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PREFACE
This part introduces the EQIA (Equality Impact Assessment) on the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme and
explains why we are doing it. This is because Section 75 requires all Northern Ireland public bodies
,including Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council, to make sure that it treats people fairly in terms of
nine ways in which we all differ – religion, politics, race, sex, disability, marital status, age, sexual
orientation and dependancy (looking after children and older relatives). It also asks us to look at how
we can help to promote good relations between people based on their religion, politics and race.
If you want to comment on this EQIA then please send to the address shown below by xxxx

Further to the statutory duties attached to section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998,
Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council is committed to carrying out an Equality Impact
Assessment (EQIA) on each policy or programme where screening has indicated that there
may be significant implications in relation to one of more of the nine equality grounds. The
Lisburn Public Realm Scheme was screened and it was decided that the issue of kerb
heights within the scheme should be subject to an Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA). This
draft report has been made available as part of the formal consultation stage of the EQIA
on Kerb Heights within the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme.
We would welcome any comments that you may have in terms of this EQIA, including our
preliminary recommendations with regard to measures to mitigate potential adverse
impact.
Further copies of this draft consultation EQIA report are available on our website at
https://www.lisburncastlereagh.gov.uk . If you have any queries about this document
and/or its availability in alternative formats (including Braille, large print, disk and audio
cassette, and in minority languages to meet the needs of those who are not fluent in
English) then please contact:
Equality Officer
Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council
Civic Headquarters,
Lagan Valley Island,
Lisburn,
Co. Antrim BT27 4RL
Phone: 028 9250 9250
Text Phone: 028 9250 9508
Email: equality.officer@lisburncastlereagh.gov.uk
Deadline for receipt of responses is 4.00 pm on 22 February 2019.
It is planned that following the formal consultation period, and consideration of the findings
from the consultation, the Council will reach a decision in terms of the EQIA process. The EQIA Final
Decision Report will be made available as soon as is practicable after any decision is

reached.
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FOREWORD
This part explains that this document is supported by the Council.

Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council is pleased to present for consultation our draft
EQIA report on Kerb Heights within the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme, and further to
the screening report that was prepared in November 2017.
Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council is committed to working within the spirit and
letter of section 75, including the development of systematic procedures to ensure
that all policies, procedures and strategies are routinely subject to rigorous scrutiny.
This EQIA on Kerb Heights within the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme builds on this
foundation to ensure that section 75 principles continue to be enshrined at the
highest corporate and strategic levels within the organisation and we commend this
document to you.
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Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council

Kerb Heights within Lisburn City Centre
Public Realm Scheme
A Draft Equality Impact Assessment Consultation
Report
1:

INTRODUCTION

This part gives you background information on section 75 and the work of the Council, including the
design and delivery of the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme.

SECTION 75 AND THE STATUTORY DUTIES:
Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 requires each designated public authority,
when carrying out its functions in relation to Northern Ireland, to have due regard to
the need to promote equality of opportunity on nine grounds, namely:





between persons of different religious belief, political opinion, racial group,
age, marital status or sexual orientation;
between men and women generally;
between persons with a disability and persons without; and
between persons with dependants and persons without

Without prejudice to its obligations above, each public authority must also have regard
to the desirability of promoting good relations between persons of different religious
belief, political opinion or racial group. (See Appendix 1 for examples of groups in each
category).
The Lisburn City Centre Public Realm Scheme was designed and constructed under the
aegis of Lisburn City Council, prior to the legacy council’s merger with Castlereagh
Borough Council in 2015.
The Equality Commission for Northern Ireland had approved Lisburn City Council’s
Revised Equality Scheme in March 2012, and this was the scheme which was current at
the time the public realm works were implemented. Section 75 statutory
responsibilities for both Lisburn and Castlereagh transferred to the new council
following merger on April 1st 2015 but any actions attaching to the public realm
scheme must be considered under Lisburn City Council’s Revised Equality Scheme at
that time.
Lisburn City Council’s Revised Equality Scheme outlined how the Council proposed to
continue to fulfil its statutory duties under section 75, including arrangements for
assessing the equality impacts of proposed policies. This extended to capital projects
including public realm schemes.
In light of the Council’s statutory duties to promote equality of opportunity and good
relations, it was determined that this policy should be subject to a screening process in
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November 2017. As a result of the screening, the Council agreed to undertake an
equality impact assessment (EQIA) on kerb heights within the scheme.
This report presents for consultation the findings of the EQIA and preliminary
recommendations. Following a period of consultation (normally of twelve weeks but
perhaps longer to allow for holiday periods), the Council will reflect on any opinions it
has received from consultees and at that time will publish the results of the EQIA.
Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council
Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council was created on 1 April 2015, consisting of the
combined areas of the City of Lisburn with the Borough of Castlereagh, but not
including ‘the localities of Gilnahirk, Tullycarnet, Braniel, Castlereagh, Merok, Cregagh,
Wynchurch, Glencregagh and Belvoir, Collin Glen, Poleglass, Lagmore, Twinbrook,
Kilwee and Dunmurry’, which instead transferred to Belfast. The area covered by the
new Council has a population of 134,841 residents, according to the 2011 Northern
Ireland census.
While this scheme was inherited by the new Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council, it
was originally developed by the legacy Lisburn City Council between 2009 and 2015.

2:

Lisburn Public Realm Scheme
This part gives you background information on the Council’s public realm scheme
for Lisburn City Centre.

In February 2009, Lisburn City Council (as a legacy council of Lisburn and Castlereagh
City Council), in partnership with Lisburn City Centre Management and the
Department for Social Development (DSD), commissioned the production of a 15-year
Masterplan for Lisburn City Centre. This Masterplan included proposals for the
‘innovative regeneration’ of the public spaces in the city centre (Lisburn Design
Compendium, GVA Grimley and EDAW / AECOM).
The Council subsequently put out to tender two projects attached to a public realm
scheme (PRS) for Lisburn City Centre (see Appendix Three for site plan). The first
project (referred to as Project A) placed a particular focus on the refurbishment of
Market Square and Bow Street but also with consideration of Haslem’s Lane, Market
Street and Graham Gardens.
The plans included street paving and kerbing, the incorporation of street lighting,
street furniture, hard and soft landscaping, and public art (including water features).
The capital funding for the project was estimated to total £3,960,347, with £2,750,000
provided by DSD (now operating as the Department for Communities, DfC) and
£1,210,347 contributed by Lisburn City Council.
The Paul Hogarth Company (‘TPHC’) was subsequently appointed to design and
prepare plans for the scheme, and began a period of public consultations on the
proposals in January 2010, according to an agreed Stakeholder Management Plan.
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These consultations involved various meetings and exchanges with the following
organisations during 2010:
• DRD Roads Services [now operating as Transport NI],
• DSD,
• DOE Planning Service
• PSNI
• DSD
• Disability Action
• GVA Grimley
• RNIB
• The Orange Order
• First Lisburn Presbyterian Church
• Island Arts Centre
• UDR Memorial Trust
Further to these initial engagements, a stakeholders’ event was held in March 2012,
together with a public display of the plans for six weeks prior to full application for
planning permission in July 2012.
Following consultation with all relevant statutory and non-statutory bodies, Northern
Ireland Planning Service granted full permission for the PRS in January 2013, a building
contractor was appointed in March 2013, and works duly commenced in October
2013.
During construction, a weekly email was sent to ‘Lisburn In Focus’ outlining where
works would be taking place in the following week. This was on the understanding that
this would be distributed more widely to those with sight loss in the district1.
In November 2013, TPHC received comments from Guide Dogs NI regarding particular
concerns with kerb heights within the scheme. At the time that the scheme had been
initially designed in 2010, guidance from Roads Service NI on kerb heights in public
domains was based on a minimum height of 30mm, and this was agreed upon at
various meetings through to the lodging of the planning application in 2012.
On October 20th 2011, the Department of Transport issued Local Transport Note 1/11,
Shared Space (LTN 1/11). This detailed guidance was, ‘intended to assist those
designing and preparing street improvement and management schemes. It explains
how the scheme development process introduced in LTN 1/08 Traffic Management
and Streetscape (DfT, 2008a)2 can be applied to shared space projects, and presents a
series of design considerations and recommendations to inform that process.’
The guidance placed emphasis on, ‘stakeholder engagement and inclusive design,
where the needs of a diverse range of people are properly considered at all stages of
the development process.’ These principles remained current during the further
implementation of the PRS through to its completion in 2015.
1

Lisburn In Focus was a five-year project which ended in 2015, funded by the Big Lottery Fund’s Safe
and Well programme, designed to make the Lisburn City Council area as accessible and inclusive as
possible for people with sight loss. It brought RNIB Northern Ireland together with Guide Dogs,
Lisburn City Council and Lisburn City Centre Management to improve all aspects of safety, well-being
and social inclusion in the city of Lisburn and surrounding villages.
2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/shared-space
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In 2014 an application for Judicial Review was made regarding kerb heights within the
scheme. The matter was heard in 2016 and judgment was issued on May 12th 2017. In
the judgment it was held that, with regard to the design and delivery of the scheme,
the Council had not met its public sector equality duty in accordance with section 75 of
the Northern Ireland Act 1998. The judgment stated that, ‘at no stage in the Public
Realm Scheme’s development, was the issue of the public sector duty subjected to a
s75 compliant process’, and went on to reflect on the ‘potential benefits which might
have been obtained had the Public Realm Scheme been subjected by the Council to a
careful section 75 orientated examination’. The judgment did not specify the nature of
this examination but did outline the two-stage scrutiny process involving first
screening and next EQIA as recommended by the Equality Commission for Northern
Ireland.
Screening of the scheme during 2017 represented the first stage in this process and
was applied to the design and delivery of the scheme from 2009 through to its
completion in 2015. Although the scheme was carried out under the auspices of the
legacy Lisburn City Council, responsibility for the screening rested with Lisburn and
Castlereagh Council. Furthermore, primary responsibility for design and delivery of the
project was contracted to a private sector company, TPHC, but as a designated public
authority the Council was committed to continue to fulfil its section 75 responsibilities.
The screening was completed in November 2017. In summary, the screening
concluded that there was a need to carry out an EQIA and concluded by stating the
following:
Prior to the lodgement of the planning application in 2012, public
consultation had shown widespread agreement, and indeed
endorsement, of the design proposals for the public realm scheme as
developed by TPHC. At that time the proposals were in keeping with
recommendations for public realm kerb height as made available by
Transport NI (i.e. a minimum of 30mm), and no objections were raised
during the planning process.
In May 2015, Transport NI recommended that kerb heights for public
realm schemes should be raised to a minimum of 60mm, in line with the
height earlier recommended in a laboratory study of kerb height
recognition by UCL (2009). Unfortunately, the public realm scheme for
Lisburn City Centre had been completed by then, at a cost to the
ratepayers of Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council, and the citizens of
Northern Ireland, of around £3.9 million.
To address the concerns raised with regard to the existing kerb height
by adjusting the kerbing is likely to cost in the region of £1.3m, and will
also lead to further disruption to the city centre during building work,
which it is estimated could last a minimum of 9 months.
At this time, and mindful of competing financial demands on the
Council, along with the outcome of the current screening exercise, it is
argued that the matter can best be resolved by way of an equality
impact assessment (EQIA). In light of the findings of this initial section 75
screening, it is intended that the EQIA should not encompass the entire
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scheme but should focus on the issue of kerbage within the bounds of
the scheme.
The screening has identified a limitation in the earlier consultation for
the scheme between 2010 and 2012, insofar as attention was afforded
almost exclusively to only one aspect of disability, sight loss.
While the significance of this aspect of disability should not and cannot
be ignored or underestimated, as the earlier data indicates clearly,
those with sight loss make up a relatively small proportion (4.8%) of the
total number of people with a longstanding disability in Lisburn. The
interests and well-being of those with other disabilities (95.2%) cannot
and should not be ignored in future deliberations, including engagement
with those with mobility/dexterity conditions (34.4%).
To remedy this deficit, and prior to carrying out the EQIA, it is proposed
that an independent disability audit is undertaken of the public realm
covered by the scheme with a particular focus on kerbage, but
extending to all grounds of disability including mobility/dexterity.
The Council is aware that the judgment in the judicial review highlighted
shortcomings in the way in which section 75 had been applied during
the design and delivery of the scheme. The Council has already initiated
an internal review to ensure that lessons are learned from the way in
which the scheme was managed, and this will extend to a consideration
of contractual obligations falling on third parties operating on behalf of
the Council in future enterprises where section 75 is relevant.
Further to this decision, the Council appointed an independent, external consultant to
undertake a comprehensive, pan-disability access audit. Information contained within
the audit which relates to kerb heights has been included within this EQIA.
POLICY AIM:
Operating within available resources, and in line with Lisburn Council’s City Masterplan
2009 – 2024, to realise the full economic potential of the City through the design and
delivery of an innovative high quality design concept for the core areas of Lisburn City
Centre, including options for kerb heights that reflect current best practice guidance
and accommodate:
 Pedestrian movements and safety;
 Traffic circulation;
 The ongoing maintenance of the City Centre’s public realm.
More generally, the public realm scheme as a whole also sits within key relevant public
policy and strategy documents by having regard to:




Renewal of disadvantaged areas;
Improving the physical, economic, community and social environment of
Lisburn City Centre;
Creating and sustaining an attractive, vibrant city centre that performs a multifunctional role including for leisure and cultural facilities;
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Stimulating investment to create a vibrant, competitive city; and
Environmentally improving the city centre and enhancement of open spaces.

The scheme, and including kerbage, has the potential to enhance the City Centre for a
range of users across all s75 grounds by improving accessibility and remedying:






A fragmented city centre space;
Excessive signposting;
Cluttered streetscape;
Poorly maintained buildings;
Areas of low quality architecture.

RELEVANT GUIDANCE AND LEGISLATION:
The scheme was developed in line with all relevant planning statutes in operation at
that time, and informed by relevant guidance including that made available by NI
Roads Service (DOE).
The following government policies and strategies were in place during the period that
the scheme was designed and put in place:
 NI Programme for Government 2008-11
 NI Regional Economic Strategy
 Lisburn City Council Corporate Strategies, Annual Reports and Business Plans
2010 –14
 DSD Corporate Plan 2008 – 11
 Regional Development Strategy for NI
 Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan
 Urban Policy: Cleaner, Greener Public Spaces (ODPM)
 Regional Transportation Strategy for NI 2002 – 2012 (DRD, 2002)
 An Accessible Transport Strategy for NI (DRD, 2005)
 Inclusive Mobility: A Guide to best Practice on Access to pedestrian and
Transport Infrastructure (Department of Transport, 2002)
 Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces (Department of the
Environment, 1998)
 Life Time Opportunity
 Department of Transport Local Transport Note 1/11, Shared Space (LTN 1/11,
2011)
In light of the Council’s current equality scheme, and including the statutory duties to
promote equality of opportunity and good relations, further to screening it was
determined that an EQIA should be undertaken specifically on kerb heights within the
scheme, and that this should be informed by data from an independent disability
audit. It was also felt that there should be further engagement with Transport NI
following the disability audit, and that the accident history of the scheme should also
be examined to identify hazards and risks. Finally, it was agreed that the Council
should take into consideration potential costs associated with structural changes to
the scheme and including the potential for further disruption to trade.
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3:

CONSIDERATION OF AVAILABLE DATA AND RESEARCH

This part sets out the information we have used to help us judge whether or not people are being
treated fairly. This involves looking at how the kerb heights within the Lisburn Public Realm Scheme
have or will affect those who use the city centre.

Lisburn Population Data
A full breakdown of the Lisburn City district by each of the section 75 grounds is
provided at Appendix 2.
In summary, this shows a total population of around 120,000, with 21.4% under the
age of 16 and 16.9% aged over retirement age (60 years for women; 65 years for men,
at that time). One third of the population were declared as Roman Catholic (33.4%),
with 62.8% declared as Protestant. 99.2% of the population of Lisburn were classified
as white, with 48.5% married, 31.2% single and 11.9% widowed or divorced. No
reliable data were available on sexual orientation. With regard to dependancy, 7.1% of
households included dependant children under 16 years and 37.9% of households
included at least one person with a limiting long-term illness
Of the nine section 75 grounds, age, dependancy and disability are likely to be those of
greatest significance with regard to kerb heights within the scheme.
In the case of older people, younger people and those with dependants there are no
specific data available at this time, either from the initial consultation carried out
during the development of the scheme or more generally regarding the particular
needs of younger and older people in terms of kerb heights in public realm projects. In
general terms these are likely to include issues attaching to safety, mobility and
accessibility.
In contrast, considerable data are available from the consultation in relation to one
aspect of disability, sight loss. Before considering this information in more detail, it
may be worthwhile setting the data within a broader disability context.
On Census Day 2011, 21% of all Northern Ireland residents declared a long-term health
problem or disability which limited their day to day activities a little or a lot while 79%
of the population stated that their general health was either good or very good.
Residents living in the new Belfast and Derry and Strabane LGDs were most likely to
have a long-term health problem which limited their activities a little or a lot (23%). By
contrast, those living in Lisburn and Castlereagh (18%) and Antrim and Newtownabbey
(19%) were less likely to have such an illness or disability.
Indeed, regarding general health status, Lisburn and Castlereagh had the highest
proportion of residents who self-reported their health to be either good or very good
(82%), followed by Antrim and Newtownabbey (81%). Of the long-term conditions
associated with disability, the following table gives a breakdown for the Lisburn City
Council district in 2011 (source: NISRA).

11

Lisburn Public Realm Scheme EQIA October 2018

Table KS302NI – Type of Long-Term Condition (Lisburn City Council) 2011 Census
Data
Lisburn City Council population (all usual residents): 120,165
Condition

Number

%

No Condition

83597

69.57

Mobility/Dexterity

12562

10.45

Long-Term Pain or Discomfort

11462

9.54

Shortness of Breath/Difficulty Breathing

10182

8.47

Chronic Illness

7534

6.27

Other Condition

6316

5.26

Emotional, Psychological, Mental Health

6304

5.25

Deaf/Partial Hearing Loss

5844

4.86

Learning, Intellectual, Social, Behaviour

2745

2.28

Confusion/Memory Loss

2153

1.79

Communication Difficulties

1897

1.58

Blind/Partial Sight Loss

1737

1.45

While 70% of the Lisburn population had no long-term condition linked to ill-health,
by way of example 10.5% had a disability associated with mobility and/or dexterity,
8.5% had breathing difficulties, 4.9% experienced hearing loss, 2.3% were
characterised by learning difficulties and 1.5% were either blind or had partial sight
loss.
During January 2010, TPHC engaged with Disability Action (an organisation that
represents all types of disability) and also the Royal National Institute of Blind People
(RNIB) (representing those affected by sight loss), with particular regard to an earlier
scheme in Woodbrook village, and a proposal to adopt of 30mm kerbing, as opposed
to flush surfaces. Both representatives endorsed the approach outlined by TPHC for
Woodbrook, but the representative of Disability Action subsequently forwarded a copy
of a research report entitled ‘Effective Kerb Heights for Blind and Partially Sighted
People’ (2009) to TPHC for information.
Effective Kerb Heights for Blind and Partially Sighted People Study, UCL 20093
This paper was based on a laboratory study carried out by the Accessibility Research
Group at University College London and commissioned by the Guide Dogs for the Blind
Association. Using a controlled internal environment, the study tested the ability of 36
blind and partially sighted people (17 long cane users, 11 guide dog owners and eight
with no aid) to detect kerbs of varying heights from 20mm to 120mm when
approaching either directly or at an oblique angle.
3

Childs, C., Boampong, D. et al. (2009). Effective Kerb Heights for Blind and Partially Sighted People.
Available at:
http://www.guidedogs.org.uk/sharedstreets/fileadmin/sharedsurfaces/user/documents/UCL_GD_Kerb_
heights_report_Oct_01.pdf
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In summary, all participants detected kerbs of 60mm or higher both stepping up and
down. However, when stepping down, in 110 trials there were two failures to detect
the kerb at 50mm (1.8%), three failures at 40mm (2.7%), and six failures at 30mm
(5.4%). When stepping up the kerb there were four failures at 40mm (3.6%) and five
failures at 30mm (4.5%). Those who failed to detect kerbs included a participant with
cone dystrophy, a long cane user, and two guide dog owners.
In conclusion, the authors suggest that kerb heights which are lower than 40mm,
‘appear to be less consistent in detection rates and thus consideration should be given
to avoiding them if possible.’ The authors also suggested that, ‘Issues relating to other
groups, such as people with learning difficulties, would need to be considered in future
research.’
Accessibility of Urban Spaces for Visually Impaired Pedestrians (Norgate, 2012)4
In 2012, Sarah Norgate published a review paper considering issues confronting older,
blind or partially sighted pedestrians in urban spaces, and especially shared spaces. In
a wide ranging discussion she considers key themes attaching to shared spaces for
those with special needs, including delineation between types of space that are
accessed by pedestrians and vehicles.
Accounting for the Needs of Blind and Visually Impaired People in Public Realm
Design (Parkin, 2012)5
The paper is based on primary research with blind and visually impaired people in
relation to navigation through urban streets and spaces. Questionnaires, interviews
and observational studies revealed that blind and visually impaired people rely on a
wide range of surface types and delineators in a creative way to move through urban
areas, and that shared space schemes, ‘need to provide a rich physical environment of
contrasts in terms of surface tactility, colour contrast, and the enhancement of sound
and other sensory clues.’ Interestingly, the research did not identify any distinctly
negative views with respect to shared space, and, in contrast with other research,
found that with regard to level differences, ‘Only a small number of participants
highlighted this [level differences] as a demarcation aid, other demarcation aids, such
as guidance paving, appeared to be equally, if not more, important and effective.’
In conclusion, the author stated that, ‘Demarcations for safe areas must be identifiable
by means of a cane and change in feeling underfoot (i.e. different surface types). While
the MAMELA trials provided some information on direction and ease of use rates of
delineators, the evidence from this research suggests that further work should link
such laboratory and controlled experiments with complementary field data which
accounts for the many and varied additional stimuli and navigational aids which go to
make up the tool kit of resources used for navigation. A particularly important area
which has not been fully researched is the exact nature of differences in degree of
tactility of areas (wider than simply delineators) and degree of contrast.’
Department of Transport Local Transport Note 1/11, Shared Space (LTN 1/11, 2011)

4

Norgate SH (2012). Accessibility of urban spaces for visually impaired pedestrians. Proceedings of the
Institution of Civil Engineers – Municipal Engineer 165(4): 231–237,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/muen.12.00019.
5
Parkin, J. et al. (2012). Accounting for the needs of blind and visually impaired people in public realm
design. Journal of Urban Design, 17, 135-149.
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This detailed and extensive guidance was designed to inform all aspects of shared
spaces, at a time when public realm schemes were becoming increasingly popular.
While the guidance does not make explicit reference to kerb height, the following
sections are especially relevant to this EQIA.
Disabled people
3.6 There are over 10 million disabled people in the UK. The term disability covers a
wide range of conditions and includes people with physical, sensory or learning
impairment. Four broad categories of disability are described below. They are not
mutually exclusive – many disabled people, particularly older people, have more
than one impairment, the extent of which may vary from day to day. Some
impairment conditions may not be evident to other people.
3.7 Inclusive Mobility – a Guide to Best Practice on Access to Pedestrian and
Transport Infrastructure (DfT, 2002) provides advice on accommodating the needs
of disabled people in the built environment. Although it does not specifically cover
shared space, much of its guidance and design principles are valid in these settings.
3.8 The availability of comfort space and plentiful seating is of benefit to all
disabled people.
Mobility impairment
3.9 This type of impairment includes people who walk with some form of aid such
as a stick or walking frame and those who use wheelchairs. Around 70% of disabled
people have mobility difficulties, and wheelchair users comprise approximately onetenth of this.
3.10 Well maintained, even surfaces free from clutter and obstructions significantly
influence the comfort levels of people with impaired mobility. Ambulatory people
with impaired mobility often need regular opportunities to rest.
3.11 Mobility impaired people often find using a surface with a pronounced
crossfall difficult. Along pedestrian desire lines, a crossfall of between 1 and 2% is
preferred and 2.5% should be regarded as the maximum in most cases.
Visual impairment
3.12 About 2 million people in the UK have some form of visual impairment. Of
these, around 95% have a degree of residual vision. This highlights the importance
of tonal contrast in aiding navigation. Blind and partially sighted people may use
one or more mobility aids, including indicator canes, long canes and guide dogs.
Most do not use any mobility aid.
3.13 Evidence suggests that the most important navigation feature for blind and
partially sighted people is the building line, and this is best kept uncluttered by
temporary obstructions such as A-boards. Temporary obstructions present a
particular problem, as their locations cannot be ‘learned’. An outer shore-line is
conventionally provided by the kerb. If the context and objectives of a shared space
scheme proposal indicate that a kerb-free design is desirable, mitigating measures
may be required.
3.14 For many partially sighted people, tonal contrast is especially useful in enabling
them to perceive boundaries such as the edge of the carriageway or the comfort
space. However, complicated surface patterns can be confusing and disorientating,
and this needs to be taken into account when incorporating them into street
designs.
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Hearing impairment
3.15 Hearing loss ranges from mild to profound deafness. Around 10% of people
with hearing problems are profoundly deaf. Deaf people can have balance
problems, which may create difficulties for them on surfaces with a pronounced
crossfall.
Cognitive impairment
3.16 This condition includes people with learning difficulties, people who have
acquired cognitive impairment with age, and people with mental health problems,
all of whom may find street environments challenging. Some may experience
difficulties in recognising where they are, even in their local environment. Legibility
of the street is therefore an important component of design, and reducing clutter
can help in this respect.
3.17 The use of easily identifiable features such as trees, pieces of street sculpture,
or the facades of landmark buildings can complement street legibility and may be
especially useful in helping people with cognitive impairment orientate themselves
in the space.
Crossings
6.20 In shared space, crossings tend to be uncontrolled, although on busier shared
space streets controlled crossings are sometimes necessary. However, controlled
crossings using signals can cause drivers to behave in ways not entirely compatible
with the shared space ethos. For example, they might travel a little faster when
they see such a crossing because of the greater certainty with which they can
predict pedestrian behaviour. While Zebra crossings may be better in this respect,
they still need to be signed and marked in accordance with the Regulations, and this
can detract aesthetically from a relatively sign-free environment.
6.21 Crossings in shared space are often called courtesy crossings. These crossings
are so named because there is no statutory requirement for drivers to give way to
pedestrians, but many do out of courtesy. In practice, it appears that drivers tend to
treat courtesy crossings as they would a Zebra crossing.
6.22 In order to reinforce this behaviour, courtesy crossings can be highlighted in a
number of ways, including:
• using tonal contrast;
• using bollards or other vertical features to indicate the pedestrian entry to the
crossing;
• locating the crossing on a raised table (where a level surface is not a general
feature);
• locally narrowing the carriageway to create vehicle pinch-points; and
• using a section of differently textured surfacing on vehicular approaches to
the crossing.
6.23 Pinch-points can create problems for cyclists if there is enough room for
drivers to overtake, but not enough for the manoeuvre to be carried out safely. If
the narrowing is physical (as opposed to visual), four metres or more clear width
should be sufficient to allow a typical car to pass a cyclist safely. Such a gap will also
create a give-and-take situation for opposing flows of motor vehicles, which further
calms traffic in the vicinity of the crossing. That said, pinch points should be much
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less of an issue for cyclists in shared space, given the vehicle speeds which can be
expected.
6.24 Textured surfacing on the approach should not extend over the actual crossing
if it is likely to be uncomfortable for people to walk on. It is also important that the
surface texture does not cause stability problems for cyclists or motorcyclists,
particularly when it is wet. It can be useful to include a smooth strip for the benefit
of cyclists.
6.25 Crossings are best located on pedestrian desire lines. Desire lines can be
determined in a number of ways, including:
• analysing pre-scheme pedestrian movement patterns;
• anticipating significant attractors within the new arrangement; and
• public and stakeholder engagement.
6.26 Ensuring that intervals between courtesy crossings are reasonable will benefit
pedestrians and present frequent features to help increase driver awareness.
Crossings should be orientated to provide the shortest possible crossing distance.
However, pedestrian desire lines might not always be perpendicular to the
carriageway.
Level surfaces
6.27 Level surfaces seem to be most acceptable to drivers and pedestrians when
parts of the space are understood to be mainly reserved for pedestrian use.
Research suggests that level surfaces are appreciated by many disabled people,
including deaf people, people with learning difficulties and people with impaired
mobility.
6.28 A level surface should not be a design objective in its own right. Any decision
to use a level surface should be the result of a thorough consideration of what is
required to deliver the desired degree of sharing. The time for considering the need
for a level surface is at the action stage of scheme development, i.e. only after the
vision and purpose have been established.
6.29 A level surface can have a significant visual effect that can create a more
coherent and attractive public realm. Some other advantages of level surfaces are
that they:
•
•
•
•

make crossing the street easier physically;
can have a calming effect on traffic;
allow for more efficient use of space, especially when street width is limited;
allow for flexible use of the space.

6.30 However, level surfaces will not be appropriate in all circumstances, such as
where vehicle flows preclude a high degree of sharing, or in some conservation
areas where kerb lines might be defining features of the street. There are also
implications for drainage design.
6.31 Level surfaces, especially in busier settings, can create significant problems for
blind and partially sighted people who often use kerbs to define comfort space and
to navigate by. Where a level surface is desirable therefore, it may be necessary to
implement mitigating measures.
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6.32 The extent of mitigation required will depend on the circumstances. Measures
to demarcate the notional carriageway could include, for example, tactile paving,
bollards, or other street furniture.
6.33 In general, motor vehicles tend to stay towards the centre of the street in a
shared space, even when it has a level surface. This behaviour can be reinforced by
the use of tonal contrast in the surfacing. Where tonal contrast is used in this way,
abstract patterns that might confuse any delineation messages need to be avoided.
Buildings and other vertical features in a level surface street might need some form
of physical protection, depending on their proximity to vehicle swept paths.
Tactile paving
6.34 For shared space streets without a level surface, Guidance on the Use of
Tactile Paving Surfaces (DETR, 1998) will generally apply. In streets with a level
surface, tactile paving is sometimes used as a delineator strip between the notional
carriageway and the footway – a use not covered in the tactile guidance. Corduroy
paving, which conveys the message ‘hazard, proceed with caution’, is usually used
(although some schemes use other tactile methods, such as a textured setts). It can
be useful to use a contrasting colour for the delineator strip.
6.35 As part of the development of Exhibition Road, London, into a shared space
with a level surface, trials were carried out on the suitability of corduroy paving for
this purpose – see Exhibition Road Corduroy Delineator Testing (MVA, 2011). The
trials demonstrated that an 800 mm wide strip of corduroy tactile paving could be
reliably detected by blind and partially sighted people. The trials also found it didn’t
represent a barrier to mobility-impaired people. An examination of the results
suggests that there may be scope for reducing this width to 600 mm while
maintaining its effectiveness as a delineator strip.
6.36 Where corduroy paving is used as a delineator, it should change to blister
paving at crossing points – see Figure 6.6. Blister paving should not be used as a
general delineator because of its specific meaning of indicating a crossing point. In
addition, over-use of blister paving can create instability issues for some users,
particularly disabled people or older people.
Comfort space
6.37 Comfort space is defined as an area of the street predominantly for pedestrian
use where motor vehicles are unlikely to be present.
6.38 When considering the need for comfort space, designers need to check if the
type of environment warrants its addition and, if so, whether the layout of the
street already provides it. In a conventional street, kerbed footways usually provide
comfort space. In a level surface street, comfort space is provided by other means.
In general, it should only be necessary to specifically design for comfort space
where a level surface is used.
6.39 It is not always necessary to design for comfort space in level surface streets
because certain arrangements have inherent comfort space. For example, comfort
space might be provided by a shopping colonnade some distance from vehicle
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tracked paths. Some level surface environments, such as Home Zones and
residential mews, can be quiet enough to be comfort spaces in their own right.
6.40 However, comfort space always needs to be taken into account – if the layout
does not provide sufficient comfort space naturally, it needs to be designed in.
6.41 Comfort space is of particular benefit to disabled people and older people, but
it is especially important for blind and partially sighted people, and it needs to be
designed with their needs in mind.
6.42 Comfort space should be uninterrupted between junctions and connect to
suitable crossing points along the street. However, it does not need to be
delineated by a continuous barrier (which would defeat the object of shared space).
Delineation might range from a tactile strip to, say, a row of bollards every few
metres. It could even be largely absent, such as where the comfort space is in front
of a row of shops some distance from vehicle tracked paths. Comfort space can also
be indicated by different features in combination.
6.43 Comfort space is of most value in busier streets. As the impact of vehicular
traffic reduces, the usefulness of comfort space diminishes. On the quietest of
streets, specific measures to provide comfort space might be unnecessary.
6.44 Omitting all delineation is only likely to be appropriate in quieter streets where
the building line (the most important navigation feature for blind and partially
sighted people) can be easily followed or where the consequences of straying from
it are minimal.
6.45 Where the need for specifically providing comfort space is not clear cut, such
as in lowly-trafficked situations or where vehicle tracked paths are some distance
from the building line, it might be worthwhile omitting it in the first instance and
observing the new layout in operation. Comfort space can always be created later if
the need for it becomes apparent, although the initial layout will need to be
designed with this possibility in mind.
6.46 Discussing the need for comfort space (and how it might be provided) with
local access groups and other stakeholders can be especially useful. Such
engagement can focus on a site-specific solution, which might be more appropriate
than one arrived at following a more formulaic approach to design.
6.47 While drivers tend to travel down the centre of shared space streets, in some
circumstances it may be necessary to implement measures to discourage them from
encroaching into the comfort space. At its simplest, this might be achieved by using
tonal contrast. If this is insufficient, it could be reinforced by, for example, the
careful siting of occasional items of street furniture. If parking in comfort spaces
becomes a problem, compliance may be best realised through better enforcement
rather than by adding physical features.
RNIB Survey 2015
More recently, in 2015 the RNIB carried out a survey with 500 blind and partially
sighted people. Almost all (95%) said they had collided with at least one obstacle over
the past three months, with one third injured as a result. According to the report, ‘the
main issues facing people with sight loss when using the streetscape include:
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accessible crossing points; shared space schemes which remove kerbing and tactile
paving; advertising boards left on the pavement; as well as street and café furniture.’
Imtac Revised Statement on Shared Space (April 2018)
The Inclusive Mobility and Transport Advisory Committee (Imtac) is a committee of
disabled people and older people as well as key transport professionals whose role is
to advise Government and others in Northern Ireland on issues that affect the mobility
of older people and disabled people.
Imtac initially published a statement on shared surface/space schemes in 2009,
highlighting concerns about the emergence of the shared space concept and in
particular where the kerbed demarcation between pedestrians and vehicles is
removed or substantially reduced. In 2018 Imtac updated its statement on the subject.
With regard to kerbs, the statement includes the following specific reference:
‘The Committee believes that where provision for pedestrians is shared with
traffic this should be supplemented by safe and accessible pedestrian routes,
separate from areas used by vehicles and cyclists. Unless and until there is an
alternative delineator which through research is demonstrated to be effective,
kerbed footways and formalised pedestrian crossing points with appropriate
dropped kerbs and tactile paving, must be retained.’
‘Imtac believes there are other advantages in retaining the use of kerbs:
• Kerbs assist bus operations and are essential to complement the use of low
floor buses by facilitating level access at stops.
• Kerbs promote road safety - the rules in the Highway Code for crossing the road
begin “Stop just before you get to the kerb, where you can see if anything is
coming. Do not get too close to the traffic.” This is fundamental to the Green
Cross Code taught to children.
• Government advice on traffic management emphasises that the traditional
distinction between the carriageway and the footway may be important both
visually and historically, and cautions against the adoption of a single wall-to-wall
surfacing. (DfT Traffic Advisory Leaflet 1/96).
• Kerbs assist with drainage systems which are better able to cope with
exceptional rainfall and protect pedestrians than flush surface drainage systems.
• Kerbs promote security and deter vehicles from mounting footways.’
‘Imtac calls on Government Departments in Northern Ireland to be aware of
their duties under Section 75 and the Disability Discrimination Order. It asks
them not to create town centres, streets and residential areas with shared space
that discriminate against blind and partially sighted and other disabled people,
effectively excluding them from the street environment. Furthermore, until there
is an acceptable alternative delineator, Imtac calls for the retention of kerbed
footways (in line with DEM 154/15) with dropped kerbs at appropriate crossing
points as an essential element of public realm in shared space design.’
Department for Infrastructure (DfI) ‘Kerb Heights in Public Realm Schemes’
Guidance, 2015
In 2011, the Department for Transport (DfT) issued UK guidance on the development
of shared space schemes (LTN 1/11, Shared Space, see above). In May 2015, this
guidance was superseded locally by a memorandum issued by the Director of
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Engineering in the NI Department for Infrastructure (DfI), entitled ‘Kerb Heights in
Public Realm Schemes’ (DEM 154/15). According to this memorandum,
‘The height of a kerb can vary depending on its location and purpose. Kerbs may be
introduced for a number of reasons, for example, to provide definition in separating
the footway/cycleway from the carriageway, to add structural stability to a
carriageway edge, or to address a flooding or drainage problem, and each
circumstance requires consideration of the specific characteristics of the site.
Importantly the kerbed separation of footway and carriageway can also offer
protection to pedestrians, and assist blind or partially-sighted people to navigate the
pedestrian environment safely.’
‘The Department’s principal design guide, the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
(DMRB), gives general guidance on the ‘standard’ height of the kerb, which ranges
from 100-125mm in urban situations to 75-100mm in rural situations.’
‘DMRB also contains guidance on specific instances when the kerb height should be
varied from this standard. Examples would include the provision of kerbs at highway
structures in conjunction with vehicle restraint systems, and the provision of dropped
kerbs at controlled crossings and pedestrian crossing points at junctions and vehicular
accesses (2, 3 & 4).’
‘Kerb heights at pedestrian crossing points, including both controlled and uncontrolled
crossings, should normally be flush with the carriageway but can range from 0mm to
+6mm. A 10mm kerb height may be used in exceptional circumstances where the lack
of kerb could present a ponding issue on the footway6.
‘A 25mm kerb height should be used for vehicular accesses. Lower kerbs at vehicular
accesses should not be considered as an alternative to a dropped kerb facility.’
‘However, notwithstanding the above guidance, it should be noted that low kerb
heights present problems for those who are blind or partially sighted, particularly
those who are assisted by guide dogs or use canes. Both use the kerb to locate the
edge of footway and need at least 60mm to do so.’
‘For public realm schemes, and in line with best practice, it is recommended that a
‘standard’ kerb height of 125mm should be generally used, though this may be
reduced to a desirable minimum of 100mm to suit local site circumstances.
Exceptionally however, where there is a desire to incorporate a lower ‘standard’ kerb
height to that either stipulated here or in DMRB (see above) such as in a public realm
scheme where a shared surface street is envisaged, it is recommended that kerb
heights should not be less than 60mm. It is also recommended that these lower kerb
heights should only be introduced following meaningful consultation with
organisations representing the accessibility needs of local people, particularly those
with a disability, and after any equality considerations have been fully explored and
accounted for.’
‘Increased kerb heights can be provided in the immediate vicinity of bus stops to
ensure easy access for low-floor buses, although the optimum height can only be
achieved by using specialised kerbs that prevent damage to low-floor vehicles.
6

Further detail on the provision of dropped kerbs can be found in RSPPG E043 ‘Provision of Dropped
Kerbs’. http://www.drdni.gov.uk/rsppg-e043-provision-of-dropped-kerbs.pdf
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Research has shown that kerbs up 160mm high can be used without damage to the
bus. In public realm schemes it is recommended that the kerb height at any bus stop
should be higher than 125mm, and ideally specialised boarding kerbs should be used.
Kerbs under 125mm should not be used at bus stops.’
Independent External Disability Access Audit 2018
To help inform the EQIA, in May 2018 the Council appointed About Access Ltd. to carry
out an independent access audit of the PRS in Lisburn City Centre. This audit was wide
in scope and included due consideration of kerb heights within the scheme. The audit
included six recommendations that related to kerb heights (see below):
Reference
2 Bow Street
from Antrim
Street to
Market
Street

3.2 Market
Square East

3.3 Market
Square

3.3 Market

Current Findings
2.14 Controlled crossing Bow Street / Market
Street: on both sides of the bend, where the
controlled crossing is located, the kerbs are
flush with the carriageway before and after
the crossing. It is recognised that the crossing
should provide a dropped kerb along with
tactile warning.
If a blind or partially sighted person does not
find the tactile blister paving, they may not
be aware that they are at the kerb edge.
Blind and partially sighted people require a
border, kerb, shopfront, or something else,
to guide them if they are using a cane or a
guide dog. A kerb should be provided.
Highways: This was required to provide
vehicle access onto Bow Street.
3.2.4 Along the parade of shops, there is a
loading bay and an accessible parking bay.
The kerb height along this stretch varies from
being flush, to 30 mm. Flush kerbs provide no
information for blind and partially sighted
people to detect the difference between a
safe area and the carriageway.
No formal guidance or policy in relation to
loading and accessible
parking bays. Layout accepted by DFI.
3.3.1 Along the northern side, outside the
museum, there is a large area designated for
Blue Badge holders to park. A kerb has not
been provided. A delineation between
footway and carriageway is required by blind
and partially sighted people.
3.3.2 On the southern side, there is a taxi

Recommendation
Provide a detectable
kerb before and after
the crossing or railings.
The exception is to
where vehicle access
may be required.

Provide a kerb7.

Provide a kerb along
with a dropped kerb
and tactile blister
paving8.

Provide a kerb9.

7

Ref: Effective Kerb Heights for Blind and Partially Sighted People, Accessibility Research Group, Civil,
Environmental and Geomatic Engineering, University College London."
8
Op cit.
9
Op cit.
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Square

3.3 Market
Square

2.21 Market
Square

rank, bus stop and a loading bay. The taxi
rank provides no kerb. As previously stated,
the absence of a kerb is an issue for blind and
partially sighted people. However, it is also
an issue for wheelchair users who need to
use ramps to enter and exit taxis. Ramps
become too steep to use safely if they cannot
be placed on kerbs.
3.3.3 Kerbs to the bus stop and loading bays
are minimal, at less than 60 mm high. For the
bus, this can increase the step height for
passengers getting on and off. Bus borders
(raised footpaths) are typically provided to
give as near as possible a step-free
experience when using buses. Discussions
should take place with the bus companies to
help them better understand the intricacies
of getting on and off their buses
2.21.4 There is one accessible parking bay.
The kerb has been dropped for the full
length of the bay. Tactile paving has not
been provided. Guidance, BS 8300:2001
recommends that tactile paving is
provided to the dropped kerbs associated
with accessible parking bays.
No formal guidance or policy in relation to
loading and accessible parking bays. Layout
accepted by DFI.

Talk to bus companies
about providing bus
borders.

Provide tactile paving
to the dropped kerb.

Accidents and Complaints Register 2018
Since the completion of the PRS in 2015, the Council has maintained a register of all
complaints, incidents and accidents relating to the scheme. Over the three year period
there have been no recorded complaints, incidents or accidents.
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4:

CONSIDERATION OF ADVERSE IMPACT
This part looks at how people who are different may be affected by the policy.

The existing policy on kerb heights within the PRS was examined in the light of
information obtained to assess whether or not there is likely to be an adverse impact
on any of the nine section 75 grounds.
In accordance with the EQIA process the Council must assess whether there is or is
likely to be adverse impact on the relevant group or groups. The Council must also
consider whether it is possible to better promote equality of opportunity and / or good
relations by changing the policy or introducing mitigating actions.
It is considered that kerb heights within the PRS will impact primarily on the following
section 75 grounds, either separately or jointly:
 Disability
 Dependancy
 Age
Disability: Various forms of disability require due consideration during the design of
kerbs within public spaces in order to ensure safety and freedom of access. This should
extend to a consideration of different examples of disability, both sensory and
physical, and including those occasions where there may be competing needs and
priorities associated with different forms of disability. Those with sensory impairment
(both hearing and sight), mobility constraints (e.g. wheelchair users, walking aids) and
learning difficulties should be afforded due regard in the design of kerb heights within
public spaces in particular where safety is a concern.
Age: Both older people and younger people, in different ways are likely to face greater
difficulties with regard to mobility and access through public spaces dependant on
kerb heights.
Dependancy: Those with dependants (e.g. with children, older relatives or those with a
disability) may face greater difficulties moving over kerbs within the public realm
scheme.
Multiple Identities: There may be occasions where two or more of these grounds
coincide, thereby compounding the potential for adverse impact. For example, older
people may also have mobility and sensory issues attaching to aspects of disability.
It is not considered likely that the policy will impact significantly on the section 75
grounds representing religious belief, political opinion, race, marital status, sexual
orientation or gender. However, during the formal consultation phase the Council
would be interested to hear from individuals or groups representing these grounds
who consider that they are affected in some way by the current or alternative policies
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5:

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS / MEASURES TO MITIGATE
ADVERSE IMPACT
This part sets out ways that the Council will try to deal with issues that have been raised that may
mean people aren’t treated fairly.

This EQIA is unique in many respects, not least because it is being applied to a policy that
is now historical and was informed by guidance that is no longer current. The PRS was
initiated in 2009 and completed in 2015. At the time of its design, best practice on kerb
heights was informed by two sets of guidance. These were from Road Service NI (2010),
which recommended a minimum height of 30mm, and the Department of Transport Local
Transport Note 1/11, Shared Space (LTN 1/11, 2011), which did not specify a particular
kerb height but instead gave guidance on types of kerbing within public realm schemes.
The fact that this advice has now been superseded by more recent recommendations
(2015) is incontrovertible but could not have been foreseen at the time the PRS was being
planned. The Council remains content that at the time the PRS was put in place, its design
was informed by current best practice and including appropriate kerb heights.
Many of the specific decisions reached in relation to kerb heights and locations at specific
points in the PRS were informed by detailed and documented discussions involving key
stakeholders including Transport NI, who endorsed the decisions at that time.
The question is then left as to how the Council should now respond to changed guidance
in the intervening years since the scheme was completed. In this regard potential
financial considerations along with further disruption to trade in the city centre cannot be
ignored.
It is estimated that significant changes to kerb heights within the PRS in order to conform
entirely to revised and current (2015) guidance is likely to cost in the region of £1.3m, and
will also have a significant impact on access to the city centre during the works. This is
likely to have a significant impact on trade within the PRS, at a time when high street
retailers are known to be facing many challenges. What is more there is no guarantee
that guidance may not change in the future.
The Council draws comfort from the fact that since the PRS was completed in 2015 there
have been no accidents, incidents or complaints, and welcomes this finding as an
indication that the design principles were fundamentally sound and safe. Furthermore, in
June 2018 it was announced that the Lisburn City Centre Public Realm Scheme had won
the highly prestigious Irish Landscape Institute: Design for Public Realm & Green
Infrastructure Award, as well as the overall President’s Award 2018.
Despite this evidence of good practice, the Council is committed to remaining receptive
to constructive feedback from various quarters as to how the PRS may continue to be
enhanced for the benefit of all those who visit the city centre.
To accommodate this feedback, while mindful of cost implications and further disruption
to the city centre, at this time it is proposed that the following mitigating measures will
be consulted on with regard to kerb heights within the scheme:
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1. In conjunction with Transport NI, the Council will review flush kerbs within the
scheme and will consider the introduction of either raised kerbs or tactile
blistered paving where appropriate;
2. The Council will liaise with Translink and Transport NI to review kerb heights
adjacent to taxi ranks and bus stops within the scheme

6:

FORMAL CONSULTATION

This part describes how we will let people know about this report, and how they will then let us know
what they think.

The Council wishes to consult as widely as possible on the findings included in this equality
impact assessment together with its preliminary recommendation as offered above. With
this in mind the Council proposes to take the following actions:







prominent advertisements inviting the public to comment on this matter will be
placed in the main local newspapers, in accordance with normal practice;
this report will be issued to all of the consultees listed in our Equality Scheme, all
elected members and to any member of the public on request;
a copy of this report will be posted on the intranet and Council website;
meetings will be held at appropriate times and venues with relevant stakeholders on
request;
individual consultation meetings will be arranged on request with individuals or
representatives of particular interest groups.
the report will be made available, on request, in alternative formats including Braille,
disk and audiocassette and in minority languages for those who are not fluent in
English.

The arrangements for consultation are being co-coordinated by the Equality Officer, to
whom all enquiries should be made. Please contact:
Tel:

028 9250 9250

Text Phone:

028 9250 9508

E-Mail: equality.officer@lisburncastlereagh.gov.uk
The closing date for receipt of responses is 4.00 pm on 22 February 2019
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7: DECISION
This part explains what we will do when we have heard what people think about our suggestions.

Following the formal consultation period and consideration of the findings from the
consultation, the Council will reach a decision in terms of the EQIA process, and will ensure
that such decisions are implemented in a timely fashion.

8: PUBLICATION OF RESULTS OF EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EQIA)
The outcomes of this EQIA will be posted on our website and will be made available in
different formats on request.

9: MONITORING FOR ADVERSE IMPACT IN THE FUTURE
This part explains how we will keep track of the results of the EQIA once it is completed.
A key challenge for Council will be to develop a robust research, monitoring and evaluation
framework to provide the evidence base that will inform progress towards the longer-term
aim of the scheme.
The Council will develop a system to monitor the impact of the scheme on relevant section 75
grounds. This monitoring strategy will be reviewed on a regular basis. If this monitoring
reveals that the scheme results in greater adverse impact than predicted, or if opportunities
arise which would allow for greater equality of opportunity to be promoted, the Council will
review the policy accordingly. Monitoring data will be reviewed on an annual basis and where
there is evidence of adverse effect then appropriate action will be taken to remedy these.
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APPENDIX 1
EXAMPLES OF SECTION 75 GROUPS
Age
For most purposes, the main categories are: those under 18; people aged between 18 and 65; and
people over 65. However, the definition of age groups will need to be sensitive to the policy under
consideration.
For example, (i)in relation to employment policies the middle aged are often a vulnerable group,
pensionable age is different for men and women and legal ages for working and voting vary; (ii) in
relation to policies concerning young people then narrower age bands are likely to be more
appropriate.
Marital Status
Married people; unmarried people; divorced or separated people; widowed people.
Men and Women generally
Men (including boys); women (including girls); transgender people; transsexual people.
Persons with a Disability
Persons with a disability as defined in Sections 1 and 2 and Schedules 1 and 2 of the Disability
Discrimination Act 1995.
Persons with Dependants
Persons with primary responsibility for the care of a child; persons with personal responsibility for the
care of a person with a disability; persons with primary responsibility for the care of a dependant
elderly person.
Political Opinion
Unionists generally; Nationalists generally; members/supporters of any political party; other.
Racial Group
Chinese; Irish Traveller; Indian; Pakistani; Bangladeshi; Black African; Black Caribbean; White; mixed
ethnic group; any other ethnic group; nationality.
Religious Belief
Protestant; Catholic; Hindu; Jewish; Islam/Muslim; Sikh; Buddhist; other religion; people of no
religious belief.
Sexual Orientation
Gay; Lesbian; Bisexual; Heterosexual.
(This list is not exclusive but may be amended or added to as appropriate.)
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APPENDIX 2:
Lisburn City Council: Section 75 Statistics (2011)10
1: Age
Population Estimates June 2009 (NISRA)

Area
N Ireland
Lisburn

Numbers
Children¹

All Ages
1,788,900

382,100

Working
Age²
1,104,900

116,500

26,300

71,600

Pensioners³

18,500

301,900

Percentages
Children¹ Working
Age²
21.4
61.8
22.6

61.5

Pensioners³
16.9
15.9

¹ Children are defined as those in the population aged under 16.
² Working age population is defined as the male population aged 16-64 and the female population aged 16-59
³ Pensioners are defined as the male population aged 65 and over and the female population aged 60 and over.
Age and Gender – Population Estimates June 2009 (NISRA)

Lisburn

PERSONS

MALES

FEMALES

116,471
1,794
6,698

56,775
923
3,476

Age 5-9
Age 10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34

7,671
8,508
8,140
8,165
8,142
7,207

35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85+

ALL AGES
Under 1
Age 1-4

59,696
871
3,222

MALES
%
48.75
51.45
51.90

FEMALES
%
51.25
48.55
48.10

3,940
4,445
4,170
4,160
4,066
3,483

3,731
4,063
3,970
4,005
4,076
3,724

51.36
52.24
51.23
50.95
49.94
48.33

48.64
47.76
48.77
49.05
50.06
51.67

7,969
8,894
8,506
7,221
6,178
5,884

3,714
4,218
4,026
3,588
3,056
2,834

4,255
4,676
4,480
3,633
3,122
3,050

46.61
47.43
47.33
49.69
49.47
48.16

53.39
52.57
52.67
50.31
50.53
51.84

4,961
3,820
3,053
2,115
1,545

2,344
1,759
1,320
794
459

2,617
2,061
1,733
1,321
1,086

47.25
46.05
43.24
37.54
29.71

52.75
53.95
56.76
62.46
70.29

10

The enclosed statistics were prepared in January 2011 as part of the research work into the development of ‘Revised Equality
Schemes’ for the local government sector in Northern Ireland. Official statistic sources are used in the main apart from those relating to
Political Opinion. In this report Lisburn City Council statistics are compared against the Northern Ireland average where possible. Some
statistics may seem dated but this is due to the fact that these are the most up to date available. Lisburn City Council should also
compare these statistics against any data they may have commissioned so as to develop as full an understanding of the key statistics
impacting upon the Section 75 Categories.
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2: Gender
Population Estimates June 2009 (Source: NISRA)
Area
NI
Lisburn

All
1,788,896
116,471

Number
Males
878,609
56,775

Females
910,287
59,696

Percentages
Males
49.11
48.75

Females
50.88
51.25

N Ireland Age and Gender –Population Estimates June 2009 (Source: NISRA)
Numbers
All
Males

Age and Gender
Group Summaries

Females

Percentages
All

Males

Females

ALL AGES
All aged under 16
All aged under 18
All aged 16 & over
All aged 18 & over
All aged 16-29
All aged 30-44
All aged 45-59F / 64M

1,788,896
382,127
432,814
1,406,769
1,356,082
358,011
368,862
378,029

878,609
196,090
221,956
682,519
656,653
182,045
182,130
209,130

910,287
186,037
210,858
724,250
699,429
175,966
186,732
168,899

100.0
21.4
24.2
78.6
75.8
20.0
20.6
21.1

100.0
22.3
25.3
77.7
74.7
20.7
20.7
23.8

100.0
20.4
23.2
79.6
76.8
19.3
20.5
18.6

All aged 60F/65M +
All aged 16 to 59F/64M
All aged 75-89
All aged 90 & over

301,867
1,104,902
106,335
8,644

109,214
573,305
41,460
2,145

192,653
531,597
64,875
6,499

16.9
61.8
5.9
0.5

12.4
65.3
4.7
0.2

21.2
58.4
7.1
0.7

3: Religious Belief
Religion of household members (Source: Continuous Household Survey)
Religion¹

%
2005 – 06
41
54
3
2
6,466

%
2006 – 07
42
52
5
1
6,658

%
2007 – 08
45
49
5
1
6,312

%
2008 – 09
43
51
5
1
6,101

Catholic
Protestant
Other or none
No answer
Base = 100%
Notes:
1 Religion supplemented from others in household : If missing, unwilling or undefined religion taken
from the first person in the household to state Catholic, Protestant, None or Other

%
2009 - 10
43
50
6
1
6,919

Source – 2001 Census NISRA - Table UV018: RELIGION
Persons with
community
background
Catholic¹
Presbyterian
Church of Ireland
Methodist

All Persons
Northern Ireland
1,685,267
678,462
348,742
257,788
59,173

%
100
40.25
20.69

All Persons
Lisburn
108,694
32,681
22,183

%
100
30.06
20.40

15.29
3.51

22,959
4,498

21.12
4.13
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Other Christian
Other Religions
No religion / not
stated

102,221
5028
233,853

6.06
0.29
13.87

8,567
292
17,514

7.88
0.26
16.11

¹ The term Catholic includes those respondents who gave their religion as Catholic or Roman Catholic.

Source 2001 Census –Community Background: Religion or religion brought up in (Numbers)
Persons with
community
background
Catholic¹
Protestant
Other Religions

All Persons
NI
1,685,267
737,412
895,377
6,569

%
100
43.75
53.12

All Persons
Lisburn
108,694
36,251
68,233

%
100
33.35
62.77

0.38

387

0.35

None
45,909
2.72
3,823
3.51
¹ The term Catholic includes those respondents who gave their religion as Catholic or Roman Catholic.

4: Political Opinion
Summary Election Results 2005 – 1993 (Source: www.arc.ac.uk/elections)
2005 Results

2001 Results

1997 Results

1993 Results

Votes by Party:
DUP: 17,238 (40.7%),
13 councillors

Votes by Party:
UUP: 16,449 (35.2%),
13 councillors

Votes by Party:
UUP: 11,799 (36.6%),
13 councillors

Votes by Party:
UUP: 13,216 (39.1%),
16 councillors

UUP: 9,625 (22.7%),
7 councillors

DUP: 9,444 (20.2%),
5 councillors

DUP: 4,239 (13.2%),
2 councillors

DUP: 5,350 (15.8%),
3 councillors

SF: 7,092 (9.2%), 4
councillors

SF: 7,508 (16.0%), 4
councillors

SF: 4,427 (13.7%), 4
councillors

SF: 3,138 (9.3%), 3
councillors

Alliance: 3,907
(9.2%), 3 councillors

SDLP: 3,987 (8.5%), 3
councillors

SDLP: 1,859 (5.8%),
2 councillors

SDLP: 2,661 (7.9%),
3 councillors

SDLP: 3,894 (8.5%),
3 councillors

Alliance: 5,169
(11.0%), 3 councillors

Alliance: 4,188
(13.0%), 3 councillors

Alliance: 4,169
(12.3%), 2 councillors

Cons: 333 (0.8%)

NIUP: 64 (0.2%)

UDP: 1,615 (5.0%), 2
councillors

ULDP: 1,617 (4.8%),
1 councillor

Green: 284 (0.7%)

Cons: 636 (1.4%)
U: 1,739 (5.4%), 2
councillors

U: 1,394 (4.1%), 1
councillor

WC: 209 (0.6%)

WP: 598 (1.8%)

WP: 192 (0.6%)

Cons: 1,402 (4.1%), 1
councillor

Ind*: 3,502 (7.5%), 2
councillors

Cons: 935 (2.9%), 1
councillor

Env: 281 (0.8%)

Ind*: 1,003 (3.1%), 1
councillor
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Electorate: 71,696;
votes cast: 43,661;
spoilt votes: 888
(2.0%); valid votes:
42,773 (98.0%)

Electorate: 75,619;
votes cast: 47,844;
spoilt votes: 1,085
(2.3%); valid votes:
46,759 (97.7%)

Electorate: 74,777;
votes cast: 32,780;
spoilt votes: 575
(1.7%); valid votes:
32,205 (98.3%)

Electorate: 70,012;
votes cast: 34,648;
spoilt votes: 822
(2.4%); valid votes:
33,826 (97.6%)

2001 Census: 36,251 "Catholic" (33.35%); 68,233 "Protestant" (62.78%); 387 Other (0.36%);
3,823 None (3.52%)
Electoral Area
Downshire
Lisburn Town
North
Lisburn Town
South

2005 Result

2001 Result

1997 Result

2 DUP, 2 UUP, 1
Alliance
3 DUP, 3 UUP, 1
Alliance

3 UUP, 1 DUP, 1
Alliance
4 UUP, 1 Alliance, 1
DUP, 1 Ind

2 UUP, 1 DUP, 1
Alliance, 1 Conservative
3 UUP, 1 Ind U, 1
Alliance, 1 UDP, 1 Prot U

4 DUP, 1 Alliance,
1 UUP
3 DUP, 1 UUP, 1 SDLP

3 UUP, 1 Alliance, 1
DUP, 1 Ind

4 UUP, 1 Alliance, 1 UDP

2 UUP, 2 DUP, 1 SDLP
4 SF, 2 SDLP, 1 UUP

3 UUP, 1 DUP, 1 SDLP
4 SF, 1 UUP, 1 SDLP, 1 Ind

Killultagh
Dunmurry Cross 4 SF, 2 SDLP, 1 DUP

5: Disability
Percentage reported limited long-standing illness by sex and age
(Source: Continuous Household Survey)
All persons aged 16 +
Lisburn
Sex &
age

Base (200910) = 100%

2005-06

2006-07

2007-08

2008-09

2009-10

Total
16-44

13

13

10

12

12

2,130

45-64

29

29

30

27

26

1,529

65-74

42

41

46

41

42

564

>=75

53

51

57

53

48

378

All Persons
Males
16-44

25

24

25

24

23

4,601

12

12

10

11

12

984

45-64

29

28

28

25

25

699

65-74

36

41

45

39

40

260

>=75

51

46

53

53

43

166

All
Males
Females
16-44

22

23

23

22

22

2,109

15

13

11

13

12

1,146

45-64

30

30

32

29

27

830

65-74

48

42

46

43

43

304

>=75

54

53

60

53

53

212

All Females

27

25

26

25

24

2,492
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6: Racial Group
(Source: N I Census 2001)
Lisburn
Ethnic Group
White
Irish Traveller
Mixed
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Other Asian
Black Carribbean
Black African
Other Black
Chinese
Other ethnic group

99.26%
0.05%
0.2%
0.09%
0.02%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%
0.03%
0.02%
0.23%
0.09%

Estimated Net Total Migration,
by Age and Gender (July 2008 - June 2009)
Gender / Age
Male
Less than 18 years
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 years and over
Female
Less than 18 years
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 years and over
Total

Estimated Net
Total Migration
1,040
517
-296
436
27
218
105
33
1,080
643
-306
438
54
144
91
16
2,120

Source: NISRA (July 2010)

7: Marital Status
NI: Percentage of persons aged 16 and over (Source – NISRA 2001, Census)
Marital Status
Single (never married)
Married

N Ireland
31.24%
48.45%
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Re-married
Separated (but still legally married)
Divorced
Widowed

2.67%
4.6%
4.12%
7.81%

Lisburn: Percentage of persons aged 16 and over (Source – NISRA 2001, Census)
Lisburn

Marital Status
Single (never married)
Married
Re-married
Seperated (but still legally married)
Divorced
Widowed

30.45%
50.4%
3.39%
4.07%
4.66%
7.03%

Civil Partnerships: Numbers, Mean Age and Percentage by Age
Source NISRA – N Ireland 2005 to 2009P
Total civil
partnerships
Year
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

1

12

P

116
111
86
96

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
P
1

1

12

P

116
111
86
96

Male Partners
Average
age of
partners

6

39.4

8

42

42.7
41.1
40.6
39.4

3
7
3
7

52
53
57
43

65
60
43
46

Total civil
partnerships
Year

Number of
civil
partnerships

Percentage of
partners aged
under 25

Female Partners
Number of
Average
civil
age of
partnerships
partners
6
51
51
43
50

Percentage of
partners aged
under 25

Percentage
of
partners aged 40
and over

Percentage
of
partners aged 40
and over

34.7

-

17

39.5
38.0
37.9
35.6

8
6
6
8

49
40
29
24

Provisional Data
Civil Partnerships only introduced in December 2005

8: Sexual Orientation
Sexual identity by Government Office Region in England and countries of the UK, April
2009 to March 2010
United Kingdom
Percentages
North East

Heterosexual/
Straight
96.7

Gay/Lesbian
/ Bisexual
1.1

Other
0.5

Don't know
/ Refusal
1.3

Non
response
0.4
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North West
Yorkshire and The
Humber
East Midlands
West Midlands
East of England
London
South East
South West
Wales
Scotland
Northern Ireland
Total (Thousands)
(=100%)

95.5
95.4

1.5
1.5

0.3
0.5

2.2
2.1

0.4
0.4

96.0
93.3
95.0
92.3
94.7
95.4
95.6
95.7
92.4
46,922

1.1
1.2
1.1
2.2
1.5
1.8
1.3
1.3
0.9
727

0.4
0.7
0.4
0.6
0.6
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.4
242

2.3
4.3
3.2
4.2
2.8
2.0
1.9
2.0
5.3
1,394

0.3
0.5
0.3
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.8
0.6
1.0
233

1 The total number of eligible responders to this question was 238,206.
Source: Integrated Household Survey, Office for National Statistics

Comparison of LGB estimates; surveys from within the UK
Survey

Coverage

Year

LGB (%)

Sample
Size

Non response
(%)

Integrated Household
Survey
Citizenship Survey

UK

2009/10

1.5

238,206

3.8

England & Wales

2009/10

2.3

9,203

2.7

British Crime Survey

England & Wales

2009/10

2.2

22,995

2.7

Great Britain

2008

1.1

3,443

5.4

Northern Ireland

2005

1.7

1,199

1.3

Great Britain

2005

1.4

1,732

1.4

Scotland

2005

1.3

692

14.7

Great Britain

2008

2.4

2,704

9.0

General Lifestyle
Survey
Northern Ireland Life
and Times Survey
British Social Attitudes
Survey
Scottish Census Small
Test
DTI Fair Treatment at
Work Pilot Survey

Source: Integrated Household Survey, Office for National Statistics

9: Dependants
Percentages of Households with Dependent Children and Households with Limiting Longterm Illness. (Source: NISRA 2001 - Census)

Area
N Ireland
Lisburn

Percentage of households:
All households With no adults in employment:
1+ with
With dependent children1:
limiting longWith dependent
Without
term illness
children
dependent children All ages
Aged 0-4
626,718
7.25
29.83
36.47
14.35
41.31
39,862
7.05
25.73
38.61
15.37
37.92
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APPENDIX 3:
Site Plan for PRS

