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Equality Impact Assessment Initial Screening 
 
This screening allows you to create a quick overview of a change in policy, procedure or service to assess 
the likely equality impacts on different groups of customers, service users and staff and to see if any low 
level action can be taken to mitigate the likely impact of a decision on a particular group. 
 
An Equality Impact Assessment screening needs to be done on every report that goes to Cabinet. The 
screening will help you identify if you need to do a Full Equality Impact Assessment. 
  
 

Officers Involved in completing screening  

Officer completing Equality Screening Oliver Gill, High Needs Planning Consultant 
Head of Service or Operational Director 
authorising Equality Screening 

Liz Hunt, Head of Access and Inclusion 

Date screening completed: 21 December 2021 
 
 

1. Summary of Proposal 

Name of the proposed new or changed 
legislation, policy, strategy, project or service 
being assessed: 

Proposal to remove the Language Facility Additionally 
Resourced Provision at the nursery of Churchfields Infants’ 
School 

Service Area: Access & Inclusion 
Budget Option: N/A 
Budget Reference: N/A 
Date proposal to be considered at Cabinet (if 
known):  

March 2021 

Brief description of policy / decision to be 
screened: 

This screening relates to a formal proposal to remove the 
Language Facility ARP at the nursery element of 
Churchfields Infants’ School, Churchfields, South 
Woodford, E18 2RB. 

Is this a new proposal? Yes 
If linked to previous years give details: N/A 
Are there any links or interdependencies to 
other services or organisations? 

No. 

On whom will the policy / decision impact? Parents / carers of service users 
Staff 
Other public sector organisations 
Voluntary / community groups / trade unions 

Is the service related to health, care, safety, 
welfare, wellbeing needs of an 
individual/family?  If yes, provide details  

No. 

Does the service work directly with ‘vulnerable 
people’ or groups with a ‘protected 
characteristic’? If yes, provide details 

Yes. The services that are the subject of this proposal are 
specifically designed to cater for the needs of children and 
young people with SEND. 
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Please provide a brief description of the current service and proposed changes to service: 
 
The London Borough of Redbridge is proposing to remove a Language Facility Additionally Resourced Provision 
(ARP) at the nursery element of Churchfields Infants’ School. This facility has previously provided 16 part-time 
places across Nursery 1 to Nursery 2, for children with moderate to severe Specific Language Impairment (SLI). 
However, no children have attended this facility since September 2020. All children previously attending the 
facility have successfully transitioned to mainstream school settings and are receiving appropriate support within 
this setting. 
 
This proposal has been formed in response to changing pattern of demand for Special Educational Needs and 
Disability (SEND) places in the local area.  
 

 
 

2. Service User/ Resident Profiling 

Since the introduction of the Children and Families Act 2014, the number of Redbridge resident pupils with a 
Statement or Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) has risen by over 40%, broadly in line with the national 
average. This rising demand, together with the attendant budgetary pressures, has generated the need for a 
reconsideration of how Redbridge best caters for the needs of its SEND population, resulting in Redbridge 
delivering its High Needs Review in 2018. A key recommendation of the Review was a greater emphasis on 
children being provided for in their local mainstream setting. Since September 2021, the London Borough of 
Redbridge has provided its own Speech and Language Therapy (SaLT) service. As a consequence, it is envisaged 
that a broader spectrum of demand can now be more effectively accommodated, in a more cost-effective 
manner, by supporting children in their local early years provision, rather than in the Churchfields Nursery ARP. In 
this respect, it is worth noting that the aspiration to provide for SEND pupils in their local mainstream settings was 
a principle that generated particularly strong support from parents, when consultation on the Review’s proposals 
was undertaken in July 2018. 
 
Although, due to the relatively smaller sample size, there are annual fluctuations in the profile of pupils in receipt 
of EHCPs, on the whole, the profile is reflective of the wider population in respect of other diversity measures 
(race, religion etc.). 
 

Profile: Are any groups disproportionately impacted by the changes 
(who, how and why)?    

Age profile: 
 

Are any age groups disproportionately impacted by the changes 
(who, how and why?):    
 
As the proposals relate to the reconfiguration of nursery school 
facilities, the principal impact will be on early years learners (2-4 
years old). 
 

Disability profile: 
 

Are disabled people or those with certain disabilities 
disproportionately impacted by the changes (who, how and why?):    
 
The reconfiguration relates to services designed to cater for pupils 
with EHCPs and, therefore, with some form of SEND. The particular 
need types that will be catered for will be SLCN. 
 

Race profile: 
 

Are any ethnic groups disproportionately impacted by the changes 
(who, how and why?):    
 



 
 

3 

No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Religion or belief profile: 
 

Are any faith groups disproportionately impacted by the changes 
(who, how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Gender profile: 
 

Are male/female residents disproportionately impacted by the 
changes (who, how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Maternity or pregnancy: 
 
 
 

Are pregnant women or breastfeeding mothers disproportionately 
impacted by the changes (who, how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Transgender profile: 
 
 

Are transgender residents disproportionately impacted by the 
changes (who, how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Sexual Orientation profile: 
 

Are heterosexual/ gay/ lesbian/ bisexual residents disproportionately 
impacted by the changes (who, how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Marriage or Civil Partnership: 
 
 

Are people who are married or who have entered into a civil 
partnership disproportionately impacted by the changes (who, how 
and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

Socio-economics/ at risk groups profile: 
 

Are any groups disproportionately impacted by the changes (who, 
how and why?):    
 
No – when operational, the ARP was universally available, with the 
allocation of pupils based purely on SEND need/type. 
 

 
 

3. Safeguarding Vulnerable People  

The Care Act 2014 sets out a clear legal framework for how local authorities and other parts of the system should 
protect adults at risk of abuse or neglect 
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For children and young people - Does the proposal comply with section 11 of the Care Act 2014 which requires us 
to ensure that any services we deliver or contract out to others, are discharged having regard to the need to 
safeguard and promote the welfare of children? 
 
YES 
 

Additional information 

If you have provided a positive answer to this question, please provide any additional details here. 
 
Churchfields Infants’ School is aware of its safeguarding obligations and has a robust policy framework in place in 
this respect, inclusive of a Safeguarding & Child Protection Policy. These are available in full at: 
 
https://www.churchfieldsinfant.com/page/?title=Policies&pid=18 
 

 
 

4. Impact on Children 

 
The proposal is mindful of Unicef’s seven principles of child rights. In particular, the views of young people were 
incorporated in the High Needs Review that formed the basis of the current proposal, enhancing their rights to 
participation, transparency and accountability. 
 

 
 

5. Summary Grid 

After reviewing the above information in the profiling section indicate likely impact on different groups in the 
grid below using the following definitions as a guide: 
 Positive -  Service extended, additional funding given or some other benefit to one or more of the groups 
 Neutral – changes to service will not have a visible impact, positive or negative. 
 Low Adverse - Minor changes to services e.g. slight change in opening hours – complete mitigating action 

section where actions can reduce or remove negative impact 
 Medium Adverse - Significant changes to the way services are delivered – new eligibility criteria, increased 

costs.  Full EQIA is required to manage the change  
 High Adverse - vulnerable groups, groups with specific protected characteristics impacted more than 

others.  Major changes e.g. possible closure of service, new eligibility criteria leading to some people losing 
existing services, significant cost increase. 

 

Possible impact on Service 
Users/ Residents Positive Neutral Low Adverse Medium 

Adverse 
High 

Adverse 

Age 
X     

Disabled People or Carers 
X     

Race 
X     

Religion (including no faith) 
X     

Gender   
X     
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Maternity or pregnancy 
X     

Transgender  
X     

Sexual Orientation 
X     

Marriage or Civil Partnership 
X     

Other [e.g. living in poverty, 
children in care, homeless, 
carers, refugees] 

X     

 
 

6. Screening Decision 

 
X     Positive or Neutral Impact – No further action required 
 
 Low Impact – complete Mitigating Negative Impact (section 5) below 

 Medium or Adverse Impact – complete a full Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) 
 

Additional information 

Provide any additional details that supports the screening decision 
 
The Equalities Act 2010 requires local authorities to promote equality in the provision of services and, in 
particular, the accessibility of services to those with protected characteristics. This is underpinned by Article 24 of 
the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, which likewise establishes an expectation of equal 
opportunities for disabled persons to access education in a fully inclusive manner. In order to support compliance 
with these legislative requirements, the London Borough of Redbridge wishes to move from a model in which 
Early Years pupils with speech, language and communication needs are accommodated for within a single PD ARP, 
to one in which accessibility is built into a much broader range of provision, through a distributed SaLT offer. 
 
The reconfiguration of Early Years SLCN provision in Redbridge will therefore broaden the Local Offer by replacing 
a largely single-provider model with a model within which young people with SEND are enabled to attend a school 
that is local to their home. This should promote learner and parental preference. In promoting greater educational 
choice, the proposed changes represent an important step in promoting equality of opportunity and greater levels 
of integration and inclusion for young people with SEND. As such, it is considered that this proposal, taken as a 
whole, will have a positive outcome for learners SLCN. As this provision is universally available, irrespective of non-
SEND-related protected characteristics, no adverse impacts for service users are anticipated. Furthermore, as the 
facility is currently not operational, there are no current service users that would be disrupted by this proposal. 

 

 

7. Mitigating Negative Impact 

Where groups are disproportionately affected please outline other options explored before deciding on this 
proposal: 
 
N/A 
 

Mitigating Actions 
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What activities have you done or plan to do to try and mitigate impact on particular groups e.g. signposting 
service users to other services, partnership working etc. Include dates for planned/ completed mitigating action 
plans and Lead Officer.  The plan must provide detail on the activities and dates for it to ensure compliance with 
the Public Sector Equality Duty 

Action Anticipated 
Outcome 

Lead Deadline Actual 
Outcome 

Comments 

  
    

  
    

  
    

  
    

 
 

8. Next Steps 

Is a full Equality Impact Assessment required? No. 

If a full EQIA is not required, you are still legally 
required to monitor and review the proposed 
changes after implementation to check they 
work as planned and to screen for unexpected 
equality impacts. Please provide details of how 
you will monitor, evaluate or review your 
proposals and when the review will take place 

If it is decided to proceed with these proposals, the impact will 
be monitored through post-implementation interviews with 
staff and pupils, with a view to ascertaining how well the new 
form of service provision is adapted to their needs. 
Adjustments may then be made in light of feedback, as 
appropriate. 

Has a Mitigating Actions Plan been prepared? 
How is this proposed to be monitored? 

N/A 

Has the screening been included with Cabinet 
papers? 

Yes. 

Have arrangements been made to publish this 
screening? 

Yes. 

 
 

Officers Involved in completing screening  

Officer completing Equality Screening 
 

Oliver Gill, High Needs Planning Consultant 

Date submitted 
 

21 December 2021 

Head of Service or Operational Director sign off 
 
 

I agree with the content and outcome of this screening 
 
Liz Hunt, Head of Access & Inclusion 

Date approved by Head of Service or 
Operational Director 
 

 
22 December 2022 

  


