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Introduction: Weak or Strong Communities?

There has been a long-standing debate in Northern Ireland about the uneven spatial development of its community and voluntary sector. The concern has been that areas with well-developed community organisation are best placed to draw down resources from mainstream and EU programmes and so receive a disproportionate share. While judgements about the equity of funding distributions should be made by reference to relative needs, areas with weak community infrastructure may feel marginalized from programme opportunities and thus alienated from statutory agencies. 

A key dimension of the allocation process is targeting – i.e. developing a set of criteria to ensure that resources are delivered to those that require them most. The traditional method of targeting is to utilise area-based measures of multiple deprivation e.g. the Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure (2005). While the 2005 MDM is a significant improvement on the earlier version, being both more comprehensive and sensitive; by itself, it is insufficient to reflect and describe everything going on in communities. There is a problem about using social need criteria as an exclusive targeting mechanism – there may be communities that would not be regarded as severely deprived on conventional measures, but whose internal relationships are so damaged as to constitute a substantial form of alienation. This is particularly a problem for community development processes where the rationale is to develop relationships, capacity and capabilities, particularly within ‘damaged’ communities. 

The CFNI/CENI project explored the potential to employ a social capital framework alongside other key indicators of community capacity and capability to identify communities with weak or damaged internal relationships, that may also be relatively insulated from formal programmes of support (since they do not appear as the most deprived) and that have difficulties in building bridges with other communities. 
The CENI/CFNI project should be seen in a context where Government departments in Britain and Northern Ireland have signaled their intention to employ indicators based on the concept of social capital to assess the health and well being of communities and to evaluate community-based activity. Positive Steps
, the Northern Ireland Department of Social Development’s statement on the future funding of the voluntary and community sector proposed a social capital indicator framework to measure the added value of voluntary and community activity; this was also noted in the ‘Northern Ireland Practical Guide to the Green Book’
. The Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) based at the Department of Local Government and Communities has also recently published its Indicators of Strong Communities
. This focused on identifying a minimum number of indicators that would measure the overall strength of a community. Five headline outcomes with core indicators have been produced. In fact the NRU core indicators are similar to the indicators set out here. The NRU’s first three core indicators of governance, cohesion and volunteering could be said to correspond to the linking, bridging and bonding dimensions of social capital respectively.
The Project

The project sought to develop a model that would differentiate between strong and weak communities. However, rather than using local surveys, recommended in both Positive Steps and the NRU indicators, the intention was to see if available secondary data sets and a methodology known as Nominal Group Technique could provide useful evidence. 
The rationale for doing so was simply cost. If local social capital can be measured only by surveys and is, nevertheless, a fundamental component of targeting and evaluating public investment in the voluntary and community sector, the conduct of multiple local surveys would add costs to the programme. If, however, it is possible to obtain reliable estimates of the levels of local social capital at very low cost and these could be set alongside other social need indicators, it would be possible to implement the vision outlined in Positive Steps without substantial extra programme cost. 
It should be noted that the concept of social capital has its critics. Fine
, for example, dismisses it as largely without meaning. Leonard
 in a Belfast case study found the bonding and bridging dimensions tended to contradict, rather than complement, each other. Humphries
 suggests that community organisations may be consumers, rather than producers, of social capital. In the project, the concept of social capital was taken as a working assumption rather than a robust construct in order to explore the relationship between these contested concepts. Alongside social capital, community capacity and capability were assessed by looking at the density of community organisations, their effectiveness in securing support for programmes and projects and their level of engagement with their own communities. 

Thus, the approach taken proposed generating data (in suitable format) on four kinds of variables: 

· Community needs or quality of life – a wide range of data is collected on many aspects of community life. Indeed, Northern Ireland, like the UK generally, is one of the most data rich places in the EU. Very substantial amounts of the data generated by statutory organisations are available to citizens. For purposes of this project, extensive use was made of the Northern Ireland Neighbourhood Information System which was an invaluable data source; 
· Community capacity – the number and type of community and/or voluntary organisations located within an area. Ideally, the area should specify the locus of their operations rather than just a postal address. It should be noted that such organisations are not exclusive to civil society and that many others may also help produce social capital – e.g. Churches, Orange Halls, sports clubs, etc.  The project made use of databases generated by NICVA and the Department for Social Development to examine the spatial distribution of community-based organisations;
· Community capability – one of the key measures of ‘success’ for communities and a potential component of ‘strong’ community infrastructure is the ability to attract resources to respond to development opportunities. The intention was to undertake analysis of the level of applications to relevant funding programmes, depending on the availability of the data.

· Social capital – there are existing methodologies for measuring levels of social capital, but most rely on interviews or questionnaires which are expensive to administer across a very large number of small areas. The team utilised a method known as the Nominal Group Technique (described below) to obtain a score for social capital.
Together, these four types of variables generated the following model of community infrastructure:
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Data collection

A variety of databases were explored to find indicators for quality of life and community capacity and capability. The social capital indicator was more difficult. While indicators of social capital at regional level can be derived from existing data sets, there is nothing at small area level.

The team utilised Nominal Group Technique (NGT) (Davies, 2000
, Patton, 2002
, Popay and Williams, 1998
) to tap into local stakeholder knowledge about communities based on their extensive experience.   NGT is a qualitative method that can be used to illustrate more detailed interactions, factors and circumstances to supplement quantitative measurements of gross or net impact. It thus allows for understanding of policy impact and social phenomena from the perspective of individuals and groups who experience it in specific social contexts and is recommended by HMT as an appropriate tool in policy evaluation [
. 

In this instance, NGT involved working with sets of local stakeholders. A number of representatives from community groups, statutory agencies
, funding bodies and other specialist groups (such as Belfast Interface Project) were invited to a full-day or half-day session to examine social capital in a specific local area. In total, twelve District Council areas were covered, but this entailed sixteen separate panels of local stakeholders.  This was due to the separation of Derry into two panel areas (one to cover the Waterside area and another to cover the City-side area) and Belfast into four panel areas (one each for North, South, East and West Belfast).  The rationale behind splitting these two areas into separate panels was based on the large and diverse geographical natures of Belfast and Derry, which meant that individuals with an in-depth knowledge of one section of either city might not be as familiar with another section.  Furthermore, Belfast comprises 151 Super Output Areas and Derry comprises 56; thus, holding a single panel session to score all of Belfast or all of Derry would have been taxing and time-consuming for the panel members.

Each panel member was provided with a briefing paper in advance of the scoring session.  The briefing paper explained the rationale for the research project, defined the terms upon which scores would be assigned (bonding, bridging, linking and overall social capital; community capacity; and community capability) and summarised the method that would be used for scoring areas.  

The research team compiled a set of maps for each District Council area.  These maps were obtained from the Northern Ireland Neighbourhood Information System (NINIS) and Ordnance Survey.  They included printed maps, which were supplied to each participant in a scoring session, as well as computerised maps, which were shown on a data projector at each session in order to be able to zoom in and out of a particular area, in addition to large Ordnance Survey maps of the wider area.  This was critical to the scoring sessions since, although each panel member was selected for his or her expertise of the nature of communities within a given area, panel members could not be relied upon to be aware of the exact boundaries of a given area.  
The spatial unit chosen for the exercise was the Super Output Area created for the 2005 Northern Ireland Measure of Multiple Deprivation. Not only were these of more standard size than wards, but were more intuitive for the panel members and were thought to be closer to ‘real’ communities. Super Output Areas had only been in existence for a few months when the scoring sessions were held.  Indeed, a discussion on the exact location and boundaries of each Super Output Area was generally held using the overhead maps before scoring each area.  Scorers realised the importance of knowing the exact boundaries of each given area in order to be able to assign an accurate score.

Each scoring session was facilitated by a member of the research team.  At the start of each scoring session, panel members were briefed on scaling and, based on their local knowledge, were asked to allocate a score for the communities located in a particular Super Output Area and to assign a score for each form of social capital. Stakeholders were asked to score on the following criteria:

· Bonding – How did local communities trust and relate to others like themselves (intra-community relations).

· Bridging – Trust and relationships between individuals and groups who are in other communities (inter-community relations).

· Linking – The quality of relations between communities and decision makers (local government, service providers, funders, etc).

The scores ranged from 1 (low) to 5 (very high). Stakeholders were asked to score each form of social capital and then to give a score for their sense of the overall level of social capital in the area – ‘to what extent is this an area in which you would like to live?’  Finally, stakeholders were also asked to assign scores (also between 1 and 5) to community capability (Number and density of community organisations in an area) and to their overall level of capability (How able are they at drawing in resources, carrying out programmes, being representative and cooperating?). The intention was to compare these assessments with the other kinds of data collected.

Scoring involved three stages: First, panel members were asked to assign their own individual scores to each Super Output Area without discussing these scores or the reasons behind them with any other member of the panel.  After each person had finished assigning scores to all of the SOAs, participants were invited to share their scores for each area and discuss why they had assigned these scores.  After the panel had finished discussing these individual scores, each score sheet was collected by the facilitator.  The panel was then asked to score the SOAs again, making any changes they felt were necessary based on the previous discussion.  This second set of scores was then discussed, with a focus on changes that anyone had made.  Individual score sheets were collected again.   Finally, the group was asked to reach a consensus on one score for each type of social capital for each SOA.  While the discussion that led to this single set of scores was often lengthy and sometimes rather heated, there were only a handful (fewer than five) cases for all of the 447 SOAs scored in which a member of one of the panels refused to agree with the group’s overall scores.  In addition to the comments on individual score sheets, all stages of the group discussions were minuted and these comments and minutes provided valuable qualitative data for each area. Qualitative data relating to social capital was also collected via discussions with those stakeholders involved in the scoring process throughout the research process and this has been used to add further explanatory value and detail to the findings.
A further advantage of using Super Output Areas as the key spatial unit was that the most comprehensive deprivation scores were presented at this level in the Multiple Deprivation Measure. Moreover, the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (NISRA) agreed to transform the spatial co-ordinates of other datasets to Super Output Area level in order to produce a uniform spatial format – thus, the DSD database on voluntary and community organisations was converted to Super Output Area format. 

Quality of life indicators were derived from the 2001 Census data at Super Output Area level and from the 2005 Measure of Multiple Deprivation.  Data on the number of community-based organisations and their funding incomes were taken from the NI Council for Voluntary Action State of the Sector survey and the Voluntary and Community Sector database at the Department forSocial Development.  

The final data set consisted of:

· Fifty-four Census variables (based on the percentage of the relevant population of the Super Output Area) that related to demographic and socio-economic characteristics (including ‘community background’) – see Annex 1;

· Eight variables from the Northern Ireland Measure of Multiple Deprivation – see Annex 2;

· Four social capital variables  - bonding, bridging, linking and overall social capital (generated by NGT);

· Two variables (generated by NGT) on community capacity and capability;

· A variable on the number of community-based organisations per 1,000 population, constructed from the Department for Social Development database.
 

The Census and Multiple Deprivation variables covered all of Northern Ireland. The NGT exercises generated social capital scores for 447 Super Output Areas and capacity & capability scores for 396 Super Output Areas – around half of all the Super Output Areas in Northern Ireland (890). There was no claim that either sample was representative of the whole of Northern Ireland – merely that they were large data sets on which a pilot exercise would be undertaken. 

The data set was first analysed to explore the relationship between the social capital and other socio-economic variables. This was undertaken on the dataset that contained 447 Super Output Areas. There were two reasons for doing so:

· First, it was possible to compare the relationship between social capital and other variables found in the CENI dataset and other datasets, specifically the 2003/04 Continuous Household Survey (CHS). The latter employed a set of questions developed by the Office of National Statistics (ONS) to investigate the nature of social capital in Northern Ireland. If social capital as measured by the CHS co-varied with, for example, occupational structure or educational attainment or religion/community background in ways similar to that of the CENI dataset, this would be prima facie evidence that the estimates of local social capital generated by NGT represented more than just the ‘opinion’ of a set of stakeholders.
 Two questions were selected from the CHS for comparison: How much would you agree this area is a close tight-knit community? and; Do you agree that by working together people can influence decisions affecting the area? The former was taken to reflect bonding, the latter linking, social capital. There was no question that, by itself, could be construed as representing bridging social capital. This exercise was then part of the validation of NGT. The validation of the scores generated by NGT was taken further by comparing the relationships amongst the four dimensions of social capital used here and other specific studies of social capital – in that respect, we are grateful to Tom Healy who allowed us to use the findings from his PhD study of social capital. 
· Second, the relationship between estimates of local social capital and other variables could be examined to shed light on the targeting and evaluation of statutory funds invested in the voluntary and community sector. For example, did areas of high social need, as reflected in high multiple deprivation measure scores, tend to uniformly have high or low levels of social capital? Did areas with high bonding scores also have high bridging scores or did these tend to correlate negatively as some research suggested? Did the findings suggest that the multiple deprivation measure was a sufficient condition for allocation decisions or, rather, was it a necessary condition that needed to be supplemented by other variables? If a four-domain model of community infrastructure was assembled, how would this compare to a univariate, social needs model?
However, the primary aim of the exercise was to combine the variables to give an indication of the level of community infrastructure. High levels of social capital, community capacity and capability should be viewed as making a positive contribution to community life. In contrast, high levels of social need contributed negatively to community life. Accordingly, the hypothesis was that an overall indicator of community infrastructure might be represented by:

Multiple Deprivation Measure score for the Super Output Area
The sum of the capacity, capability and overall social capital scores derived by NGT
On that basis, areas with low scores on social capital/capacity/capability but high deprivation scores would have the highest community infrastructure scores (H/L = H, e.g. 5/1=5). Areas with high social capital/capacity/capability scores but equally high deprivation scores would have a lower community infrastructure score (H/H = L e.g. 5/5=1). The indicator would thus give a priority to the most deprived areas generally, but would particularly identify those with high deprivation and weak community infrastructure. This analysis was based on data from 396 Super Output Areas.
It should be noted that the correlation coefficient between the community infrastructure indicator and the MDM score was +0.8. Thus, MDM predicts around two thirds of the variance in community infrastructure. Because of the way in which the indicator was constructed, MDM remains the key determinant with the other variables occupying a subsidiary role. It is possible to weight these other variables to either increase or decrease their significance, but the project team, after substantial discussion, agreed on a formula in which the MDM score accounted for around two thirds of the community infrastructure indicator.
It should also be noted that the project was unable to populate its model of community infrastructure fully. As far as it could ascertain, there were no reliable data on funding for community-based organisations at local level. Moreover, while the DSD database was highly valuable, it was unfinished at the time of the research. Furthermore, the spatial coordinates for organisations tended to be their address rather than area of operation. Accordingly, it was decided to use the NGT estimates for capacity and capability as well as for social capital in the formula for community infrastructure.

Findings

The core challenges of the research project were to explore the validity (and usefulness) of estimates of social capital derived from the NGT technique and the implications of using these as part of a model of community infrastructure.
The key findings can be summarised as:
Social Capital

· The associations amongst the four social capital variables did not indicate an internally coherent concept. For example, there was an inverse correlation between bonding and bridging social capital. Bridging and linking social capital correlated more closely with the overall social capital score than did bonding;

· Variables relating to the highest level of qualification in the Super Output Areas significantly correlated with both the bonding and bridging variables, but in different ways. Areas with high percentages of no qualifications correlated with bonding, whereas areas with high percentages of level four and level five qualifications correlated significantly with bridging;

· The bonding variable correlated positively with high unemployment rates, the bridging variable with low unemployment rates;

· Similarly, the bonding variable correlated positively with high multiple deprivation scores and the bridging with low multiple deprivation scores.
Such findings point to the possibility of a social class gradient in the social capital domains, in particular between bonding and bridging. Curiously, the linking domain was more ‘neutral’ to social class differences.

Of some interest in Northern Ireland is the relationship between levels of social capital and community background. Analysis of this data set pointed to small, but significant differences in the relationships between Protestant and Catholic community backgrounds respectively and levels of social capital – indeed, there was an inverse relationship between Protestant community background and all four social capital scores. Since this finding tended to contradict some previous research (see, for example, Cairns et al 2003), the relationship between the community background and social capital variables was explored further – i.e. were the differences observed in community background real or the influence of other, unseen variables?  To test this, differences by community background were explored for occupation, unemployment and highest level of qualification – significant differences were found between areas characterised as high Protestant or Catholic community background and unemployment, though not occupation nor highest level of qualification. 
It was also suspected that bonding social capital might be a function of tight, homogeneous communities and that residential segregation might therefore be an important factor. To test this, a new variable (residential segregation) was constructed with five values:

· 40 – 60 per cent of the population of either Protestant or Catholic community background (non-segregated);

· 75- 90 per cent Catholic community background (highly segregated – Catholic);

· Greater than 90 per cent Catholic community background (very highly segregated – Catholic);

· 75-90 per cent Protestant community background (highly segregated – Protestant);

· Greater than 90 per cent Protestant community background (very highly segregated – Protestant).

Higher scores for the bonding social capital variable were associated with higher levels of residential segregation, whether Catholic or Protestant. The converse was true for bridging social capital. It is thus possible that the degree of concentration is as important as the actual community background of the area.

In the CHS the “close, tight-knit community” variable showed significant differences by: highest educational qualification; occupation; car ownership; and religion. While the “influence” variable showed significant differences by: highest educational qualification; occupation; and car ownership. Significant differences on both variables appeared by religion.
Community Infrastructure

The model of community infrastructure outlined in this paper remains undeveloped and it would be rash to make claims for its uses without further validation exercises that the team will undertake in the next phase of the research. Notwithstanding such cautions, an exploratory exercise was attempted that posed the question – what difference would a community infrastructure targeting template make to that which exclusively used a Multiple Deprivation Measure (MDM) template? This was done by ranking all the Super Output Areas (SOAs) in the dataset produced from this research (i.e. 396) on MDM and identifying the most deprived 10% (40 Super Output Areas). The same dataset was then ranked on the community infrastructure indicator and the weakest 10% identified. The two were then compared to see: 
A. how many Super Output areas were in common to both sets; 
B. the Super Output Areas in the MDM set that would be excluded if the alternative template was used and; 
C. the Super Output Areas that would replace them. 
The top 10 per cent device was employed because of its use within the Neighbourhood Renewal Programme.

Table 4 in Appendix I identifies the three groups of Super Output Areas derived from the exercise. 
A.   
Super Output Areas that appear in both lists
The first group made up of 22 (55 % of the total) consists of the Super Output Areas that appeared in both lists. All were located in either Belfast or Derry which made up about half of the total sample. All but 1 of the SOAs in this group had either over 90% of their population with a Catholic Community Background (12 SOAs) or over 90% of their population with Protestant Community Background (9 SOAs). The one exception (Water Works_1) had 88 per cent of its population of Catholic Community Background. In short, they were highly residentially segregated with a higher proportion of Catholic Community Background Super Output Areas represented here (as they are in the top decile). 
B.   Super Output Areas that are now excluded from the original MDM list

The second group of 18 consists of those that did appear in the top decile using the MDM template but which do not appear when using the community infrastructure template – i.e. they would lose out if the alternative targeting mechanism were employed. With one exception (Shankill_1), all were 75 per cent or greater of Catholic Community Background and all but one (East, Strabane) were located in either Belfast or Derry. Thus, the most direct impact of employing the community infrastructure template would be to disproportionately exclude Super Output Areas of predominantly Catholic Community Background. 
C.   Super Output Areas that are now brought into in the new list

The final group defines the Super Output Areas that would appear in the top decile using a community infrastructure template, but which did not appear using MDM. Two things stand out: first, more Super Output Areas appear from districts other than Belfast and Derry, e.g. Larne, Moyle and Carrickfergus, suggesting a less metropolitan concentration than previously; second, there are fewer that are overwhelmingly of Catholic or Protestant Community Background, e.g. in Moyle, Carrickfergus and Coleraine – most remain residentially segregated but less so than the other two groups.
What are the implications? Substituting one targeting model for another will inevitably produce losers and winners. In this case, the community background of the losers and winners was markedly different. From the perspective of the community infrastructure model, it would appear that areas of weak infrastructure were elevated over those with higher MDM scores but better community infrastructure. If the policy imperative is to target particularly areas of weak community infrastructure, then the changes identified here would be appropriate.
Conclusions

The project set out to explore a model of community infrastructure using a four variable model, mindful that the term community infrastructure and the concept of social capital are both contested. The central challenge was to see if the model could be populated from existing data sets and whether indicators of social capital, community capacity and community capability could be derived without the expense of multiple local surveys. While the effort to find appropriate secondary data was less than completely successful, substantial relevant amounts of data were obtained. Also, the use of the Nominal Group Technique did offer a relatively low cost method of developing social capital indicators for small spatial areas and checks using CHS data suggested that the results were not completely arbitrary. It was more difficult to validate the capacity and capability variables with independent data sets. It is to be hoped that further development of the DSD data sets will enable this to happen.  
The relationships between the variables did raise some questions about the coherence of the social capital construct. In particular, the bonding and bridging variables correlated inversely with each other and differently with important social variables, raising questions about whether the social capital domains do, collectively, form a single concept.
However, an important issue arising from the project was to suggest that targeting mechanisms used by statutory agencies may not fully capture the complex dynamics going on within actual geographical communities. The exercise undertaken here looked at how a template based on the  community infrastructure indicator would prioritise areas that might otherwise be ignored. At the same time, other areas would lose the priority previously enjoyed and, in this exercise, these were disproportionately of Catholic Community Background. In Northern Ireland, this kind of effect would have obvious direct political implications. It could be argued, for example, that promoting such research simply creates more divisions amongst the poor. Nevertheless, any targeting mechanism creates insiders and outsiders and programmes that are concerned with the development of communities should be particularly focused on developing weak community infrastructure – they therefore need to know where it is located. It’s also the case that the Super Output Areas brought into the top 10 per cent for targeting are also relatively deprived – the construction of the indicator ensures that.
Finally, in contested societies like Northern Ireland, development programmes are often the source of, rather than the cure for, internal disputes. People want to know who gets what and whether the distribution was fair. It is impossible to eliminate such disputes, but it is important to be transparent about the evidence base that underpins any decision making process The disadvantages of exclusively using a multiple deprivation measure as the evidence base are well known - there remains the ‘ecological fallacy’ that not all of those who live in deprived areas are actually deprived and many deprived individuals live within areas regarded as affluent. Here it has been suggested also that factors other than objectively defined deprivation indicators may be relevant to the quality of life of those living in geographic communities and a methodology was suggested for capturing some of them. Hopefully, this can also contribute to the discourse about how resources should be properly targeted in programmes of local development. 
Appendix 1
Tables

Correlations between Social Capital Estimates and other Variables

Table 1. Qualifications

	 
	NOQUAL
	QUAL1
	QUAL2
	QUAL3
	QUAL4
	QUAL5

	Bonding
	0.58
	0.28
	-0.36
	-0.25
	-0.57
	-0.53

	Bridging
	-0.39
	-0.36
	0.06
	0.34
	0.38
	0.39

	Linking
	-0.16
	-0.29
	-0.01
	0.16
	0.18
	0.21

	Overall Social Capital
	0.02
	-0.06
	-0.06
	0.06
	-0.02
	-0.03


Table 2. Occupational Structure

	
	Managers & Senior Officials
	Professional Occupations
	Process, Plant & Machinery Operatives
	Elementary Occupations

	Bonding
	-0.55
	-0.55
	0.34
	0.60

	Bridging
	0.22
	0.40
	-0.29
	-0.27

	Linking
	0.09
	0.21
	-0.32
	-0.02

	Overall Social Capital
	-0.05
	-0.02
	-0.04
	0.07


Table 3.  Community Background

	 
	Bonding
	Bridging
	Linking
	Overall Social Capital

	CATH
	0.19
	0.12
	0.20
	0.18

	PROT
	-0.16
	-0.14
	-0.21
	-0.18


Table 4. 
Super Output Areas in Common and Not in Common with the Two Targeting Templates
	A. SOAs In Common

	Ballymacarrett_3

	Creggan Central_1

	Creggan South

	Crevagh_2

	Crumlin_1_Belfast

	Crumlin_2_Belfast

	Duncairn_1

	Falls_2

	Glencairn_1

	Highfield_3

	New Lodge_1

	New Lodge_2

	Shankill_2

	Shantallow West_1

	Shantallow West_2

	The Mount_1

	Upper Springfield_1

	Upper Springfield_2

	Upper Springfield_3

	Water Works_1

	Whiterock_2

	Woodvale_3


	B. SOAs Excluded from MDM

	Ardoyne_1

	Ardoyne_2

	Ardoyne_3

	Ballymacarrett_1

	Ballymacarrett_2

	Brandywell

	Clonard_1

	East (Strabane)

	Falls_1

	Falls_3

	Glencolin_4

	New Lodge_3

	Shaftesbury_1

	Shankill_1

	Strand_1_Derry

	The Diamond

	Whiterock_1

	Whiterock_3


	C. SOAs Included by Community Infrastructure

	Armoy_&_Moss-side and Moyarget

	Ballyloran

	Carnmoon_&_Dunseverick

	Castleview_1

	Central_Coleraine

	Creggan Central_2

	Crevagh_1

	Crevagh_3

	Culmore_2

	Culmore_3

	Duncairn_2

	Legoniel_1

	Moat (Ballymena)

	Northland

	Shantallow West_3

	The Mount_2

	Upper Malone_2

	Woodstock_2
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� It should be said that the CHS data on social capital was subsequently analysed and produced as a report by OFMDFM, but that was not available when the CENI exercise was undertaken.
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