representative of all communities as possible the Council worked
with a number of organisations and groups in the voluntary, faith and community sector to promote and
encourage participation in the consultation. Rochdale Boroughwide Housing publicised it on its own social
media channels. Rochdale Sixth Form college publicised it in the college newsletter and on social media.
Hopwood Hall College publicised the consultation and also encouraged students to complete it as part of their
student enrichment programme. Healthwatch and Action Together publicised the consultation through their
networks. Officers attended Action Together’s Grassroots Gathering (a bi-weekly forum) for voluntary sector
groups with a mailing list of 221 VCFS organisations and presented at Action Together’s Wednesday Weekly
information meeting to discuss the consultation, the presentation was also available on Action Together’s
YouTube Channel. Officers also attended the Rochdale Disability Forum and the Homelessness and Rough
sleeper Network to encourage participation in the consultation. It was publicised through the Council of
Mosques and other Faith Groups, Rochdale in Rainbows, HMR Circle, Rochdale Parent Carers Voice and
Rochdale Carers Resource. Fifty three groups were contacted directly by the Cohesion Team to encourage
participation in the consultation. It is recognised that there is intersectionality within all organisations and
groups that were encouraged to complete the consultation survey.

An overview of the responses to the consultation and key themes under each area is below, with a further
breakdown of responses by each protected characteristic is also provided.

Collection of monies for commercial or charitable purposes
•
•

•

•

211 (56%) of respondents believe that people asking for and/or collecting money in the street in the
public areas in the map for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.
186 (49%) of respondents believe that asking for money and/or collecting money for commercial or
charitable collections had a negative impact on enjoying the public areas shown on the PSPO restricted
area map.
101 (27%) of respondents stated that asking for money and/or collecting money for commercial or
charitable collections had worsened over the past 3 years; another 134 (36%) believe it had stayed the
same with only 66 (18%) saying it had improved.
Key themes respondents mentioned – intimidating, pressured, uncomfortable, harassed, pestered –
many people stated they wanted to choose when to donate and not have it forced upon them.

Begging
•

A massive 299 (80%) of respondents believe begging is a problem in the PSPO restricted map area. This
has led to 260 (69%) of respondents to believe this has had a negative impact on them enjoying the
public areas in the PSPO restricted map area.

•
•

236 (63%) of respondents stated that begging had worsened over the past 3 years; another 84 (22%)
believe it had stayed the same with only 19 (5%) saying it had improved.
Key themes respondents mentioned – uncomfortable, harassed, intimidated – feeling that many beggars
are drunk or intoxicated on drugs which creates fear and intimidation.

Alcohol
•

•

•

274 (73%) of respondents consider drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map. A further 226 (60%) of respondents
believe this has had a negative impact on them enjoying the area.
182 (48%) of respondents stated that drinking alcohol in the street (other than at licensed premises) had
worsened over the past 3 years; another 82 (21%) believe it had stayed the same with only 29 (8%)
saying it had improved.
Key themes respondents mentioned – uneasy, unsafe, distressing, frightening, anti-social, unruly, messy
– many respondents reference Yorkshire St. as an area of concern but also the indirect effects of drinks
leading to fighting many also mention littering (glass bottles) in particular.

Skateboarding
•
•

•

•
•

79 (21%) of respondents believe that skateboarding is a problem in the area in the areas shown on the
PSPO restricted area map. 196 (52%) said it wasn’t a problem.
155 (41%) of respondents believe that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled
transport used to annoy, scare or upset people (in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map) is a problem.
117 (31%) of respondents believe that this type of behaviour (use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or
similar wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people) has worsened over the past 3 years;
another 83 (22%) believe it had stayed the same with only 22 (6%) saying it had improved.
191 (51%) of respondents would like people to stop using skateboards in the public areas shown in the
PSPO restricted map.
Key themes respondents mentioned – scooters, dangerous, LIME-E scheme chaotic, increase in scooters,
fear, hazard – massive increase in scooters many believe this is an accident waiting to happen in
particular with the misuse and speeding of the scooters. Not so many referencing skateboarding but this
section generated the most comments.

Motor Vehicle Usage
•

•

•

227 (60%) of respondents think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public
areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem. This has led a number of respondents to believe this
has had a negative impact on them enjoying the public areas in the PSPO restricted map area.
185 (49%) of respondents stated that driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public
areas shown on the PSPO restricted area map had worsened over the past 3 years; another 62 (16%)
believe it had stayed the same with only 21 (6%) saying it had improved.
Key themes respondents mentioned – cars speeding, racing and recklessness.

Blocking roads or pavements
•
•

•

192 (51%) of respondents believe that people blocking the road or pavement is a problem in the public
areas in the PSPO restricted area map.
132 (35%) of respondents stated that blocking the road or pavement in the public areas shown on the
PSPO restricted area map had worsened over the past 3 years; another 79 (21%) believe it had stayed
the same with only 16 (4%) saying it had improved
Key themes respondents mentioned – obstructions for wheelchairs and prams, parking on pavement
issues in the Town Centre.

Specific activity was undertaken during the consultation process to ensure that as many people as possible from
each protected characteristic group had the opportunity to complete the survey.
Age

The Consultation was sent directly to Hopwood Hall College and to Rochdale 6th Form College.
HMR Circle, which is an organisation for Older people were contacted directly and asked to
encourage their members to respond to the survey.

Of the 376 respondents to the consultation the age breakdown of respondents is as follows:-

•

•

Age

Total

Percent

0-19

31

8.24%

20-29

35

9.31%

30-39

50

13.30%

40-49

69

18.35%

50-59

99

26.33%

Over 60

84

22.34%

Prefer not to say

6

1.60%

Not Answered

2

0.53%

19% of respondents under 19’s thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the
street (in the public areas of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a
problem, this figure increased to 60% for respondents over the age of 60.
74% of respondents under the age of 19 consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed
PSPO area, the figure was 79% of respondents over the age of 60.

•

•

•

•

•

Disability

64% of respondents under the age of 19 considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than
at licensed premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map, this increased to 75% of respondents over the age of 60.
6.5% of respondents under the age of 19 felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas
shown on the PSPO restricted area map, this increased to 27% of respondents over the age
of 60.
29% of respondents under the age of 19 felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or
similar wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem, this increased to 51% of residents over the age of
60.
68% of respondents under the age of 19 think people driving or using a vehicle in an
antisocial manner in the public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem, this
reduced to 60% for respondents over the age of 60.
77% of respondents under the age of 19 think people blocking the road or pavement in the
public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem, this decreased to 52% for
respondents over the age of 60.

A presentation on the PSPO consultation was delivered at the Rochdale Borough Disability
Forum, which has a membership of over 50 organisations and individuals including those who
support people with mental health issues and also at the Rochdale Homeless network, which
has an extensive reach amongst support organisations to encourage completion of the survey.

The RBC Place Team, which is made up of RBC staff and partners who support people
experiencing multiple disadvantage and lead on the ‘Good Help’ work have been engaged in the
consultation.

Of the 376 respondents to the consultation the breakdown of those who indicated they were a
disabled person is as follows:-

Do you consider yourself to be
a Disabled person?

Total

Percent

Yes

56

14.89%

No

305

81.12%

Prefer not to say

12

3.19%

Not Answered

3

0.80%

Of the 56 responses from Disabled people:-









Gender
Reassignmen
t

52% thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the public areas
of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.
73% consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
71% considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
29% felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area
map.
43% felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used
to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem.
55% think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
62% think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.

The consultation was circulated to the Rochdale in Rainbows steering group, which is made up
of organisations that support our LGBT+ community.

Responses to ‘Do you identify with the gender you were assigned at birth?’

Do you identify with the gender
you were assigned at birth?

Total

Percent

Yes

350

93.09%

No

5

1.33%

Prefer not to say

14

3.72%

Not Answered

7

1.86%

It is recognised that only a small number of participants indicated that they do not identify with
the gender they were assigned at birth, of those who did respond:-



60% thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the public areas
of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.








80% consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
80% considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
0% felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area
map.
20% felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used
to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem.
40% think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
60% think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.

Marriage or
civil
partnership

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group.

Pregnancy or
maternity

The consultation was shared with the Healthwatch Rochdale Maternity Voices Forum.

Responses to the Question ‘Are you pregnant?’

Are you Pregnant?

Total

Percent

Yes

4

1.06%

No

308

81.91%

Not applicable

44

11.70%

Prefer not to say

12

3.19%

Not Answered

8

2.13%

It is recognised that only a small number of respondents indicated that they are pregnant, of
those that did respond:-



50% thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the public areas
of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.








Race

75% consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
50% considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
0% felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area
map.
25% felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used
to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem.
75% think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
50% think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.

In addition to the extensive comms which took place to highlight the consultation, the Cohesion
Team at RBC encouraged 53 local organisations to complete the consultation survey.

Total responses:-

Which group best describes your
ethnicity?

Total

Percent

White: British

239

63.56%

White: English

73

19.41%

White: Northern Irish

1

0.27%

White: Irish

4

1.06%

Any Other White Background

3

0.80%

Asian/Asian British: Indian

4

1.06%

Asian/Asian British: Pakistani

23

6.12%

Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi

2

0.53%

Asian/Asian British: Kashmiri

3

0.80%

Black/African/Caribbean/Black
British: African

2

0.53%

Black/African/Caribbean/Black
British: Caribbean

1

0.27%

Arab

1

0.27%

Prefer not to say

14

3.72%

Any other ethnic group (please
specify below)

1

0.27%

Not Answered

5

1.33%

Consultation data









Religion or
belief

In response to the question ‘do you think people asking for and/or collecting money in
the street (in the public areas of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial
collections is a problem’, there was no significant difference in the response from each
ethnic group with 56% of respondents answered yes to the question with 37% answering
no.
79% of all respondents consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area,
which again shows no significant difference in the responses from each ethnic group
73% of all respondents considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed
premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map,
there was no significant difference in the responses from each ethnic group.
21% of all respondents felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the
PSPO restricted area map.
41% of all respondents felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar
wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the
PSPO restricted area map is a problem, there was no significant difference in the
responses from each ethnic groups.
60% of all respondents think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in
the public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
51% of all respondents think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.

In addition to the extensive comms which took place to highlight the consultation, the Cohesion
Team at RBC encouraged 53 local organisations to complete the consultation survey.

Breakdown of the responses to ‘What is your Religion or Belief?’

What is your religion or
belief

Total

Percent

Christian

176

46.81%

Buddhist

1

0.27%

Hindu

0

0.00%

Jewish

0

0.00%

Muslim

33

8.78%

Sikh

0

0.00%

No religion/belief

131

34.84%

Any other religion/belief
(please specify below)

2

0.53%

Prefer not to say

27

7.18%

Not Answered

6

1.60%

There was no significant difference in responses across those who identified with a specific
religion and those who did not.








56% of all respondents considered people asking for and/or collecting money in the
street (in the public areas of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections
a problem’,
79% of all respondents consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
73% of all respondents considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed
premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
21% of all respondents felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the
PSPO restricted area map.
41% of all respondents felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar
wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the
PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
60% of all respondents think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in
the public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
51% of all respondents think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.

Sex

The breakdown of the gender of respondents is as follows:How do you describe your gender?

Total

Percent

A man

140

37.23%

A woman

222

59.04%

Non-binary

3

0.80%

In another way

0

0.00%

Prefer not to say

10

2.66%

Not Answered

1

0.27%

Consultation Data:-











46% of male respondents, 62% of female respondents and 67% of respondents who
identify as non-binary thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in
the public areas of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a
problem.
75% of male respondents, 82% of female respondents and 100% of respondents who
identify as non-binary consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
67% of male respondents, 77% of female respondents and 100% of respondents who
identify as non-binary considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed
premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
25% of male respondents, 18% of female respondents and 0% of respondents who
identify as non-binary felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the
PSPO restricted area map.
46% of male respondents, 37% of female respondents and 67% of respondents who
identify as non-binary felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar
wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the
PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
61% of male respondents, 60% of female respondents and 100% of respondents who
identify as non-binary think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in
the public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
56% of male respondents, 47% of female respondents and 100% of respondents who
identify as non-binary think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.

Sexual
orientation

The consultation was circulated to the Rochdale in Rainbows steering group, which is made up
of organisations that support the LGBT+ community.

The breakdown of responses to the question ‘What is your sexual orientation?’

What is your sexual orientation?

Total

Percent

Heterosexual

319

84.84%

Gay Woman/Lesbian

2

0.53%

Gay Man

8

2.13%

Bisexual

7

1.86%

Other

4

1.06%

Prefer not to say

28

7.45%

Not Answered

8

2.13%

It is recognised that only a small number of respondents indicated that they are bisexual, a gay
man or lesbian of those that did respond:-








43% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 25% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 0% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 58% of respondents who identify as
heterosexual thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the
public areas of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.
71% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 37% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 0% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 81% of respondents who identify as
heterosexual consider begging to be a problem in the Proposed PSPO area.
57% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 35% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 100% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 74% of respondents who identify
as heterosexual considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed
premises, to be a problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
14% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 0% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 0% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 23% of respondents who identify as
heterosexual felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO
restricted area map.







Serving / ex
serving
members of
the armed
forces

14% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 25% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 0% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 43% of respondents who identify as
heterosexual felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled
transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.
57% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 37% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 50% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 63% of respondents who identify
as heterosexual think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the
public areas in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
43% of respondents who identify as bisexual, 50% of respondents who identify as a gay
man, 50% of respondents who identify as lesbian and 51% of respondents who identify
as heterosexual think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the
PSPO restricted area map is a problem.

Response to ‘Are you a member of the armed forces or ex-member of the armed forces?’

Are you a member of the armed
forces or ex-member of the
armed forces?’

Total

Percent

Yes

17

4.52%

No

339

90.16%

Prefer not to say

14

3.72%

Not Answered

6

1.60%

It is recognised that only a small number of respondents indicated that they are a member or ex
member of the armed forces of those who did respond:-







53% thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the public areas
of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.
65% consider begging to be a problem in the proposed PSPO area.
47% considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
47% felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area
map.
59% felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used
to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem.




Carers

71% think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
71% think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.

Response to ‘Do you have Caring Responsibilities?’

Do you have Caring
Responsibilities?

Total

Percent

Yes

108

28.72%

No

244

64.89%

Prefer not to say

16

4.26%

Not Answered

8

2.13%

Of the 108 responses from people who have caring responsibilities:-









61% thought people asking for and/or collecting money in the street (in the public areas
of the proposed PSPO) for charitable or commercial collections is a problem.
80% consider begging to be a problem in the proposed PSPO area.
75% considered drinking alcohol in the street, other than at licensed premises, to be a
problem in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map.
20% felt that skateboarding is a problem in the areas shown on the PSPO restricted area
map.
34% felt that the use of bicycles, skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used
to annoy, scare or upset people in the public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area
map is a problem.
61% think people driving or using a vehicle in an antisocial manner in the public areas in
the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.
51% think people blocking the road or pavement in the public areas in the PSPO
restricted area map is a problem.

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

(Outline the overall impact that the policy will have on different groups from the data and feedback collected.
Show how you reached your conclusions; decide on the priorities and identify actions. Complete an action plan

outlining the actions that you will take to minimise any impacts. Include any positive impacts in your assessment
because these might be important to the decision making process.)

Age

The initial EIA screening identified that there may be a negative impact on younger people as a
result of the restrictions around skateboarding, however this was not reflected in the
consultation feedback, 29% of respondents under the age of 19 felt that the use of bicycles,
skateboards, scooters or similar wheeled transport used to annoy, scare or upset people in the
public areas shown in the PSPO restricted area map is a problem.

The initial EIA screening indicated that the proposal could have a positive impact on both
younger and older people due to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre, this was
reflected within the comments of the consultation.

Disability

The initial EIA screening indicated that there is potential for a negative impact for disabled
people, due to the link between people who are homeless, have a drug dependency and mental
health issues.
To mitigate the risk of unnecessarily criminalising vulnerable people, over the past 3 years of the
current PSPO a support worker from Petrus, which is a support services for people in housing
need, has been working with the Town Centre wardens 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 vulnerable residents, with complex
needs are signposted to services, where they can access appropriate support using the
principles of ‘Good Help’. This post was commissioned by Community Safety, on behalf of the
Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP). This support will continue if the PSPO is
extended for the next 3 years. In addition the Town Centre Warden role has now changed to
Community Safety Engagement Officer which better reflects the engage and educate nature of
the role.

Work will continue to take place directly with Place 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 for vulnerable individuals with complex needs in the Town
Centre.

The consultation has highlighted that there may be a positive impact for disabled people due to
a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

Gender
Reassignmen
t

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Marriage or
civil
partnership

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Pregnancy or
maternity

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Race

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Religion or
belief

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.
Sex

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Sexual
orientation

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Serving / ex
serving
members of
the armed
forces

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

Carers

The initial EIA screening did not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from
the proposal for this protected characteristic group, but that there may be a positive impact due
to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a decrease in anti-social
behaviour.

The consultation has not highlighted any additional information to suggest that there would be
any differential negative impact on this protected characteristic group.

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

To mitigate any potential negative impact on disabled people, due to the link between people who are
homeless, have a drug dependency and mental health issues and the risk of unnecessarily criminalising
vulnerable people, a support worker from Petrus, which is a support services for people in housing need, will
continue to work with the Community Safety Team 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 vulnerable residents, with complex needs are signposted to services, where they can access
appropriate support using the principles of ‘Good Help’. This post was commissioned by Community Safety, on
behalf of the Rochdale Safer Communities Partnership (RSCP). This support will continue if the PSPO is
extended for the next 3 years.

In addition work will continue to take place directly with Place 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 for
vulnerable individuals with complex needs in the Town Centre.

The EIA has not identify that there would be any adverse effect resulting from the proposal for the protected
characteristic groups of Age, Gender reassignment, Marriage and civil partnership, Pregnancy and maternity,
Race, Religion or belief, Sex, Sexual orientation, Serving / ex serving members of the armed forces and Carers,

but that there may be a positive impact due to a greater feeling of safety within the Town Centre as a result of a
decrease in anti-social behaviour.

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:

Approver Signature

Date:
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