Appendix A

Table 1: NCMP data- Slough local authority profile
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Trend graph: Year 6 obesity in Slough compared with other neighbouring local authorities
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Graph 1: Prevalence of obesity in Year 6 children in slough
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Table 2: Prevalence of obesity in year reception children in Slough
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Note: The year reception obesity rates remain amber but there are some technical issues being resolved by the providers. The provider has

conducted a review of the measuring process and more details will be known soon. The providers are now recording data directly on laptops
onto the new NCMP system.



Table 3. Underweight in reception year children in Slough
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Table 4: underweight in year 6 children in Slough
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Note: Although a statistically higher rate of children are shown to be underweight in year reception and year 6 in tables 3 and 4,
please note that the numbers are small (see the count column).



