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Key findings 
 In total, 252 responses were received.  The majority (215) completed the survey online, with 

the remainder returning a paper response (37). 

 Responses to demographic questions indicate that the majority of respondents were aged 

between 25 and 54 and of White ethnicity.  Results also indicate a higher proportion of 

females than males responded to the survey and a notable proportion of respondents 

identified themselves as a parent or carer of a young person aged 17 or under.  The majority of 

respondents who provided a valid postcode were from the Borough of Charnwood.   

 Most people who completed the survey were responding as members of the public (89) or 

parents/carers of a child attending the school (63). 

 The majority of respondents (94%) indicated that they ‘strongly disagree’ with the proposal.   

 When asked to provide comments for the answer to Q2 regarding agreement / disagreement 

with the proposal, many respondents highlighted positive benefits of the residential provision 

or concern about the impact of the proposal, the most frequently occurring themes being: 

o Benefit of or potential impact on independent living skills / life skills. 

o General positive comment re. benefit of provision 

o Benefit of or potential impact on social skills and opportunities to socialise 

o Benefit of or impact on family support / respite 

 In response to Q3, 72% indicated that the proposal would have a ‘very negative impact’ and 

14% indicated that the proposal would have a ‘somewhat negative impact.’ All but one of the 

63 responses from parents or carers of children attending the school indicated that the 

proposal would have either a ‘very’ or ‘somewhat’ negative impact. 

 When asked to provide comments for the answer to Q3 regarding impact, the most frequent 

recurring themes were: 

o Benefit of or impact on confidence / other skills (including independence) 

o Benefit of or potential impact on family support / respite 

o Benefit of or potential impact on social skills and opportunities to socialise 

o Concern re. general negative impact of proposal 

 Question 4 asked respondents what could be done to support families and pupils and reduce 

any negative impacts.  In response to this question, the majority of comments reflected the 

view that the residential provision should be kept open and not closed.  Some specific 

suggestions were referenced amongst the responses, including: 

o Provide a comparable/residential alternative 

o Reduce or change existing scope of provision 

o Generate income or charge 

o Provide after-school activities 

o Communicate plans and/or talk to those 

affected

 Question 5 asked respondents if they had any further comments and the most often 

referenced theme in response to this question related to general opposition or disagreement 

with the proposal. A number of respondents also took the opportunity to reiterate the positive 

benefits of the residential provision. 
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Background 
Maplewell Hall School, built in 1857 and located in Woodhouse Eaves, currently has capacity for 

195 pupils with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND), in addition to a residential 

facility with a maximum nightly capacity of 24 pupils. The school is maintained by Leicestershire 

County Council. 
 

The school caters predominantly for pupils with moderate learning difficulties. There are 183 

pupils enrolled in the school, including 20 pupils with a designated Autism Spectrum Disorder. 
 

Figures provided by the school indicate that the use of the residential facility is up to 24 students 

per night Monday to Thursday, with each pupil having on average 12-14 nights’ attendance per 

school year.  
 

The proposal is to close the residential facility from September 2018. This would enable a phased 

closure over several months, allowing sufficient time to work with any pupils/families affected by 

the closure to put alternative support in place if considered necessary after a social care 

assessment.  
 

Discussions have commenced with the school about: 

• The removal of funding from September 2018. 

• Any necessary support for families/pupils as a consequence of this. 

• The process to be followed if the proposal is to go ahead. 

 

Overview of the process 
The consultation ran from 18 September until 29 October, with background information and a 

questionnaire being available online (and hard copies on request/ available at events).  

Two events, aimed at parents, were held at the school as a chance for the council to hear the 

views of those affected.  Approximately 125 parents attended the two meetings at the school.  A 

student council meeting also engaged 15 pupils in the process. 
 

Communications and media activity 
Our key audience for any communication were parents of children at the school.  Background 

information was added to the council’s ‘Have your say’ pages, and all other communication was 

sent direct to those affected (parents at the school) by the school themselves.  Throughout the 

consultation, the council also took part in TV and radio interviews, and provided statements for 

print media. The key messages included encouraging people to give their views. The council’s lead 

member for Children and family services did several interviews throughout this period. 

 

The survey was published online and a printed (offline) version was also made available.  A 

freepost return address was provided for completed surveys to encourage responses. 
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Questions 
The survey asked for views from parents/carers and other members of the public on how the 

proposal may affect them, including to what extent they agree with the proposal, how the 

proposal would impact them and what could be done to support families and pupils and reduce 

any negative impacts.  
 

The questionnaire also included a range of demographic questions, namely: gender, gender 

identity at birth, age, disability, ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, postcode, whether the 

respondents are parents or carers of a young person aged 17 or under (also by age of children), 

whether the respondents are parents or carers of a person aged 18 or over, whether the 

respondents are council employees. See Appendix 1 for the full questionnaire.  
 

Analysis methodology 
Graphs and tables have been used to assist explanation and analysis. Question results have been 

reported based on those who provided a valid response, i.e. taking out the ‘don’t know’ responses 

and no replies. 
 

Demographic analysis 
The questionnaire included a range of demographic questions. The demographic profile of those 

responding to the survey is reported in Appendix 2. Responses indicate that the majority of 

respondents were aged between 25 and 54 and of White ethnicity.  The tables in Appendix 2 also 

indicate a higher proportion of females than males responded to the survey. A notable proportion 

of respondents (123) also identified themselves as a parent or carer of a young person aged 17 or 

under.  139 respondents provided a valid postcode and as chart 1 shows, the majority of 

respondents (73) were from the Borough of Charnwood. 
 

Chart 1 – District location of respondent            (based on 139 valid responses to Q9) 

 
 
Analysis of open-ended comments 
The survey contained four open-ended questions. 779 comments were coded from the responses 

to these questions. For the purpose of analysis, coding frames were devised for each of the 

questions. All of the comments were read and coded by analysts. Children and Families Services 

will be given all comments in full for further consideration. 
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Results 
During the consultation period, 252 people responded to the survey. The majority (215) took part 

by completing an online survey, with the remainder returning a paper response (37). 

 

Respondent profile 
A full respondent profile can be found in Appendix 2. 
 

Question 1 - Role 
Respondents were asked in what capacity they were responding to the survey. Chart 2 below 

shows the breakdown. It shows that most people who completed the survey were responding as 

members of the public or parents/carers of a child attending the school. As Chart 2 illustrates, a 

number of responses were from members of staff at Maplewell Hall School and students.  Other 

roles provided included other family members, family friends, ex-staff and parents of ex-students. 

  

Chart 2 - Role in which responding (Q1)            (Base: 252)                   

 

Question 2 - Extent of agreement / disagreement with the proposal 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the proposal to close the 

residential facilities at Maplewell Hall School.  Chart 3 shows that 235 respondents (94%) selected 

‘strongly disagree’ and a further 8 responses (3%) selected ‘tend to disagree’ in response to this 

question. 

 

Chart 3 –Extent of agreement / disagreement with the proposal (Q2)    (Base: 251)        
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 “My Daughter enjoys residential at maplewell. Residential is in most cases the only respite they 
and yourself get. The students feel safe and and are happy to stay away from home when other 
times won't.  Which is why it is mostly the only time they stay away from home.  They are taught  
life skills they interact with others learn how to interact social.  It plays a big part in their lives . 
The school residential helped my daughter with her anxiety to be away from home.mental health 
and well being is more important than money which in this case proposing to close it will have a 
big impact on our children who attend. All LCC look at is money and not the well being and 
mentle health  conditions that residentI stay helps with. Find cut backs somewhere else and keep 
maplewells residential open.” 

The results show 8 respondents indicated that they ‘strongly agree’ with the proposal. However 

the free text comments in response to the subsequent question (Q2a – why do you say this?) for 6 

of the 8 respondents who selected ‘strongly agree’ indicate that caution should be taken when 

interpreting the ‘strongly agree’ responses.  Extracts from the open comments for those who 

selected ‘strongly agree’ are provided below to illustrate (7 out of these 8 respondents replied to 

Q2a): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 2a – Open comments 
Respondents were asked to provide comments for their answer to Q2, 224 respondents provided 

a response to this question.  Chart 4 shows the results for the 26 codes assigned to these 

responses. Many individual responses referenced several points and were therefore assigned 

more than one code.  For example, phrases that make up the following response were assigned 

seven separate codes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extracts of responses to Q2a for the respondents who selected ‘strongly agree’ to Q2  
“The benefits of the residential part of the school are far too easily overlooked and understated when 

attempting to justify funding. Those benefits of the residential side are far-reaching and cost effective at 

avoiding life crises later.” 

“It's incomprehensible that this valuable life line for students and parents/carers is potentially closing. As a 
member of staff at Maplewell I can see the direct impact that residential has on the academic and social 
progress of these students.” 

“The cost is too much for the benefit of so few.” 

“Residential at MH provides an essential facility for children with disabilities….” 

“Whilst it is claimed no children have a need for residential care in their EHCP, this IS NOT THE CASE as my 
child's plan….includes, amongst other things, that the following MUST BE PROVIDED (due to 
communication/interaction difficulties)….” 

“Facilities like these are hard to come by when you have a child with special needs what else would they 
have?  where else would they go.  Residential helps with their independence and social skills which are a big 
impact on their everyday life...” 

“…this is too important for our children and their future - Maplewell and all specialist provision schools must 
be unique and cater to different needs.  There are things at other schools we don't have.  No two kids needs 
are the same…” 
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Chart 4 – Open comments (Q2a) 
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Indicative comments: 

“The children get a massive benefit from staying in residential with all the extended activities 
that the school provides…“ 

“I say this because it is a very precious measure which the school provides for some very 
vulnerable students. The support the students get in residence in so many different ways is 
second to none...” 

Indicative comments: 

“…It gives them the ability to learn independent living…” 

“…This is a necessity to the school and the children it prepares for life. They learn things that 
cannot be taught in the home, easily like caring for themselve and making simple journeys, such 
as using the bus...” 

 “What the children benefit from residence is life skills and the ability to be more independent. 
Taking this away takes away the time they spend leaning to be independent and do things for 
themselves” 

“…We learn lots of life skills and enjoy the educational side of things, we learn how to make beds, 
iron, work as a team, tie shoe laces, set the dinner table, good manners etc.” 

Indicative comments: 

“…Do you understand how hard it's as a parent to get your child to socialising,with children with 
the same interest and Quirks as them.... With the school offering  residential stay makes it 
posssible for the children to  interact with their peers in more of a social environment…” 

 “…Residential setting at school give the children the opportunity to develop friendships and have 
new experiences outside of school hours instead of being isolated which is the reality for most 
children with special educational needs as they all live so far from each other.” 

“…AT HOME I CANT PLAY OUT BECAUSE I FIND IT HARD TO MAKE FRIENDS, IM STUCK IN THE 
HOUSE ALL EVENING, IN RESI I ENJOY PLAYING WITH FRIENDS.” 

 

Many respondents highlighted positive benefits of the residential provision or concern about the 

impact of the proposal on specific benefits.  Chart 4 shows that the most frequently referenced 

benefit relates to independent living skills or life skills, with 114 comments.   

Reference to the general positive benefits or value of the residential provision was the second 

most referenced theme, made by 96 respondents.  These comments did not necessarily reference 

a specific benefit but rather highlighted the general value and positive impact of the residential 

provision. 

 

 

Benefits of residential provision for the development of social skills were referenced in 88 

comments.  This included the opportunity residential provision provides for socialising with friends 

that are geographically dispersed.  Comments under this theme also include those which 

reference the challenge of social isolation for the students. This was also the most frequently 

referenced theme amongst responses received from students, with 12 out of the 20 survey 

responses from students highlighting the benefits of residential provision for the development of 

social skills. 
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Indicative comments: 

“…Also for some of the families it offers a life line for parents and other siblings allowing parents 
time and a break from the constant demands and behaviour problems.” 

“Additionally it gives parents and siblings the opportunity for respite from children who often 
need a lot more support and attention.” 

 

 

Indicative comments: 

“…Please do not close this service because there is a risk of future mental health issues and lack 
of independence which will mean even more money could be spent.” 

“It is a false economy - this is going to cost the tax payer far more than it saves in individual 
respite , in increases in direct payments , in costs of sheltered living because children haven't 
achieved independent living , and in benefits payments” 

 

59 respondents referenced the positive role that residential provision has in providing family 

support and respite. Many comments also referenced concern over the general lack of availability 

of respite elsewhere and highlighted the value not just for parents but for siblings. 

 

Reference to other skills or activities represented another recurring theme amongst responses.  

Comments assigned to this theme included references to specific skills such as personal hygiene, 

swimming, cycling and opportunities to participate in other activities.   

 
As chart 4 shows, other positive aspects of the provision that were highlighted include the staff, 

being in a safe or secure setting, and the impact on confidence. 

 
Comments also reflected concerns, some expressing more general concern regarding the impact 

of the proposal whilst others made reference to specific concerns.  Specific concerns raised 

included a lack of alternative support and the concern that removal of the provision would create 

further long term issues and costs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As indicated in chart 4, one comment was received which indicated support for the proposal. 
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Question 3 – Impact of the proposal 
Respondents were asked what impact, if any, they thought that the proposal would have on them, 

their child and/or their family.  Chart 5 shows that the majority of respondents (169) indicated 

that the proposal would have a ‘very negative impact’ and 34 (14%) indicated that the proposal 

would have a ‘somewhat negative impact.’   

 

Chart 5 – Impact of the proposal (Q3)                 (Base: 236) 

 

 

As chart 6 shows, analysis of responses by role indicates that the majority of those who indicated 

that the proposal would have ‘no real impact’ identified themselves as members of the public.  

Responses from parents or carers of children attending the school or who are considering sending 

their children to the school show that all but one response indicated that the proposal would have 

either a ‘very’ or ‘somewhat’ negative impact. All responses from students indicate that the 

proposal would have either a ‘very’ or ‘somewhat’ negative impact. 

 

Chart 6 – Impact of the proposal by role (Q3) – response counts              (Base: 236) 
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Indicative comments: 

“The skills learnt in a residential setting away from home develop independence, resilience, 
confidence and the ability to cope.” 

“…Without the residential facilities my sibling would become more dependant on others and lose 
confidence in himself and his abilities.” 

Question 3a – Open comments 
Respondents were asked to provide comments for their answer to Q3, to which 187 respondents 

provided a comment.  As chart 7 shows, some of the recurring themes mirror those from 

responses to the previous open comment question (Q2a).   

 
Chart 7 – Open comments (Q3a) 

 
 
Reference to confidence or other personal skills, particularly independence, received the most 

citations.  Over half of the comments assigned to this theme were from parents or carers of a child 

attending the school or considering sending their child to the school. Confidence was often 

referenced alongside independence or independent living within the same comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Family support or respite was the second most frequently referenced theme in response to this 

question, with many comments reflecting concern over the potential lack of respite.   
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Indicative comments: 

“It would effect his family. Including the relationships his siblings have with their friends. It's a 
good opportunity for the siblings to have their friends over. Residential care is not used as a 
holiday home. It's also there to help the families live a calm ordinary life fir just a day a week.” 

“…The family will also miss the respite they get and I think this will add even more pressure to the 
family.” 

Indicative comments: 

“My son would not be able to socialise with his peers. All of his friends live far away from each 
other and as they struggle with leaving their home settings they would not be able to be 
together. They wouldn't have the opportunities of the activities that they participate in either. 
There is not the facilities or understanding for these children…” 

“I had planned for my son to use this facility to improve his social skills and learn how to form 
friendships without me. I do not know how else this could be achieved.” 

Indicative comments: 

“Don't close the residential provision” 

“Do not close Maplewell's residential facility” 

“Rethink your decision” 

 

 

 

 

 

Many respondents referenced social skills in their comments, either as a specific benefit of the 

provision or a potential negative impact of the proposal. As in the references to this same theme 

for the previous question (Q2a), this included the opportunity residential provision provides for 

socialising with friends that are geographically dispersed.  

General expressions of the negative impact of the proposal were noted amongst 41 comments.  

Other recurring themes amongst the responses to this question include concern regarding the lack 

of alternative opportunities or reliance on the provision, appreciation of the opportunity for 

students to be away from home and an expressed or potential negative reaction from the child. 

 

Question 4 - Support for families and pupils and reducing negative 
impacts 
Respondents were asked what could be done to support families and pupils and reduce any 

negative impacts. This question received 220 responses and as chart 8 illustrates, the majority 

(159) reflected the view that the residential provision should be kept open and not closed. 

Some specific suggestions were referenced amongst the responses, including the provision of a 

comparable alternative, the need to communicate with those affected, generate income or charge 

for the provision, the provision of after-school activities and the suggestion to reduce or change 

the existing scope of the provision.   
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Indicative comments: 

“Make sure parents / carers and pupils are fully informed and consulted throughout the process. 
Provide information to families about other possible activities available for pupls with special 
educational needs in the local area.” 

“Provide residential respite for all pupils at a different site all together so they can socialise 
together the same as what is being stolen from them” 

“…Have the Council looked at a reduction or ways to reduce costs of the service, have you 
considered whether parents and/or the school are willing to contribute additional sums of money 
on a regular payment plan…” 

“Offer evening social sessions for children to mix with otheds” 

“Keep it open on a smaller scale.” 

Indicative comment: 

“…It may not be specifically mentioned in children's EHCP but it was the reason we chose the 
school and we would have mentioned for inclusion if we'd known the plan” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As chart 8 indicates, 4 comments also raised concern regarding reliance on EHCPs. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Chart 8 – Open comments (Q4) 
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Indicative comments: 

 “Please don't close residential as I wouldn't be able to spend time with my friends and learn how 
to get along with people outside of school.” 

“Please please try and find an alternative to save money than closing a facility that is clearly 
needed and that people feel very strongly about.” 

“I think it’s an outrage that this facility be closed purely because of funding without the 
consideration of those affected students with complex and crippling mental and learning 
difficulties” 

Question 5 – Other comments 
Respondents were asked if they had any other comments, which received 148 replies.  Chart 9 

shows the codes assigned to these comments. 

 
Chart 9 – Open comments (Q5) 

 
 
As chart 9 shows, the most frequently referenced theme in response to this question related to 

general opposition or disagreement with the proposal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A number of respondents also took the opportunity to reiterate the positive benefits of the 
residential provision and some common themes also featured in responses to Q2a, for example 
concern regarding unfair treatment or targeting of specific or vulnerable groups and concerns 
regarding cost effectiveness. 
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Indicative comments: 

“Before I did residential I didn't know how to make my bed, cook simple meals and or hot drinks. 
The staff have supported me through some difficult times where it helped to be away from 
home.” 

“This is a extremely great school which will be highly recommended for children with additional 
needs. It's in a great setting and location. The teachers, ta's and staff are very  knowledgeable in 
how the children can cope with certain and various settings. They have made a huge impact on 
us as a family.” 

“I know that budgets are being cut everywhere and finding money is becoming increasingly 
difficult but please don't let the weaker members of society suffer.  Special needs children already 
miss out on so much and this gives them a chance to experience a normal life in a totally secure 
environment” 

Indicative comments: 

 “Austerity will pass but take this unique and outstanding residential provision away and it's gone 
forever - along with that chance for our kids to develop better futures.  Surely there is a better 
way to save money than take it from those who were born with so many challenges in just living 
each day.  The last word has to be from my son - "Please don't let them, I will cry"” 

“Some children will not get the required support outside of school from social care as currently 
the school picks the issues up where pupils are at risk.” 

Concerns were also raised within the responses to this question, particularly concerns regarding 
the negative impact of the proposal. 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire 
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Appendix 2: Demographic profile of respondents 
 

  Survey Responses  

Age 156 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Under 15 5 3 2 

15-24 6 4 2 

25-34 24 15 10 

35-44 65 42 26 

45-54 43 28 17 

55-64 11 7 4 

65 and over 2 1 1 

No reply 34 38   

 

  Survey Responses  

Gender identity* 166 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Male 40 24 16 

Female 126 75 50 

Other (e.g. pangender, nonbinary etc.) 0 0 0 

No reply 86 34   

 

  Survey Responses  

Is your gender identity the same as the 
gender you were assigned at birth? 165 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Yes 162 97 64 

No 3 2 1 

No reply 87 35   

 

 

 
*NR = No reply 
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  Survey Responses   

Are you a parent or carer of a young 
person aged 17 or under? 167 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Yes 123 74 49 

No 44 26 17 

No reply 85 34   

 

  Survey Responses   

If yes, what are the ages of the 
children in your care? 122 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

0-4 20 12 8 

5-10 60 36 24 

11-15 82 49 33 

16-17 28 17 11 

No reply 252 

 

  

 

Are you a carer of a person aged 18 
or over? 164 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Yes 20 12 8 

No 144 86 57 

No reply 88 35   

 

  Survey Responses  

Do you have a long-standing illness or 
disability?* 163 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Yes 27 16 11 

No 136 81 54 

No reply 89 35   

 

 *NR = No reply 
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  Survey Responses  

Ethnicity 163 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

White 157 94 62 

Mixed  3 2 1 

Asian or Asian British 2 1 1 

Black or Black British 0 - - 

Other ethnic group 1 1 0.4 

No reply 89 35   

 

  Survey Responses   

Sexual orientation 147 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Bisexual 4 2 2 

Gay 1 1 0.4 

Heterosexual/straight 136 81 54 

Lesbian 2 1 1 

Other 4 2 2 

No reply 105 42   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*NR = No reply 
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  Survey Responses    

What is your religion?  160 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

No religion 75 45 30 

Christian (All denominations) 82 49 33 

Buddhist 1 1 0.4 

Hindu 0 - - 

Jewish 0 - - 

Muslim 2 1 1 

Sikh 0 - - 

Any other religion or belief 0 -  

No reply 92 37   

 

  Survey Responses  

Are you an employee of Leicestershire 
County Council? 164 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Yes 10 6 4 

No 154 92 61 

No reply 88 35   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
*NR = No reply 
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  Survey Responses   

District (all responses) 139 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Blaby 10 4 7 

Charnwood 73 29 53 

Harborough 4 2 3 

Hinckley & Bosworth 19 8 14 

Melton 0 - - 

North West Leicestershire 22 9 16 

Oadby & Wigston 1 0.4 1 

Missing/Invalid Postcode 113 45   

Leicester 3 1 2 

Other 7 2.78   

 

District of responses from parent/carer of 
a child attending or who is considering 
sending their child to the school: 

Survey Responses 

 

% Ex NR* % Inc NR* 

Blaby 6 9 8 

Charnwood 30 43 38 

Harborough 2 3 3 

Hinckley & Bosworth 12 17 15 

Melton 0 - - 

North West Leicestershire 16 23 20 

Oadby & Wigston 1 1 1 

Missing/Invalid Postcode 11 14  

Leicester 1 1 1 

Other 1 1 1 

 
 *NR = No reply 
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