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NILGA FINAL response to the 
NI Multiple Deprivation Measure 2009 Consultation 

 
NILGA, the Northern Ireland Local Government Association, is the representative body for district 
councils in Northern Ireland. NILGA represents and promotes the interests of local authorities and is 
supported by all the main political parties. The Multiple Deprivation Measure is a key issue for local 
government due to the huge impact it has on the shaping of local communities, the economy, and 
sustainable development. NILGA is pleased to be able to have an opportunity to comment on the 
proposed updates to the Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure and we trust that our 
comments will be taken into account when developing the final proposals. NILGA acknowledges that 
this is not a full review and recognises this will be best placed once new census data is made 
available. This response was developed in liaison with the district councils. 
 
Introduction and Background 
 
NILGA welcomes the review of the Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation measures, as it considers 
that such important indicators should be regularly reviewed, especially in rapidly changing economic 
circumstances. 

NILGA is of the view that the proposed changes to the domains are largely reasonable.  As the data 
sets will be freshly compiled, the results will identify a genuine picture of the current deprivation 
status of Northern Ireland, allowing local and Central Government agencies to address issues which 
could close the gap between communities that are affluent and those that are not.  

Local government looks forward to working with NISRA to ensure that the update of the measures 
will effectively identify those people in Northern Ireland living with deprivation. We would note 
however, that social and cultural divisions are prevalent throughout Northern Ireland, with 
segregated patterns of life marked at all levels. In many, particularly urban, areas there is little cross-
community contact or interaction between Catholic/Nationalist and Protestant/Unionist communities, 
with neighborhoods side by side in geographical terms but often living parallel lives with little in 
common. NILGA would note that a measure of distance to a service is not necessarily a measure of 
accessibility of that service given our community geography, and this is especially true in our towns 
and cities. Measuring access to services on a geographical basis only, will not provide a true 
reflection and could distort the index. The domain for proximity to services should also take into 
account other barriers to access to services including segregation and perceptions of territory and 
safety. 
 
 
 
 
Impact of RPA 
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The Review of Public Administration is gathering momentum with key decisions to be taken in the 
coming months; including decisions on the boundaries of local government. NILGA would seek 
clarification on what mechanisms will be put in place to take account of the future proposed changes 
to boundaries brought about by the Review of Public Administration.  We would also seek 
clarification that the data can be aggregated up to the new proposed District Council areas. NILGA 
would emphasise the importance of aggregating SOA and OAs to align with the new council 
boundaries and the local, ward and district geographical areas as this will be critical in ensuring that 
appropriate statistical intelligence can be captured to inform both service planning and delivery at the 
local level. This is also important in relation to the community planning process and ensuring that 
future delivery of public services meets local needs. 
 
Funding allocation 
 
NILGA would highlight the importance of maintaining commitments where these have been made to 
support projects or activities under the measures.  These commitments should continue without  
prejudice to potential funding allocations resulting from the output of the measures. Consideration 
should be given to the impact on current funding streams of any adjustments to the measures at this 
time. 
 

We would take this opportunity to comment as follows, on the specific issues raised in the 
consultation. 

 
Income Deprivation Domain  
Specifically: 
Whether Adults and Children in Households in receipt of Housing Benefit should be included in the 
domain? 
 
NILGA concurs with the proposal to include adults and children living in Housing Benefit households 
to capture those who are renting and have incomes below a minimum level, but who are not already 
claiming a range of other benefits.   

NILGA believes that the ‘Benefit up-take Rate’ is key as the Income Deprivation domain relies 
predominantly on benefits data as recognised in the recommendations of the NIMDM 2005 report.  It 
is disappointing that the Family Resource Survey (FRS) does not have a suitably sized sample in 
Northern Ireland to provide robust data as this is the only possible source of such information. 

NILGA would note that the Income Deprivation measure relies heavily on benefit data which is 
somewhat limited in that it cannot accommodate a number of groups specifically pensioners in low-
income households, low income families (working) and poverty due to debt. We would draw attention 
to the recent report published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation ‘Monitoring poverty and social 
exclusion in Northern Ireland 2009’ which highlights these issues. 
 
Concerns have been expressed in the measurement of income deprivation especially concerning 
pensioners where there has traditionally been a gap in take-up of benefits; and pensioners in a 
deprived state may not be identified. Pensioners relying on income from investments and savings 
have seen income levels fall which may take them into poverty. It is possible for them to be asset 
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rich but income poor and their assets can impact against their benefits or their own desire to claim 
benefits. Some consideration should be given to this category especially in the current recession. 

As an additional note of caution, it would be prudent to establish whether households in receipt of 
housing benefit are also entitled to other benefits where a count is already being made.  If they are 
then this is merely a duplication of effort; if not, then a separate element may be required.  It is 
possible that the previous indicator regarding Tax Credits might have been a more accurate indicator 
in determining levels of deprivation.   

Additionally, people on low incomes in receipt of tax credits (which count as income) may not 
actually qualify for Housing Benefit.  Without HMRC data to indicate this there is a danger that these 
people may not be counted at all and therefore not represented in the indicator.  Therefore NILGA 
would encourage the provision of HMRC data. 

In response to the proposal to include stand alone measures for income deprivation affecting 
children and income deprivation affecting older people. NILGA is of the opinion that these are both 
important measures in their own right as they target two very vulnerable groups in society, and 
should improve the robustness of the domain on Income Deprivation.  

This measure would also contribute to meeting government targets within the Lifetime Opportunities 
Plan for children and the current consideration of a Child Poverty Bill.  Waiting until after the next 
census to include these measures would not be feasible as both groups are facing serious 
immediate challenges, particularly given the acknowledged high level of child poverty in many areas 
of Northern Ireland, and levels of disability in children. The feedback given at a recent NISRA public 
consultation that OFMDFM do not see this as a priority at present goes against the recent Child 
Poverty Inquiry completed by the Committee of OFMDFM. 

Whilst acknowledging that the domains are weighted in line with previous NIMDM, this domain is 
critical and the weighting given to Income Deprivation needs to reflect that all other domains are 
directly or indirectly related to available incomes. 
 
Employment Domain 

NILGA would support the inclusion of those claiming the new Employment and Support Allowance 
and Incapacity Benefit, however this domain, disappointingly will not being able to capture hidden 
unemployment figures. Following recommendations from the 2005 report that the Labour Force 
Survey and Family Resources Survey be used as possible sources of information on hidden 
unemployment, NILGA agrees that sample sizes are too small to use in the NIMDM and would 
encourage further exploration of how these surveys might be incorporated into the next measure and 
what changes might be required to facilitate this. 

Due to restrictions placed on some migrant workers in accessing out-of-work benefits, this section of 
the population may be disproportionately impacted by not including a measure on hidden 
unemployment. 
 
While NILGA accepts that the Steps to Work programme introduced in 2008 in place of New Deal 
has not yet been operating province wide and is therefore excluded from the current measure, we 
feel this should be included as soon as possible thereafter as the New Deal programme was  
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included in the last measure to capture those not claiming Job Seekers Allowance but who were 
actively seeking employment. 

NILGA would agree that those claiming the new Employment and Support Allowance should be 
included with those already on Incapacity Benefits in this domain to reflect the changes introduced to 
the claimants system for those who cannot work due to illness or disability. 

NILGA is also concerned that the measurement of people who are not in employment as a result of 
being full time carers is inadequate and would also recommend that consideration be given to the 
impact this group has on the indicators. 

 
Health Deprivation and Disability Domain 
Specifically 

1. Whether an Emergency Hospital Admission indicator should be included in the domain? 
2. Whether Mental Health Hospital Admissions should be included in the Mental Health 

Indicator? 
3. Whether a Children’s Dental Health indicator should be included in the domain? 
4. Whether a Low Birth Weight Indicator should be included in the domain? 

 

NILGA in principle accepts any change to the health deprivation and disability domain which will 
improve the accuracy of the measure.  

It is the NILGA view that the proposed additional indicators will only be robust if the methodology 
ensures that inconsistencies are ruled out in the counting stages. Other statistics that could be 
considered for inclusion are those from social services - looking at children under social services 
review and those in emergency care.  It would also be useful to look at families in crisis who are 
supported under the 1972 Emergency Care Order, GP referrals to mental health services e.g. 
psychiatric nurse, alcohol/drug misuse and smoking statistics and the length of waiting times for 
outpatient appointments. 
 
Access to childcare is a key factor when dealing with deprivation, if this can be looked at in terms of 
provision, given that a childcare catchment area would normally be at a local level.    

NILGA also supports the enhancement of the prescribing data on mood and anxiety disorders which 
includes information on the patient’s location along with the proposal of a dental health indicator for 
under 16’s.  NILGA believes that this information should be utilised as part of a children’s MDM. 

Inclusion of an Emergency Hospital Admission indicator 

In deciding to include such an indicator, clarification may be required as to the nature of the 
admission, as emergency admissions occur for a variety of reasons and are not all necessarily linked 
to deprivation.  NILGA welcomes the investigation carried out by DHSSPS as to distinguish whether 
there was rural bias in this indicator.   
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Concerns had been raised in relation to distances to accident and emergency services would be 
more in rural areas.  NILGA supports the outcome of the investigation that shows that by using a 
minimum of four day stay in hospital, post emergency admission, would remove any potential bias, 
meaning the indicator is now more robust. 

Inclusion of Mental Health Hospital Admissions in the Mental Health Indicator 

NILGA would support the inclusion of a mental health indicator in the domain, but we would have 
concern that hospital admissions may not reflect the true levels, demonstrating availability of 
services rather than actual need. Clarification may be required as to what type of admissions 
occurred, i.e. result of trauma or related to a long-term mental health issue(s). 

There is some anecdotal evidence that many Neighbourhood Renewal Communities experience 
Mental Health issues, but if patients are treated by GP’s and the Community Psychiatric Nurses, 
they would not be captured in the data under the mechanism proposed. 

With regard to the proposals regarding additional small area data on mental health admissions and 
suicide data, it is the NILGA view that this could be useful, but will require further consideration. 
Better explanation is needed as to how data on unspecified mood and anxiety prescription 
information measurements will be collected and utilised. 

Inclusion of a Children’s Dental Health indicator 

We would propose that action be taken to address lack of registrations for Dentists and Doctors as a 
growing number of people are not currently in the system and therefore not contributing to the data. 

Additionally, if this indicator is trying to link deprivation to poor oral hygiene then extractions may not 
be the best determinant, as extractions occur for a number of reasons other than poor hygiene, e.g. 
accidents or misalignment/overcrowding of natural teeth.  A suggested alternative may be that as 
well as registration with a dentist, failure to meet the minimum number of visits per annum, e.g. 2 
visits, be included.   

 

Inclusion of a Low Birth Weight Indicator 

Although NILGA would view inclusion of low birth weight as a good idea, there are many factors to 
low birth weight and clarification would be required prior to including such an indicator.  
 

Education, Skills and Training Domain 
Specifically: 

1. Whether Key Stage 2 performance data should replace the ‘proportions of children aged 11 
and 12 not attending a grammar school’?  

2.  Whether primary level absenteeism rates should be included in the domain? 
 
 

3.  Whether the proportion of primary school age pupils with Special Education Needs should 
be included in the domain? 

4. Whether the destination of school leavers indicator should include those not entering further 
education or training? 

5. Whether three sub-domains should be introduced, decreasing the importance of 2001 
Census data in the overall domain? 
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NILGA in principle accepts any change to the education, skills and training deprivation domain which 
improve the accuracy of the measure.   

NILGA agrees that if the purpose of the domain is to measure the extent of deprivation in education, 
skills and training for both children and working age adults then it is necessary that this new data is 
captured. While the 2001 census data is valuable it is now out of date. In the interim period it would 
be useful to introduce the sub domains of Primary School, Post Primary and Working Age Adults as 
these data sets will offer a more accurate and up to date reflection of the current deprivation level. 

Key Stage 2 performance data 

As there are limited places in grammar schools and a variety of reasons why a school is chosen, Key 
Stage 2 results may be a more reliable source for establishing educational performance, which will 
provide a more reliable deprivation indicator.  A direct link between pupil level information and key 
stage 2 results would be advisable as aggregation may mask some anomalies, and it may be the 
case that until a more robust and direct measurement can be made the existing measure would be 
of more value. 
 
There may also be merit in the inclusion of data from Key Stage 1 as indicators in this domain as 
actions to address educational deprivation can prove more effective if identified at an early stage, 
and GCSE measures which are often required for future employment, i.e. Maths and English. 
 
Primary level absenteeism rates 

It is the NILGA view that this is a good indicator of social deprivation in younger families and is more 
likely to have a long-term impact in terms of the young person’s future, so should be included. 

 

 

 

Primary school age pupils with Special Education Needs 

The inclusion of children in special education and those with SEN needs is accepted, however 
NILGA would note that based on the definition given at the outset, Special Education Needs is not 
necessarily an indicator of deprivation, as the needs may arise as a result of other factors. 

Given the indication by the Minister for Education in the recent document ‘Every School a Good 
School’ to widen this to assessments for specific educational requirements, it would be important 
that all children with support plans are taken into consideration.   This would also take account of 
migrant children with language requirements affecting their education.  

Destination of school leavers indicator 

NILGA would agree that the destination of school leavers indicator should be adapted due to the 
number of school leavers who do not go into Further Education but go into full and part-time training 
schemes in order to further their educational attainments, who previously were not being counted. 
The indicator should be amended to consider those not entering Further Education or training as this 
is more reflective of the aim of this domain. 
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Introduction of Sub-domains 
 
The 2001 Census data may be outdated in that there have been many changes over the past 8 
years but it also was a comprehensive research of the whole population. NILGA would agree that the 
proposal to reduce the importance of the 2001 Census Data from 50 % to 33% and increasing 
school level data to 66% across 2 sub-domains is better.  The suggested percentages should also 
be applied in the fuller review of the deprivation measures following the Census in 2011, however in 
making any changes, the consideration of the equality impact and ensuring that the data replacing it 
is equally comprehensive will be vital. 

Care should be taken that when reducing the importance of the census data, the proposed sub 
domains are conceptually agreeable, however the equal weighting may not reflect the measure fully 
and margins for error in modeling may begin to diminish the results effectiveness. 

 

Proximity to Services Domain 
Specifically 

1. Whether cross border service centres and accident and emergency hospitals should be 
included? 

2. Whether a general service indicator should be included? 
3. Whether the food shop indicator should be broadened to include convenience stores? 
4. Whether dentists, opticians and pharmacists should be combined into a single indicator? 
5. Whether council leisure centres should be included? 
6. Whether the service centres should be based on service provision rather than having a 

population of at least 10,000? 
7. Whether the calculation of proximity be based on time rather than distance? 

 
 
NILGA, whilst supportive of changes to the ‘proximity to service domain’ which improves the 
accuracy of the measure; however we would raise a number of issues, as follows: 

NILGA is of the view that it will be necessary to include additional supporting evidence under this 
domain in order to capture updated information, and we believe the updated domain should highlight 
access to services in rural areas as key to measuring deprivation.  Proximity to services, be it based 
on time or distance is not necessarily a measure of accessibility of that service given the community 
geography of Northern Ireland. This domain should take into account other barriers to access to 
services, including segregation and perceptions of territory and safety. 
 
In urban areas, poor access to job opportunities can be exacerbated by low car ownership, low travel 
horizons, poor public transport connections and perceptions of risk to personal security. There can 
be a heavy reliance on public transport or local taxi services within the communities affected and 
therefore there are restrictions on the areas to which they can freely travel. 
 
Although it is easy to point out the lack of services in rural areas, it is preferable to distinguish 
between types of services that are more appropriate to be located in rural/urban area.  Rural 
dwellers do not expect to have leisure centres or supermarkets in close proximity but the issue is 
having readily available access to them, and NILGA would strongly support the principle of 
equivalence in rural service provision. 
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NILGA is also of the view that it would be appropriate to consider the availability of a rural transport 
service or access to public transport as an indicator to proximity of services. 

NILGA acknowledges Translink information on proximity to public transport will not be included due 
to the fact that Translink does not have the required systems to record such data.  As this was a 
recommendation in the 2005 report NILGA would strongly support urgent action being taken by DRD 
to resolve this so that this information can be used for the next review of NIMDM.  The inclusion of 
this data is vital in determining isolation. 

 
 
Cross border service centres and accident and emergency hospitals  
 
NILGA is of the view that further consideration needs to be given to this proposal, and there are 
mixed views in local government as regards to its inclusion. Given that the presence of large service 
centres and A&E hospitals can be established but detailed information on the presence and location 
of other services is not readily available, the impact of this information may be negligible.  

Although they may be accessible from a time and distance point of view, currently costs can prohibit 
our residents from using these services, adversely affecting accessibility.  

 

There is a view that these could only be included if the services provided in the Republic to Northern 
Ireland people were on the same basis and paid for by Northern Ireland, although it is acknowledged 
that there is cooperative working of emergency services.   

 

 

 

A general service indicator  

NILGA would be supportive of this inclusion, as to date there is the belief that by excluding some 
services in this domain, a true picture of deprivation cannot be established.  This recommendation 
goes some way to addressing this gap, but there is some concern that there is potential for dilution 
of the accuracy of the indicator. 

A broadened food shop indicator, to include convenience stores 

There is a concern that in considering this, it may mask an element of deprivation in that the cost of 
food in a large superstore and the cost of food in a local food store can, cumulatively, be quite 
considerable. In addition, consideration still needs to be given to where people will do the main shop 
for the bulk of their food items and receive the best value. NILGA is of the view that the size (and 
therefore the range and prices of stock carried) of convenience stores might differ significantly 
between rural and urban areas.  Individuals in rural areas may therefore have to shop at other than 
the nearest food store for particular items.  NILGA would therefore recommend consideration be 
given to a minimum size of food shop to be included in this indicator.  This would guarantee that the 
‘general food store/convenience store’ be sufficiently large to carry a full range of items. 

The combination of dentists, opticians and pharmacists into a single indicator 
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It is believed that combining these into separate indicators would mask an element of deprivation in 
relation to access to services, and that they should therefore be kept separate.  This is particularly 
true for rural areas. There are particular issues surrounding provision of these services in border 
areas, which may skew the indicator. NILGA would also draw attention to the particular role of 
pharmacies in the development of the ‘Building the Community’ Pharmacy Partnership. 

Inclusion of council leisure centres  

NILGA would support this inclusion, as leisure centres contribute significantly to the overall wellbeing 
of an area, however as centres can be provided by both the public and private sector the presence 
of a private sector facility is likely to indicate affluence and a Council facility need. Some 
consideration needs to be given to how this information is used. In addition, there can be variation in 
the service provided from council to council.  NILGA would request that proximity to council leisure 
centres be expanded to take cognisance of locally available community owned or managed 
community/recreational centres which have the potential to improve deprivation ratings particularly in 
rural areas.  
 
 
Again we would emphasise that geographical proximity to a centre does not necessarily make the 
facility “accessible”, since there can be barriers to access which are economic, social, physical and 
cultural. 
 
Service centres based on service provision rather than having a population of at least 10,000 

Service centres should be based on service provision rather than population; quality and number of 
services is a better indicator. 

 

 

A calculation of proximity based on time rather than distance 

Although NILGA sees the value in this change, as road infrastructure is an important contributor to 
economic growth and this change better reflects the reality of peoples’ lives, we are of the view that 
clarification is required in relation to the calculation on journey time rather than distance.  For 
example, a taken journey using isolated rural roads in summer then in winter may reveal a wide 
variation in times, as may urban travel during rush hour and outside of it.  Have a number of 
variables been included in the calculation of time?  

Consideration must also be given to the availability of public transport. NILGA strongly believes that 
car ownership should not be an indicator as the lack of public transport in rural areas can render car 
ownership a necessity. 

 
Living Environment Domain  
Specifically 

1. Whether Central Heating information from the 2001 Census and SOA level housing stress 
should be replaced by the Decent Home Standard? 

2. Whether the Housing Health and Safety Rating System should be included? 
3. Whether Household Overcrowding information from the 2001 Census should be excluded? 
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NILGA in principle would accept changes to the living environment domain which improve the 
accuracy of the measure, and would view as acceptable the proposals to include new figures on 
Housing Health and Safety Ratings and the Decent Home Standard, with the following comments. 

The level of housing stress would seem to have been omitted in the updated proposals 

Replacement of Central Heating information from the 2001 Census and SOA level housing 
stress by the Decent Home Standard 

The decent home standard is a more comprehensive measurement to allow for other considerations, 
i.e. meets the minimum Fitness Standard; is in a reasonable state of repair; has reasonably modern 
facilities and services and provides a reasonable degree of thermal comfort (e.g. a home may have 
central heating but not be of a decent standard). 

Inclusion of the Housing Health and Safety Rating System 

It is important that housing stress remains a key factor in this domain. There is some concern that 
using defects in dwellings and evaluating the subsequent risk to the health and safety of occupants, 
neighbours and passers-by will duplicate some aspect of the Decent Home Standard i.e. should a 
decent home have defects that pose a risk? 

Whether Household Overcrowding information from the 2001 Census should be excluded? 

The rationale for excluding the 2001 Census data in that it is out of date and inaccurate is 
reasonable, although disappointing.  However, the proposal that the household overcrowding 
measure is excluded from the Housing Access Domain’ has raised some concern as household 
overcrowding is an indicator of deprivation.  NILGA would recommend further consideration being 
given to this issue. Given the influx migration into Northern Ireland it is again disappointing that that 
living conditions of these households will not be recorded.  Therefore, NILGA would encourage the 
return of the household overcrowding indicator in the next NIMDM review. 

Other 

NILGA also agrees that the small numbers not connected to mains water mean this indicator would 
not be an accurate assessment of housing quality across Northern Ireland and should not be 
introduced. 

We would be interested to learn how the presence of litter is measured and subsequently 
categorised as a score. In order to give an accurate and consistent assessment, the approach would 
need to be objective, structured and with relatively detailed criteria guidance for scoring, such as the 
Tidy NI methodology for scoring the presence of litter. This may be something for consideration as 
part of the methodological review, which the consultation indicates will be carried out in the future. 
 
Other suggestions for inclusion in the domain in the future include:  

 Including Energy scoring ratings for households in the future. 
 Considering the number and length of time void properties are present in local SOA. 
 Number of registered private landlords or buy to let mortgages for properties in SOA.  
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Crime and Disorder Domain 

NILGA would view the overall the changes and recommendations are acceptable however we 
would add a number of further comments: 

- It is worthwhile to note that next years DPP survey will include, for the first time, a breakdown 
of responses at neighbourhood level. 

- We would support the use of 5 years of data rather than the original two years in order to 
ensure that trends are mapped effectively. 

- As the change from “malicious and deliberate fires” to “deliberate primary fires” is a change in 
name only, NILGA believes that this would not impact negatively in any way on the operation 
of the Crime and Disorder Sub-domain. 

- The replacement of the “disturbances” indicator by “anti-social behaviour incidents” following 
the introduction of the National Standard for Incident Recording in April 2006, which sought to 
improve the consistency by which incidents are recorded and classified, would seem to be a 
sensible adjustment, particularly as one of the most frequently reported forms of anti-social 
behaviour is “rowdy or inconsiderate behaviour” is now included. NILGA would be of the view 
however, that the anti-social incidents indicators could be broken down more fully so that 
users are aware that these also include, street drinking, trespass, substance misuse etc. 

- NILGA would agree that the weighting, 60% for anti-social behaviour incidents and 40% for 
deliberate primary fires is appropriate. The giving of additional weight to the most deprived 
areas in each sub-domain is also positive. 

NILGA would agree that since the DPP Survey is sent to one in 10 households, the sample sizes are 
not large enough to create robust indicators at the small area level, and so should not be used in the 
updated Crime and Disorder domain.  NILGA appreciates that unreported crime is challenging and 
concur that PSNI recorded data should still be utilised as reporting rates to other voluntary or 
statutory agencies is much lower.  NILGA believes that it would be beneficial if planned research on 
the relationship between crime reporting rates and deprivation is provided to help shape the next 
NIMDM. 

It is recommended that incidents of hate crime across the 5 groupings as recorded by PSNI are 
included as a measure, alongside monitoring anti-social behaviour. 
 

Conclusion 

NILGA would support as previously detailed the amendments to the updated NI Multiple Deprivation 
Measure which we believe will strengthen the validity of the individual domains. NILGA would also 
stress that: 

 There is a clear need to maintain a comparative trend analysis built up over the years from 
previous measures of deprivation like the Robson Index in order to accurately measure the 
impact of strategy and policy interventions by Central and Local Government and Statutory 
Organisations. 
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 Core data such as Tax Credit Information must be made available to ensure accurate and 
relevant recording  
 

In addition NILGA believes that consideration should be given as part of the 2011 Census or as part 
of the full review of Noble to identifying individual lifestyle choice decisions. This data could be 
overlaid with the NI Multiple Deprivation Data to give a more comprehensive measure of deprivation 
in NI. 

 
Another issue we would like to raise relates to access to the data. While we appreciate that much of 
the data is already available from the NISRA site, councils would appreciate as much access as 
possible to as many of the data sets as NISRA can allow, while maintaining the confidentiality 
restriction place upon them. Ideally these data would be available in standard formats such as: csv, 
xls, etc. It would also be useful if geo-coded datasets could be made readily available in a format 
that makes them easy to add as layers to mapping software such as MapInfo  
 
We would strongly recommend that a domain is developed before 2011 in order to measure the 
linkages between mobility, access to public transport and deprivation. Separation and lack of safety 
will continue to produce nodes of hyper-growth and ongoing areas of concentrated deprivation and 
disillusion, particularly in urban areas. It is therefore critical that the complex and interwoven 
relationship between deprivation and segregation in Northern Ireland is mapped and appropriate 
resources appropriately targeted. 
 

 

 

 


