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The consultation 
 

The LPLT admissions consultation regarding entry to Langley Park School for Girls (LPGS) and Langley Park School 

for Boys (LPSB) in 2023 ran from Friday 1st October for the statutory 6 weeks until midnight on Friday 12th 

November. Further information and all required documents can be found on LPLT’s website here - LPLT 

Consultation on Admission Arrangements October 2021 - News - Langley Park Learning Trust. This documentation 

set out the rationale for why we were consulting, in some detail. The Trust also wrote to all statutory consultees 

and places a public notice in the Bromley News Shopper. 

Having listened to feedback in a previous consultation, the Trust proposed two key mitigations to limit the impact 

of the proposal to give priority to a small group of children at Langley Park Primary School (LPPS). These were:  

1. Limiting those eligible under the new priority to only those who were on roll at LPPS by the 31st August 2018 
and who have remained on roll since. To the best of our knowledge this covered all those who enrolled at the 
time when commitments may have been being made to prospective parents. The independent report that 
was commissioned in response to the complaints concluded that assurances were not given after January 
2018. The 31st August 2018 is the end of the academic year that includes January 2018, which is why this date 
was chosen.  

 
This had two intended, and important, benefits:  

 
I. It would mean the priority automatically timed-out and therefore this consultation could not make LPPS a 

permanent feeder school. This felt important given local concerns about whether the Trust might actually 
be trying to create a permanent feeder school, when this was not the Trust’s intention; and  

II. It meant there would be no incentive for parents to move their Year 4-5 children from other local primary 
schools to LPPS. This felt important, given the understandable concerns of local primary schools about 
losing children in Year 5 and Year 6 to LPPS, if that meant those pupils could then benefit from feeder 
school status. 
 

2. Increasing the PAN at the two secondary schools by one class size, which is far more than the additional        
 number of children at LPPS who would be eligible under the new proposed priority. This meant that more 
children (including more children who did not attend LPPS) would be able to secure a place at the two 
Langley Park secondary schools during the two years in question. We stated that we intended to consult 
again on reducing the PAN in two years’ time. 
 

  

https://www.lplt.org.uk/397/news/post/29/lplt-consultation-on-admission-arrangements-october-2021
https://www.lplt.org.uk/397/news/post/29/lplt-consultation-on-admission-arrangements-october-2021
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The Response 

 
This section sets out the questions asked and the statistical outcomes.  
 
Question 1  

The Trust proposes to give priority in admissions to Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for 
Boys to pupils at Langley Park Primary School who started at the school by 31st August 2018 and who remain on 
the school’s roll at the closing date for applications. 
 

By including a date by which pupils had to be on roll at Langley Park Primary School, the Trust is seeking to 

balance addressing historic assurances given to parents of those pupils with seeking to ensure, as far as is 

reasonably possible, that there is no adverse impact on other local primary schools and also that this priority 

does not last for more than two years. 

 

Do you agree with the proposal?   

The results were as follows: 

 

847 consultees also provided detailed comments/reasons for their answer.   

Question 2  

In order to ensure that, as far as is reasonably possible, no child is disadvantaged in their application for a place 

at Langley Park School for Girls or Langley Park School for Boys on account of the proposal above, the Trust 

proposes to increase the number of children that these two schools admit into Year 7 – the Published 

Admissions Number (PAN) – by one class at each of these two schools. The Trust then intends to consult on 

reducing the PAN back to normal levels from 2025. 

 

Do you agree with the proposal to increase the PAN at both schools? The results were as follows: 

17%, (181)

82%, (893)

1%, (11)
Question 1 

Yes No Neutral
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663 consultees also provided detailed comments/reasons for their answer. 

Question 3  

 

Following questions from local parents, the Trust proposes to add wording that makes clear that mixed sex 

twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple birth (e.g. quadruplets) should have the same priority as single 

sex twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple birth, and as other siblings, when considering priority for 

places at Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys. 

 

Do you agree with the proposal to make clear that mixed sex twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple 

birth have the same priority as single sex twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple birth, and as other 

siblings?  

The results were as follows: 

 

309 consultees also provided detailed comments/reasons for their answer. 

Consultees were also given the opportunity to add any additional comments, 273 consultees made additional 

comments. 

  

25%, (266)

66%, (718)

9%, (101)

Question 2 

Yes No Neutral

63%, (684)15%, (162)

22%, (239)

Question 3 

Yes No Neutral
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Consultee Status 

 

The majority of respondents were parents of children who attended a primary school not in the Trust. The next 

biggest category was “parent of a child at one of the Trust’s primary schools (Langley Park Primary School, Clare 

House and Hawes Down) and then parents of children who attended the two Langley Park secondary schools. 

Almost 10% of respondents stated that they were an “other interested party”. A total of 1422 consultee statuses 

were recorded, indicating that several respondents ticked more than one option. 

 

462 Consultees provided their name with their response.  The Trust is publishing consultation responses but is 

removing all names from the responses. 
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Analysis of Responses  
 

When the consultation closed at midnight on 12th November 2021 the Trust had received 1085 responses via the 

online response form.   

A small number of e mails and letters were also received, which are published alongside this report, with personal 

and identifying details redacted.  

The online responses showed: 

• 82% of those responding using the online form were opposed to the first proposal (priority for a sub-
set of LPPS pupils in two year groups).  

• 66% of those who responded using the online form were opposed to increasing PAN (which seemed 
to be the majority of people who are also opposed to the first proposal – we were clear that the two 
were linked). 

• 63% of those who responded using the online form were supportive of the proposal to give mixed 
sex twins the same priority in admissions as single sex twins. 

 

In addition the Trust received:  

• One negative response, which came jointly from two local schools and the multi-academy trust of 
one of those schools. 

• A formal response from Bromley Council. This response stated that they understood the Trust’s 
rationale for the addition of this criterion (priority to a group of LPPS children) but felt that the 
restriction to only children who have been on roll since August 2018 could cause a perceived 

disadvantage to any Year 6 child who joined the primary school after this date. They were 
supportive of the proposal to increase the PAN at the two secondary schools, stating that they see 
this as a positive change to give more families the opportunity of gaining a place at the schools. The 
Council also felt that the proposed change regarding same priority for higher multiple births does 
not have a detrimental impact on the consideration of applications for multiple birth children and 
should provide families with reassurances when applying for either school.  

• A query from parents at LPPS as to whether the Trust had asked LPLT schools to let their parents 
know about the consultation (we had). 

• One parent submitted an e mail in addition to their online form regarding low instances of supported 
SEN children at LPPS. Subsequent investigation showed that the information that was being 
referenced was historic. The parent was signposted to more up-to-date published information, which 
showed a different picture. 

• One parent wrote to state that they thought that the priority for LPPS children should be extended 
to all those in the two year groups as they felt that assurances continued to be given to some of 
those who joined later. That parent stated that they would also fill in the online form and so their 
response is included there. 

• A joint letter was received from three people, which they subsequently stated was ‘about’ the 
consultation rather than a response to the consultation.  The letter concerned a number of points 
which are relevant to the consultation and was therefore considered to be a response to the 
consultation and was shared with Trustees as part of their consideration of all responses. 

• The Trust did not receive any separate correspondence from local politicians during the 6 week 
consultation period. 
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Issues raised by respondents to the consultation in relation to the proposals for priority 

admissions for a select group of LPPS pupils and on increasing the PAN at LPGS and LPSB 

in 2023 and 2024  

 
Trustees considered the responses to the consultation in full. However, there is also a brief analysis of the key 

themes in the responses below. 

1. Fairness 

 

Many respondents raised the question of “fairness”. The words “fair”, “unfair” or variations on this word were 

raised over 300 times by consultees – mostly by people opposed to the first two proposals who saw them as 

“unfair” but also by people who were supportive, who saw the proposals as “fair”.  

Several correspondents felt that in order to be “fair”, children at all primary schools should have equal chance of 

securing a place, though of course this is not the case under the Trust’s existing admissions policies, where most 

pupils secure a place as a result of how close they live to the schools. 

2. “Local Schools for Local Children”  

 

This theme was inextricably linked to the concern about “fairness” with many respondents feeling that the fair 

way to allocate places was to do so via distance.  

There is no requirement in the Admissions Code for admissions authorities to use distance as a criteria. 

Admissions authorities could, therefore set admissions policies that do not include distance at all and still be 

compliant with the Admissions Code.  

Whilst distance is not required to be a factor in admissions policies, the policies consulted on would still almost 

certainly have resulted in the vast majority of new Year 7 entrants continuing to secure a place at either LPGS or 

LPSB by virtue of how close they lived to the schools. 

The Trust considered how far the current LPPS pupils live from the LPGS and LPSB, using data provided to us by 

LPPS. In summary this data showed that: 

• No pupils currently in either Year 4 or Year 5 at LPPS live more than 3 miles from the secondary school 
they would be eligible to apply for (either LPGS or LPSB).  

• 11 children in these two year groups lived more than 2 miles away (but less than 3). 
 

Therefore a small number of LPPS pupils (spread across two year groups) live more than two miles from the 

relevant secondary school but none lived more than 3 miles away. To give this context, we have put below the 

most recent data published by Bromley Council in relation to some other Bromley schools and the furthest 

distance they came out for entry in September 2022 (which may have been in just one band for schools that have 

banded admissions). This data can be found below. Many other Bromley schools (including LPSB and LPGS) come 

out to smaller distances than in the table below. 

 
School Name 

Proximity distances (miles) reached on national offer day (straight line) 

Ravens Wood School 3.82 

Charles Darwin  3.74 

The Ravensbourne School  2.84 

Coopers School 2.49 

Harris Academy Beckenham 1.95 
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3. Siblings  

A significant number of respondents raised concerns that siblings of the additional children being admitted for 

entry in 2023 and 2024 would mean additional pressure on places in subsequent years. Respondents were 

concerned that this would displace other children who live closer to the two schools. 

Information provided by LPPS showed that, of the children who live more than 1.2 miles (a figure used to 

approximate for the average “furthest distance” for the two secondary schools) from either LPGS or LPSB, there 

were a total of 21 younger siblings also at LPPS. These younger siblings are spread across all year groups from 

Year R to Year 3 (4 year groups).  

This works out at an average of just over 5 additional siblings likely to secure priority at the two secondary 

schools over each of the subsequent four years after the PAN would decrease.  

The actual number of siblings would be higher than the number of siblings of pupils at LPPS, as the Trust 

proposed to increase by a whole class at each secondary school. Mitigating factors here include that:  

• Most of these siblings would not be coming from much further away than currently, as increasing the 
PAN by a class size is unlikely to lead to the “furthest distance” for admissions being much further than 
currently, particularly given the distances are already so small.  

• Siblings would be spread across several year groups. 

• It is not unusual for schools to take “bulge” classes, normally in response to pressure on places in a 
particular year, which then creates pressure on places in subsequent years. For example, LPSB took a 
bulge class in 2015.  

However, temporarily increasing the PAN would still always increase pressure on Year 7 places in subsequent 

years. 

4.  LPSB was not part of the Trust when assurances were given  

 

Several respondents highlighted that when the assurances were being made to parents that they would be 

guaranteed a place at the Langley Secondary Schools, Langley Park School for Boys (LPSB) was not part of the 

Trust at the time, and so parents could not expect children to be prioritised for a place at a school that was not 

part of the trust when the promises were made.  

This matter is very complicated. LPSB joined the Trust in September 2018, which is after the latest date by which 

the investigation into the complaint concluded that statements were being made in relation to priority in 

admissions. However, there were also statements in the public domain tha.t indicated that LPSB would be part of 

the Trust and would be covered by a proposed priority in admissions. For example, the original LPPS Free School 

application form - W8MS0067_Langley_Park_Primary_School.pdf (publishing.service.gov.uk) referred to the 

intention for LPSB to join the Trust very soon and stated that “Children attending Langley Park Primary will have 

the option of joining the Langley Park Secondary Schools”. The question of “will have the option of” could of 

course mean many things but it is clear that some parents understandably concluded that this meant that the 

Trust at that time intended for pupils at the school to have priority in admission to the two secondary schools, 

whereas other parents did not conclude this.  

The independent investigation into the complaints from parents at LPPS found that LPSB had been clear in their 

later discussions with Langley Park Academies that they did not want to have a feeder school and that this was 

accepted by the then Langley Park Academies. This was the agreed position between the schools at the time LPLT 

was formed.  However, the report also concluded that LPPS parents were not fully aware of the detail of the 

consultation on LPSB joining the Trust (including on admissions), or of the consequences for them. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/442669/W8MS0067_Langley_Park_Primary_School.pdf
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5. Feeder Schools  

 

Many respondents expressed opposition to the concept of “feeder schools”. The term “feeder school” is variously 

used to mean different things, including an informal term meaning any primary school attended by pupils who go 

on to attend a particular secondary school, or a school that has formal priority in admissions. The Admissions 

Code allows for the creation of Feeder Schools that have priority in admissions. The Code states that the 

“selection of a feeder school or schools as an oversubscription criterion must be transparent and made on 

reasonable grounds”.  

There are a number of feeder schools in the local area. For example, both Harris Beckenham and Harris Girls 

Academy Bromley name one primary school each as a feeder school.  

In this case, the Trust had been clear in the consultation documentation that it did not want to create a 

permanent feeder school. The consultation documentation was clear that the Trust was only proposing to take 

this step due to the prior assurances given to some parents.  However, it was still clear from the responses to the 

consultation that there was widespread opposition to the concept of a feeder school, even if this was only 

temporary, and that not all respondents were convinced that the change would be temporary, even with the 

insertion of a date. 

6. Transport and Traffic Issues  

 

The issue of more traffic from parents bringing an additional 120 pupils to school by car due to not being close to 

the school was raised a number of times. Hawksbrook Lane and South Eden Park Road in particular are already 

heavily congested at peak times and expanding the secondary schools further would potentially add to this 

problem. 

If the proposals went ahead then the additional two classes at each school would mean a 3% increase on the 

current number of pupils across the two secondary schools. According to the data from LPPS all children who 

would have been in scope of the proposed new priority live less than 3 miles from the schools. It is not 

uncommon for secondary students to be travelling this sort of distance to secondary school and all secondary 

students who live in London are entitled to free travel on buses, which supports free travel by public transport. 

However, these relatively short distances and the ready availability of free public transport do not prevent a 

minority of parents driving their secondary aged children to school and it is therefore reasonable to assume that 

this very small % increase in pupils will also very slightly increase the pressure on traffic in the surrounding area, 

particularly as these pupils would come from slightly further away than average. Those with younger siblings at 

LPPS (about half of the cohort in question) would be no more likely to be driven to school than currently, whilst 

their younger sibling remains at LPPS. 

In conclusion it is likely that this proposal would increase the traffic coming into an already very congested 

Hawksbrook Lane at peak times but the increase would be unlikely to be significant.   

7. Parents being told different things at different times and by different people 

 

A number of respondents stated that they had considered LPPS for their own children up until January 2018 and 

they had not been given these assurances, or they had known not to take such assurances as meaning that there 

would definitely be a priority in admissions. In addition, one respondent stated that she had been given 

assurances when their child started at LPPS much later than 31st August 2018. It seems clear that different people 

were told different things at different times by previous employees of the Trust and also that different people 

interpreted these assurances in different ways. However, it also remains the case that the Trust accepted that 
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assurances were given to some parents that the Trust would consult on making Langley Park Primary School a 

feeder school for the two secondary schools, which was the reason for this consultation. 

8. Quality of education 

 

In response to Question 2, many respondents raised concern about the impact of increasing PAN on the quality of 

education at LPSB and LPGS. Whilst the total % increase on current student numbers across both schools would 

be just 3%, when both year groups were in situ, this would still be an increase. The Trust had consulted on 

increasing the PAN by a whole class size rather than a smaller number because of concerns about the constraints 

of classroom size impacting on the quality of education if we had larger classes. Although both schools are 

already very full, the two secondary schools did not believe that temporarily increasing by a whole class size 

would impact negatively on the quality of education, as increasing PAN also brings in additional income and 

enables greater economies of scale.  

9. Trust 

 

Several respondents raised concerns that they did not feel able to “trust” LPLT, as the Trust had consulted 

previously, had a clear response and were now consulting again on a very similar proposal. Some respondents 

were concerned that this would be the thin end of the wedge and we would create permanent feeder schools in 

future. Inserting the “end date” of 31st August 2018 was a key way of seeking to address these concerns but did 

not reassure all consultees.  In addition, the Trust was very clear in the documentation published as part of the 

consultation that it was making this proposal solely because we had accepted that assurances were given to this 

particular group of parents.  

On the other hand, parents of children in the upper two year groups at LPPS Action Group have expressed 

concerns about “trust”, the other way, i.e. that the Trust would not deliver on the assurances given to them when 

we promised to consult on this very specific proposal. It is clear that the trust of many members of the local 

community, on both sides of the argument, has been damaged by this ongoing issue stemming from statements 

made many years ago. The Trust has been taking every step to balance the competing views in seeking to 

respond to these historic assurances but it will be important that the Trust does not, in future, give assurances 

that it is unable to guarantee to fulfil, as was the case with these assurances. 

Proposal to make clear that mixed sex twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple birth 

have the same priority as single sex twins, triplets and siblings of a higher multiple birth, 

and as other siblings 

 
This was widely well received with only 15% of consultees opposed to the proposal. Supportive comments 

referred to this proposal being “fair”, “sensible” and “reasonable”. 

 

Some of the negative comments were not actually about this proposal at all but instead about the other two 

proposals in the consultation. Other negative comments expressed opposition to the concept of sibling priority 

across the two schools, which was not in scope of this consultation.  
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Annex – Details on consultation responses published alongside this report  
 

 
1. LPLT Consultation Data Report Autumn 2021  

(all responses to the online form, with personal and identifying data redacted) 
Page 1 -107 All Responses  
Page 108 – 167  Question 1  
Page 168 – 218 Question 2  
Page 219 – 250 Question 3  
Page 251 – 298 Additional Comments   

2. All separate responses to the consultation (with personal data redacted). 


