
 

 

 

 

Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA)  

    

Decision to name Ards & North Down Borough 

Council’s new-build leisure facility in 

Newtownards as:  

 

‘Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and  

Leisure Complex’ 
 

Final Decision Report 

 

         

 

Final                                                       23nd May 2018 

 

  



 

2 

 

 
 

Contents 
 Page 

1.     Introduction 3 

 1.1 The EQIA process 4 

 1.2 Definition of the aims of the policy 4 

2. Assessment of available data and research 7 

3. Consultation  7 

 3.1 Consultation methodology 7 

 3.2 Public questionnaire responses 9 

 3.3 Council staff questionnaire responses 17 

 3.4 Written responses 22 

 3.5 External Consultation Panel 22 

 3.6 Public meetings 23 

 3.7 Staff meetings 24 

 3.8 Analysis of social media 24 

4. Findings 24 

 4.1 Previous analysis of data and research  24 

 4.2 Findings from the consultation  26 

5. Conclusions and recommendations 28 

 5.1 Policy decision 28 

 5.2 Mitigating measures 30 

5.3       Preliminary Recommendation 31 

 5.3 Monitoring arrangements 31 

Appendix 1:  Staff Profile 33 

Appendix 2:  Borough Population Profile 35 

Appendix 3:  Equality Commission for Northern Ireland formal written response 

Appendix 4:  Consultative Panel Meeting 

37 

39 

Appendix 5: Naming of Council Facilities 42 

  

  



 

3 

 

1. Introduction 
The first step of the Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) process provides background 

information on the EQIA process and the policy in question, including the process of policy 

development, how decisions were reached and the aims of the policy. 

As part of its continuing commitment to provide high quality leisure facilities throughout the 
Borough, Ards and North Down Borough Council agreed to build a new leisure facility in 
Newtownards to replace the existing Ards Leisure Centre at William Street. It is anticipated 
that the new facility will be open in December 2018. At a cost of more than £30m, the 
Complex showcases the Council’s commitment to improved health and wellbeing within the 
Borough.   

Stakeholder engagement on the naming of the facility commenced in March 2017 and 
involved working with potential users, sports partners, Elected Members and employees. 
This was to identify a name that communicated the ethos of the leisure and recreational 
provision across the Borough, and was complementary of the other major leisure facility in 
the Borough, being The Bangor Aurora Aquatic and Leisure Complex.   

Further to a series of stakeholder events at which various proposals were brought forward 
and discussed, it was agreed by the Community and Wellbeing Committee on 15 November 
2017 to recommend to the Council, ‘that Council’s new leisure facility in Newtownards be 
named ‘Ards Blair Mayne Leisure Complex.’   

However, at full Council in November 2017 it was agreed to amend the proposed name to 
Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex. In line with Section 75 statutory duties 
and further to the screening of this decision, a draft EQIA Consultation Report was prepared 
in January and February 2018, and was then published for consultation over a 12 week 
period ending 4 May 2018.  This Final EQIA Decision Report has been prepared to assist the 
Council in making a final decision on the name of the leisure facility and includes: 

• a summary of the evidence presented in the Consultation Report on the potential 
equality of opportunity and good relations impacts of the policy; 

• the findings of the consultation process; 

• a preliminary recommendations resulting from the EQIA, along with potential 
mitigating measures which the Council may choose to introduce to minimise any 
negative impacts. 

After the Council has made a decision, details of this will be included in this report which will 
then be published on the Council’s website.  
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1.1 The EQIA process 

The Council is committed to implementing the statutory duties under Section 75 of the 
Northern Ireland Act 1998, which require that, in carrying out its functions relating to 
Northern Ireland, a public authority must have due regard to the need to promote equality 
of opportunity: 

 

• between persons of different - 
o religious belief; 
o political opinion; 
o racial group; 
o age; 
o marital status; 
o sexual orientation; or 

• between men and women generally; 

• between persons with a disability and persons without; and 

• between persons with dependants and persons without. 
 
Without prejudice to that obligation, a public authority is also required, in carrying out its 
functions, to have regard to the desirability of promoting good relations between people of 
different religious belief, political opinion or racial group. 

Schedule 9 of the Act sets out the detailed procedure for implementing these duties 
including the carrying out of screening exercises and EQIAs.  When undertaking an EQIA, the 
Council closely follows the guidance published by the Equality Commission for Northern 
Ireland which recommends that there should be seven steps in the process : 

Step 1:  Definition of the aims of the policy 
Step 2:  Consideration of available data and research 
Step 3:  Assessment of potential and actual impacts 
Step 4: Consideration of alternative policies and mitigating measures  
Step 5: Formal consultation 
Step 6: Decision and publication of the results of the EQIA 
Step 7: Monitoring for negative impact. 
 

1.2 Definition of the aims of the policy 

The Council’s decision to name the facility falls under the ‘Ards and North Down Borough 
Council Policy on Requests to Name Council Facilities’, a policy that was formally adopted by 
the Council in November 2015. 

The Council’s current policy on the naming of Council facilities states:  

‘Ards and North Down Borough Council wishes to adopt a consistent approach to 
dealing with requests to name Council Facilities. “The Council is minded to ensure 
such decisions promote equality of opportunity and good relations”.’   

All names should normally comprise two parts. 



 

5 

 

The first part of the name must: 
 

• Not be considered offensive* to any group or individual within the Borough.   
 

*A name will be considered offensive if it can be interpreted to be abusive, antagonistic, 
discourteous, disrespectful, lurid or rude. 

 

• Not be the surname of any living person or a name which can be clearly attributed to 
any living person.  Council will however consider an application to name a facility 
after an individual who is deceased and has made an extraordinary contribution* in 
some way to the Borough and its residents or public life in general. 
 

*An extraordinary contribution must have benefitted a significant number of people 
and/or been made over a significant period of time, must be fundamentally philanthropic 
and must comply with the seven principles of conduct underpinning public life 
(selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and leadership). 

The second part of the name should be appropriate to the physical resource.  For example, 
“Hall”, “Centre”, “Playing Fields” etc. 

 

At the Council meeting on Wednesday 29 November 2017 the reason cited for the decision 
to name the facility after Blair Mayne was his undoubted sporting prowess.  Blair Mayne 
was born in Newtownards and was a keen sports person who had in his past played rugby 
for Ireland and the British Lions, and represented his country at golf and boxing.   With his 
history of sporting achievement, it was suggested that this name would give Blair Mayne the 
due recognition he deserved, while also leaving a legacy for future generations.  

A statue of Blair Mayne was erected in Newtownards town centre in 1997, funded by public 
subscriptions. The surplus arising from public subscriptions has been set into a bursary 
award fund to benefit young people of 25 years or under within the Borough striving for 
excellence in the categories of academic achievement, sport or adventure training. Bursaries 
are awarded annually via a competitive process. Blair Mayne Road North and Blair Mayne 
Road South have also been named in Newtownards.    

Blair Mayne has a military history from World War II including being a member of the 
Special Air Service (SAS). He was honoured with the Distinguished Service Order (DSO) with 
Three Bars, the Légion d’Honneur and the Croix de Guerre for his wartime achievements. It 
is also noted that while Blair Mayne is locally recognised as having lived in Newtownards he 
is well known outside the area. 

This decision was therefore identified as requiring an EQIA as the name raised concerns that 
it could have a potential adverse impact for employees and potential users given Blair 
Mayne’s military history.  It was also identified that it could be considered by some as an 
inappropriate name for a leisure complex that aspires to be inclusive and to provide 
facilities for all members of the community, irrespective of identity. 

Other relevant Council policies and documents include: 

• Ards and North Down Borough Council - Corporate Plan 

• Ards and North Down Borough Equality Scheme 
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• Good Relations Strategy and Action Plan 

• Lands and Property Policy 

• Corporate Complaints policy and procedure 

• Dignity at Work Policy and Procedures 

• Requests to Name Council Facilities 

• Ards and North Down Borough Council Pricing Schedule 2016-2017 

• Blair Mayne Bursary and arrangements to administer the bursary 

• Name/brand for the replacement Ards Leisure Centre 

The EQIA process requires that, if it is decided that the policy has an adverse impact on one 
or more of the nine equality grounds, a series of alternatives should be put forward for 
consideration, and an assessment of the possible impact of these alternatives undertaken.  
In other words, the Council must consider measures that might mitigate any identified or 
perceived adverse impact and alternative ways of delivering the policy aims that have a less 
adverse impact on the relevant equality ground(s) or that better promote equality of 
opportunity and good relations.   

The Equality Commission Guidance on this section advises that the Council should give 
consideration to options/measures which might mitigate any adverse impact, and to 
alternative policies which might better achieve the promotion of equality of opportunity. 
The guidance states:  

The consideration of mitigating measures and alternative policies is at the heart of the 
EQIA process. Different options must be developed which reflect different ways of 
delivering the policy aims. The consideration of these measures is intertwined with the 
consideration of alternative policies. Mitigation can take the form of lessening the severity of 
the adverse impact. 

Ways of delivering policy aims that have a less adverse effect on the relevant equality 
category, or which better promote equality of opportunity for the relevant equality category, 
must in particular be considered.  

Consideration must be given to whether separate implementation strategies are necessary 
for the policy to be effective for the relevant group. 

  

While there may be a view that no mitigation is required (and this option was available in 
the public consultation), the following potential mitigating actions were offered for 
consideration:  

• Option 1: An alternative name is selected for the facility, with no further mitigating 
measures; 

• Option 2: An alternative name is selected for the facility, with a room named after 
Blair Mayne.  (This will necessitate a review of the Council’s current naming policy) 

• Option 3: An alternative name is selected for the facility, and an area of the facility is 
used to create a display to recognise Blair Mayne and others from the Borough who 
have had significant sporting achievements, or made a significant contribution to 
sport and leisure within the Borough  
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2. Assessment of Available Data and Research 
The second step of the equality impact assessment process considers whether available 
data and research can provide an insight into the potential impacts on people in the 
various Section 75 categories.  This chapter summarises the available information which 
was presented in the Draft EQIA Consultation Report. 

Data was initially brought together to screen the naming decision.  These data were both 
quantitative and qualitative and included population data based on the 2011 census and 
staff profile data, these being the most recent population statistics available across 
Northern Ireland (see Appendix 1 and 2).  

Various attitude surveys (including Equality Commission for Northern Ireland ‘Do You Mean 
Me’ surveys) were also scrutinised at that time in an attempt to gauge opinions and 
perceptions that would be of immediate relevance to this EQIA, but unfortunately none 
were identified. 

Press coverage and Facebook comments from local press and social media on the 
appropriateness, or otherwise, of the proposed name and some references to the history of 
the individual, both in relation to his sporting achievements and military career, are 
available from a range of sources.   

 

3. Consultation  

An important stage of the EQIA process is formal consultation with stakeholders and  

interested parties in order to obtain their views on the various options described in the 

EQIA report.  The Council is committed to consultation which is timely, open and inclusive, 

and conducted in accordance with the Equality Commission’s Guiding Principles.  The 

consultation period in respect of this EQIA lasted for 12 weeks (from February 12th 2018 to 

May 4th 2018) and attracted a substantial response.  This chapter outlines the consultation 

process and summarises the responses. 

Chapter 3 of the Council’s Equality Scheme commits the Council to a consultation period 
normally lasting for a minimum of twelve weeks, to allow adequate time for groups to 
consult amongst themselves as part of the process of forming a view.  

Mindful of this commitment, the present consultation period ran from Monday 12 February 
2018 until Friday 4 May 2018. 

For the purpose of this EQIA, the Council has committed to carrying out a transparent and 
meaningful consultation with a broad range of stakeholders in a range of formats and 
selected locations.  

 

3.1 Consultation methodology  

All consultees listed in the Council’s Equality Scheme were informed of the EQIA by email 
and the EQIA consultation document and accompanying questionnaire was made available 
on the Council’s website consultation page at www.ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk/eqia.  The 

http://www.ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk/eqia
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questionnaire included a covering explanation and request for completion as the Council 
aimed to gather as broad a range of comments as possible.  

A staff questionnaire was also made available to all employees of Ards and North Down 
Borough Council on line through the Councils ANDi intranet site and in hard copy at a range 
of Council facilities where employees are based.  The questionnaire included a covering 
explanation and request for completion, as the Council aimed to garner as broad a range of 
opinion as possible. The questionnaire was completed confidentially either on line or as a 
paper version with an addressed envelope, to be returned to the Compliance Officer 
(Equality and Safeguarding) marked EQIA Response. All paper responses were input onto 
the system before the closing date of 4th May 2018. 

The stakeholders’ questionnaire was issued to Bangor Aurora employees also with a 
covering explanation and request for completion. The questionnaire was completed 
confidentially by those who chose to take part in the consultation. 

Focused consultation was carried out with the Ards and North Down Borough Council’s 
External Consultative Panel on Equality and Good Relations (Section 75) at a challenge 
workshop arranged to deal exclusively with the EQIA.  

The Council’s Consultative Panel on Equality and Good Relation (Section 75) is made up of a 
maximum of 30 members that represent the range of Section 75 dimensions.  These 
individuals give their time voluntarily and each, with their unique multiple identities, give a 
breadth of living experiences. 

All individuals receive training on the role of a consultative panel member, the needs and 
aspirations of Section 75, the duties and responsibilities on public authorities and the need 
to ‘think outside their identities’. Working collectively and as individuals they make a 
significant contribution to the focused consultation process. 

Individuals are selected from representative organisations, locally and regionally, depending 
on the category and the engagement the Council has or has had with these organisations.   
Recruitment is through engagement with the groups and each has their individual selection 
criteria.  Some will select individuals from their representative group/organisation whilst 
some will select through a recruitment and selection process.  

Membership is not time limited as through challenge workshops and training members 
learn from one another and the experience and learning is considered of great value.  When 
individuals wish to leave, where a group no longer exists or wishes to be represented this is 
accepted and a replacement individual or organisation sourced.   As all individuals have 
hidden dimensions the main criteria identified is to aim to balance gender, age and 
perceived community background. 

The role of the Consultative Panel has significantly assisted in delivering the most positive 
outcomes from the Section 75 agenda for the Council through developing open and 
meaningful consultation on all issues around the Section 75 duties and responsibilities. 

Leisure employees were invited to attend events where they were able to present their 
views verbally, either in groups or as individuals. These were advertised widely at various 
locations and at various times to accommodate all employees. Two events were facilitated 
at the Ards Leisure Centre to ensure engagement with the current employees at the Council 
leisure facilities. 
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The stakeholders’ questionnaire, with a covering explanation and request for completion, 
was issued to Bangor Aurora employees1. The questionnaire was completed confidentially. 

Two public meetings were arranged in Ards Leisure Centre, Newtownards at different times 
and on different days of the week. These events were advertised widely using social media 
and local press publications.  

The EQIA was advertised within the Borough and across Northern Ireland using the 
publications of the Belfast Telegraph, Irish News, Co. Down Spectator and Newtownards 
Chronicle. The advertisement indicated the methods of engagement with the Council. It also 
offered meetings with individuals as required.  

The Council’s social media and website was used to inform readers of the EQIA and the 
consultation period and how they may participate. Stakeholders were informed as to how to 
participate in confidence should they choose to remain anonymous. 

In addition to meetings, there was a substantial response to the consultation process from 
all sections of the community.  Responses included: 

• 1,656 completed response forms, submitted anonymously by members of the public 
on line and by post2; 

• 95 completed staff questionnaires, submitted anonymously by post or email (three 
respondents work in the current Ards Leisure Centre); 

• One formal written submission from the Equality Commission 

• One email containing one comment only (comment included in comments analysis) 

Findings from the consultation are presented below by the following headings: 

3.2 Public Questionnaire Responses 
3.3 Staff Questionnaire Responses 
3.4 Written Responses 
3.5 External Consultative Panel 
3.6 Public Meetings 
3.7 Staff Meetings 
3.8 Analysis of Social Media 

 

3.2 Public Questionnaire Responses 

1,656 completed response forms were received. The response form included demographic 
questions about gender, religion and age, although it was made clear that this information 
was sought on a voluntary basis and not every respondent answered every question.  As 
respondents could self-select the categories with which they identified, the accuracy of the 
information cannot be verified. 

It is standard practice to allow response forms of this type to be submitted anonymously in 
order to maximise the response rate.  However, this approach does not allow for the testing 
of the reliability and/or validity of the data collected.  

                                                      
1 Bangor Aurora are not employed directly by the Council but were identified as a group with a particular 

interest in this EQIA. 
2 It should be noted that a number of blank forms were received and these have not been included in the total. 
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It was noted that the same computer ID was used on some responses, however it could be 
plausible that more than one person used the computer and the responses were not 
identical, hence all responses (n = 1656) have been included in the following analysis.   
 

Table 3.2.1: Response rate by gender, religion, ethnic origin and age 
 

 No. of responses 

Total responses 1,656 (100%) 

Gender:  

    Male 870 (53%) 

    Female 728 (44%) 

    No response 58 (4%) 

Religion:  

    Protestant 867 (52%) 

    Roman Catholic 224 (14%) 

    None 341 (21%) 

    Other 104 (6%) 

    No response 120 (7%) 

Racial group:  

    White 1,490 (90%) 

    Chinese 6 (0%) 

    Other  32 (2%) 

    No response 128 (8%) 

Age:  

    Under 30 249 (15%) 

    Aged 31-59 years 1,141 (69%) 

    Older (60+) 210 (13%) 

    No response 56 (3%) 

 

Table 3.2.1 shows a healthy level of response from across various sections of the 
community. Of those indicating their identity, a majority of respondents were male (53%), 
while 52% were self-declared as Protestant, 14% Roman Catholic and 27% either ‘None’ or 
‘Other’. This compares with 75% self-declared as Protestant, 13% Roman Catholic and 12% 
Other/None in the 2011 Census in the Borough. This suggests a slight over-representation of 
those declaring either Roman Catholic or Other/None in the present sample. 

Only 38 respondents (2%) indicated that they were from minority ethnic communities, a 
figure that is broadly in line with the 2011 census for the Borough (1.5%).  

The age profile of the sample reveals a majority over the age of 30 years, although those 
over 60 years comprised only 13%, in comparison with a figure of 20% for those aged over 
65 years for the Borough as a whole, according to the 2011 Census. This would suggest that 
the sample may be skewed towards younger age groups.  
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Results are presented below by question. 

 

Question 2: In general, do you agree with the Council’s proposal to call its replacement 
Leisure Complex ‘Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex’? 
Table 3.2.2 

Agreement with name  

Yes 1,143 (69%) 

No 459 (28%) 

Don’t know 27 (2%) 

No opinion 27 (2%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

 

In total, around two thirds of respondents (69%) agreed with the proposal. 76% of men 

were in agreement and 62% of women, but a more significant divide was evident when 

considering responses by community background. While a large majority of Protestants 

(78%) supported the proposal, this figure fell to 42% among Roman Catholic respondents, 

with a majority (55%) indicating that they did not agree. Older respondents, and especially 

those aged over 60 years (80%) showed the strongest support for the proposal, while those 

aged under 30 years were less supportive (65%). 

 

Question 3: What effect do you think the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure 
Complex' will have on good relations within and between different communities in the 
Ards and North Down Borough? 
Table 3.2.3 

Impact on good relations  

Very Positive Impact 528 (32%) 

Positive Impact 243 (15%) 

No Impact 524 (32%) 

Negative Impact 230 (14%) 

Very Negative Impact 131 (8%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

 

47% of respondents thought the name would have a positive impact while 22% felt the 

impact would be negative, with nearly a third (32%) indicating that they thought the impact 

would be neutral. Further breakdowns suggested that men (53%) were more inclined to see 

a positive impact than women (41%), and by community background the differences were 

even more stark. Only 27% of those self-declared as Roman Catholic saw a positive impact 

compared with 54% of Protestants, and nearly a quarter (22%) of Roman Catholic 

respondents stated that the impact would be very negative. Differences by age and ethnicity 

were less noticeable. 
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Question 4: As part of its EQIA, the Council must consider some options which could 
minimise the potential adverse impact. Which of the following do you think could be most 
effective? 
Table 3.2.4 

Options3  

I do not consider that any mitigation is required as I do not 
believe there to be any potential adverse impact 

1,104 (67%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex 184 (11%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex, with a room or 
facility named after Blair Mayne 

129 (8%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex, and an area of 
the facility is used to create a display to recognise Blair Mayne 
and others from the Borough who have had significant sporting 
achievements, or made a significant contribution to sport and 
leisure within the Borough i.e. a 'Hall of Fame' 

200 (12%) 

Something else 39 (2%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

 

Two thirds of respondents (67%) did not feel that there was any need for mitigation, with 
31% arguing for an alternative name. Of the latter, opinion was divided between an 
alternative name alone (11%), or an alternative with some part of the Complex named after 
Blair Mayne (20%). Alternative names included variations on Blair Mayne (14), Ards or other 
landmark names (78), with 102 suggesting a new and neutral name. 

Gender differences were marked, with 75% of male respondents indicating that mitigation 
was not required in comparison with 58% of women. Among Roman Catholics, only 41% felt 
that mitigation was unnecessary in comparison with 74% of Protestants. 28% of Roman 
Catholics suggested an alternative name for the complex, with a further 27% advocating an 
alternative name with some other recognition of Blair Mayne in the complex. 

Furthermore, 58% of those aged under 30 years suggested there was no mitigation 
required, in comparison with 79% of those aged over 60 years, with opinion equally divided 
between alternatives. 

Question 5: Do you think that the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex' 
will affect your future use of the Complex?  
Table 3.2.5 

Impact on your future use of facilities  

Definitely use more 292 (18%) 

Possibly use more 217 (13%) 

No effect 928 (56%) 

Possibly use less 93 (6%) 

Definitely use less 126 (8%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

                                                      
3Respondents could also indicate if they preferred none of these options.  
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Although 31% indicated that the name may incline them to use the Complex more often, 
13% suggested that the name could act as a ‘chill factor’, and including 8% who stated 
‘definitely use less’. Differences by age, gender and ethnic origin were not significant 
although 16% of women respondents stated that they would be less inclined to use the 
Complex, compared with 11% of men. 
 
Question 6: Do you think that the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex' 
could have an impact on other users and potential users accessing the Complex?  
Table 3.2.6 

Impact on others’ future use of facilities  

Definitely use more 188 (11%) 

Possibly use more 192 (12%) 

No effect 883 (53%) 

Possibly use less 248 (15%) 

Definitely use less 145 (9%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

 

When asked the same question about potential use, but in relation to potential impact on 
others and not themselves, the percentage of those stating that others would be likely to 
use the Complex less frequently rises to 24%. Among Roman Catholics who were surveyed 
the figure rises to almost half (49%), compared to 16% among Protestant respondents. 28% 
of female respondents and 27% of those aged under 30 years also felt that use by others 
would fall because of the name. 

 

Table 3.2.7: Current usage of Ards Leisure Centre 

Do you currently use any of the facilities at the existing Ards 

Leisure Centre 

 

Most days 82 (5%) 

1-2 times per week 314 (19%) 

1-2 times per month 407 (25%) 

1-2 times per year 526 (32%) 

Never 327 (20%) 

TOTAL 1,656 (100%) 

 

327 respondents have never used any of the facilities at the existing Ards Leisure Centre, 
396 (24%) use the facilities more than twice a week. 
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Table 3.2.8: Current usage of Ards Leisure Centre by agreement with name 

Current use of leisure 

centre/agree with 

name 

Most 

days/ 

1-2 times 

per week 

1-2 times 

per 

month 

1-2 times 

per year 

Never All 

Yes 247 

(62%) 

316 

(78%) 

354 

(67%) 

226 

(69%) 

1,143 

(69%) 

No 141 

(36%) 

85 

(21%) 

149 

(28%) 

84 

(26%) 

459 

(28%) 

Don’t know/No opinion 8 

(2%) 

6 

(1%) 

23 

(4%) 

17 

(5%) 

54 

(3%) 

TOTAL 396 

(100%) 

407 

(100%) 

526 

(100%) 

327 

(100%) 

1,656 

(100%) 

 

Approximately a third of those who use facilities at the current Ards Leisure Centre do not 
agree with the proposed name (31%) compared to a quarter (26%) who never use the 
facilities. 

 

Table 3.2.9: Current usage of Ards Leisure Centre by impact on good relations 

Current use of leisure 

centre/effect on good 

relations 

Most 

days 

1-2 

times 

per 

week 

1-2 

times 

per 

month 

1-2 

times 

per year 

Never All 

Positive effect 43 

(52%) 

147 

(47%) 

215 

(53%) 

228 

(43%) 

138 

(42%) 

771 

(47%) 

No effect 20 

(24%) 

75 

(24%) 

122 

(30%) 

173 

(33%) 

134 

(41%) 

524 

(32%) 

Negative effect 19 

(23%) 

92 

(29%) 

70 

(17%) 

125 

(24%) 

55 

(17%) 

361 

(22%) 

TOTAL 82 

(100%) 

314 

(100%) 

407 

(100%) 

526 

(100%) 

327 

(100%) 

1,656 

(100%) 

 

While half of those who use the current leisure centre think the name will have a positive 
effect on good relations – one in four of these frequent users thought it would have a 
negative effect. Both these stronger feelings dropped when compared to those who don’t 
use the facilities. 
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Table 3.2.10: Current usage of Ards Leisure Centre by future usage 

Current use of 

leisure centre/ 

future usage 

Most 

days 

(current) 

1-2 

times 

per 

week 

(current) 

1-2 

times 

per 

month 

(current) 

1-2 

times 

per year 

(current) 

Never 

(current) 

All 

Definitely use more 

(future) 

20 

(24%) 

57 

(18%) 

88 

(22%) 

83 

(16%) 

44 

(13%) 

292 

(18%) 

Possibly use more 

(future) 

8 

(10%) 

27 

(9%) 

61 

(15%) 

80 

(15%) 

41 

(13%) 

217 

(13%) 

No change (future) 37 

(45%) 

172 

(55%) 

205 

(50%) 

294 

(56%) 

220 

(67%) 

928 

(56%) 

Possibly use less 

(future) 

5 

(6%) 

28 

(9%) 

23 

(6%) 

28 

(5%) 

9 

(3%) 

93 

(6%) 

Definitely use less 

(future) 

12 

(15%) 

30 

(10%) 

30 

(7%) 

41 

(8%) 

13 

(4%) 

126 

(8%) 

TOTAL 82 

(100%) 

314 

(100%) 

407 

(100%) 

526 

(100%) 

327 

(100%) 

1,656 

(100%) 

 

Of those who are currently using the facilities most days, 21% (17) will use the future 
facilities less based on the name. However, 26% (85) have indicated that they will use the 
facilities more.  

Additional Comments 

The questionnaire included a number of occasions when additional comments could be 
included, either general comments or in response to a particular question. These have been 
summarised in the table overleaf. As each questionnaire was analysed, significant 
words/themes were identified and similar words were grouped with these (for example 
“tribute to Blair Mayne’s sporting success” includes comments such as ‘rugby 
achievements’, ‘local sportsman’, ‘fine athlete’ among others – another example is “rename 
something vibrant, new and neutral” includes comments such as ‘a working name would 
cause less issues (eg Dairy Hall)’, ‘Keep this space with neutral identity’, ‘It’s too awkward’, 
‘This will be a new modern building, why not give it a name that suits a new modern 
generation of people.’). One respondent has not been double counted within the categories 
below (i.e. if they made the same comment for all 5 questions this comment has only been 
counted once).  
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Table 3.2.11: Public Additional Comments 

Comment Type Theme Examples Number 

Alternative 
Names 

Shared 
neutral 
names 

Rename something vibrant, new and neutral 
(e.g. Avator) 

103 

No need for any person’s name to be 
attached to building 

143 

Ards Leisure Centre  114 

Other Ards landmarks/geographical areas 
(e.g. Dairy Hall, Scrabo, Strangford, 
Castlebawn) 

76 

Are there no females or other sporting stars? 3 

Frivolous 
Names 

Alternative frivolous names were suggested 
including Mickey Mouse clubhouse 

4 

Alternative 
Names 

Within the policy (Harry Cavan), Outside the 
policy- (Martyn Irvine, Bethany Firth, 
Christine Blakely, Jimmy Menagh, Owen 
Dorrian) 

6 

Blair Mayne  

This is 
appropriate 
recognition 

Honouring a local hero 297 

Tribute to a war hero 313 

Tribute to Blair Mayne’s sporting success 233 

Great choice, well deserved, inspiration 557 

Alternative name suggested still based 
around Blair Mayne 

9 

Should not 
be used as 

His name and lifestyle does not suggest 
health and wellbeing 

90 

Not a role model 24 

Unknown sporting achievements 130 

He is already commemorated elsewhere in 
the council 

73 

Linked to war 71 

Good relations  

Divisive/controversial/offensive name 183 

Bringing up the past 63 

Compares to other council naming after 
Nationalist 

42 

Polarise community/only a small minority 
will be affected/not representative of whole 
community 

263 

Affects visitors to the area 153 

Poor community relations 45 

Non Section 75  

Too long a name/”stupid” name 175 

Waste of resources doing this consultation 82 

Name should be chosen by public 24 

Good consultation 18 

 

The table reveals how emotive and divisive the proposed name has become, on occasion 
stirring strong support while at other times provoking a negative response. This latter 
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reaction often focused on the impact that the name could have on good relations in the 
Borough, while the more positive responses made reference to the naming of the Complex 
as being a fitting tribute to honour a local ‘hero’.  

 

3.3 Council Staff Questionnaire Responses 

95 completed council staff response forms were returned, 3 of whom indicated they work in 
the current Ards leisure centre (i.e. a 12% return rate).  The response form included 
demographic questions relating to gender, religion, ethnicity and age, although once more it 
was made clear that this information was provided on a voluntary basis and hence not every 
respondent answered every question.  As respondents could self-select the categories with 
which they identified, the accuracy of the information cannot be verified. Given the 
relatively small sample size, often the number of responses within each individual cell is low, 
and this constrains the potential for analysis, and also risks breeching confidentiality. This is 
especially true for sample breakdowns by age and ethnicity. 

The staff questionnaire included broadly the same questions as included in the public survey 
along with questions designed to elicit information on the impact on promoting a good and 
harmonious working environment.  It should be noted that the personal data was collected 
by using a standard Section 75 equality monitoring form and therefore refers to religious 
belief rather than community background. The results of the analysis are set out in the 
following tables. 

Table 3.3.1: Staff response rate by gender, religion, ethnic origin and age 
 

 No. of responses 

Total responses 95 

Gender:  

    Male 34 (36%) 

    Female 50 (53%) 

    No response 11 (12%) 

Religion:  

    Protestant 41 (43%) 

    Roman Catholic 17 (18%) 

    None 19 (20%) 

    Other/No response 18 (19%) 

Racial group:  

    White 70 (74%) 

    Other/No response 25 (26%) 

Age:  

    Under 30 8 (8%) 

    Aged 31-59 years 71 (75%) 

    Older (60+) 5 (5%) 

    No response 11 (12%) 
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The breakdown of the staff sample reveals a majority of female respondents (53%), 
although the Council employs a majority of male staff (58%). Across the Council workforce 
as a whole, Roman Catholics comprise 14% of the staff complement, a figure which is 
broadly comparable with the survey sample of 18%, while the age profile is also 
comparable, i.e. 75% of the sample is aged between 30 and 60 years and the equivalent 
percentage for the Council workforce as a whole is 75%. (See Appendix 1 for a breakdown of 
current staff by Section 75 grounds).  

Results are presented below by question. 

Question 1: What impact do you think the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure 
Complex' will have on the Council's duty to promote a good and harmonious working 
environment? 
Table 3.3.2 

Impact on good and harmonious working environment  

Very positive impact 20 (21%) 

Positive impact 8 (8%) 

No impact 16 (17%) 

Negative impact 31 (33%) 

Very negative impact 20 (21%) 

TOTAL 95 (100%) 

 

While 29% of staff who were surveyed felt the name would have a positive impact, the 

majority (54%) stated that the impact would be negative. Differences based on gender, 

ethnicity, religion and age were not large.  

 

Question 2: What effect do you think the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure 
Complex' will have on good relations within and between different communities in the 
Ards and North Down Borough? 
Table 3.3.3 

Impact on good relations   

Very Positive Impact 15 (16%) 

Positive Impact 9 (9%) 

No Impact 22 (23%) 

Negative Impact 32 (34%) 

Very Negative Impact 17 (18%) 

TOTAL 95 (100%) 

 

A majority of staff (52%) stated that they felt the name would have a negative (34%) or very 
negative (18%) impact on good relations within the Borough. There were no significant 
differences by age, religion or ethnicity, although women (54%) were more likely to state a 
negative impact than men (44%).  
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Question 3: Do you think that the name 'Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex' 
could have an impact on users and potential users accessing the Complex?  
Table 3.3.4 

Impact on future use of facilities  

Very positive impact 13 (14%) 

Positive Impact 3 (3%) 

No Impact 38 (40%) 

Negative Impact 31 (33%) 

Very Negative Impact 10 (11%) 

TOTAL 95 (100%) 

 
When asked about the impact of the name on potential use, fewer than one in five (17%) of 
staff stated there would be a positive impact while 43% suggested this could be negative. 
Once more, female members of staff were more likely to identify a negative impact (46%) 
than men (35%), likewise Roman Catholic staff (47%) were more likely to cite a negative 
impact than their Protestant counterparts (41%) 
 
Question 4: As part of its EQIA, the Council must consider some options which could 
minimise the potential adverse impact. Which of the following do you think could be most 
effective? 
Table 3.3.5 

Options4  

I do not consider that any mitigation is required as I do not 
believe there to be any potential adverse impact 

31 (33%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex 20 (21%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex, with a room or 
facility named after Blair Mayne 

9 (9%) 

An alternative name is selected for the Complex, and an area of 
the facility is used to create a display to recognise Blair Mayne 
and others from the Borough who have had significant sporting 
achievements, or made a significant contribution to sport and 
leisure within the Borough i.e. a 'Hall of Fame' 

30 (32%) 

Something else 5 (5%) 

TOTAL 95 (100%) 

 

One third of staff respondents (33%) did not feel that there was any need for mitigation, 
while two thirds of staff who were surveyed (67%) suggested an alternative.  

21% opted for an alternative name alone and 32% suggested a mitigation involving a display 
or exhibition named after Blair Mayne. Women in particular favoured the latter option (38% 
v 21% of men). Differences by religion were not significant. 

                                                      
4Respondents could also indicate if they preferred none of these options.  
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Question 5a: During your work, do you currently have cause to visit the existing Ards 
Leisure Centre for business purposes?  
Table 3.3.6a 

Current use of Ards Leisure Centre  

Most days/1-2 times per week 12 (13%) 

1-2 times per month 13 (14%) 

1-2 times per year 32 (34%) 

Never 35 (37%) 

TOTAL 95 (100%) 

 

25 of those staff who responded to the survey (26%) visited the Centre at least twice a 
month, while 35 (37%) never visited the centre. 

Table 3.3.6b 

Impact on Good Relations 

More 
than 

twice a 
month 

1-2 times 
per year 

Never/Not 
answered 

All 

Positive Impact/No impact  11 (44%) 11 (34%) 22 (58%) 44 (46%) 

Negative impact 14 (56%) 21 (66%) 16 (42%) 51 (54%) 

TOTAL 25 (100%) 32 (100%) 38 (100%) 95 (100%) 

 

Those who currently visit the Centre during the course of their work, either more than twice 
a month (56%) or 1-2 times per year (64%), were more likely to see a negative impact on 
good relations in comparison with those who never visit the Centre or did not answer (42%). 

Table 3.3.6c 

Impact on Users / Potential 
Users 

More 
than 

twice a 
month 

1-2 times 
per year 

Never/Not 
answered 

All 

Positive Impact/No impact  11 (44%) 13 (41%) 22 (58%) 46 (48%) 

Negative impact 14 (56%) 19 (59%) 16 (42%) 49 (52%) 

TOTAL 25 (100%) 32 (100%) 38 (100%) 95 (100%) 

 

A similar pattern is revealed when considering how staff perceived the impact of the 
proposed name on use of the new Complex. Those who currently visit the Centre either 
more than twice a month (56%) or 1-2 times per year (59%) during their work were more 
likely to describe a negative impact of the proposed name on potential users than staff who 
never visit the Centre or did not reply (42%). 
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Additional Comments 

The questionnaire included a number of occasions for additional comments which are 

summarised in Table 3.3.7. The same methodology was used when collating staff comments 

to the public comments (page 15). 

 

Table 3.3.7 Staff Additional Comments 

 

Alternative 

Names 

Shared 

neutral 

names 

Rename something vibrant, new and 

neutral (e.g. Apollo) 

34 

No need for any name to be attached 

to building 

12 

Ards Leisure Centre  13 

Other Ards landmarks/geographical 

areas (e.g. Dairy Hall, Scrabo View) 

8 

Are there no females or other 

sporting stars? 

2 

Blair Mayne 

comments 

This is 

appropriate 

recognition 

Honouring a local hero 11 

Should not 

be used as 

His name and lifestyle does not 

suggest health and wellbeing 

3 

Not a role model 5 

Unknown sporting achievements 4 

He is already commemorated 

elsewhere in the council 

12 

Linked to war 5 

Good relations comments 

Divisive/controversial/offensive name 37 

Bringing up the past 8 

Polarise community/only a small 

minority will be affected/not 

representative of whole community 

13 

Affects visitors to the area 2 

Non Section 75 Comments 

Too long a name/”stupid” name 3 

Waste of resources doing this 

consultation 

1 

Staff morale when name picked will 

be low (staff views can be ignored) 

5 

Additional comments were varied in content but the majority saw difficulties attaching to 

the proposed name. For example, 37 identified the name as divisive/controversial/offensive, 
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and 34 argued that a different name should be chosen which was vibrant, new or neutral. In 

contrast with the public survey, a minority of comments (11) endorsed the proposed name. 

 

3.4 Written Responses  
The Council received one written response, from the Equality Commission for Northern 
Ireland (see Appendix 3). In summary, the Commission has made the following points:  

Defining the Aims of the Policy: The Commission notes the section of the EQIA on ‘defining 
the aims of the policy’ and the fact the Council already has a policy on the naming of Council 
facilities. Council itself on page 36 of the EQIA acknowledges the fact that the policy 
currently subject to EQIA and consultation could be in contravention of the Council’s policy 
on the naming of Council facilities. The Commission recommends that Council consider this 
issue further.  

Consultation: The Commission notes the efforts made by Council to gather as much 
feedback as possible on the naming of the facility to include notification of the consultation 
to all consultees, engagement of the Council’s external consultative panel, staff 
questionnaires and workshops and the use of public meetings and social media.  

Appendix 2 provides useful information on feedback received by the consultants engaged by 
the Council from a broad range of stakeholders. The Commission advises that it would have 
been helpful to the current consultation if more detailed information from these early 
consultations had been included with the current EQIA consultation.  

Assessment of Impacts: Council should properly consider all responses received in relation 
to the consultation and in particular, any adverse impacts on minority groups. The 
Commission recommends that Council carefully considers responses received as a result of 
the current consultation in this regard. 

Monitoring: The Commission recommends that the final EQIA report sets out in more detail 
the monitoring mechanisms that the Council will establish in order to monitor the impact of 
any policy decision in regard to this policy.  There are currently no arrangements set out in 
the draft EQIA.  

 

3.5 External Consultative Panel  

The discussion at the face-to-face consultative panel meeting held on Tuesday 6th February 
2018 was based broadly on the questions including in the public questionnaire, although 
participants were given the opportunity to digress and expand on their answers.  A report 
on the meeting is provided at Appendix 4.  

During the course of the meeting, many diverse views were expressed and discussed. Some 
of the key points made included the following: 

The Name 

• Why not name after other ‘Sports’ people who came from Ards and North Down 
Borough 

• Knowing the History of Blair Mayne, the name could present a problem 

• The SAS is a different organisation now than is was when Blair Mayne served 

• He is the most famous person to come from Ards - so why not? 
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• The name could leave Council vulnerable to ‘open up’ to everyone asking for a 
building in their name. 

• What was the problem with naming it ‘Ards Leisure Centre’ as previously? 

• The name is too wordy, not modern for a new facility and also not catchy. 

• On reading the EQIA it seems that Council have completely disregarded any 
stakeholder suggestions. 

• The name is not equal and could lead to a legal dispute costing the Borough money 
that could be better spent. 

• Blair Mayne has nothing to do with leisure, only sports that do not represent what the 
Complex hosts. 

• Could this name lead to criminal damage of the complex? 

• Why go to a leisure centre to celebrate war? 

The Name and Council Policies 

• The name does not adhere to Council policy. 

• Not an equal name – male name chosen what about female, especially in the 100 year 
of certain women being able to vote? 

• More local history surrounding Blair Mayne in his wartime than in his sporting 
prowess. 

• Having learned how Council chose the name and how they reached the decision it was 
felt that an alternative name should be chosen. 

• Children would not know who Blair Mayne is and they will be the people using the 
facility for years to come. 

• In relation to Council Policy it states that the person must have made an extraordinary 
contribution to the Borough, however Blair Mayne had not done this. 

• Possibility that tourism and sports policies be added to the list of relating policies 

• If this name is chosen, how does that impact on sports grants and awards?  Does this 
fit in with others policies i.e. Sport NI 

Mitigating Measures 

• Could Council not set up a museum to honour Blair Mayne? 

• Blair Mayne already has a statue, a bursary and a road named after him. 

• Aurora was not named after anyone so why should the new Ards Facility? 

• If the naming of a room goes ahead another EQIA will need to be carried out, putting 
the naming of the building back further. 

• All this is a total waste of time and money.  The name will be chosen anyway. 

• The mitigation options are biased towards Blair Mayne. 

• Hall of Fame gives a better opportunity to promote good relations and fits in to 
Section 75. 

• Could a museum not be added onto the Somme Centre? 

 

3.6 Public Meetings  

Public meetings were arranged and widely advertised for Monday 26th February at 2pm and 
Wednesday 28th February at 7pm. No members of the public attended either meeting. The 
local press did attend and their press article suggested that public meetings were now being 
replaced through the use of social media, emails and online questionnaires.  
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3.7 Staff Meetings 

Two staff meetings were held on Wednesday 21st February from 13.45. One member of staff 
attended and completed a questionnaire. Although staff were invited to attend by visiting 
the areas within the centre they advised they would consider completing the online 
questionnaire. 

3.8 Analysis of Social Media 

 A review was conducted of reports appearing on council and public social media sites (i.e. 
Facebook) prior to and during the period of the consultation. It is important to note that 
while this may have given way to sharing the consultation, results and analysis of social 
media comments have not been included in the results of the official survey as it would be 
impossible to ensure that all relevant sites had been reviewed and that there was not a 
duplication of responses on line with those participating in the official survey.  Online 
activity was fuelled by considerable media coverage before the consultation began (e.g. BBC 
Radio Ulster, Belfast Telegraph), often encouraging engagement with the consultation 
process.  

An analysis of Twitter feeds revealed a series of comments made by those either for or 
against the proposed name, together with comparisons with the naming of Raymond 
McCreesh Playpark by Newry and Mourne Council. Many of these Twitter comments were 
highly emotive, either in favour or against and, again, have not been included in the results 
of the official survey for the reasons given above. 

 

4. Findings 
The main purpose of the EQIA process is to assess whether the current policy or any 
changes to it may have a differential impact on people in one or more of the Section 75 
groups, determine the extent of differential impact and in turn whether that impact is 
adverse. This chapter sets out conclusions based on the data and research considered and 
the findings of the consultation process. 
 

4.1 Previous analysis of data and research 
The data and research gathered prior to consultation on the Draft EQIA Consultation Report 
provided a large amount of evidence about the potential impact of the policy. The evidence 
was used to indicate whether there may be particular Section 75 groups that are 
differentially impacted by the policy decision in question, in terms of: 

• whether the policy decision has the potential to impact negatively on equality of 
opportunity for people in any of the Section 75 categories; 

• whether the policy decision has the potential to affect the promotion of good 
relations; 

• whether the policy decision has the potential to affect the good and harmonious 
working environment within the Borough. 

The main points included in the Draft EQIA Consultation Report are summarised below. 

In accordance with the EQIA process, having gathered information on the policy and those 
affected by it, the Council must:  
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(i) assess whether there is a differential impact on one or more of the nine Section 75 
grounds;  
(ii) determine the extent of any differential impact; and  
(iii) decide whether that impact is adverse.   

Differential impact suggests that a particular group has been affected differently by the 
policy (either favourably or unfavourably), while an adverse impact is an indication that the 
effect is less favourable (i.e. negative). 

In order to determine whether the policy has any adverse differential impact, it is necessary 
to consider the people affected by the policy, their needs and experiences, and the equality 
categories to which they belong. 

Differential impact 

The evidence suggests that the policy may have a differential impact on four Section 75 
grounds in particular, i.e. religious belief; political opinion; race / ethnic origin; and age. This 
impact would not relate to Blair Mayne’s undoubted sporting achievements but to his 
military history from World War II including being a member of the Special Air Service (SAS).   

No evidence has been identified during the consideration of this policy to suggest that the 
selected name is likely to have a differential impact with regard to other Section 75 grounds, 
i.e. people of different marital status or sexual orientation, men and women generally, 
persons with a disability and persons without, persons with dependants and persons 
without. 

Adverse impact 

The decision may have the potential to adversely impact on people with regard to religious 
belief, political opinion, race/ethnic origin and age but the extent of this impact has not yet 
been determined. It is therefore necessary to use the EQIA, and in particular the public 
consultation and stakeholder engagement, to consider further the tangible impacts of the 
policy in terms of: (i) encouraging or discouraging participation in sport and leisure across 
the Borough; (ii) the promotion of a good and harmonious working environment, and more 
generally: (iii) promoting equality of opportunity and good relations to all employees, users 
and potential users of the proposed complex.   

Assessment of impacts 

In writing the Draft EQIA Consultation Report the following potential impacts were 
identified. 

Access to services: 

The proposed name may create a potential adverse impact for:  

• Users and potential users, and in particular those from a Roman Catholic and/or 
Nationalist background; 

• Individuals from different ethnic origins who want to take part in sport and leisure 
and not be perceived to identify with a particular community background; 

• Younger people in particular who prefer to focus on the future and participate in 
open and inclusive environments; 

• Older people who do not wish to associate with any perceived labelling that may 
identify them or their families with any identified category or categories. 
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Good and harmonious working environment: 

The proposed name could have the potential to create an adverse impact on employees 
from a Roman Catholic and/or Nationalist background, or those who do not identify with 
any community background, by disrupting a good and harmonious working environment. 

Promoting good relations: 

More generally, the proposed name may have an adverse impact on residents, visitors and 
employees from a Roman Catholic and/or Nationalist community background, as well as 
those of different ethnic origins, in terms of an expectation that the Council will have regard 
to the desirability of promoting good relations through its policies.  This would include the 
naming of facilities.  

4.2 Findings from the consultation 
The above analysis of data and research was initially set out in the Draft EQIA Consultation 
Report which was made available during the formal consultation process.   

The current consultation responses has provided further evidence as to whether the policy 
decision on the naming of the Complex, or any changes to the decision, may have a 
differential impact on people in one or more of the Section 75 groups.   

The findings from the formal consultation are summarised below. 

The consultation would appear to have attracted a significant response from members of 
staff (n = 95) and from the public generally (n = 1656), in comparison with many other 
EQIAs.  However, the Equality Commission has made it clear that an EQIA is not and should 
not be regarded as a referendum or head count.  In addition, the inability to test the source 
and/or veracity of the anonymous returns would also encourage a degree of caution when 
interpreting the findings.  

At the same time, overall both surveys have shown a strong division of opinion around the 
proposed name, and the potential adverse impacts as set out in the Draft EQIA Consultation 
Report have been confirmed. Specifically, the four grounds of difference (gender, age, 
religion and ethnicity), to varying degrees are revealed in the pattern of responses.  

Overall, there is strongest and majority support for the proposed name among those self-
declaring as older, Protestant, male and white, although differences between groups are not 
always significant. Of the four grounds of difference, religion / community background 
would appear to be most significant factor in determining attitudes towards the proposed 
name, with gender, age and ethnic origin all having some degree of influence.  

The public survey revealed a majority who support the proposed name, with 69% of 
respondents stating their agreement. However, set against this view, what is very apparent 
from both surveys is the adverse reaction to the name among staff and sections of the 
community and including the Roman Catholic community, with an indication that a sizeable 
number would feel that the name could discourage not only themselves but others from 
ever using the Complex. 

In the public survey, around half (49%) of Roman Catholic respondents stated that the name 
would act to deter potential users. Among staff, the survey found that 52% felt that the 
name could have an adverse impact on good relations across the Borough, with 43% stating 
that the proposed name would have an adverse impact on potential use of the Complex. It 
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was interesting and noteworthy that the staff members who identified the strongest 
adverse impact on good relations and potential use of the Complex were those who had 
most frequent engagement with the existing leisure centre, and who therefore would be 
more likely to work in the new Complex.  

The Council has a statutory obligation not only to promote equality of opportunity and good 
relations under Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act (1998), but also, under the Fair 
Employment and Treatment (NI) Order (1998), to promote a good and harmonious working 
environment and atmosphere in which no worker feels threatened or intimidated on 
grounds of religious belief and/or political opinion.  

In 2009, the Equality Commission published A Guide for Employers on Promoting a Good 
and Harmonious Working Environment5. The document makes clear that employers:  

‘must continue to take all reasonable steps to ensure that those who work in the 
organisation, or come in contact with it (as a client, customer or user of its 
services or facilities), do not feel threatened or intimidated on grounds of 
religious belief or political opinion.’ (p.2) 

The Guide goes on to consider workplace emblems, stating: 

 “…the Commission recommends that where an employer is seeking to provide 
or maintain fair participation, or to ensure that all services and facilities are 
widely utilised by all sections of the community, there is sensitivity concerning 
displays wholly or mainly associated with one section of the community.” (p.7) 

The staff survey revealed that the majority of respondents (54%) felt the proposed name 
would have either a negative (33%) or very negative (21%) impact on the Council’s duty to 
promote a good and harmonious environment. This high level of concern may indicate that 
this is a matter worthy of further consideration by the Council in its deliberations. 

Overall, while those showing concern with the proposed name do not always represent the 
majority view, the findings do give an indication that a significant number of staff and 
members of the public alike are not comfortable with the proposed name, and would feel 
that they and others would be less inclined to use the facility as a consequence.  

This view was largely confirmed by the Council’s External Consultative Panel on Equality and 
Good Relations which, through its considerable and accumulated experience in dealing with 
equality matters, recognised the potential difficulties for the Council attaching to the 
adoption of the proposed name, from a Section 75 and anti-discrimination perspective (see 
Appendix 4 for comments), and including raising the possibility of legal challenges ahead.  

These potential challenges should not be ignored in the decision-making process. In 
particular, as the Equality Commission has made clear in its written response (see Appendix 
3) that there is a likelihood that the proposed name could run counter to the Council’s own 
naming policy, and any decision which is reached must bear this in mind. Specifically, the 
Council’s adopted naming policy indicates that: 

                                                      
5 
http://www.equalityni.org/ECNI/media/ECNI/Publications/Employers%20and%20Service%20Providers/Promo
ting_a_good_and_harmonious_working_environment.pdf 
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‘Ards and North Down Borough Council wishes to adopt a consistent approach to 
dealing with requests to name Council Facilities. “The Council is minded to 
ensure such decisions promote equality of opportunity and good relations”.’   

Taking the evidence obtained during the course of the EQIA into account, an argument can 
be made that the proposed name does not help to ensure the promotion of equality of 
opportunity and good relations.  

Furthermore, from a commercial perspective, it is also difficult to see how the proposed 
name sits easily with the original intention of the Council’s process for naming the Complex, 
i.e: 

‘to identify a name that communicated the ethos of the leisure and recreational 
provision across the Borough, and was complementary of the other major leisure 
facility in the Borough, being The Bangor Aurora Aquatic and Leisure Complex.’ 

By adopting the proposed name there is a risk that not only will the Council be seen not to 
have met its duty to promote equality of opportunity and good relations (or promote a good 
and harmonious working environment) but the business and commercial viability of the 
Centre could be impacted on by potential clients preferring not to use the Complex. 

If a decision is made to mitigate potential adverse impacts by adopting a different policy, 
there was no strong consensus as to which alternative was most preferable. The majority of 
respondents who expressed a preference for one of the alternative policy options supported 
finding ways in which local sportsmen and women could be celebrated within the Complex, 
including Blair Mayne, but stopping short of naming the Complex in his honour. Scattered 
through the responses to the surveys are examples of positive ways in which local 
sportsmen and women can and perhaps should be celebrated by the Council, and there may 
be opportunities to explore these suggestions further. 

 

5. Conclusions and recommendations 
The EQIA process is designed to provide decision makers with detailed information on the 
potential impacts, in terms of the promotion of equality of opportunity and good 
relations, of any changes to the current policy.  This EQIA has been carried out to assist 
the Council in reaching a decision on the naming of the new leisure facility.   

This chapter therefore presents the conclusions of the EQIA process and makes 
recommendations with regard to the naming of the leisure facility and any mitigating 
actions which might be taken to minimise any potential adverse impacts of the policy 
adopted. 

 

5.1 Policy decision 

Schedule 9 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 requires that, in making any decision with 
respect to a policy, a public authority shall take into account any EQIA and consultation 
carried out in relation to the policy (para. 9.2).  There is no strict definition of what ‘taking 
into account’ entails.  However, the Equality Commission guidance on how decisions should 
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be recorded makes it clear that a public authority must be able to record the decision 
making process (as well as the decision) and that the decision must be justified6.  

The guidance also advises that all available information should be combined in the decision; 
this includes the information gathered during the initial research phase, the results of the 
consultation and the analysis of alternative policy options7.  This information has been 
brought together in this report in order to ensure that the Council is in a position to take 
account of all pertinent issues when making its decision.   

The Equality Commission has acknowledged in the past that a formulaic approach to 
decision making may not always be possible. For example, in its response to the Northern 
Ireland Assembly Commission’s EQIA on the Flying of the Union Flag at Assembly Buildings 
consultation, it stated that:  

 ‘It is for the Assembly to decide on the most appropriate policy option, in the 
context of ensuring that the appropriate level of consideration is given to the 
impacts identified. In considering this information, it must be borne in mind 
that the EQIA is a mechanism to assist the Assembly Commission and to inform 
the policy review process. The EQIA is not and should not be used as a 
referendum on the issue of the Union Flag.’ 

This approach is in keeping with the Equality Commission’s previous guidance on the 
interpretation of data within Section 75. Specifically, in a letter to Strabane District Council 
(29/7/2011), the Commission acknowledged that while a highly structured approach to 
decision-making may not always be possible, the gathering of data (for example during 
consultation) should not be considered as a referendum where the views of a majority of 
consultees is counted as votes to determine a particular outcome. In other words, 
consultation should not be regarded as a head count but as a due consideration of the 
merits of all available information. 

Without question, a sizeable majority of those who responded to the public survey were in 
support of the proposed name (69%), and the number of people expressing a preference for 
this particular option cannot be ignored. However, this finding cannot be looked at in 
isolation but must be considered in the context of all other relevant concerns, as outlined 
above.   

In relation to decision making, it should be noted that in March 2014, the Equality 
Commission published the results of an investigation into a decision by Newry and Mourne 
District Council to retain the name ‘The Raymond McCreesh Park’ for a Council owned 
children’s play park in Newry.  The Equality Commission found that the Council was in 
breach of its Equality Scheme commitments because, although they had carried out the 
required process (and including an EQIA), this appeared to have been more focused on 
process and maintaining the name of the play park than on paying due regard to the need to 
promote equality of opportunity and good relations8.    

The Commission went further in recommending that the EQIA on the naming of the 
playpark should be informed not only by a quantitative analysis of responses (i.e. numbers) 

                                                      
6 Practical Guidance on Equality Impact Assessment, ECNI 2004, p.45 
7 Ibid 
8 http://www.equalityni.org/ECNI/media/ECNI/Publications/Delivering%20Equality/Newry-and-Mourne-
Investigation-issued-final.pdf 
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but also a qualitative analysis of these responses (i.e. the content of these responses). The 
Council should therefore bear in mind that all the findings of the consultation process must 
be central to the decision making process and to the implementation of its Section 75 
duties.   

Ultimately, and despite the findings included in the EQIA, the Council has an elected 
mandate to decide how ratepayers money is to be spent, and this executive authority would 
extend to deciding the naming of its facilities. While there may be no legal requirement on 
the Council to adopt any particular approach to the naming of the Complex in question, the 
Council must be mindful of the potential for legal challenge and the risk of such a challenge 
being successful.   

Once more with reference to the naming of the playpark by Newry and Mourne District 
Council, it may be useful to consider the judgment passed down in the Application for 
Judicial Review brought by Mrs Beatrice Worton against the Council and the Equality 
Commission for Northern Ireland in December 20179.  

Mrs Worton claimed that the Council was in breach of its own equality scheme by allowing 
the name to remain in place and had thereby failed to have due regard to the need to 
promote equality of opportunity and good relations. In granting the Council a period of time 
in which to remedy the situation, Judge McCloskey concluded by stating that this would be 
granted on the understanding of, ‘the likelihood that her challenge would have succeeded 
substantively’. 
Taking into account the evidence from the EQIA and including the consultation process 
which showed majority support for the proposed name in the public survey but a majority 
of staff indicating levels of concern with the name, the extent to which the proposed name 
hinders or facilitates the promotion of equality of opportunity and/or good relations within 
the Borough and Council is not clear cut. Further, the impact that the name has on the 
promotion of a good and harmonious working environment for those employed by the 
Council is equivocal, with a majority of surveyed staff indicating that this impact was likely 
to be negative.   

 

5.2 Mitigating measures 

Along with the option that no mitigation was required (as the proposed name was 

acceptable), the three mitigating options presented during the consultation phase were: 

1. An alternative name is selected for the Complex 
2. An alternative name is selected for the Complex, with a room or facility named after 

Blair Mayne 
3. An alternative name is selected for the Complex, and an area of the facility is used to 

create a display to recognise Blair Mayne and others from the Borough who have 
had significant sporting achievements, or made a significant contribution to sport 
and leisure within the Borough i.e. a 'Hall of Fame' 

  

                                                      
9 https://www.judiciary-
ni.gov.uk/sites/judiciary/files/decisions/Worton%27s%20%28Beatrice%29%20Application.pdf 



 

31 

 

 
5.3 Preliminary Recommendation 

Mindful of the findings contained within the EQIA and the Council’s policy on the naming of 
facilities and premises which includes a commitment that the first part of the name should: 

• Not be considered offensive* to any group or individual within the Borough.   
 

*A name will be considered offensive if it can be interpreted to be abusive, antagonistic, 
discourteous, disrespectful, lurid or rude. 

 

• Not be the surname of any living person or a name which can be clearly attributed to 
any living person.  Council will however consider an application to name a facility 
after an individual who is deceased and has made an extraordinary contribution* in 
some way to the Borough and its residents or public life in general. 
 

*An extraordinary contribution must have benefitted a significant number of people 
and/or been made over a significant period of time, must be fundamentally philanthropic 
and must comply with the seven principles of conduct underpinning public life 
(selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and leadership). 

 

It is recommended that the Council gives due consideration to all available 
options, including those involving mitigating measures, before reaching a 

final decision on a name for the Leisure Complex that is inclusive for all who 
work, live or visit in the Borough. 

 
Communication of the decision 

There is a need to ensure that the outcome of the EQIA is clearly communicated.  It would 
be useful to incorporate a clear statement on the aims of the policy into the final decision, 
demonstrating that the Council has taken due regard of the need to promote equality of 
opportunity and regard of the desirability of promoting good relations, and that the decision 
reflects current legislation and comparative data. 

Promotion of a good and harmonious working environment 

It may be appropriate to further review the work already carried out to promote a good and 
harmonious working environment within the new facility, with a particular focus on the 
potential display of emblems and memorabilia within the new complex. 

 

5.4 Monitoring Arrangements 

The final step in the EQIA process is the establishment of a system to monitor the impact of 
the policy.  The results of the monitoring must be reviewed on an annual basis and must be 
published in the Council’s annual Section 75 report to the Equality Commission10.  

                                                      
10 Practical Guidance on Equality Impact Assessment, Equality Commission for NI (2004) p50 
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It is suggested that monitoring of the policy should include regular consideration of: 

• Complaints, comments and other forms of feedback; 

• The results of research/surveys relating to the promotion of good relations both in the 
workplace and shared facilities; 

• Any EQIAs of related policies carried out by the Council or other public authorities; 

• Any research carried out by public authorities or independent bodies. 
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Appendix 1: Staff profile  

 

First three tables based on PAMS information. 
 

Gender Number (%) 

Male 453 (57%) 

Female 337 (43%) 

TOTAL 790 (100%) 

 

Community Background Number (%) 

Protestant 622 (79%) 

Roman Catholic 109 (14%) 

Not Declared 59 (7%) 

TOTAL 790 (100%) 

 

Age Number (%) 

17-29 43 (5%) 

30-49 405 (51%) 

50-64 329 (42%) 

Over 65 13 (2%) 

TOTAL 790 (100%) 

 

Responses to below tables based on Employee monitoring exercise (Feb-Mar 2018) 

 

Nationality (Responses to 
this question only) 

Number (%) 

British 247(82%) 

Irish 27 (9%) 

Northern Irish 21 (7%) 

British and Irish 5 (2%) 

TOTAL 300 (100%) 
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Ethnic Origin (Responses to 
this question only) 

Number (%) 

White 318 (99%) 

Other 3 (1%) 

TOTAL 321 (100%) 

 

Marital Status (Responses to 
this question only) 

Number (%) 

Single  124 (36%) 

Married/ Civil Partnership 217 (64%) 

TOTAL 341 (100%) 

 

Longstanding Illness 
(Responses to this question 

only) 
Number (%) 

Yes 26 (8%) 

No 312 (92%) 

TOTAL 338 (100%) 

 

Dependency Status 
(Responses to this question 

only) 
Number (%) 

With Dependants 191 (88%) 

Without Dependants 26 (12%) 

TOTAL 217 (100%) 

 

Sexual Orientation 
(Responses to this question 

only) 
Number (%) 

Heterosexual/Straight 250 (98%) 

Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual 4 (2%) 

TOTAL 254 (100%) 

  



 

35 

 

Appendix 2: Ards and North Down Borough Population Profile 

Source Breakdown Total (%) 

Population 
Estimate 
(mid year 
population 
estimate 
NISRA 
2016) 

Population Ards and North Down 159,593 (100%) 

Gender  

Males 77,345 (48%) 

Females 82,248 (52%) 

Age  

Under 30 56,164 (35%) 

31-59 61,246 (38%) 

60+ 42,183 (26%) 

Census 
2011 
(NISRA) 

Community Background  

All Ards and North Down 156,672 (100%) 

Catholic 20,550 (13%) 

Protestant and Other Christian (including 
Christian related) 

117,589 (75%) 

Other religions 1,729 (1%) 

No religion 16,804 (11%) 

Ethnic Origin  

White 154,365 (99%) 

Irish Traveller 22 (0%) 

Indian 283 (0%) 

Pakistani 94 (0%) 

Bangladeshi 177 (0%) 

Other Asian 321 (0%) 

Black Caribbean 52 (0%) 

Black African 139 (0%) 

Black Other 80 (0%) 

Mixed 556 (0%) 

Other 177 (0%) 

Census 
2011 
(NISRA) 
(Aged 16+) 

Marital Status  

All aged 16+ 126,945 (100%) 

Single (never married or never registered 
a same-sex civil partnership) 

36,730 (29%) 
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Married 67,866 (53%) 

In a registered same-sex civil partnership 123 (1%) 

Separated (but still legally married or still 
legally in a same-sex civil partnership) 

4,328 (3%) 

Divorced or formerly in a same-sex civil 
partnership which is now legally dissolved 

8,548 (7%) 

Widowed or surviving partner from a 
same-sex civil partnership 

9,350 (7%) 

Continuous 
Household 
Survey 

Dependents 
(based on 902 

responses) 

Yes 37% 

No 63% 

Limiting long term illness 
(based on 902 

responses) 

Yes 29% 

No 71% 

Sexual Identity  

Heterosexual/Straight 98% 

Gay/Lesbian 1% 

Bisexual 1% 

Other 0% 

Don’t know/refusal 0% 

Local 
Council 
Elections 
(22 May 
2014) 

Political Opinion  

DUP 17 

UUP 9 

Alliance 7 

Green Party 3 

Independent 2 

SDLP 1 

TUV 1 
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Appendix 3: Equality Commission Response 

Ards and North Down Borough Council – Equality Commission for Northern Ireland 
Response to Draft Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) ‘Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and 

Leisure Complex’ 
3rd May 2018 

The Commission welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Ards and North Down 
Borough Council consultation on the Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex EQIA.   

The Commission is responsible for implementing the legislation on fair employment, sex 
discrimination and equal pay, race relations, sexual orientation, disability and age. The 
Commission’s remit also includes overseeing the statutory equality and good relations 
duties on public authorities. The Commission’s comments therefore relate to the EQIA 
process and the relevant anti-discrimination legislation.  

The primary function of an EQIA is to determine the extent of any impact of a policy upon 
the Section 75 categories and to determine if the impact is an adverse one.  It is also an 
opportunity to consider ways to more effectively promote equality of opportunity and good 
relations. The EQIA process therefore requires a thorough and systematic analysis of the 
policy to determine the extent of any impact across the section 75 categories.  

EQIA Process  
The Commission acknowledges the fact that the EQIA broadly follows the equality impact 
assessment 7 stage approach as set out in ECNI guidance11. The Commission acknowledges 
the fact that Council screened the initial policy decision, re-screened the policy once a 
significant change had been made and then elected to carry out a full equality impact 
assessment once a potential major adverse impact had been identified. We also note 
reference in the document to Equality Commission guidance, ‘Advice on Good Relations in 
Local Councils’, and ‘Promoting a Good and Harmonious Working Environment’.  

Defining the Aims of the Policy 
The Commission notes the section of the EQIA on ‘defining the aims of the policy’ and the 
fact the Council already has a policy on the naming of Council facilities. Council itself on 
page 36 of the EQIA acknowledges the fact that the policy currently subject to EQIA and 
consultation could be in contravention of the Council’s policy on the naming of Council 
facilities. The Commission recommends that Council consider this issue further.  

Consultation 
The Commission notes the efforts made by Council to gather as much feedback as possible 
on the naming of the facility to include notification of the consultation to all consultees, 
engagement of the Council’s external consultative panel, staff questionnaires and 
workshops and the use of public meetings and social media.  

Appendix 2 provides useful information on feedback received by the consultants engaged by 
the Council from a broad range of stakeholders. The Commission advises that it would have 
been helpful to the current consultation if more detailed information from these early 
consultations had been included with the current EQIA consultation.  

Consideration of available data and research 

                                                      
11 Practical Guidance on Equality Impact Assessment, Equality Commission for NI, 2005   
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The Commission notes the fact that Council has not simply relied on Northern Ireland wide 
Census data in this section of the EQIA but included localised data as well as detailed 
information on employees of the Council.   

Council should properly consider all responses received in relation to the consultation and in 
particular, any adverse impacts on minority groups. Council itself has identified potential 
adverse impacts on a number of Section 75 categories including, religious belief, political 
opinion, race and age. It is important that these issues are considered further if Council has 
obtained more information in this regard as a result of the consultation.  

Assessment of Impacts 
The EQIA has identified potential adverse impacts on a number of Section 75 groups. 
However, at this stage the evidence to support this is limited. Although Council did engage 
in earlier consultations with key stakeholders, this was based on a different policy proposal. 
However, information from these earlier events may help to inform the current EQIA in so 
far as it provided information on the expectation of stakeholders in terms of what they 
would like the name of the facility to represent.  The Commission recommends that Council 
carefully considers responses received as a result of the current consultation in this regard. 

Consideration of alternative policies and measures to mitigate adverse impacts:  
The Commission acknowledges the fact that to date; Council has gathered relevant data, 
carried out early consultation with key stakeholders and also identified potential adverse 
impacts associated with the current policy proposal. The Commission also notes the fact 
that Council has identified mitigating measures and these will need to be considered further 
in light of responses to the current consultation. 

Monitoring 
The Commission recommends that the final EQIA report sets out in more detail the 
monitoring mechanisms that the Council will establish in order to monitor the impact of any 
policy decision in regard to this policy.  There are currently no arrangements set out in the 
draft EQIA. 

This response is made without prejudice to any consideration or determination which the 
Commission might make in performance of its statutory function to investigate individual 
complaints under Schedule 9 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 or conduct any other 
investigation under that Schedule. 
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Appendix 4: Consultative Panel Meeting 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 
Consultative Panel on Equality & Good Relations (Section 75) 

Outcome of Screened Policies Challenge Workshop 
Focused consultation on the Naming of Ards and North Down Borough Council’s 

replacement Leisure Complex in Newtownards. 
 

Record of Meeting: 6 February 2018 
 

The above meeting of Ards and North Down Borough Council’s Consultation Panel on 
Equality & Good Relations (Section 75) was held in Marine Court Hotel, Bangor at 5.00pm. 

 

Workshop facilitated by John Kremer 

6 Officers in attendance  
SP welcomed everyone to the Workshop. 

She explained that the challenge workshop would be focused on Ards and North Down 
Borough Council’s decision to name the replacement leisure Facility in Newtownards as 
‘Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex’. Shirley also explained due to the 
decision made by the Council this had required Officers to carry out an EQIA (Equality 
Impact Assessment).  The Council would be releasing the EQIA and also a Questionnaire on 
its website. 
 
John Kremer (JK) explained to the group that an EQIA had 7 stages.  He explained that this 
involved Defining the Aims of the Policy, Consideration of Available Data and Research, 
Assessment of Impact, Consideration of Measures to mitigate, Alternative policies, 
Consultation, Decision and Publication of Results and Monitoring.  JK Stated that he would 
take the group through each area, he explained that due to the consultation going pout to 
the public, the minutes that were recorded would not have anyone’s name against them 
and would remain confidential. 
 

2. Screening Challenge Workshop 

JK guided the Group through the EQIA document from the background history, the policy’s 
associated with the decision, the available data and research that had been carried out by 
Macadden design.   

He explained how and why the Council had reached this decision and asked the group if 
they had any questions or comments in relation to the EQIA 

The following were comments made by individuals of the group on the name: 

• Could the complex not be named after other ‘Sports’ people who came from Ards and 
North Down Borough 

• Knowing the History of Blair Mayne, the name could present a problem 

• The SAS is a different organisation now than it was when Blair Mayne served 

• He is the most famous person to come from Ards so why not. 
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The group was shown a letter that had been written by a member of the group who could 
not be present at the meeting to a local newspaper. 

The group agreed with the letter and said it echoed their previous comments. 

• The group felt that due to the nature of the naming of the new leisure complex, this 
could leave Council vulnerable to ‘open up’ to everyone asking for a building in their 
name. 

• What was the problem with naming it ‘Ards Leisure Centre’ as this was the name it 
will be called anyway? 

• The name ‘Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex’ is too wordy, not 
modern for a new facility and also not catchy. 

• Leisure is not needed in the name why not shorten to ‘Ards Wellbeing Centre’? 

• On reading the EQIA it seems that Council have completely disregarded any 
stakeholder suggestions. 

• The name is not equal and could lead to a legal dispute costing the Borough money 
that could be better spent. 

• Blair Mayne has nothing to do with leisure only sports that do not represent what the 
complex holds. 

• Could this name lead to criminal damage of the complex? 

• Why go to a leisure centre to celebrate war? 

JK asked the group how they felt this name fitted in with Council’s Policies. 

The following were comments made by individuals of the group on the policies associated 
with the EQIA: 

• The name does not adhere to Council Policy 

• Not an equal name – Male name chosen what about female, especially in the 100 
year of certain women being able to vote? 

• More local history surrounding Blair Mayne in his war time than in his sporting 
prowess 

• One member of the group suggested after reading the EQIA this has changed their 
opinion on the name.  At first they felt there was no issue however after reading the 
reasons why Council chose the name and how they reached the decision they now 
feel that an alternative name should be chosen. 

• Children would not know who Blair Mayne is and they will be the people using the 
facility for years to come. 

• In relation to Council policy it states that the person must have made an 
extraordinary contribution to the Borough, however Blair Mayne had not done this. 

• Possibility that tourism and sports policies be added to the list of relating policies 

• If this name is chosen, how does that impact on sports grants and awards?  Does this 
fit in with others policies ie: Sport NI? 

JK explained the mitigation within the EQIA and asked for comments in relation to this. 

• Could Council not set up a museum to honour Blair Mayne? 

• Blair Mayne already has a statue, a bursary and a road named after him. 

• Aurora was not named after anyone so why should the new Ards Facility 

• If the naming of a room goes ahead another EQIA will need to be carried out, putting 
the naming of the building back further. 
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• All this is a total waste of time and money.  The name will be chosen anyway. 

• The mitigation options are biased towards Blair Mayne. 

• Hall of Fame gives a better opportunity to promote good relations and fits in to 
Section 75. 

• Could a museum not be added onto the Somme Centre? 

JK thanked the Group for their input and reminded them that the Consultation will go live 
on 12th February and will be accessible through the Council Website. 

SP gave each one of the group a public consultation questionnaire and asked them to fill it 
in and return it in the freepost envelope. 

She asked that the group speak to others and encourage them to read the EQIA and 
complete the questionnaire. 

The meeting concluded at 7.00pm 
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Appendix 5: Policy on Requests to Name Council Facilities 

 

Requests to Name Council Facilities 

 
VERSION 

 
DATE REASON FOR CHANGE 

V1 12 November 2015 Original to Corporate Committee 

V2 19 November 2015 Amendments Following screening 

   

 
 
Introduction 

 
Ards and North Down Borough Council wishes to adopt a consistent 
approach to dealing with requests to name Council Facilities.  The 
Council is minded to ensure such decisions promote equality of 
opportunity and good relations.   

 
 
Legislative 
Considerations 
 

 
Section 75 Northern Ireland Act 1998 

 
Remit 

 
Requests or decisions to name Council facilities will be restricted to 
buildings, rooms in buildings, parks and significant features.  It 
would be normal for any agreed naming to be perpetual. 
 
 

 
 
Principles of 
Naming (1) 

 
All names should normally comprise two parts. 

 
The first part of the name must: 
 

• Not be considered offensive* to any group or individual within 
the Borough.   
 

*A name will be considered offensive if it can be interpreted to be 
abusive, antagonistic, discourteous, disrespectful, lurid or rude. 

 

• Not be the surname of any living person or a name which 
can be clearly attributed to any living person.  Council will 
however consider an application to name a facility after an 
individual who is deceased and has made an extraordinary 
contribution* in some way to the Borough and its residents or 
public life in general. 
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*An extraordinary contribution must have benefitted a significant 
number of people and/or been made over a significant period of time, 
must be fundamentally philanthropic and must comply with the seven 
principles of conduct underpinning public life (selflessness, integrity, 
objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and leadership). 

 
Principles of 
Naming (2) 

 
The second part of the name should be appropriate to the physical 
resource.  For example “Hall”, “Centre”, “Playing Fields” etc. 

 
Renaming an 
existing 
council 
building or 
facility 

 
The Council will not normally consider requests to change the name 
of an existing building or facility unless there has been a 
significantly different usage introduced 
 

 
 
Process to 
Request a 
name of a 
council 
facility 

 
All such requests should: 

▪ Be submitted in writing to the Chief Executive. 
▪ Provide details of the proposed name. 
▪ Provide the reasons/justifications for the name in line 

with the Policy together with any relevant 
documentation.   

 
Upon receipt of the request, Officers will prepare a report and the 
Council will consider the proposal against the agreed principles in 
the policy. 

 
Appropriate consultation will also take place on any proposals.  
Consultees may include, among others as necessary, some or all of 
the following: 

▪ Appropriate individuals (eg family of person being 
considered) 

▪ Local community associations/residents associations 
▪ Local historical societies 
▪ NI Environment Agency 
▪ Tourism NI 
▪ Statutory Agencies etc 

 
All requests to name a Council facility are subject to approval by 
Council. 

 
Notification 
of Rejection 

In the event of the Council rejecting an application the applicant will 
be notified and the reasons for the rejection detailed. 

 
 
Naming of 
Council  

 
Any Council facility to be named / renamed by Officers must be in 
accordance with the principles in the policy.   
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Facility by 
Officers 

All new names of a council facility are subject to approval by 
Council. 
 

 
 


