
QUESTIONS - LPLT Admissions Consultation Autumn 2021

ID Start time Completion time Q1 Please state any reasons for your answer to Q1 in the box below Q2

Please state any reasons for your answer to Q2 in 

the box below Q3

Please state any reasons for your answer to Q3 in 

the box below Additional Comments 

Consultee Status. Please select 

as many options as apply.

2 10/2/21 6:26:19 10/2/21 6:34:23 Neutral

If feels like an appropriate compromise on what is essentially a no-

win situation.  However, it’s not appropriate to say that increasing 

the PAN will not impact other pupils. Having attended the school 

open evening this week an extra class will make navigating the 

school more challenging for all pupils and mean resources are 

further stretched.  What will this mean for the recruitment of 

additional teaching staff and particularly SEND support which 

already feels stretched to its limit? Will the additional places not 

used by LPPS (max 16 2024) mean the distance from school 

increases for those two years?  The answer to the question 

wouldn’t change my support but it was unclear from the 

consultation document. No

As above: it’s not appropriate to say that increasing 

the PAN will not impact other pupils. Having 

attended the school open evening this week an 

extra class will make navigating the school more 

challenging for all pupils and mean resources are 

further stretched.  What will this mean for the 

recruitment of additional teaching staff and 

particularly SEND support which already feels 

stretched to its limit? Will the additional places not 

used by LPPS (max 16 2024) mean the distance 

from school increases for those two years?  The 

answer to the question wouldn’t change my 

support but it was unclear from the consultation 

document. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

3 10/2/21 12:17:20 10/2/21 12:21:34 No

It must be all primaries in the trust or none! Stop giving Langley 

park preferences. Equal treatment for all primaries No

There is enough places currently, if it went to equal 

admissions for all primaries then yes more spaces Yes As it is currently unfair

Please stop with constant changing admissions 

to suit one primary school. You have a 

responsibility to all primary children either look 

after all and let them have priority or none. This 

is putting me off continuing secondary 

education in the trust 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

4 10/2/21 12:23:26 10/2/21 12:25:16 No

If they are not in catchment they should not be admitted. The 

school should not have said they would automatically be enrolled 

at Langley No

The school has a large amount of classes already 

and should not have to take on more. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

5 10/2/21 12:24:11 10/2/21 12:25:55 No Again it’s unfair to other feeder primaries. It’s either all or none No No need low birth rate Yes Historical been unfair

Please stop doing want Langley primary wants. 

There are other primaries in the trust it’s either 

all or none

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

6 10/2/21 12:22:04 10/2/21 12:38:18 No

An unfair proposal. Either all primary schools in the Trust should 

have the same priority afforded to them or none at all. Yes

Having additional admission places would be of 

benefit, particularly given current pressures on 

school places in the area. Current restrictions mean 

that those living further from the school are often 

less likely to get a place. Yes

Would avoid the potential of possibly having to send 

mixed sex siblings to different schools.

As per previous consultation, proposals should 

apply to all schools onbthe trust, or none at all.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

7 10/2/21 12:41:53 10/2/21 12:45:31 No

My son joined HDPS in September 2017. In communications with 

Langley Park primary at open days I was informed in no uncertain 

terms that LPeder school for the secondary schools which played a 

part in our decision not to go there. No

If you want to go to Langley Park secondary you 

should live in the catchment area, just like 

everyone else has to. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

8 10/2/21 23:40:55 10/2/21 23:53:58 Yes

This will be fair and supportive to the parents of LPPS that were 

promised or led to think there would be automatic transfer into 

secondary schools. Parents of current LPPS year 4 and 5 will be let 

down considerably if this proposal is not fulfilled. Yes

However by increasing the PAN this should not 

affect the quality of teaching and opportunities 

provided by the schools for their pupils. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

9 10/3/21 8:12:15 10/3/21 8:20:31 No

The schools application process should  remain as it is. Places 

should be awarded to those in the catchment. Not all kids that 

attend Langley primary live locally so that isn’t fair. It will create 

travel issues and more traffic into the area. No

Think the intake is already significant so increasing 

another class would place pressure on current 

resources. Neutral

We went through this a few years ago. Unsure 

why we are having to fight the proposal to have 

Langley primary have priority. It just isn’t fair. I 

live in west WICKHAM and my daughter couldn’t 

go to a local primary. I moved here to be in 

Langley so it’s unfair if she’s penalized. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

10 10/3/21 8:50:40 10/3/21 8:58:04 No

Parents followed all admissions processes at the time which 

included no guaranteed entry to LBPS and LPGS the admissions 

procedure hadn’t been consulted on at the time and therefore was 

not something on offer. If parents had known about a consul rated 

change at the time it would have changed the admissions at those 

year groups, it is deeply unfair on all local families to make a 

retrospective change. It is also damaging to the relationship of the 

trust with other local schools and families and affects the 

reputation. Alongside the sibling rule change not only would it be 

the children in those year groups but also any Siblings that get 

admission despite living massively out of catchment. No

The concern that you will consult to reduce again is 

very worrying. This shows that the change could be 

more permanent. There is already a massive 

environmental issue with cars and pollution and 

increased numbers of children and parents 

concentrated in that small area which caused 

traffic congestion and worrying road crossing 

behaviours. This should not happen. No 

This just allows for even more children to get an 

unfair priority and disadvantage over other local 

children. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

Q1 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.

Q2 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.

Q3 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.



11 10/3/21 9:09:54 10/3/21 9:13:22 No

Even though the idea initially appears fine the 2 extra classes will 

affect future year groups as there will be a lot more future siblings 

meaning less children without siblings at the schools will have a 

chance of getting in. No

Same reason as above. It will leave later years 

limited to those without siblings there. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

12 10/3/21 9:12:27 10/3/21 9:13:28 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

13 10/3/21 9:23:55 10/3/21 9:34:25 No

All local children should be given the chance to attend regardless 

of primary school. Priority given to Langley primary children will 

leave some children school less as they’ll be out of catchment for 

all other senior schools. Langley is West Wickham’s only senior 

school No The year group will be over crowded Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

14 10/3/21 9:31:20 10/3/21 9:35:11 No

Because this is a new primary school and lots of the families within 

it are not in the local community. This means that children of local 

families will not get their first choice schooo which I believe they 

should be entitled too. This will also affect catchments of the other 

secondary schools in the area. No Just means that local children are disadvantaged. Yes Only fair for families 

It has been clear from the last two consultations 

that the local communities do not agree with 

this idea yet you still insist on trying. No other 

trust has criteria and this will change the 

educational make up for so many children going 

forward. Very disappointed in the trust. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

15 10/3/21 10:27:02 10/3/21 10:36:39 No

When I applied for schools I was told that it would not be the case 

that it would be a feeder school so my decision for primary was 

based on that. This would be significantly detrimental to my 

children, as we have moved into the Langley catchment to ensure 

that this would be an option for my children. If we had been told 

when the school opened it would be a feeder school, I would have 

sent them to Langley Primary. No

This would negatively impact upon the children's 

experience of school. A larger cohort would make 

schooling more overwhelming for the children, and 

more challenging for the school to teach. I do not 

believe this would positively impact the children at 

all. The children should be given equal access to 

the school by distance to ensure fairness and 

equality. Yes

I cannot believe this consultation is happening 

again. What a waste of the school and the LA's 

time, which quite frankly post pandemic would 

be better spent ensure the health and wellbeing 

of their students. The idea of a feeder school is 

and will always be an unfair application process. 

If the child attending the school live within the 

catchment to get into the primary they should 

also live within the catchment for the secondary 

school. All you are doing is encouraging local 

families to have to travel further afield to attend 

schools. Where you live in reception may not be 

where you live by y6, and encouraging families 

to move into catchment for one school year and 

then guaranting a place a secondary is insulting 

to all the local people who's community helps 

grow and develop these young people. I cannot 

believe that my daughter may face either have 

the choice of being out of catchment for any 

local school or being in a school that is so large it 

may be detrimental not only to her learning but 

also to her mental health. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

16 10/3/21 10:34:46 10/3/21 10:44:49 No

Why should someone who lives well out of the admission radius 

be able to get automatic entry into the secondary schools, I know 

lots of children who attend the primary school, who live in lower 

Sydenham, Shirley, penge, why shall they get priority over local 

children who can walk to the school, who’s parents moved and 

paid a premium to live in the Langley catchment area, when a 

parent of a child from sydnenham, strategically put their child in a 

non local school to strategically get them a place in the Langley 

secondary school, it’s immoral, wrong, and out of order on the 

local community! Not to mention the children who have to 

unnecessarily have to get parents to drop them off as they live out 

of walking distance to your already dangerous and busy lane, 

come on where is the common sense!!  No

Immoral, wrong, creating more traffic from 

children that live miles away from the school, extra 

cars, extra traffic, strategy parents sneaking their 

kids into a decent school who live in areas where 

there are closer secondary schools! Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

17 10/3/21 10:43:26 10/3/21 10:55:52 No

My family lives locally and my children go to different primary 

school nearby. Our nearest secondary schools are Langley Boys 

and Langley Girls. This proposal would cuts off my children's 

chances to get into those schools even though we live so close. 

Also this proposal puts pressure on parents to choose Langley 

Primary as their primary school just because of possibility to be 

admitted to the secondary school later, and not because of the 

quality of education or childcare at Langley Primary. This is unfair 

for all local families and favours Langley Primary for all the wrong 

reasons. No

Increasing PAN might compromise quality of 

education and care given to students. I have no 

trust that amount will be reduced from 2025. Yes

There is no reason why mixed sex siblings should be 

discriminated against. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



18 10/3/21 11:48:37 10/3/21 11:55:19 No

The school should have never advised parents that they would 

have priority access to the secondary schools when it was not the 

case. The school therefore needs to take responsibility and accept 

they had no right to do so and explain that to the necessary 

parents. By doing this siblings then get the priority access and that 

is not acceptable. No

This will not fix future issues of siblings then having 

the right to entry and impacting those that could 

by that point live closer to the school. Yes

Rules should not be changed to accommodate a 

school making an error in judgment by 

communicating false information. The future 

impact on allowing Langley primary to do so 

opens the door for other schools to announce 

similar arrangements and then try to force the 

hand of council to accommodate there mistakes.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

19 10/3/21 11:26:31 10/3/21 11:57:28 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

20 10/3/21 12:38:24 10/3/21 12:42:05 No

The Langley Park secondary schools are already oversubscribed 

and should be for local children. Langley park primary has a wider 

catchment then some primary schools closer to the secondary 

schools so children living further away would be given priority. It is 

unfair and I strongly oppose this Neutral

If there is an increased amount of learning facilities 

then I don’t see this as a problem Yes It is fair

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

21 10/3/21 12:37:16 10/3/21 12:43:20 Yes

This would cover the children of the parents that believe the 

school (LPPS) gave information that pertained to the children 

having feeder school access to the Langley Secondary schools. As a 

new start up school, parents put a lot of faith in the school and 

have supported it through the many issues with leadership and 

staffing. This seems a fair and appropriate outcome in order to 

support those parents back again. Yes

It will ensure that children outside LPPS are not 

disadvantaged. Yes

This makes sense with mixed sex twins etc having 

equivalent access across the 2 secondary schools in 

the trust.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local secondary 

school ;

22 10/3/21 13:01:58 10/3/21 13:13:20 No This is totally unfair to other children in the area.  No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

23 10/3/21 13:12:09 10/3/21 13:31:41 No

This has already been consulted on before and declined. 

Assurances should not have been made to parents as the entrance 

criteria had not been changed and to do so retrospectively is unfair 

to other parents who did not take up offers and researched the 

position. Although unfortunate for those parents promised 

actually it is important that all parents are treated equally in 

application to secondary school places and the best way to achieve 

that is by NOT changing the policy. No

There is no consideration shared on what the 

impact of proposed changes will be and what extra 

facilities etc. that would be provided to ensure no 

deter mental impact on the standards due to the 

requirement to manage 2 extra bulge classes for a 

few years. Where are the extra facilities coming 

from. The LPGS has already taken on more after 

the last consultation for 6th form with no new 

construction. Yes

I support the secondary requirement and priority of 

the collective Boys & Girls  school 

It is disappointing to see a further consultation 

give the recent one had been clear. I respect and 

applaud the trust’s transparency in what issue it 

is trying to address. However I would think it 

should be mindful of giving false hope or 

credence to supporting  the ‘historical 

assurances’. It was never legally correct and we 

need to move forward. The speed of a return to 

this question also makes me suspicious of 

ulterior motives to using this as a step for a re 

opening again if this small step is made. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

24 10/3/21 12:20:21 10/3/21 13:43:06 No

Not prioritizing local school children- local children should be able 

to go to their local school. No

No information given about how this will affect 

class sizes/ the extra teacher requirements to 

cover this increase. Yes

Twins/ multiple births should be able to attend the 

same school site. 

I do not think it is ok for the head of the primary 

school to have made promises to parents that 

weren’t agreed to by the secondary trusts, and 

subsequently this consultation yet again, is 

occurring. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local secondary school ;

25 10/3/21 13:26:35 10/3/21 13:52:27 No

My child is a student at a local school hi and now due to my 

location Langley girl’s is first choice for secondary school. When 

deciding her primary school, I chose my faith before anything else. 

Now choosing my secondary school, I chose Langley girls for what 

it does offer and I know it will get her to her full Potential. With 

this proposal, it is limiting my child’s chance of getting into this 

school therefore limiting her prospects. 

I understand it is to honor what was originally said to the current 

year 5 and 4s but even though I was in the catchment for Langley 

park I chose my faith above anything else. Now I feel I am being 

reprimanded because it wasn’t my first choice 

All children Within the catchment should be given an fair 

opportunity to apply for the school equally and not what primary 

school they go to. 

There is too many schools like that now which will cause a major 

social divide within the community. 

This does not benefit the community at all. 

It has been a tough two years for education and now the current 

year 5s are looking at secondary schools. You are limiting the 

diverse population of the area by only allowing certain schools 

priority when you don’t even know what else is out there. Yes

If they increase the school year to allow other 

students from other schools to apply then I’m ok 

with that. But doesn’t mean those children are 

from the other trust’s schools.  Yes

Yes I agree as mixed sex multiples should be given a 

same priority as single sex multiples 

We are all entitled to give our children the best 

education possible. Unfortunately some of us 

live in areas where good education is limited. 

Then there are some of us that can’t afford 

private schooling. 

We should all be given a fair chance of getting 

into a good school and not be penalised because 

we chose not to send our children to Langley 

park or any other trust schools. I chose my faith 

first and foremost and it has been so beneficial 

for my child. She is a good All rounder student 

who has never had a bad mark against her. She 

would thrive in a school like Langley girls

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

26 10/3/21 13:22:57 10/3/21 13:52:42 No

As it's not fair to other local primary school (which has much 

longer history in the local area) pupils. No

Increasing the capacity of secondary school could 

make reduction in the attention level which each 

pupils get from tutors and it's lead to the poor 

learning environment and then performance. No 

Siblings of higher multiple birth should be prioritized 

to be placed in the same school but they should not 

necessarily be in LPSB or LPGS.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;



27 10/3/21 13:43:57 10/3/21 13:53:56 No

It is not ok for the headteacher of Langley primary to promise 

places at the Langley secondaries without going through the 

proper process. The parents of those attending the primary should 

have done proper due diligence on admissions rather than this 

type of hindsight consultation. No

Unless additional teacher/staff resource is 

provided then it is not fair to adversely impact 

those who would be going to the school anyway 

and the teaching staff whose workload would also 

be increased Yes

Mixed sex twins/multiples should be able to attend 

schools on the same site

We have been through the Langley primary 

issue before, once this consultation has finished 

this needs a line drawing under it and no more - 

it is a waste of time for lots of people!

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

28 10/3/21 13:50:28 10/3/21 13:57:05 No

It would shrink the catchment distance for children which 

currently would get into both schools and also house prices of 

people who currently live  within catchment of both schools. No

The schools are already over scribed and it would 

put extra pressure on teachers and facilities Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

29 10/3/21 14:02:25 10/3/21 14:03:41 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

30 10/3/21 14:32:01 10/3/21 14:34:47 No

I have a child at Hawes Down Primary within the Langley Trust and 

feel it unfair Langley Primary school children would get priority 

over Hawes Down when we are apparently all in the 'same' trust 

and working together. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

31 10/3/21 16:03:15 10/3/21 16:05:02 No

It will have a massive affect on tje wider community for other 

children No The school is big enough Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

32 10/3/21 16:29:30 10/3/21 16:34:07 No

I have sent my child to Hawes Down as our local primary school in 

good faith that she will have the same opportunity as others 

within the catchment area to attend her closest senior school. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

33 10/3/21 16:39:28 10/3/21 16:41:07 No

Priority should be given to local children no matter which primary 

they attend. No Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

34 10/3/21 16:43:42 10/3/21 16:49:07 No

It takes away places from children who may live closer to the 

school. In the early years the Langley Park Primary had a large 

catchment. I think that local schools should be equally available to 

all. Having another criteria takes away more places from local 

families who do not attend Langley primary. Neutral

I don’t agree to the increase if it is to allow for the 

children of LPPS to attend. The children in these 

years will have siblings and so this will continue to 

have a knock on effect for years to come. No 

I believe the schools are separate and there 

admissions should remain separate.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

35 10/3/21 18:42:13 10/3/21 18:55:19 No

I don’t agree with feeder schools philosophy as it limits choice for 

local parents. I don’t believe that the choice for secondary schools 

should be predetermined by the school place allocated for primary 

school children given that many people don’t necessarily receive 

first choice schools in early years education. No

Unless it is a year impacted by a population boom, 

it seems unnecessary to increase the PAN on two 

schools which already have large intakes Yes

It seems fair that twins etc should be able to attend 

the same school ‘campus’ as their sibling/s

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

36 10/3/21 19:18:38 10/3/21 19:21:26 No It should be local schools for local kids. Neutral Yes

If you want to make Langley primary a feeder 

school, then it should be for pupils starting my 

reception in 2022, not for existing year groups.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee 

or governor of one of the 

Trust's secondary school ;

37 10/3/21 19:36:04 10/3/21 19:37:43 No Catchment area for the primary school is wider No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

38 10/3/21 19:30:27 10/3/21 19:41:54 Neutral

I understand why this is being proposed as seems unfair for the 

parents that were promised admission to Langley park. It’s a 

shame that no one is being held account for the misinformation. 

I’m also concerned it may set a president for the trust to consult 

on changing admission criteria in the future.  Yes

I think this is a good compromise. It would appear 

to solve the issues. I wonder if it will have an 

impact on class sizes as although there will be one 

additional class (tutor group?) will subject classes 

be larger? Yes Means there is less confusion all round. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

39 10/3/21 19:53:05 10/3/21 19:55:43 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

40 10/3/21 19:53:29 10/3/21 19:58:37 No

Seems unfair given we live in catchment area and our son goes to 

a Langley Academy/

Trust school but will be lower down the waiting list as a result. No

Will not benefit my child (5 year old)

Who otherwise would have otherwise been high 

when it comes to applying (2027). Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

41 10/3/21 19:53:21 10/3/21 19:58:38 No

Unfair for children at other local primary schools who live within 

the catchment for Langley. No

This will not benefit my child (5 years old) and we 

chose to live in the Langley catchment so are being 

disadvantaged if this is brought in. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

42 10/3/21 19:56:10 10/3/21 19:59:20 No

This is unfair on the children in lower years and for people who 

have lived in the area wanting and planning to send children to the 

secondary schools No

The number of children already in a very tight 

space is already too high adding increased 

children/parents will add even more congestion 

and traffic to the area. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



43 10/3/21 20:21:02 10/3/21 20:26:22 Yes

If parents were given clear, unambiguous assurances that their 

children would attend LPSG and LPSB then that should be 

honoured. Yes

No local children should lose out given that the 

assurances were made without having gone 

through due process. Yes Sensible

I expect that this draws a line under this episode 

and that no further changes will be proposed.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;Employee, governor or 

trustee of another local 

secondary school ;

44 10/3/21 20:28:30 10/3/21 20:30:04 No Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

45 10/3/21 20:58:40 10/3/21 21:03:23 Yes

Seems fair to stick to the promise as long as this doesn’t set a 

precedent for further consultations to redraw admissions policy in 

favour of LPPS Yes Yes

I agree to the proposal to make good on the 

promise made to parents pre 2018 ONLY, not 

any future plans to change LPS admissions to 

favour LPPS

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

46 10/3/21 21:08:45 10/3/21 21:10:09 No

Unfair to local

Children No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

47 10/4/21 7:14:34 10/4/21 7:19:13 No

Points to consider are:

a) Other parents expressed they were clearly told the primary 

school would NOT be a feeder and chose another primary school. 

b) The boys school was NOT part of LPLT at the time the 

"promises" were made, so I don't see parents could have had any 

expectation of a feeder place at the boys school at all.

c) The knock-on consequences of giving priority to these 2 years at 

LPP will extend beyond these 2 years due to their siblings taking 

priority places in future years.

d) although they are proposing to increase the PAN for those 2 

years, this will mean directing resources that the schools could 

otherwise use elsewhere to providing extra classes. No

The school is already excessively large and 

increasing numbers would be detrimental to 

current students.  The sixth form would not be able 

to accommodate all students moving forward. Neutral

We chose a religious primary school although 

are within the catchment and walking distance 

to LPGS. By making LPP a feeder we are being 

disadvantaged by our religious views and risk 

not securing a place. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

48 10/4/21 8:16:45 10/4/21 8:21:08 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

49 10/4/21 8:54:13 10/4/21 8:59:17 No

It puts children at other local primaries at a disadvantage and we 

were categorically told that LPP had no preferential status in 

admissions when we selected an alternative primary in the Trust. 

The knock on effect with siblings etc will extend beyond the 2 

years being proposed. Neutral

Should the proposal pass I think increasing the PAN 

is absolutely necessary. I would imagine it will still 

result in fewer places available for other local kids 

though and as above the impact will be felt for 

longer than the 2 years proposed. I also have 

concerns about adding additional classes for just 2 

years in terms of resourcing that boom. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

50 10/4/21 10:00:17 10/4/21 10:05:05 No

This will make it impossible for my year 3 child to get into a good 

high school in this area that we live in and end up going to a school 

in Croydon. This is very unfair. No Yes

Every single year you try to cut the catchment 

down and chip away at it even more making it 

impossible for children in the area to go to a 

good high school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

51 10/4/21 10:13:50 10/4/21 10:17:02 No

It’s disadvantageous to other children in the area. Other parents 

were not aware of Langley Primary’s ambition to be a feeder 

school. The school should remain with the current admissions 

policy. No

How do these additional children be 

accommodated? Are the schools going to increase 

in size for classrooms etc? Yes

There should be no difference between single sex 

and mixed sex siblings.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

52 10/4/21 10:13:12 10/4/21 10:17:47 No

We moved into the area, with the hope that we may have a chance 

to get our two boys into the school based on historic admissions. 

To give priority to Langley Primary will decrease their fair chances 

of getting into Langley Boys. Yes

It may address the issue in the short term, but 

more needs to be done about accommodating 

numbers in future years. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



53 10/4/21 9:46:51 10/4/21 10:41:27 No

When we visited Langley Park Primary School back in 2016 we 

were told in no uncertain terms that the school was most 

definitely not a feeder school for LPBS or LPGS. Based on this 

information we decided not to apply to Langley Primary, however, 

we are now learning that apparently parents claim they were told 

it was a feeder school. By giving admission priority to these two 

year groups you are putting my eldest son at a disadvantage. No

Both Langley Secondary schools are built for the 

current amount of classes. The schools' resources 

will be overstretched with one more class being 

added to each leaving my children, should they be 

fortunate enough to get admission to LPBS or LPGS, 

at a disadvantage to other pupils who have gained 

entry to these schools in previous years. It seems 

the Trust are more committed to the few children 

and their parents, who were supposedly told false 

information with regards to its feeder status back 

in 2016, then it is about the welfare of the majority 

of other children from other primary schools, who 

are hoping to gain admission to one of the Langley 

secondary schools in 2023. Neutral

As I've mentioned above, back in 2016 when we 

visited various primary schools, we were told by 

several teachers and the Langley Primary school 

office that Langley Primary was most definitely 

NOT a feeder school for the Langley secondary 

schools. 

We used this information to decide which school 

was best for our child. However, we feel like 

your proposed changes (should they be 

approved) are punishing us for doing due 

diligence and more importantly putting our son 

at a massive disadvantage when we apply for 

LPBS 2023 entry. 

Also, call us sceptics, but we feel like should 

these changes be approved it will be one more 

step closer to Langley Primary becoming a full-

blown feeder school. Should this happen it will 

also put our younger son at a disadvantage 

when he applies for LPBS in 2025. 

The Langley Trust are very clever at using figures 

to try and shine a positive light on proposals and 

no doubt you'll be able to make up some figures 

that show how the above proposals, should they 

be approved, have not had any real affect on 

pupils from other primary schools. However, 

even if one child is put at a disadvantage then it 

should not be deemed acceptable.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

54 10/4/21 9:52:39 10/4/21 10:41:56 No

My daughter attends secondary school in 2023, so this will directly 

impact her and peers. Particularly those that already live on the 

borderline catchment. These kids will miss out on a place if there 

are children that would normally live outside of the catchment 

who are attending the Langley Park Primary Schools. No

This option is only affective if the number of places 

is increased to the point that its sufficient enough 

to cover the additional as a result of the Langley 

Park Primary school admission, otherwise, there is 

no guarantee this is sufficient. And I would 

question the level of education pupils are receiving 

due to increasing the number of pupils. Ie Is the 

sufficient support given to kids that need 

intervention, classroom and assemble hall space. 

How this affects the playground and the lunch 

hour. Ie late lunches and not enough time to eat. Neutral

I'm not clear on this one. I don't understand this 

question. 

This is just really unfair, why parents have to be 

put through this again. The stress 2 years ago 

and now again. Parents moving into an area, 

with a target school in mind, paying a premium 

price on their property, because lets face it, the 

more close to the LP secondary school in 

proximately, the more expense, building their 

lives near the school and they is at risk. Q3 

already highlights that in 2023/2024 we don't 

expect these to be normal years. Not normally in 

the admission process and criteria as well as the 

level of education and experience the impacted 

child will receive, and the subsequent knock on 

affect to other year groups. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

55 10/4/21 10:29:55 10/4/21 10:46:15 Yes

We were one of the parents who was informed by the head 

teacher that LPBS was becoming a trust school and assurance that 

LPPS would be a feeder school. Based on this, and given huge 

considerations for my son’s education, we chose LPPS over the 

other choices. Yes

As above 

Many parents chose LPPS over other schools, 

which was a huge gamble in terms of not being  an 

established setting and the uncertainty this brings. 

It’s also important to note that we do live within 

the catchment area of the senior schools Neutral

Whilst there are many arguments residents are 

making against agreement to this proposal, it 

would be an absolute shame for potentially 120 

children to not have the option to continue their 

education in an environment they know. In fact, 

there would not be 120 children eligible, as 

none of the classes are at capacity & many 

classes have had children leave and enrol since 

2018. For example, my son’s class only has 23 

children but only 19/20 have been enrolled 

since before August 2018. These children have 

developed the Langley characteristics & know 

the expectations on them to maintain that ethos 

which follows through to the secondary schools. 

Many families at LPPS also live within the 

catchment, so in actual fact, there will be little 

impact on places for other children locally when 

splitting between LPGS & LPBS. Some families 

may consider mixed schools, such as Eden Park 

High when the time comes. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

56 10/4/21 11:14:06 10/4/21 11:18:25 No

I don't agree with sole priority of Langley Park Prinary School, this 

amounts to it being a feeder school which is unfair. No

Decreasing back to normal levels puts all children 

later than those years at a disadvantage outside of 

Langley schools once you have made the change to 

give sole priority to Langley primary Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

57 10/4/21 11:56:39 10/4/21 12:01:48 No

There will be a negative impact on the intakes from other primary 

schools in the years following the proposed changes due to the 

sibling criteria No

As above, in the years following the proposed 

changes, children at other primary schools who 

would likely have been eligible for a place due to 

proximity to the school will be disadvantaged by 

siblings from the intakes in 23/24. Yes

I agree, it would be unfair to send mixed sex 

multiple birth children to separate sites if they wish 

to attend the same site.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



58 10/4/21 12:43:52 10/4/21 12:49:24 Yes

It was promised in writing, over the 2 years suggested it would 

make little negative impact to the surrounding area Yes

We are talking 2 years only to honour a promise. 

Hardly effecting anyone negatively Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

59 10/4/21 12:46:17 10/4/21 12:53:24 No

The proposal, like the one just two years ago, limits the chances of 

children in the wider area of getting in to Langley Boys or Girls. 

The past two years has already seen the addition of a sibling 

policy, and teachers children policy. This addition, as well as the 

new housing development near the schools will reduce t he 

catchment area so to disadvantage more children throughout 

Bromley. No

The school already has a large intake and this only 

smooths things over for the first two years intake, I 

feel it is a move to get Langley Primary approved as 

a feeder with no thought for those following, as 

they won't be looking at admissions policies yet - 

its not on their radar. Yes

This consultations is taking place just a couple of 

years since the last one. The community spoke 

loud and clear then, and I hope they will do this 

time. When Langley Primary first opened we 

were told there would be no priority given and 

this should still stand. There is no community 

reason, no benefit to the wider group of children 

across Bromley. The only reason there is for 

doing this as far as I can see, is to strengthen the 

Langley Brand.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

60 10/4/21 13:32:54 10/4/21 13:35:49 No

Everyone in the local area should have a fair choice of secondary 

school. Would have a huge social impact on the area for the whole 

community. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

61 10/4/21 13:37:05 10/4/21 13:42:22 No

I considered sending my children to LPPS for this reason but we 

were told that it was not going to guarantee a place in Langley 

secondary. I chose another school then. Giving priority to these 

children lessens our chance for getting in in the future as siblings 

will also follow in years to come. Yes

The PAN should be increased if possible anyway 

but do not prioritise the children from LPPS. All 

local children deserve a fair chance. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

62 10/4/21 13:43:59 10/4/21 13:59:19 No

There are so many children who live within walking distance and 

should be able to go to the secondary schools..  There should be 

no feeder schools for any year as it sets a precedent and this is t 

good for the community and other primary schools in the locality. No This will impact lower years due to sibling policy... Neutral

You have already been turned down once.  Stop 

trying to do this it is not ok and just cause undue 

worry and stress for the local community. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

63 10/4/21 14:32:56 10/4/21 14:36:27 Yes

This is very fair, with no affect on children from local schools 

getting a place. Yes No 

As the children are at an age where they can all 

separate and go to different schools 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

64 10/4/21 14:48:02 10/4/21 14:49:33 Yes Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

65 10/4/21 14:48:50 10/4/21 14:50:20 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

66 10/4/21 14:51:13 10/4/21 14:53:32 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school ;

67 10/4/21 14:46:49 10/4/21 15:07:29 No

Priority should go to local children who live near the secondary 

school. Those who only joined the primary school in the hope of it 

becomming a feeder school should not be rewarded. Langley 

school made it very clear to Prospective parents during the Open 

Days that the new primary school would not be a feeder to the 

secondary school, and there is no misleading information to 

suggest it would be, so I'm not sure why those parents are feeling 

misled, they are simply just trying their luck and it is ridiculousthat 

the Council are considering changing policy for them. It will not 

only effect the 2023/2024 intake, it will also have knock on effects 

for younger children due to number of siblings etc. I believe each 

parent should be responsible for checking a schools admission 

policy, not simply hoping the primary you attend may become a 

feeder, and seeking to change the policy when it doesn't suit. No

They should not have to accommodate more 

children because some parents wanted the primary 

school to be a feeder, even when it was stated 

many times that it would not be a feeder. Extra 

children will stretch resources and have a negative 

impact on those children should rightly be there. 

They should not be disadvanyed because if a small 

group of patents who perhaps did not pay 

attention properly when the school opened, or 

failed to do any research with regards to school 

admissions policies and are now seeking to get 

them changed for their own benefit. It is a disgrace 

and embarrassing that Bromley Council are even 

considering this proposal. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

68 10/4/21 15:21:51 10/4/21 15:22:37 Yes Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

69 10/4/21 15:58:20 10/4/21 16:06:00 No

If the pupils attend Langley Park Primary then they will most likely 

live close enough to LPGS and LPBS to get in to the school to get in 

on proximity. Therefore even if it was ‘promised’ it would not 

make a lot of difference to the majority of the year. If they do not 

live close to the school try should attend their closest secondary 

school that they are offered a place at as is the case for other 

schools especially those who do not have a secondary in their trust. Neutral

This will disadvantage all the children in that year 

because the year group will be larger than normal. Yes

Twins abs multiple births should be able to attend 

either school regardless of gender as they probably 

live in the same house. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;



70 10/4/21 15:58:53 10/4/21 16:10:23 No

Stop messing around with the admissions for Langley, the 

admission should be based only on siblings and distance, giving 

priority to Langley primary puts everyone else at a disadvantage. 

Leave things alone, did you not cause enough uproar from the last 

consultation No

As far as reasonably possible is your get our 

clause,. There should be no special cases for 

admission, siblings plus distance should be the only 

criteria Yes That is fair

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

71 10/4/21 16:20:34 10/4/21 16:22:48 No

Secondary schools should be for local children irrespective of their 

primary school. This will just put even more pressure on 

oversubscribed secondary schools Yes

I would need to know by how much they are 

intending to increase their PAN by Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

72 10/4/21 18:42:10 10/4/21 19:01:51 No

Dear Sir/Madam,

Any deviation from the current admissions policy is a breach of 

public trust and highlights the Trusts lack of understanding of 

Bromley resident’s opinion. This is the Trust second attempt to 

manipulate the admissions policy. The first attempt was widely 

criticised and I suspect this proposal will meet the same public 

resistance. 

In addition, Langley Parks Schools are publicly funded and should 

follow the LA admissions policy. These provide equal opportunity 

to all parties and provide a fair and open opportunity to send their 

children to one of the above schools. 

Regards. No

The current structures within Langley Park Schools 

work well. I suspect that the increased classes will 

be under resourced and effect children experience 

of the schools and negatively affect grades. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

73 10/4/21 19:06:00 10/4/21 19:14:28 Yes It seems a sensible compromise given the situation. Yes

This feels essential to ensure no one misses out on 

a place. Yes This seems sensible 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

74 10/4/21 19:13:04 10/4/21 19:24:09 No

Do not agree only 1 school should have priority over other schools 

in the trust No

What happens with these pupils with siblings? Is 

there an increase in Pan every year ? Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

75 10/4/21 20:14:04 10/4/21 20:23:37 No

Parents should decide on their primary school as the best for their 

child not based on the sole purpose of someone going rogue and 

mis-informing them that they will get that child into a particular 

secondary school if they attend that Primary. It is an unfair 

priority, either all the primary schools in the Langley Trust should 

have priority or not at all. This admission change was previously 

looked at and not allowed. No

I do not agree with bulge year groups. The school is 

built and resourced to accommodate a certain 

amount of young people, a bulge year would be 

too large for the school. Yes The sibling rule should apply across the two schools. 

Not sure why you are consulting on admissions 

again so close to the previous consultation. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

76 10/5/21 1:47:32 10/5/21 1:52:31 No

Unfair for local children in same year groups who live in catchment 

, could have consequences for their places No

Would have detriment to teaching as more 

children in year groups Neutral

Sibling rule now applies if you are in catchment you 

shouldn’t have a problem 

It is not the trusts right to make promises to 

parents. Children in the Bromley borough should 

all be offered places following Bromley’s rules of 

catchment sibling looked after children etc. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

77 10/5/21 2:31:43 10/5/21 2:56:14 No

A word of mouth ‘promise’ should not assume a change in 

admission without a proper consultation process. Word of mouth 

‘promises’ could be claimed all the time! Pupils will still qualify for 

their local secondary catchment. Siblings will take other places of 

local children in other years and no ‘extra’ classes would be 

created in these years. Wholly unfair for those local to the school 

to miss out. No

Extra class will drain resources for others. Boys 

school was not even part of the trust then. No 

The boys school was not even part of the trust when 

this cohort started.

To accept a place at the primary school based on 

a supposed ‘promise’ that had not been to 

consultation and was not finalised was foolish. 

To expect an admission change based on this, 

for only two years seems very entitled. I did not 

chose this primary and knew that early talk of it 

becoming a feeder school was mere 

‘speculation’ and wishful thinking on those who 

lived outside the catchment area. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee 

or governor of one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

78 10/5/21 6:03:29 10/5/21 6:06:24 Yes Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

79 10/5/21 6:05:53 10/5/21 6:10:58 No

The children should be taken on area the crow flies, as it gives all 

the other children in the area a disadvantage. No

This will overwhelm the school and the teachers 

working within the school. And put a strain on the 

pupils who will be attending. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

80 10/5/21 6:47:17 10/5/21 6:55:56 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

81 10/5/21 6:55:26 10/5/21 7:02:55 No No

One additional class would not be sufficient to off 

balance the impact on children who are at other 

primary schools Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

82 10/5/21 7:09:55 10/5/21 7:12:32 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

83 10/5/21 7:14:30 10/5/21 7:16:01 No School built for local children No

We were never promised a feeder school 

catchment & normal admission criteria Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

84 10/5/21 7:16:13 10/5/21 7:17:10 No Yes No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



85 10/5/21 7:17:19 10/5/21 7:23:57 No

I attended the open day when Langley Park Primary school was 

first opening and the Headteacher told us that students at the 

primary school would not automatically get into the secondary 

schools- only if they were within catchment when applying for 

secondary. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

86 10/5/21 7:29:30 10/5/21 7:44:29 No

At the open morning we were told that attendance at the primary 

school would not provide preferential admission to Langley 

secondary schools. We therefore made our decision on primary 

schools based on this assurance. These proposals renege on this 

assurance and so had we known, we may have made a different 

decision. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

87 10/5/21 8:00:16 10/5/21 8:14:45 No

I think it is unfair to the other children due to start secondary 

school in that year that possibly live closer to the Langley 

Secondary schools and could lose out on a place due to the 

children who attend LPPS who live out of catchment. No

There are already too many children per class I

don’t think increasing the intake a good idea, as 

resources are already stretched. Yes

Twins of mixed sex should have the same

priority as same sex twins ideally you would

Prefer your children to go to school at the same 

campus 

My son is in the 2023 intake Year and attends

Hawes Down Primary school. I think it would be 

unfair to 3 of the Primary schools in Langley 

Trust to not have the same priority as LPPS 

students. People in the area move house to get 

their children into the right schools in our case 

we bought our house when our son was 1 yrs 

old looking ahead to secondary schools we 

wanted him to attend. I think it is unfair that he 

or any of the other children at Hawes Down to 

miss a place based on LPPS being considered a 

feeder school

to the Secondary schools if that had been public 

knowledge at the time of reception I’m sure 

there would have been a lot more parents 

choosing LPPS at the time. 

I don’t agree with making the 2023 & 2024 

intakes bigger they are already oversubscribed. 

It would

Not be the best solution. The criteria should stay 

as it has always been, and not be extended. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

88 10/5/21 8:13:11 10/5/21 8:14:46 Yes Yes Yes Another interested party;

89 10/5/21 9:02:43 10/5/21 9:08:42 No

There are not enough secondary schools for Langley to start 

prioritising their infant school pupils. Many parents, including 

myself specifically bought houses within the catchment area to 

enable our children to have the best possible chance of getting a 

place at Langley secondary. This is entirely unfair. No

Langley is a large school. Why tip the balance now 

and over-stretch resources, increase traffic to the 

school? Neutral

These proposals will be continued to be fought 

against by parents of children in other primary 

schools in the area, give up the time and 

expense wastes in these applications to the 

council. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

90 10/5/21 9:10:18 10/5/21 9:12:42 No

This is extremely unfair and unjust to parents of local pupils who 

chose a junior school that met their child’s needs No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

91 10/5/21 9:13:36 10/5/21 9:15:23 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

92 10/5/21 9:13:41 10/5/21 9:17:19 No

It should be based on local proximity and no priority given this is 

outrageous that it should even be allowed another consultation 

process No As above Yes No priority is given is the right way forward 

I’m so angry that this is being given another 

consultation we all voted no originally so why do 

you have to have another consultation 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

93 10/5/21 9:11:03 10/5/21 9:18:54 No

This is completely unfair to children who live closer who would 

miss out on places and have to go further for schools. I have 

bought a house in the catchment area to go to this school but 

would likely miss out on a place if this proposal happens and my 

child would only get into the the next closest school which is 

double the distance across many large main roads and not on a 

direct bus route. It is unacceptable. No

The school is very large already and would reduce 

the amount of resources and space available to 

other children at the school. No 

The schools are different and have different criteria 

and distance quotas. Many families have had 

children in the same family go yo different schools.

These proposals directly affect local children 

getting into the school and will cause children 

having to travel a long way to school. It will also 

reduce the teaching quality and space for 

children's extra curricular activities.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

94 10/5/21 9:15:32 10/5/21 9:21:01 No

Children should be able to go to a school they live locally too 

regardless of what primary school they go to. We have an obesity 

problem in the UK and this only adds to the problem if they then 

can't walk to school. Neutral

It's not enough. That's just 60 kids. There are way 

more than 60 kids at Pickhurst across 4 forms that 

are in the current Langley catchment area. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

95 10/5/21 9:21:04 10/5/21 9:25:07 No

We moved into the area and paid higher price in house just for a 

chance to get into secondary school. My son doesn t go no to 

Langley primary and won t be fair that people that don t live in the 

area but joined one of the Trust schools to have priority before 

locals. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

96 10/5/21 9:21:12 10/5/21 9:25:19 No All schools should use the criteria for siblings and proximity. No The schools are big enough already Yes

Children admitted to Langley primary often 

come from a lot further away and do not live in 

the catchment area. Another interested party;

97 10/5/21 9:34:04 10/5/21 9:36:51 No

It should go by catchment area. I am worried it will affect 

catchment for the rest of the schools in the area Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



98 10/5/21 9:20:50 10/5/21 9:38:45 No

Families could potentially move out of the area after their child is 

given a place in the primary school knowing that they will 

automatically get in to the secondary school. This would mean that 

families who live closer would potentially miss out on their child 

being given a place at Langley and having to travel out of the area 

to go to school No

This will again affect the catchment for future 

years. If siblings of those children who started 

between 2021-25 are given priority then there will 

be even less spaces for local children when the 

PAN is reduced again Yes

Twins would have always been at the same school 

and sometimes in the same class so being in schools 

that are a great distance apart may affect their 

mental health

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

99 10/5/21 9:40:25 10/5/21 9:42:19 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

100 10/5/21 9:50:39 10/5/21 9:52:05 No Unfair to children who already reside in the catchment area. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

101 10/5/21 9:46:52 10/5/21 9:52:50 No

Completely unfair on children living within the local areas.  As a 

parent I attended the open evening many years ago as my child 

was due to attend in the second year of the school being open and 

was 100 percent told that the school would NOT be a feeder and 

there were no plans for it to be so. No

Completely unfair on children living within the 

local areas.  As a parent I attended the open 

evening many years ago as my child was due to 

attend in the second year of the school being open 

and was 100 percent told that the school would 

NOT be a feeder and there were no plans for it to 

be so. No 

Completely unfair on children living within the local 

areas.  As a parent I attended the open evening 

many years ago as my child was due to attend in the 

second year of the school being open and was 100 

percent told that the school would NOT be a feeder 

and there were no plans for it to be so. 

How on earth is this fair on local children living 

within local distance to the school (where would 

they go)? Families have paid extra to live within 

the areas close to Langley so our children can 

attend these schools.  It is totally unreasonable 

to expect other children from other areas to gain 

a place over local children just because they 

were lucky to get into the primary school as it 

was undersubscribed and a promise was not 

made as I was personally told there were no 

plans for a feeder.  This will impact on all 

children within Hayes, west wickham, 

Beckenham as will decrease the catchment for 

other schools. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

102 10/5/21 9:46:04 10/5/21 9:54:03 No

It is completely unfair to all children who are not able to attend 

the langley primary. It additionally restricts the soc economic 

group of children attending Langley. No It's a discriminatory. Yes It would be ridiculous to expect otherwise.

We moved to this area so our children could 

attend both senior schools, we didn't have to 

worry which primary they attended. 

To add another layer of selection feels like social 

engineering which is incredibly unpalatable in 

today's society. Another interested party;

103 10/5/21 9:45:09 10/5/21 10:00:02 No

My daughter was at Langley Girls School, but this would have 

excluded her brothers because we moved later. My two boys were 

very well behaved and both subsequently attended university. Had 

they not been at the boy’s school, life might have been very 

different! No

Will extra excellent teaching staff be employed for 

this purpose. Many schools save as much money as 

possible and this needs extra checks to be put in 

place to ensure teacher quality and the right level 

of appropriate quality staffing. Will this happen? Yes It must be a priority to treat all children equally. Why is this change necessary? Another interested party;

104 10/5/21 10:04:26 10/5/21 10:07:36 No All primarys in the area should have equal priority. No

Classes sizes are already too big. More classrooms 

and teachers are required prior to further 

expansion of numbers. Yes I agree with this point.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;

105 10/5/21 10:17:20 10/5/21 10:21:37 No

I believe that allowing LPPS to be a feeder school for the 2 year 

groups only will still impact the local catchment areas for many 

years to come ….. what will happen with their younger siblings? 

They will get priority to LPSB & LPSG through the sibling rule! 

Creating an extra class for them 2 years will not cover the extra 

siblings in future years. No As above in box 2 Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

106 10/5/21 10:22:22 10/5/21 10:25:27 No

Entrance should be based on proximity to school and not a 

preference for certain schools, which unfairly disadvantages others Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

107 10/5/21 11:47:05 10/5/21 12:04:37 No

It is unfair to give one local feeder school preference over other 

feeder primaries. The schools serve the local area. No

Sounds like a short term fix to try and push your 

proposals through. Yes Equality

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local secondary 

school ;

108 10/5/21 12:09:03 10/5/21 12:17:50 No

- Clear and obvious adverse impact on other primary schools (non-

feeders)

- We moved to the area for the schools, so it feels unfair to be 

disadvantaged without warning

- Negative impact on local economy No

Because it pushes the problem back but is not a 

long-term solution Yes Sounds reasonable

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

109 10/5/21 12:20:11 10/5/21 12:22:11 No

Backdating the criteria effecting local kids, increased traffic. Local 

residents being excluded from our local schools No Yes Another interested party;

110 10/5/21 12:30:31 10/5/21 12:38:31 No

Priority should be given to children who live closest in order to 

reduce the number of cars driving to the area at pick up and drop 

off. It is already very congested at these times. No

This sounds like a one-off compromise in order to 

push the proposal through. I cannot imagine that 

the schools have the capacity to increase the 

number of forms per year group every year. Neutral

If children attend their closest school, then a larger 

proportion can walk to school. Surely we should be 

encouraging this (in order to reduce 

congestion/pollution and to reduce the numbers 

needing to use public transport to reduce the spread 

of Covid)?

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

111 10/5/21 12:39:15 10/5/21 12:41:18 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

112 10/5/21 12:41:15 10/5/21 12:43:27 No

Children from the catchment area may not get in to the school in 

the future No Too big and cause more traffic Neutral

Parent of a child aged 16 to 18 

not in education ;



113 10/5/21 12:47:18 10/5/21 12:51:41 No

I do not believe that this is for 2 years only. Everyone should get a 

fair chance to get into a decent school No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

114 10/5/21 12:39:44 10/5/21 12:52:23 No

LPGS and LPBS are local public secondary schools; they are here to 

serve the local community...ideally people who can walk to school. 

It would be safer, better for the environment (less commuting), 

and kids can grow with their friends around. No

Depends if these kids live locally, I mean at a 

walking distance.

Of course, this question should be asked to the 

head teacher who would need to manage this 

increase. Neutral

What exactly is the problem? Is there an 

increase of kids to apply for 2ndary school in the 

area? and not enough schools? or is it that 

everyone wants to go to LPGS/LPBS.

I thought we just open a new one Eden Park 

High school

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

115 10/5/21 12:38:24 10/5/21 12:57:41 No

Local schools should be for local children, anything that 

readdresses that is wrong.  As local residents we do not want more 

pollution, traffic etc by transporting children from outside the 

immediate catchment to the Langley schools and also from 

transporting those who are denied places to school further away.  

We have not all paid a substantial premium for our properties to 

be denied places at our local schools. No

No increase of PAN should be made.  It would not 

be necessary if there were no feeder schools.  Just 

because Langley Primary mistakenly published that 

they were to become a feeder school to Langley 

schools, that is their mistake and they should take 

the necessary action to resolve with disgruntled 

parents.  The Multi Academy Trust should never 

have made this suggestion, should have consulted 

properly at the outset and should not proceed with 

changing admission policies at both Langley 

Secondary schools. No 

Langley Boys and Girls schools are separate and 

should still be treated as so.  There is no reason 

other than living in the relevant catchment that 

should allow mixed sex twins to automatically get a 

place at either school.  Siblings do not cross-over 

schools so mixed set twins should not also.

Expect many local residents to be against your 

proposals, you cannot change admission policies 

to suit your mistakes and appease your parents. Another interested party;

116 10/5/21 13:03:20 10/5/21 13:04:37 No

Bang out of order, why should this happen when we all have to be 

in the catchment area. No Again why should the classes have to be bigger. No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

117 10/5/21 13:05:17 10/5/21 13:08:35 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

118 10/5/21 13:11:59 10/5/21 13:14:33 No

We specifically chise a house close to Langley so that my children 

fall into the catchment area. This is not fair to multiple schools in 

the area No

The school is very large already - this will add extra 

strain onto school resources and teachers, as well 

as extra traffic around the area each morning and 

afternoon Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

119 10/5/21 13:16:09 10/5/21 13:18:31 No No One class would not be sufficient Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

120 10/5/21 13:20:29 10/5/21 13:24:01 No

This is a divisive and worrying development, and I disagree for the 

same reasons I outlined the last time they tried to do something 

similar. Why should we create an exclusive arrangement for a local 

authority school? No See above. No  see above.

Very worried that this is going to be an annual 

activity. Shameful to try to create an exclusive 

admissions policy.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

121 10/5/21 13:18:18 10/5/21 13:24:15 No

In doing this, it will cause further uproar down the line and 

potential backlash from parents down the line who may expect the 

same treatment. No

Increasing numbers will again cause further issues 

in those particular years and will there be enough 

staff to manage or will their workload increase and 

mental health diminish? With the extra pressure to 

help more pupils perform well, it could take a turn 

for the worse. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

122 10/5/21 13:20:20 10/5/21 13:25:05 No

This will reduce the already very small catchment area for these 

schools. We should be promoting walking to school and reducing 

air pollution around schools for children's health by giving priority 

to children who leave in the vicinity of the school. Yes To increase the catchment area for local children. Yes

Siblings should not be split into 2 schools far away 

from each other

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

123 10/5/21 13:29:09 10/5/21 13:30:26 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

124 10/5/21 13:29:30 10/5/21 13:31:37 No The catchments are small enough!! No As above Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

125 10/5/21 13:33:54 10/5/21 13:36:19 No

unfair to other local children nearby the school or moving to the 

area. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

126 10/5/21 13:22:03 10/5/21 13:37:21 No

It's not a fair to give Langley Park primary school advantage over 

other primary schools in the area No

From 2025 is irrelevant,  kids who are not in 

Langley park Primary will still be disadvantaged 

who want to put down Langley Park schools as 

their school of choice for 2023 and 2024 Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

127 10/5/21 13:34:31 10/5/21 13:37:27 No Priority/cherry picking should not be given to feeding schools No

Increasing the number of children per class is a 

disadvantage re education Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

128 10/5/21 13:36:11 10/5/21 13:42:34 No

The assurances were given in error and that error should adversely 

affect local children by increasing class or year size. The schools 

are already large secondary schools and don't have additional 

facilities to cope with added numbers. No

The schools are already large secondary schools 

and don't have additional facilities to cope with 

added numbers. Yes

It's fair not to discriminate between the different 

types of siblings.

The surrounding roads are already busy enough 

without increasing the number of pupils in a 

year, even if only temporary. Local schools 

should be for local children, those that live 

closest to the school. The above proposals 

would have a negative environmental impact by 

offering places to children who live outside the 

catchment. If they lived inside the catchment 

they would automatically qualify for a place.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



129 10/5/21 13:28:41 10/5/21 13:42:54 No

Why would a school want to add such a specific requirement to 

the admission critieria - seems unfair to kids who live in the 

surrounding area. No

As I don't agree with the proposal, I don't agree 

with any of the subsequent points as you would 

only need them in support of the proposal. No  see above

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

130 10/5/21 13:41:23 10/5/21 13:44:07 No It will dramatically reduce an already very small catchment area. No

The numbers should be increased regardless as 

there are not enough decent school places if you 

can’t afford to live in the tiny catchment area but 

it’s not fair to increase it just for two years. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

131 10/5/21 13:29:16 10/5/21 13:44:40 No

Unfortunately, the Trust has seriously damaged its goodwill and 

credibility in the local community as a result of earlier proposals to 

exclude local children, and I have no confidence that this proposal 

seeks to act in local childrens' best interest and will not give 

licence to revisit earlier rejected admissions policies at a later 

date. This consultation does not help - focus on rebuilding that 

trust rather than revisiting earlier decisons that have been 

comprehensively rejected by the community. No

As above,  the Trust has seriously damaged its 

goodwill and credibility in the local community as a 

result of earlier proposals to exclude local children, 

and so I cannot have confidence that this proposal 

seeks to act in local childrens' best interest and will 

not be substanitally diverged from at a later date. 

Focus on rebuilding that trust rather than revisiting 

earlier decisons that have been comprehensively 

rejected by the community. No 

This proposal discriminates against mixed sex 

siblings of different but close ages, as the exact same 

rational for preferential admission exists for them 

(e.g. family logistics, wellbeing, etc) but yet they are 

excluded from the proposal.

The strong perception created by proposals (1) 

and (2) above is that the Trust rues defeat in the 

earlier discriminatory admissions policy it 

proposed and now seeks alternative routes to 

reverse this decison. It should focus on 

rebuilding goodwill rather than revisiting earlier 

decisons that have been comprehensively 

rejected by the community. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

132 10/5/21 13:44:09 10/5/21 13:45:54 No

Unfair to the local area that highly depends on this secondary 

school. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

133 10/5/21 13:43:10 10/5/21 13:46:05 No No Teachers and resources will be pushed Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

134 10/5/21 13:51:01 10/5/21 13:53:06 No unfair proposal No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

135 10/5/21 13:33:59 10/5/21 13:57:59 No

As a parent who viewed Langley Primary around the same time as 

the parents who state they were told their kids would have priority 

to the Secondary schools, I was told no such thing. 

I am not convinced these parents are being truthful. And I would 

be interested to see where they live - most likely out of catchment 

- hence why the fuss is being made. No

The secondary schools are big enough. 

I believe these children should live in the 

catchment area of Langley Secondary schools. 

What about these childrens siblings? They will be 

taken as priority in later years - once the class 

numbers reduced back!! Once again other local 

children left without a secondary place. Neutral

All children should have the right to a place at 

their local secondary school. No matter what 

Primary School they attend. 

Bromley Borough children should have priority 

to Bromley Borough schools. 

I am not convinced children at Langley Primary 

are local - especially when it first opened and 

the catchment was huge. These children should 

absolutely NOT have priority over others. Now 

or when their siblings come through in later 

years. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

136 10/5/21 13:59:24 10/5/21 14:06:07 No

Langley Primary is part of a trust and it would be unfair to not offer 

all school in the trust the same admissions policy. Local schools 

should be for local children and therefore the Langley Primary 

children should be in catchment anyway. No

This would be a stretch in funding for these years 

and therefore is unfair to children in this school 

year. They will be at a disadvantage. The school is 

already 8 forms and to increase this to ten would 

be stretch resource, facilities and make logistics 

difficult. Neutral

This was already decided and am unsure of why 

it now has to be considered again. It has 

lowered my trust in this academy and i feel 

frustrated they are unable to resolve the issue in 

another manner. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

137 10/5/21 14:18:45 10/5/21 14:21:30 No

I believe that this would exclude a large number of local families 

causing detrimental effect to local communities, the process 

would be incredibly unfair and I strongly disagree with this decision No It would be unfair to the students No 

This has already been rejected previously and 

should be rejected again as it would cause 

detrimental affect to local communities

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

138 10/5/21 14:24:52 10/5/21 14:26:39 No Not fair for other local children. No

Because larger years will not compensate for local 

children not making it in Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

139 10/5/21 14:55:55 10/5/21 14:58:48 No

It leaves us at a disadvantage because we go to a different primary 

school and are just within catchment. No My children (twin boys) would be starting in 2025 Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

140 10/5/21 15:28:59 10/5/21 15:36:54 No

It’s not fair for children who is currently living within the school 

catchment area. Due to the feeder school, they may lose their 

place which they were entitled according to catchment criteria. Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

141 10/5/21 15:32:20 10/5/21 15:47:31 No

This is immoral.  A school should serve its local community, and 

the local children should have access to their local school.  This 

proposal will siblings to be unable to attend the same school as 

their siblings, causing huge problems to local families, not to 

mention more traffic, and more pollution.  By letting this through 

local children who would have walked to school will then be forced 

to go to school out of their local area, therefore having a double 

impact on the pollution and traffic. This is  utterly ridiculous and 

completely unfair on the local children and their families,  Neutral . No  .

This is an unfair and clearly corrupt system 

where local children will miss out, families will 

be split up, there will be more traffic, thus 

causing more pollution, and there will be an 

instant lack of community feel in the area.  This 

is a ridiculous proposal.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child at one of the Trust's 

primary schools ;

142 10/5/21 16:12:36 10/5/21 16:16:46 No

There should be no feeder admissions as this disadvantages others 

who have paid to live in the area and would have made different 

primary school choices if they had know this information years ago. No

If there was the facility and capacity to do this it 

would be done anyway. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;



143 10/5/21 16:19:23 10/5/21 16:46:22 No

Not sure why is there any need of giving priority to a particular 

primary school when trust is intending to increase the number of 

seats for admission. Like Langely park, if every secondary school 

starts giving priority to their feeder primary schools, once again 

children attending different primary schools and living in close 

proximity/catchment of Langley park secondary school would 

simply lose out or have a very slim chance of admission. Most of 

the children from feeder school would fill up the existing 

admission places. Yes

The proposal does not specify or clearly define 

class size when saying increase by one class. The 

number of increased seats should be clearly 

specified and calculated fairly considering to 

accommodate the number of applications (from 

the children of other primary schools in the area) 

that the school has been receiving and admitting 

since the past few years. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

144 10/5/21 16:48:33 10/5/21 16:51:40 No Kids from other school in the area should have the same rightS Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

145 10/5/21 16:52:17 10/5/21 16:57:23 No

I responded but need to add to my response - the additional 

classes is even more detrimental than just prioritising the children 

for the next few years as it will have significant impacts for years 

to come.  This is really unfair on children in the surrounding 

locality and the locals have already VERY recently expressed we do 

not want priority entry based on what school you go to do a why 

propose this and b why propose this and make the situation worse 

by just adding lots of additional children rather than just 

prioritising for the next two years.  That is even more ludicrous! No

It should not be increased as it will have significant 

detrimental impacts for many years to come. I am 

so annoyed you are trying again to do this! No 

Priority should only be given for the school your 

child is at not any other in the trust or st the boys or 

girls schools.  

Please stop trying to change entry criteria, it is 

not right or fair! It will have detrimental impacts 

on the local Community and other local schools.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

146 10/5/21 16:57:09 10/5/21 16:59:19 No It’s unfair No Doesn’t seem fair Neutral Another interested party;

147 10/5/21 16:57:35 10/5/21 17:04:05 No

Entirely unacceptable to prejudice against children from other 

local junior schools. No reason for this to go ahead at all. No

Both secondary schools are already singularly large 

institutions. This proposal will significantly 

negatively impact on traffic, parking and pollution 

levels. Yes That is entirely reasonable.

There is no reason at all why the junior school 

should become an advantaged feeder for the 

secondaries to the detriment of other local 

children. You risk creating an exclusive little 

enclave which is not an acceptable proposition.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

148 10/5/21 17:20:32 10/5/21 17:21:18 No Unfair advantage to children of that school No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

149 10/5/21 17:21:22 10/5/21 17:22:04 No No No  Another interested party;

150 10/5/21 17:22:06 10/5/21 17:23:09 No My children wouldn’t get into the secondary if this is implemented No Unfair No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

151 10/5/21 17:27:36 10/5/21 17:33:51 No

The Trust should abide by the same rules as everyone else - 

admission to the Langley Park Secondary schools should be based 

on distance from the school for entry at age 11. This is clearly 

underhand and looking to prioritise some pupils over others No

This will be unfair for pupils from 2025 - this date 

has been added to try and gain support from 

families who will attain year 7 in the next 4 years 

but disadvantages younger children in the area Neutral

The Trust should stop trying to circumvent the 

rules.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

152 10/5/21 17:46:37 10/5/21 17:52:53 No  Yes

if the school has more capacity then it is fair to 

increase the PAN Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

153 10/5/21 17:47:51 10/5/21 17:56:51 No

We looked into LPPS for our son for admission to reception in 

September 2016 and was told that the school would not become a 

feeder to LPBS. This swayed our decision to send him to a local 

school in Shortlands (Highfield)                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                  and feel it would be 

unfair to allow children and their siblings for a wider catchment to 

be fed in ahead of us. Expanding the PAM will still see local 

children rejected due to siblings which is unfair for local families. No

This only helps admissions in 2023 and 2024. After 

that, siblings to those fed in will take places away 

from local children. Neutral

LPBG has a much wider catchment then LPBS. It 

would mean local children applying for LPBS could 

be denied admission due to boy's being fed in within 

the girl catchment area. Admissions should be 

prioritized by distance.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

154 10/5/21 17:50:18 10/5/21 18:03:20 No

Absolutely wrong. An assurance was given but it was a mistake. It 

is absurd that many many families will suffer in your scramble to 

avoid paying for that mistake. You say the priority won't last for 

more that 2 years but can we trust that? I would say not. With 

langley settled as a feeder school, you'll just ring the changes by 

adding one or two more select feeder schools. This is SO wrong 

and I am massively against it No

I had kids in both langley girls and boys. If you add 

extra classes- particularly in the ramshackle old 

buildings of the girls school- there will be terrible 

overcrowding. This is WRONG!!!!! Yes Seems fair

Please don't do this. A mistake was made. Let 

the parents affected drag you through the courts 

- that's their battle- but do not change the 

system to suit. Another interested party;



155 10/5/21 17:47:24 10/5/21 18:07:10 No

When Langley Primary School first opened, the catchment was 

huge. These parents who ‘say’ they were sold the school on the 

basis they would get feeder status quite clearly do not live in the 

area. Otherwise they would trust in the usual secondary school 

application process. Like parents of other primary schools have to. 

We visited Langley Primary in the second year in which the School 

opened - and not once were we ‘sold’ or ‘promised’ feeder status - 

so I am interested to find out how/when these parents were 

promised such. 

Secondary School places are already hard to come by, without kids 

from goodness knows where getting guaranteed spots. 

If the Trust or Langley Primary did sell these parents feeder status, 

it is completely unfair on the parents and kids of other Primary 

Schools who have to pay the premium price of living near good 

secondary schools and not guaranteed a place, and having to go 

through the usual application process. 

Kids from Shirley, other areas in the Croydon borough, Penge, 

Anerley and the other side of Beckenham will be given spots above 

kids living closer = WRONG AND UNFAIR. No

If this goes ahead - What if these kids who might 

potentially be given ‘guaranteed’ spots have 

siblings, or multiple siblings - at a later date they 

will be given places at Langley boys or girls above 

other local children once the intake shrinks back to 

the usual size. 

Wrong. Especially if they do not live locally. Which 

is obvious they do not. Neutral

Stop with these consultations to tick boxes. The 

Trust and LPPS need to Own up to their mistakes 

(if they promised things they shouldn’t have) 

and stop giving places to kids that clearly do not 

live locally or even in the borough! Local schools 

for local kids!! 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

156 10/5/21 18:21:44 10/5/21 18:24:19 No

It may change the catchment for other children in the local area 

and prevent children from other local primary schools being able 

to come Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

157 10/5/21 18:31:02 10/5/21 18:34:34 No

Priority for local children should be given to stop causing 

environmental damage by forcing local children to travel to other 

schools far from their home. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

158 10/5/21 18:51:13 10/5/21 19:05:01 No

To reduce traffic, pollution and to reduce climate change. Children 

should attend a local school. It should be based on where they 

leave, not what primary school they attend. Making children travel 

further to a whether that be by bus, car, train, coach all adds to 

congestion, pollution and climate change. Priority should go to 

children that are local to the school. No

Both schools are very popular already. Adding 

another form to both schools only causes 

resourcing issues and will probably lead to further 

temporary teaching facilities. Both schools were 

designed with a school capacity, that capacity 

should not be extended as the quality of teaching 

at the secondary schools will be affected.

No 

each school has a capacity and is an individual 

school. Each school should have its own intake. Each 

school also is run individually with different start 

times, different extra curricular activities, so what is 

the value of having siblings at different schools?

This consultation request is being driven by the 

issue that a head teacher has made incorrect 

statements. The learning trust needs address 

that the statements were not legal and to reset 

the expectations of parents and children

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

159 10/5/21 19:05:04 10/5/21 19:08:09 No

It provides an unfair advantage to the those children in Langley 

Primary when there are limited availability for good secondary 

schools in the area and all children deserve a fair chance to be 

educated at both Langley schools. Yes

That provides all parents an opportunity to make 

an informed Decision on what primary school to 

send your child to based on the knowledge that the 

class will reduce in 3 years. Yes

It would make easier for parents to ensure their 

children are equally educated

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

160 10/5/21 19:05:41 10/5/21 19:13:04 No

It would mean that even if we live within the catchment area from 

previous years my child will not be considered as per the closeness 

to school but will be behind the LPPS children who might live 

farther ahead. No

The school is already big in terms of PAN and not 

sure if the schools facilities would be sufficient. 

Plus it might affect quality of the education 

provided. Yes It should be the case.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

161 10/5/21 17:19:02 10/5/21 19:13:56 No

It is most unfair to offer places to children who may have moved 

out of the catchment during primary years. Sibling criteria will 

apply, limiting the number of available places for local  children 

and forcing them to distant schools and thus diminishing 

community values and pressurising transport. The schools criteria 

is of proximity,  not which primary school a child attended is fairer 

and creates a level playing field for all. My children are now grown 

up but I lived this borough at a time when ‘the Greenwich’ decision 

affected which school your child attended. It was devisive, unfair 

and resulted in children criss crossing across boroughs for the 

parents choice and the inevitable fights and crime as hoards of 

teenagers made their way home. I don’t believe many benefited 

from this, no community to support them, parents at a distance 

and often no friends in the evening or at weekends because pupils 

are spread far and wide. Think fairness, community climate No

Because I don’t believe it will happen, things rarely 

go backwards and once the toothpaste is out the 

tube, pressure will be applied to maintain the 

status quo. Also the ripple effect of siblings will 

effect admissions for years to come. Neutral

If we didn’t have the bonkers system of single sex 

schools it wouldn’t be an issue

Parents will mostly do whatever it takes to get 

their children into their school of choice. This 

proposal is playing into the hands of the most 

manipulative, sharp elbowed parents in the 

Borough. I cannot overstate the importance of  a 

level playing field at Secondary school 

application time. It is stressful, time consuming 

and sets parents against each other. Let’s ensure 

that as far as possible every child attending the 

school lives is in the catchment area in order to 

have friends outside of school, share homework 

and local support of parents

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Another interested party;



162 10/5/21 19:08:19 10/5/21 19:23:55 No

The assurances allegedly given to some parents were not 

published at the time, therefore they were not known to other 

parents in the local area. If they had been published, other parents 

in the local area and beyond would have applied to LPPS to ensure 

their children would have obtained a place at LPSB or LPGS. 

Making LPPS a feeder school for these two years will therefore 

discriminate against other children, whose parents were not aware 

of the assurances at the time.

In addition, siblings of the children admitted to the secondary 

schools from LPPS while it is a feeder will take up places in future 

years that could be offered to children living more locally to the 

schools, once the PAN has reverted to its current size. No

The headteacher at LPGS has made it abundantly 

clear to parents of LPGS students that the school is 

already underfunded and overstretched. Increasing 

the PAN will only make this situation worse. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

163 10/5/21 19:27:15 10/5/21 19:28:23 No

Unfair for people that live in the catchment area and paid a 

premium for their houses No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

164 10/5/21 19:27:24 10/5/21 19:37:50 No

It will not be fair to pupils from local schools within the catchment 

area. Despite the assurances it may have had a detrimental effect. Yes

For the reasons stated above that if the proposal 

goes ahead pupils will not be disadvantaged. Yes

Fairness, as children from the same family 

regardless of gender will be treated the same. 

Families with mixed gender children will not be 

disadvantaged.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

165 10/5/21 19:32:51 10/5/21 19:41:48 No

Two years of priority admissions from LPPS is likely to have many 

more years where their siblings are automatically given priority 

admission to the secondary schools, meaning hundreds of children 

who live closer to the schools will not be admitted to their most 

local school and will either have to travel further away or risk not 

getting a secondary school place at all. No

Will this additional number of children be selected 

by locality to the school? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

166 10/5/21 19:33:01 10/5/21 19:48:57 No

This will have an adverse effect on local children who go to other 

Primary schools. No No 

The previous consultation made clear the 

feelings of local residents. I do not understand 

why this consultation with minor changes is 

being brought again. These changes would bring 

only negative issues to residents whose children 

are not at the feeder schools. There will be 

children living closer to the Langley schools than 

those at these feeder schools who would miss 

out on a place. This is unacceptable! Children 

should not be forced to travel further to school 

just so feeder schools can be introduced. This 

will also have a negative effect on the 

environment ie more children not being able to 

walk to school! 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

167 10/5/21 19:57:04 10/5/21 20:04:38 No

I believe you are limiting the spaces of other children who lives in 

the proximity of the school. If this consultation goes through kids 

living in this area will have to travel very far to go to school this is a 

great disadvantage and it is very unfair. Yes

More children should be admitted into the two 

schools instead of limiting your intake. Yes

Your rule will live quadruplets and triplets etc at a 

great disadvantage . It should be one rule for all.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

168 10/5/21 20:06:32 10/5/21 20:11:17 No

I would like my boys to go to Langley Boys school in the future and 

they are not in Langley Park Primary School. No

Although the numbers may be increased for now, 

these numbers can always be decreased in the 

future disadvantaging kids from other primary 

schools Yes That sounds fair

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

169 10/5/21 20:15:03 10/5/21 20:23:32 No

There will be an adverse impact on children at other local primary 

schools in the future after the proposed period due to the sibling 

criteria. No

There will be an adverse impact on children at 

other local primary schools in the future after the 

proposed period due to the sibling criteria. There 

will be a full additional class where siblings would 

have priority over proximity. Yes

It is only fair for multiple birth siblings be able to go 

to schools in the same location should they wish 

regardless of their gender

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

170 10/5/21 20:30:57 10/5/21 20:36:17 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

171 10/5/21 20:51:09 10/5/21 20:53:01 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child at another local 

primary school ;Parent of a 

child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

172 10/5/21 20:56:26 10/5/21 20:57:57 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

173 10/5/21 21:05:45 10/5/21 21:06:49 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



174 10/5/21 20:47:38 10/5/21 21:08:41 No

I have a child who started school post August 2018 and another 

child due to start in 2022 (in which sibling policy would have been 

applied). Should I have known that there would be a guaranteed 

admission to Langley Park Secondary schools, this would have 

greatly impacted our primary school choice. Any proposal to make 

the primary a direct feeder should only be considered with full 

knowledge of parents applying for school places for this coming 

academic year, in order to allow them to make informed decisions 

on their child’s future choices. As you will be fully aware, Langley 

secondary school catchment areas are incredibly small as it is, this 

proposal would prioritise pupils living outside of this current 

catchment as the the admission radius has been greatly wider in 

2019/2020, deeming the entire process unfair and unjust. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

175 10/5/21 21:02:45 10/5/21 21:10:19 No No Yes Another interested party;

176 10/5/21 21:12:29 10/5/21 21:15:08 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

177 10/5/21 21:16:29 10/5/21 21:20:39 No

Unfair to other children in the local area who chose other primary 

schools as Langley Primary was not a feeder at the time No

The school already has a large number of students 

and class sizes are manageable. They may not be if 

this happens. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

178 10/5/21 21:13:56 10/5/21 21:24:04 No

We have a climate emergency - in my opinion children who live 

closest to a school should be given a priority. No

Unfair for children living close to the school who 

will not get a place and will then have to travel a 

long distance to a school further away. Yes Why would this not always be the case???

It is unfair to change the standard rules of 

catchment areas and it is irresponsible to 

encourage children to drive to school - we have 

a climate emergency!

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

179 10/5/21 21:20:02 10/5/21 21:26:56 No

This will have an adverse impact on other primary schools within 

the area and will make it even harder for children that live locally 

to access the langley schools despite their parents paying inflated 

house prices in order to live within catchment No

I agree that you should increase them but not then 

reduce them at a later date Yes

Sibling rule should apply no matter how many 

siblings there are

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;

180 10/5/21 21:21:15 10/5/21 21:28:10 No

Local children would be disadvantaged because of this. Langley 

Park Primary School should not have given this assurance in order 

to tempt parents to select the school, they will have been well 

aware that this was subject to consultation. Children living in 

proximity to the school should have preference. No

This would be undue pressure on the secondary 

school resources due to an error made by Langley 

Park Primary School. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

181 10/5/21 21:10:26 10/5/21 21:29:31 No

Unfair on a few accounts:

- makes the catchment for the schools smaller than it already is. 

There is social mobility issue that arises with good schools in 

affluent areas already and reducing this further effects 

surrounding / overall communities.

- for children that are already in neighbouring primary schools that 

could’ve picked Langley park primary as an initial option for 

admission in reception or as an in year admission - it reduces their 

chances of a place to their local secondary school.

- why is the proposal just for the two years prior to 31 August 

2018? Neutral

As long as quality of teaching is maintained and all 

safeguarding / h+s measures can be assured. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;

182 10/5/21 21:26:12 10/5/21 21:34:40 No

- Makes catchment area smaller, meaning less social mobility and 

diversity. 

- Had I had known this previously I would have considered Langley 

Park Primary for my daughter, it’s unfair to propose at this point. 

- other primary schools in the area do not have feeder schools, 

reduces the secondary school options for all other children. Neutral

It could potentially mean that quality of teaching, 

safeguarding and children’s well-being is 

compromised. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

183 10/5/21 21:33:47 10/5/21 21:38:28 No

Its unfair on the rest of the community for feeder schools. Schools 

are scarse and with catchment areas becoming smaller and 

smaller. Having feeder school, only makes it worse as there will be 

even less places available Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

184 10/5/21 21:30:43 10/5/21 21:39:36 No

The assurances should never have been made. Concerned about 

stretching of resources at both secondaries. No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

185 10/5/21 21:40:36 10/5/21 21:42:40 Yes It’s what parents were told. Yes Neutral Another interested party;

186 10/5/21 21:29:07 10/5/21 21:44:26 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



187 10/5/21 21:45:56 10/5/21 21:47:38 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

188 10/5/21 22:12:24 10/5/21 22:16:43 Yes

I can see that this is reasonable but those assurances should not 

have been given. Yes Yes Another interested party;

189 10/5/21 22:28:32 10/5/21 22:29:02 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

190 10/6/21 5:50:11 10/6/21 6:01:09 No

I strongly disagree this school should not be a feeder school even 

for the next two years! I understand there was a misunderstanding 

but these families are not in any worse position then they would 

have been any way as thank goodness but Bromley doesn't have 

feeder schools, so it is just done on home location! By coming to 

Langley their home location didn't change they just took 

advantage of a bigger catchment those years, so their home 

location will still stand for secondary school, they shouldn't be 

given special treatment due to a misunderstanding.  They are 

simply pushing their luck! Don't change what has worked for so 

long so well.  Residents recently and education authority have said 

no to the principle of this, so stop trying to push it through!!!!  

Worst of all -   Do not add extra classes, this will impact so many 

more years than just these two because of sibling rules.  I do not 

agree that these years should be prioritised and hope it does not 

happen.  If it does accommodate them within existing intake do 

not add extra classes as that will just keep having an impact year 

after year for many years to come due to sibling priority.. No

Do not add extra classes, this will impact so many 

more years than just these two because of sibling 

rules.  I do not agree that these years should be 

prioritised and hope it does not happen.  If it does 

accommodate them within existing intake do not 

add extra classes as that will just keep having an 

impact year after year for many years to come due 

to sibling priority.. No 

Priority should just apply to the school the sibling is 

at not any other in the trust.

You have already tried to do this and were told 

no.  Stop and listen to what was said previously 

and outline to the existing parents that Bromley 

doesn't have feeder schools and so this was 

never an appropriate suggestion..

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

191 10/6/21 7:03:12 10/6/21 7:03:54 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

192 10/6/21 8:35:46 10/6/21 8:45:53 No

The Langley schools have always been based on catchment area, 

which is a fair basis for admissions to the Langley Park Girls and 

Langley Park Boys and is also fair to all the pupils of local primary 

school who are not part of the Langley Park Trust. No

Increasing the number of classes addresses the 

immediate admission point but I am not convinced 

that the school’s resources, space, teachers etc will 

be able to cope with the increased capacity. Yes

Please let the admission to the Park Langley 

schools be a fair and equitable one based on 

distance and catchment.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

193 10/6/21 8:51:18 10/6/21 8:54:35 Neutral

Catchment area I think is fair and key

Families probably pay a housing premium to be in catchment

And it’s good for the environment Yes

To help families who are less advantaged, 

everyone who genuinely needs help should be 

given a chance Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

194 10/6/21 9:56:08 10/6/21 9:59:54 No It should not be a feeder school No Not far Yes Another interested party;

195 10/6/21 10:07:02 10/6/21 10:40:39 No

Admissions policies have changed regularly over the years, as a 

result of which many children missed out on their first choice of 

school.  Why should these particular LPPS pupils be given priority 

just because the parents were told years ago they would be ?  Was 

there a binding legal contract/guarantee drawn up?  If not, they 

should take their chances along with everyone else in their 

application to secondary schools.  Yes

The likelihood is that these proposals will go ahead 

despite objections from the general public, so 

adding an extra class will enable those children 

who would otherwise lose out to the LPPS pupils 

gain a place at either the boys or girls secondary 

school.  However I am conscious this will use up 

more resources in having to provide extra staff, 

teaching space etc. Yes I wasn’t aware this wasn’t policy already.

The biggest fear among parents is that if the 

proposal to give priority to the LPPS pupils to 

gain an automatic place at either LPBS or LPGS, 

in 2 year’s time the Trust will again seek to make 

LPPS and the other primaries “feeder” schools.  I 

know the Trust say the proposal is only for the 2 

top LPPS year groups, but local parents are right 

to be suspicious of the Trust’s long term aims. Another interested party;

196 10/6/21 10:53:21 10/6/21 12:01:37 No Please see below. No

I did not see in the documentation, anything that 

provided assurances on how each school would be 

able to provide the extra staff and equipment 

needed to support the students throughout their 

time at the school.

More than an extra classroom and seats will be 

needed. My main fear will be to compromise the 

education of the 2023-2024 intake.

As the students progress, could budget pressures 

and government cuts make the extra class 

unsustainable? Could the schools be left with no 

option but to reduce the number of year groups, 

creating bigger classes for the 2023-2024 intake?

A couple of years ago, a local primary was forced to 

do just that, going from 3 classes in year 2, to 2 

classes in year 3, which meant 2 really big groups 

of children as they could no longer afford the 

original setup. No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

197 10/6/21 12:10:54 10/6/21 12:15:56 Yes

I think this is fair considering this is what was promised to parents 

in 2018. Yes

Fair way to do it. Plus it won't impact the class size 

in a big way. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



198 10/6/21 13:03:24 10/6/21 13:23:42 No

Children from other primary schools in the area  will be 

disadvantaged. No

Increase the PAN will disadvantage pupils in the 

secondary schools. Yes It is fair.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

199 10/6/21 13:38:53 10/6/21 13:42:57 No

It is not ethical and fair that priority is given to a certain group of 

individuals. The application should be made as fair as possible for 

all. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child at one of the Trust's 

primary schools ;

200 10/6/21 13:46:56 10/6/21 14:17:39 No

1. Local children are being disadvantaged through this proposal. It 

is not their fault that a mistake was made by management in 

apparently promising admission to LPPS students. 

2. The introduction states that 'the Board of Trustees . . . may 

decide not to go ahead with some or all of the proposed changes' 

so there is no guarantee that proposals 3 and 5 will be adopted if 

proposal 1 is brought in No

Local children are still being disadvantaged by 

having to attend a school with more students. 

These would be very large year groups and there is 

no commitment to increase accommodation, 

resources or staff numbers. Yes It seems a fairer arrangement

The Trust has once again given minimal notice of 

important changes that will have a significant 

effect on local schooling. Many affected parents 

are unaware of what is proposed. Our local 

primary school management (with many pupils 

in Langley catchment) did not know about the 

proposals until informed by a parent. Another interested party;

201 10/6/21 15:22:55 10/6/21 15:25:25 No Biased unfair advantage with already strict entry criteria Neutral

Appreciate will accommodate more students but 

higher class numbers is not good Yes Easier for families

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

202 10/6/21 19:27:26 10/6/21 19:38:47 No

The priority may only last for two years but future years will also 

be impacted via the sibling rule from these additional out of 

catchment admissions. It does not appear that any allowance has 

been made for this. I find it difficult to believe that parents at the 

time thought that the feeder school promise supposedly given was 

legally binding based on years and years of catchment selection. 

They should have confirmed admission arrangements with the 

Bromley admissions team who are the specialists in this field. It is 

clearly an issue between the trust and the parents and no impact 

should be seen on local families who clearly understand the 

catchment rules that have been in place for many many years. I 

also believe the boys school was not part of the trust at the time so 

this should certainly be excluded from the proposal. No

As above this is just papering over an issue that is 

between the trust and a small group of parents. 

Again this will impact future years via the sibling 

rule which has not been taken into consideration. Neutral Neither agree nor disagree

Surly rather than impacting local families this 

issue should be resolved via the trusts Directors 

and Officers Insurance and or Liability insurance 

if those families supposedly impacted wish to 

make a claim. Catchments have been around for 

many years and any supposedly feeder school 

claims made should have been further 

investigated by the parents before they applied 

to the Langley Primary School in the first 

instance.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

203 10/7/21 6:16:22 10/7/21 6:20:50 No Should include all primary schools in that mat No Space Yes

Shouldn’t have one twin at Lpgs and the other 

traveling 3 miles away

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

204 10/7/21 7:00:49 10/7/21 7:02:36 Yes

As a parent of a child at langley, i feel anxious about the increased 

numbers but in consideration this seems the fairest approach 

considering all of the needs of the community Yes Yes This is reasonable 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

205 10/7/21 7:11:47 10/7/21 7:17:11 No

This would potentially mean that people living closer to the 

secondary schools would miss out on places No

There is not the infrastructure to cope with the 

number of children that currently go to the school. 

Traffic and congestion at pick up and drop off is 

awful. I think that if numbers are increased it is 

unlikely they will change back. Yes

Works better for families. Potentially less use of the 

car to do multiple drop offs

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;Another interested 

party;

206 10/7/21 7:49:36 10/7/21 7:55:12 No

The additional classes to lpgs for 2 years will put a massive strain 

on the year group. Also, what about the parents in the sane year 

group that were told it wouldn't be a feeder school and chose 

other primary schools. Will they also get a place? No As above Yes

It makes practical sense for twins or multiple siblings 

to attend the same trust.

Keep the admissions criteria for the secondary 

schools the same for all families regardless of 

primary school. This will ensure that the school 

is for local children what it was intended for.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

207 10/7/21 14:31:02 10/7/21 14:32:07 No No Neutral Another interested party;

208 10/7/21 21:06:57 10/7/21 21:10:35 Yes

I am a parent of one of the children at Langley Park Primary School 

and strongly support this proposal. I think it is a fair way of 

meeting the expectations of the primary school'd pupils while not 

adversely affecting any other children. Yes

I do not think this will have any negative impact on 

other children and will enable the Trust to meet 

the promises made to Langley Park Primary 

parents. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

209 10/8/21 0:10:06 10/8/21 0:30:30 No

By giving priority to Langley Park Primary School children which 

accepts children from a larger catchment area, local children for 

whom Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for 

Boys is their closest school will be pushed down the criteria list.  

These local children who may have selected primary schools that 

are church schools or smaller independent schools will be at a 

disadvantage when applying for a place and Langley Park School 

for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys.  Local families should be 

allowed to select from any one of the local primary schools and 

not feel pressured into selecting Langley Park Primary School,  

without feeling at a disadvantage when it comes to applying for a 

place at the closest secondary school. No

The schools and in particular Langley Park School 

for Girls are already large schools I do not believe 

that increasing the number of children by one class 

will not have a detrimental impact on the current 

students as the facilities and resources currently 

available cater for a smaller intake.  Neutral

I reiterate that I do not agree with the Trust's 

proposals 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 I strongly believe that this would have 

a detrimental  affect on local children as well as 

the current children in the secondary schools 

who will be impacted by the increase in the 

number of students in Year 7.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 

not at a nursery ;



210 10/8/21 5:05:09 10/8/21 5:27:25 Yes

This miscommunication existed up until the result of your feeder 

schools consultation, therefore places should be made available 

for these two years who were registered at LPPS in early 2020. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

211 10/8/21 9:45:55 10/8/21 10:11:15 No

This should not be considered as it seems very unprofessional to 

arrange this for one set of students, for what appears to be a few 

potential 'broken promises' or rumours that were not officially 

confirmed by the school and following the correct procedures. We 

have already consulted on this matter with an overwhelming 

response against this and so it is very frustrating that you appear 

to be considering it once again. No

The schools currently have a large intake in 

comparison to other schools. I feel an increase in 

numbers will be a big disadvantage to both the 

staff and the children. I have heard that in the boys 

school there are often long queues for lunch 

already without adding a larger number of 

children, so that also causes concern. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

212 10/8/21 15:28:56 10/8/21 15:31:42 No  No

The school and it's resources are stretched as it is 

this will just create more problems Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

213 10/8/21 15:12:31 10/8/21 15:32:40 Yes

My son         , is currently in Year   at Langley Park Primary school 

and joined in September        .                                        The proposal is 

that children who have been in Langley Primary since September 

2018 may have the opportunity to automatically get a place in 

either of the Langley secondary schools.

I am obviously really upset to hear this as it would mean that        

will not be considered as part of this group. I too was promised 

that it was going to be a feeder school and this was assured to me 

by                   , who was an acting Deputy Head of Langley Primary 

at the time. I met with him at the school and he showed      and 

myself round and assured me that they were a feeder school and 

that         would then be able to go on to Langley Boys.             

started at Langley at the beginning of Year   so in total he will have 

spent   years of primary education there. He is                                      

and it was a very difficult transition for him joining Langley so the 

decision wasn’t taken lightly. He                                                                                                                                

                                                               for his first couple of years there.  

 I therefore can’t begin to imagine how it would impact him and 

have a detriment to his mental health if all of his class friends get a 

place in the Langley secondary schools and he is one of the only 

ones who doesn’t. This really is an awful thing to do to a child.

Should the appeal be successful and it is the case that pupils who 

joined prior to September 2018 automatically get a place, I would 

like to know how I make an appeal myself, when I too, was made a 

solemn promise that it was a feeder school. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

214 10/8/21 15:55:48 10/8/21 16:04:04 No

Equal access should be given to all local primary schools and 

admission should remain based on proximity to the school. I recall 

that in the last public consultation the local community very 

strongly supported this position. Making Langley Park Primary 

School a feeder school for two years will set a precedent for future 

years. It should not become a feeder school. No

LPGS in particular is already struggling considerably 

with capacity Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

215 10/8/21 16:08:11 10/8/21 16:09:49 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school 

;Representative, councillor or 

employee of another Local 

Authority ;

216 10/8/21 16:06:54 10/8/21 16:11:23 No

I think this will adversely impact other local primary school 

admissions, they should follow the same criteria 

 - distance to school  - as every other local school. Neutral

Do the schools have enough facilities to 

accommodate this without impacting existing 

pupils learning and education? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



217 10/8/21 16:04:39 10/8/21 16:19:37 No

1. While assurances may or may not have been given, at the time 

LPSB was not part of the same trust as the primary school and 

should not be bound by the actions of an independent 

organisation.

2. The admissions policies of both secondary schools were 

published and in the public domain and available to parents of 

Langley Primary school. An unapproved assurance from an officer 

of the trust should not counter existing policies and responding in 

this manner opens the door for other rogue assurances to be made 

in the future against published policies. It is a bad precedent.

3. Additionally, while there are actions being taken to not 

disadvantage children from other schools, the necessary increase 

in pupil intake to accommodate this will disadvantage those 

students as the teaching capacity of the school will be diluted. This 

will in turn affects all pupils, and this "bulge" will exist for over 

seven years and impact previous and future cohorts indirectly too. 

So a temporary fix, becomes a mong term challenge. No

On the premise that the first proposal should be 

rejected, so should this.

Also once the PAN is increased, further 

consultation is required to reduce it, which may 

not be positive, thus permanently damaging the 

schools, because of a rogue action by a trust official.

This is not in the interest of the pupils. Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's secondary school ;

218 10/8/21 16:15:55 10/8/21 16:24:05 No

Families have moved homes into the catchment area specifically 

to have the option of both LPBS and LPGS as their main choice for 

secondary school. By giving priority to the primary school, this 

reduces the chance of such families getting a space. Families have 

planned their lives and finances accordingly and any plan to 

change admissions criteria should only take place with a much 

longer period of notice. No

Unless there is significant increased funding 

available such a proposal will affect the quality of 

teaching and facilities available to existing pupils. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

219 10/8/21 17:05:44 10/8/21 17:22:20 No

Whilst I understand that the parents of the affected students have 

acted in good faith (based on verbal promises), the admission 

policy needs to either be

a) Fair to all primary school students attending LPLT schools

or 

b) in line with the current rules for all other students i.e. you must 

live within the catchment to get in

No child should be given preference over other students in the 

trust. This matter really needs to be put to bed once and for all. 

Giving a concession for the LPPS for the two oldest years provides 

a precedence and an opportunity for more challenges, more 

consultations for younger years to be offered the same 

preference. 

It is a slippery slope that the Trust should stand firm against. The 

Trust (nor its management team) made these commitments and 

therefore are not obliged to honour them. No

Resources at both secondary schools are stretched. 

Taking on more students means attention taken 

away from legitimate students who meet the 

current admission criteria No  No concessions

This proposal really needs to be put to bed for 

the last time. This is the third consultation on 

the matter. In the previous two consultations, 

parents have been very vocal that the Trust 

need to ensure the admission policy that is 

equitable to all students (irrespective of 

promises made by former staff members). 

Giving preference to these children disrupts the 

fairness of the admission policy and sets a 

dangerous precedence for further challenges 

from parents of other children to be offered the 

same concessions.

Whilst not perfect, the current admissions policy 

works. You either meet one of the selection 

criteria and gain admission or you find 

alternative. It is the same system that works up 

and down the country. It is as simple as that.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

220 10/8/21 17:35:37 10/8/21 17:41:33 No

it is unfair that people that live closer to the schools won't have 

priority. Families move to these area for Langely secondary and to 

be forced to go somewhere further away simply is not right.

We also need to consider the amount of extra traffic and pollution 

that this will create. Both from families travelling into outer areas 

into the school and those local people having to travel to further 

out schools. Furthermore it is making very young children at 

unnecessary risk by commuting alone via train and buses to other 

schools when they can easily walk to Langley. No

it is already a very large school, adding another 60 

families into the mix is not a good solution. Yes it is fair

I feel like we have already done this consultation 

a couple of years ago and it was declined yet 

here we are again. All because a promise was 

made to a primary school when nothing was set 

in stone.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

221 10/8/21 17:48:18 10/8/21 17:52:40 No Admission should be on catchment area at the time of application No

That would put extra pressure on both schools and 

will reduce the quality of the provision for the 

children starting in Y7 Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

222 10/8/21 19:42:32 10/8/21 19:46:01 No

It will increase pressure Haynes School and respectively will shrink 

its catchment area. Lots of local kids will be forced to go to further 

schools. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;



223 10/8/21 19:53:34 10/8/21 20:12:38 No

I have some sympathy with the parents allegedly given these 

historic assurances and appreciate that this is a complex situation. 

However, I believe that increasing the intake of the school for this 

period will put pressure on a school set up that is already 

oversubscribed, putting additional pressure on staff, pupils and 

buildings. There will also be an increase in traffic in the area as 

these children will be travelling from further afield putting further 

pressure on the local community. No

For the same reasons as outlined above, I think 

increasing the number of pupils at the school will 

create increased pressure on the school and the 

local environment and disadvantage pupils already 

in attendance. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

224 10/8/21 21:52:21 10/8/21 22:18:27 No

My hypothesis is this, the majority of the parents who are at the 

primary school aren’t local. If the trust wanted to be totally 

transparent as to how many parents are actually local, that might 

help, because a hypothesis is not enough to base a solid opinion 

on. However, given the amount of them driving and blocking the 

surrounding streets, my hypothesis is that many aren’t local. Also, 

if they were local, this linkage wouldn’t be necessary. So, then one 

speculates as to possible reasons (I’ve seen first-hand a parent-run 

school adapt rules to suit particular parents they want to favour 

over everyone else), I’m hoping it’s not the case here because that 

would be disappointing. If people want their children in Langley, 

they need to live nearby. I also recall Clare House parents upset 

they couldn’t get their children in, so surely giving out of area 

parents from Langley primary priority is going to make it worse? No

This is quite fascinating, because Langley has made 

it clear in the past that there wasn’t room for any 

more children, and for those told this some parents 

will likely to be very upset to learn actually Langley 

can scale up at will. Given the current covid 

climate, increasing the numbers is not ideal. Again, 

I’m curious as to why you would want to do this? Yes

It’s dotting the i on a document that perhaps should 

been dotted originally.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

225 10/9/21 8:42:46 10/9/21 8:46:37 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

226 10/9/21 9:25:31 10/9/21 9:39:53 No

I selected a local secondary for my child as it was important to me 

that all her school friends would live locally and be able to walk to 

and from school and clubs together and meet up easily outside of 

school. This proposal could undermine that by guaranteeing a 

place through to year 11 on the basis of where a child lived in early 

primary, rather than where they currently live at the time of 

application to secondary school. That’s not in the spirit of a local 

secondary school approach. No

These schools are already large, 8 form entry 

schools. In a time of Covid, when we should be 

looking carefully at social distancing where 

possible, increasing the PAN is not appropriate, 

given that school real estate and facilities are 

finite, even if extra pupil funding could possibly 

address staff resources. At the same time the 

increased PAN is being consulted upon, the MAT is 

also warning parents about excessive congestion in 

Hawksbrook Lane. Increasing the PAN will only 

increase that congestion.  The PAN should not be 

increased as the schools will be less able to social 

distance and congestion will increase. This 

proposal only increases risk to the children in the 

Langley secondary schools. No 

There are sound reasons for the PAN - why have 

one?  To ensure class sizes are appropriate for 

facilities and teacher ratios. Exceeding the PAN 

piecemeal will increase already large class sizes.  It’s 

a hard decision but a limit in intake numbers for 

compelling reasons.  I repeat my response to 

question 4. These schools are already large, 8 form 

entry schools. In a time of Covid, when we should be 

looking carefully at social distancing where possible, 

increasing the PAN is not appropriate given the 

school real estate and facilities are finite, even if 

extra pupil funding could possibly address staff 

resources.  At the same time the increased PAN is 

being consulted upon, the MAT is also warning 

parents about excessive congestion in Hawksbrook 

Lane. Increasing the PAN will only increase that 

congestion.  The PAN should not be increased as the 

schools will be less able to social distance and 

congestion will increase. This proposal only 

increases risk to the children in the Langley 

secondary schools. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

227 10/9/21 9:41:13 10/9/21 9:43:38 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

228 10/9/21 16:04:14 10/9/21 16:22:25 No

At Langley park primary school kids are from all over the places, 

without living within the catchment area. Kids from Sydenham, 

Croydon etc and I don’t think that would be fair on people moving 

to catchment area and paying more for their houses or rental and 

more council tax and their kids can’t go to the Langley schools or 

they have to wait LPPS as they have the  privilege  

This is NOT FAIR AT ALL. No

I believe the bigger the numbers get the less the 

education will be. We all moved to this area that 

our kids be able to go to Langley schools but 

increasing sizes I believe will damage the Langley 

schools reputation. Neutral I don’t mind 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

229 10/9/21 21:42:31 10/9/21 22:02:16 Yes

In what form of comunication did LPPS use in `being very clear that 

there was no priority in admissions for LPSB and LPGS`? There is no 

evidence of this until after a previous LPLT consulation in Spring 

`20. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

230 10/10/21 18:17:04 10/10/21 18:23:14 No

Creating a bulge year group may have negative repercussions for 

students and logistical difficulties for teachers. If parents were told 

(mistakenly) they’d get priority for their children getting into LPGS 

then they also have responsibility to research and confirm this is 

the case before making their decision. If they failed to do this it 

should not negatively impact a huge number of children. No Please refer to my previous explanation. Yes Seems common sense.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



231 10/10/21 19:07:24 10/10/21 19:09:24 No

We feel that all Langley Trust schools should have priority - Clare 

House etc No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

232 10/10/21 19:44:14 10/10/21 19:54:14 No

Why do I have to give a reason?

I would like to know why you are so keen to do this? This is not 

explained. This is the 2nd time this has gone to consultation.

Why should children who do not attend LPPS but live in the area, 

potentially be disadvantaged? No

Because pupils from other schools WILL be 

disadvantaged! No 

You are ultimately planning to make the boys and 

girls schools one school of mixed gender.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Another interested party;

233 10/10/21 20:28:22 10/10/21 20:30:24 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

234 10/10/21 20:34:31 10/10/21 20:38:41 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

235 10/10/21 20:32:49 10/10/21 20:46:49 No

Admission of pupils outside of the current 4 year average 

catchment area will have an impact on following admission years 

where they have siblings. No

By increasing the PAN it will also increase the 

current 4 year average catchment area. Which will 

impact following admission years due to siblings 

having a place. This will create a disadvantage to 

pupils that are in the current average catchment. No  Same as reasons stated above

Changing the current admissions policies for 

pupils outside of the average catchment area 

will impact admissions for following admissions 

years. The current proposed policies do not 

consider the impact to future admissions due to 

siblings of the pupils that have been given a 

place that would normally have been outside of 

the current catchment.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

236 10/10/21 21:08:26 10/10/21 21:24:18 No

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase the catchment for 

the two proposed years (starting Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this 

will have a detrimental effect to the catchment area for all 

subsequent years due to siblings from the bulge year (some of 

which are completely out of the catchment area), displacing those 

who love on the edge and just inside the current catchment areas. 

The proposal is unjust and inequitable and considers only the years 

affected. There should be guarantees offered to preserve the 

catchment area (i.e. exclude the impact on subsequent years from 

siblings from the bulge years), to ensure this does not have 

detrimental impact on the 5/6 years that follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a decision to take a bulge 

year, if they do so, it should be purely on distance and not based 

on an incorrect promise that was made. The primary school should 

have never made this promise. It impacts others unfairly who 

would be within catchment and brings into question the entire 

governance of the school.

I strongly oppose this. No

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase the 

catchment for the two proposed years (starting 

Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this will have a 

detrimental effect to the catchment area for all 

subsequent years due to siblings from the bulge 

year (some of which are completely out of the 

catchment area), displacing those who love on the 

edge and just inside the current catchment areas. 

The proposal is unjust and inequitable and 

considers only the years affected. There should be 

guarantees offered to preserve the catchment area 

(i.e. exclude the impact on subsequent years from 

siblings from the bulge years), to ensure this does 

not have detrimental impact on the years that 

follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a decision 

to take a bulge year, if they do so, it should be 

purely on distance and not based on an incorrect 

promise that was made. It impacts others unfairly 

who would be within catchment and brings into 

question the entire governance of the school.

I strongly oppose this. Yes

Does this have anything to do with the rest of the 

consultation? This part of the consultation seems 

fair.

As set out above:

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase 

the catchment for the two proposed years 

(starting Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this will have 

a detrimental effect to the catchment area for 

all subsequent years due to siblings from the 

bulge year (some of which are completely out of 

the catchment area), displacing those who love 

on the edge and just inside the current 

catchment areas. The proposal is unjust and 

inequitable and considers only the years 

affected. There should be guarantees offered to 

preserve the catchment area (i.e. exclude the 

impact on subsequent years from siblings from 

the bulge years), to ensure this does not have 

detrimental impact on the years that follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a 

decision to take a bulge year, if they do so, it 

should be purely on distance and not based on 

an incorrect promise that was made. It impacts 

others unfairly who would be within catchment 

and brings into question the entire governance 

of the school.

I strongly oppose this.

I also believe this consultation has not been well 

publicised. This should have been shared as a 

link to all local primary schools that are within 

catchment, so that they can share this as part of 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

237 10/10/21 22:04:37 10/10/21 22:05:18 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

238 10/11/21 9:02:29 10/11/21 9:04:36 No

There should not be any priority to admission to secondary school - 

 places should be given strictly by proximity of home address to 

school regardless No

There should not be any priority to admission to 

secondary school - places should be given strictly 

by proximity of home address to school regardless No 

There should not be any priority to admission to 

secondary school - places should be given strictly by 

proximity of home address to school regardless

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

239 10/11/21 11:04:39 10/11/21 11:08:17 No I would increase traffic in the area Neutral Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

240 10/11/21 14:19:58 10/11/21 14:22:31 No As part of the trust all schools should be treated equally. No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

241 10/11/21 14:21:36 10/11/21 14:40:59 No

I disagree with any school being nominated as a feeder to LPSB or 

LPSG No

Does this take into account the rise in sibling 

admissions for subsequent years?? No  As above

I don't understand why we are back with this 

change to admissions yet again. Langley Park 

Primary needs to understand that any change to 

admissions is unfair, and it should be based on 

location of catchment area only. Its the only fair 

way for it to be done. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



242 10/11/21 15:02:02 10/11/21 15:19:49 No

My child is in the year group that this proposal covers. I attended 

the same open mornings that these affected parents would have 

attended and it was explicitly stated to the potential parents 

present that LPPS was not a feeder school.  The question was also 

asked and the same answer given during the Q&A sections of the 

open morning. Based on this I did not enrol my child to LPPS.

LPSB was not part of the Langley Trust at the time of the open 

mornings so in no way could a LPPS parent have any expectations 

it would be a feeder school.

The consultation does not make clear (or try to quantify) the 

potential knock-on effect of this proposal plus the existing sibling 

rule. This would result in local children in following years being 

disadvantaged due to no increase in the PAN for subsequent years. No

As I do not agree with Q1 this means this proposal 

is not required

Increasing by one class places undue additional 

workloads on teachers and staff, and will be 

detrimental for the whole school. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

243 10/11/21 21:41:27 10/11/21 22:05:21 Yes

I agree with the principle, but not Aug 2018. 

I believe there has not been any evidence of the school being clear 

about secondary admissions until after the feeder school 

consultation, so all pupils in 2023 and 2024 intakes should have 

priority.

If this is wrong please detail the school being very clear from 2018. Yes

It makes sense considering 1 above and to not 

disadvantage other local students. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 16 to 18 not in 

education ;

244 10/12/21 7:02:43 10/12/21 7:05:17 No Unfair allocation of places closing net for entry further. No

Will drain school resources and there is no space, I 

fear knock on to standards of existing children at 

the schools. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

245 10/12/21 7:44:43 10/12/21 7:47:51 No

This was not what was published at the time of the school. Also 

the proposed increases in PAN make the schools too big No

They schools are already some of the largest in 

London and the facilities don’t match the numbers. Yes

Yet again another consultation sneaked out 

without proper advertising. 

This has been addressed before by the local 

community. And rejected. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

246 10/12/21 7:52:42 10/12/21 7:55:06 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

247 10/12/21 8:16:48 10/12/21 8:18:23 No Equal chance for children from other schools to join No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

248 10/12/21 8:51:00 10/12/21 8:55:02 No

It will have a knock on effect beyond those 2 years due to the 

sibling admissions rule. Therefore the catchment area will shrink 

beyond those 2 years. Unless the PAN remains, in which case I 

would be in favour of the proposal. Yes

There is high competition for spaces so if school 

resources can accommodate more pupils then it 

should. Yes

Please consider the knock on effects of sibling 

admissions beyond the 2 years.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

249 10/12/21 8:55:14 10/12/21 8:56:51 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

250 10/12/21 8:57:19 10/12/21 9:00:37 Yes

It was what was promised as such when the school (lpps) opened 

its doors. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

251 10/12/21 8:56:45 10/12/21 9:18:51 No

All school places in Bromley are in huge demand.  There's already 

too much priority given to other groups, whereby families without 

a priority are left without their choice of school places. We live in 

the catchment area, but still missed out on a place in this school.  I 

strongly believe more restictions to this school will make the 

school more 'elitist', and is hugely unfair on the local children. Yes

Bulge classes are sometimes needed to meet the 

surges for demand for places, and the Langley 

catchment area is already small. At least bulge 

classes as an interim will increase other child's 

chances of getting their preferred school. No 

The schools are single sex schools, and should 

remain that way. No one group should get priority 

over another.

Should twins want to school together, they should 

choose an alternative school on the same site, that 

offers mixed sex classes. 

School places are already desperately hard to 

get in Bromley. Anything that makes it even 

harder for parents who don't fit any priority 

groups, are not getting a look in on their 

preferred options of school places, and is 

desperately unfair. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;Another interested 

party;

252 10/12/21 9:31:08 10/12/21 9:35:18 Yes

Child entered LPPS with historical assurance of gaining admission 

to LPSG Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

253 10/12/21 9:30:29 10/12/21 9:36:49 No

LPSG is our local secondary. (My daughter currently goes to Hawes 

Down and will be affected by this when she reaches year 7). If 

LPSG places are filled with LPPS children, where will my daughter 

end up? We are not in catchment for other schools. It is a concern. Yes

Provided it doesn’t overstretch the schools 

resources and put pressure on staff and ALL pupils. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



254 10/12/21 8:51:14 10/12/21 9:37:26 No

Thank you for the opportunity to share our views. In principal we 

agree with the above on an exceptional basis, given that the 

parents were told that it would be a feeder school and supporting 

the start/ building of a new school. 

What we object to is that it is limited to those first 2 years. This is 

because the 'sales pitch' that Langley would be a feeder school 

was not limited to those first 2 years. 

We attended an open day in preparation for choosing primary 

schools and this was sold to us too. Present at the open day was                    

              as acting Head at the time and members of the parent 

body/PTA. Nobody disputed this fact at the time, because they 

were obviously of the same believe that it would be a feeder 

school. 

As a family that lives right outside the border of the catchment for 

Langley Boys High, this was therefore a huge point of attraction for 

us when choosing Langley as our first choice. We may have had 

our first year in the new building, but at the time of the open day it 

was still a construction site, there was no guarantee it would be 

finished in time for the new year, and we had to take a leap of 

faith that it would be the right decision. 

On this basis we believe that limiting it to 2 years would not be 

fair, because as we understand it, it would not include the students 

currently in Year 3. Limiting it to 2 years does not take into 

consideration this class who were also told this would be coming. 

We have not raised objections before because we believed that 

the process would be fair and objective. It seems however that this 

is not the case, which is why we are objecting at this point. 

We understand that the intension is not to create a feeder school, Yes

Theoretically we agree to the above on the 

understanding that our objection is acted on. If 

everyone that has been sold the idea of a feeder 

school is compensated for the misrepresentation 

and the education does not suffer as a result of this 

increase. Yes There shouldn't be a differentiation based on sex

It would be a shame if some families were 

disadvantaged because of the plans because 

they are just not being considered. By this we 

mean children who are not in the high school 

catchment, are not in the two years potentially 

being given exceptional treatment, but were 

told or sold that Langley would be a feeder 

school. Surely, there is sufficient anecdotal 

evidence to prove this is the case and ensure 

you make provision for these children too.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

255 10/12/21 9:32:14 10/12/21 9:37:30 Yes

I think this is fair as it is my understanding that parents were given 

assurances of their priorities to the secondary schools as part of 

their registration with LPPs. My children do not fall into this 

category but I support the families who do. Yes

Doing this way leaves no disadvantages for families 

fron other schools. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

256 10/12/21 9:41:54 10/12/21 9:46:03 Yes

I believe it is the right thing to do for the intake for 2023 as parents 

were told for that year group that LPPS would be an automatic 

feeder to Langley boys and girls school.

We are in the catchment area for both the secondary schools, 

however this is the right thing to do for intake 2023. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

257 10/12/21 9:52:47 10/12/21 9:55:34 Yes

Children feel comfortable in the environment, they are familiar 

with the school grounds and it is convenient for many parents.  Yes Yes Equality 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

258 10/12/21 9:45:02 10/12/21 10:00:31 No

It is unfair as I was overtly told - at the time of choosing my 

daughter’s primary school - that Langley Park Primary was not a 

“feeder” school for the above named secondary schools. It would 

have influenced my decision so it is clearly unfair to introduce this 

retrospectively. 

If this is your preference, it should be introduced moving forward 

for children who have not yet started primary education. As a 

result, these parents can make their selection in a fully informed 

manner as opposed to foisting it on those who were not.

No

Availability of good schools within my daughter’s 

catchment area. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

259 10/12/21 10:08:59 10/12/21 10:10:18 No Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

260 10/12/21 10:08:05 10/12/21 10:10:24 Yes

As this is fair - also disruption will be minimal. Many students are 

within catchment and many I know will be applying for grammar 

schools. Yes

Fairness that primary school students get what was 

promised Yes

As this makes it easier for parents and logistics of 

working 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

261 10/12/21 9:57:55 10/12/21 10:19:32 No

I'm concerned that in the future with a larger intake that there 

may not be the facilities, funding or teachers in later years if this is 

a bump year. I'm sure that initially it wouldn't be a problem, but 

post covid, and with this government I simply don't trust them to 

reduce funding for education and therefore it could adversely 

affect my son school year. We moved from another areas to be 

close to the school and walk every day. There are lots of cars, too 

many, that drive every day. No

In another school they did this and funding was 

reduced so that year had larger classes as they 

merged and had fewer teachers. I'm really 

concerned that this would happen in another 

school. We uprooted from another part of London 

and moved our home and business to be in the 

catchment for LPSB. I feel sorry that some parents 

were promised one thing, but the extra traffic and 

risk to the future post covid with funding cuts is too 

great a risk to take. No  The school should consider the children per school.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



262 10/12/21 10:26:24 10/12/21 10:44:12 No

Schools are by catchment area, lots of kids that go to Langley 

primary school are not even in the catchment area of Langley boys 

and girls. No

The impact will be enormous for the school and 

students at the school Yes

All siblings same priority, doesn't matter if it's single 

birth or multiple birth

All schools work by catchment area, if the kids at 

primary school are not in the catchment area 

they should apply to other schools. There are 

lots of schools in Beckenham/west Wickham) 

Bromley with availability. 

Why oversubscribed Langley? The impact will be 

enormous for the school and students

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

263 10/12/21 9:55:13 10/12/21 10:44:54 Yes

Verbal promises made by then head of school lead us to choose 

LPPS over closer other primary school Yes

Agree to not disadvantage any potential pupil who 

could otherwise be displaced Yes This would just be fair 

I strongly support this proposal and would 

implore the trust to implement this to ensure 

previous administration’s promises are being 

implemented. Even if there may be objections 

from parents with kids in lower years who are 

excluded from this new rule, they had never 

been promised this special access hence the 

trust should not actually consult them or 

alternatively consider the views of the parents 

with kids in the highest two years currently 

separately so ensure the trust sees those 

parents views in isolation. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

264 10/12/21 10:47:00 10/12/21 10:50:55 No

This was never flagged that it eould be a feeder in fact they said 

this was never the plan when I visited primaries and made my 

decisions based on this 4 years ago. No

The service provision will be affected. It's ok 

building more classes but the resource queues 

catering trips extra curricular provision will be 

affected Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

265 10/12/21 10:09:01 10/12/21 10:55:49 No

Nobody has addressed what will happen when the extra classes go 

after 2 years and siblings of those 60 extra children are now given 

priority. Children will miss out on places in those years. And then 

will go to other secondary schools, which will push children out of 

those catchments. This has not been mentioned at all. This will 

typically effect all children on the edge of the catchment between 

ages 4 and 10. But most likely between ages 5 and 8, which is any 

child at infant level now. No

I would have answered yes if the extra classes 

continued and more resources were given to the 

schools. I have said no because, you currently have 

4 girls and 16 boys this year, that is effectively 

siblings of 20 children not of 60 children, as you are 

proposing. And likewise for the following year. Yes

You should not discriminate between sexes. 

however we must first address the issue of siblings 

of these 120 extra children, who will predominantly 

be from beckenham and Elmer's end. Therefore 

putting children from west wickham and hayes at a 

disadvantage in years to come, as hayes secondary 

will fill up quicker. This will undoubtedly effect 

children at infant level now and will effect other 

secondary schools, especially Hayes.

Siblings of the 120 extra pupils must be 

discussed before going ahead. Parents have 

specifically bought houses to get into these 

schools and that includes Hayes Secondary. 

Where they are currently in the catchment but 

on the edge of all 3 schools, they could end up 

with not getting into any of the 3 schools. This is 

not fair just because somebody at LPPS messed 

up. Time to expand the schools for good and 

commit to extra resources into these much 

needed extra classes at these popular schools. Another interested party;

266 10/12/21 11:02:56 10/12/21 11:05:21 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

267 10/12/21 10:10:28 10/12/21 11:07:03 No

My son was in a bulge year at primary school and there were many 

occasions where I think he lost out due to sharing resources 

between 99 or 90 children instead of 66 or 60 (depending on years 

R-2 or 3-6). Yes, there was extra classroom and teaching staff, but 

there is no question that some historic patterns of handling two 

classes and swapping or sharing didn't work so well when split 

three ways. They learnt (through trial and error) to make things 

work better as we moved up through the school. We learnt to 

order tickets early as things sold out. The new extra bulge families 

were all new families to the school - anyone with older children 

would have used the siblings rule to obtain a place. My own 

experience of this makes me disagree with your proposal to take in 

extra children for those two years.  

I feel that if the families affected were to move to live closer to 

Langley Park schools, as the rules regarding allocating places have 

always been, then they would be likely to get a place on their own 

home location. In the years that have passed since Langley Primary 

opened, those families have had the opportunity to move home. If 

they have already done so, then there isn't an issue and they could 

be allocated a place through the normal application process. It 

looks like most already fall within the likely catchment area - from 

the table in your consultation document showing the potential 

impact on year 7 intake in 2023 and 2024, it looks like you are only 

trying to give places to an extra 16 and 12 boys per year. I can see 

how tempting is the argument for 'just adding two little boys per 

class because their parents would be so disappointed if they didn't 

jump the queue and get a place without following the rules and 

process that applies to everyone else'. No

Mr                  Tour introduction talk to new parents 

and his slide states "We are a team; 7 forms of 

entry but divided into 8 to ensure class sizes 

remain small". This proposal contradicts this 

approach. Neutral

The Langley Park School for Boys website has a 

page on Vision and Values.   Teach the 

importance of good citizenship (Courtesy, 

Common Sense and Cooperation). To prepare 

students for life after school. To maintain high 

standards of governance. My opinion is that 

changing the rules in this instance to give 

priority to Langley Park Primary School pupils in 

this manner goes against my understanding of 

these high standards and undermines the 

integrity of the Learning Trust.  

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

268 10/12/21 11:10:48 10/12/21 11:15:13 Yes

If assurances were given, then they should be honoured. The 

Primary school next door should be a feeder to the Secondary 

schools. Yes

This is a fair solution to the issue and a good 

compromise. Neutral

Parents who live 'locally' to the school who 

assume an automatic entry for their child should 

not dominate the admissions process. No one 

has a 'right' to a place at any particular school, 

only a school.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

269 10/12/21 11:19:31 10/12/21 11:37:44 Yes

Strongly agree as we were under the assumption our son would 

have automatic priority to LPBS for being in a primary school by 

the same trust, plus our daughter attends LPGS. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



270 10/12/21 11:39:58 10/12/21 11:44:50 No

I believe it would set a dangerous precedent for other schools in 

the area and would significantly disadvantage children in non 

“feeder” primaries - those places that were accepted on the 

understanding of a non feeder system in place in secondary 

schools throughout the area. No

There is no increase in facilities - it’s a wholly 

unsuitable solution and a very short term fix 

attitude. Neutral

I do not believe this has been published widely 

enough in the local area. All local primary 

schools should have been made aware, we 

shouldn’t have to stumble across such matters 

on social media. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

271 10/12/21 11:36:46 10/12/21 11:51:27 No

Langley schools have always selected on proximity and sibling rule 

which is fair to all in the community. Giving preference to Langley 

Primary will alter the catchment area and further reduce local 

children's 's access to their nearest secondary schools. The mix and 

makeup of the local area for schoolkids would change and their 

friends may be scattered. Secondary spaces nearby ate hard 

enough to come by and this move would disenfranchise a lot of 

currently eligible kids who just want to go to their local school with 

their local friends It's also unfair to those parents who chose a 

different primary because they were told Langley Primary wasn't a 

feeder school for the secondaries. The only who will benefit from 

the change are Langley Primary families, to the huge detriment in 

the future of all the kids living locally who should rightfully expect 

to have a full choice of local primary and secondary schools 

democratically and without prejudice as they always have. Neutral

Not if it opens the door to this change long-term. If 

the bulge classes were to continue in perpetuity 

then i would perhaps consider it but not if it's for 

only a few years. Lip service. Neutral

Please do not allow this to happen! Not fair to 

local kids who want a free choice of primary. 

Please. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

272 10/12/21 12:18:51 10/12/21 12:24:07 Neutral

As a parent of children at LPPS and LPBS. I’m not sure I’m in full 

agreement with this proposal. If you change this for those years. 

Then it should be changed for all years. 

Having a primary school on campus is an advantage to shape these 

children into what is the level/discipline expected to move into 

secondary school as from my experience moving to secondary 

school is quite a shock and significant shift for pupils. 

I support the admissions for all pupils at LPPS not for 2 year 

admissions.

No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

273 10/12/21 12:57:45 10/12/21 13:00:46 Yes It was indicated this would be the case when the school was set up Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

274 10/12/21 13:39:49 10/12/21 13:49:29 No

There are too many schools having feeder primaries and too many 

primaries not. By opening the PAN up to the 2 mile radius 

community it makes it fairer to those in the community. It also 

means those who joined the primaries later on in a year have the 

same chance as those who started out at the school from 

reception. Yes

By adding an additional form to to both the boys 

and girls schools, the schools as a whole can better 

cater for the 2 mile community. Neutral

As long as the overall number was not 

compromised. If it meant less places then no I would 

not agree.

Bear in mind Langley Park are one of only 5 

schools in the area. The more it caters for the 

community the more likely local children are 

able to attend,

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

275 10/12/21 13:41:53 10/12/21 14:00:13 No

There should not be a feeder school for any state secondary school 

in the area when there is clearly a shortage of state seconday 

school places in the area. I beleive the pupils of any of the local 

primary schools should have exactly the same chance as Langley 

Park pupils to take a place at Langley Park school for Boys or Girls. No Yes

I think it would be discriminatory to only allow same 

sex twins/triplets etc. siblings priority so it should 

apply to mixed sex too. 

I wish Langley Park Schools would desist in 

trying to exclude children in the local area that 

attend primary schools not in their trust. 

Children from other schools are just as valuable 

and just as deserving of a good state education 

that is paid for by all the local tax payers. If 

Langley Park Schools wish to change their status 

to a selective grammar school then perhaps they 

should seek to do so but in the meantime stick 

to giving all children a chance. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

276 10/12/21 15:21:27 10/12/21 15:25:20 Yes

It was promised to the children who had the good faith to start at 

Langley park primary school when it was in its infancy. That 

promise should be honoured. Yes

More secondary school places are badly needed in 

Bromley. Yes It makes sense. Another interested party;



277 10/12/21 15:21:41 10/12/21 15:41:13 No

The Trust is a group of 5 state schools ( not private ) , my 

understanding has always been that as state schools all children at 

the 3 primary schools have an equal and fair chance of attending 

LPB or LPG. "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." There should be NO consultation on 

placating Parents at Langley Primary school    If the head of  LPS 

was giving personal assurances to parents that LPS was going to be 

the "primary " feeder school , then that is ridiculous and if that 

teacher has not already been removed then  questions should be 

asked why not... and if Parents were stupid enough to assume that 

a primary state school would be a "feeder" school to a secondary 

school , then that is their responsibility - if they want a guarantee 

like this they should enrol their children in a fee paying private 

school    No

the proposal should not be considered in the first 

place Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

278 10/12/21 15:30:39 10/12/21 15:44:13 No

Because there are other primary schools in the area that should 

not be excluded in this way. This school should be open to all local 

residents on an equal standing. No

I do not agree as it is a temporary measure 

designed purely to support this proposed change 

only. Neutral

I suppose the respondents not in favour of this 

change will just get tired of responding 

eventually. Will there be an end to the year after 

year of submitting the same proposals and 

should it be allowed to continue like this? I think 

the change will affect the local area in a negative 

way. Environmentally, I would rather see lees 

children having to use some form of polluting 

transport to attend the school and live within 

walking distance.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

279 10/12/21 15:49:47 10/12/21 15:53:01 No

My children attend Clare House and although we live near Langley 

this change might mean they would be able to attend. Yes

That if the above proposal is agreed this might limit 

its impact on student who don’t attend Langley 

Primary school. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Employee or governor of one 

of the Trust's primary schools ;

280 10/12/21 15:56:28 10/12/21 15:59:02 Yes Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

281 10/12/21 15:57:32 10/12/21 16:00:03 No

I don’t believe it’s fair to the other pupils in  other schools within 

the Langley academy Yes

I think it’s fair to increase the number to provide 

more opportunities. Yes It makes sense to include clarity

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

282 10/12/21 15:49:16 10/12/21 16:00:15 No

It could effect my child getting in for 2023 as we have been in 

catchment each year but towards edge with the increase it could 

mean she isn’t 

It is not fair that a ‘mistake’ of a false promise should hinder 

children getting into Langley that would normally get in

It was never an agreed policy so it should not count just because a 

few parents believe it was which def was not the case as plenty of 

parents did not send children to Langley Primary because they 

knew it was NOT a feeder No

I mean this will now be the only way my child will 

get in if they bulge the year yet I do not agree with 

it but would have to go along with it if it were too 

happen 

Impact of extra children means larger class sizes 

Langley girls in my opinion does not have the space 

for the increase Neutral

It was never a policy for Langley Primary to be a 

feeder so not sure why it should change just for 

a year or two 

Parents should have got official clarity at the 

time it is too late now to demand changes 

It is not fair on the children who live in the area 

that should get into Langley secondary schools 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

283 10/12/21 16:23:35 10/12/21 16:29:37 No

Being a parent of a child that was starting school at around the 

time that these children started I read carefully the proposed 

admission arrangements and it was very clear that there was no 

feeder school status for the primary school. The boys school was 

not part of the trust at the time. No

Extra numbers will place extra pressure on the 

school and take away from the opportunities for 

the children that are attending. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

284 10/12/21 16:35:18 10/12/21 16:39:25 No

I believe that the decision on whether a child is able to enter a 

school should be based on intellectual merit rather than location 

or previous school. No

I believe that it is best to keep a smaller cohort so 

that the standards for teaching remain the same. Yes Not applicable

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;

285 10/12/21 16:26:13 10/12/21 16:43:56 No

This goes against a fair playing field for all local tax-payers wishing 

to give their children a choice of schools offering state-school 

education. No

Again, this goes against the concept of a fair state-

school education for all across the board. It is a 

flawed concept. Yes

Should Langley Trust wish to pursue exclusivity 

then it should vote internally on becoming 

either a private school or a grammar school. A 

state school is open to all regardless of their 

background, and this includes which nursery 

and/or primary school they have attended.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

286 10/12/21 16:55:03 10/12/21 17:05:22 Yes

As a parent at the site for the subsequent year intake, we spoke to 

many parents whom seemed quite sure that the school would fee 

into the secondary schools. They had said that they had been told 

this information first-hand. This seems to be a fair approach. 

Indeed, since we were on the fringes of the admissions area for 

the secondary schools, we felt it was the right thing for our eldest 

to join. Yes

I believe less resistance would be felt by local 

residents as this approach is should mean no effect 

to the admissions area for the proposed years. Yes

I feel that this is a wording issue to make it clear for 

families to ensure that all of their offspring attend 

the same school.

I think this consultation is a clear indication that 

the trust is listening to the needs of the parents 

and subsequently the children. It's a very clear 

choice to us that the aforementioned should go 

ahead.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



287 10/12/21 16:37:21 10/12/21 17:29:15 No

This is absolutely and categorically unfair to all other parents with 

kids in the same year groups who chose NOT to select Langley Park 

Primary because they chose to FOLLOW THE RULES and not rely on 

circumstantial hearsay.  

I am one such parent who has a child who could have started at 

Langley Park Primary the year it opened.  We all went to the open 

days we all heard the Head at the time imply that there MIGHT be 

a chance that it becomes a Feeder School.  But, and this is the 

point, all parents knew the admissions rules at the time and were 

able to make an informed choice.  We also all went to other open 

days where the other Heads (including                     ) made it quite 

clear that the only thing that should be relied on were the existing 

rules - nobody could predict the future, least of all the new head at 

Langley Park Primary.  I'm sure the parents that are now 

complaining also went to other 'open days'; they knew the rules; 

they were chancing it, and are now being disingenuous in the 

extreme.

We chose not to send our child to Langley Park Primary, we 

followed the rules, and will likely miss out on the secondary 

schools because we are outside the traditional catchment.  The 

idea that some parents (also outside the traditional catchments) 

will now get an express route into the school is completely wrong 

and demonstrably unfair. It will be open to challenge if this goes 

through.

Why should we (and hundreds like us) now be disadvantaged 

because of a few 'pointy elbowed' parents who have complained 

but have absolutely no firm ground for compliant.  The admissions 

rules were clear at the time and haven't changed. These parents Yes

Absolutely not. Coupled with the answer above 

there are two very clear reasons why this cannot 

be allowed to happen.

1. Your own consultation states that 'both schools 

are full' with limited space.  Why should both 

schools be unnecessarily disrupted by creating 

'bulge classes'. This is madness.  The 

(disingenuous) complaints of a few parents cannot 

be allow to disrupt both schools for a period of 7 or 

8 years (as the two bulge years progress through 

the school).  The very fact that this PAN increase is 

proposed to be temporary demonstrates that there 

isn't enough space to accommodate this.  

2. This should be rejected on sustainability grounds 

alone.  In reality, we are talking about admitting 

pupils from outside the traditional catchment areas 

(c 1-1.4miles) as if they were in the catchment 

areas they'd get in anyway.  These pupils will likely 

be driven to school.  How can this be a compatible 

with the Trust's sustainability objectives?

Yes This is fair.

The would be open to challenge, legal or 

otherwise, by other parents and would set an 

absolutely terrible precedent. It would basically 

be saying that if a small number of parents 

complain enough (based on nothing factual, and 

in contravention to the established admissions 

rules) that the Trust will bow to this pressure 

and completely disrupt school life by creating 

bulge years meaning the schools are operating 

over capacity for 7 or 8 years.  

There will be an absolute outcry if this goes 

through which will be far beyond the complaints 

of a few existing Langley Park Primary parents.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

288 10/12/21 17:21:31 10/12/21 17:35:25 Yes

They are going to Langley primary for 6 years and they are familiar 

and settle with the environment.It is nothing more natural that 

Langley primary students should automatically be a feeder for 

secondary. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

289 10/12/21 17:34:07 10/12/21 17:39:17 No

This puts other children approaching secondary school age in the 

local area at a disadvantage. We have recently moved into the 

area and one of the key reasons for this was to be in the 

catchment for Langley boys. No

The year groups are already really large and 

increasing it even more will have an impact on the 

quality of education and access to facilities that the 

children receive Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

290 10/12/21 17:38:39 10/12/21 17:45:09 No

Priority should be given to 1) looked after children in the borough 

2) teacher's from the secondary schools who have children and 

wish to apply 3) siblings; and 4) geographical proximity to school 

secondary schools. No

Resources and budgets are stretched enough, and 

a further class intake would dilute this and the 

availability of qualified teachers. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

291 10/12/21 17:50:01 10/12/21 17:53:47 No

We have been clear that there should be no feeder schools in a 

previous consultation. This includes this temporary feeder status 

proposal. Why should the views of a few pushy parents override 

an established admissions procedure? No No bulge classes Yes

The rules are clear. No feeder status. Temporary 

or otherwise.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

292 10/12/21 19:16:21 10/12/21 19:19:47 No

The admissions policy should reflect that of the majority of 

Bromley schools and not have feeder schools. Neutral

Only if the schools have adequate capacity to do 

this successfully and not to the detriment of 

students educational needs. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

293 10/12/21 19:31:59 10/12/21 19:36:29 No No Yes

This cannot be allowed to happen. Admissions 

to schools are fair and the basic principle of 

proximity existed then as it does now.  

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

294 10/12/21 20:50:34 10/12/21 20:53:38 No Unfair on other local families No

By adding another class you reduce the education 

of others Yes Fair

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

295 10/12/21 21:10:14 10/12/21 21:24:19 Yes

This will enable the children to continue their study  under same 

authority and policy and the children will have the opportunity to 

be together which will make the transition into year more easy for 

them and less frightening. Yes

To give Langley park primary school to attend the 

secondary school Yes

It important for them to be in the same and same 

environment 

It will be great to offer place for the children 

who are currently in Langley park primary 

school. This will enable the children to transit 

into secondary school more easy as well they 

being with their friends.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;



296 10/12/21 21:59:44 10/12/21 22:05:05 No

I don't have an issue with the main proposal to prioritise children 

from Langley Park Primary for a limited period of time and 

increase the PAN accordingly at the secondary schools during that 

period, provided the schools can reasonably accommodate the 

additional numbers of pupils. However, my objection relates to the 

siblings of those pupils as it's not clear from the consultation 

documents that younger siblings of those children won't continue 

to be prioritised after these two cohorts have joined year 7 and 

after the PAN has been decreased. The proposals and admission 

arrangements need to make clear that this won't be the case, as 

otherwise there will be an impact on places for local children from 

2025 onwards. If this can be clarified then my objection would be 

withdrawn. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;

297 10/12/21 22:28:15 10/12/21 22:36:45 No

Although the proposal is to increase the PAN to accommodate the 

additional children from these two year groups, there is no 

mention of what will happen to the siblings of these children. 

Presumably if the PAN is subsequently reduced, a huge number of 

places in additional years will be taken up by siblings, leaving few 

places for children from other local schools who do not have an 

older brother or sister at a Langley secondary. No

See response above. I disagree with the proposal 

to increase and subsequently decrease the PAN 

due to the obvious squeeze on places in future 

years once siblings from the "bulge" years are 

accommodated. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

298 10/12/21 22:37:14 10/12/21 22:48:14 No

Clearly the admissions policy at the time parents sent their 

children to LPPS did not state they would get into the high schools 

if they were not in the catchment at the time, so this should not be 

granted retrospectively.once No

I feel its unfair to other children living in the 

catchment borders may be impacted in getting into 

the school through no fault of their own. Some 

children who would of got in, in other years will 

likely miss out.th No 

The senior schools are separate schools and entry 

should be treated as such irrespective of gender of 

multiple births of different genders.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

299 10/12/21 22:54:34 10/12/21 22:58:07 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

300 10/12/21 22:51:51 10/12/21 23:04:06 Yes

If the criteria for entry to the secondary in terms of catchment is 

exactly the same between primary and secondary then those in 

the primary should be given an option to attend the secondary 

rather than having to re-apply. It makes the process less stressful 

for the child in terms of having to familiarise themselves with a 

new environment and gives the parents some peace of mind. At 

the moment only the Harris Beckenham operates as a feeder 

school, which puts immense pressure on the school in terms of 

over subscriptions just so their kids have a chance of getting to the 

secondary. If the Langley trust is on a level footing with Harris, this 

would balance out the primary admissions a bit more. Yes

The increase is necessary to allow others in the 

area to have a chance of entering. If there is no 

increase then this will make it much harder (or 

near impossible) for other non-Langley primary 

pupils to have a chance of getting in to its 

secondary schools. No 

There should be a limit for siblings and the definition 

should not be widened as this would leave even 

more kids without a secondary school option. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

301 10/12/21 23:11:52 10/12/21 23:28:39 No

Others not told school was to be a feeder

Why was this allowed to be incorrectly communicated for 2 years 

without investing?

Sibling rule impacts on to other years

Another consultation needed to change back again

Opens up the potential for feeder status to be consulted again No

Is a whole class needed to accommodate the 

children affected by the ‘promise’?

The catchment extends and therefore has a sibling 

rule impact for later years

The proposal says they intend to consult to reduce 

it in 2025. That is not guaranteed and therefore 

leaves the door open for the argument of taking 

more students from primaries in the trust Yes

I object to all feeder status. It is to the detriment 

of other primary schools, takes away places 

from local children, unfair to those that were not 

promised a place, the trust should take 

responsibility for their error, the boys school 

was not in the trust at the time, the parents 

should be responsible for their own due 

diligence 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local secondary 

school ;Another interested 

party;

302 10/13/21 0:16:05 10/13/21 0:22:51 No

Langley boys school was not part of the trust when the Langley 

park primary children were told that their primary was a feeder 

school. Children at Langley park primary who are outside of the 

catchment area should not gain priority to the secondary schools 

over children that live nearer. Although extra places are being 

created for these years what about sibling places for children in 

subsequent years? No

Increasing the number of children in the year 

group will mean larger class sizes so overall a 

disadvantage to children unaffected by this appeal 

who will attend the school. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

303 10/13/21 7:10:54 10/13/21 7:17:01 No

We are currently live in the catchment area and walking distance 

to the school. Most Langley park parents drive to school and not 

even in the current catchment. Yes

However by reducing in 2025, does that mean 

increase class size or stats show a number of kids 

leave the school? It will be great for an additional 

class to be added for the local community school. No 

This decreases the number of intake for other 

families Nome

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

304 10/13/21 7:17:25 10/13/21 7:22:38 No

I believe this unfairly disadvantages parents who were specifically 

told Langley Primary Was Not a feeder school for the secondary, 

and therefore made other choices for their children. We would 

certainly have applied for LPP for my eldest daughter if it had been 

a feeder school but we're told that was not, and would not be the 

case. Neutral

Although the change in PAN may alleviate the 

initial demand it will not take into account fully the 

impact on future years due to siblings etc. Yes This seems fair and sensible.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;



305 10/13/21 9:16:25 10/13/21 9:28:51 No

You would be narrowing the options for the wider Beckenham 

community. If feels like you are trying to make the Langley 

Secondaries even more exclusive and difficult to gain a place. No

There needs to be a longer term solution than a 

temporary increase in numbers. This does not help 

the demand for secondary places in Beckenham. Yes This seems common sense. 

As a Beckenham parent living in a central 

location, and ex primary head teacher I have 

seen many families have very negative 

experiences when applying for secondary 

places. Any thing that restricts the choices 

further should not be considered. The primary 

opened as a free school and many free schools 

have a wider than normal catchment. Giving 

priority to those who may live further afield over 

Beckenham residents is wrong. I have seen far 

too many Bromley children be offered failing 

Lewisham schools. This is not acceptable and 

this will only serve to make it worse. What 

happened to equality and freedom of choice?

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

306 10/13/21 11:48:17 10/13/21 11:52:20 Yes

We joined LPPS as we were promised that it would become a 

feeeder school. We were already in the catchment for both 

secondary schools but we then                                                                                                                                                                                           

                                                                                                                       

increased  our mortgage by £1000 more a month. As I’m sure you 

will understand we are both now concerned about this and would 

appreciate the promise that was made. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

307 10/13/21 11:54:33 10/13/21 11:56:54 Yes

Completely agree the trust should honour their initial promises to 

parents who joined the school on that basis Yes This is fair to all other applicants Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

308 10/13/21 11:52:12 10/13/21 11:59:11 No

This was not given as an expectation to parents when enrolling 

their children to the primary school also takes places away from 

local children to LPGS and LPBS which then has a knock on effect of 

children having to travel further for school. The primaries in the 

trust are not within the small catchment that the secondary 

schools have. No

Neither school have the facilities to increase by a 

class group to create this space and then once 

again in 2025 there will be less spots for local 

children. An irresponsible course of action to 

ensure that the children from the primary schools 

get spots to the local community and residents by 

the secondary school. No 

This question implies that the children will be 

allowed into the secondary school no matter where 

they live in the catchment. Entirely inappropriate to 

ask at this point. 

The secondary schools serve the local 

communities of Eden park and the very small 

catchment area. By giving priority to children 

who go to the primary school and then 

guaranteeing them placements at the secondary 

school, one is robbing the community of spaces 

locally. Increasing pollution and travel for 

children who live further away and will impact 

house prices negatively in the area. Stop 

changing something as this is the second time 

that these changes have been tried to be 

implemented. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

309 10/13/21 13:09:46 10/13/21 13:20:59 No

Langley Park Primary was the last of local primary schools to open, 

used the help of other school(s) at the early stages and now 

repeatedly want to exclude local (i.e. living locally) children from 

accessing the named secondaries, while big numbers of Langley 

Park Primary pupils are not local at all. No

That will just give the precedent for more 

unjustified claims from Langley Park Primary Neutral

Langley Park Primary must be stopped in the 

never ending attempts to start feeder school 

scheme in the Bromley borough allowing not 

local children to attend secondary schools at the 

expense of the local children

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

310 10/13/21 13:15:01 10/13/21 13:23:53 Yes

I think they should stand by the promises and assurances they 

gave the parents at the start   Yes

If the schools have sufficient resources and room 

short term then it could work Yes

I don’t see why any siblings, regardless of wether 

they mixed sex multiples, should be disadvantaged 

when considering priority 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

311 10/13/21 13:14:09 10/13/21 13:30:45 Yes

If assurances were given by senior members of staff on behalf of 

the school and therefore the Trust and these assurances have been 

part of the decision making process to choose LPPS, and both 

internal and external independent investigations have found this 

to be the case then of course these assurances should be 

honoured. Yes

This seems to be a fair, reasonable and logical 

response given the circumstances. It ensures that 

as far as reasonably practicable, no local child will 

be disadvantaged by this temporary situation. Yes

Just seems to e the logical thing to do for families 

and siblings.

I'm sure that there will be a large number of 

people against this proposal but these will likely 

be from people who will not be directly affected 

by this temporary change. And whilst the 

feelings of the local community are important I 

think it is also  very important that if the 

investigations have found that a wrong has been 

made that the Trust rights this wrong as quickly 

as possible and is seen to to the right thing 

legally and morally. If not, what lessons are we 

teaching our children, that you can say one thing 

and make promises, but actually you don't need 

to honour them. No, we must teach them be 

moral and honourable and correcting this sends 

the right message to our children and young 

adults.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



312 10/13/21 13:30:02 10/13/21 13:42:23 No

Local schools should be for local children not tied to other schools 

elsewhere within the Langley Trust now or in the future. This is a 

fundamental principal of state education for all and arguable 

makes a school more diverse and effective by including a mix of 

children from many economic and social backgrounds but instilling 

them with the same desire to learn and reach their fully potential 

whatever that is. Neutral

PAN increases need to be balanced by additional 

recruitment of staff so standards don't suffer. The 

statement that these will be reduced later leads 

me to believe that this won't be the case and class 

sizes will just increase affecting the amount of time 

available for direct learning and negatively 

impacting the standards of education. Yes

This is just fair and consistent with a general siblings 

policy

This is at least the second consultation I'm 

aware of for what is a highly unpopular set of 

measures designed to push local children aside 

in favour of what feels more like a selective 

system. 

Children who have had the benefit of different 

primary education backgrounds strengthens the 

diversity and variety of pupils so it is more 

representative of society at large. 

To seek to exclude some local children via the 

backdoor is just not acceptable

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

313 10/13/21 13:58:08 10/13/21 14:00:14 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

314 10/13/21 13:55:04 10/13/21 14:07:22 Yes

The free school application 2014 is available in the public domain 

and is also common knowledge on the LPPS playground - Children 

attending Langley Park Primary will have the option of joining the 

Langley Park Secondary Schools.

This is the primary reason LPPS parents had the expectation of 

priority for the Langley secondary schools. This view didn't change 

until it was made clear that this is no longer the case in school 

admission policies from 2020. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

315 10/13/21 14:58:22 10/13/21 15:00:23 Yes

It seems unreasonable to turn away children already settled on the 

site. Yes Yes This should not be in question. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

316 10/13/21 16:15:03 10/13/21 16:27:43 No

The Trust's persistence in trying to achieve a universally acceptable 

solution is commendable; however I remain of the opinion that 

the responsibility for the falsely given assurances should not lie 

with the parents who were in no way part to that arrangement. No

Creating extra forms will inevitably put extra stress 

on the schools' academic and other resources. As 

noted in the response to Question 2, in my opinion 

this would create a situation of disadvantage for all 

involved, but particularly for the parents who were 

not involved in the original LPPS intake. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

317 10/13/21 18:40:06 10/13/21 18:42:38 No School should be open to all resident children to apply. No Not fair No 

Whole sibling policy is abused with parents moving 

away once first child is in. This is never checked in 

subsequent years. If you move you loose the rights

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

318 10/13/21 18:46:05 10/13/21 18:49:44 No

The trust has failed to take in to consideration the implant of the 

sibling rule.  This will impact spaces for a number of years. No

You have failed to take in to account siblings 

resulting from increasing the PAN Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

319 10/13/21 18:49:49 10/13/21 18:54:49 No

I agree that it is fair to increase the number of places by the 

number of children that were allegedly promised places.  However 

it is unfortunately that you can not do this with out unfairly 

impacting other children in the local area.  The trust has failed to 

take in to account the impact that siblings would have on future 

years. No

The proposal fails to take in to account the affect of 

the sibling rule on future years entries Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

320 10/13/21 19:22:29 10/13/21 19:27:11 Yes

This was the reason Langley Park Primary School was chosen as 

this was agreed when the school began. Neutral

As long as there is not a compromise on the 

educational access for these cohorts and the 

schools are able to accommodate the extra class 

sufficiently Neutral Not sure what that means 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls 

;Employee or governor of one 

of the Trust's secondary school ;

321 10/13/21 19:57:13 10/13/21 20:05:03 No

I feel that it is important and fair to provide pupils of all LPLT 

primary schools an equal opportunity to be admitted to LPLT 

secondary schools. This will allow more pupils to receive an 

education in complete alignment with the values of the Trust that 

has likely attracted them to these primary schools in the first place. Neutral

These proposals carry no information about 

changes needed to increase the school's ability to 

hand more students. It is therefore impossible to 

evaluate if those measures are going to be applied 

and if they are going to be adequate. Maybe they 

are but without this information, I find it hard to 

support this particular suggestion. Yes Seems fair to me.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

322 10/13/21 20:45:04 10/13/21 20:47:34 Yes

It makes sense that same academic schools stay in to help with 

further plan for kids’ study Yes Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;



323 10/13/21 21:31:57 10/13/21 21:36:26 No

Because secondary schools are already very limited in our borough 

and the children who are living here are going to be forced into 

schools that are too far away and unsuitable. 

These proposed plans are not beneficial to the wider community. Neutral

Providing that these children are also from other 

local primary schools to Beckenham and not just 

Langley. Neutral

Again as long as these children are also from other 

primary schools not just Bromley. 

You’re discriminating the majority of Bromley 

boroughs children with these plans. The children 

local to this school but that do not attend the 

feeder primary school should not have their 

options reduced. 

It is completely unfair for a state school to be a 

feeder school. State schools should be available 

to all children who live in the borough not just 

specific children. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

324 10/14/21 8:24:48 10/14/21 8:31:24 No

Under the proposed scheme, students who are in the 

infants/junior school are guaranteed admission to the senior 

schools, they could move completely out of the catchment area 

once they have a place in the feeder school knowing that children 

and siblings are guaranteed these places. Meanwhile students 

who go to neighbouring schools but may live closer to the senior 

schools may not get a place in the school.

This also restricts the diversity of the senior schools. Neutral Neutral

A similar consultation on feeder schools was 

rejected, why has it come back again after a very 

short period of time, is it a case of keep trying 

until it gets agreed

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

325 10/14/21 9:50:59 10/14/21 9:58:26 Yes

I believe that promises were given to parents of the New LPPS and 

that the Trust is seeking to balance addressing historic assurances 

given to parents of those pupils. Which is the correct thing to do. Yes I agree with your proposal in full. Yes It makes sense to do so, doesn't it?

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

326 10/14/21 13:51:23 10/14/21 13:56:42 No

To give priority to one school would be wholly unfair on all parents 

from other schools in the area who chose not to send their 

children to Park Langley Primary in the two affected years. They 

choose not to believe the inferred assurances of the Head at the 

time, and instead relied upon the known admissions criteria at the 

time.  i.e. it would be unfair to those who made the correct 

decision to follow the rules.  Rules that have not changed since.  No

The schools are already at capacity, it would be 

unfair to all other pupils at these schools to cram 

more pupils in. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

327 10/14/21 16:58:40 10/14/21 17:05:21 No I do not agree they should be prioritised over those residing closer. No The school will be overcrowded. No 

Why should multiple births be prioritised over 

singles and hog places?

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

328 10/15/21 10:01:20 10/15/21 10:06:37 Yes

I think it’s unfair on those children who started from September 

2018 because it was not made clear at that time. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

329 10/15/21 15:54:46 10/15/21 16:01:11 No

Because we were told clearly at the open day that there was NO 

CURRENT arrangement for LPPS to be a feeder to Langley Park 

Girls School, although that was an intention. 

Langley Park Boys School was not part of the trust at this time.

We made our primary school application based on this 

information. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

330 10/15/21 16:24:56 10/15/21 16:31:53 No

As a parent of children in the neighbouring school Unicorn, we feel 

it could cause children who live closer to be forced into other 

schools with children and an environment they are not so familiar 

with. When we were choosing mid year to move our daughter in 

yr1 we were told that these years would not be feeder years 

otherwise we may have chosen differently. No

Because teachers, resources and facilities would 

then be stretched of these years which is unfair on 

both staff and pupils Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

331 10/15/21 16:32:16 10/15/21 16:35:49 Yes Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



332 10/15/21 16:20:18 10/15/21 16:44:05 No

As a parent of a child at another local primary school (unicorn 

primary school), I disagree with this proposal and feel that it is a 

non-inclusive approach to admissions.  

Beckenham is already a competitive location for families to send 

their children to their first place school, with many missing out on 

their first choice.  This is now proposed to be further compounded 

as not securing the primary school of choice will now mean a child 

being less likely to secure a place at the desired secondary school. 

The pressure on parents is already unbelievable and this has an 

impact on the housing market, artificially inflating prices within 

catchment areas, and therefore meaning only wealthier families 

are able to relocate to educate their child at their first choice 

establishment.  

Adopting this proposal will disproportionately favour children 

from more privileged backgrounds based on the catchment area of 

Langley Park primary school and its proximity to high value homes.  

 The attainment gap between affluent and less affluent pupils is 

already broadening due to covid and this proposal would seek to 

compound that. Yes No 

I do not see why at a secondary school that priority 

should be given to siblings unless there are 

circumstances additional to that which needs to be 

taken in to account.  Children of secondary school 

age are able to take themselves to school within this 

area as we are fortunate to have an extensive public 

transport network including buses, trams and trains 

and therefore this should not be a consideration in 

the same way it is for primary schools. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

333 10/15/21 16:44:40 10/15/21 16:45:33 No Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

334 10/15/21 16:53:14 10/15/21 16:58:44 No

It will impact on the other local primary school pupils who were 

not aware of any of the 'assurence' given to the Langley Park 

Primary School. As the 'assurance' was not officially proposed and 

approved by the public authority nor the general public prior to be 

given, it should not be used as the reason for the change of 

admissions criteria. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

335 10/15/21 17:00:57 10/15/21 17:03:24 No

It should be local school for local kids. Sets a bad precedent for 

schools wanting to do this in the future. It was never going to be a 

feeder school, parents knew this at the time their children went to 

the school. Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

336 10/15/21 17:01:45 10/15/21 17:04:57 No

The primary school categorically stated at open days that it was 

and would never be a feeder school for secondary education. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

337 10/15/21 17:34:24 10/15/21 17:39:00 No

This will impact pupils who are eligible due to catchment and 

reduce their chances to gain admissions. Big no for me. No

Higher student numbers will reduce chances of an 

effective and good quality secondary education. Yes

This is important for parents to be sending children 

to the same school if they choose to do so. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

338 10/15/21 18:01:50 10/15/21 18:06:45 No

They should never have been promised places. And those who are 

petitioning obviously live outside the catchment, else they 

wouldn't be worried about it. No

A bulge year is always a risk to overstretch the 

facilities Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

339 10/15/21 18:21:40 10/15/21 18:23:21 No Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

340 10/15/21 18:44:05 10/15/21 18:59:28 No

Giving admission priority to Langley Park Primary School children 

would be completely unfair to other children from other primary 

schools who are closer to Langley Park in terms of distance from 

their home. There is no reason, legal or moral, to give priority to 

pupil of Langley Park Primary School no matter when they have 

started by and remained on the roll for the REST of their primary 

education. No

The word INTENDS to review in 2025 would not be 

enough to hold the Trust accountable and enforce 

the review hence the change is NOT acceptable. Yes Makes sense

The same initiative took place a few years ago 

and seems like you will continue to insist on 

proposing priority for Langley Park Trust primary 

schools - this would make sense for PRIVATE 

education organisations but unfortunately yours 

are not such ones, you rely on public funding 

from tax payers money and you have to provide 

fairness to children from any primary school, no 

matter whether they are part or not of your 

trust.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

341 10/15/21 18:57:51 10/15/21 19:07:01 No

The impact will be felt also in following years due to the sibling 

priority admission rule. It’s also unfair to those family who were 

told the Langley primary school wouldn’t become a feeder school 

to any of the secondary schools. Also At the time of primary school 

application, the official admission rules were as such “ there were 

no feeder primary schools”. No

Are you going to increase it for the following years 

when siblings of those children will be given a 

place due to the sibling priority admission rules? 

Also, are you going to have extra funds to manage 

the increase uptake? Yes

There will also have an impact on the 

environment if these children are out of 

catchment area. Assuming this is the case, 

otherwise they wouldn’t be so worried about 

places should they all live near the school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

342 10/15/21 19:05:50 10/15/21 19:07:11 No

I continue to feel that this will have an adverse effect on other 

local primary schools Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

343 10/15/21 19:07:53 10/15/21 19:08:36 No No Yes Another interested party;



344 10/15/21 17:54:50 10/15/21 19:12:29 No

It’s completely unfair to only have 1 feeder school. Many of us 

have worked so hard to buy properties In the catchment area for 

the Langley senior schools, we would now have to move our whole 

lives again. I do not understand the rationale behind this move, it 

is unjust and very unusual as some one who has worked in 

education for a very long time Neutral Yes

Please reconsider, this will drastically effects the 

lives of many children, which is surely not the 

aim of the Education sector. It is on a par with 

be selective, which state schools are not allowed 

to be 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

345 10/15/21 19:52:15 10/15/21 19:54:51 No think it is about getting rich kids into Langley Schools Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child at one of the Trust's 

primary schools ;

346 10/15/21 19:38:49 10/15/21 20:10:54 No

This will reduce the likelihood of other local children getting into 

the school. I think giving 'one' school exclusive priority is very 

unfair to the local community. No

This is ridiculous because Local children who live 

nearby will still be adversely. effected by the above 

suggestion and they will still be at a disadvantage if 

they are unable to gain entry to the primary school 

or If they choose to go to another local Primary. 

By increasing the class numbers at Langley Primary 

and 'then' Prioritising entry to Langley Park School 

for Girls or Langley Park School for Boys  you will 

effectively put local primary school children at 

other schools at an even further disadvantage by 

lessening the chances of them gaining access to the 

Secondary schools named above there is no 

equality in this proposal. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

347 10/15/21 21:45:12 10/15/21 21:51:30 No

Both schools are sought after and when I was applying for a 

primary school for my eldest, I was repeatedly reassured that 

being a pupil in Langley primary would not give priority over other 

children. Haven't we already been through this once already !! No

This will be too soon for my children and I suspect 

they will be left at a disadvantage when applying. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

348 10/15/21 22:15:43 10/15/21 22:26:16 No

On the open days for 2018 admission to Langley Park Primary 

School parents were expressly told that the school is not a feeder 

school and there were no plans for it to become one. This will have 

affected parents decision making (as it did mine) when selecting a 

primary school. To be told retrospectively that priority will be 

given to those in continuous attendance of Langley Park Primary 

School from 2018 is unjust and should not be allowed. Neutral

I do not agree with the proposal to make Langley 

Park Primary School a feeder school so this is 

irrelevant. Yes This is completely fair and should be implemented.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

349 10/16/21 6:58:44 10/16/21 7:03:57 No

Our son goes to another local school and we would love him to 

attend Langley Boys for secondary school. We feel that giving 

priority admission to Langley Park Primary students will potentially 

disadvantage us getting a place. No

Our son is currently in reception so increasing the 

cohort size for two years will not change the 

potential for us of him not getting a place when it 

is time for him to start secondary school. Yes

If you have mixed sex twins, it makes sense for the 

children to be able to attend the schools next to 

each other. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

350 10/16/21 7:15:29 10/16/21 7:19:09 No

It is not fair to the people who live nearby to make sure they are in 

the catchment area who may now not get a place. No

I do not believe this is the answer to the problem. 

Has the school got adequate room/staff/resources 

to suddenly increase in size like this? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

351 10/16/21 8:09:39 10/16/21 8:28:26 No

1. To give LPPS feeder school status for this period would have 

retrospective effect on parents who made the decision to send 

their children to other local schools. It is therefore inherently 

unfair. Any such consultation should have been carried out in 

advance of LPPS being established.

2. Given that any change to admissions arrangements is subject to 

consultation how could parents of this cohort have been given 

assurances that they believed to be binding? That approach 

presupposes that consultation is just a rubber stamp exercise - 

which is wrong in principle.

3. This consultation is narrower in scope than the one carried out 

two years ago. Having researched this issue thoroughly during that 

consultation I am concerned that this is the thin edge of the wedge 

and that further changes will follow- to the detriment of the local 

community of West Wickham. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

352 10/16/21 9:28:05 10/16/21 9:33:51 No It is make even short for other people to get in Yes

We are very close to the school but not in the 

catching area so this can possibly help us to get to 

the school Yes

We know the seeking for places in this school is 

very high because your are the best and as a 

parents we want the best for our children 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

353 10/16/21 10:50:37 10/16/21 10:53:52 No Unfair for other children living in the area No

I agree with increasing the intake at the schools but 

not with then reducing it back down Yes

All siblings in a set of multiples should be given 

equal access 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



354 10/16/21 10:44:53 10/16/21 10:54:26 No

Children should be allocated a space solely on address not on 

where they go to primary school. People could attend this school 

and have since moved from the area, so only qualifying because 

they attend the school not down to where they live or pay council 

tax. This would take away the place of a child that lives closer. If 

you live within catchment of school then you should not need this 

guarantee from primary to secondary No

You are over populating this school thus diluting 

the overall school and school year. Yes

The same multiple family’s should be treated the 

same way 

People pay a premium to buy houses and pay 

high council tax to live close to these schools. 

Asking for feeding schools is undermining this 

whole process. If you go to Langley Primary 

theoretically you should live in catchment 

anyway, so why prioritise that primary school 

over any other. If you don’t live within 

catchment then move like everyone else has to!  

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child 

aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;Parent 

of a child at another local 

primary school ;Another 

interested party;

355 10/16/21 10:52:14 10/16/21 10:57:46 No

This is unfair on the children who do not attend the Langley 

primary school. No Yes

This puts schools in the area at a disadvantage 

and also the children attending these schools. 

Both senior schools should provide spaces to 

children in the local area as they always have 

done and should not be allowed to make one 

school a priority admission school without 

guarantee that those places are not being taken 

from local children. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

356 10/16/21 11:43:47 10/16/21 11:46:26 No   No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

357 10/16/21 11:43:39 10/16/21 11:51:14 No

I am very concerned about children having to have larger class 

sizes because of this mess. This is not the fault of our children and 

they should not have to suffer larger class sizes because of this. My 

son started primary school in 2016 and we were very clearly told 

that Langley Primary would NOT have feeder status. I can’t 

understand why some parents would have been told one thing and 

others another. It’s equally unfair on the families who were told it 

wouldn’t be a feeder and therefore chose another school if you 

then turn around and retrospectively change your minds.  Also - 

Langley Boys wasn’t even in the Trust at that point so quite clearly 

even if commitments were made they would obviously be null and 

void. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

358 10/16/21 14:15:04 10/16/21 14:21:54 Yes

Appears to be a 'just' action to take for parents who were under 

the impression that their child who joined in 2018, would be able 

to attend Langley secondary school.Sensible to increase by one 

class size to avoid detrimental impact on other neighbouring 

parent's children.  Yes

Appears to be a 'just' action to take for parents 

who were under the impression that their child 

who joined in 2018, would be able to attend 

Langley secondary school.Sensible to increase by 

one class size to avoid detrimental impact on other 

neighbouring parent's children. Neutral

Affirmation that children will not be adversely 

affected by the increase by one class size with 

regards to resources and opportunities would be 

welcomed. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

359 10/16/21 14:33:15 10/16/21 14:35:16 Yes

My child was one of the original pupils at the primary school and 

this is what was promised to parents. Yes

I think it is a good compromise in order to allow 

the Trust to honour the promises made to the 

original cohort of parents. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

360 10/16/21 14:38:20 10/16/21 14:46:20 No

There are a limited number of state secondary schools available 

for parents living in Elmers End and surrounding areas. The 

recently opened secondary school Eden Park High has already 

decreased its catchment area to 0.8 miles. The proposed change to 

give priority to Langley park primary school pupils will further 

disadvantage children living in this area. No

The proposed increase in class size is a short term 

solution. In the long term children living in Elmers 

End and the surrounding areas will still be 

disadvantaged by having Langley Park primary 

school pupils having priority as our children live 

outside that primary school catchment area but 

within Langley secondary school catchment area. Yes

I am a parent of twins and I come across 

unintentional disadvantages to my twins so this is a 

good step towards increasing fairness to twins and 

other multiples.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

361 10/16/21 17:13:01 10/16/21 17:15:59 Yes As long as it is only for 2 years then I agree Yes So long as it is for 2 years only then I agree Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

362 10/16/21 17:35:05 10/16/21 17:35:49 Neutral Neutral Neutral Another interested party;

363 10/17/21 10:52:48 10/17/21 10:54:02 Yes Yes Yes Another interested party;

364 10/17/21 17:49:13 10/17/21 18:02:25 No

Admissions to Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park 

School for Boys are also determined by Council and the distance to 

both schools. Why some parents and children are benefited from 

the new rules due to the rumor or misunderstanding that can be 

confirmed whether the rumor is true or not in the first place when 

admission to the primary school, in others' expensed. No

It is difficult to ensure the quality of education 

won't be decreased due to the increased admission 

number. It won't be fair to the existing, future and 

new students admitted for classes of Sep 2023 and 

2024. Yes

Mixed-sex twins, triplets, and siblings are all living in 

the same household and have the same meaning of 

single-sex twins, triplets, and siblings of a higher 

multiple births hence they shouldn't be 

discriminated by their gender. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



365 10/17/21 21:00:26 10/17/21 21:25:22 No

I have four fundamental concerns and extremely strong objections 

to the proposals.

1. The proposals take no account of the fact that parents who 

attended the Langley Park Primary School open evenings in 2016, 

and were informed in no uncertain terms that sending their child 

to the school would not see them receive priority admission status 

are being significantly disadvantaged by these new proposals.  The 

parents' evenings and published admissions criteria in place at the 

time impacted upon the choice of many more parents who chose 

to send their children to other schools - including our son for 

whom we chose Oak Lodge as it was clear that priority access 

would not be granted for children who attended Langley Park 

Primary School.  Just because a limited number of parents clearly 

pushed for further guarantees in the erroneous belief they could 

secure a form of priority status in the future, and some assurances 

were given by someone who did not have the authority to gives 

such assurances and is no longer employed by the Trust, clearly 

does not mean those children should receive priority status.  

2. Whilst it is proposed that the priority status would only be for 

two years, based upon the existing school admissions criteria, this 

would in fact extend out further as the siblings of those children 

granted priority status under the proposals, would also then 

receive priority status in the future.  This in turn would potentially 

disadvantage other children who would lose out on places beyond 

the initial two year cohort.  Again this is grossly and manifestly 

unfair.

3. It is abundantly clear that this consultation would represent the 

'thin end of the wedge', and it would only be a matter of time until No

Because I do not believe it is fair that the PAN 

should be extended for children to receive priority 

status, for the reasons set out in Question 2 above. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

366 10/17/21 22:31:46 10/17/21 22:40:16 Yes

I am aware of LPPS Free school application 2014, which on page 62 

and in bold, gives LPPS children the option of joining the secondary 

schools.

Furthermore, I do not recall LPPS providing parents any 

information on relation to this matter until the spring 2020. Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

367 10/17/21 22:40:12 10/17/21 22:45:53 No

This would negatively impact the secondary school options for 

primary children not at Langley Park Primary who may well live 

nearer to Langley boys and girls; this negatively impacts Balgowan 

primary school as many of our children are already on the edge of 

the Langley girls and boys catchment area and this would push 

them further out. No

This sets a precedent of Langley park primary being 

a Langley boys and girls feeder which isn’t fair; this 

also would continue to impact younger siblings for 

several years to come. No 

By choosing single sex education you are actively 

choosing to educate sexes differently and 

independently. This consultation has failed before, local families 

shouldn’t be put through this year after year. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

368 10/18/21 1:26:32 10/18/21 1:35:42 No

I disagree on a personal level because our younger daughter is in 

Year 4 but not at Langley Park Primary School. We currently live in 

the catchment area for Langley Park School for Girls and that 

would be our first choice of secondary for her because her sister is 

already there and we think it is an excellent school. I cannot 

support any scheme that will disadvantage our daughter in her 

application in two years' time. 

I also disagree in principle.  I think the whole scheme is ill-

conceived and unfair as it restricts freedom of choice of location of 

residence, and of primary and secondary schools for parents and 

pupils in Beckenham. The Langley Park schools are non-selective 

State schools and should not seek to impose these kinds of 

restrictions on choice. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

369 10/18/21 7:54:43 10/18/21 8:18:24 No

I am concerned that we still have no clarity around what exactly 

was ‘promised’ to prospective parents when LPP started. Many 

other parents state that they were NOT given any assurances re 

feeder status. This proposal seems an awful lot of disruption for a 

minority of parents, based on little clarity of what was actually 

said. Moreover, it could be perceived as unfair by parents who - 

having been told there was no feeder status - then sent their 

children elsewhere and now will miss out should these proposals 

be accepted. 

Our son will start Yr7 in September 2025 and we live on the edge 

of the current catchment. This means that we’ll be directly 

affected by new consultations to reverse these changes should 

they be accepted. This is incredibly unsettling for local families. 

Also, sibling priority will mean that there will be knock-on 

consequences beyond the 2 years - this could be enough to nudge 

us out of catchment despite living closer to the schools than the 

LPP children admitted should these proposals be accepted. Neutral

If LPP does become a feeder for these 2 years 

(which I oppose), then I can see the merit in 

increasing the PAN. My concern is that to then 

reduce it again, without accounting for the knock-

on effect from siblings from those 2 years, will still 

disadvantage local children from 2025. Neutral Thank you for considering these responses. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



370 10/18/21 9:31:37 10/18/21 9:36:55 No

Bulge years are not beneficial to students in the bulge year due to 

reduced opportunities and facilities. The bulge also effects the 

other years. The bulge also has extended detrimental effects with 

sibling intake in further years. No

Bulge years are not beneficial to students in the 

bulge year due to reduced opportunities and 

facilities. The bulge also effects the other years. 

The bulge also has extended detrimental effects 

with sibling intake in further years. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

371 10/18/21 12:23:36 10/18/21 12:31:45 No

My daughter goes to Marian Vian and I would not like to restrict 

her options available to her for a good secondary school . No

By increasing the PAN there will be added pressure 

on Teacher and school resources so unsure why we 

would look to do it , Neutral Na

I feel there are a lot of local primary schools  in 

the Area and for secondary school most of us 

parents rely on Langley Girls or boys . So

By isolating the intake only from the Langley 

Park Primary School seems unfair .  

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

372 10/19/21 8:12:09 10/19/21 8:15:17 No

I have a child currently in unicorn and a younger child that will also 

go to unicorn. I may want them to go to Langley secondary school.  

but wouldn’t want to take them out of unicorn to go to Langley 

primary school Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

373 10/19/21 9:47:54 10/19/21 10:01:31 No

I don’t believe one primary school should be given priority into the 

two secondary schools over other primary schools in the area that 

are within close proximity to the school and would otherwise get 

into the school. Some of the children from Langley Park Primary 

school are not within close proximity to the school. This would 

mean that they would be travelling into the area to get to the 

school whilst children living close to the school may not be 

admitted and would have to travel out of the area to other schools 

that are not near to them. The idea does not make sense at all. It is 

unfair to give one primary school an unfair advantage over all the 

other primary schools it will leave a very ill feeling in what is a 

close family community. No

I have a daughter currently in year 10 and the 

school is already to capacity sometimes the queues 

are so long that she doesn’t have time to get lunch 

in the 30 mins provided. This would further 

exacerbate this and there would be so much over 

crowding in the communal areas. I can’t believe we 

are consulting on this when the emphasis at the 

moment is covid and keeping areas as free flowing 

and clear as possible windows are being kept open 

during lessons and we are talking about adding to 

the capacity of the school. No 

I believe that siblings should only be admitted to the 

relevant school i.e a sister of a Langley park girls 

student or a son of Langley park boys should only be 

considered for that school not for either or so I don’t 

agree with this decision either. I think a sibling 

should only be counted for the school of the sibling 

not blended so that a student at lpgs brother can be 

admitted to lpgs and vice versa. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

374 10/19/21 10:10:43 10/19/21 10:13:25 No

I do not agree with feeder schools. Parents given assurances 

should have checked their legal status of that assurance rather 

than taking it as read. Once changed it seems likely an argument 

will be given to retain the priority status for Langley Primary, 

disadvantaging children at other local schools. No Negative impact on students due to overcrowding Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

375 10/19/21 10:11:55 10/19/21 10:19:13 No

There are very few single-sex schools in Bromley and this 

significantly disadvantages pupils from other local primary schools 

who may wish to attend an LPS school. The impact will inevitably 

last more than 2 years as the children who enter the school may 

have siblings who will also continue to get sibling priority. Neutral

Although this might solve the immediate problem, 

I would be concerned of the impact of more 

students in the school than there is capacity for. 

From practical impacts such as lunch queues and 

not enough room, through to impact on education. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

376 10/19/21 11:03:00 10/19/21 11:08:14 No

My son started primary school 3 years ago (he is currently in year 

2) when Langley Primary school was newly opened and we were 

told that there was absolutely no possibility of it becoming a 

feeder school for Langley Boys school which is why we chose to 

send him to a closer school. Had it been a feeder school then our 

decision would have been very different. I really feel that these 

plans would have been discussed long before the primary had 

been built and we should not have been told that this would not 

happen. We live on the borders of the catchment for Langley Boys 

school and will almost certainly be outside the catchment if this 

feeder school status applies. This limits the choice of secondary 

schools in beckenham and this should not be the case.  No

This still will not positively impact the number of 

children who's parents were told in no uncertain 

terms that Langley would not be a feeder school! Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

377 10/19/21 11:05:18 10/19/21 11:08:31 No

This limits the primary schooling options in the local area for 

parents wishing for a single-sex education for their children. No

The schools are already too big for the campus and 

the addition of 3000 children (60 per year over 5 

years) is an untenable strain on local resources and 

the community. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

378 10/19/21 11:11:49 10/19/21 11:22:17 No

Despite the new proposed class, you’re proposing this change for 

two years after a bulge year across many schools in the borough 

two years ago. As a parent of a girl in Balgowan who will be 

entering LpGS in 2023 and has a sibling two years younger, I’m 

very concerned that she won’t get in Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



379 10/19/21 12:05:15 10/19/21 12:26:53 No

This is not fair to my children and others who are at other local 

schools like Marian Vian primary. Parents will only place their child 

into Langley primary with the idea to go to Secondary school but 

the majority of the families home address will not stay local to the 

area. Places will be taken up and it’s not fair to other families who 

actually do live local. No

My child attends Langley park school for girls and it 

is already an 8 form entry. It is a massive amount 

of children and unless the schools are made bigger 

and more provisions are made for the children 

already attending this is far too much and will put 

massive strain on the school. With covid and the 

amount of care and discipline needed for our 

young children now, making schools take on more 

children will mean the standards of the secondary 

schools will drop even more and the children will 

be at a disadvantage as the same amount of care 

will not be taken. Yes

The changes to allow Langley primary school to 

be prioritised to attend the Langley secondary 

schools should not be allowed. When applying 

for secondary all children should be vetted in 

the same equal way. All local schools are already 

over subscribed putting pressure on us families 

who genuinely live locally. There are families 

who can’t afford to move closer so this will give 

disadvantages to those who can’t. Proposing a 

larger in take for a few years is not the answer! 

Classrooms will then have a higher number of 

children and already there is already so much 

pressure to care for all the children and make 

sure they are all learning. It will impact their 

mental well being and that is what is most 

important. Our children are the future and 

greater care needs to be taken for them. We 

shouldn’t be keeping the rich, rich and not 

caring about others. Fairness and better 

structure is needed and this is not the answer. 

This will make any progress the secondary 

schools hope to make go backwards. They will 

not recover from this. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

380 10/19/21 14:29:36 10/19/21 14:32:46 No

Because there are schools and local children that may not get the 

opportunity to apply for Langley High schools as a result Neutral

I don’t agree with point 2, but if that were the case 

increasing would TEMPORARILY help Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

381 10/19/21 17:02:11 10/19/21 17:25:20 No

I strongly disagree with this, as I believe we are short of secondary 

schools in the area and having a feeder school even for short 

period makes it very unfair for parents of children similar age to 

those attend Langley Park Primary. Already parents are pushed to 

sale homes to move closer tho catchment areas! Yes

Increasing the PAN for both schools will be very 

welcomed by many parents but not to allow feeder 

schools. Yes

It makes sense that mixed sex siblings of higher 

multiple birth to have the same rights as single sex.  

Every child matters, please let’s not make school 

admissions difficult than it needs to be. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

382 10/19/21 17:36:46 10/19/21 19:00:42 No

This is not a feeder school. "Promises" should not have been made 

given this is a fact. It prevents equal access to your secondary 

schools which goes against the Borough's code that state schools 

should be available, on a fair basis, to all. The request to increase 

admissions should not result in preferencing children from one 

school but should be available to all children in the vicinity on an 

equal basis.

The proposed changes will limit the options open to all children. 

This means that children living further away from the secondary 

schools, but attended the Langley primary school, will have priority 

over children living close to the school. This is not a feeder school 

and parents were told this when choosing primary schools. the 

secondary schools were not part of LPLT at the time the 

"promises" were made therefore parents of children at Langley 

Primary should not have any expectation of a feeder place. This is 

a State school and therefore should be accessible to all children 

and you should not be operate outside the Borough's code. 

I am very disappointed that you are still trying to attempt to 

preference Langley Primary Children over others by bringing in a 

slightly amended version of your proposal from 2019 (and prior). 

We are all aware that you will request to continue this past the  

2025 date. I hope others appreciate that the bogus claim that 

"promises" were made will see this for what it really is; an attempt 

to prioritise children from Langley Primary School to ensure it is 

more desirable and therefore more profitable. No

No this would redirect resources that the school 

would have used in other areas, disadvantaging the 

entire school to fulfil "promises" that should not 

have been made as it is not a feeder school. School 

budgets are already stretched and those funds 

should be used to ensure current pupils are able to 

"catch up" educationally given the amount of time 

pupils have had to take off due to the pandemic. If 

you wish to increase your admittance numbers this 

should not be at the cost of disadvantaging 

children in the vicinity. The section of this proposal 

to Prioritise Langley Primary children was part of 

the proposal requested and rejected in 2019 and 

we shouldn't have to reconsider this. Neutral

Increasing the number of pupils admitted to the 

school should not allow the prioritising of 

children from Langley Primary School. 

Prioritising children from Langley Primary school 

was a request that was REJECTED in 2019! We 

should not have to appeal the same requests 

every two years

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

383 10/19/21 20:20:07 10/19/21 20:22:35 No Our would be unfair on local children at the start of KS3. No It would have ongoing impact with sibling rule. Yes

Incidents of multiple births must be treated the 

same. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

384 10/19/21 22:47:35 10/19/21 23:08:33 Yes

Yes, but we know the school was NOT being very clear that there 

was no priority in admissions for LPSB and LPGS after 31st Aug 

2018. What evidence is there of this and why was it then necessary 

to make it clear in the Langley admission policies from 21-22 - this 

is the evidence from when the schools started to be very clear. The 

cut off point should be from when these admission policies were 

published. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;



385 10/19/21 23:25:32 10/19/21 23:31:55 Yes

we did not receive any information in relation to admissions for 

Langley secondary schools until early 2020, beforehand the chat 

amongst LPPS parents was that our children would have priority Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child at another local 

primary school ;

386 10/20/21 10:17:27 10/20/21 10:41:12 No

Like many parents I visited the Langley primary school when 

deciding what school to send my son to. Having paid the premium 

for a house within the catchment area of Langley Park secondary 

school, for the sole purpose of my son attending said school, I 

made it a point to ask the question on the open day of Langley 

primary school as to whether there was any plan for the school to 

become a feeder school to LPBS. I was assured that it would not. 

This information informed my decision to instead go with a 

different primary school, when combined with a number of more 

convenient reasons. Had I been informed at the time that there 

was even a chance that my son attending Langley Primary school 

would give him greater chance of securing a place at LPBS I would 

have made a different choice. I have no problem with the school 

moving to the proposed admission priority, it makes good sense, 

but it is simply a case of moving the goalposts once the game is in 

play. The only fair way to do this, for all parents who made life 

changing decisions for their child based on information that they 

were supplied by the trust previously, would be to do this from the 

current year moving forward, to try and retrospectively change the 

rules is messing with children’s lives, and just completely 

unethical. On top of that the trust is trying this year on year, I 

imagine in some faint hope that with all the other joys of the world 

we’re undergoing it might slip by unnoticed and the changes will 

be passed without hundreds of parents fighting for the rights and 

future of their children. It’s just abhorrent behaviour on the trusts 

behalf. Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

387 10/20/21 15:05:09 10/20/21 15:30:39 No

I believe that by allowing priority to pupils at LPPS for 2 years it 

will disadvantage future cohorts as a large proportion of those 

pupils will undoubtedly have siblings who will then gain priority 

over other children in the local area. No

Increasing the PAN temporarily will allow 

additional spaces for those families promised a 

place at the secondary schools without 

disadvantaging other families within that cohort 

but it will disadvantage families of future cohorts 

as the siblings of children allowed entry will be 

given priority over other local families. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

388 10/20/21 16:24:14 10/20/21 16:28:39 No

I don't feel it's fair and open to lock in favouritism to a small 

number of pupils - the school is popular and as wide a catchment 

as possible should be allowed No

Why add a bulge year to correct a potential 

problem? what exactly is the rationale for the 

change in approach anyway? Neutral

I dont agree with the proposal and hope it doesnt 

succeed - whether it includes quads etc isnt so 

relevant

with so much competition for spaces at good 

schools, it feels really unfair that the trust would 

restrict access in this way.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

389 10/20/21 18:10:02 10/20/21 18:16:39 No

The minority of parents claiming a right to a place, regardless of 

the distance of their abode from the school, should not put all the 

other parents- who do live within walking distance and who pay 

more for that luxury, at a lower position in terms of spaces on 

offer. Regardless of teaching adjustments made for this specific 

year group there will still be a Brit I’ve knock on effect, especially 

now there is a sibling rule covering both boys/girls schools- 

without even considering resources.

Local school should be for local children. 

There is a large number of parents who live locally and who were 

specifically told Langley Primary would NOT be a feeder school and 

therefore made their decisions based on that information. Perhaps 

they should launch legal action too. No See above! No  See above!!

Local schools for local children. Schools should 

not be strong armed by a small group of parents 

armed with the g information given by an ex 

member of staff acting outside of her remit!

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

390 10/20/21 18:16:25 10/20/21 18:23:12 No

By providing priority access you are eliminating fairness in the 

process and reducing school choice for the surrounding area. No

This will be difficult to manage- leading to 

overcrowded classrooms and a decline in academic 

support. Yes That is sensible.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



391 10/20/21 20:57:20 10/20/21 23:03:12 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

1.	Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the 

additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising 

impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the 

future (not just the two years proposed) due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional 

spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those 

children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2024 and 

beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

Guaranteeing all Langley Park Primary School children who are 

due to transfer in 2023 and 2024 a place at the Langley Secondary 

schools by creating an extra class at each school over the two years 

(total of 120 places) will increase the catchment area in 2023 and 

2024. When the intake returns to current numbers from 2025 

onwards, this will significantly reduce the catchment area, as 

siblings of the 2023/2024 intake children (some living far outside 

the normal catchment area) are prioritised over local children 

living close to the school.  This is not fair and transparent to 

children due to transfer from 2025 onwards and who live very 

close to the school.  Understandably, based on historic and fairly 

stable catchment areas for the last few years, these children would 

have expected to move to Langley senior schools in a normal year - 

their closest and local secondary school.  This would be put at risk 

under the proposals.

2.	Out of proportion proposal No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the 

PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

1.	Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 

and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two 

years will negatively impact admissions in future 

years due to the prioritisation of siblings from 

these additional children into the school. 

Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child 

misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but there 

are no mitigating plans in place for those children 

who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 

and beyond because they are taken by the siblings 

of the additional children from the 2023 intake and 

also the 2024 intake.

2.	Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both 

secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 

2024) will have a detrimental impact on those 

children who currently attend both schools, 

children living within the normal catchment area 

who will transfer to the school in 2023 and 2024, as 

well as children who join after those two years. 

Accommodating the additional children from the 

extra classes will create additional pressures on 

both schools, in terms of resources.

Overall, I believe that the proposals will have a 

significant and destabilising impact on the Langley Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

392 10/20/21 23:03:33 10/20/21 23:05:27 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

1.	Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the 

additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising 

impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the 

future (not just the two years proposed) due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional 

spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those 

children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2024 and 

beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

Guaranteeing all Langley Park Primary School children who are 

due to transfer in 2023 and 2024 a place at the Langley Secondary 

schools by creating an extra class at each school over the two years 

(total of 120 places) will increase the catchment area in 2023 and 

2024. When the intake returns to current numbers from 2025 

onwards, this will significantly reduce the catchment area, as 

siblings of the 2023/2024 intake children (some living far outside 

the normal catchment area) are prioritised over local children 

living close to the school.  This is not fair and transparent to 

children due to transfer from 2025 onwards and who live very 

close to the school.  Understandably, based on historic and fairly 

stable catchment areas for the last few years, these children would 

have expected to move to Langley senior schools in a normal year - 

their closest and local secondary school.  This would be put at risk 

under the proposals.

2.	Out of proportion proposal No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the 

PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

1.	Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 

and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two 

years will negatively impact admissions in future 

years due to the prioritisation of siblings from 

these additional children into the school. 

Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child 

misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but there 

are no mitigating plans in place for those children 

who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 

and beyond because they are taken by the siblings 

of the additional children from the 2023 intake and 

also the 2024 intake.

2.	Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both 

secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 

2024) will have a detrimental impact on those 

children who currently attend both schools, 

children living within the normal catchment area 

who will transfer to the school in 2023 and 2024, as 

well as children who join after those two years. 

Accommodating the additional children from the 

extra classes will create additional pressures on 

both schools, in terms of resources. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

393 10/21/21 7:42:51 10/21/21 7:47:00 No

I don't think that it is fair for children attending other primary 

schools Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

394 10/22/21 12:52:41 10/22/21 12:59:23 Yes

I am not aware of any announcements made about LPPS children 

and Langley secondary admissions until spring 2020. The priority 

admissions should include these LPPS children. Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

395 10/20/21 8:42:48 10/22/21 19:04:21 No Admissions should be decided on distance and siblings.   No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

396 10/23/21 6:40:10 10/23/21 6:48:57 No

The issue with this is that when the PAN returns to normal, siblings 

will get priority thus vastly reducing the number of places for 

everyone else. No

Increasing the PAN will make the school feel 

overcrowded and mean that teachers will have 

more work to do. Pupils’ education will suffer as a 

result. Yes Seems fair to me. 

No increase in PAN and no priority to Langley 

Primary pupils. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

397 10/23/21 12:45:30 10/23/21 12:47:17 Yes

We do have our concerns that this will not just be for the two 

years - as we do have children at a local school currently in year 1 - 

so we dont want this to impact us.

As long as this is just for two years we done have a problem with it Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



398 10/23/21 16:52:50 10/23/21 17:10:40 Yes

From 2014 it was made clear in the Langley Primary free school 

application that these children would have priority admissions for 

the secondary schools.

Since 2020 only was it made clear, in the schools updated 

admissions policies 21-22, that LPPS children would not have 

priority admissions.

Therefore these historic assurances existed for longer than is being 

suggested. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

399 10/23/21 22:07:17 10/23/21 22:36:08 No

Assurances were not formally made to all potential primary school 

children at the time of the primary school application process.  If 

assurances were given (which is difficult to believe without 

evidence to support it) then this should have been a point of 

consideration for all parents when deciding whether to apply to 

Langley Park Primary School during these years. The fact that this 

information was given 'only to some parents' is discriminatory to 

all other parents in the Borough that might have considered this 

school on the basis that it was to be a feeder school and as such 

this proposal is not fairly made across all local children that do not 

meet the other over subscription criteria higher up the ranking. 

By allowing children that would not normally receive a place at the 

schools due to them not meeting the other over subscription 

criteria will also lead to loss of additional places in many future 

years to come where they will as a result guarantee a place for 

their siblings through the higher sibling criteria category. So the 

impact assessment has not fully considered the full impact of this 

proposed change. It also does not show the wider impact the 

additional class  would have to the other students at each school, 

which I can only assume will be negative due to resources being 

more thinly spread across the school. 

It is stated above that you cannot guarantee any other local child 

that should have received a place at the secondary schools will not 

be discriminated by this change in policy. Disclose the evidence 

that these children should have preference over any other local 

child! It appears that this change is to avoid a legal battle with 

these parents - but has their evidence been tested by a 

lawyer/judge. It would be difficult to see how they would win such No

Assurances were not formally made to all potential 

primary school children at the time of the primary 

school application process.  If assurances were 

given (which is difficult to believe without evidence 

to support it) then this should have been a point of 

consideration for all parents when deciding 

whether to apply to Langley Park Primary School 

during these years. The fact that this information 

was given 'only to some parents' is discriminatory 

to all other parents in the Borough that might have 

considered this school on the basis that it was to be 

a feeder school and as such this proposal is not 

fairly made across all local children that do not 

meet the other over subscription criteria higher up 

the ranking. 

By allowing children that would not normally 

receive a place at the schools due to them not 

meeting the other over subscription criteria will 

also lead to loss of additional places in many future 

years to come where they will as a result 

guarantee a place for their siblings through the 

higher sibling criteria category. So the impact 

assessment has not fully considered the full impact 

of this proposed change. It also does not show the 

wider impact the additional class  would have to 

the other students at each school, which I can only 

assume will be negative due to resources being Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

400 10/24/21 9:21:06 10/24/21 9:30:35 Yes

but my child was attending LPPS in 2018 and I have no knowledge 

of the school being clear on this matter at that time Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;

401 10/24/21 11:06:07 10/24/21 11:12:44 No

Many of us remember Park Langley Primary opening and their 

desperation at the time for gaining pupils, including leaflet 

dropping the whole area (actually encouraging kids to change 

schools!) and the silly words of the Head indicating it might end up 

as a feeder school. 

Most of us parents were sensible and ignored the above desperate 

(and irresponsible actions) of the new primary school.

Therefore it is diabolical to think that this irresponsible action will 

now result in priority access to the secondary schools. Two wrongs 

do not make a right. A terrible terrible idea. No See above Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

402 10/24/21 11:16:50 10/24/21 11:17:12 No No Yes Another interested party;

403 10/24/21 21:37:59 10/24/21 21:39:55 No Disadvantaging other local children Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

404 10/26/21 2:28:21 10/26/21 2:32:35 No

I have voted No because I don't recollect the school being clear in 

2018. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

405 10/27/21 13:59:36 10/27/21 14:05:41 No

It seems unfair that children at LPP should be given places above 

children who live closer to Langley secondaries but who are at 

different primaries to LPP - I’m not sure why parents at LPP feel 

they should be given priority when feeder status was never on 

table - a large number of parents chose different primaries based 

on this. Also Langley Boys was not even in the trust so I am unsure 

why it would even be included? As based on the information read 

it seems this is to appease the parents who claim they were 

promised feeder status. No

The schools are large enough increase the PAN will 

affect teaching, class sizes and pressure on 

facilities. Also will create problems in future years 

due to siblings Yes Seems only fair 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

406 10/27/21 14:25:19 10/27/21 14:27:20 No

Because the catchment is already small enough, it will lesson the 

places for siblings and other children who live in the area. Yes But only if this proposal goes ahead Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

407 10/27/21 16:35:51 10/27/21 16:41:50 No

It seems that rules in terms of "feeder" schools are being changed 

which may be detrimental to parents who have chosen other 

primary schools yet wish their children to attend LPSG/LPSB. No

The impact will extend beyond the proposed years 

because of the sibling rules. No 

I do not agree with the basic changing of priority and 

therefore do not support the change to wording 

listed above.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;



408 10/27/21 20:02:45 10/27/21 20:05:43 No

This will highly affect admission rates for local children who do not 

attend Langley Park. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

409 10/27/21 21:07:12 10/27/21 22:06:59 No

This proposal is unfair to those who have chosen to go to a 

different primary school, that are still local, in order to increase 

their chance of getting into one of the Langley schools. However, 

through this proposal, this chance of getting their children into a 

Langley school is now significantly decreased because the places 

will then be taken by those that went to the three specified 

primary schools.

Those that went to the particular primary schools should have an 

equal chance in getting a place at one of the Langley Secondary 

Schools to those that went to a different local primary school. Yes

This will increase the chance of a child getting 

accepted to one of the Langley Secondary schools.

However, because of this increase in the number of 

students I am worried that this may effect the 

quality of teaching within the school in some way 

and worsen the school-life.

In conclusion, I am most focused on trying to get 

my child into Langley Park School for Boys so this 

proposal of increasing the PAN may increase the 

chance in which my son gets a place. Neutral

Personally, I do not have a set of twins so I believe I 

do not have a say in this.

My other son currently goes to Langley Park 

School for Boys sixth form but by the time my 

younger son goes to secondary school my older 

son will finish school and go to university. This 

means that the sibling term will not apply to him 

then which will decrease his chance of getting 

into the school.

My older son enjoys the school-life at LPSB and 

good support is given so I would like my younger 

son to have the same experience after primary 

school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

410 10/28/21 10:33:05 10/28/21 10:37:58 Yes

But for me personally, as a LPPS parent, it became very clear there 

was no priority when I read it in the LPSB admissions policy. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

411 10/28/21 15:18:20 10/28/21 15:24:51 No

This will have an ongoing effect for years to come with sibling 

places from pupils that have entered via this proposal.

It will also create a precedent as a feeder school and is likely to be 

challenged again after these 2 years. 

Also LPSB was not part of the LP trust at the time so should not be 

included in this proposal at all. No

 If the places are additional to the usual total intake 

where will the extra teachers required for the extra 

places come from and be funded by? Yes

As there is now a sibling rule across the schools it 

wouldn’t be fair for different gender siblings to be 

treated any differently. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

412 10/28/21 18:13:45 10/28/21 18:14:09 No No Yes Another interested party;

413 10/28/21 19:24:18 10/28/21 19:29:28 No Unfairness No Yes Another interested party;

414 10/28/21 20:40:10 10/28/21 20:41:35 No No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

415 10/28/21 20:42:18 10/28/21 20:47:50 No

It is unfair on children who live locally but do not attend Langley 

Park Primary No

The school is already oversubscribed with facilities 

stretched. Adding an extra class will water down 

services offered to existing pupils Yes I have no problem with this 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

416 10/28/21 20:44:15 10/28/21 20:56:48 No

Our son is due to start secondary school in September 2024. We 

looked at LPPS in the autumn of 2016 ahead of applying for 2017 

Reception places & it was made clear at the Reception open day 

that it was not & unlikely to become a feeder school for LPB or 

LPG. The boys school was not part of the Trust at that time & it was 

stated it was likely to remain as such. 

Our ordering of schools preference wise took this into 

consideration. Had the feeder been ‘promised’ or promoted as 

likely, LPPS would have featured higher in our preference over 2 

school we could walk to, in order to help safeguard our son’s 

secondary application. Yes

Yes as it would hopefully not adversely impact on 

our son possibly attending LPB numbers wise 

although our concern is the stretch on the school 

resources & facilities with an additional class of 

children plus it would likely encourage larger 

numbers to try for a place who would normally not 

do so as out of the ‘usual’ catchment. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

417 10/28/21 20:57:50 10/28/21 20:59:21 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

418 10/28/21 20:58:26 10/28/21 21:05:24 No

It is completely unfair to change the admissions policy based on 

what may have been 'promised' to a few parents of pupils at 

Langley Park Primary School. We did not choose LPPS as we 

understood it would NOT become a feeder. Also, it won't only 

affect the intake for the 2 years stated, as it will continue to have 

an effect when siblings of these children also gain admission. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

419 10/28/21 21:53:54 10/28/21 21:54:35 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



420 10/28/21 22:05:58 10/28/21 22:22:52 No

It is unfair for local families whose children may miss out on a 

secondary school place at the LP schools to other children who do 

not live in the usual catchment area. My husband and I bought the 

property we currently live in due to its location to the secondary 

schools. Obviously the location close to the LP secondary schools 

increased the price of our property which we were happy to 

pursue as we thought it would affect our children’s schooling 

positively. 

Langley Park Boys school was not even part of the Trust when the 

alleged assurances to parents sending their children to LPPS were 

made so the boys school should not be included in the proposal at 

all.

The assurances made to a group of parents that if their child 

attended Langley Park Primary they would get into the Langley 

Park secondaries were false promises and only impacts a small 

group if not to go ahead whereas a much larger group whose 

primary school selection decision was based on the (correct) 

assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, will not 

have that benefit. No

This will Impact the learning of current children 

and future children at the school as funding, 

resources, Learning environment/ space will have 

to be stretched further. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

421 10/28/21 22:33:35 10/28/21 22:37:39 No

This still adversely affects other families in the local area, who may 

live closer. They should not pay for the wrongdoing of promises 

that shouldn’t have been made. No

The schools will have to resource and staff these 

bulge years, which will likely be difficult and 

therefore adversely affect the children in those 

years. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

422 10/28/21 22:48:52 10/28/21 22:57:18 No The proposal is neither transparent nor reasonable No

The proposal is neither transparent nor reasonable 

and unfairly advantages one group over another Yes

There is an additional concern that the trust has 

also consulted on another trust joining LPLT. This 

brings added complications and a wider group of 

stakeholders from a wider range within the 

authority. Therefore the proposals to reverse 

any changes in future years would be managed 

by a potentially different group. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

423 10/28/21 22:51:51 10/28/21 22:59:02 No

It does not seem right to offer such an advantage mainly to 

appease a small group of parents at Langley Primary. If this historic 

promise were valid, it should have been publicised to all parents 

picking primaries at the time, so that they might have also had the 

opportunity of a ‘leg up’ into these very highly regarded schools. It 

also seems unlikely that the trust would change back to current 

proceedings after two years …after all, there could be very 

‘confused’ parents out there who could claim in two years time 

that they believed LPPS to be a feeder school, thus choosing it fur 

their child. The suggestion is there that this proposal would be for 

two years only, but it seems unlikely that this would be the case 

without a very public indication and guarantee of future intent. No

This puts too much pressure on already ‘full’ 

schools. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

424 10/28/21 23:34:39 10/28/21 23:42:26 No

Bias. This proposal doubles down on the previous mistake. 

Obviously and logically far better to apologise and move on. No

As before, this compounds the problem. Better for 

those who made the original claims to apologise 

for their mistakes than to try and save face this 

way. Yes

Don’t review this every two years. Simply leave 

things as they are. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



425 10/28/21 22:04:25 10/28/21 23:45:14 No

I have children in 2016/17 primary intake year.  I attended the 

open days for Langley Primary School.                     presented.  The 

first Head Teacher of Langley Park Primary School.  The promise 

was NEVER made to us.  It was NEVER discussed as a feeder.  Many 

parents pushed                  on this point as it was, of course, an 

important decider in choosing the primary school.  They were 

VERY CLEAR Langley Park Primary School will NOT automatically 

gain you entrance into the Langley secondary schools.  

Furthermore, my daughter was at Hawes Down Primary School 

and                            also clearing said the primary schools in the 

trust are not feeders to the Langley Park Secondary schools.  On 

this basis, we chose a different primary school that was more 

suited for our children like many other parents of that intake who 

were not promised automatic entrance.

The impact of increasing the numbers, even for the two years, will 

have consequences further than those two years given the recent 

change to the sibling rule.

It will also have a knock-on effect on school resources not least in 

term of books, equipment and teacher/pupil ratio.  Numbers are 

already limited on school trip, school sports teams and lunch 

queue waiting times to name but a few. No

For many years LPSB has been 7 form intake.  The 

Head has always supported this and the time table 

worked.  He was always against increasing the 

number of forms.  An extra form will go against 

current planning.

Lunch time queues are already long and lengthy in 

waiting time.  Boys and girls at the secondary 

schools bring in packed lunches so they can eat in 

time for lessons as they can not get school lunches 

bought in time!

Increasing the school size will limit the possibility 

of a child getting into the school team/orchestral 

etc to represent their school.

Large number on school trips also prohibit certain 

trips and events.  Yes

Clearly if the Langley Learning Trust is of the view 

that siblings should be admitted to both Langley 

Park Boys School and Langley Park School for Girls as 

well as single sex twins then mixed sex twins should 

fall under the same admissions policy to aid families 

attending events and consistency at both the 

secondary schools.

Langley Park Schools for Boys was NOT under 

the Langley Park Learning Trust  when the 

alleged promises were made to some parents 

with the expectation of Langley Park Primary 

School as a feeder school.  Therefore the 

propose changes to the admissions criteria 

should not relate to LPSB in any respect.

The knock on effect goes beyond the two years 

under consultation as the sibling rule will also 

take effect.

The impact of increasing the PAN will bring 

many uncertainties to school planning as well as 

unnecessary cost incurred and pressures to the 

school and teachers.

Should the admissions policy not be reversed it 

will shrink the catchment further as naturally 

parents move away from the catchment once 

their children are in, guaranteeing a Langley 

Park school place from the age of 5.  This will 

push out local children.  Furthermore, it will 

ensure LPPS gets preferential treatment over 

other primary schools reducing choice for 

parents to choose a suitable primary school for 

their child.  

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

426 10/28/21 23:51:15 10/28/21 23:58:32 No

The promise of a place at the secondary school was not consulted 

on therefore can not be acted on.  Furthermore  Langley Park 

School for Boys was NOT part of the Langley Park Learning Trust at 

the time. No

This will put a lot of pressure on  school resources 

including teachers and school planning in terms of 

sports events, team selection, performance 

numbers and school trip safety. Yes

The acceptance of mixed sex twins falls in line with 

current admissions policy.  It seems like an oversight 

in the original proposal.

I disagree how parent of Langley Primary school 

are trying to manipulate the system.

The fairest selection for the secondaries schools 

should be based on proximity in yr 6/7.  

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

427 10/29/21 6:01:31 10/29/21 6:07:35 No

The proposal will affect our daughters chance of getting a place at 

Langley girls. Currently she would most likely be offered a place. 

She attends unicorn primary. But she won’t be going to secondary 

until September 2025, and your proposal will more than likely 

reduce the catchment area. Yes

All young people should have an equal chance of 

attaining a place at Langley schools. It should not 

be based on which primary school you attended. Neutral

Why should Langley primary school have a 

priority for places at Langley secondaries? All 

children/young people should have an equal 

chance regardless of which primary school that 

they attended.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

428 10/29/21 7:29:43 10/29/21 7:32:13 No

I bought an expensive house 3 years ago ensuring we were in 

catchment for Langley. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

429 10/29/21 8:27:10 10/29/21 8:34:59 No

There will be many families that have chosen to live in the 

secondary schools’ catchment area but have decided to use a 

different primary school that would be adversely impacted by this 

decision, it is not fair on those families. Yes Yes

It ensures that mixed and same gender twins are 

treated equally. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

430 10/29/21 8:58:27 10/29/21 9:12:53 No It is an illegal promise. No

Increasing the size of the school will put pressure 

on the already stretched resources as well as the 

staff. Yes Mixed twins offers consistency across the Trust 

The Trust are consulting too often on the 

admissions criteria.

Admission should be based on proximity in yr 6. 

Its the fairest way. No feeder school preferences 

to allow parents to choose the most suitable 

primary school for the children. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;



431 10/29/21 9:14:09 10/29/21 9:33:15 No

This proposal was defeated recently, why are element of  the same 

proposal still trying to be pushed though?

There are children on roll at Langley Park Primary school who 

would not be in the catchment area for either of the secondary 

schools, giving them priority to attend the secondary schools 

means that children who are actually local may not be offered a 

place.   That is unacceptable. No

The schools are already large enough - The Girls 

school is an 8 class year!   This would add pressure 

on the existing infrastructure.  An additional class 

year will reduce access to teachers, equipment, 

and other resources for all of those children 

already at the school (and any new pupils joining).   

The schools have limited building space and this 

suggestion means that building work may need to 

take place to accommodate the growing numbers, 

which would really affect all children already 

attending the school.  

There is little evidence to suggest a rise in pupils 

numbers, in fact local primary schools are 

reporting voids in their placements - and there is 

huge competition between them all.   A perfectly 

adequate new Secondary has just recently been 

build not too far from the Langley Park site, so 

there is little evidence to suggest that this proposal 

is because of increased requirement.

This is a really poor suggestion and badly thought 

through and appears designed only to allow 

children from Langley Park Primary school in (for 

whatever political reason this may be) - is this 

really the best rationale for increasing the school 

numbers?    Yes

You have already given sibling priority to children 

from the Trust (Boys school and Girls school), so this 

makes little difference.

This whole consultation appears to be designed 

to appease parents at the Langley Park 

Secondary School who may have been lead to 

believe that they were joining a feeder school - 

I'm not sure I fully understand the rationale 

behind trying to push through this proposal.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

432 10/29/21 9:56:11 10/29/21 10:01:04 No

It won’t simply be for the years 2023/2024 that this affects as the 

siblings of these children will also get places ahead of children that 

live locally, one of which would possibly be my daughter. We have 

loved in the west wickham area most of our lives, I went to langley 

sixth form so would be most upset if my daughter didn’t get a 

place over somebody who lived outside the usual ‘catchment area’ 

just because a place was ‘promised’ to their brother or sister years 

beforehand. No

The school is already running at a level of full 

capacity, by increasing the number of students it 

will have a detrimental affect as the resources will 

be further stretched Yes

I am a twin and think it only fair that both siblings 

would get the opportunity to go to the same school 

without having to be split up 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

433 10/29/21 10:37:10 10/29/21 10:38:29 Yes Yes If I am on the border of catchment will this increase Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

434 10/29/21 13:44:37 10/29/21 14:14:32 Yes please see additional comments. Yes Yes

We were offered the place at Langley Park 

Primary on the second round of entry, as they 

did not have enough families in the area willing 

to take the risk on a new school at the time, due 

to the fact that there were still a lot of 

unanswered questions with regards to location 

and learning etc.  After a lot of thought and 

reassurances from two separate leading people 

in charge of the Langley Park Primary, did we 

decided to take up the offer. This was not a light 

decision. We already had a place at another 

school at the time but we were promised that 

this school that would follow onto the secondary 

school. The benefits of transferring onto Langley 

Park Boys school were heavily promoted as a 

prevention relating to the difficulties that 

usually occur when a child upgrades to their 

secondary school. Hence they would get a 

greater education as they would already know 

the school well and would need less time to 

settle into the new school environment.

We have endured a lot of changes, lack of 

facilities, delays and uncertainties throughout 

our time at Langley Park Primary and would feel 

extremely upset if you were to not fulfil the 

promises originally made. 

Thank you

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

435 10/29/21 18:59:56 10/29/21 19:06:46 No

Because I visited the Langley primary and was told it wasn't going 

to be the case, so we opted for Oak lodge primarily as we can walk 

there. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

436 10/29/21 19:09:38 10/29/21 19:13:30 No

Having chosen a primary school for my child during this time I do 

not believe such assurances were given.  In fact, it was mentioned 

at the open day that the primary school is not a feeder school to 

the secondary. Yes

If you have the capacity to serve the children of the 

area then you should do so. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

437 10/29/21 20:05:00 10/29/21 20:25:55 No

I just cant understand local schools are for local children end of. 

You should not have allowed non local children to attend the 

primary school. No

Langley boys have 1700 hundred kids already! I just 

cant see expanding even more will do the school 

justice. Neutral Dont mind.

Local schools for local kids - that's it!! And stop 

the primary feeder school idea just not fair. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



438 10/30/21 0:15:33 10/30/21 0:16:43 No Yes Yes

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

439 10/30/21 0:09:30 10/30/21 0:20:40 Yes

As with a similar local secondary children are used to seeing the 

secondary schools on the same site and will expect in many cases 

to just transition there. No

Increasing the PAN puts extra strain on the school, 

I doubt there will be significant increase from 

pupils outside the normal distance reached.  After 

2022 intake numbers of children start to decrease 

across the Borough so their will be less demand for 

secondary schools Yes

Precedent has been set for feeder schools, they 

provide a continuation of education and easier 

transfer for children.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

440 10/30/21 2:46:30 10/30/21 2:49:49 Yes However, these historical assurances still existed in 2018 and 2019. Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

441 10/30/21 9:46:50 10/30/21 9:53:33 No

When they joined the primary school there was no commitment 

made that they would automatically get a place at secondary 

schools on same site. In addition, Langley park primary have out of 

catchment area children and you are disadvantage for local 

children. Making traffic worse as they will need to be driven to 

school. The schools do not have resources and space available for 

this. In addition by agreeing to this other parents in other years 

will complain and want the same treatment making a mockery. No

Lack of space and resources already evident at 

schools. This is going to make it worse. Plus the 

extra traffic and road safety Yes

Extra traffic owing to our of catchment children

Lack of space and resources at schools currently 

by adding extra pupils make it worse Another interested party;

442 10/30/21 10:24:25 10/30/21 10:32:57 No

I do not believe the criteria should change based on some parents 

having been given false information that LPPS would feed the 

secondaries. The primary school should never have made this 

claim as Bromley, historically, had never had feeder schools. I 

don’t believe the criteria should change just because the primary 

school lied to prospective parents, in my opinion, in order to fill 

their own places. I believe it will start a precedence for other local 

primaries to make similar claims then use it to change admission 

criteria in the future. Neutral

If the school can genuinely offer more places 

without affecting existing pupils, then they should 

be offered out daily to all local pupils Yes

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

443 10/30/21 13:35:15 10/30/21 13:36:30 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

444 10/30/21 14:10:26 10/30/21 14:12:44 No

This will then have a further impact on families with siblings which 

would then give priority over families living closer with no siblings No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

445 10/30/21 15:45:59 10/30/21 15:51:44 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

446 10/30/21 18:25:02 10/30/21 18:42:51 Yes

I am parent to a child at LPPS who was given assurances that my 

child would transition to a Langley Secondary school. I am 

encouraged that the Trust has taken responsibility of this and is 

attempting to address our concerns. Yes

By doing so this will ensure that there is no adverse 

affects on any children local to the school wishing 

to attend. Yes

After four years of emotional stress I am looking 

forward to seeing this matter resolved.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

447 10/30/21 20:34:19 10/30/21 20:41:51 No

Some of these pupils are not living within catchment therefore 

local children will miss out on places No I don’t believe funding will cover the extra expenses Yes This makes complete sense for local families 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

448 10/30/21 21:22:52 10/30/21 21:26:26 No

I oppose point 1 in the proposal as don't think it is a fair way to 

allocate school places. It will have a hugely negative impact on 

school places for local pupils. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

449 10/30/21 21:19:25 10/30/21 21:30:04 No

This isn't fair to children who have attended other primary schools. 

Priority shouldn't be given to one feeder school as it can be to the 

detriment of other primary schools in the area and therefore 

disadvantage a large number of children Neutral

Along as access to facilities, quality of learning and 

student to teacher ratios are not affected then this 

does not seem to be an issue Yes

I agree with this, for family convenience and fairness 

within tight emotional frameworks it makes sense to 

treat mixed sex twins etc the same as same sex

I believe that proposal 1 has been put forward a 

number of times by the school trust. Please 

could the trust lay out transparently why this is 

when it has been rejected before.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

450 10/30/21 22:42:43 10/30/21 22:47:42 Neutral Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

451 10/30/21 23:35:14 10/30/21 23:43:37 No

I think ‘bulge’ years don’t work. The school has to fund extra 

resources to cope with the additional children. Plus, the PAN for 

the Langley schools is already very large.

What about parents that were told that Langley park ps would not 

be a feeder to the secondary schools that then didn’t send their 

children there on that information. I feel the trust is bowing to 

pressure from a handful of parents! No As above Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school 

;Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

452 10/31/21 0:42:53 10/31/21 0:45:35 No Unfair to local children No

You should not increase classes as thus is to a 

disadvantage to other children Neutral

Disagree strongly that this is unfair to local 

children and siblings

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

453 10/31/21 0:45:52 10/31/21 0:46:55 No I feel this is wrong for other local children No You should not increase to take extra children Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



454 10/31/21 10:37:16 10/31/21 10:39:23 No

There is no evidence of any promise and therefore this cannot be 

taken forward - there must not be any feeder school agreed for it 

would be at the detriment of other children in the area No

This shouldn’t take place, it would involve further 

consultations which are not required if the initial 

proposal is NOT agreed No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

455 10/31/21 20:20:50 10/31/21 20:33:28 No

It discriminates against local children who have not been able to 

attend Langley Park primary school and the children after the two 

year time scale. It would also set a precedent for the future that 

would be difficult to argue against for this and other schools. Neutral

I have know idea if the school has the capacity and 

staffing levels to effectively achieve a safe and 

educational environment for that many children. Yes Another interested party;

456 10/31/21 22:07:43 10/31/21 22:17:23 Yes

Updating that LPPS pupils do not have any priority in the LPSB and 

LPGS admissions policies put an end to any confusion amongst 

LPPS parents. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

457 11/1/21 9:35:51 11/1/21 9:45:00 Yes

I would argue that following the consultation in 2019/20 it was 

identified there was confusion amongst all LPPS parents, so it 

would appear it was not made clear beforehand. This consultation 

should include current Year 4 and 5 children who were registered 

with the school at the beginning of 2020. Yes Neutral

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

458 11/1/21 9:43:26 11/1/21 9:56:12 No

This further consultation is creating further anxiety for local 

parents, given that local parents were assured when LPPS was set-

up that it *would not* become a feeder school, whatever was said 

to a few parents in order for them to send their child to LPPS. 

Langley Boys was *not* part of the Trust at the time of the 'historic 

assurances.' The repercussions of this consultation is more than 

just the year groups mentioned - given the rules for siblings etc. No

Increasing the PAN number does not negate or 

neutralise the main thrust that this consultation is 

wholly unnecessary, unfair and is creating anxiety 

and distrust amongst local schools and parents. Neutral

Ultimately, this does not serve the interests of 

local schoolchildren and their parents, whom 

you serve and is not just. Whilst I feel some 

sympathy for parents who were 'spun a story' 

about LPPS becoming a feeder school, ultimately 

this was a false promise and should be seen and 

treated as such. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

459 11/1/21 10:35:50 11/1/21 10:43:11 Yes

Although a statement on this issue would not be required in the 

Langley secondary admissions policies if the primary school had 

already made it clear since 2018. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

460 11/1/21 19:21:18 11/1/21 19:23:38 No

No evidence provided this was indeed agreed. Amendment to 

admissions should have taken place at this point in time and not 

years later. If admissions criteria wasn't updates then parents 

must have known a consultation would be needed to approve. No Sibling impact in subsequent years Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

461 11/1/21 20:39:46 11/1/21 20:42:38 No

This will adversely affect children and siblings that would 

otherwise get into the Langley secondary schools. No

This will adversely affect the children at the school, 

funding and resources within the secondary 

schools will be stretched. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

462 11/2/21 8:12:01 11/2/21 8:36:09 No

It is not fair to give priority to Langley Park Primary School 

students in admissions to Langley Park School for Girls or Boys Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

463 11/2/21 8:48:34 11/2/21 8:50:03 No Yes Yes Another interested party;

464 11/2/21 10:42:32 11/2/21 10:49:00 No

This is even less acceptable than the proposal which was thankfully 

withdraw in March of 2020.  On that occasion pupils from three 

schools (Langley Park, Hawes Down and Clare House) would have 

unfairly been given priority.  This most recent attempt to establish 

a feeder would benefit only a small number of pupils, to the 

disadvantage of the whole community. This is not a 

“comprehensive” approach, and only serves to reinforce  

“selection by mortgage”. Yes

The schools are doing well, so should be allowed to 

grow. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

465 11/3/21 9:42:01 11/3/21 9:52:17 Yes

this consultation notice fails to outline the claim that `the school 

was being very clear that there was no priority in admissions for 

LPSB and LPGS` after 31st August 2018. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

466 11/3/21 10:47:21 11/3/21 10:52:13 No

If it has been clear since 2018 why was there so much confusion 

amongst LPPS parents following the feeder school consulation. I 

believe these assurances still esisted at that time. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;



467 11/3/21 10:00:06 11/3/21 10:53:20 No

This is unfair to local children, by reducing access to places, unfair 

to other potential LP primary parents who were informed that LP 

primary would not be a feeder school and does not appear to meet 

the Admissions Code own criteria of reasonable grounds for 

implementing a feeder school. 

The question of feeder schools for the LP secondary schools was 

consulted on and resoundingly rejected by the local community in 

2019, nothing appears to have materially changed since then.  

Furthermore I am confused as to why LPSB is included in this 

proposed feeder school change as I believe it was not part of the 

trust at the time this “false promises” were made. As such it is not 

reasonable for parents who chose LP primary at that time to 

expect an automatic transfer to LPSB.  No

In reality this will not be just a two year “blip” in 

admission numbers to mitigate this issue as of 

course any younger siblings would also be entitled 

to a secondary school at the trust, pushing out local 

children from other primary schools who would 

otherwise have a reasonable expecting of 

attending these schools.

I am also concerned about where the additional 

funding and resources required for these extra 

spaces will come from and the detrimental effect 

this could have on pupils. Yes

Obviously, given this is the second time the trust 

has tried to change the admissions criteria to 

appease parents at LP primary, there is an issue 

that has yet to be resolved. As a member of the 

local community and a parent of a LPSB pupil I 

just wish the trust was more transparent about 

exactly what “historic assurances” were given 

and what pressure is being exerted on them, so 

ALL stakeholders can be fully informed and 

involved in resolving this going forward. 

Otherwise I foresee another consultation next 

year - what a waste of everyone’s time!

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

468 11/3/21 13:17:55 11/3/21 14:08:17 No

It is unfair to local families with children at other primary schools

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would 

become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many 

more parents who were told that LPPS would not be a feeder 

school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give 

one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP 

Secondaries, based on a false promise, when other children, 

whose primary school selection decision was based on the 

(correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, 

will not have that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change

Places should be offered to children living closest to secondaries 

and not what academic trust has promised and are part of. No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries 

for two years will mean that the schools have to 

find additional funding, resource and space for 

these additional places. They are already 

oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual 

intakes. Increasing the PAN will be to the 

detriment of children already attending the schools 

and those joining in the future.

 Also will have an affect on local houses because of 

collecting and delivering of children at busy 

commuting times. Yes

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the 

selection of a feeder school as part of the 

oversubscription criteria for admissions must be 

transparent and made on reasonable grounds. 

These proposed changes are neither 

transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the 

alleged promises made to some parents, and 

whether these parents are threatening (or 

taking) legal action against the Trust. This means 

that the wider community is left to respond to 

this consultation without all the relevant 

information. It would also be entirely 

unreasonable to select a feeder school for the 

sole purpose of placating an aggrieved group of 

parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where 

the changes would result in unfairness for a 

large number of other children in the 

community. Two wrongs do not make a right. Another interested party;

469 11/3/21 21:40:54 11/3/21 22:17:02 No

* Unfair to local children esp. there are a lot of children in LPPS (of 

that two year groups) came from outside the catchment area. 

Their siblings will also have priority in the future over local 

children.

* Unfair to other primary schools that are inside the trust. The 

trust should treat all schools inside the trust equally and fairly. No

Extra class means less resources for the other 

classes. Neutral

Local schools should be for local children, there 

seems to be quite a few children in that two 

year groups of LPPS live outside the catchment 

area (as far as 4 miles!)! Therefore those 

children should not be given priority over local 

children.

LPBS was not part of the Trust at the time so I 

don't see why LPPS should also gain priority 

admission. Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

470 11/4/21 5:49:13 11/4/21 5:56:45 Yes

I agree with the principle, but there has not been any 

correspondence from LPPS or LPLT regarding this issue until after 

the feeder school consultation. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

471 11/4/21 9:14:58 11/4/21 9:16:12 No

IT will adversely effect local children not attending a connected 

primary school No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

472 11/4/21 9:13:52 11/4/21 9:24:49 No

When the primary school was built, there was never a promise to 

give priority to the children there.  How are you going to do it for 

just these years and not carry on for the rest of the years?  This is 

going to really impact schools such as Balgowan because the 

catchment will be reduced therefore taking away Langley as an 

option for a lot of these children.  No

I do not agree with increasing the year groups for 

years 23/24.  My daughter was in a bulge year at 

her primary snd I know from experience the 

negative impact this has on a year group.  Funds 

are stretched, space is reduced to make room for 

the extra class so something is always going to 

have to be sacrificed.  We have plenty of secondary 

schools in the area, this is not needed!!  Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

473 11/4/21 9:26:36 11/4/21 9:30:31 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

474 11/4/21 9:46:37 11/4/21 9:49:40 No This will limit entrance for others who are within the catchment  Yes

Entrance into the school is limited increasing the 

PAN would help in facilitate and ease pressure. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

475 11/4/21 9:40:51 11/4/21 9:49:45 No

I feel it would benefit only a a minority, reducing choice of high 

schools for many. It was said by the school to entice parents to 

send there children to the primary school, with little foresight to 

the effect it will have on the community. Very very few schools do 

this as they are unpopular. No

This is a short term solution that has the risk of 

funding being cut in the future, meaning a massive 

step back. as only Langley school is admitted. Also 

if this is agreed this will push the limited resources 

of the school even further. Making it an 

unfavourable option. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



476 11/4/21 9:58:05 11/4/21 10:01:31 No

This is entirely unfair to people living in the Langley Park 

catchment area whose children are at other primary schools in the 

area. No

Why only increase the number until 2025? It would 

be preferable to maintain and extra class beyond 

that as well to cater to the children in our area. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

477 11/4/21 10:55:41 11/4/21 11:01:38 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

478 11/4/21 19:50:54 11/4/21 20:02:21 Yes I believe it it the right thing to do and Yes

I believe this will have no impact on other local 

schools, in fact it probably will benefit these 

schools, as there will be many extra places than 

actually needed. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

479 11/4/21 21:49:46 11/4/21 21:51:35 No I am opposed to restricting access unfairly to children Yes To accommodate bulge years in local schools Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

480 11/4/21 21:50:29 11/4/21 21:56:59 No

We were told that Langley Primary would not be granted feeder 

status so decisions were made on this basis No

Assurances were given that it would not become a 

feeder so this is not a valid reason to make this 

change Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

481 11/4/21 21:50:49 11/4/21 21:58:44 No

This gives unfair advantage to those attending the primary school 

when those attending other local primaries receive no such 

advantage.

Feeder schools have never been agreed as a whole by the Trust or 

the public. This whole proposal is being done just to appease a 

handful of families who claim they were promised feeder school 

status despite no proof of this being made public.

Local children will lose out on a place in order for this proposal to 

go through.

Langley park boys school was not even part of the Academy Trust 

when this proposal was supposedly put forward. It sets a 

precedent for feeder schools in the future. Yes

If the proposal for feeder school status goes ahead, 

then it’s imperative that the year group intake is 

increased in order not to disadvantage those who 

would’ve got a place. However, it is not an ideal 

scenario as the resources in the school would be 

stretched even further and will incur extra expense. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

482 11/4/21 21:58:38 11/4/21 22:03:01 No

It should be left as close proximity to the school rather than 

allowing people to go to the primary school and then move away 

only to still be allowed to attend Langley secondary schools and 

deny places to genuine local children No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

483 11/4/21 21:56:33 11/4/21 22:03:53 No

I do not agree that assurances were made. It’s simply a claim made 

by some. This move would result in the catchment area getting 

smaller No

Having an extra class puts more pressure on the 

resources/facilities of the school. This would be 

detrimental to the students who are already at the 

school Neutral

Local schools should be for local children the 

primary school has a wide catchment so by 

giving preference to those children you are 

taking places away from children in the local 

community 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

484 11/4/21 22:02:24 11/4/21 22:04:01 No Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

485 11/4/21 22:12:35 11/4/21 22:15:25 No

A feeder system is discriminatory and does not put local children 

first. No

Larger classes are not achievable and the school 

intake is large enough. Infrastructure of school and 

surrounding area is not supportive Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

486 11/4/21 22:11:16 11/4/21 22:16:45 No

It will create an unfair advantage to those primary school children 

who are not part of the Langley Park Primary when the catchment 

area is already so small. Also, Langley Boys was not part of the 

trust when the supposed historic assurances were given so should 

not be part of this consultation. No

Those children looking for places beyond 2025 will 

be severely impacted if the “feeder” status remains 

in place with Langley Primary.

No strong assurances have been given that Langley 

Trust will not seek to extend the feeder proposal 

beyond 2025. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

487 11/4/21 22:11:13 11/4/21 22:16:55 No

Why should people who don't necessarily live anywhere near 

Langley Park school get a priority place just because they attend 

Langley primary school. Think very unfair on people who have 

siblings they would like to attend and also who chose to live near 

the school for a placement. No

Surely this will make the school too large?Lessons 

and teaching will be affected by this proposal. Neutral

Think these are huge changes to make and will 

upset and affect many families who live in the 

surrounding area. I personally think being an ex 

Langley pupil that this is a big mistake to make 

and is unfair to many parents. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

488 11/4/21 22:07:41 11/4/21 22:17:57 No

No because, with this proposal the catchment area is considerably 

reduced. No

Since I responded No to the first proposal, then 

there will be no need to increase the number 

children admitted at year 7. Yes

I think it's fair for a parent to have all their children 

at the same school, without putting a number to it.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

489 11/4/21 22:03:59 11/4/21 22:18:03 Yes

Our son has been at LPPS since Sept 2017 and would be due to 

start at secondary school in Sept 2024. We were amongst the 

families who were led to believe that there would be a priority 

place offered to us at LPSB when our son reached year 7, and so 

we fully support this proposal. Yes

This should comfortably accomodate the 24 

children in the Sept 2024 intake across both 

secondary schools who would otherwise not be 

eligible for a place due to their distance away from 

the schools, whilst not 'taking away' places from 

other applicants who would otherwise be offered a 

place. I believe this is a fair way to operate it. Yes Mixed sex twins should not be penalised!

We very much hope this proposal goes ahead 

and would be delighted if our son could 

continue his secondary education at LPSB. The 

schools already work closely together, it makes 

sense for the children and families who joined 

LPPS in its infancy (and in good faith) to be 

offered the chance to continue their education 

at one of the secondary schools on site.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



490 11/4/21 22:40:46 11/4/21 22:46:48 No

In 2018 when we were looking for potential schools for our 

daughter we were advised that LPPS was not a feeder school and 

there was no guarantee that it would become one. We then 

selected to send our children to HDPS, another trust school. This 

change to admissions would reduce our children’s chances of 

future admission despite the fact that we live in close proximity to 

the land glory park secondary schools and moved to the area for 

that reason. No

I do not trust that these changes will be reversed 

for subsequent years and will open to door to LPPS 

becoming full feeder school in the future. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

491 11/4/21 22:22:54 11/4/21 22:59:49 No

Despite my sympathy for those parents who were misled, my 

concern is that the impact of addressing the historic assurances 

will not be for those two year groups only. There will be an impact 

for potentially several years to come as the LPPS children’s siblings 

are given priority at the secondary schools over local children once 

the PAN returns to normal levels. It could potentially lead to a 

significant number of children who would have been accepted due 

to proximity being unfairly pushed aside in favour of those who 

live further away. No

I consider it to be detrimental to the school in 

general to have two bulge year groups, creating an 

imbalance within the school throughout their 

school career, putting additional strain on 

resources and lessening individual opportunities 

due to extra demand. An extra class per year group 

will make a significant difference in access to 

resources, more competition to get into sports 

teams, clubs, access to in-demand school trips with 

limited places, as well as more crowding in the 

playgrounds and already bustling cafeteria. In 

addition, as previously mentioned, the impact will 

continue for several years as siblings of the 

“feeder” children are given priority over local 

children. Yes Seems fair

When the promises were made, the boys school 

was not even part of the LPLT so it is absurd for 

LPSB to have to address these historic 

assurances.  

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

492 11/4/21 21:54:36 11/4/21 23:03:31 No

Langley Park boys was not part of the trust as it is now configured 

at the time that the alleged promises were made to prospective 

LPPS in 2015/16. It was a separate entity. When LPBS joined the 

trust in 2018 they published a document when they went live, 

promising they were not going to participate in a feeder school 

scenario with the trust. 

The trust should not be held accountable for what was a clearly 

legally questionable/other worldly marketing strategy of your 

former LPPS employee. How is it possible to promise feeder status 

to a school that is not yet part of the trust? 

What for the parents who visited the open events of LPPS in 

2015/16 and did not recieve the same alleged promises? The trust 

actively seeks to discriminate here by favouring the few who 

received a special 'offer'... We are one of those sets of parents 

who attended but did not get the same promises of feeder status. 

We would surely have decided differently should we have been 

furnished with the same information as the selected few. Perhaps 

those parents were specially selected to receive this feeder status 

promise? The truth around this has not been made clear. Was 

there a special separate meeting that not everyone was invited to? 

What is the demographic of this co-hort, is it representative? 

The trust is not behaving in a transparent or reasonable manner - 

you have categorically not been transparent about the alleged 

promises made by LPPS in 2015/16. If all recent consultations 

regarding feeders are to appease legal action for failing to honour 

these for the minority, this should also be made clear. How can 

you expect the wider community to respond appropriately without 

the appropriate level of transparency and information to do so? No

This will undoubtedly impact the infrastructure and 

pressure on resources even with additional funding 

per pupil. It will not suddenly grow bricks and 

mortar, and will certainly put increased pressure 

on already overworked teaching and support staff 

(because you will already be seeking to make 

economies in new staff employment - its part of 

the business model, right?)... I assert that student 

experience will certainly be impacted by increased 

student numbers, from senior management 

choices through to lunch queues, to SENCO ratios, 

to the number of library resources per head and 

availability of after school clubs. At every step 

there will be compromises to make on student 

experience.  

Even if this change of PAN really were just for 2 

years (for which you need to consult on again to 

seek approval to revert) you will be working with a 

backlog of siblings for some years after this time... 

The potential impact rolls on for children barely yet 

born, potentially denying these most local 

youngsters their most local high school when their 

time comes. Yes

To appease the legal case of the minority you 

seek to bend rules and blur lines to include a 

whole secondary school that was not part of the 

trust at the time of the alleged promises (ref 

LPBS).

By doing this the trust further promotes a sense 

of 'us' and 'them', dividing a community who 

rely on their educational institutions to be fair, 

clear, transparent and reasonable... to work for 

the wider community. The aggrieved minority 

will ultimately leave the trust open to further 

cases of this nature if it is seen how easy it is to 

manipulate with weak legal grounding (ref LPBS).

Please consider in all of this the student 

experience, for every student, irrespective of 

how you engineer them arriving with you. It is a 

very fine tipping point for young minds to go 

from valued individuals, to part of a factory 

education conveyor system. When you seek to 

increase the PAN without the inherent, 

established infrastructure to support it; 

attainment gaps, inclusivity and community 

suffers with inertia and disillusionment often 

the outcome. This knee jerk response to a 

supposed legal case for the minority, will surely 

have far reaching consequence for the many if it 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child at another local 

primary school ;Parent of a 

child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

493 11/5/21 4:24:58 11/5/21 4:29:16 Yes

The date for Year 4 and 5 to be registered should increase by about 

18 months to coincide with the Trust making a clear 

announcement in the spring term 2020. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

494 11/5/21 7:44:47 11/5/21 7:48:35 No

This proposal will have an impact on catchments for more than 2 

years due to the sibling rule.

The proposal will have a negative impact on existing pupils as the 

extra children will need space and resources.

The proposal is unfair on those families who were told that LPPS 

would not be a feeder to the secondaries and made different 

primary school choices. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

495 11/5/21 7:52:36 11/5/21 7:54:38 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

496 11/5/21 8:23:07 11/5/21 8:31:27 No

It is matter of fairness. I live next to Langley Boys and Girls, are 

planning to send my kids to both schools. If the trust make such 

change in short period of time, it will completely affect the 

planning of the residents live near the schools. No

This will affect the teaching quality as pupil 

number fluartes in few years. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

497 11/5/21 8:48:23 11/5/21 8:51:07 Yes It resolves the false promises that were made to parents Yes

It ensures that there is no negative impact 

regarding the catchment area for the 2 schools Yes It is fair for families

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



498 11/5/21 9:16:09 11/5/21 9:24:53 No

Priority should not be given to children already attending the 

Langley Park Primary as there are so many children in close 

proximity to the school that do not attend the primary school, 

however on distance would normally be given a place. No

Larger class numbers may disadvantage the pupils 

as resources and time with the teacher will be 

stretched. Yes

It seems more logical to keep them together as this 

will assist with keep journeys to a minimum. 

It will also be beneficial to the children to not be 

separated for emotional/development reasons. 

Places should be awarded based on proximity to 

the school. This will ensure there is no knock on 

affect to other schools and places. It will help 

with pollution levels also as we are walking 

distance to the school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

499 11/5/21 9:28:16 11/5/21 9:31:26 No

I would like for my daughters to go to Langley girls school as we 

live close by. They attend Hawes Down school and I am concerned 

that the admission numbers will mean they cannot get a place 

despite being in catchment area. No

As response above - I believe this will have a 

negative affect on children from other schools in 

future years. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;

500 11/5/21 9:36:13 11/5/21 9:39:47 No

Because there are many local primary schools also on the doorstep 

of Langley boys and girls schools which should all be given the 

same chance of applying and getting a place at the secondary 

school. It seems unfair to make this proposal given the close 

proximity unicorn primary and the likes of st Davids primary are 

also to the girls and boys Langley schools. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

501 11/5/21 9:41:09 11/5/21 9:46:39 No It is not fair on local children who might live in catchment area No

Increasing pupil numbers comes with extra burden 

on space, resources, and teaching staff. These extra 

children may have siblings which puts pressure on 

subsequent intakes. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

502 11/5/21 10:25:33 11/5/21 10:30:45 No Local schools should be for local children No

Having more children in the school is detrimental 

to the children who are already there having to 

share a finite facilities with more people No  People should be in catchment to go to the school 

I do not agree with feeder schools at all, people 

will move to the area in order to get one child 

into primary and then can move away and be 

guaranteed that all their children including 

siblings will get places at the school, meaning 

local children will not get places and have to 

travel to schools elsewhere

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

503 11/5/21 10:31:27 11/5/21 10:33:18 No Schools should be for local children No Puts extra stress on facilities No  You should live in catchment 

Local schools for local children, that is exactly 

why schools have catchments. Having children 

who are not local and have to travel in causes 

excess pollution and traffic in the area Another interested party;

504 11/5/21 10:33:32 11/5/21 10:36:11 No Schools should be for children who are in the catchment area No The schools are already too big No 

You should live in the catchment area for both 

schools 

Roads are already congested. If children live 

further away then they can’t walk and will make 

roads busier Another interested party;

505 11/5/21 10:34:52 11/5/21 10:37:06 No

It is not fair on other schools in the area and people that have 

moved to the area just to be in the catchment and now would miss 

out if this goes ahead. No

This will impact the feel of the school and the 

quality of teaching. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

506 11/5/21 10:30:22 11/5/21 10:43:27 No

The feeder status is unfair to other local families whose children 

attend other primary schools in the catchment area of Langley 

Secondaries.

It creates uncertainty about what will happen after these two 

intakes are completed.

The Langley Park School for Boys was not even in the Trust when 

the alleged assurances were given and should therefore not be 

included in the consultation at all.

The proposal is not transparent as there is no clear explanation of 

the reasons for the consultation or the threat of legal action being 

taken against the Trust and it is also unreasonable to have these 

assurances as the sole reason for creating this feeder school 

change in the admissions criteria. 

Even though this only appplies initially to two years it will have 

further impact in the future due to the siblings of those extra 

children admitted through the feeder status. No

The school is already oversubscribed. The increase 

in pupils will mean the school has to find additional 

funding, resources and space for these students. 

This will be detrimental for the children already 

attending the school and those joining in the future. Yes

The reasons for this consultation are 

unreasonable and would have a major impact to 

the future of the school admissions and to many 

local parents.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

507 11/5/21 11:01:29 11/5/21 11:22:26 No

I have concerns that if this proposal is allowed to go ahead it will 

set a precedent. Also i would expect that these children out of 

catchment have siblings so the knock on effects will be felt for 

years afterwards. Neutral

I have mixed feelings, if this proposal goes ahead i 

agree PAN should increase as long as the schools 

can comfortably accomodate these extra classes 

and provide the same level of education 

throughout the year groups, including extra 

funding required so-as not to disadvantage existing 

pupils. Yes Makes sense...

As a parent who lives on the edge of the 

catchment for Langley Boys i am concerned this 

will push us totally out of catchment due to the 

siblings which will undoubtedly follow. The boys 

school wasnt even part of the trust when these 

supposed promises were made and from my 

understanding the person who made them had 

no authority to do so. Also when the boys school 

did join the trust they made it clear they would 

not become part of a feeder school system?

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



508 11/5/21 11:13:27 11/5/21 11:26:59 No

Concerned about effect on later year groups where there are 

siblings of the children who go from LPPS under these changes. 

Sets an unfair precedent. Does disadvantage children of other 

primary schools who are changing schools as bulge year groups are 

not ideal, stretching facilities etc. No

As above, larger year groups will potentially stretch 

school facilities and have a negative impact on the 

environment and learning of local children 

attending the school. No 

Impacts the boys school who weren’t even part of 

the Trust when the alleged assurances were 

incorrectly made.

The previous consultation whilst broader also 

asked us to address this specific issue of LPPS 

students - we are being asked the same thing 

again. There are still ramifications for local 

children and the danger of precedents being set. 

Is this going to be a case of consultation after 

consultation until the local community gets too 

exhausted to keep giving the same negative 

response….

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

509 11/5/21 11:48:21 11/5/21 11:52:49 Yes

It is the right thing to do given the assurances given to those 

parents. Assurances that will have made life changing decisions. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

510 11/5/21 13:09:38 11/5/21 13:46:53 No

The wider parent community is fully aware that the origin of this 

proposal is the never-proven assertion that certain parents were 

told that enrolling at the then newly created LPPS would ensure 

their children would gain preferential entry to the secondary 

schools. As far as we are aware there is no written evidence of this 

and it seems extraordinary to bow to a small minority of parents 

when the larger majority is much more likely to be disadvantaged. 

Those who were told the exact opposite, for example (that 

attending LPPS would NOT influence their secondary school 

choice, of whom there are many) and chose different primary 

schools on the back of that advice, are now finding themselves 

queue-jumped by this proposal. In addition, this creates a 

precedent for the Trust to try to yet again bring in feeder schools 

which has already been heavily contested and defeated. Yes

My answer would be based entirely on whether 

the proposal is successful or not but if it is 

successful I would of course want no child to be 

disadvantaged (including my own, who is in the 

affected year group) and therefore the PAN would 

have to increase. However, the Trust has not been 

clear about how this would affect that year group 

throughout the school years. Traditionally Langley 

Boys has taken enough for seven form entry and 

split among eight classes to allow smaller class 

sizes. Are you proposing an extra class of similar 

small size? Or 'filling up' the previously smaller 

classes to reach a standard 30 enrolments? How 

will the student experience be affected throughout 

the school journey? Yes

By siding with the parents who have repeatedly 

(and with no proof) claimed they were 

'promised priority admission' the Trust is going 

against the majority of parents in the local area. 

LPSB was not even part of the Trust at the time 

of the alleged promise and thus it could never 

have been a serious and executable offer, and 

any claim to priority admission on the back of 

such a promise should have been immediately 

rebuffed by the Trust right from the start. When 

the boys' school finally did become part of the 

Trust they published a document promising not 

to become a part of the school feeder system 

and reassuring parents they would be 

unaffected. It goes against everything that was 

promised. The knock-on effect of younger 

siblings in this bulge year group means that the 

proposal certainly does not affect only the 

stated years, but many to come. When you 

factor in the mixed sex sibling priority and the 

increased local population thanks to the new 

gated developments, parents who have lived 

locally for many years are being given a raw deal.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

511 11/5/21 13:11:50 11/5/21 15:04:42 No

I cannot support this proposal because:

1) Admissions policies should allow fair access for all. It is unfair to 

prioritise a group of pupils simply because their parents were privy 

to non-public information. That would be grossly unfair to all the 

other local families who were explicitly and publicly told there 

would be no feeder arrangements and who had a legitimate 

expectation that admissions policies would remain the same. This 

includes:

a) Pupils in these 2 yeargroups. Many of my y4 son's classmates 

live on the periphery of the usual secondary catchments. If these 

families had thought LPPS may become a feeder they could've 

secured their children's y7 places by sending them there. But they 

didn’t as they were reassured there would be no feeders. 

Conversely, there has been no disadvantage to any LPPS parents 

who have simply benefited from a good primary school and can 

still access the secondary schools in the same way as the rest of 

the community. As there is no way of appeasing all families in 

these cohorts (there are too many) and as more people stand to be 

disadvantaged by the proposed changes than would benefit, the 

fairest approach is to make no changes. As 30 of the LPPS pupils 

identified as likely beneficiaries are boys, very few of the extra 

LPSB places will be left for other pupils under the distance criteria, 

especially as the next few years are likely to see an increase in 

siblings from LPGS and Bromley has now identified a local shortfall 

in y7 places until 2024.

b) Older pupils at the secondaries. I was explicitly told there would 

be no feeders at several LPSB events prior to my son joining and 

everything I read online on LPSB's website and local facebook No

Speaking purely as a parent of a child in the 

affected yeargroups, I would prefer there to be 

extra classes rather than larger classes at LPSB, if 

point 1 is approved. But my first preference would 

be for point 1 to be rejected, as adding extra 

classes for 2 years will still not be possible without 

detriment to the student experience of pupils at 

the secondary schools. These schools are already 

full and under immense pressures!! Neither will it 

be without detriment to pupils in younger 

yeargroups due to the likely subsequent increase in 

y7 places going to siblings of these additional 

pupils and therefore a likely reduction in the 

number of places available under the distance 

criteria. And let us not forget the school run chaos 

and congestion in Hawksbrook Lane that is already 

causing very real safety concerns.

By 2023 I will have   older children at the 

secondaries, so I feel the Trust is (yet again!) asking 

me to make a choice as to which of my children I 

would prefer to be disadvantaged the least. This 

entire proposal is unjust and the only sensible 

solution is to not give feeder status to any children, 

then neither larger classes nor extra classes will be 

needed. 

In summary, the Trust may consider increasing the 

PAN to be the ‘least worst option’ (and specifically 

for pupils in those yeargroups I would agree), but I Yes This seems like a perfectly reasonable change.

Whilst I would like to support the Trust in 

remedying this unfortunate situation - and in an 

ideal world of course it would be nice for 

everyone to reach an amicable solution - I 

cannot and will not support or condone any 

action which I consider to be unfair and / or 

potentially unlawful.  I fail to see how any 

solution involving giving automatic entry (feeder 

status) to only this subset of LPPS pupils can be 

either fair or lawful. It would also set very 

worrying and undesirable precedents for the 

future. The Trust is trying to make amends for 

historic false assurances given to some LPPS 

parents in order to alleviate their frustration, 

which is understandable to a certain extent. But 

I've yet to be presented with any compelling 

evidence that these complainants actually have 

any 'right' to expect automatic entry to the 

secondary schools. Therefore, I have no option 

but to assume it is unnecessary to placate them - 

merely that the Trust feels it is desirable to do so 

for whatever reason. But it cannot be done 

without detriment to others and would also be 

contrary to the explicit wishes of the wider 

community and the conclusions of the Trust 

expressed in the 2019 consultation. 

Consequently, regardless of the lawfulness of 

such a change, I view the establishment a feeder 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

512 11/5/21 15:59:57 11/5/21 16:04:33 No

Access to secondary schools should be fair to all. It should be done 

on distance to school and other factors normally seen. The 

opening of the primary school has widened the area and will 

create unfair disadvantage to closer children for many years to 

come. No

It will still create bulge years and problems for 

places caused by sibling priority far longer than this. Yes

All children should be treated as individuals 

regardless of multiple births and should be allocated 

the same school if applied for. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

513 11/5/21 16:30:29 11/5/21 16:34:53 No

Unsure Langley Primary was meant to be a feeder school 

originally? Yes

Although disagree with 1 above, if the proposal 

was accepted additional classes could be beneficial. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;



514 11/5/21 16:56:09 11/5/21 16:59:10 No

Unfair to other local children who chose schools on the basis that 

lpp would not be a feeder school - impact will last a number of 

years due to siblings of those in the bulge years No

Although class numbers will return to normal after 

2 years, due to those children’s siblings thrn getting 

preference, impact will be felt in later years 

disadvantage for other local children Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

515 11/6/21 8:38:58 11/6/21 8:39:25 Yes Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

516 11/6/21 9:00:50 11/6/21 9:09:25 No

You are creating a divide in the community. 

Making it more difficult for admissions of families that do not go to 

the ‘feeder’ schools even though LPGS/LPBS would be their closest 

secondary school. 

Prioritising wealth of children/families living in expensive 

catchment area of Clare House and Hawes Down. This is not 

equality or providing every child the same opportunity that 

Bromley Children’s Project strives for. Neutral

How will more places be created? 

Why can’t they just be created and children from 

Bromley borough be accepted anyway without 

going to the feeder schools. Yes

It is extremely old fashioned way of managing 

admissions, creating feeder schools. It does not 

reflect innovative and modern practise that has 

adapted over the last 40 years! 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

517 11/6/21 9:45:15 11/6/21 9:45:42 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

518 11/6/21 9:44:54 11/6/21 9:47:46 No Priority must be given to the local kids No

Increasing the size of the schools will have negative 

impact on quality of teaching. No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

519 11/6/21 9:46:41 11/6/21 9:54:10 No

You will be damaging the equality and opportunity of students 

from other schools. Yes Neutral

I don't fully understand the implications of this but it 

seems to me that you're effectively treating the 2 

secondary schools as having the same admissions 

policy. This could only be fair if they have the same 

level/ number of places. 

I'm against the provision of feeder school places.

Clearly someone has made a huge error 

promising places without foundation. 

Should this go ahead it needs to be with 

additional provision on a short term basis to 

cover the error.

One does question if additional provision can be 

made temporarily why are not more places 

offered to general students (not feeders) more 

permanently? Does the additional provision 

damage the level of resources in the rest of the 

school?

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

520 11/6/21 9:53:00 11/6/21 9:54:37 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

521 11/6/21 9:52:21 11/6/21 9:59:43 Yes

There was an expectation for these children when they joined 

LPPS, which I strongly feel should be honoured. The parents and 

guardians were also happy to be pioneers and strong supporters of 

a new start up school. Yes

This was seem fair to the children locally who 

would expect to be admitted to the schools. Yes It is fair to give equal opportunities. 

I would strongly like to see this consultation 

approved and draw a line under the stress it 

could have caused parents, guardians and 

children. Another interested party;

522 11/6/21 10:02:22 11/6/21 10:14:42 No

I don’t think it’s fair to prioritise children from

Langley primary school as this will almost exclude children from 

local schools entirely. All children should have a fair chance of 

going to Langley secondary. My child is in year   and goes to Oak 

Lodge but Langley primary was an option, the only reason I didn’t 

choose Langley primary was because the primary school had not 

been developed yet and was new whereas I’ve always heard 

Langley secondary to be a really good school. If the priority is only 

being given for two years I see little worth in it being given at all. Neutral

I don’t know how this would work in terms of 

cutting it back down again by 2025. This seems like 

you could be introducing a problem that doesn’t 

exist only to prioritise those who go to Langley 

Primary. More children equals more resources and 

so forth so what bearing would that truly have on 

the school? Having said that, there is more 

opportunity to cover those from other primary 

schools but it would really depend on the numbers 

and the percentage of who you took on from 

Langley Primary as opposed to other schools. Yes

I do feel all children should go to the same school 

not only because the parents have to get them there 

everyday on time but also this brings unity for the 

family and children themselves. If we allow siblings 

as it is I don’t see a major difference allowing mixed 

sex, or children from a higher multiple birth.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

523 11/6/21 11:09:14 11/6/21 11:21:12 No

My son goes to LPBS and my daughter is at Oak Lodge Primary, we 

were hoping she will go to LP Girls but very worried this will 

reduce the catchment area. We all cycle, we need a local school to 

go to but being on the catchment edge anyway we are worried she 

won’t get in.

Assurances made to LPPrimary schools is very unfair to other 

primary schools in the area. I’m against increasing number of 

pupils (PAN) also due to extra funding needed and spreading 

resources to thinly.

The environmental impact would be damaging, more people 

needing to drive in due to not being a local school which I am very 

against, especially in this day and age. No

The short term increased number of pupils 

therefore needing more funding, more places and 

it’s already a large school, will have a long term 

impact and no guarantee it could change to 

permanently anyway. It is unfair to other primary 

schools having had similar assurances.

 I’m against increasing number of pupils (PAN) due 

to extra funding needed and spreading resources 

too thinly, damaging the whole school. Yes I agreee, seems fair.

This is unfair, unneeded and bad for the 

environment. Local schools for local children 

should be 100% fair. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child at another local 

primary school ;Parent of a 

child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

524 11/6/21 11:20:22 11/6/21 11:22:26 No

Priority should not be given to pupils at Langley park primary 

school when there are many local primary schools with children 

living nearby who wish to attend Langley secondary.  Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

525 11/6/21 11:24:49 11/6/21 11:27:13 No

Langley is a school that should allow all

Local children regardless of primary school. Making it selective. 

Appalling idea Neutral Neutral

School is needed for all local children. Should 

not have feeder schools Another interested party;



526 11/6/21 11:25:18 11/6/21 11:27:50 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

527 11/6/21 11:51:04 11/6/21 11:52:07 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

528 11/6/21 11:47:50 11/6/21 11:56:23 No

This proposal is not fair to the vast majority of families who have 

based their primary school selection on assurances that LPPS 

would NOT become a feeder school. This proposal is not 

acceptable.

The knock on effect with siblings etc. for years to come will have a 

hugely detrimental impact on families who would normally be 

within the catchment of LPGS and LPBS. No

In order to safeguard the quality of the education, 

intakes SHOULD NOT be increased. Yes

The Trust has to stop these attempts to bow to 

the pressure if a small minority which was 

falsely led to believe that LPPS was going to 

become a feeder school. The Trust has a 

responsibility to take a longer term view and to 

consider its impact on the wider community.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

529 11/6/21 12:06:49 11/6/21 12:09:48 Yes

I think it is a reasonable solution to a very difficult situation. It will 

have a long term impact that will reduce over time and as long as 

the previous feeder school idea is never implemented, it works. Yes Seems fair Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

530 11/6/21 12:08:01 11/6/21 12:16:32 No

The current admission is sufficient and fair.  By opening this policy 

to make up for false statements at the primary school would cause 

further issues down the line with admissions and this will become 

an annual issue for the trust.   This results in unnecessary costs 

allocated to this process rather than focusing on the daily 

management for the schools which are already stretched. No

Again this is an unnecessary strain on resources 

and costs on the daily management of the schools.   

 At some point, this would result in further 

consultations about allowing siblings in down the 

line, etc.  It would be just as easy if the parents just 

moved into the area to be in the catchment by now 

if they wanted to ensure their children gained a 

place. Yes

This one if kind of straight fwd.  If one child is in the 

catchment for the girl school, it would be practical to 

allow the male child to have access to the boy 

school. It would be a practical nightmare for parents 

to have to send their children to totally different 

schools in different directions if both cannot attend 

the schools on the same campus

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

531 11/6/21 12:15:43 11/6/21 12:17:18 No No

Increasing PAN sizes will inevitably take away the 

already very limited resources from children. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

532 11/6/21 13:12:38 11/6/21 13:15:51 No

It is not fair nor equitable for the local community and seeks to 

serve the best interests of one group which is unfair. No It is not fair, equitable nor transparent. Yes

The proposals are not in keeping with the 

admissions code aim of fairness to all. 

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

533 11/6/21 13:39:33 11/6/21 13:43:00 No It’s unfair to local children at other local primary schools. Neutral Yes Another interested party;

534 11/6/21 14:07:07 11/6/21 14:08:35 Yes No No 

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

535 11/6/21 14:14:53 11/6/21 14:17:55 No

It will lead to local children being denied access to the Langley 

Secondaries in those two year groups. It’s not fair. No

Does the trust have complete confidence these 

inflated numbers will not in anyway affect the 

quality of the education received? Yes Seems fair.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;

536 11/6/21 15:00:48 11/6/21 15:06:47 No

We were told there was no priority for entry at the time, there 

should not be a change in policy that is detrimental to so many 

local children because incorrect information or assurances were 

made to some parents. No

Once another class is added it is unlikely reducing 

the PAN will be realistic as there is such high 

demand. Yes

It’s discriminatory and only affects a small number 

of pupils. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

537 11/6/21 15:08:49 11/6/21 15:10:38 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

538 11/6/21 15:10:08 11/6/21 15:14:11 Yes

Parents made a choice to place their child at this school under 

false promises. Yes

There will be minimal impact on the community, 

due to gender divide & not all children who began 

before 31st August have remained at the school. 

Further to this, parents of these children may 

choose alternative secondary provision I.e, 

grammar/independent/co-Ed. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

539 11/6/21 15:25:44 11/6/21 15:27:17 No

I do not want my child to be part of a bulge year at is what already 

a very large secondary school No

I do not want my child to be part of a bulge year at 

is what already a very large secondary school Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



540 11/6/21 15:29:14 11/6/21 15:42:56 No

Locals schools should be for local children, and children who do 

not live locally should not get preference over local children. 

I understand that the trust is trying to mitigate this problem by 

introducing bulge classes. However, introducing bulge classes now 

will lead to siblings admitted in later years, taking school places 

away from local children. I do not see anything in the proposal that 

mitigates this problem for later years.

Admitting local children will lead to more traffic on the roads 

leading to the Langley schools. We are a local family walking/ 

cycling our younger one to school, the older one walks on his own. 

The traffic around St Dunstans Lane and outside the Langley 

schools between 8 and 9 is immense, with many drivers behaving 

inconsiderately towards pedestrians and especially cyclists. How 

can this ever improve if children from outside the usual catchment 

area attend the schools?

As a member of the local community with children at local schools 

I strongly oppose the proposal. No

Increasing the PAN now will give preference to non 

local siblings later, taking away school places from 

local children. Yes Sounds reasonable to me.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

541 11/6/21 16:47:21 11/6/21 16:59:10 No

It could deny local children a school place and will have a knock on 

effect further than the 2 years on future years for siblings of those 

who get one of these school places. Local kids should all have 

access to their local school. If langley primary gave written 

confirmation that children would get a guaranteed place at the 

girls or boys senior school if they attended the primary school how 

can that be binding when the schools had no link and weren't even 

if the same learning Trust? Neutral

I have my doubts that the pan will be reduced and 

it will be a way for the primary school to set a 

precedent that their pupils feed into the school and 

with their wider catchment it will again mean that 

children from other areas get priority over the local 

children. No 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

542 11/6/21 17:02:12 11/6/21 17:09:54 No

Those families may no longer be living locally to LPSB/G - if they 

are, they can fairly take a place on proximity. No The schools are big enough already Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

543 11/6/21 17:41:25 11/6/21 17:44:57 No No

The girls school has very limited space already. 

Introducing 2 extra classes will limit space and 

resources even further. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

544 11/6/21 17:47:00 11/6/21 17:51:49 Yes Yes Yes

I don’t understand why anyone would reject this 

even if they aren’t in the feeder school as you’re 

proposing to increase the PAN which won’t be 

filled entirely by the primary intake. That’s how 

I’ve understood the proposal.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

545 11/6/21 18:43:38 11/6/21 18:47:02 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;Employee, governor or 

trustee of another local 

primary school ;

546 11/6/21 19:16:47 11/6/21 19:20:12 No

Places should be given to local children. We all know that the 

catchment widened dramatically in those early years. When we 

were choosing primary schools in 2018/19 we were told they were 

NOT guaranteed to be feeders so many DID not send our children 

there. k why should we miss out? No

Larger cohorts means additional stress for teachers 

as well as stickers. Where is the evidence that 

suggests the school will be able to cater for the 

larger intake? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

547 11/6/21 19:08:28 11/6/21 19:20:42 No

It would open the door for a feeder school to the secondary 

schools, this is unfair to the other primary schools in the area. 

Parents will rent in the catchment for LPP then move out of 

catchment knowing any siblings would automatically be secured a 

place at LPP and at the secondary schools even if they have moved 

out of catchment, parents at other primary schools will not have 

that privilege knowing their child will be secured a place at one of 

the Langley secondary schools. No

Because you said "The Trust then INTENDS..." it 

doesn't say it definitely will reduce the PAN back to 

normal levels.  Why would I trust the trust?  When 

these children started at LPP, LPSB was not in the 

Trust so how can they argue they were guaranteed 

a place when applying for LPP? Neutral

I do not understand why the Trust feels they 

should make this exception for these 2 school 

years, the Trust have not explicably said it will 

return to normal afterwards, they only INTEND 

to consult.  If they want LPP to become a feeder 

it is grossly unfair to all the other primary school 

in the area and sets a 2 tier system.  I think the 

Trust should do some navel gazing and seriously 

think is this the right thing to do for the 

community. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

548 11/6/21 19:21:34 11/6/21 19:25:36 No

It should not be a feeder school & the secondary schools have 

never been joint in terms of sibling rules previously & shouldn’t be 

now with a primary school, decreasing many ‘local’ families choice 

for their closest secondary school because a child in the new 

primary school gets higher priorty. No

It just shouldn’t happen full stop. Leave it exactly as 

it is & has been since forever. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



549 11/6/21 19:36:01 11/6/21 19:42:16 No

Not fair to deny a local school to local children and discriminate 

because they were educated outside your trust. It’s elitist and 

obviously discriminatory. Neutral Yes

We all pay taxes. Getting our children into a 

local school shouldn’t be so difficult. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

550 11/6/21 19:19:56 11/6/21 19:42:33 No

That assurance should never have been given. My children were at 

Hawes Down Primary School at the time and as parents we were 

all very unhappy with this. No

                                                                           I feel that 

the school is too big as it is. You need to be 

ensuring  that all on the SEN register are receiving 

the correct help and funding before increasing the 

number of pupils No 

It is two different schools there are mixed secondary 

schools in the area if this is what people want. For 

this to affect a family they cannot live within 1 mile 

of either school. Also I am fully aware there are 

hardly any higher multiple births in the borough of 

Bromley and it is irrelevant. 

The school is there to serve the people in the 

area not those who took advantage of the 

Langley Park Primary set up. This school  was not 

required as the birth rate in the borough of 

Bromley was falling. To then propose to increase 

the intake of the school for 2 year disadvantages 

all pupils. Having had a child in the bulge year at 

HDPS I know this from experience. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

551 11/6/21 19:37:18 11/6/21 19:46:30 No

I don’t believe LPBS should be included in any change to admission 

policy for LPP parents who were “promised” feeder school status 

as LPBS was not even part of the trust when what promise was 

made.

By creating a “bulge” year younger siblings who may live out of 

catchment will then take the places of local children. No

I feel increases in PAN numbers will result in 

resources for existing students will be stretched 

further-detrimental for all students. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

552 11/6/21 19:53:51 11/6/21 19:55:20 No It is not fair to local children who have gone to other primaries. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

553 11/6/21 20:35:19 11/6/21 20:38:21 Yes

As a parent to one of the children who was promised a space at 

the primary school I believe it is so important to stick to the 

schools word. Yes As above. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

554 11/6/21 20:35:24 11/6/21 20:41:52 No

Because it will mean local children who live close by not getting a 

chance of getting a place versus someone who took a chance to 

langley primary and can live anywhere. Not everyone in Bromley 

gets their first choice, I got my 5th choice and it wasn’t even my 

first choice. By allowing this, it will be deemed as unfair for those 

who live nearby. No Neutral

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the 

selection of a feeder school as part of the 

oversubscription criteria for admissions must be 

transparent and made on reasonable grounds. 

These proposed changes are neither 

transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the 

alleged promises made to some parents, and 

whether these parents are threatening (or 

taking) legal action against the Trust. This means 

that the wider community is left to respond to 

this consultation without all the relevant 

information. It would also be entirely 

unreasonable to select a feeder school for the 

sole purpose of placating an aggrieved group of 

parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where 

the changes would result in unfairness for a 

large number of other children in the 

community. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

555 11/6/21 20:44:30 11/6/21 20:46:12 No Parents may have moved out of the area No Other kids may live closer Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

556 11/6/21 20:59:21 11/6/21 21:00:24 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

557 11/6/21 21:24:55 11/6/21 21:26:13 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

558 11/6/21 21:21:30 11/6/21 21:31:28 No

It’s should just be left alone and normal process of applying for 

secondary school should apply to all. Due to an error made and 

promises that could not be kept to families applying for Langley 

primary, other family with children attending other local primary 

school in the area should not be penalised for this. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Employee or governor of one 

of the Trust's primary schools ;

559 11/6/21 21:48:08 11/6/21 21:49:50 Yes

Resolution to promises made to the parents of Langley park 

primary Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

560 11/6/21 22:37:12 11/6/21 22:42:19 No

Not fair 

It was never a feeder school it was clear in those open days that it 

wasn’t as I looked round for my child and when asked if they 

would be a feeder they said No so not sure why parents now are 

trying to say different Neutral

It’s hard because fundamentally I don’t agree but if 

the proposal goes ahead then I have to accept this 

way otherwise it could hinder my own child with 

getting a place! Neutral

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

561 11/6/21 22:54:30 11/6/21 22:55:21 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

562 11/6/21 23:09:09 11/6/21 23:10:45 No

This is not fair to local community and other children in catchment 

will miss out. No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



563 11/6/21 23:19:33 11/6/21 23:22:14 No

So unfair for our children to not be able to attend local school

And for those who only have far away choices if Langley don’t let 

us go No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school ;

564 11/6/21 23:37:17 11/6/21 23:38:50 No

A larger intake will affect all hose in that year in terms of access to 

facilities - especially extra curricular and sporting No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

565 11/6/21 23:46:25 11/6/21 23:49:17 No Just feel it’s an unfair proposal. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

566 11/7/21 1:00:23 11/7/21 1:02:00 No Unfair selection process for all children Yes Fairer process Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

567 11/7/21 1:02:58 11/7/21 1:03:26 No Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

568 11/7/21 1:22:27 11/7/21 1:28:14 No

I think it is unfair to declare the school was being very clear in 2018 

without identifying how this was communicated to the families. Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

569 11/7/21 7:23:41 11/7/21 7:30:13 No

Assurances made that these schools would not be feeders to the 

secondary schools. I also consider the impact of an increase in the 

pan to address attendees to s small number of primary parents to 

be excessive in disruption to the year 7 students impacted and to 

the whole school. The secondary entry requirements were clear to 

parents deciding where to send their children and they must have 

known that there would be little chance of gaining entry other 

than to rely on assurances given. No

I consider the impact of an increase in the pan to 

address attendees to s small number of primary 

parents to be excessive in disruption to the year 7 

students impacted and to the whole school. Not 

was lpsb part of the trust at that time Yes Fair in the context of family groups

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

570 11/7/21 8:05:40 11/7/21 8:07:14 No Why should they get preference above local children? No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

571 11/7/21 8:14:24 11/7/21 8:22:20 No

Assurance was given on which basis? Did you over promise? After 

those two years, will you give siblings priority, thus penalise other 

families for longer. Admission should be based on distance.  No

This sounds your escamotage to work around 

objections...however if there is a need to increase 

number of children admitted because of real needs 

(increased population in the age group), then of 

course that would be ok Yes

Of course this makes complete sense and will help 

families

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

572 11/7/21 8:26:24 11/7/21 9:06:32 No

1.  Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the Trust when the 

alleged promises of a feeder school was made - how can promises 

be made against something that doesn't exist?  Will these children 

also be allowed to apply for Hayes and Ravenswood if the Trusts 

merge - to me it is the same thing.  They were not part of the Trust 

at the time.  The alleged promises were made in 2015/16 - LPSB 

joined the Trust in Sept 2018 promising that it would not be part of 

a feeder school system - why is this not being upheld?

2. There were many (the majority) of parents who were told it 

would not be a feeder school and therefore chose a different 

primary school for their children.  They may live on the cusp of the 

catchment area and would have definitely have chosen Langley 

Primary had they known it would gain them automatic entry into 

Langley.  I have a child in Year 5 at a different primary school and 

know this to be the case.  It is not fair to give this small minority of 

parents the benefit over the majority - who were given the correct 

information. No

1.  By increasing the PAN does not solve all the 

problems - this puts extra pressure on the 

resources at the school - finding extra funding and 

space for these additional places.  The canteen 

already struggles to keep up with demand.

2.  With the sibling rule now between the 2 

schools, there will be an impact of future years 

admissions when the siblings of these 2 years apply 

for entry.  They will get priority over someone who 

will currently gain admission who may miss out on 

a place.

3.  Once the 2 years of increased PAN it will 

become the norm and I am concerned that this will 

never be reduced and will continue to put extra 

pressure on resources going forward. Yes

The Schools Admission Code requires the 

selection of a feeder school as part of the 

oversubscription criteria for admission must be 

transparent and reasonable.  I find these 

proposals to be neither - there is no 

transparency in relation to the alleged promises 

made to a few parents and whether these 

parents are taking legal action.  I am therefore 

responding to this consultation without the full 

facts and I am left assuming.

It would be unreasonable to select a feeder 

school just to keep a few parents 'happy' or to 

avoid litigation especially where the changes 

would result in unfairness for the majority of 

other children in the community - 2 wrongs 

don't make a right!

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

573 11/7/21 9:12:58 11/7/21 9:16:38 No

Children attending this school are not necessarily the most local 

children and it is unfair to the children in the area who may miss 

out on a place. Assurances should never have been given and the 

local children should not have to suffer because of it. No

I do not feel there are enough resources to make 

this feasible. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

574 11/7/21 9:15:45 11/7/21 9:20:47 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

575 11/7/21 9:14:02 11/7/21 9:23:03 Yes

As you are proposing to increase the PAN numbers to ensure 

parents who chose not to send their children to LPPS are not 

disadvantaged then this seems as fairs solution provided it is only 

for these 2 years and guaranteed not to be a permanent feeder 

school. Yes

This is needed to ensure children who do not 

attend LPPS do not miss out on a place at one of 

the secondary schools by allowing LPPS pupils 

priority as a feeder school. Yes

As they would have sibling priority if they were of 

different ages or same sex then this is a logical 

change makeing the system fairer for mixed sex 

multi birth siblings

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



576 11/7/21 9:24:40 11/7/21 9:27:19 No

It’s is unfair to the wider children in the borough who chose a 

different primary school and we’re not made aware at the time 

that the admissions process will change No It’s already a large enough school and year group Yes Equality 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

577 11/7/21 9:28:43 11/7/21 9:36:39 No

The amount of siblings from the priority children would be so high 

causing a knock on effect. So many of us have paid a premium to 

buy property in this area close to ensure we are in the catchment 

for Langley secondaries. Our children should have the chance to go 

to a local school they can easily travel to. Neutral

Increasing the PAN for those years would help but 

would it be enough? And also what about the 

siblings that would automatically get a guaranteed 

place? This would then cause a knock on effect for 

years after stopping local children getting a place. No  The schools are separate and should remain as that. 

To reiterate many families have paid a premium 

to live close to Langley Secondaries. What would 

be the point of all this if so many of the places 

are taken up with children well outside the 

catchment area. It seems very unfair. Children 

outside the usual catchment would be travelling 

further and out children close to the schools 

would be also travelling further for no reason. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

578 11/7/21 9:36:48 11/7/21 9:42:24 No

The change is to suit the few at the expense of diversity and the 

wider community being able to attend the secondary school No

This doesn’t make any sense, why create a 

temporary change like this when existing schools 

already provide these classes Yes Logical change to make

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

579 11/7/21 9:45:14 11/7/21 9:53:33 No

If you are not intending permanent priority to pupils from Langley 

Park Primary then don’t make a temporary change. If parents have 

a grievance for historic misinformation this is not the way to settle 

it. Two wrongs din’t make a right. This would be setting a wrong 

precedent. No

From where will the schools find space, staff and 

money for this extra class? Neutral Another interested party;

580 11/7/21 12:21:47 11/7/21 12:35:56 Yes It was a promise that nee Yes

This will enable students who joined slightly after 

August 2018 a chance also to join one of the upper 

schools. Yes

I think that the Year 5 and year 4 at Langley Park 

Primary should be given priority as those who 

joined in February were also told our kids can 

transition to the boys and girls. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Another interested party;

581 11/7/21 12:41:12 11/7/21 12:42:52 No Should be based on current location No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

582 11/7/21 14:37:58 11/7/21 14:39:51 No It is unfair to other primary school children No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

583 11/7/21 14:50:13 11/7/21 14:51:28 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

584 11/7/21 14:51:51 11/7/21 15:00:44 No

This is discriminatory to all children that attend local primary 

schools. By not giving other school children in close proximity to 

the school an equal footing to access to the secondary school you 

are not serving the community and are setting the worst example 

of selectivity and exclusion. No

This is not a conciliatory action and 2025 is not long 

enough. This is a ridiculous proposal and does not 

cover the injustice that your discriminatory 

proposal seeks to attain. Yes

Yes because all children should have the same equal 

chance of a place. Regardless of primary school or 

other factors 

If the school goes ahead with this proposal, I will 

join in any legal action that may result. Surely 

the DoE will have jurisdiction over your 

proposals.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

585 11/7/21 15:06:47 11/7/21 15:16:52 No

All applications for children attending these secondary schools 

should be based on the sibling rule and distance from the school. 

This has always been the case snd should continue to be so. It is 

environmentally unfriendly having children travelling longer 

distances to secondary school and many would be taken by their 

parents in cars which causes congestion and unnecessary 

emissions. Children should be local and walking or cycling to 

school. Neutral

Unless is it necessary to increase the numbers for 

all local children Yes

If they live locally. And for all the reasons in my 

previous answers

Schools are part of the local community and as 

such should accept children on the grounds of 

locality. Another interested party;

586 11/7/21 15:15:05 11/7/21 15:24:39 No

I think it will unfairly disadvantage the local children who may not 

get places and also local primary schools. In order to secure a place 

at the Langley Park Secondary Schools,  parents will prioritise 

applications to the Langley Primary. No

Short term measure only, The number of existing 

pupils is high enough. No  By Year 7, most children travel independently.

Proposal was not accepted last time. Absolute 

waste of money for 2nd attempt. It is not in the 

interests of the local residents. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

587 11/7/21 15:22:21 11/7/21 15:26:47 No

I that this is a decision that is fundamentally wrong, and that 

negatively impacts our children’s education. No

Surely adding extra children to 2 school years will 

have added impact on curriculum & teachers Yes Surely this is just common sense

I feel it is important the Trust understands that 

the local community will not support a decision 

that is fundamentally wrong, and that negatively 

impacts our children’s education. Another interested party;

588 11/7/21 15:38:25 11/7/21 15:39:29 No It is unfair Yes No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;Another 

interested party;

589 11/7/21 15:56:36 11/7/21 16:00:56 No Local schools should be for local children No Too much pressure on facilities Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

590 11/7/21 16:04:31 11/7/21 16:09:13 No

Every child in catchment area should have equal opportunity and 

no preference should be given that favours one child over another. No

School size should not be increased to allow 

preference to some children. Numbers and 

selection criteria should remain as is. Neutral Another interested party;

591 11/7/21 16:09:27 11/7/21 16:11:00 No No Neutral Another interested party;



592 11/7/21 16:33:45 11/7/21 16:43:39 No

I don’t don’t believe feeder schools work for the community or are 

fair. I also think this proposal  is not fair for various reasons:

- not all parents were give the supposed reassurance of feeder 

status and chose other primary schools. They will now potentially 

be disadvantaged by this.

- the boys school was not even part of the Trust when the 

supposed assurance of feeder status was given, so this can’t 

reasonably been expected and should not be allowed now.

- this opens the floodgates and sets a precedent for providing 

feeder status in future years.

- giving feeder status even for this period will impact the future 

intake of the schools if siblings then have priority.

I believe admissions should simply be based on catchment area. No Please see reasons already provided. No  Admission should be on catchment/distance alone.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

593 11/7/21 16:46:29 11/7/21 16:52:06 No

This proposed change benefits students from the most affluent 

part of the local area at the expense of less privileged children, and 

serves no purpose to the wider community. It serves those whose 

children attend the Langley primaries within the trust and no one 

else. No

One class is minuscule in the scale we’re talking 

about here. It seems like a fig leaf not a solution. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

594 11/7/21 16:44:27 11/7/21 16:54:21 No

This proposal seems to benifit the few at the expense of most of us 

. It also seems to benefit students from one of the wealthiest 

areas. This seems to creat a further lack of opportunity for others. 

It is changing the process of how people select where to live and 

puts further financial strain on these huge life decisions. It will also 

put other primaries under pressure to create these elitist pockets 

of society. No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

595 11/7/21 16:53:52 11/7/21 16:56:59 No It disadvantages children in other local schools No Yes Another interested party;

596 11/7/21 17:10:50 11/7/21 17:12:39 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

597 11/7/21 18:30:44 11/7/21 18:36:55 Yes

My daughter is at Langley and this is what we were promised way 

back at the beginning. We have had several changes of head plus a 

whole year longer stuck in the building we were first in, due to the 

school build taking an entire year longer therefore our children 

have not had the experience they 'sold' to us when we made the 

decision to send her to LPPS. This is the least we should be offered. Yes

This was what we were promised as part of the 

decision making process to send our daughter to 

LPPS. Neutral It does not affect me personally.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

598 11/7/21 18:31:15 11/7/21 18:40:56 No

Allowing children who attend Langley Primary School priority will 

significantly reduce the catchment area for both Langley Park 

Senior Schools thus not allowing others living in the Beckenham 

area the opportunity for their child to apply and be accepted. 

Some children attending Langley Park Primary School no longer 

live in the catchment area so they should be treated as others 

applying and acceptance based on where they live. Neutral

Increase the intake may help but will probably not 

equal the amount of children from Langley Park 

Primary School applying therefore still reduce the 

catchment area. Yes

For families it would be the best interests if their 

children were able to attend schools that are located 

next to each other. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

599 11/7/21 18:36:37 11/7/21 18:42:15 No

I think that those children living in closest proximity to the 

secondary schools should have priority. Neutral Yes Another interested party;

600 11/7/21 19:05:16 11/7/21 19:10:19 Yes

We were told when we accepted a place at the primary school in 

the beginning that it would be a feeder to the secondary schools Yes

This would make good on what was said to all the 

parents in the beginning whilst still allowing for 

children within the catchment Yes There should be no discrimination 

We turned down a place at oak Lodge as we 

were told that lpps would be a feeder so it's only 

right that it is honoured 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

601 11/7/21 19:04:56 11/7/21 19:10:21 Yes

Langley Primary School was chosen as we were guaranteed that 

my granddaughter would have automatic admission into Langley 

Girls School when the time came for her to move up. This was the 

reason the primary school was chosen and I do not believe that 

this promise should be refused. Yes Yes It would be discriminatory to do otherwise Another interested party;

602 11/7/21 19:29:16 11/7/21 19:30:15 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;



603 11/7/21 20:28:46 11/7/21 20:39:43 No

I do not believe my children should have to travel by bus everyday 

for a minimum of 5 years to attend their second closest secondary 

school to accommodate other children that don’t live within the 

current catchment area. My children live within a 25 minute walk 

of both Langley secondary schools and it would be far better for 

their emotional and physical health as well as for the environment 

for them to attend the nearest secondary school to their home. 

They are already at a disadvantage due to the previous change in 

admissions due to their peers living further away from the school 

but having an older sister at Langley girls, therefore guaranteeing 

them a space at the boys school ahead of my children. No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

604 11/7/21 19:59:30 11/7/21 21:00:17 No

a) The Trust will be acting unlawfully if it adopts these proposals, 

on the basis that it will be using its power for an improper 

purpose.  The power as an admissions authority must be used to 

ensure that places are allocated in an open and fair way (school 

admissions code).  These proposals would see children from 

outside of the Langley secondaries being given priority admission 

over local children, purely in order to meet the threat of litigation 

stemming from an alleged promise made to some parents that 

Langley Park Primary School would become a feeder school to the 

Langley secondaries.  This is not fair or open - there has been next 

to no explanation of the detail of these alleged assurances made 

to the aggrieved parents, so there is complete confusion as to why 

these children should be given priority, and there is nothing fair 

about children living closer to the school missing out on a school 

place due to a child from much further away from the school 

jumping the queue due to a supposed promise made in error by 

the old LPPS head.   

b) Regardless of the Trust's attempts to placate the community by 

increasing the PAN for 2 years, and limiting the admissions priority 

for LPPS children to a 2 year cohort, these measures do not "cure" 

what is fundamentally unfair - the increase in PAN for 2 years will 

negatively impact on the children attending the Langley 

secondaries, with funds being diverted to accommodate children 

that should rightly go to the secondary school for which they are in 

catchment, and with the schools, with already large intakes, 

needing to find the space for additional children.  The impact on 

the local children currently in attendance, and joining in the future, 

will be felt in terms of resources and teaching, and will certainly No Please see my response at b) above. Yes

It seems entirely fair to make this change 

particularly in light of the recent sibling rule changes 

across the two schools.

d) These proposals are entirely unfair to those 

people who were told that LPPS would NOT 

become a feeder school.  There are many, many 

parents who report having being told this (as 

indeed I was told when I called up both LPGS 

and LPBS admissions staff to enquire about this, 

having heard rumours that LPPS might become a 

feeder school) and who based their choice of 

primary school on this information.  If the Trust 

confers the benefit of priority admissions on the 

children of these LPPS parents, how does it 

intend to create parity for all of these other 

parents' children? Should those children also be 

given the benefit of the priority in admissions 

and miss out on a “golden ticket” into the 

secondaries, having been told the right 

information?!

e) It would be unfair and irrational to include 

LPBS in any admissions criteria change 

proposed.  LPBS was not part of the trust at the 

time these alleged promises were made, and 

the parents could have had no expectation of 

feeder status for LPPS into LPBS as a result.  In 

fact, we have evidence that, when LPBS parents 

were consulted about the possibility of LPBS 

joining the Trust, there were assurances made 

that, by joining the trust, the admissions criteria 

of LPBS would be unaffected.  Therefore, these 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

605 11/7/21 23:09:13 11/7/21 23:14:11 No

I think that allowing more children into the

senior schools is wrong as there are not enough facilities in the 

girls school and when this apparent declaration was made the 

boys school wasn’t actually in the trust. No

There should not be an increase as the schools are 

at full capacity and cannot cope with an increased 

pan Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

606 11/7/21 23:22:22 11/7/21 23:23:56 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school ;

607 11/8/21 4:00:08 11/8/21 4:07:31 Yes

I believe there was not any clarification on admissions in 2018. If it 

was truly not made clear then the small number of Year 5 and 4 

children should not be discriminated against because they were a 

part of the historical asssurances. Yes Neutral

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

608 11/8/21 9:53:12 11/8/21 9:55:01 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

609 11/8/21 9:54:18 11/8/21 10:00:20 Yes

Yes, I completely agree with this as it was understood from the 

formation on the primary school that this would be a route open 

to the children. Yes Yes I agree with this. Yes Another interested party;

610 11/8/21 10:43:11 11/8/21 10:51:08 No

It seems grossly unfair that children from Langley Primary should 

get preference over more local children. If promises were made at 

the time they could in no way be legally binding due to the nature 

of the trust at the time. Trying to placate a few angry parents to 

the detriment of the local community seems in no way fair No

No need to increase an already very large school. 

Would funding be obtained , if not it would be at 

the expense of existing pupils. Sports facilities, 

clubs etc would be shared amongst more children 

again disadvantage for many. Again for the 

purpose of placating some angry parents? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

611 11/8/21 11:52:39 11/8/21 11:56:06 Yes

for the purpose of transparency it would be beneficial to detail 

how the school was being very clear after 31st August 2018. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



612 11/8/21 12:22:22 11/8/21 12:41:13 No

Many of these children at Langley park primary school will take the 

places of more local children who live closer to the school and may 

result in the more local children having to travel further to a 

different school. 

Increase in travel times to school is not good for children’s safety 

as they may have to get several buses to an alternative school 

rather than walk to their local school. 

It is also not good for the environment as it will increase travel by 

modes other than walking. 

How can the trust guarantee that it will only be for a couple of 

years.  No

How can the trust guarantee that the levels will be 

reduced back in 2025.  

In the head teachers speech to prospective 

applicants of LPSB the current number of pupils per 

class was highlighted as a particular feature of the 

school which the the school clearly feel works well 

currently and to the benefit of pupils. If the class 

sizes increase this benefit of the school will be lost, 

to the disadvantage of pupils and also I believe this 

will make the school less attractive to future 

applicants. Neutral

School places should be given to local children. 

If they aren’t, car travel increases impacting 

detrimentally on air pollution and traffic 

congestion, children’s safety is put at risk 

through longer journeys, and children will spend 

longer travelling which could be stressful/tiring.

Increasing class sizes is not the solution as it will 

not be beneficial to children’s education or the 

reputation of the school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

613 11/8/21 12:43:37 11/8/21 12:48:56 No

We too visited LP Primary School for entrance 2016 - at the open 

day the question of feeder schools was asked by a parent and we 

were told that LP Primary School would not be a feeder school. 

This confirmed our decision to send our child to another primary 

school as we knew it would not effect their chance of getting into 

LP as a secondary school. If we had the full facts we may not have 

made the same decision - it seems unfair to change the 

parameters. Yes It seems the fairest way to proceed. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

614 11/8/21 12:47:32 11/8/21 12:55:45 No

Makes no sense for students living far away to attend the school?! 

Think about the traffic pollution it’s going to cause? Local school 

should be for local children! The problem will not be short term as 

these students have siblings and they will take up all the spaces 

that should be going to the local residents. No

Think of the traffic pollution?! Think about how 

tired the students will be travelling daily a long 

distance just to get to school and back? Anyway 

when the Langley primary intake took place - the 

boys and girls are different Trust? How is it fair to 

treat both the school in the same way now? No 

It’s unfair as boys have all along a smaller catchment 

and now with this rule - it is almost impossible for a 

local resident with a boy to get into their local 

school? While another living in Crystal Palace can 

get in base on sibling? 

Just don’t do it! It’s unfair and cause a lot of 

environmental and traffic issues! Loads of the 

local residents paid a lot of money to live near 

the schools. You have good students also due to 

to the surroundings so do bear that in mind who 

you will attract to your school and the impact on 

your results! Another interested party;

615 11/8/21 12:48:34 11/8/21 13:10:00 No

People who live around might not be able to go to the nearby 

school! No The normal capacity is already high!! Neutral

The local should go to local school to the cut the 

pollution from traveling! Doesn’t make sense for 

the local to travel out and those who live out of 

the area to travel in!!!

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

616 11/8/21 13:23:35 11/8/21 13:50:12 No No

It is wrong to change the rules if parents were lead 

to believe when they sent their children to the 

school that their children would be able to attend 

the Langley Schools . If there is no valid reason to 

alter the rule except to only select  children  

attending   that particular Trust School then it 

seems immoral. Yes

 Local schools within CLOSE vicinity to the school 

should be given priority. It seems ridiculous to 

exclude these children whilst other schools 

within the Trust but a car distance away are 

given priority. It is against all we are trying to 

avoid when considering the carbon foot print. 

Traffic and parking is already a problem for local 

residents this will impact even more. Another interested party;

617 11/8/21 13:54:38 11/8/21 14:00:59 No

This proposal could pave the way for future proposals to change 

the admissions criteria to the secondary schools. Changes to 

admissions criteria have already been rejected as part of the 

previous consultation. No change is the fairest solution for 

everyone. Langley Park Boys School was not even part of this trust 

at the time the 'promise' was made so it seems in no way fair that 

places at that school should now be offered to families at LPPS. 

The changes would create unnecessary costs and pressures for the 

secondary schools in having to accommodate additional children. 

Sibling places mean the changes would not be restricted to just 

two year groups. No

This will create unnecessary financial pressure and 

pressure on facilities for the children already at the 

school. The children at LPPS do not have an 

automatic right to places (especially at the Boys 

School - reasons given above). This will pave the 

way for future changes to admissions that have 

already been rejected by the local community. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

618 11/8/21 14:48:29 11/8/21 14:53:44 No

Where is the equality impact assessment for this proposal? It looks 

like this proposal will be creating a zone of preference for pupils 

living in a a well provided and affluent property area.  It seems this 

proposal is deigned to create a lack of community cohesion 

(communities work beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled 

with Harris academy's decision last year, this kind of proposal 

looks nefariously like cutting of the air supply to community 

schools, and school children from other areas, families who move 

new to the area, it will create a future imbalance's and bottle neck 

for places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed inequality 

deeper. No

Where is the equality impact assessment for this 

proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating 

a zone of preference for pupils living in a a well 

provided and affluent property area.  It seems this 

proposal is deigned to create a lack of community 

cohesion (communities work beyond the post code 

boundaries) and coupled with Harris academy's 

decision last year, this kind of proposal looks 

nefariously like cutting of the air supply to 

community schools, and school children from other 

areas, families who move new to the area, it will 

create a future imbalance's and bottle neck for 

places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed 

inequality deeper. No 

Where is the equality impact assessment for this 

proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating a 

zone of preference for pupils living in a a well 

provided and affluent property area.  It seems this 

proposal is deigned to create a lack of community 

cohesion (communities work beyond the post code 

boundaries) and coupled with Harris academy's 

decision last year, this kind of proposal looks 

nefariously like cutting of the air supply to 

community schools, and school children from other 

areas, families who move new to the area, it will 

create a future imbalance's and bottle neck for 

places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed 

inequality deeper.

Where is the equality impact assessment for this 

proposal? It looks like this proposal will be 

creating a zone of preference for pupils living in 

a a well provided and affluent property area.  It 

seems this proposal is deigned to create a lack 

of community cohesion (communities work 

beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled 

with Harris academy's decision last year, this 

kind of proposal looks nefariously like cutting of 

the air supply to community schools, and school 

children from other areas, families who move 

new to the area, it will create a future 

imbalance's and bottle neck for places.  It is 

clear this proposal is deigned to embed 

inequality deeper. Another interested party;



619 11/8/21 16:06:00 11/8/21 16:10:18 Yes

We were told when we agreed for our son to go there that he 

would be able to move on to LPSFB and that school had better 

facilities for dealing with children on the autism spectrum. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

620 11/8/21 16:59:19 11/8/21 17:03:28 Yes

Our child started at Langley Park primary due to the offer of going 

straight into the secondary school. We also stayed with the 

primary school when there was not a head teacher in place, and 

when the school building that kept getting postponed. Therefore 

we believe our child deserves a place in the secondary school. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

621 11/8/21 17:12:34 11/8/21 17:35:07 Yes

It’d be great to keep my children in Langley family given both boys 

and girls schools have very good reputation.  Therefore I support 

the proposal. Yes As above. Yes As above.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

622 11/8/21 18:04:14 11/8/21 18:06:01 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

623 11/8/21 18:54:40 11/8/21 19:02:43 Yes

The numbers involved would be very small, especially when 

considering that a proportion of those pupils live within the 

catchment anyway. Neutral

This addresses potential concerns and brings more 

income to the school but further increases the 

number of pupils. Yes This seems reasonable.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

624 11/8/21 19:55:04 11/8/21 19:57:14 No

It’s unfair on parents who may live closer, maybe not this year but 

future year with sibling rules. No

Wouod need to increase the pan for all years 

where sibling rule applies. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

625 11/8/21 20:44:08 11/8/21 20:51:22 No

There is a need to give children not attending Langley Park Primary 

School an opportunity to attend  Langley Secondary Schools. The 

proposal to give priority to Langley Primary School children priority 

will mean there is a further barrier. Yes

It will apply (for a very short defined period) more 

spaces. Yes N/a N/a

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

626 11/8/21 22:17:27 11/8/21 22:19:22 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

627 11/8/21 22:22:14 11/8/21 22:25:54 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

628 11/8/21 22:33:52 11/8/21 22:36:54 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

629 11/9/21 6:46:11 11/9/21 6:48:05 No Local schools should be for local children. Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

630 11/9/21 7:31:57 11/9/21 7:37:41 No

You are creating an elitist system and alienating the families with 

children who otherwise would be eligible for admission No

Additional funding required, to the detriment of 

other year groups and future I takes. Yes

So families with multiple children are not having to 

take them to multiple schools.  As many parents 

drive their children, affecting traffic, road safety, air 

pollution etc.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

631 11/9/21 8:04:17 11/9/21 8:14:17 No

At the time Langley Park Primary opened there was no official 

guaranteed admission offered to any of the LPLT primaries. To 

retrospectively introduce this is unfair to parents who have elected 

to send their children to other schools disadvantaging them from 

attending the Langley Park secondaries. LPLT should not have 

given assurances upon which they did have the means to deliver. No

There were no official guarantees at the time for 

admissions, these measures shouldn't be needed 

to accommodate assurances falsely given by LPLT 

that they were not in a position to deliver. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

632 11/9/21 9:34:48 11/9/21 9:40:29 No

Could you elaborate on how the school made it very clear in 2018?

Were parents invited to a meeting?

Was there an announcement on the school website?

Was there a notification in the school newsletter?

Were parents emailed? Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

633 11/9/21 9:47:18 11/9/21 9:54:17 Yes

LPPS parents had a legitimate expectation for their children to 

attend LPSB and LPGS due to the LPPS free school application 

2014. As a minimum current Years 4 and 5 who were registered up 

to March 2020 should be included, as this was when it was 

unerringly clear. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

634 11/9/21 9:53:32 11/9/21 9:58:03 No Unfair to other local children in other local schools No

Having an increase in numbers will affect current 

students and will have an affect on the schools for 

many years Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

635 11/9/21 9:57:25 11/9/21 10:01:55 No

It was made clear to all LPPS families that the transfer to the 

Langley secondary schools is not a right by making an inclusion in 

the admission policies. Neutral Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

636 11/9/21 12:54:15 11/9/21 12:55:37 No It’s not fair. Yes Yes Another interested party;



637 11/9/21 13:13:27 11/9/21 13:19:35 No

Keep existing admission policy is more consistent with school 

missions. No The new policy is not fair to others. No  It is not fair to single born child.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Another interested party;

638 11/9/21 17:08:44 11/9/21 17:11:21 No I believe admissions should not be biased in this way. No

This is a short term fix to push through the change 

in admissions proposal. Yes Seems fair

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

639 11/9/21 19:22:22 11/9/21 19:24:26 Yes Trust should fulfil promises made to those parents Yes Yes Another interested party;

640 11/9/21 20:12:11 11/9/21 20:20:54 No

Local school for local children. Langley is our sons nearest school. 

When we visited Langley Primary whilst it was in temporary 

premisses and being built, we told it would not be a feeder school. Yes

This feeder application has happened so many 

times now, I’m guessing it will go through. Then at 

least a this offers some fairness for all children Yes

Sibling is a sibling and much better for parents to 

drop at one place and for them to flourish and be 

inspired by each other in the same education setting 

My neighbours son goes to Langley Boys. We 

live on                            which is 1.27 miles. As 

parents to a SEND child it upsets me that we will 

not fall into your catchment area. We walked 

there at back to D&B performance last weekend 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

641 11/9/21 20:17:18 11/9/21 20:23:18 No

I was advised to that there were no feeder schools when applying 

for a school place for my primary aged child so feel introducing 

this now is unfair and will disadvantage local children not 

attending Langley primary. If children are local to the area and live 

in the community they will get a space regardless of which primary 

school they attend surely. Neutral

I see

Pros and cons for both No 

I think girls and boys school should have separate 

admission procedures . 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

642 11/9/21 21:11:04 11/9/21 21:16:23 No

It’s setting the wrong precedence. This action is not about 

benefiting the community but undoing a mistake to reduce the risk 

of further action. No

It will impact resources for other children in the 

school and who applied correctly. No 

Same response to a differently worded question. 

The precedence should not be set for any children. 

This is ridiculous. It’s not benefiting our 

community. These are children outside of 

walking distance to the school and not local. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

643 11/9/21 21:40:02 11/9/21 21:50:21 No

There are a number of primary schools in close proximity the 

seconand it would place the other schools and students are a 

disadvantage. Many who have children who started schools during 

2017/2018 were expressly told that LPPS was not and would not 

be a feeder school and so impacted their decision to perhaps 

choose elsewhere. No Same as above. . Yes It's fair to allow siblings equal privilege 

It really does pose a problem for less advantage 

people hoping to send their child to certain 

schools but CANNOT afford to live in the 

catchment area. How many times will you keep 

consulting on this issue? There was one not too 

long ago and you keep trying to manipulate to 

give LPPS and it's parents what the want

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

644 11/9/21 22:02:17 11/9/21 22:05:47 No

We have a child who will be applying in the Aug 2023 intake who 

will be negatively impacted. No The impact on teaching standards Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

645 11/9/21 22:05:57 11/9/21 22:06:28 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

646 11/9/21 22:06:37 11/9/21 22:06:56 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

647 11/9/21 22:06:58 11/9/21 22:07:24 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

648 11/9/21 21:57:56 11/9/21 22:35:33 No

This will have the unintended effect of reducing the size of the 

catchment area for both schools for future years, which is unfair 

for other local children.  Given the sibling priority rule, the effect 

of allowing priority for children on the roll at Langley Park Primary 

School up to 31 August 2018 will not only allow that child to get 

into LPSG/LPSB but also their younger siblings.  The effect is 

therefore not, in reality, limited to the 2 year period referred to in 

the Consultation.  Additionally, given that the trust also intends to 

increase the PAN for two years by a whole class,  other children 

who would not otherwise have obtained a place at LPSG or LPSB 

will receive a place.  The younger siblings of those children will 

then be given priority over children who otherwise would have 

received a place at the secondary schools, had there been no 

changes to the admission arrangements.  That is not fair on those 

children.  The number of children who were on the roll at Langley 

Park Primary up to 2018 who would otherwise be out of 

catchment is significantly less than a whole class size.  The 

proposal will have a disproportionately negative impact on other 

local children who started primary school after 31 August 2018.  It 

is wholly unclear from the Consultation whether it is alleged that 

representations were made to all parents of new starters at 

Langley Park Primary, or whether any or all of the parents 

concerned relied on any representations which may have been 

made in a manner which was sufficient to give rise to a legitimate 

expectation to which the schools are required to give effect.  The 

proposal, if implemented, will give an advantage to 

parents/children whose decisions may have been wholly 

unaffected by what they may have been told, or to whom no No

The aim is laudable but the logic of the proposal is 

fundamentally flawed.  As referred to in detail 

above, this will have a disproportionately negative 

effect on other local children.  Children who would 

not otherwise have secured a place at LPSG and 

LPSB and who are not at Langley Park Primary will, 

as a result of increasing the PAN, secure a place.  

The sibling priority rule will mean that the younger 

siblings of those children are given a place, to the 

disadvantage of children who would have secured 

a place, but for this change.   It is clear from the 

consultation that the school premises are not large 

enough to cope with a permanent increase.  It is 

unclear whether the schools can unilaterally decide 

to reduce the PAN once it has been increased.  If 

they cannot, or if the consultation which is 

necessary if PAN is to be reduced is strongly 

against reduction in the PAN once it has been 

increased given potential unfairness highlighted 

above and forces the trust to decide not to reduce 

the PAN, then the Trust will have put themselves in 

a position where the schools cannot cope with the 

number of pupils which is likely to have a 

detrimental effect on all pupils. Yes This makes sense and seems fair and appropriate. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



649 11/10/21 8:05:02 11/10/21 8:17:42 No

I want to ensure that there are enough places at the Langley 

schools for people in the local area- esp west wickham. Increasing 

PAN is totally wrong. I have 2 girls at the LPGS and there is not 

enough room. They miss lunch sometimes. The building and lack 

of outside space mean no more chikdren should be added. Thirdly - 

 it’s disgraceful that you are consulting on this so soon after you 

previously consulted on it. I said no last time. Assume you will do 

this every year until you get what you want. Also local people that 

will be affected are not even aware. No

The girl school has too many people for the size of 

building. 

You should not give priority to the other school in 

your trust then you wouldn’t need to do this. I 

don’t want any local child disadvantaged by your 

proposal - but the school is already full. Just don’t 

give priority to the school in your trust. Yes

West wickham needs to know that it’s chikdren 

will have a place at Langley- it’s our local school. 

If the ww kids cannot get in to to Langley they 

will be driven or take a bus rather than walk to 

their local school meanwhile kids who got in 

through going to your primary school may live 

quite far away and so will be driven in. This is 

utterly stupid- think about climate change!   Kids 

currently can walk to school. 

The schools cannot take more chikdren- the girls 

school is bursting. 

Your proposal has a negative impact on local 

primary schools. People want to send their 

chikdren to their local primary such as oak lodge- 

 now they are thinking about your trust school in 

order to get in to Langley. These parents will 

again need to drive their primary school kids to 

that school rather than walk. This then will have 

a knock on effect of schools like oak lodge 

needing to widen their catchment pool which 

again will lead to more parents driving their 

children to school. 

It’s outrageous that you are consulting on this so 

soon after you previously consulted. Shame on 

you.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

650 11/10/21 9:00:24 11/10/21 9:06:17 No

This would prioritise children who live further away from LPGS 

than other local children. No

LPGS is already overcrowded. There isn’t enough 

land for the girls to run or exercise at lunchtimes so 

they end up just sitting on a field. Some days my 

daughters don’t get lunch because after queuing 

for a long time there is very little food left!! How 

does the school propose to handle such 

overcrowding? Neutral

I think it is awful that LPGS is apparently 

determined to push this through by consulting 

on the issue every year now. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

651 11/10/21 9:15:26 11/10/21 10:13:02 No

- These 'historic assurances' have not been clearly specified and 

you state they did not come from anyone involved in the 

management of the Trust or schools. Perhaps vague assurances 

were given and I am sorry for the affected parents but clearly they 

did not do their due diligence in confirming that priority would 

indeed be given and should accept their mistake. These vague 

assurances hardly constitute 'legitimate expectations' as you state 

in your consultation notice. Surely the fairest approach is to not 

make any changes?

- Just as these parents claim they based decisions on certain 

information (that has not been clearly specified), many, many 

other parents made decisions about their children's education 

without being party to this information. I can just as readily claim 

that certain information - however speculative - was not made 

available to me and this is prejudicial as I was not able to weigh up 

all information (even uncertain information) when making my 

decision about primary school for my sons. 

- The boys' school apparently was not part of 'The Trust' until well 

after these apparent assurances were given - it is unclear why they 

are affected now No

- This will have a detrimental impact on the 

education of children in the affected cohorts. In the 

consultation notice you state simply that both 

schools are full but then state the Board 'is of the 

view' that both schools can accommodate the extra 

classes. These are not compatible viewpoints. You 

do not explain how either school will cope with this 

increase without affecting the quality of education. 

An additional class in each year group is hardly a 

'moderate increase'. The wording used is 

disingenuous. In short there is no adequate 

information given on how either school will 

reasonably manage an entire extra class across two 

year groups without affecting the education 

received by these children, not to mention stress 

on teaching staff and facilities.

- Even with the time limitation, sibling places will 

be affected for years to come - you do not address 

this issue in the consultation notice.

- It sets a precedent - parents of children in later 

cohorts at Langley Primary could argue that as the 

situation is so complex, they thought their children 

would get priority by attending Langley Primary. 

Simply saying that you do not want to create a 

permanent 'feeder school' is unrealistic. This is a 

huge step towards a feeder school. 

- You many not have to consult on a change in PAN, 

but the reasons for the change are fundamentally Yes

This is the second time local parents are being 

put through a stressful and entirely unnecessary 

process. Please keep admission to local 

secondaries for local families. The consultation 

notice is confusingly worded and not fit for the 

purpose of thoroughly setting out the rationale 

for the proposed changes (with the exception of 

the proposed changes for multiple births). 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

652 11/10/21 10:03:10 11/10/21 10:15:56 No

Although this proposal is different from the previous (very recent 

proposal, which was strongly opposed) as it is for specific year 

groups I believe if this proposal goes ahead then this will 

negatively affect local children from being able to go to their local 

school in the future (due to the sibling rule).  I agree that it may be 

unfair that parents whom were told that their child would 

automatically get a place in the secondary if their child attended 

the primary will feel that this is unfair as it is not the case but this 

proposal is not the answer and causes unfairness in the long term.  

By agreeing to this proposal it causes uncertainly for a lot of other 

parents regarding  admission to secondary and could potentially 

cause another proposal in the future to create a feeder school 

system here with the precedent now being cast.  No

Having a larger cohort of children in these years I 

feel would be a disadvantage to these year groups 

learning. There would be considerable extra 

funding required (for teaching staff and resources) 

and I do not believe this would benefit the children 

or school in any way. Yes

This is already part of Bromley admission's process 

anyway.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;



653 11/10/21 10:31:32 11/10/21 10:39:10 No

- These 'historic assurances' have not been clearly specified and 

did not come from anyone involved in the management of the 

Trust or schools. Perhaps vague assurances were given but the 

affected parents did not do their due diligence in confirming that 

priority would indeed be given and should accept their mistake. 

These vague assurances hardly constitute 'legitimate expectations' 

as you state in your consultation notice. 

 - Just as these parents claim they based decisions on certain 

information (that has not been clearly specified), many other 

parents made decisions about their children's education without 

being party to this information. They could just as readily claim 

that certain information - however speculative - was not made 

available to them and this is prejudicial as they could not consider 

all information (even uncertain information) when making 

decisions about their children's education. 

- The boys' school apparently was not part of 'The Trust' until well 

after these apparent assurances were given - it is unclear why they 

are affected now. No

- This will have a detrimental impact on the 

education of children in the affected cohorts. In the 

consultation notice it states that both schools are 

full but then states the Board 'is of the view' that 

both schools can accommodate the extra classes. 

These are not compatible viewpoints. It is not 

explained how either school will cope with this 

increase without affecting the quality of education 

provided. An additional class in each year group is 

hardly a 'moderate increase'. The wording used is 

disingenuous. In short there is no adequate 

information given on how either school will 

reasonably manage an entire extra class across two 

year groups without affecting the education 

received by these children, not to mention stress 

on teaching staff and facilities.

- Even with the time limitation, sibling places will 

be affected for years to come - this is not 

addressed in the consultation notice.

- It sets a precedent - parents of children in later 

cohorts could argue that as the situation is 

complex, they thought their children would get 

priority by attending Langley Primary. Simply 

saying that you do not want to create a permanent 

'feeder school' is unrealistic. This is a huge step 

towards a feeder school. 

- The Trustees many not have to consult on a 

change in PAN, but the reasons for the change are Yes

This is the second time local parents are being 

put through a stressful and entirely unnecessary 

process. Please keep admission to local 

secondaries for local families. Additionally 

consider the environmental impact of 

potentially many children (and then their 

siblings) being driven to school from outside the 

local area. The consultation notice is confusingly 

worded and not fit for the purpose of thoroughly 

setting out the rationale for the proposed 

changes (with the exception of the proposed 

changes for multiple births).

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

654 11/10/21 10:53:51 11/10/21 10:58:17 No

When looking around LPPS with my son before we chose a primary 

school a few years ago, the head teacher at LPPS expressly told me 

that the school is in no way a feeder for the secondary schools and 

would not be. We would have chosen LPPS for our son if this were 

to become the case. Neutral

I agree it makes sense to offset the unfair addition 

of LPPS students by default as a feeder school, but 

do not like the idea of an increased number of 

children in the year group as this may 

depersonalise these children’s school experience a 

bit. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

655 11/10/21 11:04:15 11/10/21 11:10:24 Yes

I think miscommunication existed until the feeder school 

consultation, beforehand we all had the same assumption as the 

2016 and 2017 intakes. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;

656 11/10/21 11:23:11 11/10/21 11:23:53 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

657 11/10/21 11:22:31 11/10/21 11:39:31 No

The propsal are neither transparent or reasonable I simply don't 

think it is fair, I went to open days and asked whether my son 

would  be given priority if he attended LPPS. And was told That as 

the boys school wasn't part of the trust that this would not be the 

case. When the boys school joined the trust they also published a 

document promising not to be part of a feeder system. I also 

aware aware of the knock on effect of bulge years due to sibling 

places. I think it is unfair to children at other primary schools No

This would effect the number of siblings entering in 

other years a president for other years. I think if 

the consultation gets through it would be very 

difficult to change it back in 2025. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

658 11/10/21 11:39:01 11/10/21 11:45:05 Yes

This consulation notice is suggesting LPPS made it very clear the 

school will not have feeder status at a time when the Headteacher 

took up post and LPLT was formed, both in September 2018. We 

cannot think of any statement, formal or otherwise transpiring at 

that time. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

659 11/10/21 11:39:40 11/10/21 11:49:54 No

The boys school was not part of the trust when these promises 

were made to a select group of parents whilst other parent were 

told that LPPS. we were told the opposite that as the boys school 

was not part of the trust the primary school would not become 

part of a feeder.  it is unfair on other local primaries ,LPSB is 

already oversubscribed.

No

it is unfair on the children who's parents were told 

it would not become a feeder. No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

660 11/10/21 11:49:23 11/10/21 11:50:47 No It’s not fair to local children to give priority like this No It’s just a fix Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

661 11/10/21 12:03:28 11/10/21 12:09:08 Yes

I am not aware of the school being clear since 2018 or was it only 

made clear to an exclusive group of Langley primary parents?

For transparency a clear announcement on the school and Trust 

websites for current and prospective parents would have 

countered any existing confusion resulting from these historical 

assurances.

Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;



662 11/10/21 12:20:21 11/10/21 12:32:15 Yes

Clearly the truth in relation to LPPS children tranferring to the 

secondary schools had previously been badly communicated. The 

Trust only addresssed this issue by initially making a declaration in 

the LPPS admissions policy 21-22 and subsequently the LPSB and 

LPGS admissions policies.

Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

663 11/10/21 14:32:05 11/10/21 14:38:10 No

I do not believe if this proposal goes ahead that it will be limited to 

those that joined pre-2018. No

Increased admissions headcount have a negative 

effect on students, teachers and all education staff Yes Fair

Local schools should always remain for local 

school children. The vicinity is a densely 

populated family area. By agreeing to the 

proposals stated above, you’re inviting students 

to have longer commutes and disadvantaging 

local families.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

664 11/10/21 14:13:49 11/10/21 14:38:11 No

1) This is unfair on parents who were told that priority would NOT 

be given to pupils attending the primary school and made their 

primary school decision on this basis.

2) This contradicts the school documentation published at the time 

which was clear on the fact that the primary school was not a 

feeder to the secondary schools and so again, changing the 

admission rules now is unfair on those that based their primary 

school decisions on this information.

3) The boys secondary school was not part of the LPLT at the time 

the erroneous advice was given, so it is unreasonable and illogical 

for there to have been an expectation of the primary school being 

a feeder into the boys secondary school.

4) The knock-on effect of giving priority to these pupils and 

increasing the admission numbers for these two years will extend 

well beyond two years due to the sibling priority rule. No

1) As above, the knock-on effect on giving priority 

to these pupils and increasing the admission 

numbers for these two years will extend well 

beyond two years due to the sibling priority rule. 

2) Redirecting resources to provide additional 

classes will mean a resource reduction elsewhere, 

or additional costs when money could have been 

spent elsewhere on pupils' education/improved 

school facilities.

3) Existing resources and facilities will need to be 

shared across an increased number of pupils 

resulting in, for example, longer lunch queues, 

increased competition for places at school clubs 

etc. Yes

This seems reasonable and is just clarifying an 

existing admission policy.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

665 11/10/21 14:42:12 11/10/21 14:45:51 No This doesn’t provide kids fair chance to education No Facilities still remain same. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

666 11/10/21 14:46:33 11/10/21 14:49:44 No

Because the catchment will become smaller making children 

whose local school is Langley have to travel further and out of the 

area. We Pay a lot to live local to Langley to have the advantage of 

going to the school. No

This is a short term solution and will affect children 

after 2025 Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child 

aged 11 to 18 at Langley Park 

School for Boys ;

667 11/10/21 14:52:10 11/10/21 14:55:12 Yes We need assurances this is just for 2 years please Yes Please just 2 years Yes

As a local resident I was pleased to see that you 

are increasing the admissions for the 2 affected 

years.   I was strongly opposed to the previous 

suggestion of 3 feeders forever!  Thank you for 

listening 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

668 11/10/21 14:50:05 11/10/21 14:57:57 No

Unfair on local residents, langley park primary had a much wider 

catchment in these years. Will inevitably have a knock on effect for 

local residents with siblings in later years.

As I understand it Langley boys wasn't part of trust so shouldn't be 

included. 

They weren't in position to make any assurances- 2 wrongs do not 

make a right. No

I am not sure the schools have the infrastructure to 

accommodate more children  - so would put 

existing students at a disadvantage. These families 

chose the school based on the capacity, availability 

of facilities etc the schools will not be full filling this 

promise if increase the  numbers. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

669 11/10/21 14:30:24 11/10/21 15:01:18 No

I am concerned that we still have no clarity around what exactly 

was ‘promised’ to prospective parents when LPP started. Many 

other parents state that they were NOT given any assurances re 

feeder status. This proposal seems an awful lot of disruption for a 

minority of parents, based on little clarity of what was actually 

said. Moreover, it could be perceived as unfair by parents who - 

having been told there was no feeder status - then sent their 

children elsewhere and now will miss out should these proposals 

be accepted. 

Our son will start Yr7 in September 2025 and we live on the edge 

of the current catchment. This means that we’ll be directly 

affected by new consultations to reverse these changes should 

they be accepted. This is incredibly unsettling for local families. 

Also, sibling priority will mean that there will be knock-on 

consequences beyond the 2 years - this could be enough to nudge 

us out of catchment despite living closer to the schools than the 

LPP children admitted should these proposals be accepted. Yes

If you proceed, you must expand PAN so people 

aren't disadvantaged Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



670 11/10/21 14:57:33 11/10/21 15:03:56 No This is unfair on the local community No This is not good for education Yes Makes sense

There cannot be a consultation every year until 

basically the trust get what they want for 

policies that THEY SHOULD NOT HAVE 

PROMISED to the detriment of the local 

community 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

671 11/10/21 15:01:24 11/10/21 15:05:51 No LPGS and LPBS have always been for children from the local area. No

The schools are already full to the brim with 

extremely tight budgets. Neutral Another interested party;

672 11/10/21 15:04:15 11/10/21 15:09:57 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

673 11/10/21 15:08:53 11/10/21 15:09:58 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

674 11/10/21 15:09:05 11/10/21 15:10:30 No Local schools for local children!! Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

675 11/10/21 15:06:59 11/10/21 15:10:56 No

We actively decided against sending our daughter to LPP because 

we knew at the time that it wasn't a feeder school for LPGS. No

The current PAN obviously works for both schools 

and should be left as it is. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

676 11/10/21 15:12:38 11/10/21 15:17:03 No

There is a strong likelihood this will unfairly impact on children 

from other local primary schools, affecting the catchment area for 

admission into Langley secondary schools. No

This would have a knock on effect on sibling 

priority in subsequent years, even after 2025. Yes That seems fair. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

677 11/10/21 15:09:02 11/10/21 15:17:59 No

We visited the school whilst at Hawsdown and we were 

specifically told it wouldn't be a feeder school. If you let these 

children in, their siblings will also be let in presumably which then 

takes another place away from a local child that would have 

normally been able to attend. I can't believe you are still 

considering this as an option. No

This then puts additional pressure on schools that 

are already stretched. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

678 11/10/21 15:17:00 11/10/21 15:18:29 Yes Based on previous promises Yes Fair solutions Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

679 11/10/21 15:16:52 11/10/21 15:23:49 No

I do not believe this will have a positive impact for children 

currently and in future going to the school. The increase in number 

of pupils will impact on their learning and social and emotional 

wellbeing. 

The independent report on these assurance could only determine 

that assurances of a consultation of the admissions process are 

made. This consultation was rejected in 2019.

No

If there was no impact increasing PAN in the 

schools this would have been done years ago. The 

impact of increasing PAN will impact the 

catchment areas for years after if this proposal 

would go ahead. Yes Seems a fair enough proposal.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

680 11/10/21 15:31:33 11/10/21 15:32:19 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

681 11/10/21 15:30:28 11/10/21 15:40:06 No

Our views have already been made within the previous 

consultation. A local school should be open to all and not subject 

to a feeder primary set up for the benefit of a trust and not the 

local community. No

The pan should be increased regardless of a feeder 

so that you offer education to a larger local cohort. Neutral No comment

This is a problem created by setting up a primary 

school that has had an adverse effect on the 

existing community schools. Every child living in 

the local area deserves an equal right to an 

education within the Langley park schools.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

682 11/10/21 15:33:12 11/10/21 15:40:31 No Too exclusive Neutral Yes Another interested party;

683 11/10/21 15:41:08 11/10/21 15:43:37 Yes Because we were promised Yes Because this will affect both of my children Yes I have an older                  and younger        

We moved house on the assurance that LPPS 

would become a feeder. We have increased                                                      

                                            and have remained at 

the school throughout 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



684 11/10/21 15:10:52 11/10/21 15:45:56 No

I understand that 'assurances' were given to some of the parents 

whose children formed the September 2016 and 2017 intakes that 

the LP primary school would become a feeder school for the boys 

and girls secondaries. These 'assurances' were not in the gift of the 

school to make without a fair and proper consultation process and 

therefore have no legal or moral standing. The Langley Park School 

for Boys was also not part of the LPLT at the time these 

'assurances' were given and therefore should never have even 

been referenced as their only link to the primary was that their 

premises were located on the same campus. They were not part of  

 or beholdent to the LPLT governance arrangements and were an 

entirely separate entity.  

My understanding is that this consultation, as with the first one is 

being driven by those parents whose sole reason for accepting a 

place at LP primary was to gain access to the secondary schools 

which they never were and are still not in the catchment area for 

and hence why they continue to pursue this issue for personal 

gain. 

At a personal level I find the whole attitude of these parents and 

the LPLT in seeking to appease them distasteful. We, like many 

other families made personal and financial sacrifices to move into 

the school's catchment area to fairly access a place at the boys 

school. These individuals seem to believe that they are above the 

same process as the rest of the population in demanding places at 

the school. I would point out that if the consultation does go in 

their favour it will severely damage both public confidence in the 

trust and as a consequence the schools and their reputation in the 

local community. No

I strongly object to the PAN increase and the extra 

class being added at the school for the two years, 

one of which will be my youngest son's intake as 

this will be to the detriment of his and the other 

pupils education. Space and resources at the school 

are already at a premium -  my eldest son is at the 

boys school currently. This means those children 

who will gain a place through the usual correct and 

fair admissions process, including ny son will be 

disadvantaged throughout their entire time at the 

schools, not just that one intake year. The addition 

of this extra class to appease these parents will 

also have a knock on effect for years to come as 

the siblings of those children who get feeder status 

for those two years, pass through the school and 

take priority over new entrants who would 

otherwise have received a place through the 

standard admissions criteria. Yes Local schools should be for local children. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

685 11/10/21 15:46:14 11/10/21 15:49:26 No

School places should be made available to all children, making 

sure everyone has the right to a school place without 

discrimination. No

This is not the answer to make it possible for the 

school to have a private school without opening it 

to more children outside of Langley primary Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

686 11/10/21 15:53:03 11/10/21 16:02:54 No

Increasing the numbers of students for the two year groups stated 

will continue to have a knock on effect on the catchment area of 

the school in years to come as siblings of these students will have 

priority in the future, even though they live outside of the 

catchment area.  This will have a detrimental effect on local 

residents who will not therefore be offered  a place that they 

would have been eligible for before, particularly with regards to 

the boys school as the catchment is smaller.  The admissions 

process should be fair to all families in the local area, and not be 

changed just to address a mistake made by someone within the 

trust.  At the time the alleged assurances were made to the 

parents of LPPS that it would become a feeder school for the two 

secondary schools, LPBS was not even part of the same trust.  No

I don't agree for reasons stated in 2 due to the 

knock on effect this will have on catchment in 

years to come as siblings of these extra pupils 

automatically get a place.  This will inevitably 

disadvantage other local children, particularly 

boys,  in their application for a place at LPBS.

The extra numbers in these two year groups will 

also disadvantage pupils already at the schools 

where overcrowding and long queues for food are 

already huge issues. Yes

It is clear that the trust is trying to rectify an 

error in information given to a small number of 

parents of children at LPPS, however changing 

the admissions process to cater for these, and 

other families, will disadvantage other local 

families in the long run.  

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

687 11/10/21 16:02:48 11/10/21 16:03:58 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

688 11/10/21 16:06:25 11/10/21 16:11:55 No

It is unfair that they will be given priority over children that may 

live closer to the school.

If the school has made promises to parents that is an issue that is 

no one else's issues. Why should other children be at a 

disadvantage because of this Neutral

It is not done any other year. It is the schools issue 

that they have made promises that weren't true at 

the time. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

689 11/10/21 16:08:09 11/10/21 16:12:15 No

It may impact local children who would have ordinarily got a place 

at Langley Park Secondary schools No

This will be a disadvantage to current school

Children as extra children is never a benefit.   The 

schools are already full up.  It will impact places in 

school sports teams, places on school trips etc Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

690 11/10/21 16:16:57 11/10/21 16:17:55 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

691 11/10/21 16:18:12 11/10/21 16:18:36 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



692 11/10/21 15:00:49 11/10/21 16:19:53 No

Langley Park Boys were not in the Trust when this was supposedly 

agreed therefore why are they included in this proposal? This 

takes away the school catchment area, meaning that those with 

siblings in those 2 years, will still be able to use Langley Primary as 

a feeder school. For us that have remained in the area or those 

that have moved into the area to get into the schools, it is not fair 

that local children could miss out on a place despite being close 

enough to the secondary schools. The children in question at 

Langley Primary will have a local secondary school they can go to, 

near where they live. Otherwise local children near the Langley 

schools will have to go further away to school, how is that fair? 

This will disadvantage local children to give children who do not 

live locally a place when they will have a school local to them that 

they can go to. No

There is a huge issue with the lane as it is  and how 

dangerous it is because of  the vast number of 

parents who do not drop their children nearby and 

instead drive down the lane causing a danger to 

children walking or on bikes.  A higher intake will 

just increase the problem down the lane, especially 

as presumably these children are not in the 

catchment area so perhaps not close enough to get 

there themselves. No 

No, because the schools are not mixed, they are 

single sex schools so the children will not be at 

school together anyway. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

693 11/10/21 16:20:00 11/10/21 16:26:19 No

By agreeing to this feeder school, it will have an impact on other 

local school making the catchment even smaller. Local school for 

local children.  It's unfair to agree to this because a hand full of 

parents was incorrectly told by a old head teacher it would be a 

feeder school. No

It will not be for the best interests of the children 

to do so. Yes

If its your local school and you have twin children 

they should be allowed to attend the same school.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

694 11/10/21 16:16:18 11/10/21 16:28:38 No

It is unfair to local families with children at other primary schools.

It will negatively impact admissions beyond these initial two year 

groups.

It will create further uncertainty and will pave the way for future 

feeder proposals.

The admissions criteria for Langley Park School for Boys should not 

be consulted on as it was not part of the trust when alleged 

promises were made. No

This will create unnecessary costs and other 

pressures for the LP Secondaries.

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries 

for two years will mean that the schools have to 

find additional funding, resource and space for 

these additional places. They are already 

oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual 

intakes. Increasing the PAN will be to the 

detriment of children already attending the schools 

and those joining in the future. Yes This is fair

The proposals are neither transparent nor 

reasonable. The Schools Admissions Code 

requires that the selection of a feeder school as 

part of the oversubscription criteria for 

admissions must be transparent and made on 

reasonable 

grounds. These proposed changes are neither 

transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the 

alleged promises made to some parents, and 

whether these parents are threatening (or 

taking) legal action against the Trust. This means 

that the wider community is left to respond to 

this consultation without all the relevant 

information. It would also be entirely 

unreasonable to select a feeder school for the 

sole purpose of placating an aggrieved group of 

parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where 

the changes would result in unfairness for a 

large number of other children in the 

community.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

695 11/10/21 16:49:41 11/10/21 16:50:55 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

696 11/10/21 15:35:18 11/10/21 16:54:45 No

The proposal would disadvantage local non-LPPS and LPPS pupils 

alike despite the assurances that increasing the PAN would level 

this out. Moreover, it would disadvantage the entire school for 

many years to come:

- At the trust's own admission, the school is full therefore this 

cohort as a whole would be disadvantaged as they journey 

through the school like a 'bowling bowl swallowed by a snake'. 

- This anomalous cohort would create an awkwardness and 

resource drain affecting the whole school for the majority of the 

next decade. 

- It would create a precedent upon which making the case in the 

future for LPPS being a feeder school. we should be concerned 

that this new consultation could be used as a way to achieve that 

goal by increments following the previous failed direct attempt to 

do so. 

If the 'affected' parents of LPPS were given binding assurances by 

LPPS or the trust then their recourse is to LPPS directly. Otherwise, 

they are in the same boat as all other local parents wishing for 

their children to attend LPGS/BS. If their objective was to get into 

LPGS/BS then they would still likely have sent their child to LPPS in 

the absence of assurances given about it being a feeder school. If 

they moved house or incurred travel costs to attend LPPS and then 

subsequently did not get into LPGS/BS, following a binding 

agreement that they would; then they may wish to seek damages. No See the previous answer 2. Yes this is fair

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

697 11/10/21 16:59:06 11/10/21 17:00:07 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



698 11/10/21 16:58:39 11/10/21 17:00:38 No

I do not agree priority should be given to children living outside 

the catchment area based solely upon which primary school they 

attend. No

Having too many children attend the school will 

mean the child’s education is compromised. In an 

already over subscribed school this merely isn’t 

possible. Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

699 11/10/21 16:53:23 11/10/21 17:01:47 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

700 11/10/21 16:59:07 11/10/21 17:02:21 No

It will not just impact the years stated. There will be siblings who 

will then come under the sibling rule despite being out of 

catchment. No

Langley park boys school was not part of the trust 

at that time so they couldn’t have been told that it 

too was a feeder! Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

701 11/10/21 16:52:45 11/10/21 17:06:42 No

My child is disadvantaged as I moved to the area so my child can 

go to the local schools why should those children from that school 

be prioritised over mine that is unfair No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

702 11/10/21 17:06:50 11/10/21 17:07:23 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

703 11/10/21 17:12:13 11/10/21 17:17:34 No

It is a fact that pupils need to live in catchment areas to attend 

schools. Parents moved to houses so they could be in catchment 

areas. This disadvantages them. No

My son was in a bulge year and the classes were 

too full Yes Why is there a second consultation?? 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

704 11/10/21 17:50:30 11/10/21 17:53:52 No

Not fair on the families with children who live nearer to Langley 

Park Boys and Langley Park Girls. No

School will be stretched for resourcing / staff. 

Teachers will be working too hard and the children 

will not get the best education in these 

circumstances. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

705 11/10/21 17:39:00 11/10/21 17:55:00 No

I’m against any feeder state schools.

It was never advertised as being a feeder school as far as I am 

aware. No

I do not think these two years should be adjusted 

for a handful of parents who are clinging to a false 

hope. They are the only parents who seem to have 

assumed it was a feeder school. Yes

It makes no sense to not allow this now that there is 

a sibling rule across the schools 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

706 11/10/21 18:05:27 11/10/21 18:07:34 No No

Lpgs is already physically overcrowded. This would 

have a further detrimental effect on the space and 

well being of the girls currently there. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

707 11/10/21 18:15:22 11/10/21 18:19:02 No

It is utterly unfair to the community and children who ought to get 

in, and also will hurt the quality of education of pupils already at 

the senior schools. No

Because overfilling the schools is gonna hurt the 

quality of education! Yes That is fair and reasonable.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school ;

708 11/10/21 18:27:54 11/10/21 18:31:11 No

It has a detrimental effect on other families in the area that don’t 

have this opportunity. It will also increase families from outside of 

the catchment driving to school. No

The school is already at capacity and this won’t 

help when their siblings get priority too Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

709 11/10/21 18:32:21 11/10/21 18:37:10 No No

Increasing the number of pupils in year 7 in an 8 

form entry school like LPSB is impractical, 

overwhelming and has an negative impact on 

students, teachers, learning, traffic and community. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

710 11/10/21 18:31:42 11/10/21 18:43:44 No

Whilst unfortunate, I do not understand why this small group of 

parents have such influence over the education of the entire local 

area, and moreover I do not understand what if any legal recourse 

they have on the basis of these supposed promises. I can’t believe 

that anyone at the school would have made these kind of 

commitments without knowing that consultation would be 

required, and caveated commitments made accordingly. 

Over filling schools is in no one’s interest and will compromise the 

schools ability to maintain standards and deliver a good school 

experience for their students. I also don’t trust the word of the 

Trust that this will be a short term impact only, so I fear for the 

long term implications for both schools. No

As per my response above I am concerned that 

overfilling the schools will have a detrimental 

effect on the standard of education offered and the 

pressure on the system overall, including the 

student experience whilst onsite. Yes This seems sensible to me

I strongly disagree with the proposals relating to 

making the PL primary school a feeder school, 

considering the impact on other local school 

access to places who sit outside of this trust. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

711 11/10/21 18:21:22 11/10/21 18:48:18 No

Although trying where reasonably possible, there will be adverse 

effects on children from the local area. Families who have ensured 

that they are in the catchment area for the schools who may miss 

out. Families who, in the interim, are financially stretched to their 

limits to be in the catchment area. No

They intend consult. What if the consult doesn’t 

happen? Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

712 11/10/21 18:45:30 11/10/21 18:49:27 No Local children should have a equal opportunity of admission No Stretching the staff and resources Yes Sibling should have opportunity to be together 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

713 11/10/21 18:50:27 11/10/21 18:55:07 No

There is no reason Langley primary should be a feeder school 

based on promises made without any consultation. It is not fair to 

those who were rightly not promised this and made a school 

choice based on that. No

It is wrong to make the school larger which  will be 

detrimental to the year just because promises 

were made out of place to a few. Yes Seems fair

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



714 11/10/21 18:49:54 11/10/21 18:55:19 No

This is an exercise in fulfilling a promise which initially should not 

have been made. The existing process should not be changed so 

that those in power can escape the wrongs of making an assurance 

which should not have been made. No Similar reasons to the response in (2) Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

715 11/10/21 18:53:53 11/10/21 18:56:13 No

It is unfair. In future years, the siblings of these children will stop 

more local children from getting a space. It sets a precedent for 

feeder schools. No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

716 11/10/21 18:56:38 11/10/21 18:57:57 No Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

717 11/10/21 18:58:01 11/10/21 18:58:41 No Neutral No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

718 11/10/21 19:02:26 11/10/21 19:08:04 No

People move into the area, pay premium prices for houses to get 

into their chosen schools. Many of these children are not in the 

catchment, if these children get priority over my children who ARE 

in the catchment it will be unfair. No school should get feeder 

rights. No

More children will mean that our children will not 

get the education they are entitled to. Less 

opportunity less room. Yes

Children may be in different schools but in same 

location making travel easier for children and parents

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

719 11/10/21 19:07:08 11/10/21 19:09:37 No

Did those assurances really happen?

Will the siblings of those children get an automatic place therefore 

denying my children who are in the catchment? No

Schools are already at capacity and are there the 

resources to cope with extra intake? Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

720 11/10/21 19:20:50 11/10/21 19:25:21 No

I don’t feel it fair to the local community and children that are 

already at the schools No

As this is impact on children day to day life in 

schools Yes

As this would be the case in primary schools and as 

part of the trust siblings should be given this chance 

Langley have set very good standards for years 

and I feel adding more children will water down 

the level of support each child needs. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

721 11/10/21 19:20:05 11/10/21 19:27:22 No

Due to the negative impact this will have on admissions following 

the expanded year due to the sibling rule as well as the impact on 

the children in year. There are just as many parents who have 

been promised this will not happen as those have been promised 

it will. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

722 11/10/21 19:24:19 11/10/21 19:33:29 No

It will set a dangerous precedent for the future of all secondary 

schools if they only take children from a feeder school, parents in 

the local area will end up with children going to secondary schools 

all over the Borough. Why is LP only adopting this policy for 2 

years without adequate explanation,  transparency is vital,  they 

should offer their rationale. Its very odd thst they are offering to 

take more children in the 2 years, why not offer more places all 

the Time? This doesn't make sense and makes it hard to trust the 

intentions.  It's really odd that promising some parents a 

consultation about this year's ago (or the promise of their child 

automatically getting into the secondary school) that isn't legal 

anyway has resulted in this proposal,  was money changed hands? 

Is there the possibility of legal action? No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

723 11/10/21 19:32:56 11/10/21 19:34:16 No Unfair to other local children and schools. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

724 11/10/21 19:39:41 11/10/21 19:41:29 No

Due to the impact on the children in the expanded year and the 

following years due to the sibling rule. No No 

We have already been consulted on this and the 

answer was given last time. Why are we doing 

this again??? 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

725 11/10/21 19:41:54 11/10/21 19:44:10 No No No 

Why is this being asked of us not 2 years since 

the last one? 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

726 11/10/21 19:35:45 11/10/21 19:50:20 No

The primary school intake is from outside the usual catchment so 

would provide preference to those outside of the area. No 

assurances should have been provided to the parents of those 

children, they were not legally binding and undermined 

contemporaneous intake policy without any prior consultation.  

The traffic in the area has increased as a result and the school 

should be for local children who live within the published 

admission policy. The admission  policy cannot be applied 

retrospectively which is what you are trying to do. It undermines 

confidence in the Trust and the integrity of those sitting on the 

trust by individuals who should be setting an example to the 

children in the school. No

Given the recent history of the actions of the trust, 

there is. I guarantee that the policy will be 

reversed and it will already be too late for the local 

children and their siblings who have missed out of 

a place and who would ordinarily have had a place. 

Additionally, the siblings of those children in the 

school will benefit from a place, again 

disadvantaging the local children. Yes This seems sensible.

This impact on the local community, not just on 

the children who may lose a place, but on traffic 

and pollution will be detrimental. The economy 

will also suffer as house prices will be impacted 

and could lead to a reduction in value for those 

households who were in the catchment and who 

are displaced as a result of this policy, some of 

whom moved to area to be close to the school. 

The assurance should not have been provided  

and there should have been no expectation from 

the parents that they could jump the admission 

criteria. It was illegal and it is immoral. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



727 11/10/21 19:47:44 11/10/21 19:54:42 No

When we moved to the area and we’re looking at primary schools 

for our daughter will we’re told that Langley Park Primary would 

not be a feeder school…and at the time the school had just opened 

its doors but because there were no previous form entries and in 

our opinion was a little unloved because of that - so we chose to 

send out child to Hawes Down instead, which is also part of the 

trust. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

728 11/10/21 19:26:48 11/10/21 20:06:52 No

The current proximity to school catchment along with the recently 

amended sibling criteria seems the fairest way to allocate places 

to the schools. There was no agreement at the time of building the 

primary that this would be a feeder so it does not seem clear why 

this amendment is being made for these school years only. An 

increase in PAN could have a detrimental impact on the schools by 

stretching resources, staffing and room allocation. No

I would agree to it if the proposal went through but 

I do not think increasing the PAN is a good idea as 

the building is suitable for the current roll Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

729 11/10/21 20:01:22 11/10/21 20:09:27 No

Should be based on catchment area by distance, avoid having to 

drive to school therefore increasing traffic No

Don’t understand how you can increase admissions 

for a short amount of time, in terms of where 

would the extra resources temporarily come from? Yes Seems fair

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

730 11/10/21 20:09:44 11/10/21 20:13:50 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

731 11/10/21 20:20:53 11/10/21 20:25:21 No

Because I was told from the beginning that it would not be a 

feeder. 

I was also told by a headteacher at another of your trust schools 

that it would NEVER happen and if it did All the schools within the 

trust would also be made feeders.

No The funding and facilities are already stretched. Neutral

The local community is not being thought of 

whatsoever regarding the changes being 

proposed. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

732 11/10/21 20:26:07 11/10/21 20:26:46 No No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

733 11/10/21 20:33:29 11/10/21 20:34:59 No Not fair on all children of Beckenham. No To many classes to deal with Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

734 11/10/21 20:35:53 11/10/21 20:42:38 Yes This is fair to all in the community and ensures no child misses out. Yes

It makes sure those children who would have got 

into the school,if the primary was not there, still 

can. Yes

This is a good compromise and will serve to 

address assurances made to the Langley primary 

parents without disadvantaging children in the 

community. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

735 11/10/21 20:43:22 11/10/21 20:47:40 No

We believe this will reduce the catchment even further and 

disadvantage other primary schools in the area. No

The concern is that the schools will not have the 

resources and funding to run effectively and will be 

stretched. This would be detrimental to children 

and staff. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

736 11/10/21 20:47:39 11/10/21 20:51:49 Yes

I believe this is only fair and only effects approx 40 kids across the 

board as the others already fit within the catchment so would 

already get a place. Yes

This will decrease the pressure as it’s a bolt on 

rather than making existing classes bigger. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

737 11/10/21 20:47:02 11/10/21 21:02:02 No

Based on the information provided, there seems to be no reason 

for giving priority to these families. It states that assurances were 

given, but it depends on what basis ‘feeder schools’ were 

described. In most instances, feeder schools can be defined as 

schools where most pupils go on to a particular school (usually due 

to proximity) rather than priority admission. 

And the parents who were given these assurances at the time 

would have known that this was not in place at the time and that it 

would need to have been consulted on and agreed. No

There are already issues at LPSB where lunch 

queues are excessively long so there is no time to 

buy and then eat the lunch. 

The school is already busy and full, and adding an 

additional class for each of these 2 years will 

stretch that even more so. 

There is also the longer term effect of siblings of 

these children. Although the trust is suggesting 

that the PAN will only be increased for these 2 

years, this then means that any siblings will get 

priority in future years, which is not fair to families 

who live nearby (or just on the outskirts) and want 

to go to their local school but may miss out. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

738 11/10/21 21:00:04 11/10/21 21:04:10 No

If assurances have been made they were not lawful.  It isn’t 

actually clear assurance have been made.  No

The school is not set up for additional intake. This 

will adversely impact the quality of schooling and 

availability of resources of its students Yes Seems fair

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;



739 11/10/21 20:59:21 11/10/21 21:05:54 No

We cannot guarantee that this will only be a short period of time 

as a feeder school. Once implemented parents at the school will 

fight for it to remain and that is to the disadvantage of other local 

children at other schools. No assurances should ever have been 

given to parents viewing the primary school that they’d get special 

status to get into the high schools, if this was ever done then it is 

grossly unfair and no such promises should ever have been made. 

Parents at the time should have made choices based on other 

factors, as all other local parents did. Conversely, what if I decided 

against Langley primary because of its lack of feeder status? Am I 

then disadvantaged as I wasn’t given the unofficial secret 

information that it was to be a feeder school? Again, unfair. No

Similar to the above I do not believe this will be a 

temporary situation. If there is no feeder school 

status then this shouldn’t be needed. Yes

Twins of opposite genders applying for the schools 

should have equal access to it as same gender twins. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

740 11/10/21 21:03:57 11/10/21 21:17:53 No

The reasons for this proposal seem undemocratic and spurious, 

and as per the previous consultation, disadvantaging other local 

children. No evidence has been provided regarding the claims 

made by some LPPS parents. If this is approved, there is no 

guarantee that the Trust will not use it as means to make the 

change permanent. No

I do not see how this can work on a practical level, 

as there will be knock on effects beyond the two 

year period, still disadvantaging other local 

families. No clear detail has been provided to show 

how this work, and no meaningful guarantee given 

that no further extension will be sought. Yes This seems perfectly sensible. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

741 11/10/21 20:07:01 11/10/21 21:20:40 No

It will be unfair to the local children in the area hoping to attend 

LPLT, we purposely moved into the area for Langley, my children 

are currently at Unicorn school and would want them to go to 

Langley girls. Introducing the feeder would make less spaces for 

other local children Neutral

I would be concerned with big classes the 

children's learning would be impacted Yes All siblings should be able to attend 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

742 11/10/21 18:31:54 11/10/21 21:21:54 No

I was at the open mornings when the promise was allegedly made - 

 it was made very clear the Langley primary would NOT be a feeder 

school. As a result we chose Hawes down and moved house to                                 

                        to be in catchment when my sons starts in 2024. 

Had we have believed the Langley primary would be a feeder 

school we would have stayed put and saved a lot of money on 

moving house. No

Increased traffic and footfall. Also it will effect 

sibling places going forward for children who 

would typically be in catchment Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

743 11/10/21 21:22:13 11/10/21 21:24:36 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

744 11/10/21 21:25:03 11/10/21 21:26:33 No Its not fair No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

745 11/10/21 21:23:24 11/10/21 21:28:19 No

Parents should never have been told they had priority from 

Langley Primary to the Boys and Girls schools if it wasn’t official. 

This is totally unfair and this outright lie  should not be rectified at 

the cost to other local children.  Those parents who viewed 

Langley Primary and were not told this feeder school information 

will also feel hard done to if special consideration of some kind is 

given to those who selected the school on that basis. No No - why is this needed? Yes This is fair. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

746 11/10/21 21:26:46 11/10/21 21:28:29 No Sibling impact and unfair to local kids Neutral No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



747 11/10/21 21:23:27 11/10/21 21:29:51 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

 Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the 

additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising 

impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the 

future (not just the two years proposed) due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional 

spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those 

children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 and 

beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake. 

Out of proportion proposal

The proposed approach is out of proportion for the sake of 

accommodating a very small number of children (16 children in 

2023 and 24 children in 2024) who currently live outside the usual 

catchment area by creating 120 new places over the two years 

across the two schools. The impact of the proposed would 

negatively affect a far greater number of children in comparison 

with the very small number of children affected by this issue.

 Increased traffic and environmental impact of children travelling 

from outside of the normal catchment area

The increase in the number of children travelling to the school 

from outside the normal catchment area in the 2023 and 2024 

intake, plus their siblings in future years, will increase traffic in the 

vicinity of the Langley Secondary Schools. The children travelling 

from further away will more likely travel by car, affecting the air 

quality near the school and having an overall detrimental No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the 

PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 

and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two 

years will negatively impact admissions in future 

years due to the prioritisation of siblings from 

these additional children into the school. 

Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child 

misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but there 

are no mitigating plans in place for those children 

who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 

and beyond because they are taken by the siblings 

of the additional children from the 2023 intake and 

also the 2024 intake.

Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both 

secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 

2024) will have a detrimental impact on those 

children who currently attend both schools, 

children living within the normal catchment area 

who will transfer to the school in 2023 and 2024, as 

well as children who join after those two years. 

Accommodating the additional children from the 

extra classes will create additional pressures on 

both schools, in terms of resources.

Overall, I believe that the proposals will have a 

significant and destabilising impact on the Langley Yes

I don’t see the need for priority spaces for 

langley primary school as if they are already 

living in the catchment area of the secondary  

schools - they would then have priority. 

However if priority is given, then the family 

could have moved out of catchment and still be 

able to attend the secondary which is unfair to 

those who still resides in the catchment or at the 

fringes. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

748 11/10/21 21:38:41 11/10/21 21:42:52 No

No none had authority to make a ‘promise’ of this  nature and 

required a consultation. This would be unfair to the local 

community No

This will not be good for the kids education in 

those year groups Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

749 11/10/21 21:36:17 11/10/21 21:43:28 No No Will impact other school years at the school Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

750 11/10/21 21:30:36 11/10/21 21:47:41 No

I was at an open event in relation to the opening of the school 

where it was categorically stated that there were no plans for the 

primary schools to be feeders.  That influenced my decision to 

send my children to a different primary school knowing that it 

would not influence admission to the Langley secondary schools.  

So I've been given assurances the other way.  I'd estimate there 

were a few hundred at that event.  This consultation does not 

balance fairness or equity.  Furthermore, this latest consultation is 

with regards to both the boys and the girls admission, but if it is 

purely in relation to a handful of people given duff promises, 

shouldn't it only focus on the girls admissions?  The boys school 

was not part of the trust at the time these erroneous promises 

were given.  Regardless, this is wrong, the sentiment from the 

community passed at the previous consultation should have been 

enough to lay it to bed.  No

No, this is not necessary as the proposal itself in 

question 1 is predicated on an unbalanced reaction 

to a situation where two groups of parents have 

been given conflicting assurances.  Just leave it to 

be local schools for local children - thus helping to 

protect the environment too. Yes This is fair.

I potentially see a counter lawsuit threat should 

these proposals go ahead, due to the assurances 

that were given at the open event to a large 

number of people.  The approach to altering the 

whole admissions policy has created discord in 

the community in relation to the Trust - 

shouldn't you be seeking to redress that by 

stopping this nonsense, rather than entrench? 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

751 11/10/21 21:56:25 11/10/21 22:00:43 No

Unfair to local residents who might otherwise have been given a 

place and also it will.last longer than 2 years because of the sibling 

rule. No

The schools are already very large and I don't think 

it will have a positive impact on students to 

increase PAN particularly for Langley girls which 

seems at capacity already. Yes

I thought this issue had been dealt with at the 

last consultation. I don't know why this has 

come up again. I hope this can finally be closed. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

752 11/10/21 21:57:48 11/10/21 22:03:00 No

This will put pressure on other local secondary schools as there is 

less choice for children attending other primary schools Yes

This will help as long as other primary schools are 

able to join and not just feeder schools Yes

Although my children may not be in catchment 

for Langley schools I do feel if this goes through 

there will be less choice for us and reducing the 

catchment areas in other secondary schools 

meaning we would not get a school we would be 

hoping for. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

753 11/10/21 21:54:29 11/10/21 22:05:42 No

No. The "historic assurances" have not been proven. This is 

conjecture. You cannot make these changes to the admissions 

criteria on half-baked heresay. The changes proposed would 

profoundly disadvantage local families who chose to send their 

children to other primaries. No

I do not see how this can work on a practical level, 

as there will be knock on effects beyond the two 

year period, still disadvantaging other local 

families. No clear detail has been provided to show 

how this work, and no meaningful guarantee given 

that no further extension will be sought. Yes This makes sense.

In short the local community are mistrustful of 

the trust's proposals. The consultation has been 

shady and many wonder the true reasons 

behind it. Will we still be fighting this 5 years 

from now? Do the right thing. Stop. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

754 11/10/21 22:10:08 11/10/21 22:15:04 No

It will disadvantage other children in the area and is unfair. The 

assurance should never have been given to parents at Langley 

Primary without local consultation. Reassurance was given to 

other parents in the area (eg Hawes Down) that this would not be 

the case, and they made their decision about which primary school 

their children went to, on the basis of that assurance. No

As above. Also this will make the schools 

overcrowded, and disadvantage future potential 

pupils for many years, because of the knock on 

impact re siblings when capacity is then reduced 

back. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school 

;Representative, councillor or 

employee of another Local 

Authority ;



755 11/10/21 22:15:25 11/10/21 22:23:26 No

The internal report shows no parents were ACTUALLY given 

guarantees, other parents were given the correct information and 

trusted the advice and didn’t send their children there but no 

repercussions on this. I believe this is being pushed by the trust for 

their own agenda of beginning a culture of feeder schools and 

don’t believe it will end with these year groups. As a local on the 

edges of the boundary for Langley boys that would hope in the 

future my child may squeeze a place but this would be put in 

jeopardy should these feeder schools start. I also recently chose a 

different primary, though we are local to Langley primary, for my 

son on the guidance that feeder schools would not exist and his 

chances of entry would be fair No

Additional numbers for these year groups will only 

serve to the detriment of staff and other children. 

If higher numbers of pupils were better and not 

detrimental, you’d be doing it already Yes

Anything else is discrimination based on sex and will 

disadvantaged families affected by this should they 

have children of the same age at different schools

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

756 11/10/21 22:21:37 11/10/21 22:23:40 No It is not a fair approach. No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

757 11/10/21 22:19:45 11/10/21 22:30:33 No

By doing this for two years, it will cut down the number of 

available places for local children as the siblings of the children 

admitted to the school during those two years will then get 

preferential places. No

My worry is that this will impact the current 

children and for a period future children as the 

school is already oversubscribed and additional 

space and funds will need to be found to support 

the proposal Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

758 11/10/21 22:23:49 11/10/21 22:34:50 No

I disagree that the proposal is fair "as far as is reasonably 

possible". It would be grossly unfair. No

This will put extra pressure on the school as when 

the siblings of the increased years come through in 

later years there will be a massive reduction in 

available places and the fact that the PAN number 

MAY have been reduced will make matters worse. No 

Once again this will reduce the available numbers 

and be compacted by any reduction in the PAN.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

759 11/10/21 22:33:39 11/10/21 22:39:26 No

Due to children from other local schools aside Langley primary, 

that are more local in catchment area to the Langley secondary 

schools being at disadvantage due to priority admission for only 

Langley park primary school.  No

The amount that Langley secondary schools are 

accepting is what they can afford to hold. 

Increasing in take can cause lack of facilities for the 

extra children that come, and can be costly for the 

secondary schools with resources and teachers. No 

I don’t agree with Langley primary having priority to 

go to Langley secondary schools. It should be based 

on distance as this was stated when Langley primary 

school first opened, it should remain the same. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

760 11/10/21 21:47:48 11/10/21 22:46:15 No

Although some Langley Park Primary parents were made 

'promises' of feeder status to the Langley Secondary schools, a lot 

of other parents, including myself, who attended the open days for 

Langley Park Primary were made 'promises' that there were not 

plans for the Primary to be a feeder school. On the basis of these 

assurances, I, along with other parents, decided to select different 

primary schools (I was offered both the school my children attend 

and Langley Park Primary through the initial admissions process, 

and on the information I had I chose the school my children now 

attend). It is therefore unfair to children who do not attend 

Langley Park Primary. 

At the time of the alleged promises Langley Park School for Boys 

was not part of the 'Trust' so should not be included in this 

consultation, and assurances were made when it did become part 

of the 'Trust' that there would be no future feeder arrangements, 

this therefore goes against these assurances.    

This will not just impact the 2 years stated as the sibling rule will 

have a knock-on impact for further years. In future years the 

siblings of these Langley Park Primary children who would be 

outside the catchment based on standard admissions criteria will 

automatically take places under the sibling rule ahead of 

proximity, going against local schools for local children, and will 

also have a negative impact on the environment due to children 

having to travel further to their schools.

Clearly whoever made these alleged promises acted outside of 

their authority. Two wrongs do not make a right. These changes 

will create unfairness for a large number of children living in the 

local community. No

Based on my answer to 2. I do not agree with the 

feeder status and given that I believe this should 

be rejected there is no reason to make the schools 

larger than they already are. 

Increasing the PAN will be to the detriment of the 

children already at the school and those joining in 

the future as this will require additional funding 

and will take away resources, space and 

opportunities (places on school trips, in 

sports/other clubs etc). Yes The seems reasonable. 

I am answering this consultation with the 

information I have, the Trust have not been 

transparent with regards to the alleged 

promises made to some parents, and therefore I 

am forced to respond without all the relevant 

information. If the purpose of this is to avoid a 

legal battle with the parents who have allegedly 

been made promises then I suspect this may 

backfire because there may well be a legal 

battle with those promised that the primary 

school would not have feeder status, and who 

have therefore been discriminated against.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

761 11/10/21 22:34:31 11/10/21 22:51:26 No

1. This will have a knock-on effect for later year groups due to the 

sibling admissions policy. 

2. The fact that the school will reduce the pan after two years 

suggests that the school is not truly in a good position to increase 

the pan in the first place. 

3. The trust is not playing open cards with the community. A report 

by the Trust appointed, independent investigator into the Langley 

Park Primary School’s promises to parents, stated that only a 

consultation was promised. The consultation was done in 2019. 

Why is this not enough and the process being repeated (albeit at a 

smaller scale). No

For the reasons above the pan should not be 

increased in the first place. Continuously asking the 

community to put up a fight by means of 

consultations and the time and effort this takes is 

enormous. It seems like the Trust keeps on asking 

this of the community and then repeating the ask 

but just a little differently. As a parent in the 

community I am also sceptical if parents will be 

agreeing to reduce the pan numbers as the Langley 

secondary schools are very much sought after. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;



762 11/10/21 22:33:20 11/10/21 22:54:42 No

I was a parent who was given assurances when choosing a primary 

school that there would be no feeder schools so I chose my 

primary school based on this, namely Hawes Down.  Giving priority 

to those of Langley Primary is totally unfair and unjust.  Any 

change in admission requires consultation anyway as that’s the 

law.  I have sympathy with parents who thought they’d have 

feeder status but they should have got this in writing and this 

couldn’t be possible as consultation would have been needed to 

change the admissions policy.  The trust employed someone to 

investigate this situation and found no hard evidence that any 

parents at Langley Park Primary were given guarantees of feeder 

status and places at the secondary schools.  The media, including 

mainstream newspapers are watching carefully so I hope the trust 

make the right decision otherwise there will be uproar.  No

An increased PAN will have a knock on effect for 

many years to come due to the sibling rule. This 

adversely impacts families currently on the 

catchment boundary who may get in under current 

arrangements but may lose out on a place due to 

siblings on the increased PAN years getting places.  

The school budget required to resource and staff 2 

extra classes for 5-7 years is a huge factor to 

consider. The money used to do this is taken away 

from the rest of the school, negatively impacting 

them. This is unfair to all children currently 

attending the senior schools. Yes Sensible

I am aghast as to why we are re-running a 

consultation that happened in 2019 re possibly 

allowing feeder school status to Langley 

Primary.  The community is up in arms with the 

Trust and are now questioning their integrity. 

The community responded in 2019 and to not 

seem to accept the response is astonishing and 

parents no longer trust the LPLT

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

763 11/10/21 22:48:32 11/10/21 22:54:44 No Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 not at a 

nursery ;

764 11/10/21 22:51:04 11/10/21 23:00:17 No

That will reduce chances for my son who isn’t in Langley park 

Primary school at the moment but leaves close to school. No

School are already over loaded how  can it be 

better to have more children do we face facilities 

for that can school accommodate another extra 30 

kids per year and give everyone the same quality of 

education????? Yes

I believe that will be best for every family with more 

then one child to have all kids in the same school( 

boys - Langley Boys, girls -  Langley girls. That is best 

for for quality of our family life too, having to worry 

about how kids would get to school each in different 

direction ( different school)

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

765 11/10/21 23:17:46 11/10/21 23:21:30 No

The admissions policy should not change to accommodate 

assurances that were made in error. No This would be detrimental to the school and pupils. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

766 11/11/21 0:08:16 11/11/21 0:10:20 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

767 11/11/21 0:55:03 11/11/21 0:59:18 No

Entry should be judged on the distance you live from your local 

school as it is already. Yes Yes Another interested party;

768 11/11/21 5:04:04 11/11/21 5:11:31 Yes

We were always under the impression that we would have priority 

for the Langley secondaries, there was no information from LPPS 

or the Trust to suggest otherwise, as this consultation alludes to. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

769 11/11/21 5:12:23 11/11/21 5:15:44 No

If the school is our nearest school we don’t want our child to have 

to travel further just because of where she went to primary school Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

770 11/11/21 5:47:39 11/11/21 5:53:16 No

School admissions should be based on catchment alone! If the 

proposed children are local then they will have no issue so this 

should not be relevant. Local schools for local children, it’s simple! No

Schools are overrun as it is. It seems this increase is 

to appease disgruntled parties.  It adds 

unnecessary pressure to the schools & if it’s 

reduced in 2025 it then doesn’t allow for sibling 

entry of those feeder children! Yes Siblings should be able to attend the same school 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

771 11/11/21 5:52:50 11/11/21 5:53:45 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

772 11/11/21 6:33:28 11/11/21 6:33:56 Yes Yes Yes Another interested party;

773 11/11/21 6:51:38 11/11/21 7:03:37 No

No schools should be allowed feeder schools, it should be done on 

admission policy that is already in place to allow a fair admission 

for all children. Trusts that have applied for feeder schools do this 

in a underhand way to make their schools more desirable making 

an increase demand on primary schools applications and 

increasing the house market prices for families to move into the 

area. No

Increasing numbers of children is not in the best 

interest of children’s education, they are only 

applying for this to try and soften the request for a 

feeder school. This will set a precedent for future 

years to come. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

774 11/11/21 7:14:21 11/11/21 7:17:39 No I think the only feeder school should be Langley primary! No The schools are big enough already Yes

Siblings should be alive to go to school together if 

they wish

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

775 11/11/21 7:20:22 11/11/21 7:26:13 No

Disadvantage children that live on the fringes of catchment area/ 

shrink catchment for several years after the temporary policy is 

reverted. No If it was a good idea it would be permanent Yes Discriminatory.

I fully understand that some parents were given 

wrong information, But there is a process we all 

have to follow regarding admissions

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

776 11/11/21 7:46:08 11/11/21 7:48:57 Yes

The primary school is part of the trust so I feel it’s only right to give 

priority to those attending the primary school. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;



777 11/11/21 7:52:07 11/11/21 8:02:31 No

There was no guarantee offered by LP senior schools that LP 

primary students would have priority over other local children, so 

there should be no obligation to provide this priority No

Teaching resources/teachers will be more 

stretched for current LP senior school pupils, esp. 

SEND resources, with the additional intake.  Local 

children will have less chance of attending. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

778 11/11/21 7:15:37 11/11/21 8:12:49 Yes

It is a sensible approach solving a difficult issue with very minor 

knock on effects Yes Yes Makes sense

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

779 11/11/21 8:15:03 11/11/21 8:20:45 No

All children should be given a chance to access a school based on 

locality as the first consideration Yes

Albeit Families such as mine will be affected long 

after 2025. Yes

This consultation causes concern and worry for 

my family who moved within the current 

catchment for both LPGS LPBS but with the 

proposed changes, will likely fall outside of 

catchment, with priority given to feeder school 

children who may live further away. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

780 11/11/21 8:16:15 11/11/21 8:24:02 No Feeder schools restrict access and choice for secondary education. No

The increase in numbers could degrade the quality 

of the school and impact the children's education. Neutral N/A

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

781 11/11/21 8:44:37 11/11/21 8:46:32 No

This is unfair. We must be all be assessed using the same 

standards for admissions. It increases inequality Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

782 11/11/21 8:33:16 11/11/21 8:47:50 No

Ultimately, it boils down to the adage: two wrongs don’t make a 

right. This proposal make see to redress expectations of a small 

number of parents of children at Langley Park Primary school but it 

is at the expense of other local children. We are parents who made 

a decision about the primary schools we wanted to send our 

children to in the absence of information about potential priority 

of our children to attend a Langley secondary school because we 

happened not to be in a place at a time when these assurances 

were given. In any case, as Langley Park School for Boys was not 

part of the trust at the time the assurances were being made, the 

trust didn’t have the power to make that promise. This is a mess 

for the trust, but my child should not be put at a disadvantage so 

that the trust can avoid the consequences of its error.

I understand that these proposals seek to minimise the impact on 

children attending other primary schools, but it doesn’t go far 

enough. This is because:

 1. Children in subsequent year groups will be impacted when the 

PAN reduces; the sibling rule will give priority to children outside 

of the catchment areas who happen to have older siblings in those 

classes.

2. The school will be putting itself under financial pressure by 

increasing the number of places which may impact on the quality 

of their offer.

These proposals are neither reasonable nor transparent. The 

previous consultation failed to mention the real reasons behind 

the proposal for feeder school status and it’s not clear exactly why 

the trust are pursuing this further; why it is so important to 

address the grievance of one group at the expense of a larger No

As above, it will impact on future admissions 

because of the sibling rule (so this only really 

compensates parents with children in those 2 year 

groups) and it will create financial pressures. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

783 11/11/21 8:47:26 11/11/21 8:48:49 No I’m reasonable and will shrink catchment of the school No Detrimental to learning at already large schools Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

784 11/11/21 8:57:35 11/11/21 9:00:06 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

785 11/11/21 8:59:51 11/11/21 9:12:33 Neutral

It makes sense that children should follow on to the senior school 

who are in the primary/junior school. This ensures continuity. Yes This keeps everything on a more even basis. Yes They should be given priority. No further comments. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

786 11/11/21 9:11:29 11/11/21 9:12:56 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

787 11/11/21 9:14:56 11/11/21 9:17:33 Yes Box should have been marked as yes on previous submission. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

788 11/11/21 9:10:49 11/11/21 9:18:11 No

I attended the open evening in question as I have a daughter 

currently in year 5 and wasn’t given any steadfast assurance 

therefore made the decision to go else where. I believe that the 

few who don’t live in the catchment area for lpgs/lpbs took a risk 

in the hope that it would become a feeder once they were on the 

same site. I believe that should this go ahead it would affect my 

chance now of getting into the school. No

I believe that both lpgs/lpbs are large schools for 

the site they sit on, this could negatively impact the 

teaching and learning for all pupils to appease the 

few (there are potentially only a handful who are 

affected by this gaff made by a former person at 

LPPS) Also, due to sibling rule, this would impact 

the intake for many years to come. Yes

I believe that families/siblings should be able to be 

part of the same learning trust. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;Employee, 

governor or trustee of another 

local primary school ;



789 11/11/21 9:13:26 11/11/21 9:19:07 No

I might be border line outside the current catchment area for 

Langley but I'm closer to Hayes but still border line with Hayes 

School. Any changes to the current admissions at Langley will put 

pressure on Hayes and mean I'm even less likely to get my children 

into my preferred school Hayes! Totally unacceptable to give 

anybody an unfair preference! No

Any changes to the current admissions at Langley 

will put pressure on Hayes and mean I'm even less 

likely to get my children into my preferred school 

Hayes! Totally unacceptable to give anybody an 

unfair preference! Yes

No objection totally reasonable that one parent 

takes both children to the same location

Any changes to the current admissions at 

Langley will put pressure on Hayes and mean I'm 

even less likely to get my children into my 

preferred school Hayes! Totally unacceptable to 

give anybody an unfair preference!

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

790 11/11/21 8:50:07 11/11/21 9:25:44 No

The children who attend Langley park primary will clearly be able 

to attend the school if they live locally, which is the key thing when 

attending local schools. 

Increased traffic around local area area makes it more dangerous 

for children to be able to walk to school in addition to increase 

pollution to the area. 

Resources will be stretched by the addition of an extra class at 

both schools. 

By creating an extra class you are increasing the number of pupils 

to fill the class in addition to the children from Langley primary. 

The knock on effect will be an overall increase in pupils in the 

years to come due to the sibling rule. No

Under the proposal, the girl school will only have 

an extra 4 children in 2023. However by creating an 

extra class it is creating an extra 26 or so extra 

spaces. (Plus any siblings in years to come). 

This will unnecessarily stretch resources in 

accommodating a ‘fair’ approach between the boys 

and girls school. My daughter is due to start 

secondary school in 2023 and this will directly 

affect her learning opportunities. 

It is also a matter of trust. I do not trust that the 

board will send out another consultation to revert 

the feeder school status. Once it has ‘opened the 

floodgates’ it will be difficult to retract from this as 

parents from the other schools in the academy, as 

well as other parents from Langley primary, will 

seek for the same for their children. Yes This is fair. 

My husband and I moved to this area knowing 

that we would like to send our children to the 

langley secondary schools. We knew in order to 

get into the school we needed to stay local. If we 

have learnt anything over the last couple of 

years it is that a community spirit and support is 

key in getting through events such the 

pandemic. By living locally not only can we help 

our schools but we can help our schools to help 

our local community. We can ingrained these 

values in our children so that they can see what 

changes they can make and that they can make 

a difference. 

Children who live away from the catchment 

area, in my opinion, will not have the same 

benefit. They will simply be dropped off to 

school and picked up at home time and, unless 

they have extremely dedicated parents, will not 

be as invested as parents from the local area. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

791 11/11/21 9:20:49 11/11/21 9:26:16 Neutral

I understand that some parents were made a promise which the 

Trust now has to honour. This is unfortunate and I am sure the 

Trust will do everything it can to ensure this is not repeated.  Neutral

I feel that the proposed measures will impact on 

other pupils and staff at the secondary schools, and 

that the impact on the wider community will be 

small. I would prefer there to be no impact. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

792 11/11/21 9:20:47 11/11/21 9:26:43 Yes

a sensible and fair outcome would be for the school registration to 

be extended to spring 2020 for 2023 and 2024 admissions, this was 

when it was made openly clear that Langley primary children will 

not have automatic enrolment to Langley park school for girls and 

boys. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

793 11/11/21 9:21:34 11/11/21 9:40:29 No

I suspect that after the two years proposal is up, the academy will 

push to make this permanent, therefore pushing the academy’s 

preferences through the back door to the detriment of local 

children. No

Because for two years, kids will be packed in and 

after that the catchment area will be reduced so 

that the feeder places are filled but local kids could 

miss out on a place that would previously been 

available. Yes This sounds fair. I have no issue with this.

I find the feeder school proposal a big issue, 

especially from primary schools (within the 

Langley trust eg: Hawes Down - which is 

currently OUT of the catchment area for the 

schools admissions procedure) being able to 

leapfrog into a place before children that are 

actually living in closer proximity to the school 

sites. This will result in local children having to 

travel further to find a school place. That is 

categorically unfair and creates a feeling of 

elitism.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

794 11/11/21 9:15:54 11/11/21 9:45:21 No

Unfair to other children that would have been in the catchment 

area and not from the Langley trust that may not get in if the 

proposal went ahead. No

Education would be impacted for these children in 

these years. Extra staff/teachers, classrooms, 

facilities would be required. Neutral

The rules for admission have been clear for 

many years and should not be changed just to 

appease some parents within the Langley trust. 

Many more children within families not in the 

trust will be disadvantaged if this proposal goes 

through. Even if they were still in catchment the 

increased number of children in these particular 

years would stretch school resources/funding 

further and inadvertently affect their education. 

Furthermore the sibling rule would still apply to 

those children who are admitted from within 

the trust which could be applied for many more 

years to come, even after the changes should 

have ended.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

795 11/11/21 9:42:24 11/11/21 9:46:32 Yes

My child started at Langley Primary in 2017 and I cannot 

remember the school making it clear in 2018 there will be no 

priority admissions to the secondary schools. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Representative, councillor or 

employee of another Local 

Authority ;



796 11/11/21 9:51:48 11/11/21 9:55:39 No

This will have a knock-on effect for more than two years due to 

sibling role, and also this is just the trust’s way of trying to clear up 

the mess of undeliverable promises. No Because it is not sustainable. Yes This is fair. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

797 11/11/21 9:48:50 11/11/21 10:03:54 No

I am really concerned by the amount of time and effort the 

leadership and board of the school have put into this proposal, 

with very flimsy reason to believe that anybody has been seriously 

disadvantaged by the negative outcome of the previous 

consultation. Any parent with children entering the proposed 

feeder schools in the years in question should have known that 

there was a consultation underway. If they came to the wrong 

conclusion, based on inadequate understanding of the facts, that is 

unfortunate, but every year the admissions process disadvantages 

many children because their parents made the wrong choice (e.g. 

mis-judged catchment area size) -  this is an integral part of the 

way the system currently works.

As an outsider, it seems to me there may be an underlying reason 

school leadership and the board have treated this (possibly) 

disadvantaged minority with such extraordinary and unwarranted 

solicitude. Two possibilities spring to mind: firstly, that these 

changes directly benefit the children, or children of personal 

acquaintances of the decision makers; secondly that there has 

been a threat of legal action by those allegedly disadvantaged. Can 

you provide assurances that we have been told everything 

relevant to the genesis of this consultation?

I believe there has been a lack of transparency overall, and that 

there is a good chance that this lack of transparency benefits a 

small group of insiders at the expense of local residents as a 

whole. The school board oversees the expenditure of a very large 

sum of public money each year, it needs to focus it's efforts on all 

the pupils at the school, not manipulating access rights for a 

minority.

Yes Yes

There is nothing wrong with admissions policies 

as they stand now - please concentrate on 

making the school a better place and not on 

manipulating access policies.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

798 11/11/21 10:09:51 11/11/21 10:16:20 Yes

The free school application 2014 is well known amongst LPPS 

families giving them the option of their children attending the 

Langley secondary schools. This assurance existed until 2020 when 

LPLT made an announcement to the contrary. Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

799 11/11/21 9:42:13 11/11/21 10:24:48 No

I am strongly opposed to this proposal as it will increase the 

number of pupils at the schools leading to a strain on resources 

that may lead to a dilution of the quality of care and education at 

the schools. Historic assurances should not form the basis of 

increasing the number of students that can attend a highly 

regarded school which will ironically place more pressure on the 

current system resulting in the standards of teaching being 

compromised. As an established member of the local community 

and parent of primary and secondary school children, who puts 

their trust and faith in the state education system, I cannot 

endorse such a flawed argument or reason for this proposal. No

I am strongly opposed to this proposal as it will 

increase the number of pupils at the schools 

leading to a strain on resources that may lead to a 

dilution of the quality of care and education at the 

schools. Historic assurances should not form the 

basis of increasing the number of students that can 

attend a highly regarded school which will 

ironically place more pressure on the current 

system resulting in the standards of teaching being 

compromised. As an established member of the 

local community and parent of primary and 

secondary school children, who puts their trust and 

faith in the state education system, I cannot 

endorse such a flawed argument or reason for this 

proposal. Yes

I do not understand why this consultation 

regarding the Langley Park Primary School is 

occurring again as it appears to be a subtle 

repetition of the consultation and proposal that 

happened in 2019. This does make me question 

the transparency and agenda of the Trust and 

the validity of these processes.

I do have strong concerns that if this proposal is 

accepted, then this will lead to more 

detrimental admissions changes that will 

ultimately lead to disadvantaging families that 

have embedded and invested themselves in the 

local community for the purpose of supporting 

local schools. This will change the schooling 

landscape of the area and divide an established 

neighbourhood; leaving families without access 

to local schools if the priorities of admission 

change on the basis of "feeder schools".

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

800 11/11/21 10:31:52 11/11/21 10:36:01 No It was never meant to be a feeder that is what we were told. No

Our two boys will be in years starting 2023 and 

2024 and if proposed changes are allowed will be 

in an extra large cohort which will have negative 

impact on their education and school life. No 

Not entirely clear but all your other proposals are 

unfair so I’d dubious on this one! Although perhaps 

it makes sense.

The proposals are neither transparent or 

reasonable.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

801 11/11/21 10:59:29 11/11/21 11:02:26 No Not in the interest of the community. No

This is not in the interest of our children’s 

educational needs by creating bigger classes.  Yes This makes sense. 

The Trust cannot have a consultation every year 

until they achieve their objective to the 

detriment of the children in the local community. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

802 11/11/21 11:02:51 11/11/21 11:03:19 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child 

aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

803 11/11/21 11:03:32 11/11/21 11:03:42 No No Yes Another interested party;

804 11/11/21 11:03:55 11/11/21 11:04:17 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



805 11/11/21 10:51:15 11/11/21 11:07:26 No

LPGS and LPBS should be local schools. They should not have a 

very wide catchment which will be the case if the Primary school 

becomes a feeder school. The Primary school had trouble filling 

places so accepted people regardless of location. If the proposal 

goes through, having a child at the Primary school will mean that 

they will get in and all the siblings will get in (under the sibling 

rule) and the negative impact will be felt for a decade or more.

My son is due to start at LPBS and I do not want his yeargroup to 

be affected by resources being stretched to cover another class in 

his yeargroup. There will be extra pressure at lunchtimes, 

assemblies, library, computer rooms, science labs, trips will be a 

problem, my son's friends may end up living miles away due to it 

not being a community school anymore. It will massively 

negatively affect his yeargroup. (I have seen the affect of having a 

year bubble at his primary schools and it is terrible).

Traffic at the school will be a problem if you introduce another 

class. LOADS of extra traffic will be the result if that extra class is 

from kids who live miles away.

If you let people in from miles away, some of my son's local friends 

may miss out from getting in eroding the feel of the school.

If you let people from miles away in, it will erode the values and 

community feel of the school. It will also introduce problems that 

are not currently there because Beckenham is such a middle class 

bubble. (Sorry if this sounds snobby). No

Not necessary because the Primary School should 

not be made a feeder school. Yes As it makes sense.

Please don't let the false promises from a 

previous Primary School Head teacher become 

true. That is not a good enough reason. There 

are lots of negative and long-lasting reasons for 

not allowing the Primary school to become a 

feeder school.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

806 11/11/21 11:05:37 11/11/21 11:17:11 No

Its completely unfair to do this to local children (especially as my 

twins are in                                                    ). Both Langley schools are 

our nearest secondary schools and one of the main reasons we 

bought our house. Its completely unacceptable to think that my 

children are not going to get a significantly reduced chance in 

attending for Langley school. We are all aware of how high house 

prices are in the area and one of the reasons people pay these high 

prices is for the local schools. To take these opportunities away for 

local children is outrageous and is going to have a negative impact 

on other local secondary schools who are also stretched - so where 

does that leave my children? Angry is an understatement of how I 

feel about this. Neutral

Increasing the school numbers isn't ideal, 

Secondary schools are large enough as they are 

and dilute the learning experience if they were any 

bigger. Yes

As a mother of mixed sex twins I would feel strongly 

for this proposal. The thought of one of my children 

getting into Langley school and not other other 

would be devastating for us. As well as wanting my 

twins to be near each other for support if need be, 

logistically this would be a nightmare to coordinate. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

807 11/11/21 11:23:53 11/11/21 11:25:26 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

808 11/11/21 11:25:06 11/11/21 11:28:44 No

When the primary school was set up the local community was 

assured it would not be a feeder school and parents made 

reception decisions on school choice accordingly Neutral

If the schools can cope with increased numbers 

okay. Neutral Another interested party;

809 11/11/21 11:23:41 11/11/21 11:33:34 Yes

Because parents were very clearly misled and I believe the very 

small amount of children that will actually be given a place would 

not impact the PAN detrimentally due to an additional class being 

added. Also these very small numbers of children that are in scope 

will be negatively impacted if they did not get a place- heading to a 

senior school that is a stones throw away from their primary. They 

are familiar with the environment abs Learning ethos. Yes

Again- this is ensuring you are doing the right 

thing. False promises were made to only the top 2 

year groups of the school (parents of that is) and 

children/parents  below that were not provided 

any assurances that it would become a feeder. It is 

Right that the parents of children who were 

promised and had these assurances are made are 

fulfilled - many of us have put significant plans on 

hold - whether that be moving house or areas 

completely or waiting to hear about this outcome. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

810 11/11/21 11:33:53 11/11/21 11:34:10 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

811 11/11/21 11:36:00 11/11/21 11:37:21 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

812 11/11/21 11:41:37 11/11/21 11:42:32 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

813 11/11/21 11:53:29 11/11/21 11:56:16 No

Absolutely unfair

Assurances were given to the community that Langley primary will 

not become a feeder school Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

814 11/11/21 11:54:30 11/11/21 11:57:53 Yes I think this is a fair resolution to the historic assurances Yes

I think the PAN should be increased to cover the 

additional places required unless one class in each 

school would not cause any detriment to current or 

future pupils in terms of educational needs met Yes

It would make sense if you had all of your children at 

the same school in this instance 

This consultation to address the historic issues is 

similar to a bulge year proposal so I am 

supportive 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;



815 11/11/21 11:28:44 11/11/21 12:16:19 No

We have already had a defeated this proposal. The children of 

LPPS will have the SAME priorities as the other children within the 

trust. No special priorities are due to them. Families have moved 

into the area for the schools and will be disadvantaged due to a 

error that can’t be confirmed was given in writing to anyone. No

This will not be required as LPPS will not have 

priority over other children in the trust. No 

favouritism should be allowed that would 

disadvantage other children in the trust. No 

This proposal needs to be clarified. As I know of 

brothers and sisters that didn’t get in to one of the 

schools but their sibling was accepted to the other. 

This was not in the same year but within 2 years and 

no priority was given as the Girls and Boys schools 

are considered separate. Will different sex siblings in 

different years be given priority as well?

I hope this will be the last time LPPS will be 

given consideration for preference to the 

secondary schools as it was already defeated 

and any other requests should not be 

considered. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

816 11/11/21 12:20:48 11/11/21 12:21:35 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

817 11/11/21 12:25:53 11/11/21 12:32:52 No

It is inherently unfair to local children at other local primary 

schools who also live more locally to LPSG and LPSB and may not 

have had the opportunity to attend Langley Park Primary School. 

Also, it is very likely that two years will become permanent. Neutral

It should not be necessary if admission is based on 

the usual criteria used throughout Bromley. What 

extra resources will be made available to both 

schools to provide this? Neutral NA

Criteria should be based on usual criteria 

throughout Bromley not alleged promises made 

in the past. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

818 11/11/21 13:00:04 11/11/21 13:02:41 No Two wrongs don't make a right. No

I am not reassured that there will be no adverse 

impact on pupils from this bulge year. I do not 

believe the Trust has been open about the reasons 

for this proposal. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

819 11/11/21 13:17:43 11/11/21 13:21:25 No

Unfair as it may deny access to local children already living within 

the are ofthe Langley Schools No These are state schools - nor feeder schools. Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

820 11/11/21 13:17:08 11/11/21 13:22:46 No

Increasing capacity will have a detrimental effect on the children’s 

education.

Proposal for feeder school even for just a period will have knock 

on consequences for years to come on who will be offered 

placements as the sibling rule will then also apply. People living in 

the margins of catchment may not get a place as a result. I don’t 

think it is just that the wider community have to pay for errors 

made by the primary school in making assurances to some of the 

parents about it being a feeder. Surely everyone would have been 

aware that there was no legal basis for this and there needs to be 

a consultation. This was strongly opposed before, why are we 

going down a similar route? How are the public to know that this 

short term proposal will not later be extended? No As above Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

821 11/11/21 13:16:20 11/11/21 13:33:12 No

Whilst I do have sympathy for the parents for which this promise 

was made, I wholely do not agree with the Trust's proposal or this 

consultation. The trust should have run a formal consultation 

before making these promises to parents, particularly with those 

in the community it will disadvantage by having this proposal in 

place. 

I am also concerned that this will act as a gateway for other feeder 

consultations being proposed again therefore do not feel it is right 

to set a precedent, even if it is just for two years.

There is an admissions process in place and a consultation has 

previously been run which resulted in the current admissions 

policy, therefore I don't believe there is a reason to revisit this and 

adjust a policy for potential promises made to prospective parents. 

I feel this is unfair to the families that this will affect, not just in 

these years, but in subsequent years due to the siblings policy for 

the families who are given feeder privileges. 

The admissions policy should not be ammended at the detriment 

of other families and children in the community purely to fix a 

mistake that has clearly been made by promising prospective 

parents of Langley Park Primary School a feeder precendent for 

Langley Park Secondary School. No

I do not believe in squeezing more pupils in to the 

school for this reason alone, as it will have a 

detrimental effect on the education for other 

pupils., and don't believe we should have another 

consultation further down the line in line with the 

reasons outlined in number 2. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



822 11/11/21 13:33:17 11/11/21 13:38:53 No

Reasons listed below:

- there is already an admissions policy in place which we consulted 

on previously 

- the trust should have consulted before making promises to 

prospective parents - fixing this mistake is not reason alone to 

change an admissions policy

- there will be a detrimental effect to local families, particularly the 

ones on the border of the catchment area, not just for these two 

years but for future years with the siblings rule.

- the trust have a responsibility to the local community and the 

children to act in their best interests and this proposal is not 

reflective of this No Yes

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

823 11/11/21 13:31:38 11/11/21 13:41:24 No

The motives and rationale behind the this proposal remain 

unclear.  Why were historic assurances made to parents in the first 

place  and what other options are there for recourse?  

How can we be assured that this proposal is for just two years and 

will not form part of a future consultation? No

Increasing class sizes will put unnecessary strain on 

already overstretched teaching staff and have a 

negative impact on quality of education.  Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Another interested 

party;

824 11/11/21 13:41:38 11/11/21 13:46:37 No

I'm confused as to the suggestion the parents were given "historic 

assurances". This was investigated and the investigation found 

that no assurances were given other than to promise a 

consultation. No

If you're able to increase the PAN number, the 

additional places should be offered out using the 

usual admission criteria. If your school can 

accommodate more pupils like this, then it should 

be a permanent thing, using the usual admissions 

process. Yes It should be fair to all sexes. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

825 11/11/21 13:58:20 11/11/21 14:07:14 No No Yes

Siblings of these ‘special cases’ will get 

preference over ‘distance of living’.  

As there will be extra classes for Year 7 in 

2023/24 and 2024/25, the quality of education 

will be affected due to these extra groups. 

When they move to Year 8 and so on, there will 

be extra Year Groups of these ‘special cases’ 

along with the around extra 80 children that will 

be taken on board. 

It just seems like the situation will be made 

worse by implementing the proposal.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

826 11/11/21 14:09:03 11/11/21 14:09:28 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

827 11/11/21 14:15:32 11/11/21 14:23:28 No

I believe this in an unfair proposal that will adversely affect the 

local community during those 2 years and thereafter due to the 

sibling policy. No

I believe putting these 2 years under extra pressure 

with more students won’t benefit anyone. Yes

There should be no differentiation of multiple birth 

siblings based on gender.

I believe that all secondary schools should be 

providing for and supporting their local 

community and encouraging a breadth of local 

primary school mixes equally. I think not do so is 

extremely unfair and excludes a vast number of 

applicants who would have ‘normally’ been able 

to apply.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

828 11/11/21 14:15:28 11/11/21 14:33:11 No

This proposal is unfair and disadvantages many local children who 

would usually be given a place at the schools but will miss out 

because of the feeder system. Seems wholly wrong to 

disadvantage many children for the sake of an alledged "promise" 

to a small number of parents at the primary school and an 

unreasonable response to that alleged promise.  The knock on 

effect of the feeder school does not just stop after 2 years - clearly 

the sibling rule will come into effect for those children addmitted 

via the feeder school and so the effect / disadvantage to local 

familes will continue for many years. 

I do not accept that increasing the PAN seeks to help this situation. 

Again, it seems like another terrible idea that will disadvantage the 

entire year group with a higher PAN intake. I do not believe this is 

in the best interest for the schools or children. 

This proposal negatively impacts admissions for many years to 

come together with funding playing a part in relation to the 

increase PAN. No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries 

for two years will mean that the schools 

have to find additional funding, resource and space 

for these additional places.  Increasing the PAN will 

be to the detriment of children already attending 

the schools and those joining in the future. Yes

This consutlation is fundamentally wrong, unfair 

and that negatively impacts many children’s 

education. I do not believe the Trust has been 

transparent in both this consultation nor the 

previous consultation in 2019. Why is the Trust 

consultation again on essentially the same issue - 

 the wider community has already responded to 

the first consultation and should not be put 

through another one with slight tweaks where 

the core issue remain the same., i.e. the alleged 

assurance of LP Primary being a feeder school.  

I say NO to feeder schools fullstop. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;



829 11/11/21 14:22:58 11/11/21 14:37:25 No

It would appear that this proposal will open the floodgates for 

those secondary schools hoping to secure admission of children 

from specific primary schools or order to lessen the opportunities 

of those children and families that may be traditionally expecting 

to be admitted on a proximity basis. It is opposed to the 

recommendations of 'The Greenwich Judgement'. No

The quality of education for all children in the years 

with proposed increases will be dramatically 

affected by overcrowded cohorts. All this to 

placate parents who mistakenly believed they 

were joining the Langley Park Primary free school 

with a free pass to the Langley Park secondary 

schools. Making another misjudgement does not 

help the parents of children who have a right to 

join the school based on the accepted admission 

criteria. Neutral

The existing arrangements for admission has 

worked fairly over the years since the 

Greenwich judgement. Making these changes 

will be unfair on many more children in the 

locality and will set a president for many other 

secondary school to artificially improve their 

cohorts.

Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school 

;Another interested party;

830 11/11/21 14:36:42 11/11/21 14:50:06 No

Why is the trust consulting on this issue again? Does the trust have 

so much money lying around that they can pay an unlimited 

amount of consultants to review this, changing the wording in the 

hope that it might pass? Why not spend that money on educating 

the children in your care? Offer a 2nd foreign language at LPGS 

again, which was scrapped without any parent consultation.  Every 

parent knows that there are no feeder schools, because my 

daughters were at Clare house primary didn’t make me think that 

they would have priority in getting a place. If these parents are 

pushing this issue it would suggest they live outside of catchment 

of the secondary schools which would mean more cars driving to 

the schools. The traffic situation should be a priority for the trust 

not the continued push for feeder schools. No

It seems that allowing more pupils for 2 years in 

already oversubscribed secondary schools which 

are already pretty cramped. Especially LPGS which 

has seen a big increase in their sixth form 

submission as wel. From listening to my daughter 

the situation at lunch time is already pretty awful 

and getting food from the canteen is already very 

stressful and difficult and this will only get worse. 

Neither schools are equipped to take in more 

students and how do current parents how that this 

temporary change won’t become permanent?  Yes

This makes complete sense. It means parents have 

their twins travelling to 1 location. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

831 11/11/21 14:18:50 11/11/21 14:50:57 No

1) we should continue to have a system of local schools for local 

children and not have different admission guidelines for children 

from certain schools. Such a situation is unfair to children at other 

local primary schools who live closer to the Langley secondary 

schools.

2) The local community showed their strong objection to the 

feeder school consultation a couple of years ago. Whilst I am 

aware this is a different proposal, it leads to uncertainty as the 

concern is there a new proposal going to be submitted again in the 

future. Families make decisions on primary schools with a long 

term view and this continued consultation process by the Langley 

trust causes unnecessary distress and uncertainly in what is an 

already very difficult decision making process. 

3) when Langley boys joined the trust my understanding is that 

assurances were given  that there would be no feeder school 

arrangements therefore Langley boys in particular should have no 

part in 

4)  this proposal is not transparent in regard to the alleged 

promises made to some parents about certain primary schools 

being feeder schools - therefore we are relying on people taking 

the time to read this proposal and respond accordingly but without 

the full clear facts of the case. 

5) it’s is not reasonable for a feeder school to be selected with the 

sole purpose of placating some parents who have potentially 

threatened legal action if they were told by the trust that their 

primary school was a feeder school. My concern is this is what is 

causing these consultations. Again he lack of transparency is not 

acceptable. No

Again it leads to uncertainty. What about the 

siblings of children admitted in 2023-24. If it 

reduces down in 2025 how will the siblings be 

accommodated? 

Where is the finding coming from for the 

additional classes?

Where is the space coming from for the additional 

classes? Neutral

I believe that this consultation is not only 

fundamentally flawed but completely wrong. 

This continued approach and repeated 

consultations by the trust needs to be addressed 

and they need to be made aware that the local 

community do not agree with their proposals - 

the last one was rejected and for the sake of our 

children education and the local community I 

sincerely hope that this one is also rejected. 

As an aside, my son is in year 11 so I am not  

objecting to this proposal for personal 

admissions reasons but rather wanting to speak 

out for the local people around me. I have not 

met a single person who agrees with this 

consultation. 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;Another interested 

party;

832 11/11/21 15:05:37 11/11/21 15:12:25 No

I believe it is unfair to children from other primary schools in the 

area. I believe that admissions should be based on proximity. No

Where is the additional space going to come from 

to accommodate the extra children? Class sizes will 

inevitably increase for the duration of that cohort’s 

first 5 years. What consideration has been given to 

the siblings admission rule for the next 5 years? 

How will that impact on local children? Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



833 11/11/21 14:58:40 11/11/21 15:14:00 No Feeder schools shrink catchment areas No

My child at LPSB started in 2015 was in a bulge 

year. He missed out on opportunities because 

there were more people in that year. I do not want 

that to happen to other children Yes

It seems  that assurances were made by 

someone in the Trust to those parents who sent 

their children to the primary school and the 

parents relied on that information and maybe 

suffered financial loss. I would like a legal option 

on how much the Trust is liable and how likely 

such a claim would succeed. If the Trust is trying 

to preempt legal proceedings by  these few 

parents by increasing the PAN so their kids can 

get that would be to the detriment of all the 

other children at the schools. Have the Trust 

thought about using their legal liability 

insurance instead of disadvantaging 2000 plus 

children. 

Why should every other child in this artificial 

bulge group suffer because of the Trust made 

promises it had no right to make. Revolting and 

corrupt behaviour has been exhibited by the 

Trust and people should step down.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

834 11/11/21 14:58:32 11/11/21 16:13:02 No

The proposal is unfair to local families with children at other 

primary schools, particularly those where parents were told that 

Langley Park Primary School would NOT be a feeder school to 

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

Furthermore, the assurances made to some parents could not 

have created any expectation of a feeder school arrangement with 

the Langley Park School for Boys, because that school was not 

even part of the Trust at the time.  The proposal will also 

negatively impact admissions beyond the proposed two year 

groups due to the sibling rule. No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the schools for two 

years will create unnecessary costs and other 

pressures on funding, resource and space. Yes This is a fair proposal.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

835 11/11/21 16:46:56 11/11/21 16:54:12 No

This has already been consulted on and should not have been 

brought up again, This is completely unfair to local families. Any 

previous reassurance given that the school would be a feeder 

school should never have been given without due process. A 

change in policy cannot take place to cover up the fact wrong 

information was given at the time.

Places are highly in demand as it is and the trust should be acting 

for the benefit of local children and not putting them at a 

disadvantage. The impact of this will also be felt for years due to 

the sibling rule. No

I cannot see how the school can manage this 

without having a detrimental effect in the pupils. If 

increasing the PAN was a benefit it would have 

been done before. It seems it is only being done 

now to try and fix mistakes made by giving false re-

assurances rather than because it is actually a 

benefit, Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

836 11/11/21 16:53:03 11/11/21 17:00:52 No

No legal right to have priority to senior schools. Any change to 

admission has to be via consultation, everyone knows that. The 

impact will be felt by families for several years as the potential 

bulge years have siblings. No

No, inefficient use of resources. No legal assurance 

any child starting at langley primary get a place at 

the secondary. If there amazingly happened to be a 

legal assurance (which according to a recent FOI 

request there wasn’t) then only the couple of 

families affected should be given a priority place, 

NOT in taking bulge years for 2 schools over 2 

years. Yes Agree

The community overwhelmingly made their 

voice clear in the last consultation that it is not 

fair and reasonable to offer children of langley 

primary priority places at the secondary, based 

on historical assurances. The trust did not seem 

to listen and are consulting yet again- the 

community is dismayed. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

837 11/11/21 17:02:15 11/11/21 17:06:28 No No

I believe extra pupils will have a detrimental affect 

on my sons' education Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

838 11/11/21 17:16:54 11/11/21 17:20:47 No This will affect future admissions and siblings policy. No

Adding more children will have an affect on my 

child's education. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;



839 11/11/21 16:37:59 11/11/21 17:24:04 No

What assurances could the School or Trust have given to parents? 

It would reasonably be assumed that the school, being tax payer 

funded comprehensive school would need to work within the 

government agreed statutory admissions framework applicable at 

the time.  If such assurances were given by the school or Trust, one 

would assume it to be a private legal matter between the Trust 

and those affected parents.  It should certainly not adversely 

impact local children within the catchment of the school.

The school is a tax payer funded comprehensive school, as such 

admissions should be based (as the currently are) on physical 

proximity, local children attending their local school, children 

walking to school, making friends with children that live close by, 

reducing reliance on cars to deliver children to school, social 

benefits, community benefits, environmental benefits etc.

To introduce 'priority' to certain individuals regardless of where 

they live is not in accordance with the the current statutory 

admissions procedures of a tax payer funded school.

If the schools were independent (fee paying), or if the schools 

were combined to a single co-educational 'super school' it could be 

argued, however it is not. Currently it is a single sex boys school. No

As noted in answer 2.  Any such assurances that 

may have been made by the school or Trust is a 

private matter to those who appear to have been 

made assurances that were neither deliverable or 

in accordance with the statutory application 

process.  Local children should not be adversely 

disadvantaged because of a historic undeliverable 

assurance.

The admission should be based on proximity, or 

you will have local children not going to local 

schools, getting on buses and trains, or being 

driven to school, eroding the social benefits, 

community benefits, and environmental benefits. No 

No, refer to response in answer 2. There are three 

schools, a single sex boys school, a single sex girls 

school and a mixed sex primary school. Priority 

should be given to each on physical proximity.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

840 11/11/21 17:26:34 11/11/21 17:30:11 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

841 11/11/21 17:41:10 11/11/21 17:44:47 No

Speaking to several other langley primary parents none of us can 

recall any clarification on admissions to langley secondary schools 

back in 2018. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

842 11/11/21 18:00:18 11/11/21 18:03:20 No It is not fair. Admissions should be as they are. No

The school will be over subscribed and under 

resourced. Not fair on the children already 

attending or future children. Yes It is fair as consistent for all siblings

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

843 11/11/21 17:56:08 11/11/21 18:03:44 Yes

Many parents chose LPPS for their child based on the promise of 

admissions into both the girls and boys secondary schools. Yes Yes

If it was not for the support of all of these 

parents the school would not have been able to 

be established, many chose this school because 

of the guarantee that their child would secure a 

place at either of the Langley Trust secondary 

schools.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

844 11/11/21 17:46:53 11/11/21 18:08:11 No

Firstly any parents given 'assurances' must have known that they 

were a case of 'best endeavours' and not concrete, judging by how 

far in advance they were made. Secondly not all parents of the 

primary pupils concerned will have been given these assurances, 

or be able to prove it, and might have attended the primary school 

anyway, so they would benefit from this. The parents who believe 

they have a legitimate legal case should be asked to bring a case, 

which they would be very unlikely to win, judging by the 

information we have been provided with. The main issue with this 

temporary increase will be a right of older siblings to places at the 

secondary schools in the future which will be to the detriment of 

local, would be, pupils for years to come. No

I disagree with the proposals to increase the PAN 

due to the unintended consequences on school 

resources which will inevitably result for the rest of 

the years concerned and the wider school. The 

large increase in numbers is out of proportion to 

the pupils affected by these assurances and the 

problems will resonate down the years due to 

siblings of these extra pupils, meaning loss of 

places for otherwise entitled pupils. It is not clear 

either if the PAN will be reduced as you will have 

to consult on that. Yes

This is simply a question of tightening the definitions 

to ensure fairness. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

845 11/11/21 18:08:23 11/11/21 18:12:29 Yes It is fair and makes sense Yes

Making more desperately needed places for 

children in the local area can only ever be a 

positive thing. Yes This is fair

We are in desperate need of extra school spaces 

in the local area

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

846 11/11/21 18:07:32 11/11/21 18:12:52 Yes

It was stated in the original application for LPPS `Children 

attending Langley Park Primary will have the option of joining the 

Langley Park Secondary Schools.`

There was not any confirmation of a change to this stance until 

after the feeder school consultation. Yes Yes

Employee or governor of one of 

the Trust's primary schools ;

847 11/11/21 16:21:14 11/11/21 18:22:18 No

We live very close to Langley boys and I believe this will make it 

harder for my two sons (currently year 1 and 4) to get a place. 

They do not attend the Langley primary school. Neutral  Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



848 11/11/21 17:56:15 11/11/21 18:24:51 No

I do not believe that because a few families may have been given 

incorrect information there should be a change in trust policy. 

LPBS were not part of the trust when LPPS first opened so I am at a 

loss to understand how anyone was given assurances regarding 

LPPS being a feeder to a school that was not even in the same trust 

at the time. While I feel sympathy for those families I feel it is not 

within the community's interest to change policy to allow LPPS to 

be a feeder regardless of the timescale. I am also concerned that 

parents with children in LPPS that started after August 2018 will 

object in coming years as they would feel they should be given 

preferential treatment too. There is strong community feeling 

against this proposal. No

If increasing the PAN was considered reasonable 

by the trust it would have happened a long time 

ago. Increasing the PAN puts added pressure on 

already tight budgets and staff allocations. It would 

have a negative effect on both present and future 

pupils, staff, the roads, public transport. No one 

would win. Yes

Yes, I absolutely agree with this. Now LPBS is part of 

the trust it would make no sense not to adopt this 

policy.

According to the trusts own investigation into 

the feeder school promises they found that the 

parents in question were only offered a 

potential consultation on the matter. The 

parents have now had two consultations so 

please let this be the end of it.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

849 11/11/21 17:46:43 11/11/21 18:34:23 No

I am shocked that we are here again dealing with the issue of 

feeder schools. The community spoke quite clearly two years and 

vehemently rejected the idea of any feeder schools for Langley 

Park Secondary Schools.

Despite your reassurances local children will inevitably miss out as 

a result of these proposed changes. They will initially suffer 

because they will be part of the bulge years which will stretch 

school resources and facilities. Then additional local children will 

be adversely again when they don’t gain a place at their preferred 

secondary school because of additional siblings of children in the 

bulge years. 

Local children and the local community will also lose out due to 

the extra traffic and pollution due to all these children that live out 

of catchment being driven to the school. 

A person within LPPS who may have made unauthorised promises 

is not a compelling enough reason to change a school admission 

policy. It quite simply does not benefit local children in fact it will 

be a detrimental for them. This person as you freely admit was not 

authorised to make any guarantees. In fact there is a question 

whether any guarantees were made. You haven’t shared this 

evidence with the local community and an FOI request into your 

investigation only found evidence of a guarantee to hold a 

consultation. This consultation happened and the community 

overwhelmingly rejected it. 

Quite frankly the credibility of The Trust is ruined. The local 

community that you serve has lost all faith in you. The Trust seems 

to specialise in making statements and commitments that they 

end up going back on. When LPSB joined the Trust they committed No

If increasing the PAN was good for the schools, the 

staff, and the children you would be proposing to 

do it permanently. The fact it is a time limited 

change demonstrates that it is not good for the 

schools, the staff, and the children. It will inevitably 

adversely affect school resources, trips, staff, and 

the pupils by stretching everyone and everything 

too thinly. It will also mean additional traffic and 

pollution in the local area. 

I also don’t relish more consultations coming in 

future years. What happens if the next 

consumption is rejected and the PAN stays at the 

higher level? Also as previously stated I don’t trust 

the Trust and find myself unable to just accept you 

at your word that you will hold another 

consultation to reduce the PAN. Neutral

These consultations are damaging the Trust’s 

credibility and pitting parent against parent. The 

hostility that it creates between those that 

would benefit and those that would not is 

horrible and so damaging to the community. It 

just needs to stop. I wholeheartedly object to 

any change in the admissions policy to LPSB or 

LPSG and any adjustment to the PAN. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

850 11/11/21 18:35:24 11/11/21 18:35:38 No No Neutral Another interested party;

851 11/11/21 18:29:40 11/11/21 18:37:40 Yes

Children should not suffer as a result of bad communication and 

confusion from this Trust and before it existed. Yes Yes

Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

852 11/11/21 18:31:20 11/11/21 18:42:46 No

When looking at primary schools we were told Langley Primary 

wouldn't become a feeder school. If it is, then other primary 

schools in the Trust, like Clare House, should also have priority.

No

This would disadvantage primary children at other 

local, and in the same trust, schools. Yes That seems fair.

We were repeatedly assured, when choosing a 

primary school 3 years ago, that Langley Primary 

would not be a feeder school. We might have 

chosen differently if so. It seems unreasonable 

and unfair to grant priority to Langley Primary 

on the grounds of proximity if that priority won't 

also be extended to other primary schools in the 

trust. Park Langley is an expensive area to live in 

and many of us with children at other primary 

schools in the Trust could not afford to move 

closer. With new housing being built in Park 

Langley then numbers are going to be far fewer 

for other children in the trust. I don't think 

parents who come under the trust can be 

expected to support a policy that would unfairly 

disadvantage our children. And I don't think you 

should expect to ask for parental support in 

other areas when our children are likely to be 

excluded in this way. It seems like a flagrant 

disregard for the trust community as a whole.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;



853 11/11/21 18:41:38 11/11/21 18:49:18 No

Despite your reassurances local children will miss out as a result of 

these proposed changes. They will suffer because they will be part 

of the bulge years or in the school during those bulge years which 

will stretch school resources and facilities. Then additional local 

children will lose out again when they don’t gain a place at their 

preferred secondary school because of additional siblings of 

children in the bulge years. 

Local children and the community will also lose out due to the 

extra traffic and pollution due to all these children that live out of 

catchment being driven to the school. 

Alleged promises by a rogue member of staff is not a compelling 

enough reason to change two schools admission policies and 

overturn the results of the previous consultation where the local 

community overwhelmingly rejected the idea of feeder schools. No

Increasing the PAN will be bad for the school, the 

teachers, and the pupils. It will stretch resources 

and negatively affect the school experience. If it 

was good for the school you would make the 

change permanent. Neutral

Please stop putting the same question to the 

local community again and again. It is bad for 

the trust credibility and bad for the local 

community. The local community has said no to 

feeder schools and you should respect the local 

community wishes.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

854 11/11/21 18:19:28 11/11/21 19:00:53 No

Ongoing impact on admission criteria via siblings policy, ie. these 

children live outside catchment area but they and their siblings 

would get priority for years to come. Also the secondary schools’ 

admission policy is publicly available and could have been 

consulted by the parents concerned rather than just relying on 

“rumours” because it matched what they wanted to hear. No

I selected ‘no’ for the first question so this increase  

is not required. It would also bring an 

administrative overhead to cater for the larger 

number of pupils for these two years only. Yes

Twins are twins whatever their sex, and by “twins” I 

mean any order of multiple births.

Another year, another feeder school 

consultation. Yes, it’s different, very specific, 

limited, etc but it just seems to be something 

the Trust wants and will try again and again until 

one day the consultation provides the desired 

outcome. It might be for the most specific 

circumstances only but that will set a precedent 

and open the door for more and more feeder 

cases. School admission  should be based on 

distance to school to avoid unnecessary travel.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

855 11/11/21 19:08:11 11/11/21 19:09:07 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

856 11/11/21 19:16:37 11/11/21 19:36:48 No

It is not acceptable to consult on addressing 'historic assurances' 

without clearly presenting in writing what these historic 

assurances were.  One can only assume these assurances were not 

clear cut and would not stand up to scrutiny (given clearly 

understood admission procedures were in place at the time). No

The consultation seems to ignore the fact that 

children will be disadvantaged in the application 

for places at Langley Park Girls and Boys in future 

years if this goes through.  Whilst you are 

proposing to increase the PAN in 2023 and 2024, it 

is a certainty that some of those extra 120 pupils (2 

x 30 x 2 years) will have younger siblings.  These 

younger siblings will then have priority access in 

2025 and beyond with the net result of shrinking 

the catchment areas for other boys and girls for 

many subsequent years to come.  This will be a 

complete disadvantage for parents who are 

currently likely to be in the catchment area in 

future years and would find themselves suddenly 

outside of it through no fault of their own.  This 

unintended consequence needs serious 

consideration because it feels totally unfair and 

open to future challenge. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

857 11/11/21 19:37:38 11/11/21 19:39:30 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child 

aged 11 to 18 at Langley Park 

School for Girls ;

858 11/11/21 19:49:54 11/11/21 19:58:38 No

This sets a precedent as with Harris School, Beckenham. It is 

unnecessary to do this, especially for the girls school, when so few 

children live outside catchment. I cannot believe parents were 

truly misled, rather chose to believe their children would feed in. 

This must have been a very small number of parents and those 

two years should not be so unmanageably large. No

The number of children involved outside the 

catchment is minimal and a whole year should not, 

for two years, should not have to be overcrowded 

for 7 years The school has not given any 

reassurances or concrete plans for how they would 

tackle. I think it unnecessary to burden the schools 

with all the admin and space required for an extra 

class when most children would be eligible for a 

place within catchment. This particularly applies to 

the girls school which is more in need of space and 

renewal than of more children. Yes Logical step to take. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

859 11/11/21 20:01:26 11/11/21 20:03:27 No Unfair for local children No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

860 11/11/21 20:09:53 11/11/21 20:11:01 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



861 11/11/21 20:18:23 11/11/21 20:19:37 Yes

My child was promised a place in the Langley secondary schools 

from when she joined Langley Park Primary School. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

862 11/11/21 20:37:08 11/11/21 20:37:24 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

863 11/11/21 20:49:28 11/11/21 20:50:29 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

864 11/11/21 20:53:55 11/11/21 20:55:53 Yes The time limit makes sense Neutral Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

865 11/11/21 20:39:30 11/11/21 20:57:06 Yes

It is the right and fair thing to do, the families of the children who 

joined prior to August 2018 put faith in the words and 

commitments made to them. In parallel, the overall impact of this 

subset of children receiving priority within admissions is largely 

minimal, given for the most part the children are within the local 

community/catchment anyway. From a child wellbeing 

perspective, to willingly and unnecessarily separate children from 

an environment, location and cohort they have spent thier entire 

school life lacks empathy and perspective, given the relatively 

minimal broader impact successful revision to admission would 

pose. Yes

To facilitate and support the admission of the 

children who joined LPPS pre August 2018. Yes

Sensible rationale, families remain within the same 

environment, safer ,easier, children more 

comfortable

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

866 11/11/21 20:57:58 11/11/21 20:58:23 Yes Yes Yes Another interested party;

867 11/11/21 20:58:04 11/11/21 20:59:29 Yes Uphold historic assurances made Yes To ensure fairness for all Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

868 11/11/21 20:59:39 11/11/21 21:00:29 Yes Yes Yes Another interested party;

869 11/11/21 21:00:50 11/11/21 21:02:15 Yes Uphold promises made in the past but ensure all have access Yes This seems to be right and proper for fairness Neutral Don’t know the impact Another interested party;

870 11/11/21 20:49:02 11/11/21 21:09:30 No

Children receive primary places by listing 6 choices and a place is 

allocated by School Admissions according to criteria met. If 

children at LPPS get priority even if they have moved and live 

further away then it's unfair.  Children should be allocated school 

places closest to their home to avoid unnecessary travel to help 

decrease pollution and wasted time. No

If class sizes are increased education of the 

children might suffer and there is no guarantee 

that it will only be for two years once a precedent 

is set.  Yes

They are from the same family so should have 

priority.  Another interested party;

871 11/11/21 21:02:40 11/11/21 21:10:18 Yes

These children and their parents gambled on the success of a new 

school on the basis they would be given admission to the 

secondary school and will have friends there and know the school 

well so it would seem erroneous to not allow them to attend the 

senior school Yes This is only fair in the circumstances Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

another local secondary school ;

872 11/11/21 21:09:27 11/11/21 21:12:07 Yes Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

873 11/11/21 21:11:57 11/11/21 21:14:30 Yes

Our child was placed in Langley primary on the understanding she 

would be able to attend Langley Senior and follow her older sibling  Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

874 11/11/21 21:13:14 11/11/21 21:14:59 Neutral Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

875 11/11/21 21:05:10 11/11/21 21:15:05 Yes

This is fair as the feeder school concept was sold in the first couple 

of years of Langley Park primary school Yes

This provides assurance to parents of other schools 

that places are available. Yes We should not discriminate.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

876 11/11/21 21:14:15 11/11/21 21:15:20 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

877 11/11/21 21:08:46 11/11/21 21:16:15 No

I went to Langley and saved to move to west wickham especially 

for my twins to go to the school. This is really unfair Neutral The school’s are bigger enough as they are Neutral

People who live near to the school should be 

given a chance and we’ve sacrificed so much to 

move to west wickham so my children can go to 

Langley like I did; the proposal is unfair 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

878 11/11/21 21:11:15 11/11/21 21:17:42 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

879 11/11/21 21:18:47 11/11/21 21:21:13 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

880 11/11/21 21:17:21 11/11/21 21:21:30 Yes

Promises were made that should be honoured. I also think these 

parents took a chance on a new school that was not even built yet 

at the time. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

881 11/11/21 21:22:32 11/11/21 21:23:08 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



882 11/11/21 21:04:34 11/11/21 21:23:46 No

I am opposed to the proposal to temporarily make LPPS a feeder 

school for LPSB and LSPG. While I acknowledge that the Trust is 

proposing to put in place as much as possible to avoid 

disadvantaging children from other local primary schools I am still 

concerned about the possibility of this becoming a permanent 

feeder. Other local secondaries have attempted (and some have 

succeeded) in introducing feeder schools and I feel these are 

detrimental to families and children's education as they restrict 

the movement of families and limit children to the teaching style 

of just one educational Trust.

It has not been made public (to my knowledge), what form the 

assurances made to potential parents were. Other parents have 

reported that they choose other local primary schools because 

they were specifically told that LPPS would not be a feeder to the 

secondary schools at the time and so some no doubt feel 

aggrieved at these proposed changes and may have chosen to 

send their child to LPPS at the time. Introducing the temporary 

feeder could be unfair to these families. I also believe that LPSB 

was not part of the Trust at the time and so could not reasonably 

have been considered part of these assurances. Yes

I have selected that I approve of the increased PAN 

because, should the temporary feeder school be 

accepted then I absolutely feel that there should 

be an increased PAN to reduce the impact on other 

families in the area. However, I do have concerns 

that the two secondaries will have to find 

additional resources to support the additional 

number of students. I am also concerned that there 

will be a knock on effect in later years (when there 

will not be an increased PAN) as siblings of those 

additional pupils will be eligible for admission. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

883 11/11/21 21:18:09 11/11/21 21:26:28 No

I disagree with approach. It is contrary to the admissions policies in 

place for the Borough and also that in place at the time assurances 

were made (those stated above). It does no feel reasonable or fair 

to change the approach and restrict opportunities for other 

families for a reason that goes against policy. Yes No 

I object to to a change in the admissions policy 

that disadvantages families who have done 

nothing but abide by the admissions policies in 

place for the Borough. It feels unfair and non 

inclusive Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

884 11/11/21 21:18:54 11/11/21 21:30:43 Yes

The current year 5 and year 4 parents took a leap of faith when 

selecting Langley Primary as their first choice as it was a new 

school in temporary accommodation. The head teacher at the 

time, implied the school would be a feeder during the open day. Yes

This is a fair proposal as it appeases the year 5 & 4 

parents and the local community. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

885 11/11/21 21:37:26 11/11/21 21:39:01 Yes

It would be commendable for the trust to fulfil those promises to 

the parents affected Yes

I believe the PAN should be increased to cover 

those additional places needed for those children Neutral Makes sense to have all children in one place 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

886 11/11/21 21:26:29 11/11/21 21:39:52 Yes

 It is right and wholly just that the trust fulfil promises made to 

students and parents of the public. If they do not, what reason 

should the public have to trust in the trust? Yes

If it means fairness is instilled to the fami9that 

were wronged then yes. Yes That seems only fair. 

The trust need to instill confidence back into the 

families who have invested in the trust with 

their children.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

887 11/11/21 21:32:41 11/11/21 21:43:43 Yes

It is limited to those children who began the school in 2016 & 2017 

only Yes

It’s a sensible increase but how will it be managed 

if not all 30 places are taken up by LPPS pupils? Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

888 11/11/21 21:43:17 11/11/21 21:48:02 Yes

Promises were made that LPPS would be a feeder into the 

secondary Langley schools. Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

889 11/11/21 21:45:01 11/11/21 21:50:06 No

No justified legal reason why any primary school should be given 

priority. This was consulted on in 2019 No Unnecessary use of financial and physical resources Yes Fair

There will be uproar if Langley Primary is given 

priority in any way, shape or form. It is not fair 

to all the other families wishing to apply to the 

Langley senior schools. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

890 11/11/21 21:53:42 11/11/21 21:54:41 Yes This seems a sensible resolution Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

891 11/11/21 21:53:10 11/11/21 21:55:46 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

892 11/11/21 21:46:37 11/11/21 22:03:17 No

It was unfortunate that any assurances were given (either 

expressly or implicitly). However, if children attending LPPS are 

within a suitably local distance to LPSG/LPSB they should be 

treated equally with all other children who live locally. No

The problem with an increase in PAN is whether 

there is adequate resources at LPSG/LPSB to 

support not just the additional children but also 

those who have not had the preferential admission. Yes

We are concerned about climate change and 

don't feel that anyone should be travelling 

distances (taking away from other local children 

that can walk) when they can go to a closer 

school near by. 

We are also local Park Langley residents and 

have seen a real change and increase in parking 

and traffic at the area around Bushey Way and 

Wickham Way since Langley Primary opened as 

those that need to drive to school seem to park 

there.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



893 11/11/21 21:45:50 11/11/21 22:04:28 Yes

This is a fair proposal to seek to redress assurances given to 

parents of the first two years at LPPS.  Yes

Increasing the PAN for these two years will mean 

that no local children will lose out due to these 

changes.  It also means that, because the number 

of children at LPPS who would 'qualify' is less than 

the proposed increase in PAN, those local children 

not at LPPS who are on the border of the 

catchment area for the secondary schools stand 

more chance of securing a place in those two years.

PANs are sometimes increased to accommodate 

bulge years without detriment to the local 

community and this is no different. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

894 11/11/21 21:33:06 11/11/21 22:08:25 No

There were historic assurances made to us that LPPS would NOT 

be a feeder school to the girls school (the boys school was not part 

of the Trust at the time).  Therefore we made decisions based on 

those assurances.  

It cannot be fair for the Trust to give one group of children the 

benefit of a priority place at the LP Secondaries, based on a false 

promise, when other children, whose primary school selection 

decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not 

become a feeder school, will not have that benefit. The fairest 

solution for all is ‘no change’.

I suspect the proposal above, if it proceeds, will give rise to legal 

challenges, as the evidence indicates there was only a promise to a 

handful of parents to consult on a proposal, which has already 

happened, and the proposal rejected. Why is it coming back again? 

The Trust says that it will consult again in two years, for the 

purpose of decreasing the PAN for the LP Secondaries to current 

numbers. Although the Trust claims that it doesn’t want to 

introduce permanent feeder school arrangements, it is unclear 

whether the future consultation will seek to consult on naming 

feeder schools again. The local community has already dealt with 

the turmoil created by the feeder school consultation of 2019. The

changes proposed in this current consultation only serve to create 

renewed uncertainty for many families now, and in years to come. No

This will put the schools under extra stress for 

resources (above the "normal" levels), as clearly 

this is not what the schools intended to do, nor 

considered sustainable - otherwise it would be a 

permanent change and not linked to allowing in 

LPPS pupils as a feeder. The schools will have to 

find additional funding, resource and space for 

these additional places

Furthermore, this will further shrink the catchment 

in subsequent years when the PAN reduces and 

siblings of the bulge years are admitted, including 

siblings of LPPS students who started by 31-8-18 

who live outside the usual catchment variations. Yes

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the 

selection of a feeder school as part of the 

oversubscription criteria for admissions must be 

transparent and made on reasonable grounds. 

These proposed changes are neither 

transparent, nor reasonable. There is a complete 

lack of transparency in relation to the alleged 

promises made to some parents, and whether 

these parents are threatening (or taking) legal 

action against the Trust.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

895 11/11/21 22:13:37 11/11/21 22:15:18 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

896 11/11/21 22:20:33 11/11/21 22:22:12 Neutral No It makes the school bigger. No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

897 11/11/21 22:25:01 11/11/21 22:27:03 Yes Yes Yes It’s beneficial for community. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

898 11/11/21 22:31:20 11/11/21 22:33:25 Yes Yes Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Girls ;

899 11/11/21 22:17:36 11/11/21 22:33:28 No

Nothing was ever put in writing, how do we know for definite that 

is what was said? That aside, how can a promise be made that a 

school will be a feeder before any of the correct consultation 

process has been followed - it’s not possible. No

The schools are stretched enough as it is and there 

isn’t the space to increase the PAN. The schools 

will become too big and the education could suffer. Yes

The rules are changing for siblings and it would seem 

logical to apply the same rule for twins or higher 

multiple births.  

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

900 11/11/21 22:47:32 11/11/21 22:55:09 No

Increasing the pupils would affect the education of pupils already 

attending and feels unfair all round to parents and pupils to cater 

to a minority of parents based on old promises. No

Covered in previous answer - affects quality of 

education Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

901 11/11/21 22:42:38 11/11/21 22:58:54 No

I was told when viewing Langley Park Primary that it would NOT be 

a feeder in any way to the Langley secondary schools. We 

purchased a property two years ago which has always fallen within 

the secondary school catchment. The chances of our children 

obtaining a place would be decreased based on the proposals, due 

to the siblings of the children in the year groups mentioned. No

There is likely to be an increased number of 

siblings of children from those year groups, which 

will prevent some local families getting a place. In 

addition, increasing the number of pupils at the 

school is not in the best interest of the current 

pupils. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

902 11/11/21 22:31:45 11/11/21 22:58:55 No

We were specifically advised that there were NO plans for Langley 

primary to become a feeder school. We decided therefore to send 

our children to different primary school and purchased property 

within the current Catchment area on this basis. 

The plan does not take into account the impact of siblings on the 

future catchment area and would stop our children from being 

able to attend the school of our choice. No

This will have a detrimental impact on the 

education of current pupils and is not their best 

interests and increased siblings affecting the 

chances of my children obtaining a place at Langley 

Park Secondary. Yes Obviously fairer. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;



903 11/11/21 22:56:45 11/11/21 23:07:11 No

The change proposed is disproportionate to the level of historic 

assurances it proposes to resolve and would have an even greater 

impact on the many other children whose parents made primary 

school decisions with an understanding of existing policy. I think 

this itself could be the subject of more extensive further challenge 

later. No

This is again a disproportionate response. If the 

school has additional capacity why only extend 

PAN on a temporary basis? As this is the proposal 

it’s an implicit acceptance this is above the ideal 

PAN. Yes

Children should not be treated differently as a result 

of their gender, this proposal is sensible. 

The consultation strategy is confusing with 

multiple consultations on related areas and I 

struggle to see how this one, if proposals all 

accepted, would not result in further 

consultations in the future. This is an 

unnecessary distraction from the operation of 

the school. If assurances were given in error this 

is unfortunate but does not merit such an 

overengineered solution with wider implications 

not apparently considered. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

904 11/11/21 23:33:05 11/11/21 23:36:21 Yes This is the information that was given out at the time of enrolling. Yes That’s seems fair Neutral

The proposal seems fair and as it is only for two 

years and year 7 places could be increased it 

should not have a knock on effect to the local 

children. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

905 11/12/21 0:25:16 11/12/21 0:27:40 No

I do not think this is fair on the families living in the catchment 

area of the school No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

906 11/12/21 0:51:01 11/12/21 0:59:34 No They lied to parents and it’s illegal! No

It will have a knock on effect for years to come. It 

would shrink the catchment area and pupils who 

live close to the school will not be admitted; due to 

siblings etc. Neutral N/a

Proposals are very shady and looks like a very 

dodgy business has been going on; promising 

parents things which were lies basically.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

907 11/12/21 7:25:41 11/12/21 7:26:39 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

908 11/12/21 7:43:07 11/12/21 7:46:50 No

Overpopulated school

Surrounding schools should be be given fair feeder numbers No

Will be to the detriment of learning if too many are 

in a year Yes Makes sense

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

909 11/12/21 7:51:56 11/12/21 8:02:37 No

I strongly oppose this proposal.  When we visited for my daughter 

we were assured that it wouldn’t be a feeder school at all.  Other 

Heads at other schools agreed with this, so we didn’t send our 

daughter to Langley Park Primary.  It is deeply unfair that these 

few parents are now given priority.  There isn’t a legal framework 

for the promise to be kept, it would always have to go through 

consultation.  I know from FOI requests that the independent 

investigator only found evidence that there was a promise of a 

consultation, which has already happened in 2019.  This 

consultation is completely spurious. No

It would disadvantageous for children already at 

the school to just expand the PAN for these 

children.  There won’t be the space or the 

resources to adequately allow this. There is also 

the sibling effect, that could last for years. Yes

This has already been consulted on and turned 

down, so this consultation shouldn’t be 

happening.  Just because a promise was made 

by someone without the power to see through 

that promise doesn’t mean it has to be upheld.  

Surely it makes it null and void.  I have sympathy 

with these parents but it is completely unfair 

that they are given priority whereas there were 

other parents who weren’t aware of or privy to 

this secret information.  If legal action has been 

threatened and this is an attempt to hold it off, 

then that is blackmail and should be treated as 

such.  I hope that this consultation is for 

proposals 1 and 2 is turned down and that this is 

the end of it.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys ;

910 11/12/21 8:05:31 11/12/21 8:41:33 Yes

During inception, the school had given assurance that our children 

could feed in to the Langley secondary schools. No

Additional pressure on existing infrastructure and 

personnel to accommodate additional classes, 

which will take away resources, attention and 

opportunities from the normal intake. All programs 

and activities will temporarily have to be stretched 

to accommodate the additional classes leaving less 

which will negatively impact our children, their 

welfare and their learning. The temporary 

measures will never be as good to accommodate 

our children as something that would be put in 

place permanently. All activities and arrangements 

will be on a best intentions or best efforts basis, 

however will be limited by what the school already 

has as significant investment will not be made in 

short term activities. As everything will revert to 

normal in 2025 there is little incentive to do things 

well as  rational will be that the school is doing 

everyone a favour by accommodating the extra 

students. This will also damped staff moral as they 

will grin and bear tonplease everyone but will be 

looking to when the period ends and things revert 

to normal. Strongly appose this proposal as this will 

disadvantage our children with little to be gained 

for the pupils, teachers and support staff. If 

commitments where made to LPPS parents, who 

took the risk and endured the difficulties of starting 

a new school, then that right to a place at 

secondary has been earned and the school ought Yes

 This would be a nightmare for any parent to have to 

accommodate multiple schools, activities, driving etc 

and also the children will be separated. 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

one of the Trust's primary 

schools ;

911 11/12/21 8:47:36 11/12/21 8:50:46 No

As per previous consultation - not sure why asking the same is 

considered a good use of anyone’s time? This creates a 2 tier 

system. No

This would make it an even more stressful 

environment for those with ASD.

The numbers would be too high for resources for 

everyone. No  Different schools 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



912 11/12/21 8:49:07 11/12/21 8:56:10 Yes

As a parent of a child that was part of the founding year of the 

primary school, we are finally relieved that the Trust has listened 

to us - and also reacted to report.

Yes

The increase in PAN for the two years is sensible 

and ensures that there will be no impact on 

admisssions for other children. Yes Seems fair A huge thank you to the Trust

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

913 11/12/21 8:57:39 11/12/21 9:00:02 No Local schools for local children No Our schools are already stretched as it is Yes

I agree that siblings should be able to go to schools 

next door to one another

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

914 11/12/21 8:29:35 11/12/21 9:05:24 No

No. The trust or someone representing the Trust made alleged 

promises to a few parents which it had no right to make BEARING 

IN MIND LPSB AND LPSG WERE NOT IN THE TRUST AT THE TIME. 

This is changing the admissions procedures after the event in order 

to save the trust embarrassment and possibly a legal case. You 

cannot change the rules to suit you retrospectively (as Boris 

Johnson has discovered this week). It is anti democratic and utterly 

unfair on the majority of parents who are expecting the 

admissions procedure to be fair to all (including those parents who 

were promised the exact opposite - that being a member of LPPS 

would not increase their chances of admission to the Langley 

secondaries). Yes

Yes but only in the case of this consultation going 

through. Increasing the PAN is clearly not 

advantageous for these schools generally or it 

would have been done a long time ago. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

915 11/12/21 9:16:56 11/12/21 9:23:49 No

This is wholely unfair to local families who wish for their children 

to attend a local school. Local schools should be for local children 

which LPPS is not. No See above Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

916 11/12/21 9:21:53 11/12/21 9:26:31 No

This will set a precedent for future years and consultations at the 

expense of children from other local schools. No Following response to Q1, this is not relevant. Neutral Does not disadvantage local children.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

917 11/12/21 9:22:46 11/12/21 9:26:31 No

This will set a wrong precedence for the future and affects the 

future of children who are local to the area. No

i do not agree with the proposals in q1 so this is 

irrelevant.  Neutral is not related to my situation. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

918 11/12/21 9:17:02 11/12/21 9:28:39 No

I believe the arrangements will create further uncertainty as to 

feeder school arrangements for local families with children at 

other primary schools9, both now and in the future.

The suggestion that a limited number of parents relied on a 

promise of feeder school status is not a valid reason to change the 

admissions criteria in this way.  It is understood that most parents 

were aware that LPPS would and could not be a feeder school.  

Also that LPPS LPSB were not part of the same truest at the time of 

their children joining LPPS.  Also, when LPSB joined the Trust, the 

local community was given assurances that there would be no 

feeder school status No

Increasing the PAN in the short term could affect 

the quality of provision currently given to pupils at 

the school.  If it were really possible to increase the 

PAN without detriment to the pupils and with 

adequate financial viability, the schools would no 

doubt increase it permanently.  The suggested 

increase in PAN is clearly led by the parents of LPPS 

children who feel misled on feeder school status.  

That alone is not a good or appropriate reason to 

increase PAN.

Furthermore there will be knock on effects to later 

years if PAN is increased because of the sibling rule 

in the admissions criteria.

As LPSB in particular is usually over-subscribed, this 

could mean in future, local children living close to 

the school have to travel further to get to an 

alternative school

Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

919 11/12/21 9:34:16 11/12/21 9:35:10 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

920 11/12/21 9:33:06 11/12/21 9:35:26 Neutral Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

921 11/12/21 9:36:56 11/12/21 9:39:01 No

It's not providing level playing field for all children and will set 

wrong precedence. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

922 11/12/21 9:14:35 11/12/21 9:39:42 No

The proposal creates greater uncertainty in terms of catchment 

area from 2023.  The will be a ripple effect on the latter years.  The 

children going to LPPS may live further away and get guaranteed 

entry into the secondary school and this traveling has a negative 

impact on the environment.  No

This puts a strain on the school resources.  This will 

disadvantage the children attending the school in 

all years as a result of more children competing for 

same teachers, equipment, lockers, playground 

and classroom space etc.  The teachers are already 

overstretched and have trouble managing 

workload. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

923 11/12/21 9:40:12 11/12/21 9:42:38 No Your plans will put other children in the area at a disadvantage. No Classrooms will be too crowded Yes I object to the proposal

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child at one of the Trust's 

primary schools ;



924 11/12/21 9:14:37 11/12/21 9:50:34 No

I can understand the disappointment of these families and am 

pleased that the trust is seeking to minimise the damage of that 

promise, however I can't see how this won't have a detrimental 

effect on future years at the schools. I feel that local families could 

still suffer from this decision, and although they haven't been 

promised a place, they would have lost out due to the promise of 

the trust that should never have been given. Also this will have a 

knock on effect to other years which won't be expanded as the 

sibling rule will come into play, reducing the catchment area for 

the following years. No

As I don't agree with allowing Langley Primary 

being a feeder school for the secondary schools, I 

also disagree with this. If these pupils don't get 

priority, there would be no reason to expand the 

PAN. Langley schools are already big schools, 

presumably resources will have to be taken from 

elsewhere to accommodate these extra classes. Yes

It makes sense for children from the same family to 

go to the same school or nearest alternative.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

925 11/12/21 9:44:49 11/12/21 9:51:50 No

Not fare to the other children at local schools. People have moved 

home specifically to get into these secondary schools and will 

completely change the dynamics of the local area if this goes 

ahead. It will also drive equality by being selective.  Finally it will 

effect the mental well-being of children who want to go there. No

Reduces catchment for those hoping to go to those 

schools then can’t. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

926 11/12/21 9:49:48 11/12/21 10:00:51 No

Whatever these historic assurance are, and whoever they were 

made by, it was clearly outside their power to do so. Responsibility 

for this should fall on whoever made these assurances without 

authority, rather that on the community in general to suffer the 

consequences. There is a distinct lack of transparency about this 

which feels off. It's not reasonable to expect children who would 

otherwise have access to their local school be denied a place on 

the back of these historic assurances whatever they are and by 

whoever they were given. Fiddling the system like this undermines 

confident in school applications, sets a terrible precedent and 

must not be countenanced. No

Please see 2 above. In addition, the siblings of the 

extra children proposed to be accepted will impact 

on other applications in future years. If the school 

does have capacity for more children then I would 

suggest those be allocated on the basis of the 

existing allocations policy to the children who live 

closest to the school. Yes

It seems to me that whoever gave the 

assurances they should not have given must be 

held to account. I feel sorry for the parents and 

children who have been misled, and whoever 

gave them assurances will potential need to find 

some way to make it up to them. But impacting 

on admissions and on the "local first" principal is 

absolutely not the right way to do this for the 

reasons stated above., 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

927 11/12/21 10:09:33 11/12/21 10:11:52 Yes Our daughters attend Clare House Primary School. Yes Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

928 11/12/21 10:14:59 11/12/21 10:20:14 No

Its unfair as we moved to within the catchment area to have our 

son considered for Langley Park Secondary School. No

We'd agree with this proposal as long as new 

qualified teachers and TAs are hired so the overall 

quality and access to facilities for children is not 

significantly impacted. Also if new facilities are 

increased whether onsite or offsite so that all 

pupils get equal chance at all activites same as 

before. Neutral It does not affect us directly.

Already mentioned comments above cover my 

concerns.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;Parent of a 

child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

929 11/12/21 10:35:20 11/12/21 10:37:17 No It’s incredibly unfair to pupils from other schools nearby. Yes Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

930 11/12/21 10:36:01 11/12/21 10:39:32 No

There is an impact due to Siblings that will follow.  There were 

assurances made to other parents in those year groups by Langley 

Primary that indicated there were no feeder plans.  These parents 

then chose their primary schools based on this correct information. No See above Yes This is fair and reasonable for families.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Employee or governor of one 

of the Trust's primary schools ;

931 11/12/21 10:39:01 11/12/21 10:42:06 No

It is simply unfair for all of the other children and parents who 

specifically moved to the catchment area and bought houses with 

the intent to send their children to the Langley secondary schools. 

Which is exactly what we did. Our children are at St Christopher’s 

the Hall and it’s simply unfair they they will have less of chance to 

get in No Still isn’t fair Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

932 11/12/21 10:40:09 11/12/21 10:55:53 No

Totally unfair to local families with children at other primary 

schools - many parents were told LPPS would not be a feeder 

school to the LP Secondaries.

If there was a false promise made, two wrongs do not make a right 

- isn't that what we tell our children?  The Trust should be leading 

by example and demonstrating behaviors that they can be proud 

of in the local community.

LPSB was not in the Trust when the alleged promise was made, 

there is absolutely no way LPSB should be in the consultation.

These schools are already oversubscribed by people in the local 

area, if the children that had the alleged promise lived locally 

there would be no need for this consultation - why should those 

children get priority over local children?!

No

By increasing the PAN it will create unnecessary 

costs - the schools will need to find additional 

funding and space.  It will be to the detriment of 

children already attending the schools.

Increasing the PAN will negatively impact 

admissions beyond these two year groups - any 

siblings will benefit from the sibling rules.  It will 

continue to impact the community for years to 

come.  Why should local children be impacted by 

an alledged false promise?! Neutral I don't have a strong view

These proposals are not transparent or 

reasonable.  There is a lack of transparency in 

relation to the alleged promises made to some 

parents and the community are being asked to 

respond to a consultation without knowing all 

the facts.  It is unreasonable to select a feeder 

school just to placate an aggrieved group of 

parents when the result would be unfair for a 

large number of other children in the 

community both now and in the future!   Two 

wrongs do not make a right!

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



933 11/12/21 10:58:24 11/12/21 10:59:30 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

934 11/12/21 10:57:12 11/12/21 11:08:12 No

It is unethical and not fair to local families.  It will have negative 

impacts for many years to come due to bulge years and sibling 

policy.  If the independent consultant found that the only thing 

that can be 100% proved is that the promise of a consultation for 

feeder status was given by the Trust why are you trying to do this 

again as this was recently consulted on and strongly objected to 

and so refused.  Stop trying to do this! No

It will have negative impacts for many years to 

come and unfairly prevent local families that 

should have obtained places due to sibling policy 

and impacts of the bulge years. No 

We do not want feeder schools or in this 

instance feeder years.  It is not right and will be 

detrimental for the local children for many years 

to come due to sibling priority.  I have sympathy 

for the families that feel they were  allegedly 

promised priority admission, but after the 

independent review it was deemed that the only 

thing that can be proved that was promised was 

a consultation for feeder status. No one can be 

naive to think that feeder status can be achieved 

without consultation and following due process.  

The trust followed this promise and did a 

consultation and it was refused, so put this to 

bed now and STOP doing this it is very 

frustrating, wrong and upsetting to local 

families.  You are losing your credibility as a 

honourable and ethical Trust restore the 

communities faith and stop trying to change the 

admissions criteria! 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

935 11/12/21 11:13:25 11/12/21 11:14:28 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

936 11/12/21 11:09:03 11/12/21 11:20:22 No

It's not fair on the parents who were told at Open Days that the 

Primary school would NOT become a feeder.  I fail to understand 

the parents who were told it would become a feeder would think 

that also applied to Langley Boys because Langley Boys was not in 

the Trust when these assurances were apparently made.  I do have 

some sympathy for these parents but I also have sympathy for 

those parents who didn't choose LPP on the assurance that it 

would NOT become a feeder. No

I don't agree with the proposal, so why would I 

agree to the PAN being increased?  This will have a 

knock on affect for years because of the sibling rule. Yes

I think the Trust knows (well I hope if they have 

a moral compass that they know) the 

consultation to make LPP a feeder for 2 years is 

just wrong and not fair.  I think the Trust should 

just say to these parents the information they 

were told when they applied for LPP was wrong, 

it wasn't substantiated by any correspondence 

from the Trust. Another interested party;

937 11/12/21 11:20:35 11/12/21 11:21:09 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

938 11/12/21 11:21:20 11/12/21 11:21:30 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;

939 11/12/21 11:21:35 11/12/21 11:21:47 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

940 11/12/21 11:21:49 11/12/21 11:21:57 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;

941 11/12/21 11:18:04 11/12/21 11:22:54 No

I think it is a terrible idea. This is unfair to local children. This has 

already been rejected previously. This is a very bad idea. No This will be adverse over the long term No 

This is bad idea and unfair to local children that 

do not attend Langley primary school.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

942 11/12/21 11:27:43 11/12/21 11:47:06 No

i) The reasons for the proposed changes are opaque. What, 

precisely, were the “assurances” given to some parents? Is the 

Trust making this proposal in response to their complaints? Is this 

a gesture of goodwill or a formal instruction to consult by a 

statutory body, or a complaints panel? Has the trust been 

threatened with legal action if it does not consult, or if it does not 

grant feeder status to the Langley Park Primary School?

In my view, *any* reason for consulting or changing the policy that 

is not firmly grounded in a benefit to education and to the 

surrounding community should not form any part of the Trust’s 

decision making process. Similar proposals were rejected in 2020 

because they did not have sufficient educational benefit or benefit 

to the community. In fact a strong case was made by respondents, 

and accepted by the Trust, that that the proposals would be 

detrimental to the schools and to the community. 

Much has been made in online discussions that employees made a 

'promise' and that it was 'in writing.' This has a rhetorical effect 

but cannot be the basis for any obligation at all on trustees. Any 

such assurances cannot have been made legally, because they 

would have circumvented the statutory process for making an 

admissions policy.

Trustees will also be aware that a complaints panel (even one set 

up with independent members) cannot order a change in 

admissions policy as a remedy for a complaint. It is also doubtful 

whether such a panel should offer or order a consultation as a 

remedy, when a complaint is upheld... but it appears that this is 

what has happened. In the circumstances, trustees should be fully 

aware that they are under no obligation to adopt any change to No

First, increasing the PAN, even for two years, 

would be detrimental to all pupils at the secondary 

schools. More pupils necessarily means teachers 

(and the Trust) can dedicate less time and 

attention to each child. If the trust believed that 

increasing the size of the school would not be of 

detriment, then it would be proposing a 

permanent PAN increase, with an associated plan 

for how those additional children will be 

adequately taught. As it is, this PAN increase is 

openly stated to be a distortion, intended to 

accommodate a temporary change to the rules, 

which is in turn made for improper reasons. The 

proposed increase in PAN is therefore improper in 

itself.

Second, the Trust have given no information at all 

about how the PAN increase in the two years 

specified will impact the Sixth Form, when the 

children in the bulge years reach 17 years old. If 

detailed planning on this aspect has been done, 

then it should have formed part of the consultation 

papers. If detailed planning has not yet been done, 

then the trustees cannot and should not agree to a 

change of policy. The Trust would be ‘flying blind’ 

into potential problems. Yes

I was one of the local parents who raised this 

question! It is clearly fair on parents of mixed-sex 

twins and is in keeping with the purpose of the long-

established sibling policy.

When considering these proposals, the Trustees 

should ask themselves if the Trust has been 

open and honest with the entire community 

about the reason for the proposed changes. 

They must surely be aware that they have not. 

They will also be aware that this consultation 

process seeks to give effect to decisions and 

promises that were made prior to the 

consultations being announced. They seek 

community endorsment of a fait accompli. This 

is improper and must be resisted.

While the desire to placate aggrieved parents is 

understandable, the Trustees are the guardians 

of propriety and fairness. Under the Academy 

system, they stand in for elected representatives 

as guardians of the interests of the entire 

community, and as guarantors that the 

established rules, and principles of fairness, are 

adhered to. Waving through these manifestly 

flawed and unfair proposals would be an 

abrogation of duty to the community and to the 

children the trustees have been appointed to 

serve.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



943 11/12/21 11:48:30 11/12/21 11:52:54 No

There is a process that all parents need to follow and it seems 

unfair for those children that live near the school to possibly lose 

out on a place that has been given through a feeder. No

I think it is hard enough for teachers to teach the 

number of pupils already in a class and to increase 

this will affect the childs learning. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

944 11/12/21 11:33:09 11/12/21 11:53:59 No

Fundamentally opposed to the concept of feeder schools in the 

areas. Not a fair system for the selection of secondary school 

places. Could potentially be used as a precedent. School should 

not have made assurances to parents in the knowledge that there 

was a chance this could not be fulfilled. Will impact availability of 

spaces to children in other local schools. Neutral

Not against increasing the PAN if the pupil teacher 

ratio is not negatively impacted. However, not 

because the Primary School has become a feeder. Yes

Should be no discrimination against mixed sex 

multiple birth families. 

Seems we are again having another consultation 

around the feeder school issue for the Langley 

Schools. I think this should be put to bed if this 

proposal is successfully denied. Simply put, the 

feeder school system is not fair and will distort 

admissions for local children. I understand that 

the site is located by the school so in some eyes 

this will have limited impact, but impacting even 

one child is not acceptable. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

945 11/12/21 11:49:29 11/12/21 11:59:18 No

1. They will create further uncertainty and will pave the way for 

future feeder proposals. Feeder proposals are unfair to local 

families with children at other primary schools. 

2. The current proposals are unfair to local families with children 

at other primary schools

3. They will create unnecessary costs and other pressures for the 

LP Secondaries  as a whole. 

4. They will negatively impact admissions beyond these two year 

groups - i.e sibling admissions 

5.  The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable - there is 

a lack of transparency regarding the promises made to the Langley 

primary parents. No

This will impact the school as a whole making the 

premises more congested, putting financial and 

teaching pressures on the school and overall 

impacting the quality of the school Yes

This seems fair and reasonable as parents of 

multiple births may want both their children in 

Langley schools for convenience 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

946 11/12/21 12:03:03 11/12/21 12:24:54 No

Parents of children at Langley Park Primary who were given 

assurances should have known that it was still a risk to send their 

child there in terms of not being able to automatically secure a 

place at LPSB or LPSG. Historically school admissions have always 

been determined on location, sibling priority etc. It's their own 

fault if they were hoping to get around this system by choosing the 

primary school on site. Also, if they have moved away from the 

catchment area for the secondary schools (as we understand that 

one family in particular chose to do) or if they never even lived 

within the catchment area in the first place then this choice is 

entirely of their own making. Special dispensation should not be 

given to them because they chose to take a risk. Our son is due to 

start at Langley in 2023 and should get a place because of our 

proximity to the school and because his older brother is currently a 

student there. However, we don't want him to be in a bulge year 

as it does adversely affect a year group (as we have witnessed at 

his primary school). It's not fair on him and the other children in 

his age group who will get a place at Langley to not have the 

normal schooling for Langley (4 classes doing German and 4 doing 

French). What will happen to the 'bulge' class? Which side of the 

school will they be in? A 'bulge' class is never a good idea as they 

end up missing out on things because of the imbalance of 

numbers. What happens when there's a school trip and the year 

group can't all go somewhere together? What happens when 

there isn't enough room for all the parents/carers to attend events 

for the bulge year group because there isn't enough room at a 

venue. Similarly, when there are sporting events or music lessons 

there isn't enough provision for an increased-size year group. No

Please see my response above to question 2 as this 

covers it. Yes

Siblings are siblings regardless of gender and birth 

groupings. They should definitely receive sibling 

priority. 

We appreciate that the Langley schools are in a 

tricky position because of promises that were 

made, but surely these weren't legally binding. 

Parents choosing the Langley Primary school on 

site should never have assumed that their child 

would get a place at either secondary school 

because it's not happened before.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

947 11/12/21 11:48:04 11/12/21 12:31:48 No

Giving one primary school preferential treatment could lead to a 

dangerous precedent. If Hayes followed suit than this could 

severely hinder lots of children in the catchment of both schools 

going to their local secondary school. Children would be forced to 

travel further; have longer working days and this could hinder 

many families of poor social-economic backgrounds.

I also think it is unfair because not all children have the same 

chance of getting into Langley primary. This predominantly based 

on proximity. This once again hinders parents/children who cannot 

afford to live in this area.  This soci-economic reason should not 

subsequently also reduce their secondary school options.

Neutral

Unless the PAN equates to the number of 

admissions from primary school it remains unfair.

Also, greater information is needed regarding how 

you will ensure the provision of teaching does not 

drop by increasing student numbers. Would money 

not be better spent improving facilities at the girls 

school so that is in on par with the boy school. Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

948 11/12/21 12:40:46 11/12/21 12:44:48 No

Local schools should be for local children. It causes more pollution 

to have children being driven into schools. No

It could pise a fire hazard having more children. 

Children will not get the attention they need if 

school resources are stretched. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Another interested party;



949 11/12/21 12:42:37 11/12/21 13:00:55 No

There have been extensive consultations on the admissions policy 

for Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys 

and the outcome from the community which these schools serve 

has overwhelmingly been that local schools should be for local 

children. The trust should accept and honour the outcome of these 

consultations rather then keep consulting on the same issue 

repeatedly. The fact is this change would impact local children and 

mean that they would not have access to their local secondary 

school as expected. This change would have an ongoing impact 

and not be contained to two years as there would be further  

impact from priority sibling places that would last well beyond the 

proposed timeframe. There is a clear adverse impact on local 

families. No

The trust would need to make accommodation well 

beyond 2025. Priority sibling places would be given 

to children included as part of this increase and 

when the admission numbers reduced for 

subsequent years local children would miss out on 

places. The Trust must know this and should be 

more transparent about this. Neutral

The trust should honour the outcome of 

multiple consultations on this issue, in 

accordance with the wishes of the community it 

serves - local schools should be for local children. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

950 11/12/21 13:10:24 11/12/21 13:17:30 No

Promises should never have been made to parents before a 

consultation was taken. The school was not even part of the trust 

at the time.

You have not managed the catchment area of the Langley Primary 

school at opening therefore places will be going to non-local 

children when there is already a shortage in the area. This is unfair.

Creates unnecessary uncertainty and paves the way for further 

feeder schools to be added which is a proposal that has already 

been rejected

The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable

No

A further consultation should not be required. It is 

simply a means to make the change permanent.

It will not just impact these 2 years as siblings will 

need to be taken into account for the for-seeable 

future

The proposals are neither transparent nor 

reasonable No 

The schools are split into a boys and girls secondary. 

There should be no need to link across schools.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

951 11/12/21 13:06:12 11/12/21 13:55:26 No

It would create uncertainty for local families & pave the way for 

future feeder proposals if not stopped now. 

Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the Trust when 

alleged promises to the parents of the primary school were made 

& assurances were given to the community that there wouldn’t be 

any further feeder arrangement for primary schools.

Therefore, the proposed changes to the admissions criteria should 

not relate to LPSB in any respect. No

I’m not convinced this would be reduced again by 

2025 as it states the Trust ‘intends to consult on 

reducing the PAN back to normal levels by 2025”

It’s not a definite. Neutral Another interested party;

952 11/12/21 14:03:19 11/12/21 14:05:00 No Unfair on other pupils/parents during the 2 years No Yes Another interested party;

953 11/12/21 13:47:10 11/12/21 14:13:52 No

This will impact on future catchment area size as the sibling rule 

will be applied for subsequent years. There will be local children 

who will miss out on a place on the Langley schools as a 

consequence thus I do not agree with this proposal and cannot see 

how it will have an impact for the 2 years stated. It will have a 

much wider impact on children in the local community who do not 

currently attend Langley Park primary school. No

Increasing class size will impact the children 

especially if there are not the resources in place to 

cope with increased number of children in the year. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

954 11/12/21 14:14:39 11/12/21 14:15:19 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

955 11/12/21 14:16:43 11/12/21 14:24:06 No

I do not believe that this is fair to give one group of children 

priority over other local children.

As a Langley alumni myself and still involved in the careers 

education I believe that the school should continue to provide 

education services to the local community without priority driven 

by financial gain to the academy trust. No

I believe that the school infrastructure can not 

accommodate this growth Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

956 11/12/21 14:14:48 11/12/21 14:25:19 No

We live 0.9 miles from Langley Girls. I'm very concerned we won't 

get in should the feeder school be established for these two years - 

years when we we will be applying. We are not in the catchment 

for any other secondary school. Our children currently are at 

Hawes Down, also part of the Langley Trust, but will not receive 

any priority.

I understand promises were made to parents that should not have 

been. This is an issue the Trust needs to resolve itself, and not by 

increasing numbers in the school or putting at risk the places of 

children who would have normally got in. No

The school is massively oversubscribed. Had the 

capacity existed previously to increase the PAN, I'm 

sure it would have been done by now. To do it to 

solve a problem the Trust created is not fair on the 

current and future pupils. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

957 11/12/21 14:27:24 11/12/21 14:29:21 No Because most of  the children attending are not in the catchment. No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



958 11/12/21 14:33:45 11/12/21 14:39:35 No

It will have a detrimental impact on not just the 2 intake years for 

other schools, but will open the door to further consultations in 

future years No Will this not impact the teacher to pupil ratio No 

They are different school and should not impact the 

other 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 2 to 4 at a nursery ;

959 11/12/21 14:45:30 11/12/21 14:47:55 Yes Yes Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

960 11/12/21 14:46:41 11/12/21 14:48:54 Yes

You have to do the right thing by the parents that were 

promised/told the school was a feeder school for the secondaries Yes No one misses out Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

961 11/12/21 14:45:29 11/12/21 14:49:24 Yes

I feel that it is the Trust’s duty to do what is right by those parents 

given assurances. Yes

This will minimise any impact on other local 

children regarding admission to the Langley 

secondary schools. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

962 11/12/21 15:30:26 11/12/21 15:38:59 No

It seems like it’s taken an unfairly divide and rule approach to the 

Park Langley trust schools. It also will end up both prioritising 

people who can afford to live in an extremely expensive area (ie 

Park Langley) while *initially* prioritising a school that’s 

effectively had an infinitely catchment area for its early years (so 

children from very far away will be prioritised over children at eg 

Clare House). What really is the point of the trust if all the schools 

aren’t involved? No

It’s fine initially but it’ll just settle into a rhythm 

that prioritises people who can afford to live very 

locally over the more spread out current 

catchment area. It’ll inevitably leave Park Langley 

primary massively popular purely as a feeder and 

diminish the other schools that are meant to be in 

a foundation. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 2 to 4 at a 

nursery ;

963 11/12/21 16:14:07 11/12/21 16:15:24 No Totally unfair to children living in the local area. No

Again how will adding more children to the classes 

help the already over stretched schools ? No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

964 11/12/21 16:15:28 11/12/21 16:17:14 No

Unfair for the children already at locals schools. 

Why should children out of area be given a guaranteed place over 

someone who lives in catchment ? No It will stretch resources and staff Neutral This consultation is a JOKE ! 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Another 

interested party;

965 11/12/21 16:17:26 11/12/21 16:17:39 No No Neutral

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

966 11/12/21 16:39:28 11/12/21 16:41:04 Yes

This has been a very long and tiring journey for us parents - we 

have faith now in the Trust that this will happen and that we can 

put this issue to bed at last. Yes

Yes, this idea is great and gives assurance to other 

local parents that they wont be affected. Yes Thank you to the Trust for listening to us.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

967 11/12/21 17:16:11 11/12/21 17:17:31 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

968 11/12/21 17:14:26 11/12/21 17:26:45 No

Historic assurances are not legally binding and therefore 

unnecessary to uphold and will put other local children seeking a 

place at their local secondary school at a disadvantage in particular 

those already on the outer edge of the catchment area. No

This would further disadvantage the children 

across all years by over-stretching already tight 

resources No 

I don’t agree with any sibling rule at secondary 

schools. It is completely unnecessary when children 

are independent enough to make their own way to 

and from school. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

969 11/12/21 17:13:56 11/12/21 17:33:12 No

These assurances should never have been given. I can understand 

that those families feel frustrated that this assurance was made 

and has not been enacted, but it should never have been made in 

the first place as there was no basis or power to do so. 

Equally other families were told that Langley Primary would not be 

a feeder so have not selected Langley Primary School on that basis. 

This would mean those families would be equally unfairly treated 

if the school did have feeder status for two years for current 

pupils. 

A change to the admissions criteria should always be fair and 

transparent process involving consultation. To make such a 

'promise' and 'assurance' is not acceptable and there is evidence 

that there was only a 'promise' of a consultation, not a guarantee 

of feeder status - and this consultation has already happened 

subsequently. 

I am also concerned that once in place this feeder status would not 

be temporary and there would be arguments to extend it thus 

shrinking the catchment for what should be a local school. No

I do not agree with proposal 1 so equally do not 

agree with this part of the proposal. My child has 

SEN and I do not think it is right to increase the size 

of the school years and potentially dilute the 

resources. Yes

This proposal is equitable so I agree with it on that 

basis. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



970 11/12/21 17:30:58 11/12/21 17:38:13 No

The Trust says that it will consult again in two years, for the 

purpose of decreasing the PAN for the LP Secondaries to current 

numbers. Although the Trust claims that it doesn’t want to 

introduce permanent feeder school arrangements, it is unclear 

whether the future consultation will seek to consult on naming 

feeder schools again. The local community has already dealt with 

the turmoil created by the feeder school consultation of 2019. The 

changes proposed in this current consultation only serve to create 

renewed uncertainty for many families now, and in years to come.

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would 

become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many 

more parents who were told that LPPS would not be a feeder 

school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give 

one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP 

Secondaries, based on a false promise, when other children, 

whose primary school selection decision was based on the 

(correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, 

will not have that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change’.

The alleged promises made to some parents could not have 

created any expectation of a feeder school arrangement with the 

Langley Park School for Boys (“LPSB”), because that school was not 

even part of the Trust at the time. Furthermore, when the boys 

school joined the Trust, assurances were given to the community 

that there would be no future feeder arrangements for the 

primary schools. Therefore, the proposed changes to the 

admissions criteria should not relate to LPSB in any respect. No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries 

for two years will mean that the schools have to 

find additional funding, resource and space for 

these additional places. They are already 

oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual 

intakes. Increasing the PAN will be to the 

detriment of children already attending the schools 

and those joining in the future.

The effects of the suggested change won’t be 

limited to the two years identified, because siblings 

of the children from LPPS who jump the queue will 

benefit from the sibling rule across the LP 

Secondaries. The knock-on effect of these 

proposals will continue to affect admissions to the 

LP Secondaries for many years to come. Children 

living closer to the schools will miss out on school 

places to those living further away. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

971 11/12/21 17:27:12 11/12/21 17:55:50 No

Why is the trust making Langley like an elite status school where 

only children from those selected schools can attend. The trust is 

not a fee paying school so those within walking distance should 

have a chance to attend their nearest school. This has no benefit to 

the local community whatsoever while Local children from other 

local schools will stand no chance in being able to experience the 

incredible Langley trust education. The huge % of children that can 

walk to Langley will now have to travel by car, bus and other forms 

of transport to further afield schools. Clare house is not near so 

those children will be commuting by some kind air polluting 

transport. This is just wrong. Local children should attend their 

local schools. Or at least have a chance. Neutral

Only if the trust cuts off the local community and 

other local schools should they make the forms 

bigger to accommodate some of those children. 

We don’t believe this will come to fruition as it is 

just a plot to get the vote through. If the school 

was big enough to expand I’m sure the trust would 

have extended the forms in the past as it’s such a 

well respected school. Neutral

If that is the case it should be extended to 6th form 

pupils as the school leaving age is now 18 without a 

job

Our eldest daughter attends Langley girls but I 

still don’t feel this is right for the local 

community. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

972 11/12/21 17:55:04 11/12/21 18:00:12 No

The reduction in available spaces for children from surrounding 

schools and local residents. No

Will funding for teachers & resources for the 

additional pupils be provided? Will standards be 

maintained? Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

973 11/12/21 17:48:15 11/12/21 18:02:49 No

Dear Teacher

Any form of priority,however small or restricted undermines the 

ethos of the Langley Schools admission history.

This does not mean I do not feel for the Llangley Primary school  

pupils in question

However,if they were misled! Shame on you. No Not for your stated reason. Yes Another interested party;

974 11/12/21 18:12:40 11/12/21 18:37:54 No

It is not fair for pupils who are attending other close local primary 

schools. No

To live close to a good secondary school makes a 

straight impact in prices of the houses. If the PAN is 

bigger but not for ever it makes that the catchment 

area will change for 2-3 years making that people 

who didn’t do the effort to live close to Langley has 

the opportunity to go into and it’s not fair for 

families who made the effort to live close to 

Langley. No 

Langley School for Boys and Langley School for Girls 

are different schools so it is the same situation if a 

child is applying,  for example to Ravens Wood 

School, and has a sister in other secondary school, 

she doesn’t give to him points to go into Ravens 

Wood. So the situation in the same. 

Any change that has a straight impact in the 

process of admission has to be introduce with 

enough years in advance to make that the 

community can adapted correctly to the change.  

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;Parent 

of a child aged 11 to 18 at 

Langley Park School for Boys 

;Employee or governor of one 

of the Trust's primary schools ;

975 11/12/21 18:42:57 11/12/21 18:47:00 No

That is a mistake that the trust needs to accept. Existing pupils 

should not be impacted by the trusts errors. No

LPGS is already at capacity and this proposal will 

lead to over crowding. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

976 11/12/21 18:51:27 11/12/21 18:56:54 No

Turning Langley Park Primary into an official feeder school will 

leave children living in the current catchment area disadvantaged 

and the secondary schools will see a decrease in their diversity 

amongst students. No

It would put strain on the teachers and space is 

already an issue Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;



977 11/12/21 19:11:40 11/12/21 19:22:45 No

To simply make a decision based on what was said is ridiculous, 

the impact on the wider community Wishing their kids to attend 

LPS outweighs the number of parents a Langley Primary that feel 

hard done by. Also to restrict it two year to please a few would 

only increase tensions for other parents in primary who will push 

for the feeder school status to remain. No

A bulge in a school is never a good idea, stretched 

resources will be further stretched to the 

detriment of current students. This is unfair. The 

girls school already is large enough. Neutral

So many families move to the area to have a 

good chance for their child to get into the 

school, these proposals alongside the increase in 

homes close to the schools will push the 

boundaries further. It is only fair that everyone 

not a select few get a chance to try for the 

school. And if you are thinking about only 

Langley Primary school, other Primary school In 

the trust  should get the same advantage.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

978 11/12/21 19:18:51 11/12/21 19:26:47 No

It places pupils from other primary schools at a disadvantage as 

they were unaware of the historic assurances and will potentially 

miss out on a place at LPGS or LPBS. No

Both schools are already quite large and there are 

issues with pollution and safety on Hawksbrook 

Lane which will be exacerbated by another two 

classes of pupils using the facilities.  Yes

Given sibling priority is now in place at both schools, 

this seems fair.

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at another local secondary 

school ;

979 11/12/21 19:31:40 11/12/21 19:39:03 No

This is unfair to all the people who have lived in the borough and 

will under normal circumstances be able to send their child to a 

Langley School. No

Increasing the numbers will simply reduce the 

quality of education. It is a disgrace. Yes

It is unfair that children like mine will not have 

the chance to go to a Langley school. We moved 

to the area years ago for the sole purpose that 

our children could attend a Langley school. They 

are no longer viable should this change proceed. 

Now we have no option but to send them to 

other schools - which will be now be over 

subscribed. The proposal is a disgrace and 

common sense states that it should not proceed.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

980 11/12/21 19:13:14 11/12/21 19:50:13 No

Ethically it is wrong. There is no reason why these parents should 

be given preference. It is simple wrong. You also know this hence 

you only wishing to do it for a couple of years. The other element 

is that you are increasing the student population to, again, satisfy 

these parent thus impacting all students. Why cant their children 

go to their local secondary school? You are bending the rules and 

disadvantaging all to suit a few. 

In addition, we do not need further traffic in an already crowded 

area. Being further away from the schools they will doubtfully be 

able to walk, therefore more than likely have to use motorized 

transport impacting the environment. I suspect these parents are 

bullies, own big 4x4, go on various holidays across the world and 

only care about themselves and what they want with no 

consideration for others. 

The other element are these actions opens up hostility and 

resentment to these families, impact the environment of the 

school and community. No

Again you are impacting all students to satisfy 

parents that are trying to game the system. This 

will impact other later years due to the sibling rules 

and it is simply wrong. This is an attempt to 

mitigate the argument that students closer to the 

school will be disadvantaged. All students will be 

impacted not only in the years while the extra 

students are in attendance but also the sibling 

rules unfairly impacting children that are closer to 

the school. Neutral

This and the previous consultation shows the 

lack of ethics and fairness from the leaders of 

the Langley park learning trust. It puts all 

involved in a bad light and impacts the 

reputation of the schools. If this is how the 

leadership acts it is a wonder why people want 

to send their children to your schools. You 

should be ashamed of yourselves. The people 

involved in this should stand down and be 

replace with people with credibility and ethical 

standing. This shows the current group do not. Another interested party;

981 11/12/21 20:03:58 11/12/21 20:13:09 No

Other primary schools should have equal opportunities to be able 

to attend the secondary schools. No school should get a priority. Neutral

I think it’s good to increase the number but like 

mentioned in previous answer it should be for any 

school not only Langley primary admissions. Yes Siblings should be accepted. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

982 11/12/21 20:12:50 11/12/21 20:16:54 No

This is an absolute scandal in the making. There are, and always 

were, clear admissions procedures. Many parents are losing faith 

in the trust that this is even being consulted on. You appear to be 

giving in to the bullying of a few parents at Langley Park Primary 

School. I suggest you do what you would tell your children to do. 

Don't give in to bullies. No Yes Another interested party;

983 11/12/21 20:16:47 11/12/21 20:18:48 No Unfair to local households No Unfair in the future to local households Neutral Keep the status quo Another interested party;

984 11/12/21 20:20:46 11/12/21 20:24:23 No No Yes

How can a responsible and mature trust consult 

on something so ridiculous?  Rules are rules; 

surely the trust knows this?

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

985 11/12/21 20:19:57 11/12/21 20:25:17 No

Children living towards the outer catchment area will lose out on a 

possible place at the boys school No

The increased PAN size will put more pressure on 

teachers and on class sizes and will impact the 

children already at the school. Yes This seems fair

Please consider the impact on the local 

community. Also increased PAN size could 

impact on results 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

986 11/12/21 20:24:35 11/12/21 20:26:41 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

987 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:37 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

988 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:41 No No Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



989 11/12/21 19:54:49 11/12/21 20:38:39 No

No such assurance could have possibly been given to the parents  

of boys as the boys school was not part of the trust at that time. I 

understand you are trying to keep those ‘supposedly misinformed’ 

patents happy but you are including two whole year groups not all 

of them were ‘misinformed’ and certainly the boys school should 

never have been included in any conversation. 

There are many parents that agree no assurance was given when 

they specifically asked the question of preference and therefore 

went onto choose a different different primary school so this 

proposal is unfair to them. 

The independent enquiry commissioned by yourselves did not 

confirm that any assurances were made to any parents only that a 

‘consultation’ would be carried out to introduce feeder schools 

which has already taken place. 

The knock on effect of siblings of the extra pupils allowed in over 

the two years will impact local children in future years because of 

the sibling rule across both schools, no provision in admission 

numbers has been made for this. 

An increase in PAN will have an impact on current and future 

pupils in space, facilities and pupil welfare

There is a concern that this will open the door yet again to 

permanent  feeder school status within the trysts schools. 

Please be aware that many local primary schools have not 

informed parents of your proposals. No

The impact on current children within the school ie 

stretch on resources. 

There is no reassurance those bigger year groups 

will not be disadvantaged ie increased class size. 

The knock on effect of siblings in future years.  Yes This is reasonable Another interested party;

990 11/12/21 20:38:13 11/12/21 20:39:12 No No Yes Another interested party;

991 11/12/21 19:31:29 11/12/21 20:39:22 No

I strongly disagree with the proposal to give priority in admissions 

to these children from LPPS. Whilst I have sympathy for the few 

families this will affect, I simply do not accept that it is reasonable 

to allow this to happen because someone who no longer works at 

the trust gave assurances that they had no right or permission to 

give. I suspect these assurances were given to ensure that LPPS 

filled its PAN in its early days, with no regard to the repercussions 

for everyone involved. I understand that the outcome of an 

independent investigation into the situation, found that there was 

only evidence/proof that assurances were given of a 

CONSULTATION on admissions. A consultation on feeder schools 

was done 2 years ago and this more specific consultation is being 

done now. If there are significant and justified objections to this 

consultation, then it should not be passed. The Trust should not be 

made to make such huge changes to its admissions policy, 

especially when those changes could detrimentally affect their 

students, when all that was actually assured was a consultation on 

admissions. 

Again whilst I have sympathy with the families affected, to make a 

decision on a primary school based on verbal assurances that 

drastic changes to a separate schools' admissions policies will be 

made in the future is quite frankly foolish, and is not the fault of 

the scores of families that this change in policy potentially affects.

The fact that these families are so keen to be given priority 

admission to the school, must be because they live out of 

catchment, which is understandable because in its early years I 

understand LPPS drew children from quite considerable distances. 

The Langley Park Secondary Schools are there to serve children of No

The consultation document states that 'the Board 

of Trustees is also seeking to ensure, as far as

reasonably possible, that no other child misses out 

on a place at LPSB or LPGS as a result'. Whilst I 

accept that no child in the years directly affected 

(Sept 2023 and Sept 2024) will miss out on a place 

due to the increase in PAN, that cannot be said for 

children in the years following. Those children who 

are given priority admission during 2023 & 2024 

will inevitably have siblings, who are then given 

priority sibling places in the years to come. This will 

definitely cause other children to miss out on a 

place at LPSB and LPGS as a direct consequence of 

this change in admissions, and that is quite simply 

unacceptable. The only way to ensure no other 

child misses out, is to not allow this change in 

admissions policy.

Whilst the consultation notice makes multiple 

references to how no child should miss out on a 

place as a result of these changes in policy, it does 

not refer to how the school will ensure that the 

education and experiences of children in these two 

'bulge' year groups do not suffer. I refuse to accept 

that these children will not suffer as a result of the 

additional class in each year. Whilst there will be a 

small increase in funding due to these additional 

children, as it is only temporary it cannot ensure 

that school can fully meet the needs of this Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

992 11/12/21 20:32:31 11/12/21 20:41:55 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

993 11/12/21 20:42:07 11/12/21 20:42:22 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

994 11/12/21 20:46:27 11/12/21 20:49:57 No Completely unfair for local children who may miss out. No

It is already a huge school and will be stretched 

further unnecessarily. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

995 11/12/21 20:46:56 11/12/21 20:51:35 No

The increase in PAN would impact upon the schools and their 

ability to deal with the current students and space. The schools 

admissions policies were public and never included Langley 

primary. No Pressure on school resources, space and staff. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools 

;Representative, councillor or 

employee of London Borough 

of Bromley ;

996 11/12/21 20:39:06 11/12/21 20:52:23 No

Seems a shame that pupils who joined Langley primary on or prior 

to 31st August 2018 are only to get the priority. Feel it should be 

more inclusive. Our child is in this cohort within this school and 

feel it is unfair. We are a Bromley resident and may or may not fall 

within the Langley secondary catchment. Neutral

May impact the quality of teaching and burden on 

current teachers, hope the trust have considered 

how this will be managed. Yes See no reason why not.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



997 11/12/21 20:21:35 11/12/21 20:53:55 No

As stated in the Consultation Document (Background) LPPS 

parents 'appear' to have been given assurances; later in the 

document it is stated that parents have 'legitimate' expectations. 

The latter is very different to the former - but without any proof, 

as far as we have been told. Hearsay. Having already been 

involved in the previous (recent) Consultation this is a lot of fuss 

and anxiety based on hearsay. As far as I am aware, LPSB was not 

part of the LPLT at the time parents at LPPS appear to have been 

given assurances and therefore should not even be included in this 

consultation. No

creating an extra 2 Forms (2023&2024)  is  one 

thing but thereafter the increased cohorts have to 

be absorbed into all lessons/activities/pastoral 

care/dinner hall etc thereafter having a 

detrimental affect on not only the complete Year 

Groups but also across the whole School 

Community as the increased PAN progresses. The 

extra pupils may also have siblings who will then 

take priority in future intakes. Yes

Having fraternal twins myself who attended LPSB & 

LPGS and the combined 6th Form, progressing to the 

same University, it seemed an obvious choice.  

Although other parents of twins might prefer to 

choose differently.

My granddaughter has just started LPGS and 

having been involved in the previous 

Consultation securing the Category for sibling 

entry; it is both distressing and annoying that a 

few parents have been allowed to throw the 

Admission Arrangements into question yet 

again. This could affect my grandson's ambition 

to attend LPSB. Another interested party;

998 11/12/21 20:55:54 11/12/21 20:58:23 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

999 11/12/21 20:27:35 11/12/21 20:59:31 No

It is not fair to give priority to children that do not live in the local 

catchment area.

In the current climate, we are trying to do our best with 

sustainability, so it would not make sense to have families driving 

over from Crystal Palace etc.. and traffic is already a problem in 

this vicinity, mainly because of the Primary school taking children 

from out of the area!! If these children get into the school, then of 

course their siblings will get in on the sibling rule, so this is not fair.

I hope this does not get agreed and this is put to bed once and for 

all.

Thank you No

As above.

Local children will miss out at some point in the 

future when siblings of these children from out of 

the area secure a place over local children on the 

sibling rule! No  As above

I was surprised to hear about this second 

consultation. 

I hope that this does not go ahead and this is the 

last we hear of it! 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

1000 11/12/21 20:36:13 11/12/21 21:03:23 No

It increases the pressure on other local schools, and therefore 

reduces our chance of getting into any local secondary school of 

our choice. It limits our options of the secondary schools in this 

area. No

The students will be impacted - obviously the 

school doesn’t have the capacity to host an 

additional 30 otherwise it would be doing so now, 

and would continue to do so after 2025. The 

resources will have to be stretched across more 

pupils so their education could be affected in many 

ways. Yes

The same level of priority should be given to multi-

sex twins, triplets and siblings, to keep siblings 

together, it helps parents organise holidays, 

understand general school polices and practices etc, 

if their children attend the same school. Keeping 

track of different school dates, events, general 

school  information is a real challenge.

We purposely moved into this area over 4 years 

ago from Essex having considered the school 

options available. The area we will provide less 

value and benefit if the number of secondary 

schools available are limited. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1001 11/12/21 20:18:28 11/12/21 21:07:24 No

In the previous consultation, the trust did not provide the details 

of possible and probable applicants to the local parents and 

homeowners in the area in the same way you have done in this 

consultation. We feel if you had, we would now have three feeder 

schools in the trust. We were also not made aware of the vast 

difference in catchment area as you have this time. Personally we 

feel misguided by the previous consultation. However the sibling 

rule has been passed which dramatically decreases the chance for 

many boys to attend LPBS compared to the girls because of the 

vastly different CATCHMENT AREAS. Multiple births however are 

another story. Siblings rule apply to ensure parents don't have to 

travel to two or more schools once a younger child/ren attends 

secondary. We, for instance, have twins on our street but 

according to your consultation if it is passed, they will both (mixed 

sex) get in to LPBS and LPGS based on the girl getting a place and 

the boy being classed as a sibling. This directly disadvantages my 

family of    boys. We were promised too that we would not have to 

move because we were going to get feeder school status so 

therefore we waited and it was not passed through because the 

consultation was fundamentally flawed and blatantly 

miscommunicated with bias. Now, as we are in catchment for the 

girls school but not the boys school, my son will not be able to 

attend with his best friend solely because his twin sister gets a 

placement because SHE'S A GIRL. There is a fundamental 

inequality of the catchment areas, in the case of multiple births, 

you are viewing the TWO schools effectively as ONE. Surely it 

would be more simple to state that both schools have the same 

catchment areas (whether that's bigger or smaller) then instances Yes No 

Siblings rule apply to ensure parents don't have to 

travel to two or more schools once a younger 

child/ren attends secondary. We, for instance, have 

twins on our street but according to your 

consultation if it is passed, they will both (mixed sex) 

get in to LPBS and LPGS based on the girl getting a 

place and the boy being classed as a sibling. This 

directly disadvantages my family of    boys. Now, as 

we are in catchment for the girls school but not the 

boys school (on occasion we have been but not in 

recent years when the catchment has been so tight), 

my son will not be able to attend with his best friend 

(a twin) solely because his twin sister gets a 

placement because SHE'S A GIRL - they live two 

doors away, how is that fair? There is a fundamental 

inequality of the catchment areas, in the case of 

multiple births, you are viewing the TWO schools 

effectively as ONE. Surely it would be more simple 

to state that both schools have the same catchment 

areas (whether that's bigger or smaller) then 

instances like this blatant inequality would be 

eliminated. If you are to view both LPBS & LPGS 

schools as ONE in this instance for twins or multiple 

births then the catchment needs to be viewed in the 

same way either by the council or the trust - we are 

not sure who has control over this. It is unfair and 

even though these instances may be small it 

decreases our chances. The sibling rule had already 

We believe that we are clearly disadvantaged in 

achieving a placement at LPBS because the 

catchment for the boys school does not equal 

that of the girls. We would like this addressed. 

The trust cannot willy nilly decide which issues 

to view the two schools are separate or as one 

ie. in the case of mixed sex twins or multiple 

births. 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



1002 11/12/21 20:30:55 11/12/21 21:14:47 No

The proposed approach attempts to remedy an error made in 

2017/18 with injustices that affect the whole local (and your own 

schools') community going forward. What was communicated to 

one group of parents from the 2018 intake in error should not 

dictate the admissions plans, size and nature of the school. Instead 

you should deal with the misinformation through legal settlement 

of what was an overreach in your marketing promises. Adding 

additional local social injustice for other nearby secondaries and a 

poor deal for students already at and joining your secondary 

schools (as they are farmed through an oversubscribed setting) is 

not the solution. You have already consulted on this matter and 

the feeling in the local community is that you are simply trying to 

wear people down by repeatedly seeking to address this issue via 

a preferential progression route. This bad faith means that your 

assurances that the preferential progression route from the 

primary schools identified in your consultation will be temporary is 

not credible and your integrity as an institution is increasingly in 

question. Your proposal seeks to address the concerns of parents 

who hope to have children join the school by increasing the PAN. 

But this means you are trying to fix a problem of your own making 

by damaging other local secondary schools and the interests of 

students at your school who should not have to experience the 

second-class experience that two bulge years would bring. You 

have also not adequately addressed the issue that sibling places 

would (after 2023 and 2024) likely consume remaining capacity at 

the school for 2025 intake and beyond meaning a further 

shrinkage in your catchment and a de facto continuing of the 

preferential progression status of your primary schools. Your No

If no other option were available this would be a 

potential course of action, but as stated in full in 

answer to Question 1 (box 2) you are trying to 

solve a problem caused by misinformation by 

distorting the local community and damaging local 

children and other secondary schools, instead of 

accepting legal liability or seeking other resolution 

for a no doubt vocal group of parents at your 

primary schools. Following this by returning the 

school to previous PAN in 2025 will significantly 

disadvantage children seeking to join that year as 

siblings will account for a large number of places. Neutral

This consultation is really disappointing. It feels 

as though you are intent as a MAT on solving 

this issue by distorting and damaging the local 

education system. I will also be complaining to 

my local councillor and MP.

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 not 

at a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school ;

1003 11/12/21 20:30:34 11/12/21 21:16:03 No

The proposal lacks transparency: 

The community has never been made fully aware of the actual 

grounds on which the LPPS parents are complaining. Any change 

to admissions policy is subject to consultation, so it's unclear how 

anyone could have thought priority entry was a firm promise. You 

state that by 2018, LPPS parents should have been aware that a 

feeder school was not something the trust was interested in. 

Surely no parent of a boy starting in 2016 could have expected 

priority for their child, as LPSB was not part of the trust at that 

time? No

The proposal is unreasonable: 

In the short term, there will be extra pressure on 

resources, classrooms, teachers and other facilities, 

regardless of how much you try to mitigate these - 

if the schools weren't already full, you wouldn't be 

having this trouble in the first place. 

In the medium term, the Consultation Notice states 

that reducing the PAN after two years will be a 

matter for consultation - considering how long this 

has been going on (and the relative lack of 

transparency), the community is entirely justified 

in being concerned that the higher admissions 

numbers will remain, and also that a further 

precedent for feeder schools has been set. 

In the longer term, if the PAN is reduced, siblings of 

LPPS students given priority will presumably also 

get priority, meaning that once again, local children 

face being unable to go to their nearest school, 

while children from further away take their place 

due to a loophole.  Yes

Parents of LPPS children have (it would seem) 

every right to be angry - unfortunately, that 

doesn't make this proposal the right one. Should 

these changes go through, I suspect you will find 

yourself dealing with the equally angry parents 

who were assured that there would be no 

feeder system and therefore decided NOT to 

send their children to LPPS. Swapping one 

wrong for another isn't going to solve the 

problem. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1004 11/12/21 21:11:20 11/12/21 21:16:43 No

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would 

become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many 

more parents who were told that LPPS would not be a feeder 

school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give 

one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP 

Secondaries, based on a false promise, when other children, 

whose primary school selection decision was based on the 

(correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, 

will not have that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change’.

The alleged promises made to some parents could not have 

created any expectation of a feeder school arrangement with the 

Langley Park School for Boys (“LPSB”), because that school was not 

even part of the Trust at the time. Furthermore, when the boys 

school joined the Trust, assurances were given to the community 

that there would be no future feeder arrangements for the 

primary schools. Therefore, the proposed changes to the 

admissions criteria should not relate to LPSB in any respect. No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries 

for two years will mean that the schools have to 

find additional funding, resource and space for 

these additional places. They are already 

oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual 

intakes. Increasing the PAN will be to the 

detriment of children already attending the schools 

and those joining in the future.

The effects of the suggested change won’t be 

limited to the two years identified, because siblings 

of the children from LPPS who jump the queue will 

benefit from the sibling rule across the LP 

Secondaries. The knock-on effect of these 

proposals will continue to affect admissions to the 

LP Secondaries for many years to come. Children 

living closer to the schools will miss out on school 

places to those living further away. No 

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the 

selection of a feeder school as part of the 

oversubscription criteria for admissions must be 

transparent and made on reasonable grounds. 

These proposed changes are neither 

transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the 

alleged promises made to some parents, and 

whether these parents are threatening (or 

taking) legal action against the Trust. This means 

that the wider community is left to respond to 

this consultation without all the relevant 

information. It would also be entirely 

unreasonable to select a feeder school for the 

sole purpose of placating an aggrieved group of 

parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where 

the changes would result in unfairness for a 

large number of other children in the 

community. Two wrongs do not make a right.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1005 11/12/21 21:20:10 11/12/21 21:21:07 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;



1006 11/12/21 21:09:02 11/12/21 21:21:14 No

Firstly, no clear educational benefit has been given as a reason for 

this proposal.  I also think that this suggested change to the 

admissions policy is inherently unfair to other children not given 

these historic assurances, particularly since these historic 

assurances as far as I understand could not legally have been made 

given the requirement to consult on any change to admissions 

policies.  Many other families may have made different decisions 

about where to send their children to primary school had they had 

the same assurances given to them.  Two wrongs do not make a 

right.  

Also, while I appreciate the change in PAN to try to limit the 

impact of this change on other children, this does not do anything 

to address the impact in subsequent years through sibling priority. No

I disagree with this proposal given my 

disagreement with the first proposal and that this 

is only being suggested as an attempt to minimise 

the impact of the first proposal. Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1007 11/12/21 21:16:21 11/12/21 21:21:41 No

The girls school is an especially site crowded and creating a bulge 

year to fulfil promises made will be hugely detrimental to current 

and future students.

My children complain of queues for toilets, lunches as well as a 

basic lack of space in classrooms, corridors, common areas. 

To be a feeder school is simply unfair to other pupils in proximity 

who will be forced out of their local school.

This has been rejected ( fairly) once. It seems very underhand to 

suggest it again. No

As stated above. The site is ridiculously 

overcrowded anyway. Basic common spaces are 

full to capacity. Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

1008 11/12/21 21:21:09 11/12/21 21:21:50 No No Yes Another interested party;

1009 11/12/21 21:08:37 11/12/21 21:22:04 No

I have lived near the school in Beckenham for over 40 years. Local 

schools should be for local children. There is already too much 

traffic associated with the school run and, by changing the rules to 

allow children out of the traditional catchment area to attend your 

schools, you will exacerbate this problem. These children will 

surely have a secondary school local to them and they should 

attend that school. 

You also haven’t been quite honest about local children not 

missing out. They will inevitably miss out further down the line 

when the brothers and sisters of this so called bulge years benefit 

from the sibling rule. 

My grandsons live a stones throw away from LPSB and the eldest 

will be due to attend two years after the bulge and his brother 

three years after that. I hate to think of them being in the school at 

the same time as these big years. They will suffer due to the extra 

demand on resources and that just isn’t right. 

Your staff member clearly overstepped their bounds but this isn’t 

the way to put it right. You can’t disadvantage whole cohorts of 

local children for years to come for the benefit of the few. You ran 

a consultation a few years ago asking a similar question about 

giving priority to certain children. The local community spoke quite 

clearly then and you should adhere to that. No

For the reasons above. 

My grandsons live a stones throw away from LPSB 

and the eldest will be due to attend two years after 

the bulge and his brother three years after that. I 

hate to think of them being in the school at the 

same time as these big years. They will suffer due 

to the extra demand on resources and that just 

isn’t right. 

Local children will also suffer because of the sibling 

rule further down the line. No  Another interested party;

1010 11/12/21 21:20:44 11/12/21 21:27:54 No

Unlawful to have given these assurances prior to consultation.   

Other families were told otherwise.  

Impact on shrinking catchment will be felt for a number of years 

due to siblings and will negatively impact those families on the 

periphery of the catchment boundary who would have previously 

got in.  No

I don’t believe that increasing the number of pupils 

at the secondary schools is in the best interests of 

the current/future pupils Neutral Not many families will be affected by this 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Boys ;

1011 11/12/21 21:26:32 11/12/21 21:28:25 No

I am a pupil at the girls school and it is full to capacity, the thought 

of extra pupils ontop of usual intake is unimaginable. No

It’s so crowded at the best of times. Movement in 

corridors is packed, common areas are packed. 

Queues for lunch and too big. Neutral Another interested party;

1012 11/12/21 21:29:33 11/12/21 21:30:25 No Overcrowding on an already stretched site. No Overcrowding on a under resourced site ( girls) Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

1013 11/12/21 21:30:31 11/12/21 21:32:17 No

I am new at the school in year 7 and it is overwhelming the 

amount of children all the time. I cannot imagine year groups 

being bigger. No

There are so many people at the school already 

and I avoid buying lunch because the queue is 

always too long. Same using the toilets. Neutral Another interested party;



1014 11/12/21 21:00:53 11/12/21 21:38:22 No

It is impossible to know what if any assurances were given, by 

whom, to whom.  In any case, a consultation should have been 

carried out - if not BEFORE any such promise was given - then 

immediately after and not retrospectively. Why have the parents 

waited so long as this could have been included in the previous 

(recent) consultation? Have the Trust been threatened with legal 

action and had a knee-jerk reaction? No

This will affect the whole school(s) not just the two 

cohorts in both schools. All pupils will be affected 

by the two years of extra PANs (plus more 

competition for sibling admissions) as they 

progress through the school and onto 6th Form. 

Parents who made the decision to apply to the 

schools for this year's intake did so on the 

information available at the time, assuming that 

the sibling rule would be straightforward and pupil 

numbers would be stable.  

The catchment area will shrink therefore further 

disadvantaging children who live in more distant 

parts of West Wickham. Yes This seems a worthwhile clarification.

Bromley residents children only have the 

opportunity of two Grammar Schools in the 

borough both of which are single sex. If this is 

the type of school they and their children want 

then LPSB and/or LPGS are the obvious choice 

for many.  In fact, many parents attended these 

schools themselves and have remained in the 

area 'because of the Schools' .  To further 

compromise their choices on the strength 

(weakness) of the claims of these few parents is 

both outrageous and probably undemocratic. Another interested party;

1015 11/12/21 21:40:30 11/12/21 21:40:54 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1016 11/12/21 21:36:05 11/12/21 21:42:46 No

This will impact other families and go against assurances made 

that it would not be a feeder school to some families No

This will negatively impact the education of these 

year groups and pupils at the school at the same 

times Yes

It makes sense not to discriminate against mix sex 

twins etc 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1017 11/12/21 20:44:21 11/12/21 21:43:02 No

It is not lawful for the trust to adopt these proposals, as the 

admissions authority must be used to ensure allocation of spaces 

in an open and fair way. 

These proposals would mean children from outside of the Langley 

secondaries catchment being given priority admission over local 

children which is not fair.

Whoever gave a select number of parents assurances of LPPS 

becoming a feeder did not have the authority to do so in the first 

place, so all of this is a complete nonsense. There is a process to be 

followed, i.e to consult first before any such promises can be 

made. Therefore there can be no expectation from the parents of 

children at LPPS.  No

This does not address the ripple effect further 

down the line due to siblings of children in the 

bulge years then getting priority places at both 

secondary schools, meaning that children who live 

closer to the schools miss out.

The resources at the secondary schools would also 

be stretched and the secondary school experience 

on a whole would then sub optimal, with more kids 

shoehorned into the same space.

The LPSB wasn’t even in the trust at the time of the 

apparent promise of future feeder school status for 

LPPS, so even if this whole situation were to be 

entertained it’s still does not make any sense for 

the boys school to be involved in any way.

Yes I support this, as it seems reasonable 

The trust should seek some proper legal advise 

as they would then realise that they cannot be 

sued; and should not be held to ransom by a 

small number of parents. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at Langley 

Park School for Girls ;

1018 11/12/21 21:46:16 11/12/21 21:50:21 Yes This is what was agreed at the time when the school was built Neutral

It would depend on the quality of education  a 

bumper year would receive and if LPGs and the 

boys school have the staff to teach an extra class in 

these 2 year entry Neutral

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls 

;Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1019 11/12/21 21:53:49 11/12/21 21:56:58 No It makes it unfair to children in the area Neutral Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1020 11/12/21 21:53:48 11/12/21 21:57:45 No Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1021 11/12/21 21:55:33 11/12/21 22:28:36 No

In order to accommodate this change, the trust has stated that it 

intends to increase the PAN at both Langley Park School for Boys 

and Langley Park School for Girls. The trust has stated in its 

consultation document that the school cannot accommodate a 

permanent increase in PAN, but yet will require a further 

consultation to reduce the PAN at a later date.  As the outcome of 

this future consultation cannot be guaranteed, the trust should not 

risk that it may not be able follow through with plans to later 

reduce the PAN.  Additional pupils will result in resources (money, 

staff, space and facilities) having to be stretched further than they 

otherwise would have if the PAN remained unchanged.  This will 

disadvantage all pupils at the school, for the benefit of the few 

children at Langley Park Primary School that would benefit from 

the proposed change.  Giving priority to children attending Langley 

Park Primary school for a limited number of years has a longer 

term effect on admissions due to the lasting impact of the siblings 

admissions criteria.  This means that some children in the local 

area will miss out on a place at the trust's secondary schools in 

favour of the siblings of children that obtained a place only due to 

having attended Langley Park Primary School, and I feel this is 

unfair to those children who would have otherwise secured a place 

at one of your secondary schools. No

The trust has stated in its consultation document 

that the school cannot accommodate a permanent 

increase in PAN, but yet will require a further 

consultation to reduce the PAN at a later date.  As 

the outcome of this future consultation cannot be 

guaranteed, the trust should not risk that it may 

not be able follow through with plans to later 

reduce the PAN. Additional pupils will result in 

resources (money, staff, space and facilities) having 

to be stretched further than they otherwise would 

have if the PAN remained unchanged.  This will 

disadvantage all pupils at the school, for the 

benefit of the few children at Langley Park Primary 

School that would benefit from the proposed 

change. Yes

Seems sensible to add this clarity, where the lack of 

such clarity is causing concern to applicants.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



1022 11/12/21 22:26:25 11/12/21 22:37:01 No

I attended the open day before Langley Primary opened. My 

daughter was offered a place. She is now in Year  and we live 1.1 

miles from the school. The question was asked about whether it 

would become a feeder, and we were told there was no guarantee 

of that although it was something they would look at in the future. 

So, we chose                                due to proximity. I understand 

parents are now claiming they were told something else. But I was 

there, and we weren't. 

Creating extra spaces is not good for the school and will stretch 

further tight resources.

This decision will not just impact the two year groups  but future 

years due to sibling  rule, so local families will lose out. 

The boys school was not even part of the Trust at that time so why 

would these parents assume their child would gain admission 

there ? No

Resources are already tight where is the extra 

money coming from  to fund this ? It will 

disadvantage all children at the school. Yes

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1023 11/12/21 22:37:18 11/12/21 22:50:21 No

It is unfair on other local children. It may disadvantage local 

children in other year groups due to sibling rules; so children living 

further away may be prioritised over children wanting to attend 

their local school in subsequent year groups. These local children 

may then miss out on attending a local secondary and then need 

to travel to attend schools out of their local area. I appreciate that 

assurances may have been offered in error but they shouldn't be 

honoured at the cost of other children's rights and wellbeing. 

Perhaps the sibling rule could be discounted for those in the 2 year 

groups given this opportunity?  An extra class would surely mean 

extra sibling priority in subsequent years - very unfair! Neutral Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1024 11/12/21 22:57:34 11/12/21 23:02:16 No

The assurances the lplt gave to parents of angles primary was 

given without it being true and now other children in the 

surrounding area will suffer for the mistake of the lplt No

An increase to the school population will 

negatively impact any children attending the 

school alongside the bulge classes in terms of their 

pastoral care No 

The schools are separate, so they ought to have 

separate admissions procedures managed fairly by 

Bromley Council 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;Parent of a child at 

another local primary school 

;Employee, governor or trustee 

of another local primary school ;

1025 11/12/21 23:02:24 11/12/21 23:02:35 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1026 11/12/21 22:46:54 11/12/21 23:03:52 No

This will indirectly create an increased number of children in the 

secondary school for a longer period than immediately obvious 

because of the sibling rule.  It will also make the catchment area 

smaller for period of time  and may result in families having 

children at different schools, with resulting differing holidays and 

rules and potentially added costs for uniform, travel etc. No

The schools are already oversubscribed and 

resources are short, particularly at LPGS. Yes

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Boys ;

1027 11/12/21 23:02:37 11/12/21 23:03:56 No Totally Unfair No Unfair on the children No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1028 11/12/21 23:04:19 11/12/21 23:04:36 No No Yes Another interested party;

1029 11/12/21 23:04:41 11/12/21 23:05:08 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1030 11/12/21 23:05:42 11/12/21 23:06:01 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1031 11/12/21 23:06:14 11/12/21 23:06:30 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1032 11/12/21 23:06:42 11/12/21 23:07:00 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1033 11/12/21 23:07:23 11/12/21 23:07:36 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1034 11/12/21 23:07:47 11/12/21 23:08:04 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1035 11/12/21 23:08:21 11/12/21 23:08:32 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1036 11/12/21 23:08:42 11/12/21 23:08:57 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1037 11/12/21 23:09:13 11/12/21 23:09:28 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1038 11/12/21 23:09:38 11/12/21 23:09:51 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1039 11/12/21 23:10:03 11/12/21 23:10:15 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1040 11/12/21 23:10:28 11/12/21 23:10:42 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1041 11/12/21 23:10:57 11/12/21 23:11:10 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



1042 11/12/21 23:11:14 11/12/21 23:11:31 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1043 11/12/21 23:11:33 11/12/21 23:11:48 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1044 11/12/21 22:56:56 11/12/21 23:11:55 Yes

The proposals, which we believe to both reasonable and 

transparent, would provide a fair conclusion to the assurances 

made to the first two years of parents at LPPS and mitigate the 

impact on secondary school places for other children.  We are 

happy with the new direction of the Trust and are confident these 

proposals would settle the matter.

The Trust has given consideration to these proposals and by 

specifying a date which pupils had to be on roll from has taken into 

account other local primary schools by negating any potential 

movement to LPPS as a result of priority admission status.

Yes

As well as providing extra places for children at 

LPPS who would benefit from priority admission, 

amending the PAN for these two years will have a 

positive outcome for any families on the border of 

the catchment area who may otherwise miss out 

on a place in other years as the PAN is being 

increased by more than is required to 

accommodate those children at LPPS. Yes Another interested party;

1045 11/12/21 23:11:53 11/12/21 23:12:18 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1046 11/12/21 23:12:26 11/12/21 23:12:53 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1047 11/12/21 22:26:46 11/12/21 23:12:56 No

Langley Park School for Boys admissions policy should not be 

consulted on as they were not even part of the LPLT at the time 

the alleged assurances were made.

This is creating more uncertainty and stress for families in the local 

community regarding the feeder status of the school.

It’s unfair to the parents, including myself who were told that LPPS 

would NOT be a feeder. My son started school in September 2016, 

and this information had an impact on the decision we made on 

which school to send him to.  No

Increasing the PAN will put extra pressure on 

resources, funding, quality of teaching, space. The 

schools are already oversubscribed and the quality 

of education and day to day school life experience 

will suffer. Yes

The proposed changes will have an impact for 

more than 2 years due to the sibling rule, 

resulting in local children missing out on a place 

at their local school. I am particularly worried 

about the strain on resources and quality of 

education if the PAN is increased. It does not 

seem reasonable for the Trust to be consulting 

on this again, and causing a lot of unnecessary 

stress and uncertainty to parents in the local 

community on the education of their children. 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1048 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:13:23 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1049 11/12/21 23:13:25 11/12/21 23:13:35 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1050 11/12/21 23:13:36 11/12/21 23:13:46 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1051 11/12/21 23:13:48 11/12/21 23:13:57 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1052 11/12/21 23:13:59 11/12/21 23:14:19 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1053 11/12/21 23:14:22 11/12/21 23:14:31 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1054 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:14:32 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1055 11/12/21 23:14:35 11/12/21 23:15:00 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1056 11/12/21 23:15:15 11/12/21 23:15:25 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1057 11/12/21 23:15:29 11/12/21 23:15:40 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1058 11/12/21 23:16:16 11/12/21 23:16:26 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1059 11/12/21 23:03:42 11/12/21 23:16:30 No

The assurances given to parents are not a valid reason to give 

priority to langley primary children. Its a huge injustice to people 

who have paid a premium on houses in the current langley 

catchment area No

Increasing the number of children reduces the 

quality of education provided. Also what happens 

when they get to sixth form? Will there be 

additional places? It also creates big problems 

when you have siblings in subsequent years Yes Makes sense

I find it incredulous that the Trust is still 

consulting on the langley primary debacle. They 

should NOT be given priority it’s completely 

unethical.

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1060 11/12/21 23:16:34 11/12/21 23:16:46 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1061 11/12/21 23:16:48 11/12/21 23:16:58 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1062 11/12/21 23:14:34 11/12/21 23:16:59 No No Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1063 11/12/21 23:17:00 11/12/21 23:17:10 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1064 11/12/21 23:17:11 11/12/21 23:17:20 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1065 11/12/21 23:17:23 11/12/21 23:17:33 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1066 11/12/21 23:17:35 11/12/21 23:17:44 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1067 11/12/21 23:17:46 11/12/21 23:17:58 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1068 11/12/21 23:17:59 11/12/21 23:18:09 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;



1069 11/12/21 23:18:10 11/12/21 23:18:21 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

1070 11/12/21 23:18:23 11/12/21 23:18:32 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1071 11/12/21 23:17:53 11/12/21 23:18:33 No No Yes

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1072 11/12/21 23:18:34 11/12/21 23:18:44 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1073 11/12/21 23:18:47 11/12/21 23:18:57 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1074 11/12/21 23:18:59 11/12/21 23:19:08 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1075 11/12/21 23:19:10 11/12/21 23:19:20 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1076 11/12/21 23:19:22 11/12/21 23:19:30 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 11 to 18 

at Langley Park School for Girls ;

1077 11/12/21 23:19:32 11/12/21 23:19:41 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1078 11/12/21 23:19:42 11/12/21 23:19:52 No No No 

Parent of a child at one of the 

Trust's primary schools ;

1079 11/12/21 23:19:54 11/12/21 23:20:01 No No No 

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

1080 11/12/21 22:26:38 11/12/21 23:20:05 No

We attended the open days before LPPS opened and were told 

that the Primary School would not be a feeder, that influenced our 

choice of Primary School. A LOT of people were told the same and I 

find hard to believe that other people were told otherwise. The 

reference to "historic assurances" suggests that promises were 

made to some prospective parents without proper consultation 

and due process.

There will be an impact not only on the 2 years but for years 

following with sibling joining too. The reasons were expressed in 

some detail in response to the previous consultation and accepted 

by the trust. No

The catchment will shrink once the school goes 

back to normal levels, as there will be an impact for 

years to come with siblings joining the school.

Unless the school is planning to  increase teaching 

staff, the two affected year groups will have their 

education negatively impacted. Yes N/A

This consultation should not be happening, the 

answer was clear the first time. If the 

"temporary" arrangement is implemented, the 

years below will demand the same treatment.

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1081 11/12/21 23:16:58 11/12/21 23:20:12 No

Unfair to allow a change on a so called promise which will impact 

the choice of school for other children. 

It may also set a precedent for other local schools to have similar 

rules and not all schools have a natural feeder school, so again 

creating an unfair school allocation No As above Neutral

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;Parent of 

a child aged 11 to 18 at another 

local secondary school ;

1082 11/12/21 23:20:08 11/12/21 23:20:16 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1083 11/12/21 23:20:18 11/12/21 23:20:32 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1084 11/12/21 23:18:43 11/12/21 23:20:40 No No Yes

Parent of a child aged 2 to 4 at 

a nursery ;

1085 11/12/21 23:20:33 11/12/21 23:20:43 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;

1086 11/12/21 23:20:46 11/12/21 23:20:56 No No No 

Parent of a child at another 

local primary school ;



Question 1 

ID Start time Completion time Q1 Please state any reasons for your answer to Q1 in the box below

2 10/2/21 6:26:19 10/2/21 6:34:23 Neutral

If feels like an appropriate compromise on what is essentially a no-win situation.  However, it’s not appropriate to say that increasing the PAN will not impact other pupils. 

Having attended the school open evening this week an extra class will make navigating the school more challenging for all pupils and mean resources are further stretched.  

What will this mean for the recruitment of additional teaching staff and particularly SEND support which already feels stretched to its limit? Will the additional places not used 

by LPPS (max 16 2024) mean the distance from school increases for those two years?  The answer to the question wouldn’t change my support but it was unclear from the 

consultation document. 

3 10/2/21 12:17:20 10/2/21 12:21:34 No It must be all primaries in the trust or none! Stop giving Langley park preferences. Equal treatment for all primaries

4 10/2/21 12:23:26 10/2/21 12:25:16 No If they are not in catchment they should not be admitted. The school should not have said they would automatically be enrolled at Langley 

5 10/2/21 12:24:11 10/2/21 12:25:55 No Again it’s unfair to other feeder primaries. It’s either all or none

6 10/2/21 12:22:04 10/2/21 12:38:18 No An unfair proposal. Either all primary schools in the Trust should have the same priority afforded to them or none at all. 

7 10/2/21 12:41:53 10/2/21 12:45:31 No

My son joined HDPS in September 2017. In communications with Langley Park primary at open days I was informed in no uncertain terms that LPeder school for the secondary 

schools which played a part in our decision not to go there. 

8 10/2/21 23:40:55 10/2/21 23:53:58 Yes

This will be fair and supportive to the parents of LPPS that were promised or led to think there would be automatic transfer into secondary schools. Parents of current LPPS 

year 4 and 5 will be let down considerably if this proposal is not fulfilled. 

9 10/3/21 8:12:15 10/3/21 8:20:31 No

The schools application process should  remain as it is. Places should be awarded to those in the catchment. Not all kids that attend Langley primary live locally so that isn’t fair. 

It will create travel issues and more traffic into the area. 

10 10/3/21 8:50:40 10/3/21 8:58:04 No

Parents followed all admissions processes at the time which included no guaranteed entry to LBPS and LPGS the admissions procedure hadn’t been consulted on at the time 

and therefore was not something on offer. If parents had known about a consul rated change at the time it would have changed the admissions at those year groups, it is 

deeply unfair on all local families to make a retrospective change. It is also damaging to the relationship of the trust with other local schools and families and affects the 

reputation. Alongside the sibling rule change not only would it be the children in those year groups but also any Siblings that get admission despite living massively out of 

catchment. 

11 10/3/21 9:09:54 10/3/21 9:13:22 No

Even though the idea initially appears fine the 2 extra classes will affect future year groups as there will be a lot more future siblings meaning less children without siblings at 

the schools will have a chance of getting in. 

12 10/3/21 9:12:27 10/3/21 9:13:28 Yes

13 10/3/21 9:23:55 10/3/21 9:34:25 No

All local children should be given the chance to attend regardless of primary school. Priority given to Langley primary children will leave some children school less as they’ll be 

out of catchment for all other senior schools. Langley is West Wickham’s only senior school 

14 10/3/21 9:31:20 10/3/21 9:35:11 No

Because this is a new primary school and lots of the families within it are not in the local community. This means that children of local families will not get their first choice 

schooo which I believe they should be entitled too. This will also affect catchments of the other secondary schools in the area. 

15 10/3/21 10:27:02 10/3/21 10:36:39 No

When I applied for schools I was told that it would not be the case that it would be a feeder school so my decision for primary was based on that. This would be significantly 

detrimental to my children, as we have moved into the Langley catchment to ensure that this would be an option for my children. If we had been told when the school opened 

it would be a feeder school, I would have sent them to Langley Primary. 

16 10/3/21 10:34:46 10/3/21 10:44:49 No

Why should someone who lives well out of the admission radius be able to get automatic entry into the secondary schools, I know lots of children who attend the primary 

school, who live in lower Sydenham, Shirley, penge, why shall they get priority over local children who can walk to the school, who’s parents moved and paid a premium to live 

in the Langley catchment area, when a parent of a child from sydnenham, strategically put their child in a non local school to strategically get them a place in the Langley 

secondary school, it’s immoral, wrong, and out of order on the local community! Not to mention the children who have to unnecessarily have to get parents to drop them off as 

they live out of walking distance to your already dangerous and busy lane, come on where is the common sense!!  

17 10/3/21 10:43:26 10/3/21 10:55:52 No

My family lives locally and my children go to different primary school nearby. Our nearest secondary schools are Langley Boys and Langley Girls. This proposal would cuts off my 

children's chances to get into those schools even though we live so close. Also this proposal puts pressure on parents to choose Langley Primary as their primary school just 

because of possibility to be admitted to the secondary school later, and not because of the quality of education or childcare at Langley Primary. This is unfair for all local families 

and favours Langley Primary for all the wrong reasons. 

18 10/3/21 11:48:37 10/3/21 11:55:19 No

The school should have never advised parents that they would have priority access to the secondary schools when it was not the case. The school therefore needs to take 

responsibility and accept they had no right to do so and explain that to the necessary parents. By doing this siblings then get the priority access and that is not acceptable. 

19 10/3/21 11:26:31 10/3/21 11:57:28 Yes

20 10/3/21 12:38:24 10/3/21 12:42:05 No

The Langley Park secondary schools are already oversubscribed and should be for local children. Langley park primary has a wider catchment then some primary schools closer 

to the secondary schools so children living further away would be given priority. It is unfair and I strongly oppose this 



21 10/3/21 12:37:16 10/3/21 12:43:20 Yes

This would cover the children of the parents that believe the school (LPPS) gave information that pertained to the children having feeder school access to the Langley Secondary 

schools. As a new start up school, parents put a lot of faith in the school and have supported it through the many issues with leadership and staffing. This seems a fair and 

appropriate outcome in order to support those parents back again.

22 10/3/21 13:01:58 10/3/21 13:13:20 No This is totally unfair to other children in the area.  

23 10/3/21 13:12:09 10/3/21 13:31:41 No

This has already been consulted on before and declined. Assurances should not have been made to parents as the entrance criteria had not been changed and to do so 

retrospectively is unfair to other parents who did not take up offers and researched the position. Although unfortunate for those parents promised actually it is important that 

all parents are treated equally in application to secondary school places and the best way to achieve that is by NOT changing the policy. 

24 10/3/21 12:20:21 10/3/21 13:43:06 No Not prioritizing local school children- local children should be able to go to their local school. 

25 10/3/21 13:26:35 10/3/21 13:52:27 No

My child is a student at a local school hi and now due to my location Langley girl’s is first choice for secondary school. When deciding her primary school, I chose my faith 

before anything else. Now choosing my secondary school, I chose Langley girls for what it does offer and I know it will get her to her full Potential. With this proposal, it is 

limiting my child’s chance of getting into this school therefore limiting her prospects. 

I understand it is to honor what was originally said to the current year 5 and 4s but even though I was in the catchment for Langley park I chose my faith above anything else. 

Now I feel I am being reprimanded because it wasn’t my first choice 

All children Within the catchment should be given an fair opportunity to apply for the school equally and not what primary school they go to. 

There is too many schools like that now which will cause a major social divide within the community. 

This does not benefit the community at all. 

It has been a tough two years for education and now the current year 5s are looking at secondary schools. You are limiting the diverse population of the area by only allowing 

certain schools priority when you don’t even know what else is out there. 

26 10/3/21 13:22:57 10/3/21 13:52:42 No As it's not fair to other local primary school (which has much longer history in the local area) pupils.

27 10/3/21 13:43:57 10/3/21 13:53:56 No

It is not ok for the headteacher of Langley primary to promise places at the Langley secondaries without going through the proper process. The parents of those attending the 

primary should have done proper due diligence on admissions rather than this type of hindsight consultation.

28 10/3/21 13:50:28 10/3/21 13:57:05 No

It would shrink the catchment distance for children which currently would get into both schools and also house prices of people who currently live  within catchment of both 

schools. 

29 10/3/21 14:02:25 10/3/21 14:03:41 No

30 10/3/21 14:32:01 10/3/21 14:34:47 No

I have a child at Hawes Down Primary within the Langley Trust and feel it unfair Langley Primary school children would get priority over Hawes Down when we are apparently 

all in the 'same' trust and working together.

31 10/3/21 16:03:15 10/3/21 16:05:02 No It will have a massive affect on tje wider community for other children

32 10/3/21 16:29:30 10/3/21 16:34:07 No

I have sent my child to Hawes Down as our local primary school in good faith that she will have the same opportunity as others within the catchment area to attend her closest 

senior school. 

33 10/3/21 16:39:28 10/3/21 16:41:07 No Priority should be given to local children no matter which primary they attend. 

34 10/3/21 16:43:42 10/3/21 16:49:07 No

It takes away places from children who may live closer to the school. In the early years the Langley Park Primary had a large catchment. I think that local schools should be 

equally available to all. Having another criteria takes away more places from local families who do not attend Langley primary.

35 10/3/21 18:42:13 10/3/21 18:55:19 No

I don’t agree with feeder schools philosophy as it limits choice for local parents. I don’t believe that the choice for secondary schools should be predetermined by the school 

place allocated for primary school children given that many people don’t necessarily receive first choice schools in early years education.

36 10/3/21 19:18:38 10/3/21 19:21:26 No It should be local schools for local kids.

37 10/3/21 19:36:04 10/3/21 19:37:43 No Catchment area for the primary school is wider

38 10/3/21 19:30:27 10/3/21 19:41:54 Neutral

I understand why this is being proposed as seems unfair for the parents that were promised admission to Langley park. It’s a shame that no one is being held account for the 

misinformation. I’m also concerned it may set a president for the trust to consult on changing admission criteria in the future.  

39 10/3/21 19:53:05 10/3/21 19:55:43 No

40 10/3/21 19:53:29 10/3/21 19:58:37 No

Seems unfair given we live in catchment area and our son goes to a Langley Academy/

Trust school but will be lower down the waiting list as a result.

41 10/3/21 19:53:21 10/3/21 19:58:38 No Unfair for children at other local primary schools who live within the catchment for Langley. 

42 10/3/21 19:56:10 10/3/21 19:59:20 No This is unfair on the children in lower years and for people who have lived in the area wanting and planning to send children to the secondary schools

43 10/3/21 20:21:02 10/3/21 20:26:22 Yes If parents were given clear, unambiguous assurances that their children would attend LPSG and LPSB then that should be honoured.

44 10/3/21 20:28:30 10/3/21 20:30:04 No

45 10/3/21 20:58:40 10/3/21 21:03:23 Yes Seems fair to stick to the promise as long as this doesn’t set a precedent for further consultations to redraw admissions policy in favour of LPPS



46 10/3/21 21:08:45 10/3/21 21:10:09 No

Unfair to local

Children 

47 10/4/21 7:14:34 10/4/21 7:19:13 No

Points to consider are:

a) Other parents expressed they were clearly told the primary school would NOT be a feeder and chose another primary school. 

b) The boys school was NOT part of LPLT at the time the "promises" were made, so I don't see parents could have had any expectation of a feeder place at the boys school at all.

c) The knock-on consequences of giving priority to these 2 years at LPP will extend beyond these 2 years due to their siblings taking priority places in future years.

d) although they are proposing to increase the PAN for those 2 years, this will mean directing resources that the schools could otherwise use elsewhere to providing extra 

classes. 

48 10/4/21 8:16:45 10/4/21 8:21:08 No

49 10/4/21 8:54:13 10/4/21 8:59:17 No

It puts children at other local primaries at a disadvantage and we were categorically told that LPP had no preferential status in admissions when we selected an alternative 

primary in the Trust. The knock on effect with siblings etc will extend beyond the 2 years being proposed. 

50 10/4/21 10:00:17 10/4/21 10:05:05 No This will make it impossible for my year 3 child to get into a good high school in this area that we live in and end up going to a school in Croydon. This is very unfair. 

51 10/4/21 10:13:50 10/4/21 10:17:02 No

It’s disadvantageous to other children in the area. Other parents were not aware of Langley Primary’s ambition to be a feeder school. The school should remain with the 

current admissions policy.

52 10/4/21 10:13:12 10/4/21 10:17:47 No

We moved into the area, with the hope that we may have a chance to get our two boys into the school based on historic admissions. To give priority to Langley Primary will 

decrease their fair chances of getting into Langley Boys. 

53 10/4/21 9:46:51 10/4/21 10:41:27 No

When we visited Langley Park Primary School back in 2016 we were told in no uncertain terms that the school was most definitely not a feeder school for LPBS or LPGS. Based 

on this information we decided not to apply to Langley Primary, however, we are now learning that apparently parents claim they were told it was a feeder school. By giving 

admission priority to these two year groups you are putting my eldest son at a disadvantage.

54 10/4/21 9:52:39 10/4/21 10:41:56 No

My daughter attends secondary school in 2023, so this will directly impact her and peers. Particularly those that already live on the borderline catchment. These kids will miss 

out on a place if there are children that would normally live outside of the catchment who are attending the Langley Park Primary Schools. 

55 10/4/21 10:29:55 10/4/21 10:46:15 Yes

We were one of the parents who was informed by the head teacher that LPBS was becoming a trust school and assurance that LPPS would be a feeder school. Based on this, 

and given huge considerations for my son’s education, we chose LPPS over the other choices. 

56 10/4/21 11:14:06 10/4/21 11:18:25 No I don't agree with sole priority of Langley Park Prinary School, this amounts to it being a feeder school which is unfair.

57 10/4/21 11:56:39 10/4/21 12:01:48 No There will be a negative impact on the intakes from other primary schools in the years following the proposed changes due to the sibling criteria

58 10/4/21 12:43:52 10/4/21 12:49:24 Yes It was promised in writing, over the 2 years suggested it would make little negative impact to the surrounding area 

59 10/4/21 12:46:17 10/4/21 12:53:24 No

The proposal, like the one just two years ago, limits the chances of children in the wider area of getting in to Langley Boys or Girls. The past two years has already seen the 

addition of a sibling policy, and teachers children policy. This addition, as well as the new housing development near the schools will reduce t he catchment area so to 

disadvantage more children throughout Bromley.

60 10/4/21 13:32:54 10/4/21 13:35:49 No Everyone in the local area should have a fair choice of secondary school. Would have a huge social impact on the area for the whole community. 

61 10/4/21 13:37:05 10/4/21 13:42:22 No

I considered sending my children to LPPS for this reason but we were told that it was not going to guarantee a place in Langley secondary. I chose another school then. Giving 

priority to these children lessens our chance for getting in in the future as siblings will also follow in years to come. 

62 10/4/21 13:43:59 10/4/21 13:59:19 No

There are so many children who live within walking distance and should be able to go to the secondary schools..  There should be no feeder schools for any year as it sets a 

precedent and this is t good for the community and other primary schools in the locality.

63 10/4/21 14:32:56 10/4/21 14:36:27 Yes This is very fair, with no affect on children from local schools getting a place. 

64 10/4/21 14:48:02 10/4/21 14:49:33 Yes

65 10/4/21 14:48:50 10/4/21 14:50:20 Yes

66 10/4/21 14:51:13 10/4/21 14:53:32 Yes

67 10/4/21 14:46:49 10/4/21 15:07:29 No

Priority should go to local children who live near the secondary school. Those who only joined the primary school in the hope of it becomming a feeder school should not be 

rewarded. Langley school made it very clear to Prospective parents during the Open Days that the new primary school would not be a feeder to the secondary school, and there 

is no misleading information to suggest it would be, so I'm not sure why those parents are feeling misled, they are simply just trying their luck and it is ridiculousthat the Council 

are considering changing policy for them. It will not only effect the 2023/2024 intake, it will also have knock on effects for younger children due to number of siblings etc. I 

believe each parent should be responsible for checking a schools admission policy, not simply hoping the primary you attend may become a feeder, and seeking to change the 

policy when it doesn't suit.

68 10/4/21 15:21:51 10/4/21 15:22:37 Yes



69 10/4/21 15:58:20 10/4/21 16:06:00 No

If the pupils attend Langley Park Primary then they will most likely live close enough to LPGS and LPBS to get in to the school to get in on proximity. Therefore even if it was 

‘promised’ it would not make a lot of difference to the majority of the year. If they do not live close to the school try should attend their closest secondary school that they are 

offered a place at as is the case for other schools especially those who do not have a secondary in their trust. 

70 10/4/21 15:58:53 10/4/21 16:10:23 No

Stop messing around with the admissions for Langley, the admission should be based only on siblings and distance, giving priority to Langley primary puts everyone else at a 

disadvantage. Leave things alone, did you not cause enough uproar from the last consultation

71 10/4/21 16:20:34 10/4/21 16:22:48 No Secondary schools should be for local children irrespective of their primary school. This will just put even more pressure on oversubscribed secondary schools 

72 10/4/21 18:42:10 10/4/21 19:01:51 No

Dear Sir/Madam,

Any deviation from the current admissions policy is a breach of public trust and highlights the Trusts lack of understanding of Bromley resident’s opinion. This is the Trust 

second attempt to manipulate the admissions policy. The first attempt was widely criticised and I suspect this proposal will meet the same public resistance. 

In addition, Langley Parks Schools are publicly funded and should follow the LA admissions policy. These provide equal opportunity to all parties and provide a fair and open 

opportunity to send their children to one of the above schools. 

Regards.

73 10/4/21 19:06:00 10/4/21 19:14:28 Yes It seems a sensible compromise given the situation.

74 10/4/21 19:13:04 10/4/21 19:24:09 No Do not agree only 1 school should have priority over other schools in the trust 

75 10/4/21 20:14:04 10/4/21 20:23:37 No

Parents should decide on their primary school as the best for their child not based on the sole purpose of someone going rogue and mis-informing them that they will get that 

child into a particular secondary school if they attend that Primary. It is an unfair priority, either all the primary schools in the Langley Trust should have priority or not at all. 

This admission change was previously looked at and not allowed.

76 10/5/21 1:47:32 10/5/21 1:52:31 No Unfair for local children in same year groups who live in catchment , could have consequences for their places 

77 10/5/21 2:31:43 10/5/21 2:56:14 No

A word of mouth ‘promise’ should not assume a change in admission without a proper consultation process. Word of mouth ‘promises’ could be claimed all the time! Pupils will 

still qualify for their local secondary catchment. Siblings will take other places of local children in other years and no ‘extra’ classes would be created in these years. Wholly 

unfair for those local to the school to miss out.

78 10/5/21 6:03:29 10/5/21 6:06:24 Yes

79 10/5/21 6:05:53 10/5/21 6:10:58 No The children should be taken on area the crow flies, as it gives all the other children in the area a disadvantage. 

80 10/5/21 6:47:17 10/5/21 6:55:56 No

81 10/5/21 6:55:26 10/5/21 7:02:55 No

82 10/5/21 7:09:55 10/5/21 7:12:32 No

83 10/5/21 7:14:30 10/5/21 7:16:01 No School built for local children 

84 10/5/21 7:16:13 10/5/21 7:17:10 No

85 10/5/21 7:17:19 10/5/21 7:23:57 No

I attended the open day when Langley Park Primary school was first opening and the Headteacher told us that students at the primary school would not automatically get into 

the secondary schools- only if they were within catchment when applying for secondary. 

86 10/5/21 7:29:30 10/5/21 7:44:29 No

At the open morning we were told that attendance at the primary school would not provide preferential admission to Langley secondary schools. We therefore made our 

decision on primary schools based on this assurance. These proposals renege on this assurance and so had we known, we may have made a different decision. 

87 10/5/21 8:00:16 10/5/21 8:14:45 No

I think it is unfair to the other children due to start secondary school in that year that possibly live closer to the Langley Secondary schools and could lose out on a place due to 

the children who attend LPPS who live out of catchment. 

88 10/5/21 8:13:11 10/5/21 8:14:46 Yes

89 10/5/21 9:02:43 10/5/21 9:08:42 No

There are not enough secondary schools for Langley to start prioritising their infant school pupils. Many parents, including myself specifically bought houses within the 

catchment area to enable our children to have the best possible chance of getting a place at Langley secondary. This is entirely unfair.

90 10/5/21 9:10:18 10/5/21 9:12:42 No This is extremely unfair and unjust to parents of local pupils who chose a junior school that met their child’s needs 

91 10/5/21 9:13:36 10/5/21 9:15:23 No

92 10/5/21 9:13:41 10/5/21 9:17:19 No It should be based on local proximity and no priority given this is outrageous that it should even be allowed another consultation process 

93 10/5/21 9:11:03 10/5/21 9:18:54 No

This is completely unfair to children who live closer who would miss out on places and have to go further for schools. I have bought a house in the catchment area to go to this 

school but would likely miss out on a place if this proposal happens and my child would only get into the the next closest school which is double the distance across many large 

main roads and not on a direct bus route. It is unacceptable.

94 10/5/21 9:15:32 10/5/21 9:21:01 No

Children should be able to go to a school they live locally too regardless of what primary school they go to. We have an obesity problem in the UK and this only adds to the 

problem if they then can't walk to school. 



95 10/5/21 9:21:04 10/5/21 9:25:07 No

We moved into the area and paid higher price in house just for a chance to get into secondary school. My son doesn t go no to Langley primary and won t be fair that people 

that don t live in the area but joined one of the Trust schools to have priority before locals.

96 10/5/21 9:21:12 10/5/21 9:25:19 No All schools should use the criteria for siblings and proximity.

97 10/5/21 9:34:04 10/5/21 9:36:51 No It should go by catchment area. I am worried it will affect catchment for the rest of the schools in the area 

98 10/5/21 9:20:50 10/5/21 9:38:45 No

Families could potentially move out of the area after their child is given a place in the primary school knowing that they will automatically get in to the secondary school. This 

would mean that families who live closer would potentially miss out on their child being given a place at Langley and having to travel out of the area to go to school

99 10/5/21 9:40:25 10/5/21 9:42:19 No

100 10/5/21 9:50:39 10/5/21 9:52:05 No Unfair to children who already reside in the catchment area.

101 10/5/21 9:46:52 10/5/21 9:52:50 No

Completely unfair on children living within the local areas.  As a parent I attended the open evening many years ago as my child was due to attend in the second year of the 

school being open and was 100 percent told that the school would NOT be a feeder and there were no plans for it to be so. 

102 10/5/21 9:46:04 10/5/21 9:54:03 No It is completely unfair to all children who are not able to attend the langley primary. It additionally restricts the soc economic group of children attending Langley.

103 10/5/21 9:45:09 10/5/21 10:00:02 No

My daughter was at Langley Girls School, but this would have excluded her brothers because we moved later. My two boys were very well behaved and both subsequently 

attended university. Had they not been at the boy’s school, life might have been very different! 

104 10/5/21 10:04:26 10/5/21 10:07:36 No All primarys in the area should have equal priority.

105 10/5/21 10:17:20 10/5/21 10:21:37 No

I believe that allowing LPPS to be a feeder school for the 2 year groups only will still impact the local catchment areas for many years to come ….. what will happen with their 

younger siblings? They will get priority to LPSB & LPSG through the sibling rule! Creating an extra class for them 2 years will not cover the extra siblings in future years. 

106 10/5/21 10:22:22 10/5/21 10:25:27 No Entrance should be based on proximity to school and not a preference for certain schools, which unfairly disadvantages others 

107 10/5/21 11:47:05 10/5/21 12:04:37 No It is unfair to give one local feeder school preference over other feeder primaries. The schools serve the local area.

108 10/5/21 12:09:03 10/5/21 12:17:50 No

- Clear and obvious adverse impact on other primary schools (non-feeders)

- We moved to the area for the schools, so it feels unfair to be disadvantaged without warning

- Negative impact on local economy

109 10/5/21 12:20:11 10/5/21 12:22:11 No Backdating the criteria effecting local kids, increased traffic. Local residents being excluded from our local schools 

110 10/5/21 12:30:31 10/5/21 12:38:31 No Priority should be given to children who live closest in order to reduce the number of cars driving to the area at pick up and drop off. It is already very congested at these times. 

111 10/5/21 12:39:15 10/5/21 12:41:18 Yes

112 10/5/21 12:41:15 10/5/21 12:43:27 No Children from the catchment area may not get in to the school in the future 

113 10/5/21 12:47:18 10/5/21 12:51:41 No I do not believe that this is for 2 years only. Everyone should get a fair chance to get into a decent school

114 10/5/21 12:39:44 10/5/21 12:52:23 No

LPGS and LPBS are local public secondary schools; they are here to serve the local community...ideally people who can walk to school. It would be safer, better for the 

environment (less commuting), and kids can grow with their friends around.

115 10/5/21 12:38:24 10/5/21 12:57:41 No

Local schools should be for local children, anything that readdresses that is wrong.  As local residents we do not want more pollution, traffic etc by transporting children from 

outside the immediate catchment to the Langley schools and also from transporting those who are denied places to school further away.  We have not all paid a substantial 

premium for our properties to be denied places at our local schools.

116 10/5/21 13:03:20 10/5/21 13:04:37 No Bang out of order, why should this happen when we all have to be in the catchment area. 

117 10/5/21 13:05:17 10/5/21 13:08:35 Yes

118 10/5/21 13:11:59 10/5/21 13:14:33 No We specifically chise a house close to Langley so that my children fall into the catchment area. This is not fair to multiple schools in the area

119 10/5/21 13:16:09 10/5/21 13:18:31 No

120 10/5/21 13:20:29 10/5/21 13:24:01 No

This is a divisive and worrying development, and I disagree for the same reasons I outlined the last time they tried to do something similar. Why should we create an exclusive 

arrangement for a local authority school?

121 10/5/21 13:18:18 10/5/21 13:24:15 No In doing this, it will cause further uproar down the line and potential backlash from parents down the line who may expect the same treatment. 

122 10/5/21 13:20:20 10/5/21 13:25:05 No

This will reduce the already very small catchment area for these schools. We should be promoting walking to school and reducing air pollution around schools for children's 

health by giving priority to children who leave in the vicinity of the school. 

123 10/5/21 13:29:09 10/5/21 13:30:26 No

124 10/5/21 13:29:30 10/5/21 13:31:37 No The catchments are small enough!!

125 10/5/21 13:33:54 10/5/21 13:36:19 No unfair to other local children nearby the school or moving to the area.

126 10/5/21 13:22:03 10/5/21 13:37:21 No It's not a fair to give Langley Park primary school advantage over other primary schools in the area



127 10/5/21 13:34:31 10/5/21 13:37:27 No Priority/cherry picking should not be given to feeding schools 

128 10/5/21 13:36:11 10/5/21 13:42:34 No

The assurances were given in error and that error should adversely affect local children by increasing class or year size. The schools are already large secondary schools and 

don't have additional facilities to cope with added numbers.

129 10/5/21 13:28:41 10/5/21 13:42:54 No Why would a school want to add such a specific requirement to the admission critieria - seems unfair to kids who live in the surrounding area.

130 10/5/21 13:41:23 10/5/21 13:44:07 No It will dramatically reduce an already very small catchment area. 

131 10/5/21 13:29:16 10/5/21 13:44:40 No

Unfortunately, the Trust has seriously damaged its goodwill and credibility in the local community as a result of earlier proposals to exclude local children, and I have no 

confidence that this proposal seeks to act in local childrens' best interest and will not give licence to revisit earlier rejected admissions policies at a later date. This consultation 

does not help - focus on rebuilding that trust rather than revisiting earlier decisons that have been comprehensively rejected by the community.

132 10/5/21 13:44:09 10/5/21 13:45:54 No Unfair to the local area that highly depends on this secondary school.

133 10/5/21 13:43:10 10/5/21 13:46:05 No

134 10/5/21 13:51:01 10/5/21 13:53:06 No unfair proposal

135 10/5/21 13:33:59 10/5/21 13:57:59 No

As a parent who viewed Langley Primary around the same time as the parents who state they were told their kids would have priority to the Secondary schools, I was told no 

such thing. 

I am not convinced these parents are being truthful. And I would be interested to see where they live - most likely out of catchment - hence why the fuss is being made. 

136 10/5/21 13:59:24 10/5/21 14:06:07 No

Langley Primary is part of a trust and it would be unfair to not offer all school in the trust the same admissions policy. Local schools should be for local children and therefore 

the Langley Primary children should be in catchment anyway. 

137 10/5/21 14:18:45 10/5/21 14:21:30 No

I believe that this would exclude a large number of local families causing detrimental effect to local communities, the process would be incredibly unfair and I strongly disagree 

with this decision

138 10/5/21 14:24:52 10/5/21 14:26:39 No Not fair for other local children. 

139 10/5/21 14:55:55 10/5/21 14:58:48 No It leaves us at a disadvantage because we go to a different primary school and are just within catchment. 

140 10/5/21 15:28:59 10/5/21 15:36:54 No

It’s not fair for children who is currently living within the school catchment area. Due to the feeder school, they may lose their place which they were entitled according to 

catchment criteria. 

141 10/5/21 15:32:20 10/5/21 15:47:31 No

This is immoral.  A school should serve its local community, and the local children should have access to their local school.  This proposal will siblings to be unable to attend the 

same school as their siblings, causing huge problems to local families, not to mention more traffic, and more pollution.  By letting this through local children who would have 

walked to school will then be forced to go to school out of their local area, therefore having a double impact on the pollution and traffic. This is  utterly ridiculous and 

completely unfair on the local children and their families,  

142 10/5/21 16:12:36 10/5/21 16:16:46 No

There should be no feeder admissions as this disadvantages others who have paid to live in the area and would have made different primary school choices if they had know 

this information years ago. 

143 10/5/21 16:19:23 10/5/21 16:46:22 No

Not sure why is there any need of giving priority to a particular primary school when trust is intending to increase the number of seats for admission. Like Langely park, if every 

secondary school starts giving priority to their feeder primary schools, once again children attending different primary schools and living in close proximity/catchment of 

Langley park secondary school would simply lose out or have a very slim chance of admission. Most of the children from feeder school would fill up the existing admission 

places.

144 10/5/21 16:48:33 10/5/21 16:51:40 No Kids from other school in the area should have the same rightS

145 10/5/21 16:52:17 10/5/21 16:57:23 No

I responded but need to add to my response - the additional classes is even more detrimental than just prioritising the children for the next few years as it will have significant 

impacts for years to come.  This is really unfair on children in the surrounding locality and the locals have already VERY recently expressed we do not want priority entry based 

on what school you go to do a why propose this and b why propose this and make the situation worse by just adding lots of additional children rather than just prioritising for 

the next two years.  That is even more ludicrous! 

146 10/5/21 16:57:09 10/5/21 16:59:19 No It’s unfair 

147 10/5/21 16:57:35 10/5/21 17:04:05 No Entirely unacceptable to prejudice against children from other local junior schools. No reason for this to go ahead at all.

148 10/5/21 17:20:32 10/5/21 17:21:18 No Unfair advantage to children of that school 

149 10/5/21 17:21:22 10/5/21 17:22:04 No

150 10/5/21 17:22:06 10/5/21 17:23:09 No My children wouldn’t get into the secondary if this is implemented 

151 10/5/21 17:27:36 10/5/21 17:33:51 No

The Trust should abide by the same rules as everyone else - admission to the Langley Park Secondary schools should be based on distance from the school for entry at age 11. 

This is clearly underhand and looking to prioritise some pupils over others

152 10/5/21 17:46:37 10/5/21 17:52:53 No This will decrrase the chance for other children who live nearby to join the school. ah 😌 this is a



153 10/5/21 17:47:51 10/5/21 17:56:51 No

We looked into LPPS for our son for admission to reception in September 2016 and was told that the school would not become a feeder to LPBS. This swayed our decision to 

send him to a local school in Shortlands (Highfield)                                                                                                                                                     and feel it would be unfair to allow children 

and their siblings for a wider catchment to be fed in ahead of us. Expanding the PAM will still see local children rejected due to siblings which is unfair for local families. 

154 10/5/21 17:50:18 10/5/21 18:03:20 No

Absolutely wrong. An assurance was given but it was a mistake. It is absurd that many many families will suffer in your scramble to avoid paying for that mistake. You say the 

priority won't last for more that 2 years but can we trust that? I would say not. With langley settled as a feeder school, you'll just ring the changes by adding one or two more 

select feeder schools. This is SO wrong and I am massively against it

155 10/5/21 17:47:24 10/5/21 18:07:10 No

When Langley Primary School first opened, the catchment was huge. These parents who ‘say’ they were sold the school on the basis they would get feeder status quite clearly 

do not live in the area. Otherwise they would trust in the usual secondary school application process. Like parents of other primary schools have to. 

We visited Langley Primary in the second year in which the School opened - and not once were we ‘sold’ or ‘promised’ feeder status - so I am interested to find out how/when 

these parents were promised such. 

Secondary School places are already hard to come by, without kids from goodness knows where getting guaranteed spots. 

If the Trust or Langley Primary did sell these parents feeder status, it is completely unfair on the parents and kids of other Primary Schools who have to pay the premium price 

of living near good secondary schools and not guaranteed a place, and having to go through the usual application process. 

Kids from Shirley, other areas in the Croydon borough, Penge, Anerley and the other side of Beckenham will be given spots above kids living closer = WRONG AND UNFAIR. 

156 10/5/21 18:21:44 10/5/21 18:24:19 No It may change the catchment for other children in the local area and prevent children from other local primary schools being able to come 

157 10/5/21 18:31:02 10/5/21 18:34:34 No Priority for local children should be given to stop causing environmental damage by forcing local children to travel to other schools far from their home.

158 10/5/21 18:51:13 10/5/21 19:05:01 No

To reduce traffic, pollution and to reduce climate change. Children should attend a local school. It should be based on where they leave, not what primary school they attend. 

Making children travel further to a whether that be by bus, car, train, coach all adds to congestion, pollution and climate change. Priority should go to children that are local to 

the school.

159 10/5/21 19:05:04 10/5/21 19:08:09 No

It provides an unfair advantage to the those children in Langley Primary when there are limited availability for good secondary schools in the area and all children deserve a fair 

chance to be educated at both Langley schools. 

160 10/5/21 19:05:41 10/5/21 19:13:04 No

It would mean that even if we live within the catchment area from previous years my child will not be considered as per the closeness to school but will be behind the LPPS 

children who might live farther ahead. 

161 10/5/21 17:19:02 10/5/21 19:13:56 No

It is most unfair to offer places to children who may have moved out of the catchment during primary years. Sibling criteria will apply, limiting the number of available places for 

local  children and forcing them to distant schools and thus diminishing community values and pressurising transport. The schools criteria is of proximity,  not which primary 

school a child attended is fairer and creates a level playing field for all. My children are now grown up but I lived this borough at a time when ‘the Greenwich’ decision affected 

which school your child attended. It was devisive, unfair and resulted in children criss crossing across boroughs for the parents choice and the inevitable fights and crime as 

hoards of teenagers made their way home. I don’t believe many benefited from this, no community to support them, parents at a distance and often no friends in the evening 

or at weekends because pupils are spread far and wide. Think fairness, community climate 

162 10/5/21 19:08:19 10/5/21 19:23:55 No

The assurances allegedly given to some parents were not published at the time, therefore they were not known to other parents in the local area. If they had been published, 

other parents in the local area and beyond would have applied to LPPS to ensure their children would have obtained a place at LPSB or LPGS. Making LPPS a feeder school for 

these two years will therefore discriminate against other children, whose parents were not aware of the assurances at the time.

In addition, siblings of the children admitted to the secondary schools from LPPS while it is a feeder will take up places in future years that could be offered to children living 

more locally to the schools, once the PAN has reverted to its current size.

163 10/5/21 19:27:15 10/5/21 19:28:23 No Unfair for people that live in the catchment area and paid a premium for their houses 

164 10/5/21 19:27:24 10/5/21 19:37:50 No It will not be fair to pupils from local schools within the catchment area. Despite the assurances it may have had a detrimental effect.

165 10/5/21 19:32:51 10/5/21 19:41:48 No

Two years of priority admissions from LPPS is likely to have many more years where their siblings are automatically given priority admission to the secondary schools, meaning 

hundreds of children who live closer to the schools will not be admitted to their most local school and will either have to travel further away or risk not getting a secondary 

school place at all. 

166 10/5/21 19:33:01 10/5/21 19:48:57 No This will have an adverse effect on local children who go to other Primary schools.

167 10/5/21 19:57:04 10/5/21 20:04:38 No

I believe you are limiting the spaces of other children who lives in the proximity of the school. If this consultation goes through kids living in this area will have to travel very far 

to go to school this is a great disadvantage and it is very unfair.

168 10/5/21 20:06:32 10/5/21 20:11:17 No I would like my boys to go to Langley Boys school in the future and they are not in Langley Park Primary School.

169 10/5/21 20:15:03 10/5/21 20:23:32 No There will be an adverse impact on children at other local primary schools in the future after the proposed period due to the sibling criteria.

170 10/5/21 20:30:57 10/5/21 20:36:17 No



171 10/5/21 20:51:09 10/5/21 20:53:01 No

172 10/5/21 20:56:26 10/5/21 20:57:57 No

173 10/5/21 21:05:45 10/5/21 21:06:49 Yes

174 10/5/21 20:47:38 10/5/21 21:08:41 No

I have a child who started school post August 2018 and another child due to start in 2022 (in which sibling policy would have been applied). Should I have known that there 

would be a guaranteed admission to Langley Park Secondary schools, this would have greatly impacted our primary school choice. Any proposal to make the primary a direct 

feeder should only be considered with full knowledge of parents applying for school places for this coming academic year, in order to allow them to make informed decisions on 

their child’s future choices. As you will be fully aware, Langley secondary school catchment areas are incredibly small as it is, this proposal would prioritise pupils living outside 

of this current catchment as the the admission radius has been greatly wider in 2019/2020, deeming the entire process unfair and unjust. 

175 10/5/21 21:02:45 10/5/21 21:10:19 No

176 10/5/21 21:12:29 10/5/21 21:15:08 No

177 10/5/21 21:16:29 10/5/21 21:20:39 No Unfair to other children in the local area who chose other primary schools as Langley Primary was not a feeder at the time 

178 10/5/21 21:13:56 10/5/21 21:24:04 No We have a climate emergency - in my opinion children who live closest to a school should be given a priority.

179 10/5/21 21:20:02 10/5/21 21:26:56 No

This will have an adverse impact on other primary schools within the area and will make it even harder for children that live locally to access the langley schools despite their 

parents paying inflated house prices in order to live within catchment

180 10/5/21 21:21:15 10/5/21 21:28:10 No

Local children would be disadvantaged because of this. Langley Park Primary School should not have given this assurance in order to tempt parents to select the school, they 

will have been well aware that this was subject to consultation. Children living in proximity to the school should have preference. 

181 10/5/21 21:10:26 10/5/21 21:29:31 No

Unfair on a few accounts:

- makes the catchment for the schools smaller than it already is. There is social mobility issue that arises with good schools in affluent areas already and reducing this further 

effects surrounding / overall communities.

- for children that are already in neighbouring primary schools that could’ve picked Langley park primary as an initial option for admission in reception or as an in year 

admission - it reduces their chances of a place to their local secondary school.

- why is the proposal just for the two years prior to 31 August 2018?

182 10/5/21 21:26:12 10/5/21 21:34:40 No

- Makes catchment area smaller, meaning less social mobility and diversity. 

- Had I had known this previously I would have considered Langley Park Primary for my daughter, it’s unfair to propose at this point. 

- other primary schools in the area do not have feeder schools, reduces the secondary school options for all other children.

183 10/5/21 21:33:47 10/5/21 21:38:28 No

Its unfair on the rest of the community for feeder schools. Schools are scarse and with catchment areas becoming smaller and smaller. Having feeder school, only makes it 

worse as there will be even less places available 

184 10/5/21 21:30:43 10/5/21 21:39:36 No The assurances should never have been made. Concerned about stretching of resources at both secondaries. 

185 10/5/21 21:40:36 10/5/21 21:42:40 Yes It’s what parents were told. 

186 10/5/21 21:29:07 10/5/21 21:44:26 No

187 10/5/21 21:45:56 10/5/21 21:47:38 No

188 10/5/21 22:12:24 10/5/21 22:16:43 Yes I can see that this is reasonable but those assurances should not have been given.

189 10/5/21 22:28:32 10/5/21 22:29:02 No

190 10/6/21 5:50:11 10/6/21 6:01:09 No

I strongly disagree this school should not be a feeder school even for the next two years! I understand there was a misunderstanding but these families are not in any worse 

position then they would have been any way as thank goodness but Bromley doesn't have feeder schools, so it is just done on home location! By coming to Langley their home 

location didn't change they just took advantage of a bigger catchment those years, so their home location will still stand for secondary school, they shouldn't be given special 

treatment due to a misunderstanding.  They are simply pushing their luck! Don't change what has worked for so long so well.  Residents recently and education authority have 

said no to the principle of this, so stop trying to push it through!!!!  Worst of all -   Do not add extra classes, this will impact so many more years than just these two because of 

sibling rules.  I do not agree that these years should be prioritised and hope it does not happen.  If it does accommodate them within existing intake do not add extra classes as 

that will just keep having an impact year after year for many years to come due to sibling priority.. 

191 10/6/21 7:03:12 10/6/21 7:03:54 No

192 10/6/21 8:35:46 10/6/21 8:45:53 No

The Langley schools have always been based on catchment area, which is a fair basis for admissions to the Langley Park Girls and Langley Park Boys and is also fair to all the 

pupils of local primary school who are not part of the Langley Park Trust.

193 10/6/21 8:51:18 10/6/21 8:54:35 Neutral

Catchment area I think is fair and key

Families probably pay a housing premium to be in catchment

And it’s good for the environment

194 10/6/21 9:56:08 10/6/21 9:59:54 No It should not be a feeder school



195 10/6/21 10:07:02 10/6/21 10:40:39 No

Admissions policies have changed regularly over the years, as a result of which many children missed out on their first choice of school.  Why should these particular LPPS pupils 

be given priority just because the parents were told years ago they would be ?  Was there a binding legal contract/guarantee drawn up?  If not, they should take their chances 

along with everyone else in their application to secondary schools.  

196 10/6/21 10:53:21 10/6/21 12:01:37 No Please see below.

197 10/6/21 12:10:54 10/6/21 12:15:56 Yes I think this is fair considering this is what was promised to parents in 2018. 

198 10/6/21 13:03:24 10/6/21 13:23:42 No Children from other primary schools in the area  will be disadvantaged.

199 10/6/21 13:38:53 10/6/21 13:42:57 No It is not ethical and fair that priority is given to a certain group of individuals. The application should be made as fair as possible for all. 

200 10/6/21 13:46:56 10/6/21 14:17:39 No

1. Local children are being disadvantaged through this proposal. It is not their fault that a mistake was made by management in apparently promising admission to LPPS 

students. 

2. The introduction states that 'the Board of Trustees . . . may decide not to go ahead with some or all of the proposed changes' so there is no guarantee that proposals 3 and 5 

will be adopted if proposal 1 is brought in

201 10/6/21 15:22:55 10/6/21 15:25:25 No Biased unfair advantage with already strict entry criteria

202 10/6/21 19:27:26 10/6/21 19:38:47 No

The priority may only last for two years but future years will also be impacted via the sibling rule from these additional out of catchment admissions. It does not appear that any 

allowance has been made for this. I find it difficult to believe that parents at the time thought that the feeder school promise supposedly given was legally binding based on 

years and years of catchment selection. They should have confirmed admission arrangements with the Bromley admissions team who are the specialists in this field. It is clearly 

an issue between the trust and the parents and no impact should be seen on local families who clearly understand the catchment rules that have been in place for many many 

years. I also believe the boys school was not part of the trust at the time so this should certainly be excluded from the proposal.

203 10/7/21 6:16:22 10/7/21 6:20:50 No Should include all primary schools in that mat

204 10/7/21 7:00:49 10/7/21 7:02:36 Yes As a parent of a child at langley, i feel anxious about the increased numbers but in consideration this seems the fairest approach considering all of the needs of the community 

205 10/7/21 7:11:47 10/7/21 7:17:11 No This would potentially mean that people living closer to the secondary schools would miss out on places 

206 10/7/21 7:49:36 10/7/21 7:55:12 No

The additional classes to lpgs for 2 years will put a massive strain on the year group. Also, what about the parents in the sane year group that were told it wouldn't be a feeder 

school and chose other primary schools. Will they also get a place?

207 10/7/21 14:31:02 10/7/21 14:32:07 No

208 10/7/21 21:06:57 10/7/21 21:10:35 Yes

I am a parent of one of the children at Langley Park Primary School and strongly support this proposal. I think it is a fair way of meeting the expectations of the primary school'd 

pupils while not adversely affecting any other children.

209 10/8/21 0:10:06 10/8/21 0:30:30 No

By giving priority to Langley Park Primary School children which accepts children from a larger catchment area, local children for whom Langley Park School for Girls and 

Langley Park School for Boys is their closest school will be pushed down the criteria list.  These local children who may have selected primary schools that are church schools or 

smaller independent schools will be at a disadvantage when applying for a place and Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys.  Local families should be 

allowed to select from any one of the local primary schools and not feel pressured into selecting Langley Park Primary School,  without feeling at a disadvantage when it comes 

to applying for a place at the closest secondary school.

210 10/8/21 5:05:09 10/8/21 5:27:25 Yes

This miscommunication existed up until the result of your feeder schools consultation, therefore places should be made available for these two years who were registered at 

LPPS in early 2020.

211 10/8/21 9:45:55 10/8/21 10:11:15 No

This should not be considered as it seems very unprofessional to arrange this for one set of students, for what appears to be a few potential 'broken promises' or rumours that 

were not officially confirmed by the school and following the correct procedures. We have already consulted on this matter with an overwhelming response against this and so 

it is very frustrating that you appear to be considering it once again. 

212 10/8/21 15:28:56 10/8/21 15:31:42 No

213 10/8/21 15:12:31 10/8/21 15:32:40 Yes

My son         , is currently in Year   at Langley Park Primary school and joined in September        .                                        The proposal is that children who have been in Langley 

Primary since September 2018 may have the opportunity to automatically get a place in either of the Langley secondary schools.

I am obviously really upset to hear this as it would mean that        will not be considered as part of this group. I too was promised that it was going to be a feeder school and this 

was assured to me by                   , who was an acting Deputy Head of Langley Primary at the time. I met with him at the school and he showed      and myself round and assured 

me that they were a feeder school and that         would then be able to go on to Langley Boys.             started at Langley at the beginning of Year   so in total he will have spent   

years of primary education there. He is                                      and it was a very difficult transition for him joining Langley so the decision wasn’t taken lightly. He                                                                                                                                

                                                                                              for his first couple of years there.  I therefore can’t begin to imagine how it would impact him and have a detriment to his 

mental health if all of his class friends get a place in the Langley secondary schools and he is one of the only ones who doesn’t. This really is an awful thing to do to a child.

Should the appeal be successful and it is the case that pupils who joined prior to September 2018 automatically get a place, I would like to know how I make an appeal myself, 

when I too, was made a solemn promise that it was a feeder school. 



214 10/8/21 15:55:48 10/8/21 16:04:04 No

Equal access should be given to all local primary schools and admission should remain based on proximity to the school. I recall that in the last public consultation the local 

community very strongly supported this position. Making Langley Park Primary School a feeder school for two years will set a precedent for future years. It should not become 

a feeder school.

215 10/8/21 16:08:11 10/8/21 16:09:49 No

216 10/8/21 16:06:54 10/8/21 16:11:23 No

I think this will adversely impact other local primary school admissions, they should follow the same criteria 

 - distance to school  - as every other local school.

217 10/8/21 16:04:39 10/8/21 16:19:37 No

1. While assurances may or may not have been given, at the time LPSB was not part of the same trust as the primary school and should not be bound by the actions of an 

independent organisation.

2. The admissions policies of both secondary schools were published and in the public domain and available to parents of Langley Primary school. An unapproved assurance 

from an officer of the trust should not counter existing policies and responding in this manner opens the door for other rogue assurances to be made in the future against 

published policies. It is a bad precedent.

3. Additionally, while there are actions being taken to not disadvantage children from other schools, the necessary increase in pupil intake to accommodate this will 

disadvantage those students as the teaching capacity of the school will be diluted. This will in turn affects all pupils, and this "bulge" will exist for over seven years and impact 

previous and future cohorts indirectly too. So a temporary fix, becomes a mong term challenge.

218 10/8/21 16:15:55 10/8/21 16:24:05 No

Families have moved homes into the catchment area specifically to have the option of both LPBS and LPGS as their main choice for secondary school. By giving priority to the 

primary school, this reduces the chance of such families getting a space. Families have planned their lives and finances accordingly and any plan to change admissions criteria 

should only take place with a much longer period of notice.

219 10/8/21 17:05:44 10/8/21 17:22:20 No

Whilst I understand that the parents of the affected students have acted in good faith (based on verbal promises), the admission policy needs to either be

a) Fair to all primary school students attending LPLT schools

or 

b) in line with the current rules for all other students i.e. you must live within the catchment to get in

No child should be given preference over other students in the trust. This matter really needs to be put to bed once and for all. Giving a concession for the LPPS for the two 

oldest years provides a precedence and an opportunity for more challenges, more consultations for younger years to be offered the same preference. 

It is a slippery slope that the Trust should stand firm against. The Trust (nor its management team) made these commitments and therefore are not obliged to honour them.

220 10/8/21 17:35:37 10/8/21 17:41:33 No

it is unfair that people that live closer to the schools won't have priority. Families move to these area for Langely secondary and to be forced to go somewhere further away 

simply is not right.

We also need to consider the amount of extra traffic and pollution that this will create. Both from families travelling into outer areas into the school and those local people 

having to travel to further out schools. Furthermore it is making very young children at unnecessary risk by commuting alone via train and buses to other schools when they can 

easily walk to Langley.

221 10/8/21 17:48:18 10/8/21 17:52:40 No Admission should be on catchment area at the time of application

222 10/8/21 19:42:32 10/8/21 19:46:01 No It will increase pressure Haynes School and respectively will shrink its catchment area. Lots of local kids will be forced to go to further schools.

223 10/8/21 19:53:34 10/8/21 20:12:38 No

I have some sympathy with the parents allegedly given these historic assurances and appreciate that this is a complex situation. However, I believe that increasing the intake of 

the school for this period will put pressure on a school set up that is already oversubscribed, putting additional pressure on staff, pupils and buildings. There will also be an 

increase in traffic in the area as these children will be travelling from further afield putting further pressure on the local community. 

224 10/8/21 21:52:21 10/8/21 22:18:27 No

My hypothesis is this, the majority of the parents who are at the primary school aren’t local. If the trust wanted to be totally transparent as to how many parents are actually 

local, that might help, because a hypothesis is not enough to base a solid opinion on. However, given the amount of them driving and blocking the surrounding streets, my 

hypothesis is that many aren’t local. Also, if they were local, this linkage wouldn’t be necessary. So, then one speculates as to possible reasons (I’ve seen first-hand a parent-run 

school adapt rules to suit particular parents they want to favour over everyone else), I’m hoping it’s not the case here because that would be disappointing. If people want their 

children in Langley, they need to live nearby. I also recall Clare House parents upset they couldn’t get their children in, so surely giving out of area parents from Langley primary 

priority is going to make it worse?

225 10/9/21 8:42:46 10/9/21 8:46:37 Yes



226 10/9/21 9:25:31 10/9/21 9:39:53 No

I selected a local secondary for my child as it was important to me that all her school friends would live locally and be able to walk to and from school and clubs together and 

meet up easily outside of school. This proposal could undermine that by guaranteeing a place through to year 11 on the basis of where a child lived in early primary, rather than 

where they currently live at the time of application to secondary school. That’s not in the spirit of a local secondary school approach. 

227 10/9/21 9:41:13 10/9/21 9:43:38 No

228 10/9/21 16:04:14 10/9/21 16:22:25 No

At Langley park primary school kids are from all over the places, without living within the catchment area. Kids from Sydenham, Croydon etc and I don’t think that would be fair 

on people moving to catchment area and paying more for their houses or rental and more council tax and their kids can’t go to the Langley schools or they have to wait LPPS as 

they have the  privilege  

This is NOT FAIR AT ALL. 

229 10/9/21 21:42:31 10/9/21 22:02:16 Yes

In what form of comunication did LPPS use in `being very clear that there was no priority in admissions for LPSB and LPGS`? There is no evidence of this until after a previous 

LPLT consulation in Spring `20.

230 10/10/21 18:17:04 10/10/21 18:23:14 No

Creating a bulge year group may have negative repercussions for students and logistical difficulties for teachers. If parents were told (mistakenly) they’d get priority for their 

children getting into LPGS then they also have responsibility to research and confirm this is the case before making their decision. If they failed to do this it should not 

negatively impact a huge number of children. 

231 10/10/21 19:07:24 10/10/21 19:09:24 No We feel that all Langley Trust schools should have priority - Clare House etc 

232 10/10/21 19:44:14 10/10/21 19:54:14 No

Why do I have to give a reason?

I would like to know why you are so keen to do this? This is not explained. This is the 2nd time this has gone to consultation.

Why should children who do not attend LPPS but live in the area, potentially be disadvantaged?

233 10/10/21 20:28:22 10/10/21 20:30:24 No

234 10/10/21 20:34:31 10/10/21 20:38:41 No

235 10/10/21 20:32:49 10/10/21 20:46:49 No Admission of pupils outside of the current 4 year average catchment area will have an impact on following admission years where they have siblings.

236 10/10/21 21:08:26 10/10/21 21:24:18 No

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase the catchment for the two proposed years (starting Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this will have a detrimental effect to the catchment 

area for all subsequent years due to siblings from the bulge year (some of which are completely out of the catchment area), displacing those who love on the edge and just 

inside the current catchment areas. The proposal is unjust and inequitable and considers only the years affected. There should be guarantees offered to preserve the 

catchment area (i.e. exclude the impact on subsequent years from siblings from the bulge years), to ensure this does not have detrimental impact on the 5/6 years that follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a decision to take a bulge year, if they do so, it should be purely on distance and not based on an incorrect promise that was made. The 

primary school should have never made this promise. It impacts others unfairly who would be within catchment and brings into question the entire governance of the school.

I strongly oppose this.

237 10/10/21 22:04:37 10/10/21 22:05:18 No

238 10/11/21 9:02:29 10/11/21 9:04:36 No There should not be any priority to admission to secondary school - places should be given strictly by proximity of home address to school regardless

239 10/11/21 11:04:39 10/11/21 11:08:17 No I would increase traffic in the area

240 10/11/21 14:19:58 10/11/21 14:22:31 No As part of the trust all schools should be treated equally.

241 10/11/21 14:21:36 10/11/21 14:40:59 No I disagree with any school being nominated as a feeder to LPSB or LPSG 

242 10/11/21 15:02:02 10/11/21 15:19:49 No

My child is in the year group that this proposal covers. I attended the same open mornings that these affected parents would have attended and it was explicitly stated to the 

potential parents present that LPPS was not a feeder school.  The question was also asked and the same answer given during the Q&A sections of the open morning. Based on 

this I did not enrol my child to LPPS.

LPSB was not part of the Langley Trust at the time of the open mornings so in no way could a LPPS parent have any expectations it would be a feeder school.

The consultation does not make clear (or try to quantify) the potential knock-on effect of this proposal plus the existing sibling rule. This would result in local children in 

following years being disadvantaged due to no increase in the PAN for subsequent years.

243 10/11/21 21:41:27 10/11/21 22:05:21 Yes

I agree with the principle, but not Aug 2018. 

I believe there has not been any evidence of the school being clear about secondary admissions until after the feeder school consultation, so all pupils in 2023 and 2024 intakes 

should have priority.

If this is wrong please detail the school being very clear from 2018.

244 10/12/21 7:02:43 10/12/21 7:05:17 No Unfair allocation of places closing net for entry further.

245 10/12/21 7:44:43 10/12/21 7:47:51 No This was not what was published at the time of the school. Also the proposed increases in PAN make the schools too big

246 10/12/21 7:52:42 10/12/21 7:55:06 No

247 10/12/21 8:16:48 10/12/21 8:18:23 No Equal chance for children from other schools to join



248 10/12/21 8:51:00 10/12/21 8:55:02 No

It will have a knock on effect beyond those 2 years due to the sibling admissions rule. Therefore the catchment area will shrink beyond those 2 years. Unless the PAN remains, 

in which case I would be in favour of the proposal. 

249 10/12/21 8:55:14 10/12/21 8:56:51 Yes

250 10/12/21 8:57:19 10/12/21 9:00:37 Yes It was what was promised as such when the school (lpps) opened its doors.

251 10/12/21 8:56:45 10/12/21 9:18:51 No

All school places in Bromley are in huge demand.  There's already too much priority given to other groups, whereby families without a priority are left without their choice of 

school places. We live in the catchment area, but still missed out on a place in this school.  I strongly believe more restictions to this school will make the school more 'elitist', 

and is hugely unfair on the local children. 

252 10/12/21 9:31:08 10/12/21 9:35:18 Yes Child entered LPPS with historical assurance of gaining admission to LPSG

253 10/12/21 9:30:29 10/12/21 9:36:49 No

LPSG is our local secondary. (My daughter currently goes to Hawes Down and will be affected by this when she reaches year 7). If LPSG places are filled with LPPS children, 

where will my daughter end up? We are not in catchment for other schools. It is a concern. 

254 10/12/21 8:51:14 10/12/21 9:37:26 No

Thank you for the opportunity to share our views. In principal we agree with the above on an exceptional basis, given that the parents were told that it would be a feeder 

school and supporting the start/ building of a new school. 

What we object to is that it is limited to those first 2 years. This is because the 'sales pitch' that Langley would be a feeder school was not limited to those first 2 years. 

We attended an open day in preparation for choosing primary schools and this was sold to us too. Present at the open day was                    as acting Head at the time and 

members of the parent body/PTA. Nobody disputed this fact at the time, because they were obviously of the same believe that it would be a feeder school. 

As a family that lives right outside the border of the catchment for Langley Boys High, this was therefore a huge point of attraction for us when choosing Langley as our first 

choice. We may have had our first year in the new building, but at the time of the open day it was still a construction site, there was no guarantee it would be finished in time 

for the new year, and we had to take a leap of faith that it would be the right decision. 

On this basis we believe that limiting it to 2 years would not be fair, because as we understand it, it would not include the students currently in Year 3. Limiting it to 2 years 

does not take into consideration this class who were also told this would be coming. We have not raised objections before because we believed that the process would be fair 

and objective. It seems however that this is not the case, which is why we are objecting at this point. 

We understand that the intension is not to create a feeder school, but this was not the case at the time we made our choice. Surely, limits to the catchment and clarification on 

intention, which were not in place at the time of the early intakes will mean that there is a point at which this will no longer an issue. we therefore strongly request that the 

consultation cover all years that were given this pitch. 

255 10/12/21 9:32:14 10/12/21 9:37:30 Yes

I think this is fair as it is my understanding that parents were given assurances of their priorities to the secondary schools as part of their registration with LPPs. My children do 

not fall into this category but I support the families who do.

256 10/12/21 9:41:54 10/12/21 9:46:03 Yes

I believe it is the right thing to do for the intake for 2023 as parents were told for that year group that LPPS would be an automatic feeder to Langley boys and girls school.

We are in the catchment area for both the secondary schools, however this is the right thing to do for intake 2023.

257 10/12/21 9:52:47 10/12/21 9:55:34 Yes Children feel comfortable in the environment, they are familiar with the school grounds and it is convenient for many parents.  

258 10/12/21 9:45:02 10/12/21 10:00:31 No

It is unfair as I was overtly told - at the time of choosing my daughter’s primary school - that Langley Park Primary was not a “feeder” school for the above named secondary 

schools. It would have influenced my decision so it is clearly unfair to introduce this retrospectively. 

If this is your preference, it should be introduced moving forward for children who have not yet started primary education. As a result, these parents can make their selection in 

a fully informed manner as opposed to foisting it on those who were not.

259 10/12/21 10:08:59 10/12/21 10:10:18 No

260 10/12/21 10:08:05 10/12/21 10:10:24 Yes As this is fair - also disruption will be minimal. Many students are within catchment and many I know will be applying for grammar schools.

261 10/12/21 9:57:55 10/12/21 10:19:32 No

I'm concerned that in the future with a larger intake that there may not be the facilities, funding or teachers in later years if this is a bump year. I'm sure that initially it wouldn't 

be a problem, but post covid, and with this government I simply don't trust them to reduce funding for education and therefore it could adversely affect my son school year. 

We moved from another areas to be close to the school and walk every day. There are lots of cars, too many, that drive every day.

262 10/12/21 10:26:24 10/12/21 10:44:12 No Schools are by catchment area, lots of kids that go to Langley primary school are not even in the catchment area of Langley boys and girls. 

263 10/12/21 9:55:13 10/12/21 10:44:54 Yes Verbal promises made by then head of school lead us to choose LPPS over closer other primary school 

264 10/12/21 10:47:00 10/12/21 10:50:55 No This was never flagged that it eould be a feeder in fact they said this was never the plan when I visited primaries and made my decisions based on this 4 years ago. 



265 10/12/21 10:09:01 10/12/21 10:55:49 No

Nobody has addressed what will happen when the extra classes go after 2 years and siblings of those 60 extra children are now given priority. Children will miss out on places in 

those years. And then will go to other secondary schools, which will push children out of those catchments. This has not been mentioned at all. This will typically effect all 

children on the edge of the catchment between ages 4 and 10. But most likely between ages 5 and 8, which is any child at infant level now.

266 10/12/21 11:02:56 10/12/21 11:05:21 Yes

267 10/12/21 10:10:28 10/12/21 11:07:03 No

My son was in a bulge year at primary school and there were many occasions where I think he lost out due to sharing resources between 99 or 90 children instead of 66 or 60 

(depending on years R-2 or 3-6). Yes, there was extra classroom and teaching staff, but there is no question that some historic patterns of handling two classes and swapping or 

sharing didn't work so well when split three ways. They learnt (through trial and error) to make things work better as we moved up through the school. We learnt to order 

tickets early as things sold out. The new extra bulge families were all new families to the school - anyone with older children would have used the siblings rule to obtain a place. 

My own experience of this makes me disagree with your proposal to take in extra children for those two years.  

I feel that if the families affected were to move to live closer to Langley Park schools, as the rules regarding allocating places have always been, then they would be likely to get 

a place on their own home location. In the years that have passed since Langley Primary opened, those families have had the opportunity to move home. If they have already 

done so, then there isn't an issue and they could be allocated a place through the normal application process. It looks like most already fall within the likely catchment area - 

from the table in your consultation document showing the potential impact on year 7 intake in 2023 and 2024, it looks like you are only trying to give places to an extra 16 and 

12 boys per year. I can see how tempting is the argument for 'just adding two little boys per class because their parents would be so disappointed if they didn't jump the queue 

and get a place without following the rules and process that applies to everyone else'. 

              Tour introduction slide states "We are a team; 7 forms of entry but divided into 8 to ensure class sizes remain small". This proposal contradicts this approach.

The school lane is crammed with cars in the morning, Hawksbrook Lane where it meets Eden Park Road is heavy with vehicles dropping children to school. It's very hard to cross 

the road as a pedestrian. The Boys School knows this as it sent a letter to parents on Friday along with the newsletter noting this consultation.  

The other end of Hawksbrook Lane where it meets Wickham Way is often thick with parked cars in the morning, with parents parking to walk their children down the lane. 

Horns beeping, children on scooters and then cars going down even though the lane is heavy with pedestrians. 

If pupils of Langley Primary were allocated priority places at Langley Secondary Schools in this instance, I suspect it would be the thin end of the wedge for your next 

consultation, or the next until you have achieved what your previous consultations asked: for Primary Schools in your Trust become feeder schools to Langley Park School for 

Boys and Langley Park School for Girls. I am opposed to primary schools within a trust having priority over other children who live locally and closer. 

The daily movement of two to three thousand children and staff coming to and from schools must be considered: safety of walking, not needing to use cars, not needing to 

cross the road between lots of cars, distracted drivers looking for a space to stop; health, fitness and stamina from walking, air quality and less pollution because local children 

walk to school, good communities from local families getting involved and supporting their local school

268 10/12/21 11:10:48 10/12/21 11:15:13 Yes If assurances were given, then they should be honoured. The Primary school next door should be a feeder to the Secondary schools.

269 10/12/21 11:19:31 10/12/21 11:37:44 Yes Strongly agree as we were under the assumption our son would have automatic priority to LPBS for being in a primary school by the same trust, plus our daughter attends LPGS. 

270 10/12/21 11:39:58 10/12/21 11:44:50 No

I believe it would set a dangerous precedent for other schools in the area and would significantly disadvantage children in non “feeder” primaries - those places that were 

accepted on the understanding of a non feeder system in place in secondary schools throughout the area. 

271 10/12/21 11:36:46 10/12/21 11:51:27 No

Langley schools have always selected on proximity and sibling rule which is fair to all in the community. Giving preference to Langley Primary will alter the catchment area and 

further reduce local children's 's access to their nearest secondary schools. The mix and makeup of the local area for schoolkids would change and their friends may be 

scattered. Secondary spaces nearby ate hard enough to come by and this move would disenfranchise a lot of currently eligible kids who just want to go to their local school 

with their local friends It's also unfair to those parents who chose a different primary because they were told Langley Primary wasn't a feeder school for the secondaries. The 

only who will benefit from the change are Langley Primary families, to the huge detriment in the future of all the kids living locally who should rightfully expect to have a full 

choice of local primary and secondary schools democratically and without prejudice as they always have. 



272 10/12/21 12:18:51 10/12/21 12:24:07 Neutral

As a parent of children at LPPS and LPBS. I’m not sure I’m in full agreement with this proposal. If you change this for those years. Then it should be changed for all years. 

Having a primary school on campus is an advantage to shape these children into what is the level/discipline expected to move into secondary school as from my experience 

moving to secondary school is quite a shock and significant shift for pupils. 

I support the admissions for all pupils at LPPS not for 2 year admissions.

273 10/12/21 12:57:45 10/12/21 13:00:46 Yes It was indicated this would be the case when the school was set up 

274 10/12/21 13:39:49 10/12/21 13:49:29 No

There are too many schools having feeder primaries and too many primaries not. By opening the PAN up to the 2 mile radius community it makes it fairer to those in the 

community. It also means those who joined the primaries later on in a year have the same chance as those who started out at the school from reception.

275 10/12/21 13:41:53 10/12/21 14:00:13 No

There should not be a feeder school for any state secondary school in the area when there is clearly a shortage of state seconday school places in the area. I beleive the pupils 

of any of the local primary schools should have exactly the same chance as Langley Park pupils to take a place at Langley Park school for Boys or Girls. 

276 10/12/21 15:21:27 10/12/21 15:25:20 Yes It was promised to the children who had the good faith to start at Langley park primary school when it was in its infancy. That promise should be honoured.

277 10/12/21 15:21:41 10/12/21 15:41:13 No

The Trust is a group of 5 state schools ( not private ) , my understanding has always been that as state schools all children at the 3 primary schools have an equal and fair 

chance of attending LPB or LPG. "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." There should be NO consultation on 

placating Parents at Langley Primary school    If the head of  LPS was giving personal assurances to parents that LPS was going to be the "primary " feeder school , then that is 

ridiculous and if that teacher has not already been removed then  questions should be asked why not... and if Parents were stupid enough to assume that a primary state 

school would be a "feeder" school to a secondary school , then that is their responsibility - if they want a guarantee like this they should enrol their children in a fee paying 

private school    

278 10/12/21 15:30:39 10/12/21 15:44:13 No Because there are other primary schools in the area that should not be excluded in this way. This school should be open to all local residents on an equal standing.

279 10/12/21 15:49:47 10/12/21 15:53:01 No My children attend Clare House and although we live near Langley this change might mean they would be able to attend.

280 10/12/21 15:56:28 10/12/21 15:59:02 Yes

281 10/12/21 15:57:32 10/12/21 16:00:03 No I don’t believe it’s fair to the other pupils in  other schools within the Langley academy

282 10/12/21 15:49:16 10/12/21 16:00:15 No

It could effect my child getting in for 2023 as we have been in catchment each year but towards edge with the increase it could mean she isn’t 

It is not fair that a ‘mistake’ of a false promise should hinder children getting into Langley that would normally get in

It was never an agreed policy so it should not count just because a few parents believe it was which def was not the case as plenty of parents did not send children to Langley 

Primary because they knew it was NOT a feeder 

283 10/12/21 16:23:35 10/12/21 16:29:37 No

Being a parent of a child that was starting school at around the time that these children started I read carefully the proposed admission arrangements and it was very clear that 

there was no feeder school status for the primary school. The boys school was not part of the trust at the time.

284 10/12/21 16:35:18 10/12/21 16:39:25 No I believe that the decision on whether a child is able to enter a school should be based on intellectual merit rather than location or previous school.

285 10/12/21 16:26:13 10/12/21 16:43:56 No This goes against a fair playing field for all local tax-payers wishing to give their children a choice of schools offering state-school education. 

286 10/12/21 16:55:03 10/12/21 17:05:22 Yes

As a parent at the site for the subsequent year intake, we spoke to many parents whom seemed quite sure that the school would fee into the secondary schools. They had said 

that they had been told this information first-hand. This seems to be a fair approach. Indeed, since we were on the fringes of the admissions area for the secondary schools, we 

felt it was the right thing for our eldest to join.



287 10/12/21 16:37:21 10/12/21 17:29:15 No

This is absolutely and categorically unfair to all other parents with kids in the same year groups who chose NOT to select Langley Park Primary because they chose to FOLLOW 

THE RULES and not rely on circumstantial hearsay.  

I am one such parent who has a child who could have started at Langley Park Primary the year it opened.  We all went to the open days we all heard the Head at the time imply 

that there MIGHT be a chance that it becomes a Feeder School.  But, and this is the point, all parents knew the admissions rules at the time and were able to make an informed 

choice.  We also all went to other open days where the other Heads (including                     ) made it quite clear that the only thing that should be relied on were the existing 

rules - nobody could predict the future, least of all the new head at Langley Park Primary.  I'm sure the parents that are now complaining also went to other 'open days'; they 

knew the rules; they were chancing it, and are now being disingenuous in the extreme.

We chose not to send our child to Langley Park Primary, we followed the rules, and will likely miss out on the secondary schools because we are outside the traditional 

catchment.  The idea that some parents (also outside the traditional catchments) will now get an express route into the school is completely wrong and demonstrably unfair. It 

will be open to challenge if this goes through.

Why should we (and hundreds like us) now be disadvantaged because of a few 'pointy elbowed' parents who have complained but have absolutely no firm ground for 

compliant.  The admissions rules were clear at the time and haven't changed. These parents who claim 'assurances were given' knew they lived outside the catchment area but 

hoped the feeder status would change. It hasn't. Why should they now get a place through the back door, whilst others who understood and followed the rules (and knew the 

Head at the time wasn't offering any concrete assurances) miss out.

I cannot believe this is even being considered.

288 10/12/21 17:21:31 10/12/21 17:35:25 Yes

They are going to Langley primary for 6 years and they are familiar and settle with the environment.It is nothing more natural that Langley primary students should 

automatically be a feeder for secondary.

289 10/12/21 17:34:07 10/12/21 17:39:17 No

This puts other children approaching secondary school age in the local area at a disadvantage. We have recently moved into the area and one of the key reasons for this was to 

be in the catchment for Langley boys. 

290 10/12/21 17:38:39 10/12/21 17:45:09 No

Priority should be given to 1) looked after children in the borough 2) teacher's from the secondary schools who have children and wish to apply 3) siblings; and 4) geographical 

proximity to school secondary schools.

291 10/12/21 17:50:01 10/12/21 17:53:47 No

We have been clear that there should be no feeder schools in a previous consultation. This includes this temporary feeder status proposal. Why should the views of a few pushy 

parents override an established admissions procedure?

292 10/12/21 19:16:21 10/12/21 19:19:47 No The admissions policy should reflect that of the majority of Bromley schools and not have feeder schools. 

293 10/12/21 19:31:59 10/12/21 19:36:29 No

294 10/12/21 20:50:34 10/12/21 20:53:38 No Unfair on other local families

295 10/12/21 21:10:14 10/12/21 21:24:19 Yes

This will enable the children to continue their study  under same authority and policy and the children will have the opportunity to be together which will make the transition 

into year more easy for them and less frightening.

296 10/12/21 21:59:44 10/12/21 22:05:05 No

I don't have an issue with the main proposal to prioritise children from Langley Park Primary for a limited period of time and increase the PAN accordingly at the secondary 

schools during that period, provided the schools can reasonably accommodate the additional numbers of pupils. However, my objection relates to the siblings of those pupils as 

it's not clear from the consultation documents that younger siblings of those children won't continue to be prioritised after these two cohorts have joined year 7 and after the 

PAN has been decreased. The proposals and admission arrangements need to make clear that this won't be the case, as otherwise there will be an impact on places for local 

children from 2025 onwards. If this can be clarified then my objection would be withdrawn. 

297 10/12/21 22:28:15 10/12/21 22:36:45 No

Although the proposal is to increase the PAN to accommodate the additional children from these two year groups, there is no mention of what will happen to the siblings of 

these children. Presumably if the PAN is subsequently reduced, a huge number of places in additional years will be taken up by siblings, leaving few places for children from 

other local schools who do not have an older brother or sister at a Langley secondary. 

298 10/12/21 22:37:14 10/12/21 22:48:14 No

Clearly the admissions policy at the time parents sent their children to LPPS did not state they would get into the high schools if they were not in the catchment at the time, so 

this should not be granted retrospectively.once 

299 10/12/21 22:54:34 10/12/21 22:58:07 No

300 10/12/21 22:51:51 10/12/21 23:04:06 Yes

If the criteria for entry to the secondary in terms of catchment is exactly the same between primary and secondary then those in the primary should be given an option to 

attend the secondary rather than having to re-apply. It makes the process less stressful for the child in terms of having to familiarise themselves with a new environment and 

gives the parents some peace of mind. At the moment only the Harris Beckenham operates as a feeder school, which puts immense pressure on the school in terms of over 

subscriptions just so their kids have a chance of getting to the secondary. If the Langley trust is on a level footing with Harris, this would balance out the primary admissions a 

bit more. 



301 10/12/21 23:11:52 10/12/21 23:28:39 No

Others not told school was to be a feeder

Why was this allowed to be incorrectly communicated for 2 years without investing?

Sibling rule impacts on to other years

Another consultation needed to change back again

Opens up the potential for feeder status to be consulted again

302 10/13/21 0:16:05 10/13/21 0:22:51 No

Langley boys school was not part of the trust when the Langley park primary children were told that their primary was a feeder school. Children at Langley park primary who 

are outside of the catchment area should not gain priority to the secondary schools over children that live nearer. Although extra places are being created for these years what 

about sibling places for children in subsequent years? 

303 10/13/21 7:10:54 10/13/21 7:17:01 No We are currently live in the catchment area and walking distance to the school. Most Langley park parents drive to school and not even in the current catchment. 

304 10/13/21 7:17:25 10/13/21 7:22:38 No

I believe this unfairly disadvantages parents who were specifically told Langley Primary Was Not a feeder school for the secondary, and therefore made other choices for their 

children. We would certainly have applied for LPP for my eldest daughter if it had been a feeder school but we're told that was not, and would not be the case. 

305 10/13/21 9:16:25 10/13/21 9:28:51 No

You would be narrowing the options for the wider Beckenham community. If feels like you are trying to make the Langley Secondaries even more exclusive and difficult to gain 

a place. 

306 10/13/21 11:48:17 10/13/21 11:52:20 Yes

We joined LPPS as we were promised that it would become a feeeder school. We were already in the catchment for both secondary schools but we then                                                                                                                                                                                           

                                                                                                                                               increased  our mortgage by £1000 more a month. As I’m sure you will understand we are both 

now concerned about this and would appreciate the promise that was made. 

307 10/13/21 11:54:33 10/13/21 11:56:54 Yes Completely agree the trust should honour their initial promises to parents who joined the school on that basis 

308 10/13/21 11:52:12 10/13/21 11:59:11 No

This was not given as an expectation to parents when enrolling their children to the primary school also takes places away from local children to LPGS and LPBS which then has 

a knock on effect of children having to travel further for school. The primaries in the trust are not within the small catchment that the secondary schools have.

309 10/13/21 13:09:46 10/13/21 13:20:59 No

Langley Park Primary was the last of local primary schools to open, used the help of other school(s) at the early stages and now repeatedly want to exclude local (i.e. living 

locally) children from accessing the named secondaries, while big numbers of Langley Park Primary pupils are not local at all. 

310 10/13/21 13:15:01 10/13/21 13:23:53 Yes I think they should stand by the promises and assurances they gave the parents at the start   

311 10/13/21 13:14:09 10/13/21 13:30:45 Yes

If assurances were given by senior members of staff on behalf of the school and therefore the Trust and these assurances have been part of the decision making process to 

choose LPPS, and both internal and external independent investigations have found this to be the case then of course these assurances should be honoured.

312 10/13/21 13:30:02 10/13/21 13:42:23 No

Local schools should be for local children not tied to other schools elsewhere within the Langley Trust now or in the future. This is a fundamental principal of state education for 

all and arguable makes a school more diverse and effective by including a mix of children from many economic and social backgrounds but instilling them with the same desire 

to learn and reach their fully potential whatever that is.

313 10/13/21 13:58:08 10/13/21 14:00:14 Yes

314 10/13/21 13:55:04 10/13/21 14:07:22 Yes

The free school application 2014 is available in the public domain and is also common knowledge on the LPPS playground - Children attending Langley Park Primary will have 

the option of joining the Langley Park Secondary Schools.

This is the primary reason LPPS parents had the expectation of priority for the Langley secondary schools. This view didn't change until it was made clear that this is no longer 

the case in school admission policies from 2020.

315 10/13/21 14:58:22 10/13/21 15:00:23 Yes It seems unreasonable to turn away children already settled on the site.

316 10/13/21 16:15:03 10/13/21 16:27:43 No

The Trust's persistence in trying to achieve a universally acceptable solution is commendable; however I remain of the opinion that the responsibility for the falsely given 

assurances should not lie with the parents who were in no way part to that arrangement.

317 10/13/21 18:40:06 10/13/21 18:42:38 No School should be open to all resident children to apply. 

318 10/13/21 18:46:05 10/13/21 18:49:44 No The trust has failed to take in to consideration the implant of the sibling rule.  This will impact spaces for a number of years.

319 10/13/21 18:49:49 10/13/21 18:54:49 No

I agree that it is fair to increase the number of places by the number of children that were allegedly promised places.  However it is unfortunately that you can not do this with 

out unfairly impacting other children in the local area.  The trust has failed to take in to account the impact that siblings would have on future years.

320 10/13/21 19:22:29 10/13/21 19:27:11 Yes This was the reason Langley Park Primary School was chosen as this was agreed when the school began. 

321 10/13/21 19:57:13 10/13/21 20:05:03 No

I feel that it is important and fair to provide pupils of all LPLT primary schools an equal opportunity to be admitted to LPLT secondary schools. This will allow more pupils to 

receive an education in complete alignment with the values of the Trust that has likely attracted them to these primary schools in the first place.

322 10/13/21 20:45:04 10/13/21 20:47:34 Yes It makes sense that same academic schools stay in to help with further plan for kids’ study 



323 10/13/21 21:31:57 10/13/21 21:36:26 No

Because secondary schools are already very limited in our borough and the children who are living here are going to be forced into schools that are too far away and unsuitable. 

These proposed plans are not beneficial to the wider community. 

324 10/14/21 8:24:48 10/14/21 8:31:24 No

Under the proposed scheme, students who are in the infants/junior school are guaranteed admission to the senior schools, they could move completely out of the catchment 

area once they have a place in the feeder school knowing that children and siblings are guaranteed these places. Meanwhile students who go to neighbouring schools but may 

live closer to the senior schools may not get a place in the school.

This also restricts the diversity of the senior schools.

325 10/14/21 9:50:59 10/14/21 9:58:26 Yes

I believe that promises were given to parents of the New LPPS and that the Trust is seeking to balance addressing historic assurances given to parents of those pupils. Which is 

the correct thing to do.

326 10/14/21 13:51:23 10/14/21 13:56:42 No

To give priority to one school would be wholly unfair on all parents from other schools in the area who chose not to send their children to Park Langley Primary in the two 

affected years. They choose not to believe the inferred assurances of the Head at the time, and instead relied upon the known admissions criteria at the time.  i.e. it would be 

unfair to those who made the correct decision to follow the rules.  Rules that have not changed since.  

327 10/14/21 16:58:40 10/14/21 17:05:21 No I do not agree they should be prioritised over those residing closer.

328 10/15/21 10:01:20 10/15/21 10:06:37 Yes I think it’s unfair on those children who started from September 2018 because it was not made clear at that time. 

329 10/15/21 15:54:46 10/15/21 16:01:11 No

Because we were told clearly at the open day that there was NO CURRENT arrangement for LPPS to be a feeder to Langley Park Girls School, although that was an intention. 

Langley Park Boys School was not part of the trust at this time.

We made our primary school application based on this information. 

330 10/15/21 16:24:56 10/15/21 16:31:53 No

As a parent of children in the neighbouring school Unicorn, we feel it could cause children who live closer to be forced into other schools with children and an environment they 

are not so familiar with. When we were choosing mid year to move our daughter in yr1 we were told that these years would not be feeder years otherwise we may have chosen 

differently.

331 10/15/21 16:32:16 10/15/21 16:35:49 Yes

332 10/15/21 16:20:18 10/15/21 16:44:05 No

As a parent of a child at another local primary school (unicorn primary school), I disagree with this proposal and feel that it is a non-inclusive approach to admissions.  

Beckenham is already a competitive location for families to send their children to their first place school, with many missing out on their first choice.  This is now proposed to be 

further compounded as not securing the primary school of choice will now mean a child being less likely to secure a place at the desired secondary school. The pressure on 

parents is already unbelievable and this has an impact on the housing market, artificially inflating prices within catchment areas, and therefore meaning only wealthier families 

are able to relocate to educate their child at their first choice establishment.  

Adopting this proposal will disproportionately favour children from more privileged backgrounds based on the catchment area of Langley Park primary school and its proximity 

to high value homes.  The attainment gap between affluent and less affluent pupils is already broadening due to covid and this proposal would seek to compound that. 

333 10/15/21 16:44:40 10/15/21 16:45:33 No

334 10/15/21 16:53:14 10/15/21 16:58:44 No

It will impact on the other local primary school pupils who were not aware of any of the 'assurence' given to the Langley Park Primary School. As the 'assurance' was not 

officially proposed and approved by the public authority nor the general public prior to be given, it should not be used as the reason for the change of admissions criteria.

335 10/15/21 17:00:57 10/15/21 17:03:24 No

It should be local school for local kids. Sets a bad precedent for schools wanting to do this in the future. It was never going to be a feeder school, parents knew this at the time 

their children went to the school.

336 10/15/21 17:01:45 10/15/21 17:04:57 No The primary school categorically stated at open days that it was and would never be a feeder school for secondary education. 

337 10/15/21 17:34:24 10/15/21 17:39:00 No This will impact pupils who are eligible due to catchment and reduce their chances to gain admissions. Big no for me.

338 10/15/21 18:01:50 10/15/21 18:06:45 No They should never have been promised places. And those who are petitioning obviously live outside the catchment, else they wouldn't be worried about it. 

339 10/15/21 18:21:40 10/15/21 18:23:21 No

340 10/15/21 18:44:05 10/15/21 18:59:28 No

Giving admission priority to Langley Park Primary School children would be completely unfair to other children from other primary schools who are closer to Langley Park in 

terms of distance from their home. There is no reason, legal or moral, to give priority to pupil of Langley Park Primary School no matter when they have started by and 

remained on the roll for the REST of their primary education.

341 10/15/21 18:57:51 10/15/21 19:07:01 No

The impact will be felt also in following years due to the sibling priority admission rule. It’s also unfair to those family who were told the Langley primary school wouldn’t 

become a feeder school to any of the secondary schools. Also At the time of primary school application, the official admission rules were as such “ there were no feeder primary 

schools”. 

342 10/15/21 19:05:50 10/15/21 19:07:11 No I continue to feel that this will have an adverse effect on other local primary schools

343 10/15/21 19:07:53 10/15/21 19:08:36 No



344 10/15/21 17:54:50 10/15/21 19:12:29 No

It’s completely unfair to only have 1 feeder school. Many of us have worked so hard to buy properties In the catchment area for the Langley senior schools, we would now have 

to move our whole lives again. I do not understand the rationale behind this move, it is unjust and very unusual as some one who has worked in education for a very long time 

345 10/15/21 19:52:15 10/15/21 19:54:51 No think it is about getting rich kids into Langley Schools

346 10/15/21 19:38:49 10/15/21 20:10:54 No This will reduce the likelihood of other local children getting into the school. I think giving 'one' school exclusive priority is very unfair to the local community.

347 10/15/21 21:45:12 10/15/21 21:51:30 No

Both schools are sought after and when I was applying for a primary school for my eldest, I was repeatedly reassured that being a pupil in Langley primary would not give 

priority over other children. Haven't we already been through this once already !!

348 10/15/21 22:15:43 10/15/21 22:26:16 No

On the open days for 2018 admission to Langley Park Primary School parents were expressly told that the school is not a feeder school and there were no plans for it to become 

one. This will have affected parents decision making (as it did mine) when selecting a primary school. To be told retrospectively that priority will be given to those in continuous 

attendance of Langley Park Primary School from 2018 is unjust and should not be allowed.

349 10/16/21 6:58:44 10/16/21 7:03:57 No

Our son goes to another local school and we would love him to attend Langley Boys for secondary school. We feel that giving priority admission to Langley Park Primary 

students will potentially disadvantage us getting a place. 

350 10/16/21 7:15:29 10/16/21 7:19:09 No It is not fair to the people who live nearby to make sure they are in the catchment area who may now not get a place. 

351 10/16/21 8:09:39 10/16/21 8:28:26 No

1. To give LPPS feeder school status for this period would have retrospective effect on parents who made the decision to send their children to other local schools. It is 

therefore inherently unfair. Any such consultation should have been carried out in advance of LPPS being established.

2. Given that any change to admissions arrangements is subject to consultation how could parents of this cohort have been given assurances that they believed to be binding? 

That approach presupposes that consultation is just a rubber stamp exercise - which is wrong in principle.

3. This consultation is narrower in scope than the one carried out two years ago. Having researched this issue thoroughly during that consultation I am concerned that this is 

the thin edge of the wedge and that further changes will follow- to the detriment of the local community of West Wickham.

352 10/16/21 9:28:05 10/16/21 9:33:51 No It is make even short for other people to get in

353 10/16/21 10:50:37 10/16/21 10:53:52 No Unfair for other children living in the area 

354 10/16/21 10:44:53 10/16/21 10:54:26 No

Children should be allocated a space solely on address not on where they go to primary school. People could attend this school and have since moved from the area, so only 

qualifying because they attend the school not down to where they live or pay council tax. This would take away the place of a child that lives closer. If you live within catchment 

of school then you should not need this guarantee from primary to secondary 

355 10/16/21 10:52:14 10/16/21 10:57:46 No This is unfair on the children who do not attend the Langley primary school. 

356 10/16/21 11:43:47 10/16/21 11:46:26 No   

357 10/16/21 11:43:39 10/16/21 11:51:14 No

I am very concerned about children having to have larger class sizes because of this mess. This is not the fault of our children and they should not have to suffer larger class 

sizes because of this. My son started primary school in 2016 and we were very clearly told that Langley Primary would NOT have feeder status. I can’t understand why some 

parents would have been told one thing and others another. It’s equally unfair on the families who were told it wouldn’t be a feeder and therefore chose another school if you 

then turn around and retrospectively change your minds.  Also - Langley Boys wasn’t even in the Trust at that point so quite clearly even if commitments were made they would 

obviously be null and void. 

358 10/16/21 14:15:04 10/16/21 14:21:54 Yes

Appears to be a 'just' action to take for parents who were under the impression that their child who joined in 2018, would be able to attend Langley secondary school.Sensible 

to increase by one class size to avoid detrimental impact on other neighbouring parent's children.  

359 10/16/21 14:33:15 10/16/21 14:35:16 Yes My child was one of the original pupils at the primary school and this is what was promised to parents.

360 10/16/21 14:38:20 10/16/21 14:46:20 No

There are a limited number of state secondary schools available for parents living in Elmers End and surrounding areas. The recently opened secondary school Eden Park High 

has already decreased its catchment area to 0.8 miles. The proposed change to give priority to Langley park primary school pupils will further disadvantage children living in this 

area. 

361 10/16/21 17:13:01 10/16/21 17:15:59 Yes As long as it is only for 2 years then I agree

362 10/16/21 17:35:05 10/16/21 17:35:49 Neutral

363 10/17/21 10:52:48 10/17/21 10:54:02 Yes

364 10/17/21 17:49:13 10/17/21 18:02:25 No

Admissions to Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys are also determined by Council and the distance to both schools. Why some parents and children 

are benefited from the new rules due to the rumor or misunderstanding that can be confirmed whether the rumor is true or not in the first place when admission to the 

primary school, in others' expensed.



365 10/17/21 21:00:26 10/17/21 21:25:22 No

I have four fundamental concerns and extremely strong objections to the proposals.

1. The proposals take no account of the fact that parents who attended the Langley Park Primary School open evenings in 2016, and were informed in no uncertain terms that 

sending their child to the school would not see them receive priority admission status are being significantly disadvantaged by these new proposals.  The parents' evenings and 

published admissions criteria in place at the time impacted upon the choice of many more parents who chose to send their children to other schools - including our son for 

whom we chose Oak Lodge as it was clear that priority access would not be granted for children who attended Langley Park Primary School.  Just because a limited number of 

parents clearly pushed for further guarantees in the erroneous belief they could secure a form of priority status in the future, and some assurances were given by someone 

who did not have the authority to gives such assurances and is no longer employed by the Trust, clearly does not mean those children should receive priority status.  

2. Whilst it is proposed that the priority status would only be for two years, based upon the existing school admissions criteria, this would in fact extend out further as the 

siblings of those children granted priority status under the proposals, would also then receive priority status in the future.  This in turn would potentially disadvantage other 

children who would lose out on places beyond the initial two year cohort.  Again this is grossly and manifestly unfair.

3. It is abundantly clear that this consultation would represent the 'thin end of the wedge', and it would only be a matter of time until other parents at Langley Park Primary 

School pushed for the same status for their children.  This then would reopen the whole debate about feeder schools, which Langley Park Boys and Girls Schools publicly 

rejected last year. 

4. No account is taken of the additional pressure placed on Langley Park Boys and Girls Schools by the additional PAN for this two year period.  This will create additional 

pressure on staffing, classrooms, resources etc.  Again, this seems wholly unreasonable for the reasons set out in point 1 above.

For all of these reasons, I strongly believe that the Trust should retain admissions based upon the criteria, which were publicly available and clear to all parents who were 

choosing the primary school for their children during that time. 

366 10/17/21 22:31:46 10/17/21 22:40:16 Yes

I am aware of LPPS Free school application 2014, which on page 62 and in bold, gives LPPS children the option of joining the secondary schools.

Furthermore, I do not recall LPPS providing parents any information on relation to this matter until the spring 2020.

367 10/17/21 22:40:12 10/17/21 22:45:53 No

This would negatively impact the secondary school options for primary children not at Langley Park Primary who may well live nearer to Langley boys and girls; this negatively 

impacts Balgowan primary school as many of our children are already on the edge of the Langley girls and boys catchment area and this would push them further out. 

368 10/18/21 1:26:32 10/18/21 1:35:42 No

I disagree on a personal level because our younger daughter is in Year 4 but not at Langley Park Primary School. We currently live in the catchment area for Langley Park School 

for Girls and that would be our first choice of secondary for her because her sister is already there and we think it is an excellent school. I cannot support any scheme that will 

disadvantage our daughter in her application in two years' time. 

I also disagree in principle.  I think the whole scheme is ill-conceived and unfair as it restricts freedom of choice of location of residence, and of primary and secondary schools 

for parents and pupils in Beckenham. The Langley Park schools are non-selective State schools and should not seek to impose these kinds of restrictions on choice.

369 10/18/21 7:54:43 10/18/21 8:18:24 No

I am concerned that we still have no clarity around what exactly was ‘promised’ to prospective parents when LPP started. Many other parents state that they were NOT given 

any assurances re feeder status. This proposal seems an awful lot of disruption for a minority of parents, based on little clarity of what was actually said. Moreover, it could be 

perceived as unfair by parents who - having been told there was no feeder status - then sent their children elsewhere and now will miss out should these proposals be 

accepted. 

Our son will start Yr7 in September 2025 and we live on the edge of the current catchment. This means that we’ll be directly affected by new consultations to reverse these 

changes should they be accepted. This is incredibly unsettling for local families. Also, sibling priority will mean that there will be knock-on consequences beyond the 2 years - 

this could be enough to nudge us out of catchment despite living closer to the schools than the LPP children admitted should these proposals be accepted. 

370 10/18/21 9:31:37 10/18/21 9:36:55 No

Bulge years are not beneficial to students in the bulge year due to reduced opportunities and facilities. The bulge also effects the other years. The bulge also has extended 

detrimental effects with sibling intake in further years.

371 10/18/21 12:23:36 10/18/21 12:31:45 No My daughter goes to Marian Vian and I would not like to restrict her options available to her for a good secondary school . 

372 10/19/21 8:12:09 10/19/21 8:15:17 No

I have a child currently in unicorn and a younger child that will also go to unicorn. I may want them to go to Langley secondary school.  but wouldn’t want to take them out of 

unicorn to go to Langley primary school 

373 10/19/21 9:47:54 10/19/21 10:01:31 No

I don’t believe one primary school should be given priority into the two secondary schools over other primary schools in the area that are within close proximity to the school 

and would otherwise get into the school. Some of the children from Langley Park Primary school are not within close proximity to the school. This would mean that they would 

be travelling into the area to get to the school whilst children living close to the school may not be admitted and would have to travel out of the area to other schools that are 

not near to them. The idea does not make sense at all. It is unfair to give one primary school an unfair advantage over all the other primary schools it will leave a very ill feeling 

in what is a close family community. 

374 10/19/21 10:10:43 10/19/21 10:13:25 No

I do not agree with feeder schools. Parents given assurances should have checked their legal status of that assurance rather than taking it as read. Once changed it seems likely 

an argument will be given to retain the priority status for Langley Primary, disadvantaging children at other local schools. 



375 10/19/21 10:11:55 10/19/21 10:19:13 No

There are very few single-sex schools in Bromley and this significantly disadvantages pupils from other local primary schools who may wish to attend an LPS school. The impact 

will inevitably last more than 2 years as the children who enter the school may have siblings who will also continue to get sibling priority. 

376 10/19/21 11:03:00 10/19/21 11:08:14 No

My son started primary school 3 years ago (he is currently in year 2) when Langley Primary school was newly opened and we were told that there was absolutely no possibility 

of it becoming a feeder school for Langley Boys school which is why we chose to send him to a closer school. Had it been a feeder school then our decision would have been 

very different. I really feel that these plans would have been discussed long before the primary had been built and we should not have been told that this would not happen. 

We live on the borders of the catchment for Langley Boys school and will almost certainly be outside the catchment if this feeder school status applies. This limits the choice of 

secondary schools in beckenham and this should not be the case.  

377 10/19/21 11:05:18 10/19/21 11:08:31 No This limits the primary schooling options in the local area for parents wishing for a single-sex education for their children. 

378 10/19/21 11:11:49 10/19/21 11:22:17 No

Despite the new proposed class, you’re proposing this change for two years after a bulge year across many schools in the borough two years ago. As a parent of a girl in 

Balgowan who will be entering LpGS in 2023 and has a sibling two years younger, I’m very concerned that she won’t get in 

379 10/19/21 12:05:15 10/19/21 12:26:53 No

This is not fair to my children and others who are at other local schools like Marian Vian primary. Parents will only place their child into Langley primary with the idea to go to 

Secondary school but the majority of the families home address will not stay local to the area. Places will be taken up and it’s not fair to other families who actually do live local. 

380 10/19/21 14:29:36 10/19/21 14:32:46 No Because there are schools and local children that may not get the opportunity to apply for Langley High schools as a result 

381 10/19/21 17:02:11 10/19/21 17:25:20 No

I strongly disagree with this, as I believe we are short of secondary schools in the area and having a feeder school even for short period makes it very unfair for parents of 

children similar age to those attend Langley Park Primary. Already parents are pushed to sale homes to move closer tho catchment areas! 

382 10/19/21 17:36:46 10/19/21 19:00:42 No

This is not a feeder school. "Promises" should not have been made given this is a fact. It prevents equal access to your secondary schools which goes against the Borough's code 

that state schools should be available, on a fair basis, to all. The request to increase admissions should not result in preferencing children from one school but should be 

available to all children in the vicinity on an equal basis.

The proposed changes will limit the options open to all children. This means that children living further away from the secondary schools, but attended the Langley primary 

school, will have priority over children living close to the school. This is not a feeder school and parents were told this when choosing primary schools. the secondary schools 

were not part of LPLT at the time the "promises" were made therefore parents of children at Langley Primary should not have any expectation of a feeder place. This is a State 

school and therefore should be accessible to all children and you should not be operate outside the Borough's code. 

I am very disappointed that you are still trying to attempt to preference Langley Primary Children over others by bringing in a slightly amended version of your proposal from 

2019 (and prior). We are all aware that you will request to continue this past the  2025 date. I hope others appreciate that the bogus claim that "promises" were made will see 

this for what it really is; an attempt to prioritise children from Langley Primary School to ensure it is more desirable and therefore more profitable.

383 10/19/21 20:20:07 10/19/21 20:22:35 No Our would be unfair on local children at the start of KS3. 

384 10/19/21 22:47:35 10/19/21 23:08:33 Yes

Yes, but we know the school was NOT being very clear that there was no priority in admissions for LPSB and LPGS after 31st Aug 2018. What evidence is there of this and why 

was it then necessary to make it clear in the Langley admission policies from 21-22 - this is the evidence from when the schools started to be very clear. The cut off point should 

be from when these admission policies were published.

385 10/19/21 23:25:32 10/19/21 23:31:55 Yes

we did not receive any information in relation to admissions for Langley secondary schools until early 2020, beforehand the chat amongst LPPS parents was that our children 

would have priority

386 10/20/21 10:17:27 10/20/21 10:41:12 No

Like many parents I visited the Langley primary school when deciding what school to send my son to. Having paid the premium for a house within the catchment area of Langley 

Park secondary school, for the sole purpose of my son attending said school, I made it a point to ask the question on the open day of Langley primary school as to whether 

there was any plan for the school to become a feeder school to LPBS. I was assured that it would not. This information informed my decision to instead go with a different 

primary school, when combined with a number of more convenient reasons. Had I been informed at the time that there was even a chance that my son attending Langley 

Primary school would give him greater chance of securing a place at LPBS I would have made a different choice. I have no problem with the school moving to the proposed 

admission priority, it makes good sense, but it is simply a case of moving the goalposts once the game is in play. The only fair way to do this, for all parents who made life 

changing decisions for their child based on information that they were supplied by the trust previously, would be to do this from the current year moving forward, to try and 

retrospectively change the rules is messing with children’s lives, and just completely unethical. On top of that the trust is trying this year on year, I imagine in some faint hope 

that with all the other joys of the world we’re undergoing it might slip by unnoticed and the changes will be passed without hundreds of parents fighting for the rights and 

future of their children. It’s just abhorrent behaviour on the trusts behalf.

387 10/20/21 15:05:09 10/20/21 15:30:39 No

I believe that by allowing priority to pupils at LPPS for 2 years it will disadvantage future cohorts as a large proportion of those pupils will undoubtedly have siblings who will 

then gain priority over other children in the local area.



388 10/20/21 16:24:14 10/20/21 16:28:39 No I don't feel it's fair and open to lock in favouritism to a small number of pupils - the school is popular and as wide a catchment as possible should be allowed

389 10/20/21 18:10:02 10/20/21 18:16:39 No

The minority of parents claiming a right to a place, regardless of the distance of their abode from the school, should not put all the other parents- who do live within walking 

distance and who pay more for that luxury, at a lower position in terms of spaces on offer. Regardless of teaching adjustments made for this specific year group there will still 

be a Brit I’ve knock on effect, especially now there is a sibling rule covering both boys/girls schools- without even considering resources.

Local school should be for local children. 

There is a large number of parents who live locally and who were specifically told Langley Primary would NOT be a feeder school and therefore made their decisions based on 

that information. Perhaps they should launch legal action too.

390 10/20/21 18:16:25 10/20/21 18:23:12 No By providing priority access you are eliminating fairness in the process and reducing school choice for the surrounding area.

391 10/20/21 20:57:20 10/20/21 23:03:12 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

1.	Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the future (not just the two years proposed) due to 

the prioritisation of siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but 

there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2024 and beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

Guaranteeing all Langley Park Primary School children who are due to transfer in 2023 and 2024 a place at the Langley Secondary schools by creating an extra class at each 

school over the two years (total of 120 places) will increase the catchment area in 2023 and 2024. When the intake returns to current numbers from 2025 onwards, this will 

significantly reduce the catchment area, as siblings of the 2023/2024 intake children (some living far outside the normal catchment area) are prioritised over local children living 

close to the school.  This is not fair and transparent to children due to transfer from 2025 onwards and who live very close to the school.  Understandably, based on historic and 

fairly stable catchment areas for the last few years, these children would have expected to move to Langley senior schools in a normal year - their closest and local secondary 

school.  This would be put at risk under the proposals.

2.	Out of proportion proposal

The proposed approach is out of proportion for the sake of accommodating a very small number of children (16 children in 2023 and 24 children in 2024) who currently live 

outside the usual catchment area by creating 120 new places over the two years across the two schools. The majority of the children at Langley Park Primary School already live 

within the catchment area so would most likely receive a place at the Langley Senior Schools. The impact of the proposed would negatively affect a far greater number of 

children in comparison with the very small number of children affected by this issue.

3.	Increased traffic and environmental impact of children travelling from outside of the normal catchment area

The increase in the number of children travelling to the school from outside the normal catchment area in the 2023 and 2024 intake, plus their siblings in future years, will 

increase traffic in the vicinity of the Langley Secondary Schools. The children travelling from further away will more likely travel by car, affecting the air quality near the school 

and having an overall detrimental environmental impact.

4.	Mistake by The Trust

This proposed change to the priority in admission has not come about due to a genuine desire to address a particular educational need.  It is being proposed as a way of dealing 

with and ‘finding a way out of’ a mistake solely made by The Trust.  It is an issue which needs to be addressed and resolved between The Trust and the impacted children and 

parents / careers of the affected years at Langley Park Primary School.  The solution to this mistake should not involve a far greater number of local children paying the price for 

it by missing out on places to their local secondary or having their education impacted by additional children attending the school.

5.	Setting a dangerous precedent

If this change to the admissions policy is brought about as a result of an assurance given to the parents (or an alleged assurance? – it is not clear from the consultation how the 



392 10/20/21 23:03:33 10/20/21 23:05:27 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

1.	Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the future (not just the two years proposed) due to 

the prioritisation of siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but 

there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2024 and beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

Guaranteeing all Langley Park Primary School children who are due to transfer in 2023 and 2024 a place at the Langley Secondary schools by creating an extra class at each 

school over the two years (total of 120 places) will increase the catchment area in 2023 and 2024. When the intake returns to current numbers from 2025 onwards, this will 

significantly reduce the catchment area, as siblings of the 2023/2024 intake children (some living far outside the normal catchment area) are prioritised over local children living 

close to the school.  This is not fair and transparent to children due to transfer from 2025 onwards and who live very close to the school.  Understandably, based on historic and 

fairly stable catchment areas for the last few years, these children would have expected to move to Langley senior schools in a normal year - their closest and local secondary 

school.  This would be put at risk under the proposals.

2.	Out of proportion proposal

The proposed approach is out of proportion for the sake of accommodating a very small number of children (16 children in 2023 and 24 children in 2024) who currently live 

outside the usual catchment area by creating 120 new places over the two years across the two schools. The majority of the children at Langley Park Primary School already live 

within the catchment area so would most likely receive a place at the Langley Senior Schools. The impact of the proposed would negatively affect a far greater number of 

children in comparison with the very small number of children affected by this issue.

3.	Increased traffic and environmental impact of children travelling from outside of the normal catchment area

The increase in the number of children travelling to the school from outside the normal catchment area in the 2023 and 2024 intake, plus their siblings in future years, will 

increase traffic in the vicinity of the Langley Secondary Schools. The children travelling from further away will more likely travel by car, affecting the air quality near the school 

and having an overall detrimental environmental impact.

4.	Mistake by The Trust

This proposed change to the priority in admission has not come about due to a genuine desire to address a particular educational need.  It is being proposed as a way of dealing 

with and ‘finding a way out of’ a mistake solely made by The Trust.  It is an issue which needs to be addressed and resolved between The Trust and the impacted children and 

parents / careers of the affected years at Langley Park Primary School.  The solution to this mistake should not involve a far greater number of local children paying the price for 

it by missing out on places to their local secondary or having their education impacted by additional children attending the school.

5.	Setting a dangerous precedent

If this change to the admissions policy is brought about as a result of an assurance given to the parents (or an alleged assurance? – it is not clear from the consultation how the 

393 10/21/21 7:42:51 10/21/21 7:47:00 No I don't think that it is fair for children attending other primary schools

394 10/22/21 12:52:41 10/22/21 12:59:23 Yes

I am not aware of any announcements made about LPPS children and Langley secondary admissions until spring 2020. The priority admissions should include these LPPS 

children.

395 10/20/21 8:42:48 10/22/21 19:04:21 No Admissions should be decided on distance and siblings.   

396 10/23/21 6:40:10 10/23/21 6:48:57 No The issue with this is that when the PAN returns to normal, siblings will get priority thus vastly reducing the number of places for everyone else. 

397 10/23/21 12:45:30 10/23/21 12:47:17 Yes

We do have our concerns that this will not just be for the two years - as we do have children at a local school currently in year 1 - so we dont want this to impact us.

As long as this is just for two years we done have a problem with it

398 10/23/21 16:52:50 10/23/21 17:10:40 Yes

From 2014 it was made clear in the Langley Primary free school application that these children would have priority admissions for the secondary schools.

Since 2020 only was it made clear, in the schools updated admissions policies 21-22, that LPPS children would not have priority admissions.

Therefore these historic assurances existed for longer than is being suggested.



399 10/23/21 22:07:17 10/23/21 22:36:08 No

Assurances were not formally made to all potential primary school children at the time of the primary school application process.  If assurances were given (which is difficult to 

believe without evidence to support it) then this should have been a point of consideration for all parents when deciding whether to apply to Langley Park Primary School 

during these years. The fact that this information was given 'only to some parents' is discriminatory to all other parents in the Borough that might have considered this school 

on the basis that it was to be a feeder school and as such this proposal is not fairly made across all local children that do not meet the other over subscription criteria higher up 

the ranking. 

By allowing children that would not normally receive a place at the schools due to them not meeting the other over subscription criteria will also lead to loss of additional places 

in many future years to come where they will as a result guarantee a place for their siblings through the higher sibling criteria category. So the impact assessment has not fully 

considered the full impact of this proposed change. It also does not show the wider impact the additional class  would have to the other students at each school, which I can 

only assume will be negative due to resources being more thinly spread across the school. 

It is stated above that you cannot guarantee any other local child that should have received a place at the secondary schools will not be discriminated by this change in policy. 

Disclose the evidence that these children should have preference over any other local child! It appears that this change is to avoid a legal battle with these parents - but has 

their evidence been tested by a lawyer/judge. It would be difficult to see how they would win such a battle. 

Furthermore, the impact of an additional class at each of the secondary schools, even just for 2 years, will have a negative impact on the resources available to each student at 

the secondary schools themselves. The impact of the pandemic has hit students ability to learn and many are behind - they will need additional support in future years to help 

them develop to the required levels. Don't add more pressure on the secondary schools during these challenging years ahead in order to avoid a potential legal challenge with a 

few parents that consider they are entitled to this change! 

400 10/24/21 9:21:06 10/24/21 9:30:35 Yes but my child was attending LPPS in 2018 and I have no knowledge of the school being clear on this matter at that time

401 10/24/21 11:06:07 10/24/21 11:12:44 No

Many of us remember Park Langley Primary opening and their desperation at the time for gaining pupils, including leaflet dropping the whole area (actually encouraging kids to 

change schools!) and the silly words of the Head indicating it might end up as a feeder school. 

Most of us parents were sensible and ignored the above desperate (and irresponsible actions) of the new primary school.

Therefore it is diabolical to think that this irresponsible action will now result in priority access to the secondary schools. Two wrongs do not make a right. A terrible terrible 

idea.

402 10/24/21 11:16:50 10/24/21 11:17:12 No

403 10/24/21 21:37:59 10/24/21 21:39:55 No Disadvantaging other local children

404 10/26/21 2:28:21 10/26/21 2:32:35 No I have voted No because I don't recollect the school being clear in 2018.

405 10/27/21 13:59:36 10/27/21 14:05:41 No

It seems unfair that children at LPP should be given places above children who live closer to Langley secondaries but who are at different primaries to LPP - I’m not sure why 

parents at LPP feel they should be given priority when feeder status was never on table - a large number of parents chose different primaries based on this. Also Langley Boys 

was not even in the trust so I am unsure why it would even be included? As based on the information read it seems this is to appease the parents who claim they were 

promised feeder status.

406 10/27/21 14:25:19 10/27/21 14:27:20 No Because the catchment is already small enough, it will lesson the places for siblings and other children who live in the area. 

407 10/27/21 16:35:51 10/27/21 16:41:50 No

It seems that rules in terms of "feeder" schools are being changed which may be detrimental to parents who have chosen other primary schools yet wish their children to 

attend LPSG/LPSB. 

408 10/27/21 20:02:45 10/27/21 20:05:43 No This will highly affect admission rates for local children who do not attend Langley Park.

409 10/27/21 21:07:12 10/27/21 22:06:59 No

This proposal is unfair to those who have chosen to go to a different primary school, that are still local, in order to increase their chance of getting into one of the Langley 

schools. However, through this proposal, this chance of getting their children into a Langley school is now significantly decreased because the places will then be taken by those 

that went to the three specified primary schools.

Those that went to the particular primary schools should have an equal chance in getting a place at one of the Langley Secondary Schools to those that went to a different local 

primary school.

410 10/28/21 10:33:05 10/28/21 10:37:58 Yes But for me personally, as a LPPS parent, it became very clear there was no priority when I read it in the LPSB admissions policy.

411 10/28/21 15:18:20 10/28/21 15:24:51 No

This will have an ongoing effect for years to come with sibling places from pupils that have entered via this proposal.

It will also create a precedent as a feeder school and is likely to be challenged again after these 2 years. 

Also LPSB was not part of the LP trust at the time so should not be included in this proposal at all. 

412 10/28/21 18:13:45 10/28/21 18:14:09 No

413 10/28/21 19:24:18 10/28/21 19:29:28 No Unfairness 

414 10/28/21 20:40:10 10/28/21 20:41:35 No

415 10/28/21 20:42:18 10/28/21 20:47:50 No It is unfair on children who live locally but do not attend Langley Park Primary



416 10/28/21 20:44:15 10/28/21 20:56:48 No

Our son is due to start secondary school in September 2024. We looked at LPPS in the autumn of 2016 ahead of applying for 2017 Reception places & it was made clear at the 

Reception open day that it was not & unlikely to become a feeder school for LPB or LPG. The boys school was not part of the Trust at that time & it was stated it was likely to 

remain as such. 

Our ordering of schools preference wise took this into consideration. Had the feeder been ‘promised’ or promoted as likely, LPPS would have featured higher in our preference 

over 2 school we could walk to, in order to help safeguard our son’s secondary application.

417 10/28/21 20:57:50 10/28/21 20:59:21 No

418 10/28/21 20:58:26 10/28/21 21:05:24 No

It is completely unfair to change the admissions policy based on what may have been 'promised' to a few parents of pupils at Langley Park Primary School. We did not choose 

LPPS as we understood it would NOT become a feeder. Also, it won't only affect the intake for the 2 years stated, as it will continue to have an effect when siblings of these 

children also gain admission. 

419 10/28/21 21:53:54 10/28/21 21:54:35 No

420 10/28/21 22:05:58 10/28/21 22:22:52 No

It is unfair for local families whose children may miss out on a secondary school place at the LP schools to other children who do not live in the usual catchment area. My 

husband and I bought the property we currently live in due to its location to the secondary schools. Obviously the location close to the LP secondary schools increased the price 

of our property which we were happy to pursue as we thought it would affect our children’s schooling positively. 

Langley Park Boys school was not even part of the Trust when the alleged assurances to parents sending their children to LPPS were made so the boys school should not be 

included in the proposal at all.

The assurances made to a group of parents that if their child attended Langley Park Primary they would get into the Langley Park secondaries were false promises and only 

impacts a small group if not to go ahead whereas a much larger group whose primary school selection decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not 

become a feeder school, will not have that benefit.

421 10/28/21 22:33:35 10/28/21 22:37:39 No This still adversely affects other families in the local area, who may live closer. They should not pay for the wrongdoing of promises that shouldn’t have been made. 

422 10/28/21 22:48:52 10/28/21 22:57:18 No The proposal is neither transparent nor reasonable 

423 10/28/21 22:51:51 10/28/21 22:59:02 No

It does not seem right to offer such an advantage mainly to appease a small group of parents at Langley Primary. If this historic promise were valid, it should have been 

publicised to all parents picking primaries at the time, so that they might have also had the opportunity of a ‘leg up’ into these very highly regarded schools. It also seems 

unlikely that the trust would change back to current proceedings after two years …after all, there could be very ‘confused’ parents out there who could claim in two years time 

that they believed LPPS to be a feeder school, thus choosing it fur their child. The suggestion is there that this proposal would be for two years only, but it seems unlikely that 

this would be the case without a very public indication and guarantee of future intent. 

424 10/28/21 23:34:39 10/28/21 23:42:26 No Bias. This proposal doubles down on the previous mistake. Obviously and logically far better to apologise and move on. 

425 10/28/21 22:04:25 10/28/21 23:45:14 No

I have children in 2016/17 primary intake year.  I attended the open days for Langley Primary School.                     presented.  The first Head Teacher of Langley Park Primary 

School.  The promise was NEVER made to us.  It was NEVER discussed as a feeder.  Many parents pushed                  on this point as it was, of course, an important decider in 

choosing the primary school.  They were VERY CLEAR Langley Park Primary School will NOT automatically gain you entrance into the Langley secondary schools.  Furthermore, 

my daughter was at Hawes Down Primary School and                            also clearing said the primary schools in the trust are not feeders to the Langley Park Secondary schools.  

On this basis, we chose a different primary school that was more suited for our children like many other parents of that intake who were not promised automatic entrance.

The impact of increasing the numbers, even for the two years, will have consequences further than those two years given the recent change to the sibling rule.

It will also have a knock-on effect on school resources not least in term of books, equipment and teacher/pupil ratio.  Numbers are already limited on school trip, school sports 

teams and lunch queue waiting times to name but a few.

426 10/28/21 23:51:15 10/28/21 23:58:32 No

The promise of a place at the secondary school was not consulted on therefore can not be acted on.  Furthermore  Langley Park School for Boys was NOT part of the Langley 

Park Learning Trust at the time.

427 10/29/21 6:01:31 10/29/21 6:07:35 No

The proposal will affect our daughters chance of getting a place at Langley girls. Currently she would most likely be offered a place. She attends unicorn primary. But she won’t 

be going to secondary until September 2025, and your proposal will more than likely reduce the catchment area.

428 10/29/21 7:29:43 10/29/21 7:32:13 No I bought an expensive house 3 years ago ensuring we were in catchment for Langley.

429 10/29/21 8:27:10 10/29/21 8:34:59 No

There will be many families that have chosen to live in the secondary schools’ catchment area but have decided to use a different primary school that would be adversely 

impacted by this decision, it is not fair on those families.

430 10/29/21 8:58:27 10/29/21 9:12:53 No It is an illegal promise. 

431 10/29/21 9:14:09 10/29/21 9:33:15 No

This proposal was defeated recently, why are element of  the same proposal still trying to be pushed though?

There are children on roll at Langley Park Primary school who would not be in the catchment area for either of the secondary schools, giving them priority to attend the 

secondary schools means that children who are actually local may not be offered a place.   That is unacceptable.



432 10/29/21 9:56:11 10/29/21 10:01:04 No

It won’t simply be for the years 2023/2024 that this affects as the siblings of these children will also get places ahead of children that live locally, one of which would possibly be 

my daughter. We have loved in the west wickham area most of our lives, I went to langley sixth form so would be most upset if my daughter didn’t get a place over somebody 

who lived outside the usual ‘catchment area’ just because a place was ‘promised’ to their brother or sister years beforehand.

433 10/29/21 10:37:10 10/29/21 10:38:29 Yes

434 10/29/21 13:44:37 10/29/21 14:14:32 Yes please see additional comments.

435 10/29/21 18:59:56 10/29/21 19:06:46 No Because I visited the Langley primary and was told it wasn't going to be the case, so we opted for Oak lodge primarily as we can walk there.

436 10/29/21 19:09:38 10/29/21 19:13:30 No

Having chosen a primary school for my child during this time I do not believe such assurances were given.  In fact, it was mentioned at the open day that the primary school is 

not a feeder school to the secondary.

437 10/29/21 20:05:00 10/29/21 20:25:55 No I just cant understand local schools are for local children end of. You should not have allowed non local children to attend the primary school. 

438 10/30/21 0:15:33 10/30/21 0:16:43 No

439 10/30/21 0:09:30 10/30/21 0:20:40 Yes As with a similar local secondary children are used to seeing the secondary schools on the same site and will expect in many cases to just transition there.

440 10/30/21 2:46:30 10/30/21 2:49:49 Yes However, these historical assurances still existed in 2018 and 2019. 

441 10/30/21 9:46:50 10/30/21 9:53:33 No

When they joined the primary school there was no commitment made that they would automatically get a place at secondary schools on same site. In addition, Langley park 

primary have out of catchment area children and you are disadvantage for local children. Making traffic worse as they will need to be driven to school. The schools do not have 

resources and space available for this. In addition by agreeing to this other parents in other years will complain and want the same treatment making a mockery. 

442 10/30/21 10:24:25 10/30/21 10:32:57 No

I do not believe the criteria should change based on some parents having been given false information that LPPS would feed the secondaries. The primary school should never 

have made this claim as Bromley, historically, had never had feeder schools. I don’t believe the criteria should change just because the primary school lied to prospective 

parents, in my opinion, in order to fill their own places. I believe it will start a precedence for other local primaries to make similar claims then use it to change admission 

criteria in the future.

443 10/30/21 13:35:15 10/30/21 13:36:30 Yes

444 10/30/21 14:10:26 10/30/21 14:12:44 No This will then have a further impact on families with siblings which would then give priority over families living closer with no siblings

445 10/30/21 15:45:59 10/30/21 15:51:44 Yes

446 10/30/21 18:25:02 10/30/21 18:42:51 Yes

I am parent to a child at LPPS who was given assurances that my child would transition to a Langley Secondary school. I am encouraged that the Trust has taken responsibility of 

this and is attempting to address our concerns.

447 10/30/21 20:34:19 10/30/21 20:41:51 No Some of these pupils are not living within catchment therefore local children will miss out on places 

448 10/30/21 21:22:52 10/30/21 21:26:26 No I oppose point 1 in the proposal as don't think it is a fair way to allocate school places. It will have a hugely negative impact on school places for local pupils.

449 10/30/21 21:19:25 10/30/21 21:30:04 No

This isn't fair to children who have attended other primary schools. Priority shouldn't be given to one feeder school as it can be to the detriment of other primary schools in the 

area and therefore disadvantage a large number of children

450 10/30/21 22:42:43 10/30/21 22:47:42 Neutral

451 10/30/21 23:35:14 10/30/21 23:43:37 No

I think ‘bulge’ years don’t work. The school has to fund extra resources to cope with the additional children. Plus, the PAN for the Langley schools is already very large.

What about parents that were told that Langley park ps would not be a feeder to the secondary schools that then didn’t send their children there on that information. I feel the 

trust is bowing to pressure from a handful of parents!

452 10/31/21 0:42:53 10/31/21 0:45:35 No Unfair to local children 

453 10/31/21 0:45:52 10/31/21 0:46:55 No I feel this is wrong for other local children 

454 10/31/21 10:37:16 10/31/21 10:39:23 No

There is no evidence of any promise and therefore this cannot be taken forward - there must not be any feeder school agreed for it would be at the detriment of other children 

in the area 

455 10/31/21 20:20:50 10/31/21 20:33:28 No

It discriminates against local children who have not been able to attend Langley Park primary school and the children after the two year time scale. It would also set a 

precedent for the future that would be difficult to argue against for this and other schools. 

456 10/31/21 22:07:43 10/31/21 22:17:23 Yes Updating that LPPS pupils do not have any priority in the LPSB and LPGS admissions policies put an end to any confusion amongst LPPS parents.

457 11/1/21 9:35:51 11/1/21 9:45:00 Yes

I would argue that following the consultation in 2019/20 it was identified there was confusion amongst all LPPS parents, so it would appear it was not made clear beforehand. 

This consultation should include current Year 4 and 5 children who were registered with the school at the beginning of 2020.

458 11/1/21 9:43:26 11/1/21 9:56:12 No

This further consultation is creating further anxiety for local parents, given that local parents were assured when LPPS was set-up that it *would not* become a feeder school, 

whatever was said to a few parents in order for them to send their child to LPPS. Langley Boys was *not* part of the Trust at the time of the 'historic assurances.' The 

repercussions of this consultation is more than just the year groups mentioned - given the rules for siblings etc. 



459 11/1/21 10:35:50 11/1/21 10:43:11 Yes Although a statement on this issue would not be required in the Langley secondary admissions policies if the primary school had already made it clear since 2018.

460 11/1/21 19:21:18 11/1/21 19:23:38 No

No evidence provided this was indeed agreed. Amendment to admissions should have taken place at this point in time and not years later. If admissions criteria wasn't updates 

then parents must have known a consultation would be needed to approve. 

461 11/1/21 20:39:46 11/1/21 20:42:38 No This will adversely affect children and siblings that would otherwise get into the Langley secondary schools. 

462 11/2/21 8:12:01 11/2/21 8:36:09 No It is not fair to give priority to Langley Park Primary School students in admissions to Langley Park School for Girls or Boys

463 11/2/21 8:48:34 11/2/21 8:50:03 No

464 11/2/21 10:42:32 11/2/21 10:49:00 No

This is even less acceptable than the proposal which was thankfully withdraw in March of 2020.  On that occasion pupils from three schools (Langley Park, Hawes Down and 

Clare House) would have unfairly been given priority.  This most recent attempt to establish a feeder would benefit only a small number of pupils, to the disadvantage of the 

whole community. This is not a “comprehensive” approach, and only serves to reinforce  “selection by mortgage”.

465 11/3/21 9:42:01 11/3/21 9:52:17 Yes this consultation notice fails to outline the claim that `the school was being very clear that there was no priority in admissions for LPSB and LPGS` after 31st August 2018. 

466 11/3/21 10:47:21 11/3/21 10:52:13 No

If it has been clear since 2018 why was there so much confusion amongst LPPS parents following the feeder school consulation. I believe these assurances still esisted at that 

time. 

467 11/3/21 10:00:06 11/3/21 10:53:20 No

This is unfair to local children, by reducing access to places, unfair to other potential LP primary parents who were informed that LP primary would not be a feeder school and 

does not appear to meet the Admissions Code own criteria of reasonable grounds for implementing a feeder school. 

The question of feeder schools for the LP secondary schools was consulted on and resoundingly rejected by the local community in 2019, nothing appears to have materially 

changed since then.  

Furthermore I am confused as to why LPSB is included in this proposed feeder school change as I believe it was not part of the trust at the time this “false promises” were 

made. As such it is not reasonable for parents who chose LP primary at that time to expect an automatic transfer to LPSB.  

468 11/3/21 13:17:55 11/3/21 14:08:17 No

It is unfair to local families with children at other primary schools

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many more parents who were told that LPPS 

would not be a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP Secondaries, based on a 

false promise, when other children, whose primary school selection decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, will not have 

that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change

Places should be offered to children living closest to secondaries and not what academic trust has promised and are part of.

469 11/3/21 21:40:54 11/3/21 22:17:02 No

* Unfair to local children esp. there are a lot of children in LPPS (of that two year groups) came from outside the catchment area. Their siblings will also have priority in the 

future over local children.

* Unfair to other primary schools that are inside the trust. The trust should treat all schools inside the trust equally and fairly.

470 11/4/21 5:49:13 11/4/21 5:56:45 Yes I agree with the principle, but there has not been any correspondence from LPPS or LPLT regarding this issue until after the feeder school consultation.

471 11/4/21 9:14:58 11/4/21 9:16:12 No IT will adversely effect local children not attending a connected primary school

472 11/4/21 9:13:52 11/4/21 9:24:49 No

When the primary school was built, there was never a promise to give priority to the children there.  How are you going to do it for just these years and not carry on for the rest 

of the years?  This is going to really impact schools such as Balgowan because the catchment will be reduced therefore taking away Langley as an option for a lot of these 

children.  

473 11/4/21 9:26:36 11/4/21 9:30:31 No

474 11/4/21 9:46:37 11/4/21 9:49:40 No This will limit entrance for others who are within the catchment  

475 11/4/21 9:40:51 11/4/21 9:49:45 No

I feel it would benefit only a a minority, reducing choice of high schools for many. It was said by the school to entice parents to send there children to the primary school, with 

little foresight to the effect it will have on the community. Very very few schools do this as they are unpopular.

476 11/4/21 9:58:05 11/4/21 10:01:31 No This is entirely unfair to people living in the Langley Park catchment area whose children are at other primary schools in the area. 

477 11/4/21 10:55:41 11/4/21 11:01:38 No

478 11/4/21 19:50:54 11/4/21 20:02:21 Yes I believe it it the right thing to do and

479 11/4/21 21:49:46 11/4/21 21:51:35 No I am opposed to restricting access unfairly to children

480 11/4/21 21:50:29 11/4/21 21:56:59 No We were told that Langley Primary would not be granted feeder status so decisions were made on this basis 

481 11/4/21 21:50:49 11/4/21 21:58:44 No

This gives unfair advantage to those attending the primary school when those attending other local primaries receive no such advantage.

Feeder schools have never been agreed as a whole by the Trust or the public. This whole proposal is being done just to appease a handful of families who claim they were 

promised feeder school status despite no proof of this being made public.

Local children will lose out on a place in order for this proposal to go through.

Langley park boys school was not even part of the Academy Trust when this proposal was supposedly put forward. It sets a precedent for feeder schools in the future.



482 11/4/21 21:58:38 11/4/21 22:03:01 No

It should be left as close proximity to the school rather than allowing people to go to the primary school and then move away only to still be allowed to attend Langley 

secondary schools and deny places to genuine local children 

483 11/4/21 21:56:33 11/4/21 22:03:53 No I do not agree that assurances were made. It’s simply a claim made by some. This move would result in the catchment area getting smaller 

484 11/4/21 22:02:24 11/4/21 22:04:01 No

485 11/4/21 22:12:35 11/4/21 22:15:25 No A feeder system is discriminatory and does not put local children first.

486 11/4/21 22:11:16 11/4/21 22:16:45 No

It will create an unfair advantage to those primary school children who are not part of the Langley Park Primary when the catchment area is already so small. Also, Langley Boys 

was not part of the trust when the supposed historic assurances were given so should not be part of this consultation.

487 11/4/21 22:11:13 11/4/21 22:16:55 No

Why should people who don't necessarily live anywhere near Langley Park school get a priority place just because they attend Langley primary school. Think very unfair on 

people who have siblings they would like to attend and also who chose to live near the school for a placement. 

488 11/4/21 22:07:41 11/4/21 22:17:57 No No because, with this proposal the catchment area is considerably reduced.

489 11/4/21 22:03:59 11/4/21 22:18:03 Yes

Our son has been at LPPS since Sept 2017 and would be due to start at secondary school in Sept 2024. We were amongst the families who were led to believe that there would 

be a priority place offered to us at LPSB when our son reached year 7, and so we fully support this proposal. 

490 11/4/21 22:40:46 11/4/21 22:46:48 No

In 2018 when we were looking for potential schools for our daughter we were advised that LPPS was not a feeder school and there was no guarantee that it would become one. 

We then selected to send our children to HDPS, another trust school. This change to admissions would reduce our children’s chances of future admission despite the fact that 

we live in close proximity to the land glory park secondary schools and moved to the area for that reason. 

491 11/4/21 22:22:54 11/4/21 22:59:49 No

Despite my sympathy for those parents who were misled, my concern is that the impact of addressing the historic assurances will not be for those two year groups only. There 

will be an impact for potentially several years to come as the LPPS children’s siblings are given priority at the secondary schools over local children once the PAN returns to 

normal levels. It could potentially lead to a significant number of children who would have been accepted due to proximity being unfairly pushed aside in favour of those who 

live further away. 

492 11/4/21 21:54:36 11/4/21 23:03:31 No

Langley Park boys was not part of the trust as it is now configured at the time that the alleged promises were made to prospective LPPS in 2015/16. It was a separate entity. 

When LPBS joined the trust in 2018 they published a document when they went live, promising they were not going to participate in a feeder school scenario with the trust. 

The trust should not be held accountable for what was a clearly legally questionable/other worldly marketing strategy of your former LPPS employee. How is it possible to 

promise feeder status to a school that is not yet part of the trust? 

What for the parents who visited the open events of LPPS in 2015/16 and did not recieve the same alleged promises? The trust actively seeks to discriminate here by favouring 

the few who received a special 'offer'... We are one of those sets of parents who attended but did not get the same promises of feeder status. We would surely have decided 

differently should we have been furnished with the same information as the selected few. Perhaps those parents were specially selected to receive this feeder status promise? 

The truth around this has not been made clear. Was there a special separate meeting that not everyone was invited to? What is the demographic of this co-hort, is it 

representative? 

The trust is not behaving in a transparent or reasonable manner - you have categorically not been transparent about the alleged promises made by LPPS in 2015/16. If all recent 

consultations regarding feeders are to appease legal action for failing to honour these for the minority, this should also be made clear. How can you expect the wider 

community to respond appropriately without the appropriate level of transparency and information to do so?

493 11/5/21 4:24:58 11/5/21 4:29:16 Yes The date for Year 4 and 5 to be registered should increase by about 18 months to coincide with the Trust making a clear announcement in the spring term 2020.

494 11/5/21 7:44:47 11/5/21 7:48:35 No

This proposal will have an impact on catchments for more than 2 years due to the sibling rule.

The proposal will have a negative impact on existing pupils as the extra children will need space and resources.

The proposal is unfair on those families who were told that LPPS would not be a feeder to the secondaries and made different primary school choices.

495 11/5/21 7:52:36 11/5/21 7:54:38 No

496 11/5/21 8:23:07 11/5/21 8:31:27 No

It is matter of fairness. I live next to Langley Boys and Girls, are planning to send my kids to both schools. If the trust make such change in short period of time, it will completely 

affect the planning of the residents live near the schools.

497 11/5/21 8:48:23 11/5/21 8:51:07 Yes It resolves the false promises that were made to parents 

498 11/5/21 9:16:09 11/5/21 9:24:53 No

Priority should not be given to children already attending the Langley Park Primary as there are so many children in close proximity to the school that do not attend the primary 

school, however on distance would normally be given a place. 

499 11/5/21 9:28:16 11/5/21 9:31:26 No

I would like for my daughters to go to Langley girls school as we live close by. They attend Hawes Down school and I am concerned that the admission numbers will mean they 

cannot get a place despite being in catchment area. 

500 11/5/21 9:36:13 11/5/21 9:39:47 No

Because there are many local primary schools also on the doorstep of Langley boys and girls schools which should all be given the same chance of applying and getting a place 

at the secondary school. It seems unfair to make this proposal given the close proximity unicorn primary and the likes of st Davids primary are also to the girls and boys Langley 

schools. 

501 11/5/21 9:41:09 11/5/21 9:46:39 No It is not fair on local children who might live in catchment area



502 11/5/21 10:25:33 11/5/21 10:30:45 No Local schools should be for local children

503 11/5/21 10:31:27 11/5/21 10:33:18 No Schools should be for local children

504 11/5/21 10:33:32 11/5/21 10:36:11 No Schools should be for children who are in the catchment area 

505 11/5/21 10:34:52 11/5/21 10:37:06 No It is not fair on other schools in the area and people that have moved to the area just to be in the catchment and now would miss out if this goes ahead.

506 11/5/21 10:30:22 11/5/21 10:43:27 No

The feeder status is unfair to other local families whose children attend other primary schools in the catchment area of Langley Secondaries.

It creates uncertainty about what will happen after these two intakes are completed.

The Langley Park School for Boys was not even in the Trust when the alleged assurances were given and should therefore not be included in the consultation at all.

The proposal is not transparent as there is no clear explanation of the reasons for the consultation or the threat of legal action being taken against the Trust and it is also 

unreasonable to have these assurances as the sole reason for creating this feeder school change in the admissions criteria. 

Even though this only appplies initially to two years it will have further impact in the future due to the siblings of those extra children admitted through the feeder status.

507 11/5/21 11:01:29 11/5/21 11:22:26 No

I have concerns that if this proposal is allowed to go ahead it will set a precedent. Also i would expect that these children out of catchment have siblings so the knock on effects 

will be felt for years afterwards. 

508 11/5/21 11:13:27 11/5/21 11:26:59 No

Concerned about effect on later year groups where there are siblings of the children who go from LPPS under these changes. Sets an unfair precedent. Does disadvantage 

children of other primary schools who are changing schools as bulge year groups are not ideal, stretching facilities etc.

509 11/5/21 11:48:21 11/5/21 11:52:49 Yes It is the right thing to do given the assurances given to those parents. Assurances that will have made life changing decisions. 

510 11/5/21 13:09:38 11/5/21 13:46:53 No

The wider parent community is fully aware that the origin of this proposal is the never-proven assertion that certain parents were told that enrolling at the then newly created 

LPPS would ensure their children would gain preferential entry to the secondary schools. As far as we are aware there is no written evidence of this and it seems extraordinary 

to bow to a small minority of parents when the larger majority is much more likely to be disadvantaged. Those who were told the exact opposite, for example (that attending 

LPPS would NOT influence their secondary school choice, of whom there are many) and chose different primary schools on the back of that advice, are now finding themselves 

queue-jumped by this proposal. In addition, this creates a precedent for the Trust to try to yet again bring in feeder schools which has already been heavily contested and 

defeated. 



511 11/5/21 13:11:50 11/5/21 15:04:42 No

I cannot support this proposal because:

1) Admissions policies should allow fair access for all. It is unfair to prioritise a group of pupils simply because their parents were privy to non-public information. That would be 

grossly unfair to all the other local families who were explicitly and publicly told there would be no feeder arrangements and who had a legitimate expectation that admissions 

policies would remain the same. This includes:

a) Pupils in these 2 yeargroups. Many of my y4 son's classmates live on the periphery of the usual secondary catchments. If these families had thought LPPS may become a 

feeder they could've secured their children's y7 places by sending them there. But they didn’t as they were reassured there would be no feeders. Conversely, there has been no 

disadvantage to any LPPS parents who have simply benefited from a good primary school and can still access the secondary schools in the same way as the rest of the 

community. As there is no way of appeasing all families in these cohorts (there are too many) and as more people stand to be disadvantaged by the proposed changes than 

would benefit, the fairest approach is to make no changes. As 30 of the LPPS pupils identified as likely beneficiaries are boys, very few of the extra LPSB places will be left for 

other pupils under the distance criteria, especially as the next few years are likely to see an increase in siblings from LPGS and Bromley has now identified a local shortfall in y7 

places until 2024.

b) Older pupils at the secondaries. I was explicitly told there would be no feeders at several LPSB events prior to my son joining and everything I read online on LPSB's website 

and local facebook groups said the same. I felt reassured there would be no feeder arrangements and chose it for my sons on that basis. If I'd thought there would be feeders, 

perhaps I'd have chosen differently because I believe feeder schools are fundamentally undesirable. Also, increasing the PAN for 2 years may minimise impact on distance cut-

offs, other local schools and class sizes, but it will still come at a cost to both secondaries - teachers, facilities, resources, traffic etc.

c) Younger pupils in current y3 and below. The Trust says these feeder arrangements are time limited, but the siblings of the 110? pupils in the 4 extra classes will ensure the 

effects are felt for years. When coupled with the impact of the recent sibling rule changes triggered by the last consultation, this impact could well be signifiant. 

2) LPSB was not even part of the same Trust and the consultation to join hadn’t yet taken place at the time of these alleged assurances. So even if some parents believed LPPS 

would become a feeder school to LPGS, I fail to see how anyone could possibly extrapolate that to mean a guaranteed place at LPSB. LPSB's families also supported it joining the 

Trust on the clear basis there would be no feeders. The LPPS pupils benefitting however are mostly boys, which seems doubly unfair. 

3) The proposals to select LPPS as a feeder are not transparent. The community hasn't been provided with any detail of assurances made, just vague statements about 

expectations. I also believe many people are afraid to oppose these proposals, so may not respond despite being unsupportive of them.

4) The community already provided its views on making LPPS a feeder school in 2019 when public opinion was overwhelmingly against it.  I don't understand why the Trust is 

asking the same questions again, particularly after having stated so assertively only 18 months ago it wasn’t reasonable to select LPPS as a feeder. I appreciate the Trust has 

said they don't wish to create a permanent feeder, but this isn't something they can guarantee due to the requirement to re-consult to reduce the PAN and the precedent that 

would be set by these 2 yeargroups. If the Trust doesn't want to create a permanent feeder, then quite simply it shouldn’t create a temporary one either.

512 11/5/21 15:59:57 11/5/21 16:04:33 No

Access to secondary schools should be fair to all. It should be done on distance to school and other factors normally seen. The opening of the primary school has widened the 

area and will create unfair disadvantage to closer children for many years to come. 

513 11/5/21 16:30:29 11/5/21 16:34:53 No Unsure Langley Primary was meant to be a feeder school originally?

514 11/5/21 16:56:09 11/5/21 16:59:10 No Unfair to other local children who chose schools on the basis that lpp would not be a feeder school - impact will last a number of years due to siblings of those in the bulge years 

515 11/6/21 8:38:58 11/6/21 8:39:25 Yes

516 11/6/21 9:00:50 11/6/21 9:09:25 No

You are creating a divide in the community. 

Making it more difficult for admissions of families that do not go to the ‘feeder’ schools even though LPGS/LPBS would be their closest secondary school. 

Prioritising wealth of children/families living in expensive catchment area of Clare House and Hawes Down. This is not equality or providing every child the same opportunity 

that Bromley Children’s Project strives for. 

517 11/6/21 9:45:15 11/6/21 9:45:42 No

518 11/6/21 9:44:54 11/6/21 9:47:46 No Priority must be given to the local kids 

519 11/6/21 9:46:41 11/6/21 9:54:10 No You will be damaging the equality and opportunity of students from other schools. 

520 11/6/21 9:53:00 11/6/21 9:54:37 No

521 11/6/21 9:52:21 11/6/21 9:59:43 Yes

There was an expectation for these children when they joined LPPS, which I strongly feel should be honoured. The parents and guardians were also happy to be pioneers and 

strong supporters of a new start up school.

522 11/6/21 10:02:22 11/6/21 10:14:42 No

I don’t think it’s fair to prioritise children from

Langley primary school as this will almost exclude children from local schools entirely. All children should have a fair chance of going to Langley secondary. My child is in year  

and goes to Oak Lodge but Langley primary was an option, the only reason I didn’t choose Langley primary was because the primary school had not been developed yet and 

was new whereas I’ve always heard Langley secondary to be a really good school. If the priority is only being given for two years I see little worth in it being given at all. 



523 11/6/21 11:09:14 11/6/21 11:21:12 No

My son goes to LPBS and my daughter is at Oak Lodge Primary, we were hoping she will go to LP Girls but very worried this will reduce the catchment area. We all cycle, we 

need a local school to go to but being on the catchment edge anyway we are worried she won’t get in.

Assurances made to LPPrimary schools is very unfair to other primary schools in the area. I’m against increasing number of pupils (PAN) also due to extra funding needed and 

spreading resources to thinly.

The environmental impact would be damaging, more people needing to drive in due to not being a local school which I am very against, especially in this day and age.

524 11/6/21 11:20:22 11/6/21 11:22:26 No

Priority should not be given to pupils at Langley park primary school when there are many local primary schools with children living nearby who wish to attend Langley 

secondary.  

525 11/6/21 11:24:49 11/6/21 11:27:13 No

Langley is a school that should allow all

Local children regardless of primary school. Making it selective. Appalling idea

526 11/6/21 11:25:18 11/6/21 11:27:50 No

527 11/6/21 11:51:04 11/6/21 11:52:07 No

528 11/6/21 11:47:50 11/6/21 11:56:23 No

This proposal is not fair to the vast majority of families who have based their primary school selection on assurances that LPPS would NOT become a feeder school. This 

proposal is not acceptable.

The knock on effect with siblings etc. for years to come will have a hugely detrimental impact on families who would normally be within the catchment of LPGS and LPBS.

529 11/6/21 12:06:49 11/6/21 12:09:48 Yes

I think it is a reasonable solution to a very difficult situation. It will have a long term impact that will reduce over time and as long as the previous feeder school idea is never 

implemented, it works.

530 11/6/21 12:08:01 11/6/21 12:16:32 No

The current admission is sufficient and fair.  By opening this policy to make up for false statements at the primary school would cause further issues down the line with 

admissions and this will become an annual issue for the trust.   This results in unnecessary costs allocated to this process rather than focusing on the daily management for the 

schools which are already stretched.

531 11/6/21 12:15:43 11/6/21 12:17:18 No

532 11/6/21 13:12:38 11/6/21 13:15:51 No It is not fair nor equitable for the local community and seeks to serve the best interests of one group which is unfair. 

533 11/6/21 13:39:33 11/6/21 13:43:00 No It’s unfair to local children at other local primary schools.

534 11/6/21 14:07:07 11/6/21 14:08:35 Yes

535 11/6/21 14:14:53 11/6/21 14:17:55 No It will lead to local children being denied access to the Langley Secondaries in those two year groups. It’s not fair.

536 11/6/21 15:00:48 11/6/21 15:06:47 No

We were told there was no priority for entry at the time, there should not be a change in policy that is detrimental to so many local children because incorrect information or 

assurances were made to some parents. 

537 11/6/21 15:08:49 11/6/21 15:10:38 No

538 11/6/21 15:10:08 11/6/21 15:14:11 Yes Parents made a choice to place their child at this school under false promises. 

539 11/6/21 15:25:44 11/6/21 15:27:17 No I do not want my child to be part of a bulge year at is what already a very large secondary school

540 11/6/21 15:29:14 11/6/21 15:42:56 No

Locals schools should be for local children, and children who do not live locally should not get preference over local children. 

I understand that the trust is trying to mitigate this problem by introducing bulge classes. However, introducing bulge classes now will lead to siblings admitted in later years, 

taking school places away from local children. I do not see anything in the proposal that mitigates this problem for later years.

Admitting local children will lead to more traffic on the roads leading to the Langley schools. We are a local family walking/ cycling our younger one to school, the older one 

walks on his own. The traffic around St Dunstans Lane and outside the Langley schools between 8 and 9 is immense, with many drivers behaving inconsiderately towards 

pedestrians and especially cyclists. How can this ever improve if children from outside the usual catchment area attend the schools?

As a member of the local community with children at local schools I strongly oppose the proposal.

541 11/6/21 16:47:21 11/6/21 16:59:10 No

It could deny local children a school place and will have a knock on effect further than the 2 years on future years for siblings of those who get one of these school places. Local 

kids should all have access to their local school. If langley primary gave written confirmation that children would get a guaranteed place at the girls or boys senior school if they 

attended the primary school how can that be binding when the schools had no link and weren't even if the same learning Trust? 

542 11/6/21 17:02:12 11/6/21 17:09:54 No Those families may no longer be living locally to LPSB/G - if they are, they can fairly take a place on proximity.

543 11/6/21 17:41:25 11/6/21 17:44:57 No

544 11/6/21 17:47:00 11/6/21 17:51:49 Yes

545 11/6/21 18:43:38 11/6/21 18:47:02 No

546 11/6/21 19:16:47 11/6/21 19:20:12 No

Places should be given to local children. We all know that the catchment widened dramatically in those early years. When we were choosing primary schools in 2018/19 we 

were told they were NOT guaranteed to be feeders so many DID not send our children there. k why should we miss out? 



547 11/6/21 19:08:28 11/6/21 19:20:42 No

It would open the door for a feeder school to the secondary schools, this is unfair to the other primary schools in the area. Parents will rent in the catchment for LPP then move 

out of catchment knowing any siblings would automatically be secured a place at LPP and at the secondary schools even if they have moved out of catchment, parents at other 

primary schools will not have that privilege knowing their child will be secured a place at one of the Langley secondary schools. 

548 11/6/21 19:21:34 11/6/21 19:25:36 No

It should not be a feeder school & the secondary schools have never been joint in terms of sibling rules previously & shouldn’t be now with a primary school, decreasing many 

‘local’ families choice for their closest secondary school because a child in the new primary school gets higher priorty.

549 11/6/21 19:36:01 11/6/21 19:42:16 No Not fair to deny a local school to local children and discriminate because they were educated outside your trust. It’s elitist and obviously discriminatory. 

550 11/6/21 19:19:56 11/6/21 19:42:33 No That assurance should never have been given. My children were at Hawes Down Primary School at the time and as parents we were all very unhappy with this. 

551 11/6/21 19:37:18 11/6/21 19:46:30 No

I don’t believe LPBS should be included in any change to admission policy for LPP parents who were “promised” feeder school status as LPBS was not even part of the trust 

when what promise was made.

By creating a “bulge” year younger siblings who may live out of catchment will then take the places of local children.

552 11/6/21 19:53:51 11/6/21 19:55:20 No It is not fair to local children who have gone to other primaries. 

553 11/6/21 20:35:19 11/6/21 20:38:21 Yes As a parent to one of the children who was promised a space at the primary school I believe it is so important to stick to the schools word. 

554 11/6/21 20:35:24 11/6/21 20:41:52 No

Because it will mean local children who live close by not getting a chance of getting a place versus someone who took a chance to langley primary and can live anywhere. Not 

everyone in Bromley gets their first choice, I got my 5th choice and it wasn’t even my first choice. By allowing this, it will be deemed as unfair for those who live nearby. 

555 11/6/21 20:44:30 11/6/21 20:46:12 No Parents may have moved out of the area

556 11/6/21 20:59:21 11/6/21 21:00:24 No

557 11/6/21 21:24:55 11/6/21 21:26:13 No

558 11/6/21 21:21:30 11/6/21 21:31:28 No

It’s should just be left alone and normal process of applying for secondary school should apply to all. Due to an error made and promises that could not be kept to families 

applying for Langley primary, other family with children attending other local primary school in the area should not be penalised for this. 

559 11/6/21 21:48:08 11/6/21 21:49:50 Yes Resolution to promises made to the parents of Langley park primary 

560 11/6/21 22:37:12 11/6/21 22:42:19 No

Not fair 

It was never a feeder school it was clear in those open days that it wasn’t as I looked round for my child and when asked if they would be a feeder they said No so not sure why 

parents now are trying to say different 

561 11/6/21 22:54:30 11/6/21 22:55:21 No

562 11/6/21 23:09:09 11/6/21 23:10:45 No This is not fair to local community and other children in catchment will miss out.

563 11/6/21 23:19:33 11/6/21 23:22:14 No

So unfair for our children to not be able to attend local school

And for those who only have far away choices if Langley don’t let us go 

564 11/6/21 23:37:17 11/6/21 23:38:50 No A larger intake will affect all hose in that year in terms of access to facilities - especially extra curricular and sporting 

565 11/6/21 23:46:25 11/6/21 23:49:17 No Just feel it’s an unfair proposal.

566 11/7/21 1:00:23 11/7/21 1:02:00 No Unfair selection process for all children 

567 11/7/21 1:02:58 11/7/21 1:03:26 No

568 11/7/21 1:22:27 11/7/21 1:28:14 No I think it is unfair to declare the school was being very clear in 2018 without identifying how this was communicated to the families.

569 11/7/21 7:23:41 11/7/21 7:30:13 No

Assurances made that these schools would not be feeders to the secondary schools. I also consider the impact of an increase in the pan to address attendees to s small number 

of primary parents to be excessive in disruption to the year 7 students impacted and to the whole school. The secondary entry requirements were clear to parents deciding 

where to send their children and they must have known that there would be little chance of gaining entry other than to rely on assurances given.

570 11/7/21 8:05:40 11/7/21 8:07:14 No Why should they get preference above local children? 

571 11/7/21 8:14:24 11/7/21 8:22:20 No

Assurance was given on which basis? Did you over promise? After those two years, will you give siblings priority, thus penalise other families for longer. Admission should be 

based on distance.  



572 11/7/21 8:26:24 11/7/21 9:06:32 No

1.  Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the Trust when the alleged promises of a feeder school was made - how can promises be made against something that doesn't 

exist?  Will these children also be allowed to apply for Hayes and Ravenswood if the Trusts merge - to me it is the same thing.  They were not part of the Trust at the time.  The 

alleged promises were made in 2015/16 - LPSB joined the Trust in Sept 2018 promising that it would not be part of a feeder school system - why is this not being upheld?

2. There were many (the majority) of parents who were told it would not be a feeder school and therefore chose a different primary school for their children.  They may live on 

the cusp of the catchment area and would have definitely have chosen Langley Primary had they known it would gain them automatic entry into Langley.  I have a child in Year 

5 at a different primary school and know this to be the case.  It is not fair to give this small minority of parents the benefit over the majority - who were given the correct 

information.

573 11/7/21 9:12:58 11/7/21 9:16:38 No

Children attending this school are not necessarily the most local children and it is unfair to the children in the area who may miss out on a place. Assurances should never have 

been given and the local children should not have to suffer because of it.

574 11/7/21 9:15:45 11/7/21 9:20:47 Yes

575 11/7/21 9:14:02 11/7/21 9:23:03 Yes

As you are proposing to increase the PAN numbers to ensure parents who chose not to send their children to LPPS are not disadvantaged then this seems as fairs solution 

provided it is only for these 2 years and guaranteed not to be a permanent feeder school.

576 11/7/21 9:24:40 11/7/21 9:27:19 No It’s is unfair to the wider children in the borough who chose a different primary school and we’re not made aware at the time that the admissions process will change 

577 11/7/21 9:28:43 11/7/21 9:36:39 No

The amount of siblings from the priority children would be so high causing a knock on effect. So many of us have paid a premium to buy property in this area close to ensure we 

are in the catchment for Langley secondaries. Our children should have the chance to go to a local school they can easily travel to. 

578 11/7/21 9:36:48 11/7/21 9:42:24 No The change is to suit the few at the expense of diversity and the wider community being able to attend the secondary school

579 11/7/21 9:45:14 11/7/21 9:53:33 No

If you are not intending permanent priority to pupils from Langley Park Primary then don’t make a temporary change. If parents have a grievance for historic misinformation 

this is not the way to settle it. Two wrongs din’t make a right. This would be setting a wrong precedent. 

580 11/7/21 12:21:47 11/7/21 12:35:56 Yes It was a promise that nee

581 11/7/21 12:41:12 11/7/21 12:42:52 No Should be based on current location 

582 11/7/21 14:37:58 11/7/21 14:39:51 No It is unfair to other primary school children 

583 11/7/21 14:50:13 11/7/21 14:51:28 No

584 11/7/21 14:51:51 11/7/21 15:00:44 No

This is discriminatory to all children that attend local primary schools. By not giving other school children in close proximity to the school an equal footing to access to the 

secondary school you are not serving the community and are setting the worst example of selectivity and exclusion.

585 11/7/21 15:06:47 11/7/21 15:16:52 No

All applications for children attending these secondary schools should be based on the sibling rule and distance from the school. This has always been the case snd should 

continue to be so. It is environmentally unfriendly having children travelling longer distances to secondary school and many would be taken by their parents in cars which 

causes congestion and unnecessary emissions. Children should be local and walking or cycling to school. 

586 11/7/21 15:15:05 11/7/21 15:24:39 No

I think it will unfairly disadvantage the local children who may not get places and also local primary schools. In order to secure a place at the Langley Park Secondary Schools,  

parents will prioritise applications to the Langley Primary.

587 11/7/21 15:22:21 11/7/21 15:26:47 No I that this is a decision that is fundamentally wrong, and that negatively impacts our children’s education.

588 11/7/21 15:38:25 11/7/21 15:39:29 No It is unfair 

589 11/7/21 15:56:36 11/7/21 16:00:56 No Local schools should be for local children 

590 11/7/21 16:04:31 11/7/21 16:09:13 No Every child in catchment area should have equal opportunity and no preference should be given that favours one child over another. 

591 11/7/21 16:09:27 11/7/21 16:11:00 No

592 11/7/21 16:33:45 11/7/21 16:43:39 No

I don’t don’t believe feeder schools work for the community or are fair. I also think this proposal  is not fair for various reasons:

- not all parents were give the supposed reassurance of feeder status and chose other primary schools. They will now potentially be disadvantaged by this.

- the boys school was not even part of the Trust when the supposed assurance of feeder status was given, so this can’t reasonably been expected and should not be allowed 

now.

- this opens the floodgates and sets a precedent for providing feeder status in future years.

- giving feeder status even for this period will impact the future intake of the schools if siblings then have priority.

I believe admissions should simply be based on catchment area.

593 11/7/21 16:46:29 11/7/21 16:52:06 No

This proposed change benefits students from the most affluent part of the local area at the expense of less privileged children, and serves no purpose to the wider community. 

It serves those whose children attend the Langley primaries within the trust and no one else. 

594 11/7/21 16:44:27 11/7/21 16:54:21 No

This proposal seems to benifit the few at the expense of most of us . It also seems to benefit students from one of the wealthiest areas. This seems to creat a further lack of 

opportunity for others. It is changing the process of how people select where to live and puts further financial strain on these huge life decisions. It will also put other primaries 

under pressure to create these elitist pockets of society.



595 11/7/21 16:53:52 11/7/21 16:56:59 No It disadvantages children in other local schools

596 11/7/21 17:10:50 11/7/21 17:12:39 No

597 11/7/21 18:30:44 11/7/21 18:36:55 Yes

My daughter is at Langley and this is what we were promised way back at the beginning. We have had several changes of head plus a whole year longer stuck in the building we 

were first in, due to the school build taking an entire year longer therefore our children have not had the experience they 'sold' to us when we made the decision to send her to 

LPPS. This is the least we should be offered.

598 11/7/21 18:31:15 11/7/21 18:40:56 No

Allowing children who attend Langley Primary School priority will significantly reduce the catchment area for both Langley Park Senior Schools thus not allowing others living in 

the Beckenham area the opportunity for their child to apply and be accepted. Some children attending Langley Park Primary School no longer live in the catchment area so they 

should be treated as others applying and acceptance based on where they live. 

599 11/7/21 18:36:37 11/7/21 18:42:15 No I think that those children living in closest proximity to the secondary schools should have priority.

600 11/7/21 19:05:16 11/7/21 19:10:19 Yes We were told when we accepted a place at the primary school in the beginning that it would be a feeder to the secondary schools 

601 11/7/21 19:04:56 11/7/21 19:10:21 Yes

Langley Primary School was chosen as we were guaranteed that my granddaughter would have automatic admission into Langley Girls School when the time came for her to 

move up. This was the reason the primary school was chosen and I do not believe that this promise should be refused.

602 11/7/21 19:29:16 11/7/21 19:30:15 Yes

603 11/7/21 20:28:46 11/7/21 20:39:43 No

I do not believe my children should have to travel by bus everyday for a minimum of 5 years to attend their second closest secondary school to accommodate other children 

that don’t live within the current catchment area. My children live within a 25 minute walk of both Langley secondary schools and it would be far better for their emotional and 

physical health as well as for the environment for them to attend the nearest secondary school to their home. They are already at a disadvantage due to the previous change in 

admissions due to their peers living further away from the school but having an older sister at Langley girls, therefore guaranteeing them a space at the boys school ahead of 

my children. 

604 11/7/21 19:59:30 11/7/21 21:00:17 No

a) The Trust will be acting unlawfully if it adopts these proposals, on the basis that it will be using its power for an improper purpose.  The power as an admissions authority 

must be used to ensure that places are allocated in an open and fair way (school admissions code).  These proposals would see children from outside of the Langley secondaries 

being given priority admission over local children, purely in order to meet the threat of litigation stemming from an alleged promise made to some parents that Langley Park 

Primary School would become a feeder school to the Langley secondaries.  This is not fair or open - there has been next to no explanation of the detail of these alleged 

assurances made to the aggrieved parents, so there is complete confusion as to why these children should be given priority, and there is nothing fair about children living closer 

to the school missing out on a school place due to a child from much further away from the school jumping the queue due to a supposed promise made in error by the old LPPS 

head.   

b) Regardless of the Trust's attempts to placate the community by increasing the PAN for 2 years, and limiting the admissions priority for LPPS children to a 2 year cohort, these 

measures do not "cure" what is fundamentally unfair - the increase in PAN for 2 years will negatively impact on the children attending the Langley secondaries, with funds being 

diverted to accommodate children that should rightly go to the secondary school for which they are in catchment, and with the schools, with already large intakes, needing to 

find the space for additional children.  The impact on the local children currently in attendance, and joining in the future, will be felt in terms of resources and teaching, and will 

certainly negatively impact some children mentally and emotionally (especially those joining the school who may be overwhelmed by the size of the intake), if not physically 

due to a reduction in available space.  Furthermore, this proposal to increase the PAN for those 2 years does not meet the issue of those LPPS children's siblings being given 

priority at the Langley secondaries in the future - the impact of the proposals will continue to ripple out across the admissions for years to come, and will result in local children 

who should be able to access a place at the Langley secondaries losing out due to places being taken by those LPPS children's siblings.

c) It is completely irrational to change the admissions criteria for the Langley secondaries to meet what has been called in the consultation document a "legitimate expectation" 

that some LPPS parents assert they have re. feeder status.  From the information we have been able to access from the Trust via an FOI request, there is nothing to suggest that 

the LPPS parents were offered any more than a promise to consult on feeder status for LPPS, and not a promise of feeder status.  The latter promise simply could not be made 

by anyone, whether the Trust itself or the LPPS head, as it is not possible to confer feeder status on a school without first conducting a consultation process.  It is well 

established in public law terms that a legitimate expectation cannot arise from the promise to do something unlawful.  Therefore, it is entirely irrational to seek to amend the 

admissions criteria, at the expense of fairness, to meet a flawed legitimate expectation argument.  

*Please note that I have had to continue my response (points d and e) in the box for further comment below, due to the form not allowing me to continue here (perhaps due to 

a word limit?).  

605 11/7/21 23:09:13 11/7/21 23:14:11 No

I think that allowing more children into the

senior schools is wrong as there are not enough facilities in the girls school and when this apparent declaration was made the boys school wasn’t actually in the trust.

606 11/7/21 23:22:22 11/7/21 23:23:56 Yes



607 11/8/21 4:00:08 11/8/21 4:07:31 Yes

I believe there was not any clarification on admissions in 2018. If it was truly not made clear then the small number of Year 5 and 4 children should not be discriminated against 

because they were a part of the historical asssurances. 

608 11/8/21 9:53:12 11/8/21 9:55:01 No

609 11/8/21 9:54:18 11/8/21 10:00:20 Yes Yes, I completely agree with this as it was understood from the formation on the primary school that this would be a route open to the children.

610 11/8/21 10:43:11 11/8/21 10:51:08 No

It seems grossly unfair that children from Langley Primary should get preference over more local children. If promises were made at the time they could in no way be legally 

binding due to the nature of the trust at the time. Trying to placate a few angry parents to the detriment of the local community seems in no way fair

611 11/8/21 11:52:39 11/8/21 11:56:06 Yes for the purpose of transparency it would be beneficial to detail how the school was being very clear after 31st August 2018.

612 11/8/21 12:22:22 11/8/21 12:41:13 No

Many of these children at Langley park primary school will take the places of more local children who live closer to the school and may result in the more local children having 

to travel further to a different school. 

Increase in travel times to school is not good for children’s safety as they may have to get several buses to an alternative school rather than walk to their local school. 

It is also not good for the environment as it will increase travel by modes other than walking. 

How can the trust guarantee that it will only be for a couple of years.  

613 11/8/21 12:43:37 11/8/21 12:48:56 No

We too visited LP Primary School for entrance 2016 - at the open day the question of feeder schools was asked by a parent and we were told that LP Primary School would not 

be a feeder school. This confirmed our decision to send our child to another primary school as we knew it would not effect their chance of getting into LP as a secondary school. 

If we had the full facts we may not have made the same decision - it seems unfair to change the parameters.

614 11/8/21 12:47:32 11/8/21 12:55:45 No

Makes no sense for students living far away to attend the school?! Think about the traffic pollution it’s going to cause? Local school should be for local children! The problem 

will not be short term as these students have siblings and they will take up all the spaces that should be going to the local residents.

615 11/8/21 12:48:34 11/8/21 13:10:00 No People who live around might not be able to go to the nearby school!

616 11/8/21 13:23:35 11/8/21 13:50:12 No

617 11/8/21 13:54:38 11/8/21 14:00:59 No

This proposal could pave the way for future proposals to change the admissions criteria to the secondary schools. Changes to admissions criteria have already been rejected as 

part of the previous consultation. No change is the fairest solution for everyone. Langley Park Boys School was not even part of this trust at the time the 'promise' was made so 

it seems in no way fair that places at that school should now be offered to families at LPPS. The changes would create unnecessary costs and pressures for the secondary 

schools in having to accommodate additional children. Sibling places mean the changes would not be restricted to just two year groups.

618 11/8/21 14:48:29 11/8/21 14:53:44 No

Where is the equality impact assessment for this proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating a zone of preference for pupils living in a a well provided and affluent 

property area.  It seems this proposal is deigned to create a lack of community cohesion (communities work beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled with Harris 

academy's decision last year, this kind of proposal looks nefariously like cutting of the air supply to community schools, and school children from other areas, families who 

move new to the area, it will create a future imbalance's and bottle neck for places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed inequality deeper.

619 11/8/21 16:06:00 11/8/21 16:10:18 Yes

We were told when we agreed for our son to go there that he would be able to move on to LPSFB and that school had better facilities for dealing with children on the autism 

spectrum. 

620 11/8/21 16:59:19 11/8/21 17:03:28 Yes

Our child started at Langley Park primary due to the offer of going straight into the secondary school. We also stayed with the primary school when there was not a head 

teacher in place, and when the school building that kept getting postponed. Therefore we believe our child deserves a place in the secondary school. 

621 11/8/21 17:12:34 11/8/21 17:35:07 Yes It’d be great to keep my children in Langley family given both boys and girls schools have very good reputation.  Therefore I support the proposal.

622 11/8/21 18:04:14 11/8/21 18:06:01 Yes

623 11/8/21 18:54:40 11/8/21 19:02:43 Yes The numbers involved would be very small, especially when considering that a proportion of those pupils live within the catchment anyway.

624 11/8/21 19:55:04 11/8/21 19:57:14 No It’s unfair on parents who may live closer, maybe not this year but future year with sibling rules.

625 11/8/21 20:44:08 11/8/21 20:51:22 No

There is a need to give children not attending Langley Park Primary School an opportunity to attend  Langley Secondary Schools. The proposal to give priority to Langley Primary 

School children priority will mean there is a further barrier.

626 11/8/21 22:17:27 11/8/21 22:19:22 Yes

627 11/8/21 22:22:14 11/8/21 22:25:54 No

628 11/8/21 22:33:52 11/8/21 22:36:54 No

629 11/9/21 6:46:11 11/9/21 6:48:05 No Local schools should be for local children.

630 11/9/21 7:31:57 11/9/21 7:37:41 No You are creating an elitist system and alienating the families with children who otherwise would be eligible for admission



631 11/9/21 8:04:17 11/9/21 8:14:17 No

At the time Langley Park Primary opened there was no official guaranteed admission offered to any of the LPLT primaries. To retrospectively introduce this is unfair to parents 

who have elected to send their children to other schools disadvantaging them from attending the Langley Park secondaries. LPLT should not have given assurances upon which 

they did have the means to deliver.

632 11/9/21 9:34:48 11/9/21 9:40:29 No

Could you elaborate on how the school made it very clear in 2018?

Were parents invited to a meeting?

Was there an announcement on the school website?

Was there a notification in the school newsletter?

Were parents emailed?

633 11/9/21 9:47:18 11/9/21 9:54:17 Yes

LPPS parents had a legitimate expectation for their children to attend LPSB and LPGS due to the LPPS free school application 2014. As a minimum current Years 4 and 5 who 

were registered up to March 2020 should be included, as this was when it was unerringly clear.

634 11/9/21 9:53:32 11/9/21 9:58:03 No Unfair to other local children in other local schools

635 11/9/21 9:57:25 11/9/21 10:01:55 No It was made clear to all LPPS families that the transfer to the Langley secondary schools is not a right by making an inclusion in the admission policies. 

636 11/9/21 12:54:15 11/9/21 12:55:37 No It’s not fair. 

637 11/9/21 13:13:27 11/9/21 13:19:35 No Keep existing admission policy is more consistent with school missions.

638 11/9/21 17:08:44 11/9/21 17:11:21 No I believe admissions should not be biased in this way.

639 11/9/21 19:22:22 11/9/21 19:24:26 Yes Trust should fulfil promises made to those parents 

640 11/9/21 20:12:11 11/9/21 20:20:54 No

Local school for local children. Langley is our sons nearest school. When we visited Langley Primary whilst it was in temporary premisses and being built, we told it would not be 

a feeder school. 

641 11/9/21 20:17:18 11/9/21 20:23:18 No

I was advised to that there were no feeder schools when applying for a school place for my primary aged child so feel introducing this now is unfair and will disadvantage local 

children not attending Langley primary. If children are local to the area and live in the community they will get a space regardless of which primary school they attend surely. 

642 11/9/21 21:11:04 11/9/21 21:16:23 No It’s setting the wrong precedence. This action is not about benefiting the community but undoing a mistake to reduce the risk of further action.

643 11/9/21 21:40:02 11/9/21 21:50:21 No

There are a number of primary schools in close proximity the seconand it would place the other schools and students are a disadvantage. Many who have children who started 

schools during 2017/2018 were expressly told that LPPS was not and would not be a feeder school and so impacted their decision to perhaps choose elsewhere. 

644 11/9/21 22:02:17 11/9/21 22:05:47 No We have a child who will be applying in the Aug 2023 intake who will be negatively impacted. 

645 11/9/21 22:05:57 11/9/21 22:06:28 No

646 11/9/21 22:06:37 11/9/21 22:06:56 No

647 11/9/21 22:06:58 11/9/21 22:07:24 No

648 11/9/21 21:57:56 11/9/21 22:35:33 No

This will have the unintended effect of reducing the size of the catchment area for both schools for future years, which is unfair for other local children.  Given the sibling 

priority rule, the effect of allowing priority for children on the roll at Langley Park Primary School up to 31 August 2018 will not only allow that child to get into LPSG/LPSB but 

also their younger siblings.  The effect is therefore not, in reality, limited to the 2 year period referred to in the Consultation.  Additionally, given that the trust also intends to 

increase the PAN for two years by a whole class,  other children who would not otherwise have obtained a place at LPSG or LPSB will receive a place.  The younger siblings of 

those children will then be given priority over children who otherwise would have received a place at the secondary schools, had there been no changes to the admission 

arrangements.  That is not fair on those children.  The number of children who were on the roll at Langley Park Primary up to 2018 who would otherwise be out of catchment is 

significantly less than a whole class size.  The proposal will have a disproportionately negative impact on other local children who started primary school after 31 August 2018.  

It is wholly unclear from the Consultation whether it is alleged that representations were made to all parents of new starters at Langley Park Primary, or whether any or all of 

the parents concerned relied on any representations which may have been made in a manner which was sufficient to give rise to a legitimate expectation to which the schools 

are required to give effect.  The proposal, if implemented, will give an advantage to parents/children whose decisions may have been wholly unaffected by what they may have 

been told, or to whom no representations may have been made at all.  The proposal is not the appropriate way to address the issue which has arisen.  It appears that the 

purpose of the proposal is to avoid potential litigation and the costs involved.  However, the outcome of any litigation is uncertain.  It is by no means certain that if any of the 

parents brought a claim that any or all of them would succeed in securing a place at LPSG or LPSB  for their child.  If any individual has (or thinks that they have) a legitimate 

legal claim, then  it is for them to bring it.  The proposal is a disproportionate response to a potential threat of litigation given, in particular, the impact on other local children 

who would, but for the proposed changes, secure a place at either LPSG or LPSB.

649 11/10/21 8:05:02 11/10/21 8:17:42 No

I want to ensure that there are enough places at the Langley schools for people in the local area- esp west wickham. Increasing PAN is totally wrong. I have 2 girls at the LPGS 

and there is not enough room. They miss lunch sometimes. The building and lack of outside space mean no more chikdren should be added. Thirdly - it’s disgraceful that you 

are consulting on this so soon after you previously consulted on it. I said no last time. Assume you will do this every year until you get what you want. Also local people that will 

be affected are not even aware. 



650 11/10/21 9:00:24 11/10/21 9:06:17 No This would prioritise children who live further away from LPGS than other local children. 

651 11/10/21 9:15:26 11/10/21 10:13:02 No

- These 'historic assurances' have not been clearly specified and you state they did not come from anyone involved in the management of the Trust or schools. Perhaps vague 

assurances were given and I am sorry for the affected parents but clearly they did not do their due diligence in confirming that priority would indeed be given and should accept 

their mistake. These vague assurances hardly constitute 'legitimate expectations' as you state in your consultation notice. Surely the fairest approach is to not make any 

changes?

- Just as these parents claim they based decisions on certain information (that has not been clearly specified), many, many other parents made decisions about their children's 

education without being party to this information. I can just as readily claim that certain information - however speculative - was not made available to me and this is prejudicial 

as I was not able to weigh up all information (even uncertain information) when making my decision about primary school for my sons. 

- The boys' school apparently was not part of 'The Trust' until well after these apparent assurances were given - it is unclear why they are affected now

652 11/10/21 10:03:10 11/10/21 10:15:56 No

Although this proposal is different from the previous (very recent proposal, which was strongly opposed) as it is for specific year groups I believe if this proposal goes ahead 

then this will negatively affect local children from being able to go to their local school in the future (due to the sibling rule).  I agree that it may be unfair that parents whom 

were told that their child would automatically get a place in the secondary if their child attended the primary will feel that this is unfair as it is not the case but this proposal is 

not the answer and causes unfairness in the long term.  By agreeing to this proposal it causes uncertainly for a lot of other parents regarding  admission to secondary and could 

potentially cause another proposal in the future to create a feeder school system here with the precedent now being cast.  

653 11/10/21 10:31:32 11/10/21 10:39:10 No

- These 'historic assurances' have not been clearly specified and did not come from anyone involved in the management of the Trust or schools. Perhaps vague assurances were 

given but the affected parents did not do their due diligence in confirming that priority would indeed be given and should accept their mistake. These vague assurances hardly 

constitute 'legitimate expectations' as you state in your consultation notice. 

 - Just as these parents claim they based decisions on certain information (that has not been clearly specified), many other parents made decisions about their children's 

education without being party to this information. They could just as readily claim that certain information - however speculative - was not made available to them and this is 

prejudicial as they could not consider all information (even uncertain information) when making decisions about their children's education. 

- The boys' school apparently was not part of 'The Trust' until well after these apparent assurances were given - it is unclear why they are affected now.

654 11/10/21 10:53:51 11/10/21 10:58:17 No

When looking around LPPS with my son before we chose a primary school a few years ago, the head teacher at LPPS expressly told me that the school is in no way a feeder for 

the secondary schools and would not be. We would have chosen LPPS for our son if this were to become the case.

655 11/10/21 11:04:15 11/10/21 11:10:24 Yes I think miscommunication existed until the feeder school consultation, beforehand we all had the same assumption as the 2016 and 2017 intakes.

656 11/10/21 11:23:11 11/10/21 11:23:53 No

657 11/10/21 11:22:31 11/10/21 11:39:31 No

The propsal are neither transparent or reasonable I simply don't think it is fair, I went to open days and asked whether my son would  be given priority if he attended LPPS. And 

was told That as the boys school wasn't part of the trust that this would not be the case. When the boys school joined the trust they also published a document promising not 

to be part of a feeder system. I also aware aware of the knock on effect of bulge years due to sibling places. I think it is unfair to children at other primary schools

658 11/10/21 11:39:01 11/10/21 11:45:05 Yes

This consulation notice is suggesting LPPS made it very clear the school will not have feeder status at a time when the Headteacher took up post and LPLT was formed, both in 

September 2018. We cannot think of any statement, formal or otherwise transpiring at that time. 

659 11/10/21 11:39:40 11/10/21 11:49:54 No

The boys school was not part of the trust when these promises were made to a select group of parents whilst other parent were told that LPPS. we were told the opposite that 

as the boys school was not part of the trust the primary school would not become part of a feeder.  it is unfair on other local primaries ,LPSB is already oversubscribed.

660 11/10/21 11:49:23 11/10/21 11:50:47 No It’s not fair to local children to give priority like this 

661 11/10/21 12:03:28 11/10/21 12:09:08 Yes

I am not aware of the school being clear since 2018 or was it only made clear to an exclusive group of Langley primary parents?

For transparency a clear announcement on the school and Trust websites for current and prospective parents would have countered any existing confusion resulting from 

these historical assurances.

662 11/10/21 12:20:21 11/10/21 12:32:15 Yes

Clearly the truth in relation to LPPS children tranferring to the secondary schools had previously been badly communicated. The Trust only addresssed this issue by initially 

making a declaration in the LPPS admissions policy 21-22 and subsequently the LPSB and LPGS admissions policies.

663 11/10/21 14:32:05 11/10/21 14:38:10 No I do not believe if this proposal goes ahead that it will be limited to those that joined pre-2018. 



664 11/10/21 14:13:49 11/10/21 14:38:11 No

1) This is unfair on parents who were told that priority would NOT be given to pupils attending the primary school and made their primary school decision on this basis.

2) This contradicts the school documentation published at the time which was clear on the fact that the primary school was not a feeder to the secondary schools and so again, 

changing the admission rules now is unfair on those that based their primary school decisions on this information.

3) The boys secondary school was not part of the LPLT at the time the erroneous advice was given, so it is unreasonable and illogical for there to have been an expectation of 

the primary school being a feeder into the boys secondary school.

4) The knock-on effect of giving priority to these pupils and increasing the admission numbers for these two years will extend well beyond two years due to the sibling priority 

rule. 

665 11/10/21 14:42:12 11/10/21 14:45:51 No This doesn’t provide kids fair chance to education

666 11/10/21 14:46:33 11/10/21 14:49:44 No

Because the catchment will become smaller making children whose local school is Langley have to travel further and out of the area. We Pay a lot to live local to Langley to have 

the advantage of going to the school.

667 11/10/21 14:52:10 11/10/21 14:55:12 Yes We need assurances this is just for 2 years please

668 11/10/21 14:50:05 11/10/21 14:57:57 No

Unfair on local residents, langley park primary had a much wider catchment in these years. Will inevitably have a knock on effect for local residents with siblings in later years.

As I understand it Langley boys wasn't part of trust so shouldn't be included. 

They weren't in position to make any assurances- 2 wrongs do not make a right.

669 11/10/21 14:30:24 11/10/21 15:01:18 No

I am concerned that we still have no clarity around what exactly was ‘promised’ to prospective parents when LPP started. Many other parents state that they were NOT given 

any assurances re feeder status. This proposal seems an awful lot of disruption for a minority of parents, based on little clarity of what was actually said. Moreover, it could be 

perceived as unfair by parents who - having been told there was no feeder status - then sent their children elsewhere and now will miss out should these proposals be 

accepted. 

Our son will start Yr7 in September 2025 and we live on the edge of the current catchment. This means that we’ll be directly affected by new consultations to reverse these 

changes should they be accepted. This is incredibly unsettling for local families. Also, sibling priority will mean that there will be knock-on consequences beyond the 2 years - 

this could be enough to nudge us out of catchment despite living closer to the schools than the LPP children admitted should these proposals be accepted.

670 11/10/21 14:57:33 11/10/21 15:03:56 No This is unfair on the local community 

671 11/10/21 15:01:24 11/10/21 15:05:51 No LPGS and LPBS have always been for children from the local area. 

672 11/10/21 15:04:15 11/10/21 15:09:57 No

673 11/10/21 15:08:53 11/10/21 15:09:58 No

674 11/10/21 15:09:05 11/10/21 15:10:30 No Local schools for local children!!

675 11/10/21 15:06:59 11/10/21 15:10:56 No We actively decided against sending our daughter to LPP because we knew at the time that it wasn't a feeder school for LPGS.

676 11/10/21 15:12:38 11/10/21 15:17:03 No There is a strong likelihood this will unfairly impact on children from other local primary schools, affecting the catchment area for admission into Langley secondary schools. 

677 11/10/21 15:09:02 11/10/21 15:17:59 No

We visited the school whilst at Hawsdown and we were specifically told it wouldn't be a feeder school. If you let these children in, their siblings will also be let in presumably 

which then takes another place away from a local child that would have normally been able to attend. I can't believe you are still considering this as an option. 

678 11/10/21 15:17:00 11/10/21 15:18:29 Yes Based on previous promises

679 11/10/21 15:16:52 11/10/21 15:23:49 No

I do not believe this will have a positive impact for children currently and in future going to the school. The increase in number of pupils will impact on their learning and social 

and emotional wellbeing. 

The independent report on these assurance could only determine that assurances of a consultation of the admissions process are made. This consultation was rejected in 2019.

680 11/10/21 15:31:33 11/10/21 15:32:19 No

681 11/10/21 15:30:28 11/10/21 15:40:06 No

Our views have already been made within the previous consultation. A local school should be open to all and not subject to a feeder primary set up for the benefit of a trust and 

not the local community.

682 11/10/21 15:33:12 11/10/21 15:40:31 No Too exclusive 

683 11/10/21 15:41:08 11/10/21 15:43:37 Yes Because we were promised 



684 11/10/21 15:10:52 11/10/21 15:45:56 No

I understand that 'assurances' were given to some of the parents whose children formed the September 2016 and 2017 intakes that the LP primary school would become a 

feeder school for the boys and girls secondaries. These 'assurances' were not in the gift of the school to make without a fair and proper consultation process and therefore have 

no legal or moral standing. The Langley Park School for Boys was also not part of the LPLT at the time these 'assurances' were given and therefore should never have even been 

referenced as their only link to the primary was that their premises were located on the same campus. They were not part of  or beholdent to the LPLT governance 

arrangements and were an entirely separate entity.  

My understanding is that this consultation, as with the first one is being driven by those parents whose sole reason for accepting a place at LP primary was to gain access to the 

secondary schools which they never were and are still not in the catchment area for and hence why they continue to pursue this issue for personal gain. 

At a personal level I find the whole attitude of these parents and the LPLT in seeking to appease them distasteful. We, like many other families made personal and financial 

sacrifices to move into the school's catchment area to fairly access a place at the boys school. These individuals seem to believe that they are above the same process as the 

rest of the population in demanding places at the school. I would point out that if the consultation does go in their favour it will severely damage both public confidence in the 

trust and as a consequence the schools and their reputation in the local community. 

685 11/10/21 15:46:14 11/10/21 15:49:26 No School places should be made available to all children, making sure everyone has the right to a school place without discrimination. 

686 11/10/21 15:53:03 11/10/21 16:02:54 No

Increasing the numbers of students for the two year groups stated will continue to have a knock on effect on the catchment area of the school in years to come as siblings of 

these students will have priority in the future, even though they live outside of the catchment area.  This will have a detrimental effect on local residents who will not therefore 

be offered  a place that they would have been eligible for before, particularly with regards to the boys school as the catchment is smaller.  The admissions process should be fair 

to all families in the local area, and not be changed just to address a mistake made by someone within the trust.  At the time the alleged assurances were made to the parents 

of LPPS that it would become a feeder school for the two secondary schools, LPBS was not even part of the same trust.  

687 11/10/21 16:02:48 11/10/21 16:03:58 No

688 11/10/21 16:06:25 11/10/21 16:11:55 No

It is unfair that they will be given priority over children that may live closer to the school.

If the school has made promises to parents that is an issue that is no one else's issues. Why should other children be at a disadvantage because of this

689 11/10/21 16:08:09 11/10/21 16:12:15 No It may impact local children who would have ordinarily got a place at Langley Park Secondary schools

690 11/10/21 16:16:57 11/10/21 16:17:55 No

691 11/10/21 16:18:12 11/10/21 16:18:36 No

692 11/10/21 15:00:49 11/10/21 16:19:53 No

Langley Park Boys were not in the Trust when this was supposedly agreed therefore why are they included in this proposal? This takes away the school catchment area, 

meaning that those with siblings in those 2 years, will still be able to use Langley Primary as a feeder school. For us that have remained in the area or those that have moved 

into the area to get into the schools, it is not fair that local children could miss out on a place despite being close enough to the secondary schools. The children in question at 

Langley Primary will have a local secondary school they can go to, near where they live. Otherwise local children near the Langley schools will have to go further away to school, 

how is that fair? This will disadvantage local children to give children who do not live locally a place when they will have a school local to them that they can go to.

693 11/10/21 16:20:00 11/10/21 16:26:19 No

By agreeing to this feeder school, it will have an impact on other local school making the catchment even smaller. Local school for local children.  It's unfair to agree to this 

because a hand full of parents was incorrectly told by a old head teacher it would be a feeder school.

694 11/10/21 16:16:18 11/10/21 16:28:38 No

It is unfair to local families with children at other primary schools.

It will negatively impact admissions beyond these initial two year groups.

It will create further uncertainty and will pave the way for future feeder proposals.

The admissions criteria for Langley Park School for Boys should not be consulted on as it was not part of the trust when alleged promises were made.

695 11/10/21 16:49:41 11/10/21 16:50:55 No

696 11/10/21 15:35:18 11/10/21 16:54:45 No

The proposal would disadvantage local non-LPPS and LPPS pupils alike despite the assurances that increasing the PAN would level this out. Moreover, it would disadvantage the 

entire school for many years to come:

- At the trust's own admission, the school is full therefore this cohort as a whole would be disadvantaged as they journey through the school like a 'bowling bowl swallowed by 

a snake'. 

- This anomalous cohort would create an awkwardness and resource drain affecting the whole school for the majority of the next decade. 

- It would create a precedent upon which making the case in the future for LPPS being a feeder school. we should be concerned that this new consultation could be used as a 

way to achieve that goal by increments following the previous failed direct attempt to do so. 

If the 'affected' parents of LPPS were given binding assurances by LPPS or the trust then their recourse is to LPPS directly. Otherwise, they are in the same boat as all other local 

parents wishing for their children to attend LPGS/BS. If their objective was to get into LPGS/BS then they would still likely have sent their child to LPPS in the absence of 

assurances given about it being a feeder school. If they moved house or incurred travel costs to attend LPPS and then subsequently did not get into LPGS/BS, following a 

binding agreement that they would; then they may wish to seek damages. 

697 11/10/21 16:59:06 11/10/21 17:00:07 No



698 11/10/21 16:58:39 11/10/21 17:00:38 No I do not agree priority should be given to children living outside the catchment area based solely upon which primary school they attend.

699 11/10/21 16:53:23 11/10/21 17:01:47 No

700 11/10/21 16:59:07 11/10/21 17:02:21 No It will not just impact the years stated. There will be siblings who will then come under the sibling rule despite being out of catchment.

701 11/10/21 16:52:45 11/10/21 17:06:42 No My child is disadvantaged as I moved to the area so my child can go to the local schools why should those children from that school be prioritised over mine that is unfair 

702 11/10/21 17:06:50 11/10/21 17:07:23 No

703 11/10/21 17:12:13 11/10/21 17:17:34 No It is a fact that pupils need to live in catchment areas to attend schools. Parents moved to houses so they could be in catchment areas. This disadvantages them. 

704 11/10/21 17:50:30 11/10/21 17:53:52 No Not fair on the families with children who live nearer to Langley Park Boys and Langley Park Girls. 

705 11/10/21 17:39:00 11/10/21 17:55:00 No

I’m against any feeder state schools.

It was never advertised as being a feeder school as far as I am aware.

706 11/10/21 18:05:27 11/10/21 18:07:34 No

707 11/10/21 18:15:22 11/10/21 18:19:02 No It is utterly unfair to the community and children who ought to get in, and also will hurt the quality of education of pupils already at the senior schools.

708 11/10/21 18:27:54 11/10/21 18:31:11 No It has a detrimental effect on other families in the area that don’t have this opportunity. It will also increase families from outside of the catchment driving to school. 

709 11/10/21 18:32:21 11/10/21 18:37:10 No

710 11/10/21 18:31:42 11/10/21 18:43:44 No

Whilst unfortunate, I do not understand why this small group of parents have such influence over the education of the entire local area, and moreover I do not understand 

what if any legal recourse they have on the basis of these supposed promises. I can’t believe that anyone at the school would have made these kind of commitments without 

knowing that consultation would be required, and caveated commitments made accordingly. 

Over filling schools is in no one’s interest and will compromise the schools ability to maintain standards and deliver a good school experience for their students. I also don’t 

trust the word of the Trust that this will be a short term impact only, so I fear for the long term implications for both schools.

711 11/10/21 18:21:22 11/10/21 18:48:18 No

Although trying where reasonably possible, there will be adverse effects on children from the local area. Families who have ensured that they are in the catchment area for the 

schools who may miss out. Families who, in the interim, are financially stretched to their limits to be in the catchment area. 

712 11/10/21 18:45:30 11/10/21 18:49:27 No Local children should have a equal opportunity of admission 

713 11/10/21 18:50:27 11/10/21 18:55:07 No

There is no reason Langley primary should be a feeder school based on promises made without any consultation. It is not fair to those who were rightly not promised this and 

made a school choice based on that.

714 11/10/21 18:49:54 11/10/21 18:55:19 No

This is an exercise in fulfilling a promise which initially should not have been made. The existing process should not be changed so that those in power can escape the wrongs of 

making an assurance which should not have been made.

715 11/10/21 18:53:53 11/10/21 18:56:13 No It is unfair. In future years, the siblings of these children will stop more local children from getting a space. It sets a precedent for feeder schools.

716 11/10/21 18:56:38 11/10/21 18:57:57 No

717 11/10/21 18:58:01 11/10/21 18:58:41 No

718 11/10/21 19:02:26 11/10/21 19:08:04 No

People move into the area, pay premium prices for houses to get into their chosen schools. Many of these children are not in the catchment, if these children get priority over 

my children who ARE in the catchment it will be unfair. No school should get feeder rights.

719 11/10/21 19:07:08 11/10/21 19:09:37 No

Did those assurances really happen?

Will the siblings of those children get an automatic place therefore denying my children who are in the catchment?

720 11/10/21 19:20:50 11/10/21 19:25:21 No I don’t feel it fair to the local community and children that are already at the schools 

721 11/10/21 19:20:05 11/10/21 19:27:22 No

Due to the negative impact this will have on admissions following the expanded year due to the sibling rule as well as the impact on the children in year. There are just as many 

parents who have been promised this will not happen as those have been promised it will. 

722 11/10/21 19:24:19 11/10/21 19:33:29 No

It will set a dangerous precedent for the future of all secondary schools if they only take children from a feeder school, parents in the local area will end up with children going 

to secondary schools all over the Borough. Why is LP only adopting this policy for 2 years without adequate explanation,  transparency is vital,  they should offer their rationale. 

Its very odd thst they are offering to take more children in the 2 years, why not offer more places all the Time? This doesn't make sense and makes it hard to trust the 

intentions.  It's really odd that promising some parents a consultation about this year's ago (or the promise of their child automatically getting into the secondary school) that 

isn't legal anyway has resulted in this proposal,  was money changed hands? Is there the possibility of legal action? 

723 11/10/21 19:32:56 11/10/21 19:34:16 No Unfair to other local children and schools. 

724 11/10/21 19:39:41 11/10/21 19:41:29 No Due to the impact on the children in the expanded year and the following years due to the sibling rule. 

725 11/10/21 19:41:54 11/10/21 19:44:10 No



726 11/10/21 19:35:45 11/10/21 19:50:20 No

The primary school intake is from outside the usual catchment so would provide preference to those outside of the area. No assurances should have been provided to the 

parents of those children, they were not legally binding and undermined contemporaneous intake policy without any prior consultation.  The traffic in the area has increased as 

a result and the school should be for local children who live within the published admission policy. The admission  policy cannot be applied retrospectively which is what you 

are trying to do. It undermines confidence in the Trust and the integrity of those sitting on the trust by individuals who should be setting an example to the children in the 

school.

727 11/10/21 19:47:44 11/10/21 19:54:42 No

When we moved to the area and we’re looking at primary schools for our daughter will we’re told that Langley Park Primary would not be a feeder school…and at the time the 

school had just opened its doors but because there were no previous form entries and in our opinion was a little unloved because of that - so we chose to send out child to 

Hawes Down instead, which is also part of the trust. 

728 11/10/21 19:26:48 11/10/21 20:06:52 No

The current proximity to school catchment along with the recently amended sibling criteria seems the fairest way to allocate places to the schools. There was no agreement at 

the time of building the primary that this would be a feeder so it does not seem clear why this amendment is being made for these school years only. An increase in PAN could 

have a detrimental impact on the schools by stretching resources, staffing and room allocation.

729 11/10/21 20:01:22 11/10/21 20:09:27 No Should be based on catchment area by distance, avoid having to drive to school therefore increasing traffic

730 11/10/21 20:09:44 11/10/21 20:13:50 No

731 11/10/21 20:20:53 11/10/21 20:25:21 No

Because I was told from the beginning that it would not be a feeder. 

I was also told by a headteacher at another of your trust schools that it would NEVER happen and if it did All the schools within the trust would also be made feeders.

732 11/10/21 20:26:07 11/10/21 20:26:46 No

733 11/10/21 20:33:29 11/10/21 20:34:59 No Not fair on all children of Beckenham.

734 11/10/21 20:35:53 11/10/21 20:42:38 Yes This is fair to all in the community and ensures no child misses out. 

735 11/10/21 20:43:22 11/10/21 20:47:40 No We believe this will reduce the catchment even further and disadvantage other primary schools in the area. 

736 11/10/21 20:47:39 11/10/21 20:51:49 Yes I believe this is only fair and only effects approx 40 kids across the board as the others already fit within the catchment so would already get a place. 

737 11/10/21 20:47:02 11/10/21 21:02:02 No

Based on the information provided, there seems to be no reason for giving priority to these families. It states that assurances were given, but it depends on what basis ‘feeder 

schools’ were described. In most instances, feeder schools can be defined as schools where most pupils go on to a particular school (usually due to proximity) rather than 

priority admission. 

And the parents who were given these assurances at the time would have known that this was not in place at the time and that it would need to have been consulted on and 

agreed.

738 11/10/21 21:00:04 11/10/21 21:04:10 No If assurances have been made they were not lawful.  It isn’t actually clear assurance have been made.  

739 11/10/21 20:59:21 11/10/21 21:05:54 No

We cannot guarantee that this will only be a short period of time as a feeder school. Once implemented parents at the school will fight for it to remain and that is to the 

disadvantage of other local children at other schools. No assurances should ever have been given to parents viewing the primary school that they’d get special status to get into 

the high schools, if this was ever done then it is grossly unfair and no such promises should ever have been made. Parents at the time should have made choices based on other 

factors, as all other local parents did. Conversely, what if I decided against Langley primary because of its lack of feeder status? Am I then disadvantaged as I wasn’t given the 

unofficial secret information that it was to be a feeder school? Again, unfair. 

740 11/10/21 21:03:57 11/10/21 21:17:53 No

The reasons for this proposal seem undemocratic and spurious, and as per the previous consultation, disadvantaging other local children. No evidence has been provided 

regarding the claims made by some LPPS parents. If this is approved, there is no guarantee that the Trust will not use it as means to make the change permanent. 

741 11/10/21 20:07:01 11/10/21 21:20:40 No

It will be unfair to the local children in the area hoping to attend LPLT, we purposely moved into the area for Langley, my children are currently at Unicorn school and would 

want them to go to Langley girls. Introducing the feeder would make less spaces for other local children 

742 11/10/21 18:31:54 11/10/21 21:21:54 No

I was at the open mornings when the promise was allegedly made - it was made very clear the Langley primary would NOT be a feeder school. As a result we chose Hawes 

down and moved house to              to be in catchment when my sons starts in 2024. 

Had we have believed the Langley primary would be a feeder school we would have stayed put and saved a lot of money on moving house. 

743 11/10/21 21:22:13 11/10/21 21:24:36 No

744 11/10/21 21:25:03 11/10/21 21:26:33 No Its not fair

745 11/10/21 21:23:24 11/10/21 21:28:19 No

Parents should never have been told they had priority from Langley Primary to the Boys and Girls schools if it wasn’t official. This is totally unfair and this outright lie  should not 

be rectified at the cost to other local children.  Those parents who viewed Langley Primary and were not told this feeder school information will also feel hard done to if special 

consideration of some kind is given to those who selected the school on that basis.

746 11/10/21 21:26:46 11/10/21 21:28:29 No Sibling impact and unfair to local kids



747 11/10/21 21:23:27 11/10/21 21:29:51 No

I do not agree with the proposal for the following reasons:

 Future intake years losing out on places due to siblings from the additional 2023 and 2024 children.

The change to priority in admissions will have a destabilising impact on admissions to both secondary schools for years into the future (not just the two years proposed) due to 

the prioritisation of siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 2023 and 2024 but 

there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 and beyond because they will be taken by the siblings of the additional 

children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake. 

Out of proportion proposal

The proposed approach is out of proportion for the sake of accommodating a very small number of children (16 children in 2023 and 24 children in 2024) who currently live 

outside the usual catchment area by creating 120 new places over the two years across the two schools. The impact of the proposed would negatively affect a far greater 

number of children in comparison with the very small number of children affected by this issue.

 Increased traffic and environmental impact of children travelling from outside of the normal catchment area

The increase in the number of children travelling to the school from outside the normal catchment area in the 2023 and 2024 intake, plus their siblings in future years, will 

increase traffic in the vicinity of the Langley Secondary Schools. The children travelling from further away will more likely travel by car, affecting the air quality near the school 

and having an overall detrimental environmental impact.

Mistake by The Trust

This proposed change to the priority in admission has not come about due to a genuine desire to address a particular educational need.  It is being proposed as a way of dealing 

with and ‘finding a way out of’ a mistake solely made by The Trust.

Setting a dangerous precedent

If this change to the admissions policy is brought about as a result of an assurance given to the parents (or an alleged assurance? – it is not clear from the consultation how the 

assurance was made), this sets a dangerous precedent that major changes to admissions policy affecting a number of children, can be made on the basis of hearsay or 

complaints by parents.

748 11/10/21 21:38:41 11/10/21 21:42:52 No No none had authority to make a ‘promise’ of this  nature and required a consultation. This would be unfair to the local community 

749 11/10/21 21:36:17 11/10/21 21:43:28 No

750 11/10/21 21:30:36 11/10/21 21:47:41 No

I was at an open event in relation to the opening of the school where it was categorically stated that there were no plans for the primary schools to be feeders.  That influenced 

my decision to send my children to a different primary school knowing that it would not influence admission to the Langley secondary schools.  So I've been given assurances 

the other way.  I'd estimate there were a few hundred at that event.  This consultation does not balance fairness or equity.  Furthermore, this latest consultation is with regards 

to both the boys and the girls admission, but if it is purely in relation to a handful of people given duff promises, shouldn't it only focus on the girls admissions?  The boys school 

was not part of the trust at the time these erroneous promises were given.  Regardless, this is wrong, the sentiment from the community passed at the previous consultation 

should have been enough to lay it to bed.  

751 11/10/21 21:56:25 11/10/21 22:00:43 No Unfair to local residents who might otherwise have been given a place and also it will.last longer than 2 years because of the sibling rule. 

752 11/10/21 21:57:48 11/10/21 22:03:00 No This will put pressure on other local secondary schools as there is less choice for children attending other primary schools 

753 11/10/21 21:54:29 11/10/21 22:05:42 No

No. The "historic assurances" have not been proven. This is conjecture. You cannot make these changes to the admissions criteria on half-baked heresay. The changes proposed 

would profoundly disadvantage local families who chose to send their children to other primaries.

754 11/10/21 22:10:08 11/10/21 22:15:04 No

It will disadvantage other children in the area and is unfair. The assurance should never have been given to parents at Langley Primary without local consultation. Reassurance 

was given to other parents in the area (eg Hawes Down) that this would not be the case, and they made their decision about which primary school their children went to, on 

the basis of that assurance.

755 11/10/21 22:15:25 11/10/21 22:23:26 No

The internal report shows no parents were ACTUALLY given guarantees, other parents were given the correct information and trusted the advice and didn’t send their children 

there but no repercussions on this. I believe this is being pushed by the trust for their own agenda of beginning a culture of feeder schools and don’t believe it will end with 

these year groups. As a local on the edges of the boundary for Langley boys that would hope in the future my child may squeeze a place but this would be put in jeopardy 

should these feeder schools start. I also recently chose a different primary, though we are local to Langley primary, for my son on the guidance that feeder schools would not 

exist and his chances of entry would be fair 

756 11/10/21 22:21:37 11/10/21 22:23:40 No It is not a fair approach. 

757 11/10/21 22:19:45 11/10/21 22:30:33 No

By doing this for two years, it will cut down the number of available places for local children as the siblings of the children admitted to the school during those two years will 

then get preferential places.

758 11/10/21 22:23:49 11/10/21 22:34:50 No I disagree that the proposal is fair "as far as is reasonably possible". It would be grossly unfair.

759 11/10/21 22:33:39 11/10/21 22:39:26 No

Due to children from other local schools aside Langley primary, that are more local in catchment area to the Langley secondary schools being at disadvantage due to priority 

admission for only Langley park primary school.  



760 11/10/21 21:47:48 11/10/21 22:46:15 No

Although some Langley Park Primary parents were made 'promises' of feeder status to the Langley Secondary schools, a lot of other parents, including myself, who attended 

the open days for Langley Park Primary were made 'promises' that there were not plans for the Primary to be a feeder school. On the basis of these assurances, I, along with 

other parents, decided to select different primary schools (I was offered both the school my children attend and Langley Park Primary through the initial admissions process, 

and on the information I had I chose the school my children now attend). It is therefore unfair to children who do not attend Langley Park Primary. 

At the time of the alleged promises Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the 'Trust' so should not be included in this consultation, and assurances were made when it 

did become part of the 'Trust' that there would be no future feeder arrangements, this therefore goes against these assurances.    

This will not just impact the 2 years stated as the sibling rule will have a knock-on impact for further years. In future years the siblings of these Langley Park Primary children 

who would be outside the catchment based on standard admissions criteria will automatically take places under the sibling rule ahead of proximity, going against local schools 

for local children, and will also have a negative impact on the environment due to children having to travel further to their schools.

Clearly whoever made these alleged promises acted outside of their authority. Two wrongs do not make a right. These changes will create unfairness for a large number of 

children living in the local community.

761 11/10/21 22:34:31 11/10/21 22:51:26 No

1. This will have a knock-on effect for later year groups due to the sibling admissions policy. 

2. The fact that the school will reduce the pan after two years suggests that the school is not truly in a good position to increase the pan in the first place. 

3. The trust is not playing open cards with the community. A report by the Trust appointed, independent investigator into the Langley Park Primary School’s promises to 

parents, stated that only a consultation was promised. The consultation was done in 2019. Why is this not enough and the process being repeated (albeit at a smaller scale). 

762 11/10/21 22:33:20 11/10/21 22:54:42 No

I was a parent who was given assurances when choosing a primary school that there would be no feeder schools so I chose my primary school based on this, namely Hawes 

Down.  Giving priority to those of Langley Primary is totally unfair and unjust.  Any change in admission requires consultation anyway as that’s the law.  I have sympathy with 

parents who thought they’d have feeder status but they should have got this in writing and this couldn’t be possible as consultation would have been needed to change the 

admissions policy.  The trust employed someone to investigate this situation and found no hard evidence that any parents at Langley Park Primary were given guarantees of 

feeder status and places at the secondary schools.  The media, including mainstream newspapers are watching carefully so I hope the trust make the right decision otherwise 

there will be uproar.  

763 11/10/21 22:48:32 11/10/21 22:54:44 No

764 11/10/21 22:51:04 11/10/21 23:00:17 No That will reduce chances for my son who isn’t in Langley park Primary school at the moment but leaves close to school.

765 11/10/21 23:17:46 11/10/21 23:21:30 No The admissions policy should not change to accommodate assurances that were made in error. 

766 11/11/21 0:08:16 11/11/21 0:10:20 No

767 11/11/21 0:55:03 11/11/21 0:59:18 No Entry should be judged on the distance you live from your local school as it is already.

768 11/11/21 5:04:04 11/11/21 5:11:31 Yes

We were always under the impression that we would have priority for the Langley secondaries, there was no information from LPPS or the Trust to suggest otherwise, as this 

consultation alludes to. 

769 11/11/21 5:12:23 11/11/21 5:15:44 No If the school is our nearest school we don’t want our child to have to travel further just because of where she went to primary school 

770 11/11/21 5:47:39 11/11/21 5:53:16 No

School admissions should be based on catchment alone! If the proposed children are local then they will have no issue so this should not be relevant. Local schools for local 

children, it’s simple! 

771 11/11/21 5:52:50 11/11/21 5:53:45 Yes

772 11/11/21 6:33:28 11/11/21 6:33:56 Yes

773 11/11/21 6:51:38 11/11/21 7:03:37 No

No schools should be allowed feeder schools, it should be done on admission policy that is already in place to allow a fair admission for all children. Trusts that have applied for 

feeder schools do this in a underhand way to make their schools more desirable making an increase demand on primary schools applications and increasing the house market 

prices for families to move into the area. 

774 11/11/21 7:14:21 11/11/21 7:17:39 No I think the only feeder school should be Langley primary! 

775 11/11/21 7:20:22 11/11/21 7:26:13 No Disadvantage children that live on the fringes of catchment area/ shrink catchment for several years after the temporary policy is reverted.

776 11/11/21 7:46:08 11/11/21 7:48:57 Yes The primary school is part of the trust so I feel it’s only right to give priority to those attending the primary school. 

777 11/11/21 7:52:07 11/11/21 8:02:31 No

There was no guarantee offered by LP senior schools that LP primary students would have priority over other local children, so there should be no obligation to provide this 

priority 

778 11/11/21 7:15:37 11/11/21 8:12:49 Yes It is a sensible approach solving a difficult issue with very minor knock on effects

779 11/11/21 8:15:03 11/11/21 8:20:45 No All children should be given a chance to access a school based on locality as the first consideration

780 11/11/21 8:16:15 11/11/21 8:24:02 No Feeder schools restrict access and choice for secondary education.

781 11/11/21 8:44:37 11/11/21 8:46:32 No This is unfair. We must be all be assessed using the same standards for admissions. It increases inequality 



782 11/11/21 8:33:16 11/11/21 8:47:50 No

Ultimately, it boils down to the adage: two wrongs don’t make a right. This proposal make see to redress expectations of a small number of parents of children at Langley Park 

Primary school but it is at the expense of other local children. We are parents who made a decision about the primary schools we wanted to send our children to in the absence 

of information about potential priority of our children to attend a Langley secondary school because we happened not to be in a place at a time when these assurances were 

given. In any case, as Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the trust at the time the assurances were being made, the trust didn’t have the power to make that promise. 

This is a mess for the trust, but my child should not be put at a disadvantage so that the trust can avoid the consequences of its error.

I understand that these proposals seek to minimise the impact on children attending other primary schools, but it doesn’t go far enough. This is because:

 1. Children in subsequent year groups will be impacted when the PAN reduces; the sibling rule will give priority to children outside of the catchment areas who happen to have 

older siblings in those classes.

2. The school will be putting itself under financial pressure by increasing the number of places which may impact on the quality of their offer.

These proposals are neither reasonable nor transparent. The previous consultation failed to mention the real reasons behind the proposal for feeder school status and it’s not 

clear exactly why the trust are pursuing this further; why it is so important to address the grievance of one group at the expense of a larger group of parents.

783 11/11/21 8:47:26 11/11/21 8:48:49 No I’m reasonable and will shrink catchment of the school

784 11/11/21 8:57:35 11/11/21 9:00:06 No

785 11/11/21 8:59:51 11/11/21 9:12:33 Neutral It makes sense that children should follow on to the senior school who are in the primary/junior school. This ensures continuity.

786 11/11/21 9:11:29 11/11/21 9:12:56 No

787 11/11/21 9:14:56 11/11/21 9:17:33 Yes Box should have been marked as yes on previous submission.

788 11/11/21 9:10:49 11/11/21 9:18:11 No

I attended the open evening in question as I have a daughter currently in year 5 and wasn’t given any steadfast assurance therefore made the decision to go else where. I 

believe that the few who don’t live in the catchment area for lpgs/lpbs took a risk in the hope that it would become a feeder once they were on the same site. I believe that 

should this go ahead it would affect my chance now of getting into the school. 

789 11/11/21 9:13:26 11/11/21 9:19:07 No

I might be border line outside the current catchment area for Langley but I'm closer to Hayes but still border line with Hayes School. Any changes to the current admissions at 

Langley will put pressure on Hayes and mean I'm even less likely to get my children into my preferred school Hayes! Totally unacceptable to give anybody an unfair preference!

790 11/11/21 8:50:07 11/11/21 9:25:44 No

The children who attend Langley park primary will clearly be able to attend the school if they live locally, which is the key thing when attending local schools. 

Increased traffic around local area area makes it more dangerous for children to be able to walk to school in addition to increase pollution to the area. 

Resources will be stretched by the addition of an extra class at both schools. 

By creating an extra class you are increasing the number of pupils to fill the class in addition to the children from Langley primary. The knock on effect will be an overall increase 

in pupils in the years to come due to the sibling rule. 

791 11/11/21 9:20:49 11/11/21 9:26:16 Neutral

I understand that some parents were made a promise which the Trust now has to honour. This is unfortunate and I am sure the Trust will do everything it can to ensure this is 

not repeated.  

792 11/11/21 9:20:47 11/11/21 9:26:43 Yes

a sensible and fair outcome would be for the school registration to be extended to spring 2020 for 2023 and 2024 admissions, this was when it was made openly clear that 

Langley primary children will not have automatic enrolment to Langley park school for girls and boys.

793 11/11/21 9:21:34 11/11/21 9:40:29 No

I suspect that after the two years proposal is up, the academy will push to make this permanent, therefore pushing the academy’s preferences through the back door to the 

detriment of local children.

794 11/11/21 9:15:54 11/11/21 9:45:21 No Unfair to other children that would have been in the catchment area and not from the Langley trust that may not get in if the proposal went ahead.

795 11/11/21 9:42:24 11/11/21 9:46:32 Yes My child started at Langley Primary in 2017 and I cannot remember the school making it clear in 2018 there will be no priority admissions to the secondary schools.

796 11/11/21 9:51:48 11/11/21 9:55:39 No This will have a knock-on effect for more than two years due to sibling role, and also this is just the trust’s way of trying to clear up the mess of undeliverable promises. 



797 11/11/21 9:48:50 11/11/21 10:03:54 No

I am really concerned by the amount of time and effort the leadership and board of the school have put into this proposal, with very flimsy reason to believe that anybody has 

been seriously disadvantaged by the negative outcome of the previous consultation. Any parent with children entering the proposed feeder schools in the years in question 

should have known that there was a consultation underway. If they came to the wrong conclusion, based on inadequate understanding of the facts, that is unfortunate, but 

every year the admissions process disadvantages many children because their parents made the wrong choice (e.g. mis-judged catchment area size) -  this is an integral part of 

the way the system currently works.

As an outsider, it seems to me there may be an underlying reason school leadership and the board have treated this (possibly) disadvantaged minority with such extraordinary 

and unwarranted solicitude. Two possibilities spring to mind: firstly, that these changes directly benefit the children, or children of personal acquaintances of the decision 

makers; secondly that there has been a threat of legal action by those allegedly disadvantaged. Can you provide assurances that we have been told everything relevant to the 

genesis of this consultation?

I believe there has been a lack of transparency overall, and that there is a good chance that this lack of transparency benefits a small group of insiders at the expense of local 

residents as a whole. The school board oversees the expenditure of a very large sum of public money each year, it needs to focus it's efforts on all the pupils at the school, not 

manipulating access rights for a minority.

798 11/11/21 10:09:51 11/11/21 10:16:20 Yes

The free school application 2014 is well known amongst LPPS families giving them the option of their children attending the Langley secondary schools. This assurance existed 

until 2020 when LPLT made an announcement to the contrary. 

799 11/11/21 9:42:13 11/11/21 10:24:48 No

I am strongly opposed to this proposal as it will increase the number of pupils at the schools leading to a strain on resources that may lead to a dilution of the quality of care 

and education at the schools. Historic assurances should not form the basis of increasing the number of students that can attend a highly regarded school which will ironically 

place more pressure on the current system resulting in the standards of teaching being compromised. As an established member of the local community and parent of primary 

and secondary school children, who puts their trust and faith in the state education system, I cannot endorse such a flawed argument or reason for this proposal.

800 11/11/21 10:31:52 11/11/21 10:36:01 No It was never meant to be a feeder that is what we were told.

801 11/11/21 10:59:29 11/11/21 11:02:26 No Not in the interest of the community. 

802 11/11/21 11:02:51 11/11/21 11:03:19 No

803 11/11/21 11:03:32 11/11/21 11:03:42 No

804 11/11/21 11:03:55 11/11/21 11:04:17 No

805 11/11/21 10:51:15 11/11/21 11:07:26 No

LPGS and LPBS should be local schools. They should not have a very wide catchment which will be the case if the Primary school becomes a feeder school. The Primary school 

had trouble filling places so accepted people regardless of location. If the proposal goes through, having a child at the Primary school will mean that they will get in and all the 

siblings will get in (under the sibling rule) and the negative impact will be felt for a decade or more.

My son is due to start at LPBS and I do not want his yeargroup to be affected by resources being stretched to cover another class in his yeargroup. There will be extra pressure 

at lunchtimes, assemblies, library, computer rooms, science labs, trips will be a problem, my son's friends may end up living miles away due to it not being a community school 

anymore. It will massively negatively affect his yeargroup. (I have seen the affect of having a year bubble at his primary schools and it is terrible).

Traffic at the school will be a problem if you introduce another class. LOADS of extra traffic will be the result if that extra class is from kids who live miles away.

If you let people in from miles away, some of my son's local friends may miss out from getting in eroding the feel of the school.

If you let people from miles away in, it will erode the values and community feel of the school. It will also introduce problems that are not currently there because Beckenham is 

such a middle class bubble. (Sorry if this sounds snobby).

806 11/11/21 11:05:37 11/11/21 11:17:11 No

Its completely unfair to do this to local children (especially as my twins are in                                                          ). Both Langley schools are our nearest secondary schools and one 

of the main reasons we bought our house. Its completely unacceptable to think that my children are not going to get a significantly reduced chance in attending for Langley 

school. We are all aware of how high house prices are in the area and one of the reasons people pay these high prices is for the local schools. To take these opportunities away 

for local children is outrageous and is going to have a negative impact on other local secondary schools who are also stretched - so where does that leave my children? Angry is 

an understatement of how I feel about this. 

807 11/11/21 11:23:53 11/11/21 11:25:26 Yes

808 11/11/21 11:25:06 11/11/21 11:28:44 No When the primary school was set up the local community was assured it would not be a feeder school and parents made reception decisions on school choice accordingly

809 11/11/21 11:23:41 11/11/21 11:33:34 Yes

Because parents were very clearly misled and I believe the very small amount of children that will actually be given a place would not impact the PAN detrimentally due to an 

additional class being added. Also these very small numbers of children that are in scope will be negatively impacted if they did not get a place- heading to a senior school that 

is a stones throw away from their primary. They are familiar with the environment abs Learning ethos. 

810 11/11/21 11:33:53 11/11/21 11:34:10 Yes



811 11/11/21 11:36:00 11/11/21 11:37:21 No

812 11/11/21 11:41:37 11/11/21 11:42:32 No

813 11/11/21 11:53:29 11/11/21 11:56:16 No

Absolutely unfair

Assurances were given to the community that Langley primary will not become a feeder school

814 11/11/21 11:54:30 11/11/21 11:57:53 Yes I think this is a fair resolution to the historic assurances 

815 11/11/21 11:28:44 11/11/21 12:16:19 No

We have already had a defeated this proposal. The children of LPPS will have the SAME priorities as the other children within the trust. No special priorities are due to them. 

Families have moved into the area for the schools and will be disadvantaged due to a error that can’t be confirmed was given in writing to anyone.

816 11/11/21 12:20:48 11/11/21 12:21:35 No

817 11/11/21 12:25:53 11/11/21 12:32:52 No

It is inherently unfair to local children at other local primary schools who also live more locally to LPSG and LPSB and may not have had the opportunity to attend Langley Park 

Primary School. Also, it is very likely that two years will become permanent. 

818 11/11/21 13:00:04 11/11/21 13:02:41 No Two wrongs don't make a right.

819 11/11/21 13:17:43 11/11/21 13:21:25 No Unfair as it may deny access to local children already living within the are ofthe Langley Schools 

820 11/11/21 13:17:08 11/11/21 13:22:46 No

Increasing capacity will have a detrimental effect on the children’s education.

Proposal for feeder school even for just a period will have knock on consequences for years to come on who will be offered placements as the sibling rule will then also apply. 

People living in the margins of catchment may not get a place as a result. I don’t think it is just that the wider community have to pay for errors made by the primary school in 

making assurances to some of the parents about it being a feeder. Surely everyone would have been aware that there was no legal basis for this and there needs to be a 

consultation. This was strongly opposed before, why are we going down a similar route? How are the public to know that this short term proposal will not later be extended?

821 11/11/21 13:16:20 11/11/21 13:33:12 No

Whilst I do have sympathy for the parents for which this promise was made, I wholely do not agree with the Trust's proposal or this consultation. The trust should have run a 

formal consultation before making these promises to parents, particularly with those in the community it will disadvantage by having this proposal in place. 

I am also concerned that this will act as a gateway for other feeder consultations being proposed again therefore do not feel it is right to set a precedent, even if it is just for 

two years.

There is an admissions process in place and a consultation has previously been run which resulted in the current admissions policy, therefore I don't believe there is a reason to 

revisit this and adjust a policy for potential promises made to prospective parents. I feel this is unfair to the families that this will affect, not just in these years, but in 

subsequent years due to the siblings policy for the families who are given feeder privileges. 

The admissions policy should not be ammended at the detriment of other families and children in the community purely to fix a mistake that has clearly been made by 

promising prospective parents of Langley Park Primary School a feeder precendent for Langley Park Secondary School. 

822 11/11/21 13:33:17 11/11/21 13:38:53 No

Reasons listed below:

- there is already an admissions policy in place which we consulted on previously 

- the trust should have consulted before making promises to prospective parents - fixing this mistake is not reason alone to change an admissions policy

- there will be a detrimental effect to local families, particularly the ones on the border of the catchment area, not just for these two years but for future years with the siblings 

rule.

- the trust have a responsibility to the local community and the children to act in their best interests and this proposal is not reflective of this

823 11/11/21 13:31:38 11/11/21 13:41:24 No

The motives and rationale behind the this proposal remain unclear.  Why were historic assurances made to parents in the first place  and what other options are there for 

recourse?  

How can we be assured that this proposal is for just two years and will not form part of a future consultation? 

824 11/11/21 13:41:38 11/11/21 13:46:37 No

I'm confused as to the suggestion the parents were given "historic assurances". This was investigated and the investigation found that no assurances were given other than to 

promise a consultation. 

825 11/11/21 13:58:20 11/11/21 14:07:14 No

826 11/11/21 14:09:03 11/11/21 14:09:28 No

827 11/11/21 14:15:32 11/11/21 14:23:28 No I believe this in an unfair proposal that will adversely affect the local community during those 2 years and thereafter due to the sibling policy.

828 11/11/21 14:15:28 11/11/21 14:33:11 No

This proposal is unfair and disadvantages many local children who would usually be given a place at the schools but will miss out because of the feeder system. Seems wholly 

wrong to disadvantage many children for the sake of an alledged "promise" to a small number of parents at the primary school and an unreasonable response to that alleged 

promise.  The knock on effect of the feeder school does not just stop after 2 years - clearly the sibling rule will come into effect for those children addmitted via the feeder 

school and so the effect / disadvantage to local familes will continue for many years. 

I do not accept that increasing the PAN seeks to help this situation. Again, it seems like another terrible idea that will disadvantage the entire year group with a higher PAN 

intake. I do not believe this is in the best interest for the schools or children. 

This proposal negatively impacts admissions for many years to come together with funding playing a part in relation to the increase PAN. 



829 11/11/21 14:22:58 11/11/21 14:37:25 No

It would appear that this proposal will open the floodgates for those secondary schools hoping to secure admission of children from specific primary schools or order to lessen 

the opportunities of those children and families that may be traditionally expecting to be admitted on a proximity basis. It is opposed to the recommendations of 'The 

Greenwich Judgement'. 

830 11/11/21 14:36:42 11/11/21 14:50:06 No

Why is the trust consulting on this issue again? Does the trust have so much money lying around that they can pay an unlimited amount of consultants to review this, changing 

the wording in the hope that it might pass? Why not spend that money on educating the children in your care? Offer a 2nd foreign language at LPGS again, which was scrapped 

without any parent consultation.  Every parent knows that there are no feeder schools, because my daughters were at Clare house primary didn’t make me think that they 

would have priority in getting a place. If these parents are pushing this issue it would suggest they live outside of catchment of the secondary schools which would mean more 

cars driving to the schools. The traffic situation should be a priority for the trust not the continued push for feeder schools. 

831 11/11/21 14:18:50 11/11/21 14:50:57 No

1) we should continue to have a system of local schools for local children and not have different admission guidelines for children from certain schools. Such a situation is unfair 

to children at other local primary schools who live closer to the Langley secondary schools.

2) The local community showed their strong objection to the feeder school consultation a couple of years ago. Whilst I am aware this is a different proposal, it leads to 

uncertainty as the concern is there a new proposal going to be submitted again in the future. Families make decisions on primary schools with a long term view and this 

continued consultation process by the Langley trust causes unnecessary distress and uncertainly in what is an already very difficult decision making process. 

3) when Langley boys joined the trust my understanding is that assurances were given  that there would be no feeder school arrangements therefore Langley boys in particular 

should have no part in 

4)  this proposal is not transparent in regard to the alleged promises made to some parents about certain primary schools being feeder schools - therefore we are relying on 

people taking the time to read this proposal and respond accordingly but without the full clear facts of the case. 

5) it’s is not reasonable for a feeder school to be selected with the sole purpose of placating some parents who have potentially threatened legal action if they were told by the 

trust that their primary school was a feeder school. My concern is this is what is causing these consultations. Again he lack of transparency is not acceptable. 

832 11/11/21 15:05:37 11/11/21 15:12:25 No I believe it is unfair to children from other primary schools in the area. I believe that admissions should be based on proximity.

833 11/11/21 14:58:40 11/11/21 15:14:00 No Feeder schools shrink catchment areas

834 11/11/21 14:58:32 11/11/21 16:13:02 No

The proposal is unfair to local families with children at other primary schools, particularly those where parents were told that Langley Park Primary School would NOT be a 

feeder school to Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys. Furthermore, the assurances made to some parents could not have created any expectation of a 

feeder school arrangement with the Langley Park School for Boys, because that school was not even part of the Trust at the time.  The proposal will also negatively impact 

admissions beyond the proposed two year groups due to the sibling rule.

835 11/11/21 16:46:56 11/11/21 16:54:12 No

This has already been consulted on and should not have been brought up again, This is completely unfair to local families. Any previous reassurance given that the school would 

be a feeder school should never have been given without due process. A change in policy cannot take place to cover up the fact wrong information was given at the time.

Places are highly in demand as it is and the trust should be acting for the benefit of local children and not putting them at a disadvantage. The impact of this will also be felt for 

years due to the sibling rule.

836 11/11/21 16:53:03 11/11/21 17:00:52 No

No legal right to have priority to senior schools. Any change to admission has to be via consultation, everyone knows that. The impact will be felt by families for several years as 

the potential bulge years have siblings. 

837 11/11/21 17:02:15 11/11/21 17:06:28 No

838 11/11/21 17:16:54 11/11/21 17:20:47 No This will affect future admissions and siblings policy. 

839 11/11/21 16:37:59 11/11/21 17:24:04 No

What assurances could the School or Trust have given to parents? It would reasonably be assumed that the school, being tax payer funded comprehensive school would need 

to work within the government agreed statutory admissions framework applicable at the time.  If such assurances were given by the school or Trust, one would assume it to be 

a private legal matter between the Trust and those affected parents.  It should certainly not adversely impact local children within the catchment of the school.

The school is a tax payer funded comprehensive school, as such admissions should be based (as the currently are) on physical proximity, local children attending their local 

school, children walking to school, making friends with children that live close by, reducing reliance on cars to deliver children to school, social benefits, community benefits, 

environmental benefits etc.

To introduce 'priority' to certain individuals regardless of where they live is not in accordance with the the current statutory admissions procedures of a tax payer funded school.

If the schools were independent (fee paying), or if the schools were combined to a single co-educational 'super school' it could be argued, however it is not. Currently it is a 

single sex boys school.

840 11/11/21 17:26:34 11/11/21 17:30:11 No

841 11/11/21 17:41:10 11/11/21 17:44:47 No Speaking to several other langley primary parents none of us can recall any clarification on admissions to langley secondary schools back in 2018.



842 11/11/21 18:00:18 11/11/21 18:03:20 No It is not fair. Admissions should be as they are. 

843 11/11/21 17:56:08 11/11/21 18:03:44 Yes Many parents chose LPPS for their child based on the promise of admissions into both the girls and boys secondary schools. 

844 11/11/21 17:46:53 11/11/21 18:08:11 No

Firstly any parents given 'assurances' must have known that they were a case of 'best endeavours' and not concrete, judging by how far in advance they were made. Secondly 

not all parents of the primary pupils concerned will have been given these assurances, or be able to prove it, and might have attended the primary school anyway, so they 

would benefit from this. The parents who believe they have a legitimate legal case should be asked to bring a case, which they would be very unlikely to win, judging by the 

information we have been provided with. The main issue with this temporary increase will be a right of older siblings to places at the secondary schools in the future which will 

be to the detriment of local, would be, pupils for years to come. 

845 11/11/21 18:08:23 11/11/21 18:12:29 Yes It is fair and makes sense

846 11/11/21 18:07:32 11/11/21 18:12:52 Yes

It was stated in the original application for LPPS `Children attending Langley Park Primary will have the option of joining the Langley Park Secondary Schools.`

There was not any confirmation of a change to this stance until after the feeder school consultation. 

847 11/11/21 16:21:14 11/11/21 18:22:18 No We live very close to Langley boys and I believe this will make it harder for my two sons (currently year 1 and 4) to get a place. They do not attend the Langley primary school. 

848 11/11/21 17:56:15 11/11/21 18:24:51 No

I do not believe that because a few families may have been given incorrect information there should be a change in trust policy. LPBS were not part of the trust when LPPS first 

opened so I am at a loss to understand how anyone was given assurances regarding LPPS being a feeder to a school that was not even in the same trust at the time. While I feel 

sympathy for those families I feel it is not within the community's interest to change policy to allow LPPS to be a feeder regardless of the timescale. I am also concerned that 

parents with children in LPPS that started after August 2018 will object in coming years as they would feel they should be given preferential treatment too. There is strong 

community feeling against this proposal.

849 11/11/21 17:46:43 11/11/21 18:34:23 No

I am shocked that we are here again dealing with the issue of feeder schools. The community spoke quite clearly two years and vehemently rejected the idea of any feeder 

schools for Langley Park Secondary Schools.

Despite your reassurances local children will inevitably miss out as a result of these proposed changes. They will initially suffer because they will be part of the bulge years 

which will stretch school resources and facilities. Then additional local children will be adversely again when they don’t gain a place at their preferred secondary school because 

of additional siblings of children in the bulge years. 

Local children and the local community will also lose out due to the extra traffic and pollution due to all these children that live out of catchment being driven to the school. 

A person within LPPS who may have made unauthorised promises is not a compelling enough reason to change a school admission policy. It quite simply does not benefit local 

children in fact it will be a detrimental for them. This person as you freely admit was not authorised to make any guarantees. In fact there is a question whether any guarantees 

were made. You haven’t shared this evidence with the local community and an FOI request into your investigation only found evidence of a guarantee to hold a consultation. 

This consultation happened and the community overwhelmingly rejected it. 

Quite frankly the credibility of The Trust is ruined. The local community that you serve has lost all faith in you. The Trust seems to specialise in making statements and 

commitments that they end up going back on. When LPSB joined the Trust they committed to not changing the admission policy and not introducing feeder schools. Despite 

this the Trust then held a consultation two years ago about feeder schools, which was overwhelmingly rejected. Now you’re consulting again and it turns out that this 

consultation and most likely the previous consultation was to cover up the mistakes of a rogue member of staff. I don’t trust The Trust and I don’t think many of the community 

do, so I strongly oppose this change. 

850 11/11/21 18:35:24 11/11/21 18:35:38 No

851 11/11/21 18:29:40 11/11/21 18:37:40 Yes Children should not suffer as a result of bad communication and confusion from this Trust and before it existed.

852 11/11/21 18:31:20 11/11/21 18:42:46 No

When looking at primary schools we were told Langley Primary wouldn't become a feeder school. If it is, then other primary schools in the Trust, like Clare House, should also 

have priority.

853 11/11/21 18:41:38 11/11/21 18:49:18 No

Despite your reassurances local children will miss out as a result of these proposed changes. They will suffer because they will be part of the bulge years or in the school during 

those bulge years which will stretch school resources and facilities. Then additional local children will lose out again when they don’t gain a place at their preferred secondary 

school because of additional siblings of children in the bulge years. 

Local children and the community will also lose out due to the extra traffic and pollution due to all these children that live out of catchment being driven to the school. 

Alleged promises by a rogue member of staff is not a compelling enough reason to change two schools admission policies and overturn the results of the previous consultation 

where the local community overwhelmingly rejected the idea of feeder schools. 



854 11/11/21 18:19:28 11/11/21 19:00:53 No

Ongoing impact on admission criteria via siblings policy, ie. these children live outside catchment area but they and their siblings would get priority for years to come. Also the 

secondary schools’ admission policy is publicly available and could have been consulted by the parents concerned rather than just relying on “rumours” because it matched 

what they wanted to hear.

855 11/11/21 19:08:11 11/11/21 19:09:07 No

856 11/11/21 19:16:37 11/11/21 19:36:48 No

It is not acceptable to consult on addressing 'historic assurances' without clearly presenting in writing what these historic assurances were.  One can only assume these 

assurances were not clear cut and would not stand up to scrutiny (given clearly understood admission procedures were in place at the time).

857 11/11/21 19:37:38 11/11/21 19:39:30 Yes

858 11/11/21 19:49:54 11/11/21 19:58:38 No

This sets a precedent as with Harris School, Beckenham. It is unnecessary to do this, especially for the girls school, when so few children live outside catchment. I cannot believe 

parents were truly misled, rather chose to believe their children would feed in. This must have been a very small number of parents and those two years should not be so 

unmanageably large. 

859 11/11/21 20:01:26 11/11/21 20:03:27 No Unfair for local children 

860 11/11/21 20:09:53 11/11/21 20:11:01 Yes

861 11/11/21 20:18:23 11/11/21 20:19:37 Yes My child was promised a place in the Langley secondary schools from when she joined Langley Park Primary School.

862 11/11/21 20:37:08 11/11/21 20:37:24 Yes

863 11/11/21 20:49:28 11/11/21 20:50:29 Yes

864 11/11/21 20:53:55 11/11/21 20:55:53 Yes The time limit makes sense

865 11/11/21 20:39:30 11/11/21 20:57:06 Yes

It is the right and fair thing to do, the families of the children who joined prior to August 2018 put faith in the words and commitments made to them. In parallel, the overall 

impact of this subset of children receiving priority within admissions is largely minimal, given for the most part the children are within the local community/catchment anyway. 

From a child wellbeing perspective, to willingly and unnecessarily separate children from an environment, location and cohort they have spent thier entire school life lacks 

empathy and perspective, given the relatively minimal broader impact successful revision to admission would pose.

866 11/11/21 20:57:58 11/11/21 20:58:23 Yes

867 11/11/21 20:58:04 11/11/21 20:59:29 Yes Uphold historic assurances made

868 11/11/21 20:59:39 11/11/21 21:00:29 Yes

869 11/11/21 21:00:50 11/11/21 21:02:15 Yes Uphold promises made in the past but ensure all have access

870 11/11/21 20:49:02 11/11/21 21:09:30 No

Children receive primary places by listing 6 choices and a place is allocated by School Admissions according to criteria met. If children at LPPS get priority even if they have 

moved and live further away then it's unfair.  Children should be allocated school places closest to their home to avoid unnecessary travel to help decrease pollution and 

wasted time.

871 11/11/21 21:02:40 11/11/21 21:10:18 Yes

These children and their parents gambled on the success of a new school on the basis they would be given admission to the secondary school and will have friends there and 

know the school well so it would seem erroneous to not allow them to attend the senior school 

872 11/11/21 21:09:27 11/11/21 21:12:07 Yes

873 11/11/21 21:11:57 11/11/21 21:14:30 Yes Our child was placed in Langley primary on the understanding she would be able to attend Langley Senior and follow her older sibling  

874 11/11/21 21:13:14 11/11/21 21:14:59 Neutral

875 11/11/21 21:05:10 11/11/21 21:15:05 Yes This is fair as the feeder school concept was sold in the first couple of years of Langley Park primary school

876 11/11/21 21:14:15 11/11/21 21:15:20 No

877 11/11/21 21:08:46 11/11/21 21:16:15 No I went to Langley and saved to move to west wickham especially for my twins to go to the school. This is really unfair 

878 11/11/21 21:11:15 11/11/21 21:17:42 Yes

879 11/11/21 21:18:47 11/11/21 21:21:13 Yes

880 11/11/21 21:17:21 11/11/21 21:21:30 Yes Promises were made that should be honoured. I also think these parents took a chance on a new school that was not even built yet at the time.

881 11/11/21 21:22:32 11/11/21 21:23:08 Yes

882 11/11/21 21:04:34 11/11/21 21:23:46 No

I am opposed to the proposal to temporarily make LPPS a feeder school for LPSB and LSPG. While I acknowledge that the Trust is proposing to put in place as much as possible 

to avoid disadvantaging children from other local primary schools I am still concerned about the possibility of this becoming a permanent feeder. Other local secondaries have 

attempted (and some have succeeded) in introducing feeder schools and I feel these are detrimental to families and children's education as they restrict the movement of 

families and limit children to the teaching style of just one educational Trust.

It has not been made public (to my knowledge), what form the assurances made to potential parents were. Other parents have reported that they choose other local primary 

schools because they were specifically told that LPPS would not be a feeder to the secondary schools at the time and so some no doubt feel aggrieved at these proposed 

changes and may have chosen to send their child to LPPS at the time. Introducing the temporary feeder could be unfair to these families. I also believe that LPSB was not part of 

the Trust at the time and so could not reasonably have been considered part of these assurances.



883 11/11/21 21:18:09 11/11/21 21:26:28 No

I disagree with approach. It is contrary to the admissions policies in place for the Borough and also that in place at the time assurances were made (those stated above). It does 

no feel reasonable or fair to change the approach and restrict opportunities for other families for a reason that goes against policy. 

884 11/11/21 21:18:54 11/11/21 21:30:43 Yes

The current year 5 and year 4 parents took a leap of faith when selecting Langley Primary as their first choice as it was a new school in temporary accommodation. The head 

teacher at the time, implied the school would be a feeder during the open day. 

885 11/11/21 21:37:26 11/11/21 21:39:01 Yes It would be commendable for the trust to fulfil those promises to the parents affected 

886 11/11/21 21:26:29 11/11/21 21:39:52 Yes  It is right and wholly just that the trust fulfil promises made to students and parents of the public. If they do not, what reason should the public have to trust in the trust? 

887 11/11/21 21:32:41 11/11/21 21:43:43 Yes It is limited to those children who began the school in 2016 & 2017 only

888 11/11/21 21:43:17 11/11/21 21:48:02 Yes Promises were made that LPPS would be a feeder into the secondary Langley schools.

889 11/11/21 21:45:01 11/11/21 21:50:06 No No justified legal reason why any primary school should be given priority. This was consulted on in 2019

890 11/11/21 21:53:42 11/11/21 21:54:41 Yes This seems a sensible resolution 

891 11/11/21 21:53:10 11/11/21 21:55:46 Yes

892 11/11/21 21:46:37 11/11/21 22:03:17 No

It was unfortunate that any assurances were given (either expressly or implicitly). However, if children attending LPPS are within a suitably local distance to LPSG/LPSB they 

should be treated equally with all other children who live locally. 

893 11/11/21 21:45:50 11/11/21 22:04:28 Yes This is a fair proposal to seek to redress assurances given to parents of the first two years at LPPS.  

894 11/11/21 21:33:06 11/11/21 22:08:25 No

There were historic assurances made to us that LPPS would NOT be a feeder school to the girls school (the boys school was not part of the Trust at the time).  Therefore we 

made decisions based on those assurances.  

It cannot be fair for the Trust to give one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP Secondaries, based on a false promise, when other children, whose primary 

school selection decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, will not have that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change’.

I suspect the proposal above, if it proceeds, will give rise to legal challenges, as the evidence indicates there was only a promise to a handful of parents to consult on a proposal, 

which has already happened, and the proposal rejected. Why is it coming back again? 

The Trust says that it will consult again in two years, for the purpose of decreasing the PAN for the LP Secondaries to current numbers. Although the Trust claims that it doesn’t 

want to introduce permanent feeder school arrangements, it is unclear whether the future consultation will seek to consult on naming feeder schools again. The local 

community has already dealt with the turmoil created by the feeder school consultation of 2019. The

changes proposed in this current consultation only serve to create renewed uncertainty for many families now, and in years to come.

895 11/11/21 22:13:37 11/11/21 22:15:18 Yes

896 11/11/21 22:20:33 11/11/21 22:22:12 Neutral

897 11/11/21 22:25:01 11/11/21 22:27:03 Yes

898 11/11/21 22:31:20 11/11/21 22:33:25 Yes

899 11/11/21 22:17:36 11/11/21 22:33:28 No

Nothing was ever put in writing, how do we know for definite that is what was said? That aside, how can a promise be made that a school will be a feeder before any of the 

correct consultation process has been followed - it’s not possible. 

900 11/11/21 22:47:32 11/11/21 22:55:09 No

Increasing the pupils would affect the education of pupils already attending and feels unfair all round to parents and pupils to cater to a minority of parents based on old 

promises. 

901 11/11/21 22:42:38 11/11/21 22:58:54 No

I was told when viewing Langley Park Primary that it would NOT be a feeder in any way to the Langley secondary schools. We purchased a property two years ago which has 

always fallen within the secondary school catchment. The chances of our children obtaining a place would be decreased based on the proposals, due to the siblings of the 

children in the year groups mentioned. 

902 11/11/21 22:31:45 11/11/21 22:58:55 No

We were specifically advised that there were NO plans for Langley primary to become a feeder school. We decided therefore to send our children to different primary school 

and purchased property within the current Catchment area on this basis. 

The plan does not take into account the impact of siblings on the future catchment area and would stop our children from being able to attend the school of our choice. 

903 11/11/21 22:56:45 11/11/21 23:07:11 No

The change proposed is disproportionate to the level of historic assurances it proposes to resolve and would have an even greater impact on the many other children whose 

parents made primary school decisions with an understanding of existing policy. I think this itself could be the subject of more extensive further challenge later. 

904 11/11/21 23:33:05 11/11/21 23:36:21 Yes This is the information that was given out at the time of enrolling. 

905 11/12/21 0:25:16 11/12/21 0:27:40 No I do not think this is fair on the families living in the catchment area of the school

906 11/12/21 0:51:01 11/12/21 0:59:34 No They lied to parents and it’s illegal!

907 11/12/21 7:25:41 11/12/21 7:26:39 No



908 11/12/21 7:43:07 11/12/21 7:46:50 No

Overpopulated school

Surrounding schools should be be given fair feeder numbers

909 11/12/21 7:51:56 11/12/21 8:02:37 No

I strongly oppose this proposal.  When we visited for my daughter we were assured that it wouldn’t be a feeder school at all.  Other Heads at other schools agreed with this, so 

we didn’t send our daughter to Langley Park Primary.  It is deeply unfair that these few parents are now given priority.  There isn’t a legal framework for the promise to be kept, 

it would always have to go through consultation.  I know from FOI requests that the independent investigator only found evidence that there was a promise of a consultation, 

which has already happened in 2019.  This consultation is completely spurious.

910 11/12/21 8:05:31 11/12/21 8:41:33 Yes During inception, the school had given assurance that our children could feed in to the Langley secondary schools. 

911 11/12/21 8:47:36 11/12/21 8:50:46 No As per previous consultation - not sure why asking the same is considered a good use of anyone’s time? This creates a 2 tier system. 

912 11/12/21 8:49:07 11/12/21 8:56:10 Yes

As a parent of a child that was part of the founding year of the primary school, we are finally relieved that the Trust has listened to us - and also reacted to report.

913 11/12/21 8:57:39 11/12/21 9:00:02 No Local schools for local children 

914 11/12/21 8:29:35 11/12/21 9:05:24 No

No. The trust or someone representing the Trust made alleged promises to a few parents which it had no right to make BEARING IN MIND LPSB AND LPSG WERE NOT IN THE 

TRUST AT THE TIME. This is changing the admissions procedures after the event in order to save the trust embarrassment and possibly a legal case. You cannot change the rules 

to suit you retrospectively (as Boris Johnson has discovered this week). It is anti democratic and utterly unfair on the majority of parents who are expecting the admissions 

procedure to be fair to all (including those parents who were promised the exact opposite - that being a member of LPPS would not increase their chances of admission to the 

Langley secondaries).

915 11/12/21 9:16:56 11/12/21 9:23:49 No This is wholely unfair to local families who wish for their children to attend a local school. Local schools should be for local children which LPPS is not.

916 11/12/21 9:21:53 11/12/21 9:26:31 No This will set a precedent for future years and consultations at the expense of children from other local schools. 

917 11/12/21 9:22:46 11/12/21 9:26:31 No This will set a wrong precedence for the future and affects the future of children who are local to the area. 

918 11/12/21 9:17:02 11/12/21 9:28:39 No

I believe the arrangements will create further uncertainty as to feeder school arrangements for local families with children at other primary schools9, both now and in the 

future.

The suggestion that a limited number of parents relied on a promise of feeder school status is not a valid reason to change the admissions criteria in this way.  It is understood 

that most parents were aware that LPPS would and could not be a feeder school.  Also that LPPS LPSB were not part of the same truest at the time of their children joining LPPS.  

 Also, when LPSB joined the Trust, the local community was given assurances that there would be no feeder school status

919 11/12/21 9:34:16 11/12/21 9:35:10 No

920 11/12/21 9:33:06 11/12/21 9:35:26 Neutral

921 11/12/21 9:36:56 11/12/21 9:39:01 No It's not providing level playing field for all children and will set wrong precedence. 

922 11/12/21 9:14:35 11/12/21 9:39:42 No

The proposal creates greater uncertainty in terms of catchment area from 2023.  The will be a ripple effect on the latter years.  The children going to LPPS may live further away 

and get guaranteed entry into the secondary school and this traveling has a negative impact on the environment.  

923 11/12/21 9:40:12 11/12/21 9:42:38 No Your plans will put other children in the area at a disadvantage.

924 11/12/21 9:14:37 11/12/21 9:50:34 No

I can understand the disappointment of these families and am pleased that the trust is seeking to minimise the damage of that promise, however I can't see how this won't 

have a detrimental effect on future years at the schools. I feel that local families could still suffer from this decision, and although they haven't been promised a place, they 

would have lost out due to the promise of the trust that should never have been given. Also this will have a knock on effect to other years which won't be expanded as the 

sibling rule will come into play, reducing the catchment area for the following years.

925 11/12/21 9:44:49 11/12/21 9:51:50 No

Not fare to the other children at local schools. People have moved home specifically to get into these secondary schools and will completely change the dynamics of the local 

area if this goes ahead. It will also drive equality by being selective.  Finally it will effect the mental well-being of children who want to go there. 

926 11/12/21 9:49:48 11/12/21 10:00:51 No

Whatever these historic assurance are, and whoever they were made by, it was clearly outside their power to do so. Responsibility for this should fall on whoever made these 

assurances without authority, rather that on the community in general to suffer the consequences. There is a distinct lack of transparency about this which feels off. It's not 

reasonable to expect children who would otherwise have access to their local school be denied a place on the back of these historic assurances whatever they are and by 

whoever they were given. Fiddling the system like this undermines confident in school applications, sets a terrible precedent and must not be countenanced. 

927 11/12/21 10:09:33 11/12/21 10:11:52 Yes Our daughters attend Clare House Primary School. 

928 11/12/21 10:14:59 11/12/21 10:20:14 No Its unfair as we moved to within the catchment area to have our son considered for Langley Park Secondary School.

929 11/12/21 10:35:20 11/12/21 10:37:17 No It’s incredibly unfair to pupils from other schools nearby. 



930 11/12/21 10:36:01 11/12/21 10:39:32 No

There is an impact due to Siblings that will follow.  There were assurances made to other parents in those year groups by Langley Primary that indicated there were no feeder 

plans.  These parents then chose their primary schools based on this correct information.

931 11/12/21 10:39:01 11/12/21 10:42:06 No

It is simply unfair for all of the other children and parents who specifically moved to the catchment area and bought houses with the intent to send their children to the Langley 

secondary schools. Which is exactly what we did. Our children are at St Christopher’s the Hall and it’s simply unfair they they will have less of chance to get in 

932 11/12/21 10:40:09 11/12/21 10:55:53 No

Totally unfair to local families with children at other primary schools - many parents were told LPPS would not be a feeder school to the LP Secondaries.

If there was a false promise made, two wrongs do not make a right - isn't that what we tell our children?  The Trust should be leading by example and demonstrating behaviors 

that they can be proud of in the local community.

LPSB was not in the Trust when the alleged promise was made, there is absolutely no way LPSB should be in the consultation.

These schools are already oversubscribed by people in the local area, if the children that had the alleged promise lived locally there would be no need for this consultation - why 

should those children get priority over local children?!

933 11/12/21 10:58:24 11/12/21 10:59:30 No

934 11/12/21 10:57:12 11/12/21 11:08:12 No

It is unethical and not fair to local families.  It will have negative impacts for many years to come due to bulge years and sibling policy.  If the independent consultant found that 

the only thing that can be 100% proved is that the promise of a consultation for feeder status was given by the Trust why are you trying to do this again as this was recently 

consulted on and strongly objected to and so refused.  Stop trying to do this! 

935 11/12/21 11:13:25 11/12/21 11:14:28 No

936 11/12/21 11:09:03 11/12/21 11:20:22 No

It's not fair on the parents who were told at Open Days that the Primary school would NOT become a feeder.  I fail to understand the parents who were told it would become a 

feeder would think that also applied to Langley Boys because Langley Boys was not in the Trust when these assurances were apparently made.  I do have some sympathy for 

these parents but I also have sympathy for those parents who didn't choose LPP on the assurance that it would NOT become a feeder. 

937 11/12/21 11:20:35 11/12/21 11:21:09 No

938 11/12/21 11:21:20 11/12/21 11:21:30 No

939 11/12/21 11:21:35 11/12/21 11:21:47 No

940 11/12/21 11:21:49 11/12/21 11:21:57 No

941 11/12/21 11:18:04 11/12/21 11:22:54 No I think it is a terrible idea. This is unfair to local children. This has already been rejected previously. This is a very bad idea. 

942 11/12/21 11:27:43 11/12/21 11:47:06 No

i) The reasons for the proposed changes are opaque. What, precisely, were the “assurances” given to some parents? Is the Trust making this proposal in response to their 

complaints? Is this a gesture of goodwill or a formal instruction to consult by a statutory body, or a complaints panel? Has the trust been threatened with legal action if it does 

not consult, or if it does not grant feeder status to the Langley Park Primary School?

In my view, *any* reason for consulting or changing the policy that is not firmly grounded in a benefit to education and to the surrounding community should not form any part 

of the Trust’s decision making process. Similar proposals were rejected in 2020 because they did not have sufficient educational benefit or benefit to the community. In fact a 

strong case was made by respondents, and accepted by the Trust, that that the proposals would be detrimental to the schools and to the community. 

Much has been made in online discussions that employees made a 'promise' and that it was 'in writing.' This has a rhetorical effect but cannot be the basis for any obligation at 

all on trustees. Any such assurances cannot have been made legally, because they would have circumvented the statutory process for making an admissions policy.

Trustees will also be aware that a complaints panel (even one set up with independent members) cannot order a change in admissions policy as a remedy for a complaint. It is 

also doubtful whether such a panel should offer or order a consultation as a remedy, when a complaint is upheld... but it appears that this is what has happened. In the 

circumstances, trustees should be fully aware that they are under no obligation to adopt any change to the admissions policy as a remedy for a complaint. 

The Trust’s legal advisers will also have warned trustees that a decision made for an ‘improper’ purpose (such as placating complainants) is illegal in public law terms, and 

would almost certainly be rejected on appeal by the Schools Adjudicator.

ii) The proposals would also be detrimental to the school their own terms. The effect of this policy cannot be contained to the two-year cohort mentioned in the consultation 

document. The Trust’s sibling policy means that *any* feeder school policy will necessarily impact on admissions for many years to come. There will be families in future years 

who will miss out on a place at the Trust secondary schools because of this policy.

Finally, this policy is manifestly unfair to those parents who chose to send their children to a different local primary school on the understanding that LPPS would *not* be 

granted feeder school status. Giving priority to a select cohort of LPPS pupils is unfair to those families who followed the publicly available advice, rather than the limited advice 

given to some parents. This unfairness means that the proposal is clearly contrary to the admissions code requirements of fairness and transparency.



943 11/12/21 11:48:30 11/12/21 11:52:54 No

There is a process that all parents need to follow and it seems unfair for those children that live near the school to possibly lose out on a place that has been given through a 

feeder.

944 11/12/21 11:33:09 11/12/21 11:53:59 No

Fundamentally opposed to the concept of feeder schools in the areas. Not a fair system for the selection of secondary school places. Could potentially be used as a precedent. 

School should not have made assurances to parents in the knowledge that there was a chance this could not be fulfilled. Will impact availability of spaces to children in other 

local schools. 

945 11/12/21 11:49:29 11/12/21 11:59:18 No

1. They will create further uncertainty and will pave the way for future feeder proposals. Feeder proposals are unfair to local families with children at other primary schools. 

2. The current proposals are unfair to local families with children at other primary schools

3. They will create unnecessary costs and other pressures for the LP Secondaries  as a whole. 

4. They will negatively impact admissions beyond these two year groups - i.e sibling admissions 

5.  The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable - there is a lack of transparency regarding the promises made to the Langley primary parents. 

946 11/12/21 12:03:03 11/12/21 12:24:54 No

Parents of children at Langley Park Primary who were given assurances should have known that it was still a risk to send their child there in terms of not being able to 

automatically secure a place at LPSB or LPSG. Historically school admissions have always been determined on location, sibling priority etc. It's their own fault if they were 

hoping to get around this system by choosing the primary school on site. Also, if they have moved away from the catchment area for the secondary schools (as we understand 

that one family in particular chose to do) or if they never even lived within the catchment area in the first place then this choice is entirely of their own making. Special 

dispensation should not be given to them because they chose to take a risk. Our son is due to start at Langley in 2023 and should get a place because of our proximity to the 

school and because his older brother is currently a student there. However, we don't want him to be in a bulge year as it does adversely affect a year group (as we have 

witnessed at his primary school). It's not fair on him and the other children in his age group who will get a place at Langley to not have the normal schooling for Langley (4 

classes doing German and 4 doing French). What will happen to the 'bulge' class? Which side of the school will they be in? A 'bulge' class is never a good idea as they end up 

missing out on things because of the imbalance of numbers. What happens when there's a school trip and the year group can't all go somewhere together? What happens 

when there isn't enough room for all the parents/carers to attend events for the bulge year group because there isn't enough room at a venue. Similarly, when there are 

sporting events or music lessons there isn't enough provision for an increased-size year group. These are all issues that we came across at primary school where a bulge class 

was added to a year group at the last minute. It would have been useful if Langley could have outlined a plan with more information so that people filling in this form could 

make a more informed decision about the impact of adding a bulge class.

947 11/12/21 11:48:04 11/12/21 12:31:48 No

Giving one primary school preferential treatment could lead to a dangerous precedent. If Hayes followed suit than this could severely hinder lots of children in the catchment of 

both schools going to their local secondary school. Children would be forced to travel further; have longer working days and this could hinder many families of poor social-

economic backgrounds.

I also think it is unfair because not all children have the same chance of getting into Langley primary. This predominantly based on proximity. This once again hinders 

parents/children who cannot afford to live in this area.  This soci-economic reason should not subsequently also reduce their secondary school options.

948 11/12/21 12:40:46 11/12/21 12:44:48 No Local schools should be for local children. It causes more pollution to have children being driven into schools.

949 11/12/21 12:42:37 11/12/21 13:00:55 No

There have been extensive consultations on the admissions policy for Langley Park School for Girls and Langley Park School for Boys and the outcome from the community 

which these schools serve has overwhelmingly been that local schools should be for local children. The trust should accept and honour the outcome of these consultations 

rather then keep consulting on the same issue repeatedly. The fact is this change would impact local children and mean that they would not have access to their local 

secondary school as expected. This change would have an ongoing impact and not be contained to two years as there would be further  impact from priority sibling places that 

would last well beyond the proposed timeframe. There is a clear adverse impact on local families.

950 11/12/21 13:10:24 11/12/21 13:17:30 No

Promises should never have been made to parents before a consultation was taken. The school was not even part of the trust at the time.

You have not managed the catchment area of the Langley Primary school at opening therefore places will be going to non-local children when there is already a shortage in the 

area. This is unfair.

Creates unnecessary uncertainty and paves the way for further feeder schools to be added which is a proposal that has already been rejected

The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable



951 11/12/21 13:06:12 11/12/21 13:55:26 No

It would create uncertainty for local families & pave the way for future feeder proposals if not stopped now. 

Langley Park School for Boys was not part of the Trust when alleged promises to the parents of the primary school were made & assurances were given to the community that 

there wouldn’t be any further feeder arrangement for primary schools.

Therefore, the proposed changes to the admissions criteria should not relate to LPSB in any respect.

952 11/12/21 14:03:19 11/12/21 14:05:00 No Unfair on other pupils/parents during the 2 years

953 11/12/21 13:47:10 11/12/21 14:13:52 No

This will impact on future catchment area size as the sibling rule will be applied for subsequent years. There will be local children who will miss out on a place on the Langley 

schools as a consequence thus I do not agree with this proposal and cannot see how it will have an impact for the 2 years stated. It will have a much wider impact on children in 

the local community who do not currently attend Langley Park primary school.

954 11/12/21 14:14:39 11/12/21 14:15:19 No

955 11/12/21 14:16:43 11/12/21 14:24:06 No

I do not believe that this is fair to give one group of children priority over other local children.

As a Langley alumni myself and still involved in the careers education I believe that the school should continue to provide education services to the local community without 

priority driven by financial gain to the academy trust.

956 11/12/21 14:14:48 11/12/21 14:25:19 No

We live 0.9 miles from Langley Girls. I'm very concerned we won't get in should the feeder school be established for these two years - years when we we will be applying. We 

are not in the catchment for any other secondary school. Our children currently are at Hawes Down, also part of the Langley Trust, but will not receive any priority.

I understand promises were made to parents that should not have been. This is an issue the Trust needs to resolve itself, and not by increasing numbers in the school or putting 

at risk the places of children who would have normally got in.

957 11/12/21 14:27:24 11/12/21 14:29:21 No Because most of  the children attending are not in the catchment. 

958 11/12/21 14:33:45 11/12/21 14:39:35 No It will have a detrimental impact on not just the 2 intake years for other schools, but will open the door to further consultations in future years 

959 11/12/21 14:45:30 11/12/21 14:47:55 Yes

960 11/12/21 14:46:41 11/12/21 14:48:54 Yes You have to do the right thing by the parents that were promised/told the school was a feeder school for the secondaries

961 11/12/21 14:45:29 11/12/21 14:49:24 Yes I feel that it is the Trust’s duty to do what is right by those parents given assurances. 

962 11/12/21 15:30:26 11/12/21 15:38:59 No

It seems like it’s taken an unfairly divide and rule approach to the Park Langley trust schools. It also will end up both prioritising people who can afford to live in an extremely 

expensive area (ie Park Langley) while *initially* prioritising a school that’s effectively had an infinitely catchment area for its early years (so children from very far away will be 

prioritised over children at eg Clare House). What really is the point of the trust if all the schools aren’t involved?

963 11/12/21 16:14:07 11/12/21 16:15:24 No Totally unfair to children living in the local area. 

964 11/12/21 16:15:28 11/12/21 16:17:14 No

Unfair for the children already at locals schools. 

Why should children out of area be given a guaranteed place over someone who lives in catchment ?

965 11/12/21 16:17:26 11/12/21 16:17:39 No

966 11/12/21 16:39:28 11/12/21 16:41:04 Yes This has been a very long and tiring journey for us parents - we have faith now in the Trust that this will happen and that we can put this issue to bed at last.

967 11/12/21 17:16:11 11/12/21 17:17:31 No

968 11/12/21 17:14:26 11/12/21 17:26:45 No

Historic assurances are not legally binding and therefore unnecessary to uphold and will put other local children seeking a place at their local secondary school at a 

disadvantage in particular those already on the outer edge of the catchment area.

969 11/12/21 17:13:56 11/12/21 17:33:12 No

These assurances should never have been given. I can understand that those families feel frustrated that this assurance was made and has not been enacted, but it should 

never have been made in the first place as there was no basis or power to do so. 

Equally other families were told that Langley Primary would not be a feeder so have not selected Langley Primary School on that basis. This would mean those families would be 

equally unfairly treated if the school did have feeder status for two years for current pupils. 

A change to the admissions criteria should always be fair and transparent process involving consultation. To make such a 'promise' and 'assurance' is not acceptable and there 

is evidence that there was only a 'promise' of a consultation, not a guarantee of feeder status - and this consultation has already happened subsequently. 

I am also concerned that once in place this feeder status would not be temporary and there would be arguments to extend it thus shrinking the catchment for what should be a 

local school. 



970 11/12/21 17:30:58 11/12/21 17:38:13 No

The Trust says that it will consult again in two years, for the purpose of decreasing the PAN for the LP Secondaries to current numbers. Although the Trust claims that it doesn’t 

want to introduce permanent feeder school arrangements, it is unclear whether the future consultation will seek to consult on naming feeder schools again. The local 

community has already dealt with the turmoil created by the feeder school consultation of 2019. The changes proposed in this current consultation only serve to create 

renewed uncertainty for many families now, and in years to come.

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many more parents who were told that LPPS 

would not be a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP Secondaries, based on a 

false promise, when other children, whose primary school selection decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, will not have 

that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change’.

The alleged promises made to some parents could not have created any expectation of a feeder school arrangement with the Langley Park School for Boys (“LPSB”), because 

that school was not even part of the Trust at the time. Furthermore, when the boys school joined the Trust, assurances were given to the community that there would be no 

future feeder arrangements for the primary schools. Therefore, the proposed changes to the admissions criteria should not relate to LPSB in any respect.

971 11/12/21 17:27:12 11/12/21 17:55:50 No

Why is the trust making Langley like an elite status school where only children from those selected schools can attend. The trust is not a fee paying school so those within 

walking distance should have a chance to attend their nearest school. This has no benefit to the local community whatsoever while Local children from other local schools will 

stand no chance in being able to experience the incredible Langley trust education. The huge % of children that can walk to Langley will now have to travel by car, bus and other 

forms of transport to further afield schools. Clare house is not near so those children will be commuting by some kind air polluting transport. This is just wrong. Local children 

should attend their local schools. Or at least have a chance. 

972 11/12/21 17:55:04 11/12/21 18:00:12 No The reduction in available spaces for children from surrounding schools and local residents. 

973 11/12/21 17:48:15 11/12/21 18:02:49 No

Dear Teacher

Any form of priority,however small or restricted undermines the ethos of the Langley Schools admission history.

This does not mean I do not feel for the Llangley Primary school  pupils in question

However,if they were misled! Shame on you.

974 11/12/21 18:12:40 11/12/21 18:37:54 No It is not fair for pupils who are attending other close local primary schools.

975 11/12/21 18:42:57 11/12/21 18:47:00 No That is a mistake that the trust needs to accept. Existing pupils should not be impacted by the trusts errors. 

976 11/12/21 18:51:27 11/12/21 18:56:54 No

Turning Langley Park Primary into an official feeder school will leave children living in the current catchment area disadvantaged and the secondary schools will see a decrease 

in their diversity amongst students. 

977 11/12/21 19:11:40 11/12/21 19:22:45 No

To simply make a decision based on what was said is ridiculous, the impact on the wider community Wishing their kids to attend LPS outweighs the number of parents a 

Langley Primary that feel hard done by. Also to restrict it two year to please a few would only increase tensions for other parents in primary who will push for the feeder school 

status to remain. 

978 11/12/21 19:18:51 11/12/21 19:26:47 No It places pupils from other primary schools at a disadvantage as they were unaware of the historic assurances and will potentially miss out on a place at LPGS or LPBS.

979 11/12/21 19:31:40 11/12/21 19:39:03 No This is unfair to all the people who have lived in the borough and will under normal circumstances be able to send their child to a Langley School.

980 11/12/21 19:13:14 11/12/21 19:50:13 No

Ethically it is wrong. There is no reason why these parents should be given preference. It is simple wrong. You also know this hence you only wishing to do it for a couple of 

years. The other element is that you are increasing the student population to, again, satisfy these parent thus impacting all students. Why cant their children go to their local 

secondary school? You are bending the rules and disadvantaging all to suit a few. 

In addition, we do not need further traffic in an already crowded area. Being further away from the schools they will doubtfully be able to walk, therefore more than likely have 

to use motorized transport impacting the environment. I suspect these parents are bullies, own big 4x4, go on various holidays across the world and only care about themselves 

and what they want with no consideration for others. 

The other element are these actions opens up hostility and resentment to these families, impact the environment of the school and community.

981 11/12/21 20:03:58 11/12/21 20:13:09 No Other primary schools should have equal opportunities to be able to attend the secondary schools. No school should get a priority. 

982 11/12/21 20:12:50 11/12/21 20:16:54 No

This is an absolute scandal in the making. There are, and always were, clear admissions procedures. Many parents are losing faith in the trust that this is even being consulted 

on. You appear to be giving in to the bullying of a few parents at Langley Park Primary School. I suggest you do what you would tell your children to do. Don't give in to bullies.

983 11/12/21 20:16:47 11/12/21 20:18:48 No Unfair to local households

984 11/12/21 20:20:46 11/12/21 20:24:23 No

985 11/12/21 20:19:57 11/12/21 20:25:17 No Children living towards the outer catchment area will lose out on a possible place at the boys school

986 11/12/21 20:24:35 11/12/21 20:26:41 No

987 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:37 No

988 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:41 No



989 11/12/21 19:54:49 11/12/21 20:38:39 No

No such assurance could have possibly been given to the parents  of boys as the boys school was not part of the trust at that time. I understand you are trying to keep those 

‘supposedly misinformed’ patents happy but you are including two whole year groups not all of them were ‘misinformed’ and certainly the boys school should never have been 

included in any conversation. 

There are many parents that agree no assurance was given when they specifically asked the question of preference and therefore went onto choose a different different 

primary school so this proposal is unfair to them. 

The independent enquiry commissioned by yourselves did not confirm that any assurances were made to any parents only that a ‘consultation’ would be carried out to 

introduce feeder schools which has already taken place. 

The knock on effect of siblings of the extra pupils allowed in over the two years will impact local children in future years because of the sibling rule across both schools, no 

provision in admission numbers has been made for this. 

An increase in PAN will have an impact on current and future pupils in space, facilities and pupil welfare

There is a concern that this will open the door yet again to permanent  feeder school status within the trysts schools. 

Please be aware that many local primary schools have not informed parents of your proposals. 

990 11/12/21 20:38:13 11/12/21 20:39:12 No

991 11/12/21 19:31:29 11/12/21 20:39:22 No

I strongly disagree with the proposal to give priority in admissions to these children from LPPS. Whilst I have sympathy for the few families this will affect, I simply do not accept 

that it is reasonable to allow this to happen because someone who no longer works at the trust gave assurances that they had no right or permission to give. I suspect these 

assurances were given to ensure that LPPS filled its PAN in its early days, with no regard to the repercussions for everyone involved. I understand that the outcome of an 

independent investigation into the situation, found that there was only evidence/proof that assurances were given of a CONSULTATION on admissions. A consultation on 

feeder schools was done 2 years ago and this more specific consultation is being done now. If there are significant and justified objections to this consultation, then it should 

not be passed. The Trust should not be made to make such huge changes to its admissions policy, especially when those changes could detrimentally affect their students, 

when all that was actually assured was a consultation on admissions. 

Again whilst I have sympathy with the families affected, to make a decision on a primary school based on verbal assurances that drastic changes to a separate schools' 

admissions policies will be made in the future is quite frankly foolish, and is not the fault of the scores of families that this change in policy potentially affects.

The fact that these families are so keen to be given priority admission to the school, must be because they live out of catchment, which is understandable because in its early 

years I understand LPPS drew children from quite considerable distances. The Langley Park Secondary Schools are there to serve children of the local community, not children 

from further afield. Allowing these children priority admission goes against that. These families must live either in the Bromley Borough or the neighboring areas if they feel 

their child can feasibly travel to the school for seven years. There are plentiful school options throughout Bromley and the surrounding areas. There is no crisis of secondary 

school places in these parts of London, every family involved will have various school options in their local area and that is where they should apply. The Langley Park Learning 

Trust should not be responsible for providing these children with places when they have very good alternatives.

There are the environmental and safety issues to children coming to Langley Schools from further afield, which in this day and age have to be given high priority in decision and 

policy making. Langley Schools should be for local children who can walk to school or take a single bus, not to children who live at a greater distance and therefore have to take 

public transport over greater distances or be driven to school. 

Many of these arguments are a restatement of the arguments I (and I'm sure others) put forward in the first consultation. Those proposals were overwhelmingly rejected by 

the local community and nothing has changed, so there is no reason why this consultation should succeed where the previous one didn't, assurances given or not. The needs 

and rights of the many outweigh the desires of the few. 

It is simply not fair or right to do this ... to drastically change the admissions code to the detriment of others because a few families are upset at their own situation.  

992 11/12/21 20:32:31 11/12/21 20:41:55 No

993 11/12/21 20:42:07 11/12/21 20:42:22 No

994 11/12/21 20:46:27 11/12/21 20:49:57 No Completely unfair for local children who may miss out.

995 11/12/21 20:46:56 11/12/21 20:51:35 No

The increase in PAN would impact upon the schools and their ability to deal with the current students and space. The schools admissions policies were public and never 

included Langley primary. 

996 11/12/21 20:39:06 11/12/21 20:52:23 No

Seems a shame that pupils who joined Langley primary on or prior to 31st August 2018 are only to get the priority. Feel it should be more inclusive. Our child is in this cohort 

within this school and feel it is unfair. We are a Bromley resident and may or may not fall within the Langley secondary catchment. 

997 11/12/21 20:21:35 11/12/21 20:53:55 No

As stated in the Consultation Document (Background) LPPS parents 'appear' to have been given assurances; later in the document it is stated that parents have 'legitimate' 

expectations. The latter is very different to the former - but without any proof, as far as we have been told. Hearsay. Having already been involved in the previous (recent) 

Consultation this is a lot of fuss and anxiety based on hearsay. As far as I am aware, LPSB was not part of the LPLT at the time parents at LPPS appear to have been given 

assurances and therefore should not even be included in this consultation.



998 11/12/21 20:55:54 11/12/21 20:58:23 No

999 11/12/21 20:27:35 11/12/21 20:59:31 No

It is not fair to give priority to children that do not live in the local catchment area.

In the current climate, we are trying to do our best with sustainability, so it would not make sense to have families driving over from Crystal Palace etc.. and traffic is already a 

problem in this vicinity, mainly because of the Primary school taking children from out of the area!! If these children get into the school, then of course their siblings will get in 

on the sibling rule, so this is not fair.

I hope this does not get agreed and this is put to bed once and for all.

Thank you 

1000 11/12/21 20:36:13 11/12/21 21:03:23 No

It increases the pressure on other local schools, and therefore reduces our chance of getting into any local secondary school of our choice. It limits our options of the secondary 

schools in this area. 

1001 11/12/21 20:18:28 11/12/21 21:07:24 No

In the previous consultation, the trust did not provide the details of possible and probable applicants to the local parents and homeowners in the area in the same way you 

have done in this consultation. We feel if you had, we would now have three feeder schools in the trust. We were also not made aware of the vast difference in catchment area 

as you have this time. Personally we feel misguided by the previous consultation. However the sibling rule has been passed which dramatically decreases the chance for many 

boys to attend LPBS compared to the girls because of the vastly different CATCHMENT AREAS. Multiple births however are another story. Siblings rule apply to ensure parents 

don't have to travel to two or more schools once a younger child/ren attends secondary. We, for instance, have twins on our street but according to your consultation if it is 

passed, they will both (mixed sex) get in to LPBS and LPGS based on the girl getting a place and the boy being classed as a sibling. This directly disadvantages my family of    

boys. We were promised too that we would not have to move because we were going to get feeder school status so therefore we waited and it was not passed through 

because the consultation was fundamentally flawed and blatantly miscommunicated with bias. Now, as we are in catchment for the girls school but not the boys school, my son 

will not be able to attend with his best friend solely because his twin sister gets a placement because SHE'S A GIRL. There is a fundamental inequality of the catchment areas, in 

the case of multiple births, you are viewing the TWO schools effectively as ONE. Surely it would be more simple to state that both schools have the same catchment areas 

(whether that's bigger or smaller) then instances like this blatant inequality would be eliminated. If you are to view both LPBS & LPGS schools as ONE in this instance for twins 

or multiple births then the catchment needs to be viewed in the same way either by the council or the trust - we are not sure who has control over this. It is unfair and even 

though these instances may be small it decreases our chances. The sibling rule had already done this and whereby the catchment areas remain vastly different, this is UNFAIR. 

If the catchment areas for both schools were the same, at least the trust would be viewing all siblings and multiple births in the same way. 

1002 11/12/21 20:30:55 11/12/21 21:14:47 No

The proposed approach attempts to remedy an error made in 2017/18 with injustices that affect the whole local (and your own schools') community going forward. What was 

communicated to one group of parents from the 2018 intake in error should not dictate the admissions plans, size and nature of the school. Instead you should deal with the 

misinformation through legal settlement of what was an overreach in your marketing promises. Adding additional local social injustice for other nearby secondaries and a poor 

deal for students already at and joining your secondary schools (as they are farmed through an oversubscribed setting) is not the solution. You have already consulted on this 

matter and the feeling in the local community is that you are simply trying to wear people down by repeatedly seeking to address this issue via a preferential progression route. 

This bad faith means that your assurances that the preferential progression route from the primary schools identified in your consultation will be temporary is not credible and 

your integrity as an institution is increasingly in question. Your proposal seeks to address the concerns of parents who hope to have children join the school by increasing the 

PAN. But this means you are trying to fix a problem of your own making by damaging other local secondary schools and the interests of students at your school who should not 

have to experience the second-class experience that two bulge years would bring. You have also not adequately addressed the issue that sibling places would (after 2023 and 

2024) likely consume remaining capacity at the school for 2025 intake and beyond meaning a further shrinkage in your catchment and a de facto continuing of the preferential 

progression status of your primary schools. Your proposal acknowledges that increasing the PAN of the school is not sustainable, so what evidence do you have that it is 

acceptable for two years? Can your estate, teaching resources, people and infrastructure really deliver for these additional (and all) students at your secondary schools? Views 

from a local parent of primary aged children not connected to any parties in this consultation. 

1003 11/12/21 20:30:34 11/12/21 21:16:03 No

The proposal lacks transparency: 

The community has never been made fully aware of the actual grounds on which the LPPS parents are complaining. Any change to admissions policy is subject to consultation, 

so it's unclear how anyone could have thought priority entry was a firm promise. You state that by 2018, LPPS parents should have been aware that a feeder school was not 

something the trust was interested in. Surely no parent of a boy starting in 2016 could have expected priority for their child, as LPSB was not part of the trust at that time?



1004 11/12/21 21:11:20 11/12/21 21:16:43 No

A few people claim to have been given assurances that LPPS would become a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. But there are many more parents who were told that LPPS 

would not be a feeder school to the LP Secondaries. It cannot be fair for the Trust to give one group of children the benefit of a priority place at the LP Secondaries, based on a 

false promise, when other children, whose primary school selection decision was based on the (correct) assurance that LPPS would not become a feeder school, will not have 

that benefit. The fairest solution for all is ‘no change’.

The alleged promises made to some parents could not have created any expectation of a feeder school arrangement with the Langley Park School for Boys (“LPSB”), because 

that school was not even part of the Trust at the time. Furthermore, when the boys school joined the Trust, assurances were given to the community that there would be no 

future feeder arrangements for the primary schools. Therefore, the proposed changes to the admissions criteria should not relate to LPSB in any respect.

1005 11/12/21 21:20:10 11/12/21 21:21:07 No

1006 11/12/21 21:09:02 11/12/21 21:21:14 No

Firstly, no clear educational benefit has been given as a reason for this proposal.  I also think that this suggested change to the admissions policy is inherently unfair to other 

children not given these historic assurances, particularly since these historic assurances as far as I understand could not legally have been made given the requirement to 

consult on any change to admissions policies.  Many other families may have made different decisions about where to send their children to primary school had they had the 

same assurances given to them.  Two wrongs do not make a right.  

Also, while I appreciate the change in PAN to try to limit the impact of this change on other children, this does not do anything to address the impact in subsequent years 

through sibling priority.

1007 11/12/21 21:16:21 11/12/21 21:21:41 No

The girls school is an especially site crowded and creating a bulge year to fulfil promises made will be hugely detrimental to current and future students.

My children complain of queues for toilets, lunches as well as a basic lack of space in classrooms, corridors, common areas. 

To be a feeder school is simply unfair to other pupils in proximity who will be forced out of their local school.

This has been rejected ( fairly) once. It seems very underhand to suggest it again. 

1008 11/12/21 21:21:09 11/12/21 21:21:50 No

1009 11/12/21 21:08:37 11/12/21 21:22:04 No

I have lived near the school in Beckenham for over 40 years. Local schools should be for local children. There is already too much traffic associated with the school run and, by 

changing the rules to allow children out of the traditional catchment area to attend your schools, you will exacerbate this problem. These children will surely have a secondary 

school local to them and they should attend that school. 

You also haven’t been quite honest about local children not missing out. They will inevitably miss out further down the line when the brothers and sisters of this so called bulge 

years benefit from the sibling rule. 

My grandsons live a stones throw away from LPSB and the eldest will be due to attend two years after the bulge and his brother three years after that. I hate to think of them 

being in the school at the same time as these big years. They will suffer due to the extra demand on resources and that just isn’t right. 

Your staff member clearly overstepped their bounds but this isn’t the way to put it right. You can’t disadvantage whole cohorts of local children for years to come for the 

benefit of the few. You ran a consultation a few years ago asking a similar question about giving priority to certain children. The local community spoke quite clearly then and 

you should adhere to that. 

1010 11/12/21 21:20:44 11/12/21 21:27:54 No

Unlawful to have given these assurances prior to consultation.   Other families were told otherwise.  

Impact on shrinking catchment will be felt for a number of years due to siblings and will negatively impact those families on the periphery of the catchment boundary who 

would have previously got in.  

1011 11/12/21 21:26:32 11/12/21 21:28:25 No I am a pupil at the girls school and it is full to capacity, the thought of extra pupils ontop of usual intake is unimaginable. 

1012 11/12/21 21:29:33 11/12/21 21:30:25 No Overcrowding on an already stretched site. 

1013 11/12/21 21:30:31 11/12/21 21:32:17 No I am new at the school in year 7 and it is overwhelming the amount of children all the time. I cannot imagine year groups being bigger. 

1014 11/12/21 21:00:53 11/12/21 21:38:22 No

It is impossible to know what if any assurances were given, by whom, to whom.  In any case, a consultation should have been carried out - if not BEFORE any such promise was 

given - then immediately after and not retrospectively. Why have the parents waited so long as this could have been included in the previous (recent) consultation? Have the 

Trust been threatened with legal action and had a knee-jerk reaction?

1015 11/12/21 21:40:30 11/12/21 21:40:54 No

1016 11/12/21 21:36:05 11/12/21 21:42:46 No This will impact other families and go against assurances made that it would not be a feeder school to some families

1017 11/12/21 20:44:21 11/12/21 21:43:02 No

It is not lawful for the trust to adopt these proposals, as the admissions authority must be used to ensure allocation of spaces in an open and fair way. 

These proposals would mean children from outside of the Langley secondaries catchment being given priority admission over local children which is not fair.

Whoever gave a select number of parents assurances of LPPS becoming a feeder did not have the authority to do so in the first place, so all of this is a complete nonsense. 

There is a process to be followed, i.e to consult first before any such promises can be made. Therefore there can be no expectation from the parents of children at LPPS.  

1018 11/12/21 21:46:16 11/12/21 21:50:21 Yes This is what was agreed at the time when the school was built 

1019 11/12/21 21:53:49 11/12/21 21:56:58 No It makes it unfair to children in the area 



1020 11/12/21 21:53:48 11/12/21 21:57:45 No

1021 11/12/21 21:55:33 11/12/21 22:28:36 No

In order to accommodate this change, the trust has stated that it intends to increase the PAN at both Langley Park School for Boys and Langley Park School for Girls. The trust 

has stated in its consultation document that the school cannot accommodate a permanent increase in PAN, but yet will require a further consultation to reduce the PAN at a 

later date.  As the outcome of this future consultation cannot be guaranteed, the trust should not risk that it may not be able follow through with plans to later reduce the PAN.  

 Additional pupils will result in resources (money, staff, space and facilities) having to be stretched further than they otherwise would have if the PAN remained unchanged.  

This will disadvantage all pupils at the school, for the benefit of the few children at Langley Park Primary School that would benefit from the proposed change.  Giving priority to 

children attending Langley Park Primary school for a limited number of years has a longer term effect on admissions due to the lasting impact of the siblings admissions criteria.  

This means that some children in the local area will miss out on a place at the trust's secondary schools in favour of the siblings of children that obtained a place only due to 

having attended Langley Park Primary School, and I feel this is unfair to those children who would have otherwise secured a place at one of your secondary schools.

1022 11/12/21 22:26:25 11/12/21 22:37:01 No

I attended the open day before Langley Primary opened. My daughter was offered a place. She is now in Year  and we live 1.1 miles from the school. The question was asked 

about whether it would become a feeder, and we were told there was no guarantee of that although it was something they would look at in the future. So, we chose                      

 due to proximity. I understand parents are now claiming they were told something else. But I was there, and we weren't. 

Creating extra spaces is not good for the school and will stretch further tight resources.

This decision will not just impact the two year groups  but future years due to sibling  rule, so local families will lose out. 

The boys school was not even part of the Trust at that time so why would these parents assume their child would gain admission there ? 

1023 11/12/21 22:37:18 11/12/21 22:50:21 No

It is unfair on other local children. It may disadvantage local children in other year groups due to sibling rules; so children living further away may be prioritised over children 

wanting to attend their local school in subsequent year groups. These local children may then miss out on attending a local secondary and then need to travel to attend schools 

out of their local area. I appreciate that assurances may have been offered in error but they shouldn't be honoured at the cost of other children's rights and wellbeing. Perhaps 

the sibling rule could be discounted for those in the 2 year groups given this opportunity?  An extra class would surely mean extra sibling priority in subsequent years - very 

unfair!

1024 11/12/21 22:57:34 11/12/21 23:02:16 No The assurances the lplt gave to parents of angles primary was given without it being true and now other children in the surrounding area will suffer for the mistake of the lplt 

1025 11/12/21 23:02:24 11/12/21 23:02:35 No

1026 11/12/21 22:46:54 11/12/21 23:03:52 No

This will indirectly create an increased number of children in the secondary school for a longer period than immediately obvious because of the sibling rule.  It will also make the 

catchment area smaller for period of time  and may result in families having children at different schools, with resulting differing holidays and rules and potentially added costs 

for uniform, travel etc. 

1027 11/12/21 23:02:37 11/12/21 23:03:56 No Totally Unfair 

1028 11/12/21 23:04:19 11/12/21 23:04:36 No

1029 11/12/21 23:04:41 11/12/21 23:05:08 No

1030 11/12/21 23:05:42 11/12/21 23:06:01 No

1031 11/12/21 23:06:14 11/12/21 23:06:30 No

1032 11/12/21 23:06:42 11/12/21 23:07:00 No

1033 11/12/21 23:07:23 11/12/21 23:07:36 No

1034 11/12/21 23:07:47 11/12/21 23:08:04 No

1035 11/12/21 23:08:21 11/12/21 23:08:32 No

1036 11/12/21 23:08:42 11/12/21 23:08:57 No

1037 11/12/21 23:09:13 11/12/21 23:09:28 No

1038 11/12/21 23:09:38 11/12/21 23:09:51 No

1039 11/12/21 23:10:03 11/12/21 23:10:15 No

1040 11/12/21 23:10:28 11/12/21 23:10:42 No

1041 11/12/21 23:10:57 11/12/21 23:11:10 No

1042 11/12/21 23:11:14 11/12/21 23:11:31 No

1043 11/12/21 23:11:33 11/12/21 23:11:48 No



1044 11/12/21 22:56:56 11/12/21 23:11:55 Yes

The proposals, which we believe to both reasonable and transparent, would provide a fair conclusion to the assurances made to the first two years of parents at LPPS and 

mitigate the impact on secondary school places for other children.  We are happy with the new direction of the Trust and are confident these proposals would settle the matter.

The Trust has given consideration to these proposals and by specifying a date which pupils had to be on roll from has taken into account other local primary schools by negating 

any potential movement to LPPS as a result of priority admission status.

1045 11/12/21 23:11:53 11/12/21 23:12:18 No

1046 11/12/21 23:12:26 11/12/21 23:12:53 No

1047 11/12/21 22:26:46 11/12/21 23:12:56 No

Langley Park School for Boys admissions policy should not be consulted on as they were not even part of the LPLT at the time the alleged assurances were made.

This is creating more uncertainty and stress for families in the local community regarding the feeder status of the school.

It’s unfair to the parents, including myself who were told that LPPS would NOT be a feeder. My son started school in September 2016, and this information had an impact on 

the decision we made on which school to send him to.  

1048 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:13:23 No

1049 11/12/21 23:13:25 11/12/21 23:13:35 No

1050 11/12/21 23:13:36 11/12/21 23:13:46 No

1051 11/12/21 23:13:48 11/12/21 23:13:57 No

1052 11/12/21 23:13:59 11/12/21 23:14:19 No

1053 11/12/21 23:14:22 11/12/21 23:14:31 No

1054 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:14:32 No

1055 11/12/21 23:14:35 11/12/21 23:15:00 No

1056 11/12/21 23:15:15 11/12/21 23:15:25 No

1057 11/12/21 23:15:29 11/12/21 23:15:40 No

1058 11/12/21 23:16:16 11/12/21 23:16:26 No

1059 11/12/21 23:03:42 11/12/21 23:16:30 No

The assurances given to parents are not a valid reason to give priority to langley primary children. Its a huge injustice to people who have paid a premium on houses in the 

current langley catchment area

1060 11/12/21 23:16:34 11/12/21 23:16:46 No

1061 11/12/21 23:16:48 11/12/21 23:16:58 No

1062 11/12/21 23:14:34 11/12/21 23:16:59 No

1063 11/12/21 23:17:00 11/12/21 23:17:10 No

1064 11/12/21 23:17:11 11/12/21 23:17:20 No

1065 11/12/21 23:17:23 11/12/21 23:17:33 No

1066 11/12/21 23:17:35 11/12/21 23:17:44 No

1067 11/12/21 23:17:46 11/12/21 23:17:58 No

1068 11/12/21 23:17:59 11/12/21 23:18:09 No

1069 11/12/21 23:18:10 11/12/21 23:18:21 No

1070 11/12/21 23:18:23 11/12/21 23:18:32 No

1071 11/12/21 23:17:53 11/12/21 23:18:33 No

1072 11/12/21 23:18:34 11/12/21 23:18:44 No

1073 11/12/21 23:18:47 11/12/21 23:18:57 No

1074 11/12/21 23:18:59 11/12/21 23:19:08 No

1075 11/12/21 23:19:10 11/12/21 23:19:20 No

1076 11/12/21 23:19:22 11/12/21 23:19:30 No

1077 11/12/21 23:19:32 11/12/21 23:19:41 No

1078 11/12/21 23:19:42 11/12/21 23:19:52 No

1079 11/12/21 23:19:54 11/12/21 23:20:01 No



1080 11/12/21 22:26:38 11/12/21 23:20:05 No

We attended the open days before LPPS opened and were told that the Primary School would not be a feeder, that influenced our choice of Primary School. A LOT of people 

were told the same and I find hard to believe that other people were told otherwise. The reference to "historic assurances" suggests that promises were made to some 

prospective parents without proper consultation and due process.

There will be an impact not only on the 2 years but for years following with sibling joining too. The reasons were expressed in some detail in response to the previous 

consultation and accepted by the trust.

1081 11/12/21 23:16:58 11/12/21 23:20:12 No

Unfair to allow a change on a so called promise which will impact the choice of school for other children. 

It may also set a precedent for other local schools to have similar rules and not all schools have a natural feeder school, so again creating an unfair school allocation 

1082 11/12/21 23:20:08 11/12/21 23:20:16 No

1083 11/12/21 23:20:18 11/12/21 23:20:32 No

1084 11/12/21 23:18:43 11/12/21 23:20:40 No

1085 11/12/21 23:20:33 11/12/21 23:20:43 No

1086 11/12/21 23:20:46 11/12/21 23:20:56 No



Question 2 

ID Start time Completion time Q2 Please state any reasons for your answer to Q2 in the box below

2 10/2/21 6:26:19 10/2/21 6:34:23 No

As above: it’s not appropriate to say that increasing the PAN will not impact other pupils. Having attended the school open evening 

this week an extra class will make navigating the school more challenging for all pupils and mean resources are further stretched.  

What will this mean for the recruitment of additional teaching staff and particularly SEND support which already feels stretched to its 

limit? Will the additional places not used by LPPS (max 16 2024) mean the distance from school increases for those two years?  The 

answer to the question wouldn’t change my support but it was unclear from the consultation document. 

3 10/2/21 12:17:20 10/2/21 12:21:34 No There is enough places currently, if it went to equal admissions for all primaries then yes more spaces 

4 10/2/21 12:23:26 10/2/21 12:25:16 No The school has a large amount of classes already and should not have to take on more. 

5 10/2/21 12:24:11 10/2/21 12:25:55 No No need low birth rate

6 10/2/21 12:22:04 10/2/21 12:38:18 Yes

Having additional admission places would be of benefit, particularly given current pressures on school places in the area. Current 

restrictions mean that those living further from the school are often less likely to get a place.

7 10/2/21 12:41:53 10/2/21 12:45:31 No If you want to go to Langley Park secondary you should live in the catchment area, just like everyone else has to. 

8 10/2/21 23:40:55 10/2/21 23:53:58 Yes However by increasing the PAN this should not affect the quality of teaching and opportunities provided by the schools for their pupils. 

9 10/3/21 8:12:15 10/3/21 8:20:31 No Think the intake is already significant so increasing another class would place pressure on current resources.

10 10/3/21 8:50:40 10/3/21 8:58:04 No

The concern that you will consult to reduce again is very worrying. This shows that the change could be more permanent. There is 

already a massive environmental issue with cars and pollution and increased numbers of children and parents concentrated in that 

small area which caused traffic congestion and worrying road crossing behaviours. This should not happen. 

11 10/3/21 9:09:54 10/3/21 9:13:22 No Same reason as above. It will leave later years limited to those without siblings there.

12 10/3/21 9:12:27 10/3/21 9:13:28 Yes

13 10/3/21 9:23:55 10/3/21 9:34:25 No The year group will be over crowded 

14 10/3/21 9:31:20 10/3/21 9:35:11 No Just means that local children are disadvantaged. 

15 10/3/21 10:27:02 10/3/21 10:36:39 No

This would negatively impact upon the children's experience of school. A larger cohort would make schooling more overwhelming for 

the children, and more challenging for the school to teach. I do not believe this would positively impact the children at all. The children 

should be given equal access to the school by distance to ensure fairness and equality. 

16 10/3/21 10:34:46 10/3/21 10:44:49 No

Immoral, wrong, creating more traffic from children that live miles away from the school, extra cars, extra traffic, strategy parents 

sneaking their kids into a decent school who live in areas where there are closer secondary schools! 

17 10/3/21 10:43:26 10/3/21 10:55:52 No

Increasing PAN might compromise quality of education and care given to students. I have no trust that amount will be reduced from 

2025. 

18 10/3/21 11:48:37 10/3/21 11:55:19 No

This will not fix future issues of siblings then having the right to entry and impacting those that could by that point live closer to the 

school. 

19 10/3/21 11:26:31 10/3/21 11:57:28 Yes

20 10/3/21 12:38:24 10/3/21 12:42:05 Neutral If there is an increased amount of learning facilities then I don’t see this as a problem 

21 10/3/21 12:37:16 10/3/21 12:43:20 Yes It will ensure that children outside LPPS are not disadvantaged.

22 10/3/21 13:01:58 10/3/21 13:13:20 No



23 10/3/21 13:12:09 10/3/21 13:31:41 No

There is no consideration shared on what the impact of proposed changes will be and what extra facilities etc. that would be provided 

to ensure no deter mental impact on the standards due to the requirement to manage 2 extra bulge classes for a few years. Where are 

the extra facilities coming from. The LPGS has already taken on more after the last consultation for 6th form with no new construction. 

24 10/3/21 12:20:21 10/3/21 13:43:06 No No information given about how this will affect class sizes/ the extra teacher requirements to cover this increase.

25 10/3/21 13:26:35 10/3/21 13:52:27 Yes

If they increase the school year to allow other students from other schools to apply then I’m ok with that. But doesn’t mean those 

children are from the other trust’s schools.  

26 10/3/21 13:22:57 10/3/21 13:52:42 No

Increasing the capacity of secondary school could make reduction in the attention level which each pupils get from tutors and it's lead 

to the poor learning environment and then performance.

27 10/3/21 13:43:57 10/3/21 13:53:56 No

Unless additional teacher/staff resource is provided then it is not fair to adversely impact those who would be going to the school 

anyway and the teaching staff whose workload would also be increased

28 10/3/21 13:50:28 10/3/21 13:57:05 No The schools are already over scribed and it would put extra pressure on teachers and facilities

29 10/3/21 14:02:25 10/3/21 14:03:41 No

30 10/3/21 14:32:01 10/3/21 14:34:47 Neutral

31 10/3/21 16:03:15 10/3/21 16:05:02 No The school is big enough 

32 10/3/21 16:29:30 10/3/21 16:34:07 Neutral

33 10/3/21 16:39:28 10/3/21 16:41:07 No

34 10/3/21 16:43:42 10/3/21 16:49:07 Neutral

I don’t agree to the increase if it is to allow for the children of LPPS to attend. The children in these years will have siblings and so this 

will continue to have a knock on effect for years to come.

35 10/3/21 18:42:13 10/3/21 18:55:19 No

Unless it is a year impacted by a population boom, it seems unnecessary to increase the PAN on two schools which already have large 

intakes 

36 10/3/21 19:18:38 10/3/21 19:21:26 Neutral

37 10/3/21 19:36:04 10/3/21 19:37:43 No

38 10/3/21 19:30:27 10/3/21 19:41:54 Yes

I think this is a good compromise. It would appear to solve the issues. I wonder if it will have an impact on class sizes as although there 

will be one additional class (tutor group?) will subject classes be larger?

39 10/3/21 19:53:05 10/3/21 19:55:43 No

40 10/3/21 19:53:29 10/3/21 19:58:37 No

Will not benefit my child (5 year old)

Who otherwise would have otherwise been high when it comes to applying (2027).

41 10/3/21 19:53:21 10/3/21 19:58:38 No

This will not benefit my child (5 years old) and we chose to live in the Langley catchment so are being disadvantaged if this is brought 

in. 

42 10/3/21 19:56:10 10/3/21 19:59:20 No

The number of children already in a very tight space is already too high adding increased children/parents will add even more 

congestion and traffic to the area.

43 10/3/21 20:21:02 10/3/21 20:26:22 Yes No local children should lose out given that the assurances were made without having gone through due process.

44 10/3/21 20:28:30 10/3/21 20:30:04 Neutral

45 10/3/21 20:58:40 10/3/21 21:03:23 Yes

46 10/3/21 21:08:45 10/3/21 21:10:09 No

47 10/4/21 7:14:34 10/4/21 7:19:13 No

The school is already excessively large and increasing numbers would be detrimental to current students.  The sixth form would not be 

able to accommodate all students moving forward. 

48 10/4/21 8:16:45 10/4/21 8:21:08 No

49 10/4/21 8:54:13 10/4/21 8:59:17 Neutral

Should the proposal pass I think increasing the PAN is absolutely necessary. I would imagine it will still result in fewer places available 

for other local kids though and as above the impact will be felt for longer than the 2 years proposed. I also have concerns about adding 

additional classes for just 2 years in terms of resourcing that boom. 



50 10/4/21 10:00:17 10/4/21 10:05:05 No

51 10/4/21 10:13:50 10/4/21 10:17:02 No How do these additional children be accommodated? Are the schools going to increase in size for classrooms etc? 

52 10/4/21 10:13:12 10/4/21 10:17:47 Yes It may address the issue in the short term, but more needs to be done about accommodating numbers in future years.

53 10/4/21 9:46:51 10/4/21 10:41:27 No

Both Langley Secondary schools are built for the current amount of classes. The schools' resources will be overstretched with one 

more class being added to each leaving my children, should they be fortunate enough to get admission to LPBS or LPGS, at a 

disadvantage to other pupils who have gained entry to these schools in previous years. It seems the Trust are more committed to the 

few children and their parents, who were supposedly told false information with regards to its feeder status back in 2016, then it is 

about the welfare of the majority of other children from other primary schools, who are hoping to gain admission to one of the 

Langley secondary schools in 2023. 

54 10/4/21 9:52:39 10/4/21 10:41:56 No

This option is only affective if the number of places is increased to the point that its sufficient enough to cover the additional as a 

result of the Langley Park Primary school admission, otherwise, there is no guarantee this is sufficient. And I would question the level 

of education pupils are receiving due to increasing the number of pupils. Ie Is the sufficient support given to kids that need 

intervention, classroom and assemble hall space. How this affects the playground and the lunch hour. Ie late lunches and not enough 

time to eat. 

55 10/4/21 10:29:55 10/4/21 10:46:15 Yes

As above 

Many parents chose LPPS over other schools, which was a huge gamble in terms of not being  an established setting and the 

uncertainty this brings. 

It’s also important to note that we do live within the catchment area of the senior schools 

56 10/4/21 11:14:06 10/4/21 11:18:25 No

Decreasing back to normal levels puts all children later than those years at a disadvantage outside of Langley schools once you have 

made the change to give sole priority to Langley primary

57 10/4/21 11:56:39 10/4/21 12:01:48 No

As above, in the years following the proposed changes, children at other primary schools who would likely have been eligible for a 

place due to proximity to the school will be disadvantaged by siblings from the intakes in 23/24.

58 10/4/21 12:43:52 10/4/21 12:49:24 Yes We are talking 2 years only to honour a promise. Hardly effecting anyone negatively 

59 10/4/21 12:46:17 10/4/21 12:53:24 No

The school already has a large intake and this only smooths things over for the first two years intake, I feel it is a move to get Langley 

Primary approved as a feeder with no thought for those following, as they won't be looking at admissions policies yet - its not on their 

radar.

60 10/4/21 13:32:54 10/4/21 13:35:49 Neutral

61 10/4/21 13:37:05 10/4/21 13:42:22 Yes The PAN should be increased if possible anyway but do not prioritise the children from LPPS. All local children deserve a fair chance. 

62 10/4/21 13:43:59 10/4/21 13:59:19 No This will impact lower years due to sibling policy...

63 10/4/21 14:32:56 10/4/21 14:36:27 Yes

64 10/4/21 14:48:02 10/4/21 14:49:33 Neutral

65 10/4/21 14:48:50 10/4/21 14:50:20 Yes

66 10/4/21 14:51:13 10/4/21 14:53:32 Yes

67 10/4/21 14:46:49 10/4/21 15:07:29 No

They should not have to accommodate more children because some parents wanted the primary school to be a feeder, even when it 

was stated many times that it would not be a feeder. Extra children will stretch resources and have a negative impact on those 

children should rightly be there. They should not be disadvanyed because if a small group of patents who perhaps did not pay 

attention properly when the school opened, or failed to do any research with regards to school admissions policies and are now 

seeking to get them changed for their own benefit. It is a disgrace and embarrassing that Bromley Council are even considering this 

proposal.

68 10/4/21 15:21:51 10/4/21 15:22:37 Yes



69 10/4/21 15:58:20 10/4/21 16:06:00 Neutral This will disadvantage all the children in that year because the year group will be larger than normal. 

70 10/4/21 15:58:53 10/4/21 16:10:23 No

As far as reasonably possible is your get our clause,. There should be no special cases for admission, siblings plus distance should be 

the only criteria

71 10/4/21 16:20:34 10/4/21 16:22:48 Yes I would need to know by how much they are intending to increase their PAN by 

72 10/4/21 18:42:10 10/4/21 19:01:51 No

The current structures within Langley Park Schools work well. I suspect that the increased classes will be under resourced and effect 

children experience of the schools and negatively affect grades. 

73 10/4/21 19:06:00 10/4/21 19:14:28 Yes This feels essential to ensure no one misses out on a place. 

74 10/4/21 19:13:04 10/4/21 19:24:09 No What happens with these pupils with siblings? Is there an increase in Pan every year ?

75 10/4/21 20:14:04 10/4/21 20:23:37 No

I do not agree with bulge year groups. The school is built and resourced to accommodate a certain amount of young people, a bulge 

year would be too large for the school.

76 10/5/21 1:47:32 10/5/21 1:52:31 No Would have detriment to teaching as more children in year groups 

77 10/5/21 2:31:43 10/5/21 2:56:14 No Extra class will drain resources for others. Boys school was not even part of the trust then.

78 10/5/21 6:03:29 10/5/21 6:06:24 Yes

79 10/5/21 6:05:53 10/5/21 6:10:58 No This will overwhelm the school and the teachers working within the school. And put a strain on the pupils who will be attending. 

80 10/5/21 6:47:17 10/5/21 6:55:56 No

81 10/5/21 6:55:26 10/5/21 7:02:55 No One additional class would not be sufficient to off balance the impact on children who are at other primary schools

82 10/5/21 7:09:55 10/5/21 7:12:32 No

83 10/5/21 7:14:30 10/5/21 7:16:01 No We were never promised a feeder school catchment & normal admission criteria

84 10/5/21 7:16:13 10/5/21 7:17:10 Yes

85 10/5/21 7:17:19 10/5/21 7:23:57 Yes

86 10/5/21 7:29:30 10/5/21 7:44:29 Yes

87 10/5/21 8:00:16 10/5/21 8:14:45 No

There are already too many children per class I

don’t think increasing the intake a good idea, as resources are already stretched. 

88 10/5/21 8:13:11 10/5/21 8:14:46 Yes

89 10/5/21 9:02:43 10/5/21 9:08:42 No Langley is a large school. Why tip the balance now and over-stretch resources, increase traffic to the school?

90 10/5/21 9:10:18 10/5/21 9:12:42 No

91 10/5/21 9:13:36 10/5/21 9:15:23 Yes

92 10/5/21 9:13:41 10/5/21 9:17:19 No As above 

93 10/5/21 9:11:03 10/5/21 9:18:54 No The school is very large already and would reduce the amount of resources and space available to other children at the school.

94 10/5/21 9:15:32 10/5/21 9:21:01 Neutral

It's not enough. That's just 60 kids. There are way more than 60 kids at Pickhurst across 4 forms that are in the current Langley 

catchment area.

95 10/5/21 9:21:04 10/5/21 9:25:07 No

96 10/5/21 9:21:12 10/5/21 9:25:19 No The schools are big enough already 

97 10/5/21 9:34:04 10/5/21 9:36:51 Neutral

98 10/5/21 9:20:50 10/5/21 9:38:45 No

This will again affect the catchment for future years. If siblings of those children who started between 2021-25 are given priority then 

there will be even less spaces for local children when the PAN is reduced again

99 10/5/21 9:40:25 10/5/21 9:42:19 Yes

100 10/5/21 9:50:39 10/5/21 9:52:05 No



101 10/5/21 9:46:52 10/5/21 9:52:50 No

Completely unfair on children living within the local areas.  As a parent I attended the open evening many years ago as my child was 

due to attend in the second year of the school being open and was 100 percent told that the school would NOT be a feeder and there 

were no plans for it to be so. 

102 10/5/21 9:46:04 10/5/21 9:54:03 No It's a discriminatory.

103 10/5/21 9:45:09 10/5/21 10:00:02 No

Will extra excellent teaching staff be employed for this purpose. Many schools save as much money as possible and this needs extra 

checks to be put in place to ensure teacher quality and the right level of appropriate quality staffing. Will this happen? 

104 10/5/21 10:04:26 10/5/21 10:07:36 No Classes sizes are already too big. More classrooms and teachers are required prior to further expansion of numbers.

105 10/5/21 10:17:20 10/5/21 10:21:37 No As above in box 2

106 10/5/21 10:22:22 10/5/21 10:25:27 Neutral

107 10/5/21 11:47:05 10/5/21 12:04:37 No Sounds like a short term fix to try and push your proposals through.

108 10/5/21 12:09:03 10/5/21 12:17:50 No Because it pushes the problem back but is not a long-term solution

109 10/5/21 12:20:11 10/5/21 12:22:11 No

110 10/5/21 12:30:31 10/5/21 12:38:31 No

This sounds like a one-off compromise in order to push the proposal through. I cannot imagine that the schools have the capacity to 

increase the number of forms per year group every year.

111 10/5/21 12:39:15 10/5/21 12:41:18 Yes

112 10/5/21 12:41:15 10/5/21 12:43:27 No Too big and cause more traffic

113 10/5/21 12:47:18 10/5/21 12:51:41 No

114 10/5/21 12:39:44 10/5/21 12:52:23 No

Depends if these kids live locally, I mean at a walking distance.

Of course, this question should be asked to the head teacher who would need to manage this increase.

115 10/5/21 12:38:24 10/5/21 12:57:41 No

No increase of PAN should be made.  It would not be necessary if there were no feeder schools.  Just because Langley Primary 

mistakenly published that they were to become a feeder school to Langley schools, that is their mistake and they should take the 

necessary action to resolve with disgruntled parents.  The Multi Academy Trust should never have made this suggestion, should have 

consulted properly at the outset and should not proceed with changing admission policies at both Langley Secondary schools.

116 10/5/21 13:03:20 10/5/21 13:04:37 No Again why should the classes have to be bigger. 

117 10/5/21 13:05:17 10/5/21 13:08:35 Yes

118 10/5/21 13:11:59 10/5/21 13:14:33 No

The school is very large already - this will add extra strain onto school resources and teachers, as well as extra traffic around the area 

each morning and afternoon

119 10/5/21 13:16:09 10/5/21 13:18:31 No One class would not be sufficient

120 10/5/21 13:20:29 10/5/21 13:24:01 No See above.

121 10/5/21 13:18:18 10/5/21 13:24:15 No

Increasing numbers will again cause further issues in those particular years and will there be enough staff to manage or will their 

workload increase and mental health diminish? With the extra pressure to help more pupils perform well, it could take a turn for the 

worse.

122 10/5/21 13:20:20 10/5/21 13:25:05 Yes To increase the catchment area for local children. 

123 10/5/21 13:29:09 10/5/21 13:30:26 No

124 10/5/21 13:29:30 10/5/21 13:31:37 No As above

125 10/5/21 13:33:54 10/5/21 13:36:19 Yes

126 10/5/21 13:22:03 10/5/21 13:37:21 No

From 2025 is irrelevant,  kids who are not in Langley park Primary will still be disadvantaged who want to put down Langley Park 

schools as their school of choice for 2023 and 2024 

127 10/5/21 13:34:31 10/5/21 13:37:27 No Increasing the number of children per class is a disadvantage re education 

128 10/5/21 13:36:11 10/5/21 13:42:34 No The schools are already large secondary schools and don't have additional facilities to cope with added numbers.



129 10/5/21 13:28:41 10/5/21 13:42:54 No

As I don't agree with the proposal, I don't agree with any of the subsequent points as you would only need them in support of the 

proposal.

130 10/5/21 13:41:23 10/5/21 13:44:07 No

The numbers should be increased regardless as there are not enough decent school places if you can’t afford to live in the tiny 

catchment area but it’s not fair to increase it just for two years. 

131 10/5/21 13:29:16 10/5/21 13:44:40 No

As above,  the Trust has seriously damaged its goodwill and credibility in the local community as a result of earlier proposals to exclude 

local children, and so I cannot have confidence that this proposal seeks to act in local childrens' best interest and will not be 

substanitally diverged from at a later date. Focus on rebuilding that trust rather than revisiting earlier decisons that have been 

comprehensively rejected by the community.

132 10/5/21 13:44:09 10/5/21 13:45:54 Neutral

133 10/5/21 13:43:10 10/5/21 13:46:05 No Teachers and resources will be pushed 

134 10/5/21 13:51:01 10/5/21 13:53:06 No

135 10/5/21 13:33:59 10/5/21 13:57:59 No

The secondary schools are big enough. 

I believe these children should live in the catchment area of Langley Secondary schools. 

What about these childrens siblings? They will be taken as priority in later years - once the class numbers reduced back!! Once again 

other local children left without a secondary place. 

136 10/5/21 13:59:24 10/5/21 14:06:07 No

This would be a stretch in funding for these years and therefore is unfair to children in this school year. They will be at a disadvantage. 

The school is already 8 forms and to increase this to ten would be stretch resource, facilities and make logistics difficult. 

137 10/5/21 14:18:45 10/5/21 14:21:30 No It would be unfair to the students 

138 10/5/21 14:24:52 10/5/21 14:26:39 No Because larger years will not compensate for local children not making it in

139 10/5/21 14:55:55 10/5/21 14:58:48 No My children (twin boys) would be starting in 2025

140 10/5/21 15:28:59 10/5/21 15:36:54 Neutral

141 10/5/21 15:32:20 10/5/21 15:47:31 Neutral .

142 10/5/21 16:12:36 10/5/21 16:16:46 No If there was the facility and capacity to do this it would be done anyway. 

143 10/5/21 16:19:23 10/5/21 16:46:22 Yes

The proposal does not specify or clearly define class size when saying increase by one class. The number of increased seats should be 

clearly specified and calculated fairly considering to accommodate the number of applications (from the children of other primary 

schools in the area) that the school has been receiving and admitting since the past few years. 

144 10/5/21 16:48:33 10/5/21 16:51:40 Yes

145 10/5/21 16:52:17 10/5/21 16:57:23 No

It should not be increased as it will have significant detrimental impacts for many years to come. I am so annoyed you are trying again 

to do this! 

146 10/5/21 16:57:09 10/5/21 16:59:19 No Doesn’t seem fair 

147 10/5/21 16:57:35 10/5/21 17:04:05 No

Both secondary schools are already singularly large institutions. This proposal will significantly negatively impact on traffic, parking and 

pollution levels.

148 10/5/21 17:20:32 10/5/21 17:21:18 No

149 10/5/21 17:21:22 10/5/21 17:22:04 No

150 10/5/21 17:22:06 10/5/21 17:23:09 No Unfair 

151 10/5/21 17:27:36 10/5/21 17:33:51 No

This will be unfair for pupils from 2025 - this date has been added to try and gain support from families who will attain year 7 in the 

next 4 years but disadvantages younger children in the area

152 10/5/21 17:46:37 10/5/21 17:52:53 Yes if the school has more capacity then it is fair to increase the PAN 

153 10/5/21 17:47:51 10/5/21 17:56:51 No This only helps admissions in 2023 and 2024. After that, siblings to those fed in will take places away from local children.



154 10/5/21 17:50:18 10/5/21 18:03:20 No

I had kids in both langley girls and boys. If you add extra classes- particularly in the ramshackle old buildings of the girls school- there 

will be terrible overcrowding. This is WRONG!!!!!

155 10/5/21 17:47:24 10/5/21 18:07:10 No

If this goes ahead - What if these kids who might potentially be given ‘guaranteed’ spots have siblings, or multiple siblings - at a later 

date they will be given places at Langley boys or girls above other local children once the intake shrinks back to the usual size. 

Wrong. Especially if they do not live locally. Which is obvious they do not. 

156 10/5/21 18:21:44 10/5/21 18:24:19 Neutral

157 10/5/21 18:31:02 10/5/21 18:34:34 Neutral

158 10/5/21 18:51:13 10/5/21 19:05:01 No

Both schools are very popular already. Adding another form to both schools only causes resourcing issues and will probably lead to 

further temporary teaching facilities. Both schools were designed with a school capacity, that capacity should not be extended as the 

quality of teaching at the secondary schools will be affected.

159 10/5/21 19:05:04 10/5/21 19:08:09 Yes

That provides all parents an opportunity to make an informed Decision on what primary school to send your child to based on the 

knowledge that the class will reduce in 3 years. 

160 10/5/21 19:05:41 10/5/21 19:13:04 No

The school is already big in terms of PAN and not sure if the schools facilities would be sufficient. Plus it might affect quality of the 

education provided. 

161 10/5/21 17:19:02 10/5/21 19:13:56 No

Because I don’t believe it will happen, things rarely go backwards and once the toothpaste is out the tube, pressure will be applied to 

maintain the status quo. Also the ripple effect of siblings will effect admissions for years to come. 

162 10/5/21 19:08:19 10/5/21 19:23:55 No

The headteacher at LPGS has made it abundantly clear to parents of LPGS students that the school is already underfunded and 

overstretched. Increasing the PAN will only make this situation worse. 

163 10/5/21 19:27:15 10/5/21 19:28:23 No

164 10/5/21 19:27:24 10/5/21 19:37:50 Yes For the reasons stated above that if the proposal goes ahead pupils will not be disadvantaged.

165 10/5/21 19:32:51 10/5/21 19:41:48 No Will this additional number of children be selected by locality to the school? 

166 10/5/21 19:33:01 10/5/21 19:48:57 No

167 10/5/21 19:57:04 10/5/21 20:04:38 Yes More children should be admitted into the two schools instead of limiting your intake.

168 10/5/21 20:06:32 10/5/21 20:11:17 No

Although the numbers may be increased for now, these numbers can always be decreased in the future disadvantaging kids from 

other primary schools 

169 10/5/21 20:15:03 10/5/21 20:23:32 No

There will be an adverse impact on children at other local primary schools in the future after the proposed period due to the sibling 

criteria. There will be a full additional class where siblings would have priority over proximity.

170 10/5/21 20:30:57 10/5/21 20:36:17 No

171 10/5/21 20:51:09 10/5/21 20:53:01 No

172 10/5/21 20:56:26 10/5/21 20:57:57 No

173 10/5/21 21:05:45 10/5/21 21:06:49 Yes

174 10/5/21 20:47:38 10/5/21 21:08:41 Neutral

175 10/5/21 21:02:45 10/5/21 21:10:19 No

176 10/5/21 21:12:29 10/5/21 21:15:08 Yes

177 10/5/21 21:16:29 10/5/21 21:20:39 No The school already has a large number of students and class sizes are manageable. They may not be if this happens. 

178 10/5/21 21:13:56 10/5/21 21:24:04 No

Unfair for children living close to the school who will not get a place and will then have to travel a long distance to a school further 

away. 

179 10/5/21 21:20:02 10/5/21 21:26:56 No I agree that you should increase them but not then reduce them at a later date



180 10/5/21 21:21:15 10/5/21 21:28:10 No This would be undue pressure on the secondary school resources due to an error made by Langley Park Primary School. 

181 10/5/21 21:10:26 10/5/21 21:29:31 Neutral As long as quality of teaching is maintained and all safeguarding / h+s measures can be assured.

182 10/5/21 21:26:12 10/5/21 21:34:40 Neutral It could potentially mean that quality of teaching, safeguarding and children’s well-being is compromised. 

183 10/5/21 21:33:47 10/5/21 21:38:28 Neutral

184 10/5/21 21:30:43 10/5/21 21:39:36 No

185 10/5/21 21:40:36 10/5/21 21:42:40 Yes

186 10/5/21 21:29:07 10/5/21 21:44:26 No

187 10/5/21 21:45:56 10/5/21 21:47:38 No

188 10/5/21 22:12:24 10/5/21 22:16:43 Yes

189 10/5/21 22:28:32 10/5/21 22:29:02 No

190 10/6/21 5:50:11 10/6/21 6:01:09 No

Do not add extra classes, this will impact so many more years than just these two because of sibling rules.  I do not agree that these 

years should be prioritised and hope it does not happen.  If it does accommodate them within existing intake do not add extra classes 

as that will just keep having an impact year after year for many years to come due to sibling priority.. 

191 10/6/21 7:03:12 10/6/21 7:03:54 No

192 10/6/21 8:35:46 10/6/21 8:45:53 No

Increasing the number of classes addresses the immediate admission point but I am not convinced that the school’s resources, space, 

teachers etc will be able to cope with the increased capacity.

193 10/6/21 8:51:18 10/6/21 8:54:35 Yes To help families who are less advantaged, everyone who genuinely needs help should be given a chance

194 10/6/21 9:56:08 10/6/21 9:59:54 No Not far

195 10/6/21 10:07:02 10/6/21 10:40:39 Yes

The likelihood is that these proposals will go ahead despite objections from the general public, so adding an extra class will enable 

those children who would otherwise lose out to the LPPS pupils gain a place at either the boys or girls secondary school.  However I am 

conscious this will use up more resources in having to provide extra staff, teaching space etc.

196 10/6/21 10:53:21 10/6/21 12:01:37 No

I did not see in the documentation, anything that provided assurances on how each school would be able to provide the extra staff and 

equipment needed to support the students throughout their time at the school.

More than an extra classroom and seats will be needed. My main fear will be to compromise the education of the 2023-2024 intake.

As the students progress, could budget pressures and government cuts make the extra class unsustainable? Could the schools be left 

with no option but to reduce the number of year groups, creating bigger classes for the 2023-2024 intake?

A couple of years ago, a local primary was forced to do just that, going from 3 classes in year 2, to 2 classes in year 3, which meant 2 

really big groups of children as they could no longer afford the original setup.

197 10/6/21 12:10:54 10/6/21 12:15:56 Yes Fair way to do it. Plus it won't impact the class size in a big way. 

198 10/6/21 13:03:24 10/6/21 13:23:42 No Increase the PAN will disadvantage pupils in the secondary schools. 

199 10/6/21 13:38:53 10/6/21 13:42:57 No

200 10/6/21 13:46:56 10/6/21 14:17:39 No

Local children are still being disadvantaged by having to attend a school with more students. These would be very large year groups 

and there is no commitment to increase accommodation, resources or staff numbers.

201 10/6/21 15:22:55 10/6/21 15:25:25 Neutral Appreciate will accommodate more students but higher class numbers is not good

202 10/6/21 19:27:26 10/6/21 19:38:47 No

As above this is just papering over an issue that is between the trust and a small group of parents. Again this will impact future years 

via the sibling rule which has not been taken into consideration. 

203 10/7/21 6:16:22 10/7/21 6:20:50 No Space



204 10/7/21 7:00:49 10/7/21 7:02:36 Yes

205 10/7/21 7:11:47 10/7/21 7:17:11 No

There is not the infrastructure to cope with the number of children that currently go to the school. Traffic and congestion at pick up 

and drop off is awful. I think that if numbers are increased it is unlikely they will change back.

206 10/7/21 7:49:36 10/7/21 7:55:12 No As above

207 10/7/21 14:31:02 10/7/21 14:32:07 No

208 10/7/21 21:06:57 10/7/21 21:10:35 Yes

I do not think this will have any negative impact on other children and will enable the Trust to meet the promises made to Langley Park 

Primary parents.

209 10/8/21 0:10:06 10/8/21 0:30:30 No

The schools and in particular Langley Park School for Girls are already large schools I do not believe that increasing the number of 

children by one class will not have a detrimental impact on the current students as the facilities and resources currently available cater 

for a smaller intake.  

210 10/8/21 5:05:09 10/8/21 5:27:25 Yes

211 10/8/21 9:45:55 10/8/21 10:11:15 No

The schools currently have a large intake in comparison to other schools. I feel an increase in numbers will be a big disadvantage to 

both the staff and the children. I have heard that in the boys school there are often long queues for lunch already without adding a 

larger number of children, so that also causes concern.

212 10/8/21 15:28:56 10/8/21 15:31:42 No The school and it's resources are stretched as it is this will just create more problems

213 10/8/21 15:12:31 10/8/21 15:32:40 Yes

214 10/8/21 15:55:48 10/8/21 16:04:04 No LPGS in particular is already struggling considerably with capacity

215 10/8/21 16:08:11 10/8/21 16:09:49 No

216 10/8/21 16:06:54 10/8/21 16:11:23 Neutral Do the schools have enough facilities to accommodate this without impacting existing pupils learning and education? 

217 10/8/21 16:04:39 10/8/21 16:19:37 No

On the premise that the first proposal should be rejected, so should this.

Also once the PAN is increased, further consultation is required to reduce it, which may not be positive, thus permanently damaging 

the schools, because of a rogue action by a trust official.

This is not in the interest of the pupils.

218 10/8/21 16:15:55 10/8/21 16:24:05 No

Unless there is significant increased funding available such a proposal will affect the quality of teaching and facilities available to 

existing pupils. 

219 10/8/21 17:05:44 10/8/21 17:22:20 No

Resources at both secondary schools are stretched. Taking on more students means attention taken away from legitimate students 

who meet the current admission criteria

220 10/8/21 17:35:37 10/8/21 17:41:33 No it is already a very large school, adding another 60 families into the mix is not a good solution.

221 10/8/21 17:48:18 10/8/21 17:52:40 No That would put extra pressure on both schools and will reduce the quality of the provision for the children starting in Y7

222 10/8/21 19:42:32 10/8/21 19:46:01 Yes

223 10/8/21 19:53:34 10/8/21 20:12:38 No

For the same reasons as outlined above, I think increasing the number of pupils at the school will create increased pressure on the 

school and the local environment and disadvantage pupils already in attendance.

224 10/8/21 21:52:21 10/8/21 22:18:27 No

This is quite fascinating, because Langley has made it clear in the past that there wasn’t room for any more children, and for those told 

this some parents will likely to be very upset to learn actually Langley can scale up at will. Given the current covid climate, increasing 

the numbers is not ideal. Again, I’m curious as to why you would want to do this?

225 10/9/21 8:42:46 10/9/21 8:46:37 Yes



226 10/9/21 9:25:31 10/9/21 9:39:53 No

These schools are already large, 8 form entry schools. In a time of Covid, when we should be looking carefully at social distancing 

where possible, increasing the PAN is not appropriate, given that school real estate and facilities are finite, even if extra pupil funding 

could possibly address staff resources. At the same time the increased PAN is being consulted upon, the MAT is also warning parents 

about excessive congestion in Hawksbrook Lane. Increasing the PAN will only increase that congestion.  The PAN should not be 

increased as the schools will be less able to social distance and congestion will increase. This proposal only increases risk to the 

children in the Langley secondary schools. 

227 10/9/21 9:41:13 10/9/21 9:43:38 No

228 10/9/21 16:04:14 10/9/21 16:22:25 No

I believe the bigger the numbers get the less the education will be. We all moved to this area that our kids be able to go to Langley 

schools but increasing sizes I believe will damage the Langley schools reputation. 

229 10/9/21 21:42:31 10/9/21 22:02:16 Yes

230 10/10/21 18:17:04 10/10/21 18:23:14 No Please refer to my previous explanation.

231 10/10/21 19:07:24 10/10/21 19:09:24 No

232 10/10/21 19:44:14 10/10/21 19:54:14 No Because pupils from other schools WILL be disadvantaged!

233 10/10/21 20:28:22 10/10/21 20:30:24 No

234 10/10/21 20:34:31 10/10/21 20:38:41 Yes

235 10/10/21 20:32:49 10/10/21 20:46:49 No

By increasing the PAN it will also increase the current 4 year average catchment area. Which will impact following admission years due 

to siblings having a place. This will create a disadvantage to pupils that are in the current average catchment.

236 10/10/21 21:08:26 10/10/21 21:24:18 No

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase the catchment for the two proposed years (starting Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this will 

have a detrimental effect to the catchment area for all subsequent years due to siblings from the bulge year (some of which are 

completely out of the catchment area), displacing those who love on the edge and just inside the current catchment areas. The 

proposal is unjust and inequitable and considers only the years affected. There should be guarantees offered to preserve the 

catchment area (i.e. exclude the impact on subsequent years from siblings from the bulge years), to ensure this does not have 

detrimental impact on the years that follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a decision to take a bulge year, if they do so, it should be purely on distance and not based on 

an incorrect promise that was made. It impacts others unfairly who would be within catchment and brings into question the entire 

governance of the school.

I strongly oppose this.

237 10/10/21 22:04:37 10/10/21 22:05:18 No

238 10/11/21 9:02:29 10/11/21 9:04:36 No

There should not be any priority to admission to secondary school - places should be given strictly by proximity of home address to 

school regardless

239 10/11/21 11:04:39 10/11/21 11:08:17 Neutral

240 10/11/21 14:19:58 10/11/21 14:22:31 No

241 10/11/21 14:21:36 10/11/21 14:40:59 No Does this take into account the rise in sibling admissions for subsequent years??

242 10/11/21 15:02:02 10/11/21 15:19:49 No

As I do not agree with Q1 this means this proposal is not required

Increasing by one class places undue additional workloads on teachers and staff, and will be detrimental for the whole school.

243 10/11/21 21:41:27 10/11/21 22:05:21 Yes It makes sense considering 1 above and to not disadvantage other local students.

244 10/12/21 7:02:43 10/12/21 7:05:17 No Will drain school resources and there is no space, I fear knock on to standards of existing children at the schools.

245 10/12/21 7:44:43 10/12/21 7:47:51 No They schools are already some of the largest in London and the facilities don’t match the numbers. 

246 10/12/21 7:52:42 10/12/21 7:55:06 No

247 10/12/21 8:16:48 10/12/21 8:18:23 No



248 10/12/21 8:51:00 10/12/21 8:55:02 Yes There is high competition for spaces so if school resources can accommodate more pupils then it should. 

249 10/12/21 8:55:14 10/12/21 8:56:51 Yes

250 10/12/21 8:57:19 10/12/21 9:00:37 Yes

251 10/12/21 8:56:45 10/12/21 9:18:51 Yes

Bulge classes are sometimes needed to meet the surges for demand for places, and the Langley catchment area is already small. At 

least bulge classes as an interim will increase other child's chances of getting their preferred school. 

252 10/12/21 9:31:08 10/12/21 9:35:18 Yes

253 10/12/21 9:30:29 10/12/21 9:36:49 Yes Provided it doesn’t overstretch the schools resources and put pressure on staff and ALL pupils. 

254 10/12/21 8:51:14 10/12/21 9:37:26 Yes

Theoretically we agree to the above on the understanding that our objection is acted on. If everyone that has been sold the idea of a 

feeder school is compensated for the misrepresentation and the education does not suffer as a result of this increase.

255 10/12/21 9:32:14 10/12/21 9:37:30 Yes Doing this way leaves no disadvantages for families fron other schools.

256 10/12/21 9:41:54 10/12/21 9:46:03 Neutral

257 10/12/21 9:52:47 10/12/21 9:55:34 Yes

258 10/12/21 9:45:02 10/12/21 10:00:31 No Availability of good schools within my daughter’s catchment area.

259 10/12/21 10:08:59 10/12/21 10:10:18 Neutral

260 10/12/21 10:08:05 10/12/21 10:10:24 Yes Fairness that primary school students get what was promised

261 10/12/21 9:57:55 10/12/21 10:19:32 No

In another school they did this and funding was reduced so that year had larger classes as they merged and had fewer teachers. I'm 

really concerned that this would happen in another school. We uprooted from another part of London and moved our home and 

business to be in the catchment for LPSB. I feel sorry that some parents were promised one thing, but the extra traffic and risk to the 

future post covid with funding cuts is too great a risk to take.

262 10/12/21 10:26:24 10/12/21 10:44:12 No The impact will be enormous for the school and students at the school

263 10/12/21 9:55:13 10/12/21 10:44:54 Yes Agree to not disadvantage any potential pupil who could otherwise be displaced 

264 10/12/21 10:47:00 10/12/21 10:50:55 No

The service provision will be affected. It's ok building more classes but the resource queues catering trips extra curricular provision will 

be affected 

265 10/12/21 10:09:01 10/12/21 10:55:49 No

I would have answered yes if the extra classes continued and more resources were given to the schools. I have said no because, you 

currently have 4 girls and 16 boys this year, that is effectively siblings of 20 children not of 60 children, as you are proposing. And 

likewise for the following year.

266 10/12/21 11:02:56 10/12/21 11:05:21 Yes

267 10/12/21 10:10:28 10/12/21 11:07:03 No

Mr                         Tour introduction talk to new parents and his slide states "We are a team; 7 forms of entry but divided into 8 to 

ensure class sizes remain small". This proposal contradicts this approach.

268 10/12/21 11:10:48 10/12/21 11:15:13 Yes This is a fair solution to the issue and a good compromise. 

269 10/12/21 11:19:31 10/12/21 11:37:44 Yes

270 10/12/21 11:39:58 10/12/21 11:44:50 No There is no increase in facilities - it’s a wholly unsuitable solution and a very short term fix attitude. 

271 10/12/21 11:36:46 10/12/21 11:51:27 Neutral

Not if it opens the door to this change long-term. If the bulge classes were to continue in perpetuity then i would perhaps consider it 

but not if it's for only a few years. Lip service. 

272 10/12/21 12:18:51 10/12/21 12:24:07 No

273 10/12/21 12:57:45 10/12/21 13:00:46 Yes

274 10/12/21 13:39:49 10/12/21 13:49:29 Yes By adding an additional form to to both the boys and girls schools, the schools as a whole can better cater for the 2 mile community. 

275 10/12/21 13:41:53 10/12/21 14:00:13 No

276 10/12/21 15:21:27 10/12/21 15:25:20 Yes More secondary school places are badly needed in Bromley.

277 10/12/21 15:21:41 10/12/21 15:41:13 No the proposal should not be considered in the first place 



278 10/12/21 15:30:39 10/12/21 15:44:13 No I do not agree as it is a temporary measure designed purely to support this proposed change only.

279 10/12/21 15:49:47 10/12/21 15:53:01 Yes That if the above proposal is agreed this might limit its impact on student who don’t attend Langley Primary school.

280 10/12/21 15:56:28 10/12/21 15:59:02 Yes

281 10/12/21 15:57:32 10/12/21 16:00:03 Yes I think it’s fair to increase the number to provide more opportunities.

282 10/12/21 15:49:16 10/12/21 16:00:15 No

I mean this will now be the only way my child will get in if they bulge the year yet I do not agree with it but would have to go along 

with it if it were too happen 

Impact of extra children means larger class sizes 

Langley girls in my opinion does not have the space for the increase 

283 10/12/21 16:23:35 10/12/21 16:29:37 No Extra numbers will place extra pressure on the school and take away from the opportunities for the children that are attending.

284 10/12/21 16:35:18 10/12/21 16:39:25 No I believe that it is best to keep a smaller cohort so that the standards for teaching remain the same.

285 10/12/21 16:26:13 10/12/21 16:43:56 No Again, this goes against the concept of a fair state-school education for all across the board. It is a flawed concept.

286 10/12/21 16:55:03 10/12/21 17:05:22 Yes

I believe less resistance would be felt by local residents as this approach is should mean no effect to the admissions area for the 

proposed years.

287 10/12/21 16:37:21 10/12/21 17:29:15 Yes

Absolutely not. Coupled with the answer above there are two very clear reasons why this cannot be allowed to happen.

1. Your own consultation states that 'both schools are full' with limited space.  Why should both schools be unnecessarily disrupted by 

creating 'bulge classes'. This is madness.  The (disingenuous) complaints of a few parents cannot be allow to disrupt both schools for a 

period of 7 or 8 years (as the two bulge years progress through the school).  The very fact that this PAN increase is proposed to be 

temporary demonstrates that there isn't enough space to accommodate this.  

2. This should be rejected on sustainability grounds alone.  In reality, we are talking about admitting pupils from outside the traditional 

catchment areas (c 1-1.4miles) as if they were in the catchment areas they'd get in anyway.  These pupils will likely be driven to school.  

 How can this be a compatible with the Trust's sustainability objectives?

288 10/12/21 17:21:31 10/12/21 17:35:25 Neutral

289 10/12/21 17:34:07 10/12/21 17:39:17 No

The year groups are already really large and increasing it even more will have an impact on the quality of education and access to 

facilities that the children receive 

290 10/12/21 17:38:39 10/12/21 17:45:09 No Resources and budgets are stretched enough, and a further class intake would dilute this and the availability of qualified teachers.

291 10/12/21 17:50:01 10/12/21 17:53:47 No No bulge classes

292 10/12/21 19:16:21 10/12/21 19:19:47 Neutral Only if the schools have adequate capacity to do this successfully and not to the detriment of students educational needs. 

293 10/12/21 19:31:59 10/12/21 19:36:29 No

294 10/12/21 20:50:34 10/12/21 20:53:38 No By adding another class you reduce the education of others

295 10/12/21 21:10:14 10/12/21 21:24:19 Yes To give Langley park primary school to attend the secondary school 

296 10/12/21 21:59:44 10/12/21 22:05:05 Yes

297 10/12/21 22:28:15 10/12/21 22:36:45 No

See response above. I disagree with the proposal to increase and subsequently decrease the PAN due to the obvious squeeze on 

places in future years once siblings from the "bulge" years are accommodated.

298 10/12/21 22:37:14 10/12/21 22:48:14 No

I feel its unfair to other children living in the catchment borders may be impacted in getting into the school through no fault of their 

own. Some children who would of got in, in other years will likely miss out.th

299 10/12/21 22:54:34 10/12/21 22:58:07 No



300 10/12/21 22:51:51 10/12/21 23:04:06 Yes

The increase is necessary to allow others in the area to have a chance of entering. If there is no increase then this will make it much 

harder (or near impossible) for other non-Langley primary pupils to have a chance of getting in to its secondary schools. 

301 10/12/21 23:11:52 10/12/21 23:28:39 No

Is a whole class needed to accommodate the children affected by the ‘promise’?

The catchment extends and therefore has a sibling rule impact for later years

The proposal says they intend to consult to reduce it in 2025. That is not guaranteed and therefore leaves the door open for the 

argument of taking more students from primaries in the trust

302 10/13/21 0:16:05 10/13/21 0:22:51 No

Increasing the number of children in the year group will mean larger class sizes so overall a disadvantage to children unaffected by this 

appeal who will attend the school. 

303 10/13/21 7:10:54 10/13/21 7:17:01 Yes

However by reducing in 2025, does that mean increase class size or stats show a number of kids leave the school? It will be great for 

an additional class to be added for the local community school.

304 10/13/21 7:17:25 10/13/21 7:22:38 Neutral

Although the change in PAN may alleviate the initial demand it will not take into account fully the impact on future years due to 

siblings etc.

305 10/13/21 9:16:25 10/13/21 9:28:51 No

There needs to be a longer term solution than a temporary increase in numbers. This does not help the demand for secondary places 

in Beckenham. 

306 10/13/21 11:48:17 10/13/21 11:52:20 Yes

307 10/13/21 11:54:33 10/13/21 11:56:54 Yes This is fair to all other applicants 

308 10/13/21 11:52:12 10/13/21 11:59:11 No

Neither school have the facilities to increase by a class group to create this space and then once again in 2025 there will be less spots 

for local children. An irresponsible course of action to ensure that the children from the primary schools get spots to the local 

community and residents by the secondary school. 

309 10/13/21 13:09:46 10/13/21 13:20:59 No That will just give the precedent for more unjustified claims from Langley Park Primary

310 10/13/21 13:15:01 10/13/21 13:23:53 Yes If the schools have sufficient resources and room short term then it could work 

311 10/13/21 13:14:09 10/13/21 13:30:45 Yes

This seems to be a fair, reasonable and logical response given the circumstances. It ensures that as far as reasonably practicable, no 

local child will be disadvantaged by this temporary situation.

312 10/13/21 13:30:02 10/13/21 13:42:23 Neutral

PAN increases need to be balanced by additional recruitment of staff so standards don't suffer. The statement that these will be 

reduced later leads me to believe that this won't be the case and class sizes will just increase affecting the amount of time available for 

direct learning and negatively impacting the standards of education. 

313 10/13/21 13:58:08 10/13/21 14:00:14 Yes

314 10/13/21 13:55:04 10/13/21 14:07:22 Yes

315 10/13/21 14:58:22 10/13/21 15:00:23 Yes

316 10/13/21 16:15:03 10/13/21 16:27:43 No

Creating extra forms will inevitably put extra stress on the schools' academic and other resources. As noted in the response to 

Question 2, in my opinion this would create a situation of disadvantage for all involved, but particularly for the parents who were not 

involved in the original LPPS intake. 

317 10/13/21 18:40:06 10/13/21 18:42:38 No Not fair

318 10/13/21 18:46:05 10/13/21 18:49:44 No You have failed to take in to account siblings resulting from increasing the PAN

319 10/13/21 18:49:49 10/13/21 18:54:49 No The proposal fails to take in to account the affect of the sibling rule on future years entries

320 10/13/21 19:22:29 10/13/21 19:27:11 Neutral

As long as there is not a compromise on the educational access for these cohorts and the schools are able to accommodate the extra 

class sufficiently 

321 10/13/21 19:57:13 10/13/21 20:05:03 Neutral

These proposals carry no information about changes needed to increase the school's ability to hand more students. It is therefore 

impossible to evaluate if those measures are going to be applied and if they are going to be adequate. Maybe they are but without this 

information, I find it hard to support this particular suggestion.

322 10/13/21 20:45:04 10/13/21 20:47:34 Yes



323 10/13/21 21:31:57 10/13/21 21:36:26 Neutral Providing that these children are also from other local primary schools to Beckenham and not just Langley. 

324 10/14/21 8:24:48 10/14/21 8:31:24 Neutral

325 10/14/21 9:50:59 10/14/21 9:58:26 Yes I agree with your proposal in full.

326 10/14/21 13:51:23 10/14/21 13:56:42 No The schools are already at capacity, it would be unfair to all other pupils at these schools to cram more pupils in.

327 10/14/21 16:58:40 10/14/21 17:05:21 No The school will be overcrowded.

328 10/15/21 10:01:20 10/15/21 10:06:37 Yes

329 10/15/21 15:54:46 10/15/21 16:01:11 Yes

330 10/15/21 16:24:56 10/15/21 16:31:53 No Because teachers, resources and facilities would then be stretched of these years which is unfair on both staff and pupils 

331 10/15/21 16:32:16 10/15/21 16:35:49 Neutral

332 10/15/21 16:20:18 10/15/21 16:44:05 Yes

333 10/15/21 16:44:40 10/15/21 16:45:33 Neutral

334 10/15/21 16:53:14 10/15/21 16:58:44 No

335 10/15/21 17:00:57 10/15/21 17:03:24 Neutral

336 10/15/21 17:01:45 10/15/21 17:04:57 Neutral

337 10/15/21 17:34:24 10/15/21 17:39:00 No Higher student numbers will reduce chances of an effective and good quality secondary education.

338 10/15/21 18:01:50 10/15/21 18:06:45 No A bulge year is always a risk to overstretch the facilities 

339 10/15/21 18:21:40 10/15/21 18:23:21 Neutral

340 10/15/21 18:44:05 10/15/21 18:59:28 No

The word INTENDS to review in 2025 would not be enough to hold the Trust accountable and enforce the review hence the change is 

NOT acceptable.

341 10/15/21 18:57:51 10/15/21 19:07:01 No

Are you going to increase it for the following years when siblings of those children will be given a place due to the sibling priority 

admission rules? Also, are you going to have extra funds to manage the increase uptake?

342 10/15/21 19:05:50 10/15/21 19:07:11 Yes

343 10/15/21 19:07:53 10/15/21 19:08:36 No

344 10/15/21 17:54:50 10/15/21 19:12:29 Neutral

345 10/15/21 19:52:15 10/15/21 19:54:51 Yes

346 10/15/21 19:38:49 10/15/21 20:10:54 No

This is ridiculous because Local children who live nearby will still be adversely. effected by the above suggestion and they will still be at 

a disadvantage if they are unable to gain entry to the primary school or If they choose to go to another local Primary. 

By increasing the class numbers at Langley Primary and 'then' Prioritising entry to Langley Park School for Girls or Langley Park School 

for Boys  you will effectively put local primary school children at other schools at an even further disadvantage by lessening the 

chances of them gaining access to the Secondary schools named above there is no equality in this proposal.

347 10/15/21 21:45:12 10/15/21 21:51:30 No This will be too soon for my children and I suspect they will be left at a disadvantage when applying.

348 10/15/21 22:15:43 10/15/21 22:26:16 Neutral I do not agree with the proposal to make Langley Park Primary School a feeder school so this is irrelevant.

349 10/16/21 6:58:44 10/16/21 7:03:57 No

Our son is currently in reception so increasing the cohort size for two years will not change the potential for us of him not getting a 

place when it is time for him to start secondary school.

350 10/16/21 7:15:29 10/16/21 7:19:09 No

I do not believe this is the answer to the problem. Has the school got adequate room/staff/resources to suddenly increase in size like 

this?

351 10/16/21 8:09:39 10/16/21 8:28:26 Neutral

352 10/16/21 9:28:05 10/16/21 9:33:51 Yes We are very close to the school but not in the catching area so this can possibly help us to get to the school 

353 10/16/21 10:50:37 10/16/21 10:53:52 No I agree with increasing the intake at the schools but not with then reducing it back down 



354 10/16/21 10:44:53 10/16/21 10:54:26 No You are over populating this school thus diluting the overall school and school year. 

355 10/16/21 10:52:14 10/16/21 10:57:46 No

356 10/16/21 11:43:47 10/16/21 11:46:26 No

357 10/16/21 11:43:39 10/16/21 11:51:14 No

358 10/16/21 14:15:04 10/16/21 14:21:54 Yes

Appears to be a 'just' action to take for parents who were under the impression that their child who joined in 2018, would be able to 

attend Langley secondary school.Sensible to increase by one class size to avoid detrimental impact on other neighbouring parent's 

children. 

359 10/16/21 14:33:15 10/16/21 14:35:16 Yes I think it is a good compromise in order to allow the Trust to honour the promises made to the original cohort of parents.

360 10/16/21 14:38:20 10/16/21 14:46:20 No

The proposed increase in class size is a short term solution. In the long term children living in Elmers End and the surrounding areas 

will still be disadvantaged by having Langley Park primary school pupils having priority as our children live outside that primary school 

catchment area but within Langley secondary school catchment area.

361 10/16/21 17:13:01 10/16/21 17:15:59 Yes So long as it is for 2 years only then I agree

362 10/16/21 17:35:05 10/16/21 17:35:49 Neutral

363 10/17/21 10:52:48 10/17/21 10:54:02 Yes

364 10/17/21 17:49:13 10/17/21 18:02:25 No

It is difficult to ensure the quality of education won't be decreased due to the increased admission number. It won't be fair to the 

existing, future and new students admitted for classes of Sep 2023 and 2024.

365 10/17/21 21:00:26 10/17/21 21:25:22 No

Because I do not believe it is fair that the PAN should be extended for children to receive priority status, for the reasons set out in 

Question 2 above.

366 10/17/21 22:31:46 10/17/21 22:40:16 Yes

367 10/17/21 22:40:12 10/17/21 22:45:53 No

This sets a precedent of Langley park primary being a Langley boys and girls feeder which isn’t fair; this also would continue to impact 

younger siblings for several years to come. 

368 10/18/21 1:26:32 10/18/21 1:35:42 No

369 10/18/21 7:54:43 10/18/21 8:18:24 Neutral

If LPP does become a feeder for these 2 years (which I oppose), then I can see the merit in increasing the PAN. My concern is that to 

then reduce it again, without accounting for the knock-on effect from siblings from those 2 years, will still disadvantage local children 

from 2025.

370 10/18/21 9:31:37 10/18/21 9:36:55 No

Bulge years are not beneficial to students in the bulge year due to reduced opportunities and facilities. The bulge also effects the other 

years. The bulge also has extended detrimental effects with sibling intake in further years.

371 10/18/21 12:23:36 10/18/21 12:31:45 No By increasing the PAN there will be added pressure on Teacher and school resources so unsure why we would look to do it , 

372 10/19/21 8:12:09 10/19/21 8:15:17 Yes

373 10/19/21 9:47:54 10/19/21 10:01:31 No

I have a daughter currently in year 10 and the school is already to capacity sometimes the queues are so long that she doesn’t have 

time to get lunch in the 30 mins provided. This would further exacerbate this and there would be so much over crowding in the 

communal areas. I can’t believe we are consulting on this when the emphasis at the moment is covid and keeping areas as free flowing 

and clear as possible windows are being kept open during lessons and we are talking about adding to the capacity of the school. 

374 10/19/21 10:10:43 10/19/21 10:13:25 No Negative impact on students due to overcrowding 

375 10/19/21 10:11:55 10/19/21 10:19:13 Neutral

Although this might solve the immediate problem, I would be concerned of the impact of more students in the school than there is 

capacity for. From practical impacts such as lunch queues and not enough room, through to impact on education.

376 10/19/21 11:03:00 10/19/21 11:08:14 No

This still will not positively impact the number of children who's parents were told in no uncertain terms that Langley would not be a 

feeder school! 



377 10/19/21 11:05:18 10/19/21 11:08:31 No

The schools are already too big for the campus and the addition of 3000 children (60 per year over 5 years) is an untenable strain on 

local resources and the community. 

378 10/19/21 11:11:49 10/19/21 11:22:17 Yes

379 10/19/21 12:05:15 10/19/21 12:26:53 No

My child attends Langley park school for girls and it is already an 8 form entry. It is a massive amount of children and unless the 

schools are made bigger and more provisions are made for the children already attending this is far too much and will put massive 

strain on the school. With covid and the amount of care and discipline needed for our young children now, making schools take on 

more children will mean the standards of the secondary schools will drop even more and the children will be at a disadvantage as the 

same amount of care will not be taken. 

380 10/19/21 14:29:36 10/19/21 14:32:46 Neutral I don’t agree with point 2, but if that were the case increasing would TEMPORARILY help 

381 10/19/21 17:02:11 10/19/21 17:25:20 Yes Increasing the PAN for both schools will be very welcomed by many parents but not to allow feeder schools. 

382 10/19/21 17:36:46 10/19/21 19:00:42 No

No this would redirect resources that the school would have used in other areas, disadvantaging the entire school to fulfil "promises" 

that should not have been made as it is not a feeder school. School budgets are already stretched and those funds should be used to 

ensure current pupils are able to "catch up" educationally given the amount of time pupils have had to take off due to the pandemic. If 

you wish to increase your admittance numbers this should not be at the cost of disadvantaging children in the vicinity. The section of 

this proposal to Prioritise Langley Primary children was part of the proposal requested and rejected in 2019 and we shouldn't have to 

reconsider this.

383 10/19/21 20:20:07 10/19/21 20:22:35 No It would have ongoing impact with sibling rule. 

384 10/19/21 22:47:35 10/19/21 23:08:33 Yes

385 10/19/21 23:25:32 10/19/21 23:31:55 Yes

386 10/20/21 10:17:27 10/20/21 10:41:12 Neutral

387 10/20/21 15:05:09 10/20/21 15:30:39 No

Increasing the PAN temporarily will allow additional spaces for those families promised a place at the secondary schools without 

disadvantaging other families within that cohort but it will disadvantage families of future cohorts as the siblings of children allowed 

entry will be given priority over other local families. 

388 10/20/21 16:24:14 10/20/21 16:28:39 No Why add a bulge year to correct a potential problem? what exactly is the rationale for the change in approach anyway?

389 10/20/21 18:10:02 10/20/21 18:16:39 No See above!

390 10/20/21 18:16:25 10/20/21 18:23:12 No This will be difficult to manage- leading to overcrowded classrooms and a decline in academic support.



391 10/20/21 20:57:20 10/20/21 23:03:12 No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

1.	Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two years will negatively impact admissions in future years due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 and 

beyond because they are taken by the siblings of the additional children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

2.	Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 2024) will have a detrimental impact on 

those children who currently attend both schools, children living within the normal catchment area who will transfer to the school in 

2023 and 2024, as well as children who join after those two years. Accommodating the additional children from the extra classes will 

create additional pressures on both schools, in terms of resources.

Overall, I believe that the proposals will have a significant and destabilising impact on the Langley Senior Schools catchment areas for a 

number of years and that this will impact the catchment areas of other schools in the area also.  Changing the priority in admissions for 

the Langley Secondary Schools and increasing the PAN for 2023 and 2024 not out of a genuine educational need but simply to cover a 

mistake made by The Trust is an empty argument and does not form the basis of a solid argument as to why the admissions policy 

should change, even temporarily



392 10/20/21 23:03:33 10/20/21 23:05:27 No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

1.	Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two years will negatively impact admissions in future years due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 and 

beyond because they are taken by the siblings of the additional children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

2.	Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 2024) will have a detrimental impact on 

those children who currently attend both schools, children living within the normal catchment area who will transfer to the school in 

2023 and 2024, as well as children who join after those two years. Accommodating the additional children from the extra classes will 

create additional pressures on both schools, in terms of resources.

 

Overall, I believe that the proposals will have a significant and destabilising impact on the Langley Senior Schools catchment areas for a 

number of years and that this will impact the catchment areas of other schools in the area also.  Changing the priority in admissions for 

the Langley Secondary Schools and increasing the PAN for 2023 and 2024 not out of a genuine educational need but simply to cover a 

mistake made by The Trust is an empty argument and does not form the basis of a solid argument as to why the admissions policy 

should change, even temporarily.

393 10/21/21 7:42:51 10/21/21 7:47:00 Yes

394 10/22/21 12:52:41 10/22/21 12:59:23 Yes

395 10/20/21 8:42:48 10/22/21 19:04:21 No

396 10/23/21 6:40:10 10/23/21 6:48:57 No

Increasing the PAN will make the school feel overcrowded and mean that teachers will have more work to do. Pupils’ education will 

suffer as a result. 

397 10/23/21 12:45:30 10/23/21 12:47:17 Yes

398 10/23/21 16:52:50 10/23/21 17:10:40 Yes



399 10/23/21 22:07:17 10/23/21 22:36:08 No

Assurances were not formally made to all potential primary school children at the time of the primary school application process.  If 

assurances were given (which is difficult to believe without evidence to support it) then this should have been a point of consideration 

for all parents when deciding whether to apply to Langley Park Primary School during these years. The fact that this information was 

given 'only to some parents' is discriminatory to all other parents in the Borough that might have considered this school on the basis 

that it was to be a feeder school and as such this proposal is not fairly made across all local children that do not meet the other over 

subscription criteria higher up the ranking. 

By allowing children that would not normally receive a place at the schools due to them not meeting the other over subscription 

criteria will also lead to loss of additional places in many future years to come where they will as a result guarantee a place for their 

siblings through the higher sibling criteria category. So the impact assessment has not fully considered the full impact of this proposed 

change. It also does not show the wider impact the additional class  would have to the other students at each school, which I can only 

assume will be negative due to resources being more thinly spread across the school. 

It is stated above that you cannot guarantee any other local child that should have received a place at the secondary schools will not 

be discriminated by this change in policy. Disclose the evidence that these children should have preference over any other local child! 

It appears that this change is to avoid a legal battle with these parents - but has their evidence been tested by a lawyer/judge. It would 

be difficult to see how they would win such a battle. 

Furthermore, the impact of an additional class at each of the secondary schools, even just for 2 years, will have a negative impact on 

the resources available to each student at the secondary schools themselves. The impact of the pandemic has hit students ability to 

learn and many are behind - they will need additional support in future years to help them develop to the required levels. Don't add 

more pressure on the secondary schools during these challenging years ahead in order to avoid a potential legal challenge with a few 

parents that consider they are entitled to this change! 

400 10/24/21 9:21:06 10/24/21 9:30:35 Yes

401 10/24/21 11:06:07 10/24/21 11:12:44 No See above

402 10/24/21 11:16:50 10/24/21 11:17:12 No

403 10/24/21 21:37:59 10/24/21 21:39:55 Yes

404 10/26/21 2:28:21 10/26/21 2:32:35 Yes

405 10/27/21 13:59:36 10/27/21 14:05:41 No

The schools are large enough increase the PAN will affect teaching, class sizes and pressure on facilities. Also will create problems in 

future years due to siblings

406 10/27/21 14:25:19 10/27/21 14:27:20 Yes But only if this proposal goes ahead 

407 10/27/21 16:35:51 10/27/21 16:41:50 No The impact will extend beyond the proposed years because of the sibling rules.

408 10/27/21 20:02:45 10/27/21 20:05:43 No

409 10/27/21 21:07:12 10/27/21 22:06:59 Yes

This will increase the chance of a child getting accepted to one of the Langley Secondary schools.

However, because of this increase in the number of students I am worried that this may effect the quality of teaching within the 

school in some way and worsen the school-life.

In conclusion, I am most focused on trying to get my child into Langley Park School for Boys so this proposal of increasing the PAN may 

increase the chance in which my son gets a place.

410 10/28/21 10:33:05 10/28/21 10:37:58 Yes



411 10/28/21 15:18:20 10/28/21 15:24:51 No

 If the places are additional to the usual total intake where will the extra teachers required for the extra places come from and be 

funded by? 

412 10/28/21 18:13:45 10/28/21 18:14:09 No

413 10/28/21 19:24:18 10/28/21 19:29:28 No

414 10/28/21 20:40:10 10/28/21 20:41:35 No

415 10/28/21 20:42:18 10/28/21 20:47:50 No The school is already oversubscribed with facilities stretched. Adding an extra class will water down services offered to existing pupils 

416 10/28/21 20:44:15 10/28/21 20:56:48 Yes

Yes as it would hopefully not adversely impact on our son possibly attending LPB numbers wise although our concern is the stretch on 

the school resources & facilities with an additional class of children plus it would likely encourage larger numbers to try for a place who 

would normally not do so as out of the ‘usual’ catchment. 

417 10/28/21 20:57:50 10/28/21 20:59:21 Yes

418 10/28/21 20:58:26 10/28/21 21:05:24 Neutral

419 10/28/21 21:53:54 10/28/21 21:54:35 No

420 10/28/21 22:05:58 10/28/21 22:22:52 No

This will Impact the learning of current children and future children at the school as funding, resources, Learning environment/ space 

will have to be stretched further.

421 10/28/21 22:33:35 10/28/21 22:37:39 No

The schools will have to resource and staff these bulge years, which will likely be difficult and therefore adversely affect the children in 

those years. 

422 10/28/21 22:48:52 10/28/21 22:57:18 No The proposal is neither transparent nor reasonable and unfairly advantages one group over another 

423 10/28/21 22:51:51 10/28/21 22:59:02 No This puts too much pressure on already ‘full’ schools. 

424 10/28/21 23:34:39 10/28/21 23:42:26 No

As before, this compounds the problem. Better for those who made the original claims to apologise for their mistakes than to try and 

save face this way. 

425 10/28/21 22:04:25 10/28/21 23:45:14 No

For many years LPSB has been 7 form intake.  The Head has always supported this and the time table worked.  He was always against 

increasing the number of forms.  An extra form will go against current planning.

Lunch time queues are already long and lengthy in waiting time.  Boys and girls at the secondary schools bring in packed lunches so 

they can eat in time for lessons as they can not get school lunches bought in time!

Increasing the school size will limit the possibility of a child getting into the school team/orchestral etc to represent their school.

Large number on school trips also prohibit certain trips and events.  

426 10/28/21 23:51:15 10/28/21 23:58:32 No

This will put a lot of pressure on  school resources including teachers and school planning in terms of sports events, team selection, 

performance numbers and school trip safety.

427 10/29/21 6:01:31 10/29/21 6:07:35 Yes

All young people should have an equal chance of attaining a place at Langley schools. It should not be based on which primary school 

you attended.

428 10/29/21 7:29:43 10/29/21 7:32:13 No

429 10/29/21 8:27:10 10/29/21 8:34:59 Yes

430 10/29/21 8:58:27 10/29/21 9:12:53 No Increasing the size of the school will put pressure on the already stretched resources as well as the staff. 



431 10/29/21 9:14:09 10/29/21 9:33:15 No

The schools are already large enough - The Girls school is an 8 class year!   This would add pressure on the existing infrastructure.  An 

additional class year will reduce access to teachers, equipment, and other resources for all of those children already at the school (and 

any new pupils joining).   The schools have limited building space and this suggestion means that building work may need to take place 

to accommodate the growing numbers, which would really affect all children already attending the school.  

There is little evidence to suggest a rise in pupils numbers, in fact local primary schools are reporting voids in their placements - and 

there is huge competition between them all.   A perfectly adequate new Secondary has just recently been build not too far from the 

Langley Park site, so there is little evidence to suggest that this proposal is because of increased requirement.

This is a really poor suggestion and badly thought through and appears designed only to allow children from Langley Park Primary 

school in (for whatever political reason this may be) - is this really the best rationale for increasing the school numbers?    

432 10/29/21 9:56:11 10/29/21 10:01:04 No

The school is already running at a level of full capacity, by increasing the number of students it will have a detrimental affect as the 

resources will be further stretched

433 10/29/21 10:37:10 10/29/21 10:38:29 Yes If I am on the border of catchment will this increase

434 10/29/21 13:44:37 10/29/21 14:14:32 Yes

435 10/29/21 18:59:56 10/29/21 19:06:46 Yes

436 10/29/21 19:09:38 10/29/21 19:13:30 Yes If you have the capacity to serve the children of the area then you should do so.

437 10/29/21 20:05:00 10/29/21 20:25:55 No Langley boys have 1700 hundred kids already! I just cant see expanding even more will do the school justice.

438 10/30/21 0:15:33 10/30/21 0:16:43 Yes

439 10/30/21 0:09:30 10/30/21 0:20:40 No

Increasing the PAN puts extra strain on the school, I doubt there will be significant increase from pupils outside the normal distance 

reached.  After 2022 intake numbers of children start to decrease across the Borough so their will be less demand for secondary 

schools 

440 10/30/21 2:46:30 10/30/21 2:49:49 Yes

441 10/30/21 9:46:50 10/30/21 9:53:33 No Lack of space and resources already evident at schools. This is going to make it worse. Plus the extra traffic and road safety

442 10/30/21 10:24:25 10/30/21 10:32:57 Neutral If the school can genuinely offer more places without affecting existing pupils, then they should be offered out daily to all local pupils

443 10/30/21 13:35:15 10/30/21 13:36:30 Yes

444 10/30/21 14:10:26 10/30/21 14:12:44 No

445 10/30/21 15:45:59 10/30/21 15:51:44 Yes

446 10/30/21 18:25:02 10/30/21 18:42:51 Yes By doing so this will ensure that there is no adverse affects on any children local to the school wishing to attend.

447 10/30/21 20:34:19 10/30/21 20:41:51 No I don’t believe funding will cover the extra expenses 

448 10/30/21 21:22:52 10/30/21 21:26:26 Neutral

449 10/30/21 21:19:25 10/30/21 21:30:04 Neutral Along as access to facilities, quality of learning and student to teacher ratios are not affected then this does not seem to be an issue

450 10/30/21 22:42:43 10/30/21 22:47:42 Yes

451 10/30/21 23:35:14 10/30/21 23:43:37 No As above

452 10/31/21 0:42:53 10/31/21 0:45:35 No You should not increase classes as thus is to a disadvantage to other children 

453 10/31/21 0:45:52 10/31/21 0:46:55 No You should not increase to take extra children 

454 10/31/21 10:37:16 10/31/21 10:39:23 No This shouldn’t take place, it would involve further consultations which are not required if the initial proposal is NOT agreed



455 10/31/21 20:20:50 10/31/21 20:33:28 Neutral

I have know idea if the school has the capacity and staffing levels to effectively achieve a safe and educational environment for that 

many children. 

456 10/31/21 22:07:43 10/31/21 22:17:23 Yes

457 11/1/21 9:35:51 11/1/21 9:45:00 Yes

458 11/1/21 9:43:26 11/1/21 9:56:12 No

Increasing the PAN number does not negate or neutralise the main thrust that this consultation is wholly unnecessary, unfair and is 

creating anxiety and distrust amongst local schools and parents.

459 11/1/21 10:35:50 11/1/21 10:43:11 Yes

460 11/1/21 19:21:18 11/1/21 19:23:38 No Sibling impact in subsequent years 

461 11/1/21 20:39:46 11/1/21 20:42:38 No This will adversely affect the children at the school, funding and resources within the secondary schools will be stretched. 

462 11/2/21 8:12:01 11/2/21 8:36:09 Yes

463 11/2/21 8:48:34 11/2/21 8:50:03 Yes

464 11/2/21 10:42:32 11/2/21 10:49:00 Yes The schools are doing well, so should be allowed to grow.

465 11/3/21 9:42:01 11/3/21 9:52:17 Yes

466 11/3/21 10:47:21 11/3/21 10:52:13 Yes

467 11/3/21 10:00:06 11/3/21 10:53:20 No

In reality this will not be just a two year “blip” in admission numbers to mitigate this issue as of course any younger siblings would also 

be entitled to a secondary school at the trust, pushing out local children from other primary schools who would otherwise have a 

reasonable expecting of attending these schools.

I am also concerned about where the additional funding and resources required for these extra spaces will come from and the 

detrimental effect this could have on pupils.

468 11/3/21 13:17:55 11/3/21 14:08:17 No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries for two years will mean that the schools have to find additional funding, resource 

and space for these additional places. They are already oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual intakes. Increasing the PAN 

will be to the detriment of children already attending the schools and those joining in the future.

 Also will have an affect on local houses because of collecting and delivering of children at busy commuting times.

469 11/3/21 21:40:54 11/3/21 22:17:02 No Extra class means less resources for the other classes.

470 11/4/21 5:49:13 11/4/21 5:56:45 Yes

471 11/4/21 9:14:58 11/4/21 9:16:12 No

472 11/4/21 9:13:52 11/4/21 9:24:49 No

I do not agree with increasing the year groups for years 23/24.  My daughter was in a bulge year at her primary snd I know from 

experience the negative impact this has on a year group.  Funds are stretched, space is reduced to make room for the extra class so 

something is always going to have to be sacrificed.  We have plenty of secondary schools in the area, this is not needed!!  

473 11/4/21 9:26:36 11/4/21 9:30:31 Yes

474 11/4/21 9:46:37 11/4/21 9:49:40 Yes Entrance into the school is limited increasing the PAN would help in facilitate and ease pressure. 

475 11/4/21 9:40:51 11/4/21 9:49:45 No

This is a short term solution that has the risk of funding being cut in the future, meaning a massive step back. as only Langley school is 

admitted. Also if this is agreed this will push the limited resources of the school even further. Making it an unfavourable option.

476 11/4/21 9:58:05 11/4/21 10:01:31 No

Why only increase the number until 2025? It would be preferable to maintain and extra class beyond that as well to cater to the 

children in our area. 

477 11/4/21 10:55:41 11/4/21 11:01:38 No

478 11/4/21 19:50:54 11/4/21 20:02:21 Yes

I believe this will have no impact on other local schools, in fact it probably will benefit these schools, as there will be many extra places 

than actually needed. 



479 11/4/21 21:49:46 11/4/21 21:51:35 Yes To accommodate bulge years in local schools 

480 11/4/21 21:50:29 11/4/21 21:56:59 No Assurances were given that it would not become a feeder so this is not a valid reason to make this change

481 11/4/21 21:50:49 11/4/21 21:58:44 Yes

If the proposal for feeder school status goes ahead, then it’s imperative that the year group intake is increased in order not to 

disadvantage those who would’ve got a place. However, it is not an ideal scenario as the resources in the school would be stretched 

even further and will incur extra expense.

482 11/4/21 21:58:38 11/4/21 22:03:01 No

483 11/4/21 21:56:33 11/4/21 22:03:53 No

Having an extra class puts more pressure on the resources/facilities of the school. This would be detrimental to the students who are 

already at the school

484 11/4/21 22:02:24 11/4/21 22:04:01 Yes

485 11/4/21 22:12:35 11/4/21 22:15:25 No Larger classes are not achievable and the school intake is large enough. Infrastructure of school and surrounding area is not supportive 

486 11/4/21 22:11:16 11/4/21 22:16:45 No

Those children looking for places beyond 2025 will be severely impacted if the “feeder” status remains in place with Langley Primary.

No strong assurances have been given that Langley Trust will not seek to extend the feeder proposal beyond 2025.

487 11/4/21 22:11:13 11/4/21 22:16:55 No Surely this will make the school too large?Lessons and teaching will be affected by this proposal. 

488 11/4/21 22:07:41 11/4/21 22:17:57 No Since I responded No to the first proposal, then there will be no need to increase the number children admitted at year 7.

489 11/4/21 22:03:59 11/4/21 22:18:03 Yes

This should comfortably accomodate the 24 children in the Sept 2024 intake across both secondary schools who would otherwise not 

be eligible for a place due to their distance away from the schools, whilst not 'taking away' places from other applicants who would 

otherwise be offered a place. I believe this is a fair way to operate it.

490 11/4/21 22:40:46 11/4/21 22:46:48 No

I do not trust that these changes will be reversed for subsequent years and will open to door to LPPS becoming full feeder school in 

the future. 

491 11/4/21 22:22:54 11/4/21 22:59:49 No

I consider it to be detrimental to the school in general to have two bulge year groups, creating an imbalance within the school 

throughout their school career, putting additional strain on resources and lessening individual opportunities due to extra demand. An 

extra class per year group will make a significant difference in access to resources, more competition to get into sports teams, clubs, 

access to in-demand school trips with limited places, as well as more crowding in the playgrounds and already bustling cafeteria. In 

addition, as previously mentioned, the impact will continue for several years as siblings of the “feeder” children are given priority over 

local children. 

492 11/4/21 21:54:36 11/4/21 23:03:31 No

This will undoubtedly impact the infrastructure and pressure on resources even with additional funding per pupil. It will not suddenly 

grow bricks and mortar, and will certainly put increased pressure on already overworked teaching and support staff (because you will 

already be seeking to make economies in new staff employment - its part of the business model, right?)... I assert that student 

experience will certainly be impacted by increased student numbers, from senior management choices through to lunch queues, to 

SENCO ratios, to the number of library resources per head and availability of after school clubs. At every step there will be 

compromises to make on student experience.  

Even if this change of PAN really were just for 2 years (for which you need to consult on again to seek approval to revert) you will be 

working with a backlog of siblings for some years after this time... The potential impact rolls on for children barely yet born, potentially 

denying these most local youngsters their most local high school when their time comes.

493 11/5/21 4:24:58 11/5/21 4:29:16 Yes

494 11/5/21 7:44:47 11/5/21 7:48:35 No

495 11/5/21 7:52:36 11/5/21 7:54:38 No

496 11/5/21 8:23:07 11/5/21 8:31:27 No This will affect the teaching quality as pupil number fluartes in few years. 



497 11/5/21 8:48:23 11/5/21 8:51:07 Yes It ensures that there is no negative impact regarding the catchment area for the 2 schools

498 11/5/21 9:16:09 11/5/21 9:24:53 No Larger class numbers may disadvantage the pupils as resources and time with the teacher will be stretched. 

499 11/5/21 9:28:16 11/5/21 9:31:26 No As response above - I believe this will have a negative affect on children from other schools in future years.

500 11/5/21 9:36:13 11/5/21 9:39:47 Neutral

501 11/5/21 9:41:09 11/5/21 9:46:39 No

Increasing pupil numbers comes with extra burden on space, resources, and teaching staff. These extra children may have siblings 

which puts pressure on subsequent intakes.

502 11/5/21 10:25:33 11/5/21 10:30:45 No

Having more children in the school is detrimental to the children who are already there having to share a finite facilities with more 

people 

503 11/5/21 10:31:27 11/5/21 10:33:18 No Puts extra stress on facilities 

504 11/5/21 10:33:32 11/5/21 10:36:11 No The schools are already too big 

505 11/5/21 10:34:52 11/5/21 10:37:06 No This will impact the feel of the school and the quality of teaching.

506 11/5/21 10:30:22 11/5/21 10:43:27 No

The school is already oversubscribed. The increase in pupils will mean the school has to find additional funding, resources and space 

for these students. This will be detrimental for the children already attending the school and those joining in the future. 

507 11/5/21 11:01:29 11/5/21 11:22:26 Neutral

I have mixed feelings, if this proposal goes ahead i agree PAN should increase as long as the schools can comfortably accomodate 

these extra classes and provide the same level of education throughout the year groups, including extra funding required so-as not to 

disadvantage existing pupils.

508 11/5/21 11:13:27 11/5/21 11:26:59 No

As above, larger year groups will potentially stretch school facilities and have a negative impact on the environment and learning of 

local children attending the school. 

509 11/5/21 11:48:21 11/5/21 11:52:49 Yes

510 11/5/21 13:09:38 11/5/21 13:46:53 Yes

My answer would be based entirely on whether the proposal is successful or not but if it is successful I would of course want no child 

to be disadvantaged (including my own, who is in the affected year group) and therefore the PAN would have to increase. However, 

the Trust has not been clear about how this would affect that year group throughout the school years. Traditionally Langley Boys has 

taken enough for seven form entry and split among eight classes to allow smaller class sizes. Are you proposing an extra class of similar 

small size? Or 'filling up' the previously smaller classes to reach a standard 30 enrolments? How will the student experience be 

affected throughout the school journey?

511 11/5/21 13:11:50 11/5/21 15:04:42 No

Speaking purely as a parent of a child in the affected yeargroups, I would prefer there to be extra classes rather than larger classes at 

LPSB, if point 1 is approved. But my first preference would be for point 1 to be rejected, as adding extra classes for 2 years will still not 

be possible without detriment to the student experience of pupils at the secondary schools. These schools are already full and under 

immense pressures!! Neither will it be without detriment to pupils in younger yeargroups due to the likely subsequent increase in y7 

places going to siblings of these additional pupils and therefore a likely reduction in the number of places available under the distance 

criteria. And let us not forget the school run chaos and congestion in Hawksbrook Lane that is already causing very real safety concerns.

By 2023 I will have    older children at the secondaries, so I feel the Trust is (yet again!) asking me to make a choice as to which of my 

children I would prefer to be disadvantaged the least. This entire proposal is unjust and the only sensible solution is to not give feeder 

status to any children, then neither larger classes nor extra classes will be needed. 

In summary, the Trust may consider increasing the PAN to be the ‘least worst option’ (and specifically for pupils in those yeargroups I 

would agree), but I believe it would still be significantly detrimental to my other sons’ education, not to mention improper if for sole 

the purpose of placating an aggrieved group of parents.



512 11/5/21 15:59:57 11/5/21 16:04:33 No It will still create bulge years and problems for places caused by sibling priority far longer than this. 

513 11/5/21 16:30:29 11/5/21 16:34:53 Yes Although disagree with 1 above, if the proposal was accepted additional classes could be beneficial.

514 11/5/21 16:56:09 11/5/21 16:59:10 No

Although class numbers will return to normal after 2 years, due to those children’s siblings thrn getting preference, impact will be felt 

in later years disadvantage for other local children 

515 11/6/21 8:38:58 11/6/21 8:39:25 Yes

516 11/6/21 9:00:50 11/6/21 9:09:25 Neutral

How will more places be created? 

Why can’t they just be created and children from Bromley borough be accepted anyway without going to the feeder schools. 

517 11/6/21 9:45:15 11/6/21 9:45:42 No

518 11/6/21 9:44:54 11/6/21 9:47:46 No Increasing the size of the schools will have negative impact on quality of teaching.

519 11/6/21 9:46:41 11/6/21 9:54:10 Yes

520 11/6/21 9:53:00 11/6/21 9:54:37 No

521 11/6/21 9:52:21 11/6/21 9:59:43 Yes This was seem fair to the children locally who would expect to be admitted to the schools. 

522 11/6/21 10:02:22 11/6/21 10:14:42 Neutral

I don’t know how this would work in terms of cutting it back down again by 2025. This seems like you could be introducing a problem 

that doesn’t exist only to prioritise those who go to Langley Primary. More children equals more resources and so forth so what 

bearing would that truly have on the school? Having said that, there is more opportunity to cover those from other primary schools 

but it would really depend on the numbers and the percentage of who you took on from Langley Primary as opposed to other schools.

523 11/6/21 11:09:14 11/6/21 11:21:12 No

The short term increased number of pupils therefore needing more funding, more places and it’s already a large school, will have a 

long term impact and no guarantee it could change to permanently anyway. It is unfair to other primary schools having had similar 

assurances.

 I’m against increasing number of pupils (PAN) due to extra funding needed and spreading resources too thinly, damaging the whole 

school. 

524 11/6/21 11:20:22 11/6/21 11:22:26 Yes

525 11/6/21 11:24:49 11/6/21 11:27:13 Neutral

526 11/6/21 11:25:18 11/6/21 11:27:50 No

527 11/6/21 11:51:04 11/6/21 11:52:07 No

528 11/6/21 11:47:50 11/6/21 11:56:23 No In order to safeguard the quality of the education, intakes SHOULD NOT be increased.

529 11/6/21 12:06:49 11/6/21 12:09:48 Yes Seems fair

530 11/6/21 12:08:01 11/6/21 12:16:32 No

Again this is an unnecessary strain on resources and costs on the daily management of the schools.   At some point, this would result in 

further consultations about allowing siblings in down the line, etc.  It would be just as easy if the parents just moved into the area to 

be in the catchment by now if they wanted to ensure their children gained a place.

531 11/6/21 12:15:43 11/6/21 12:17:18 No Increasing PAN sizes will inevitably take away the already very limited resources from children.

532 11/6/21 13:12:38 11/6/21 13:15:51 No It is not fair, equitable nor transparent. 

533 11/6/21 13:39:33 11/6/21 13:43:00 Neutral

534 11/6/21 14:07:07 11/6/21 14:08:35 No

535 11/6/21 14:14:53 11/6/21 14:17:55 No Does the trust have complete confidence these inflated numbers will not in anyway affect the quality of the education received? 

536 11/6/21 15:00:48 11/6/21 15:06:47 No Once another class is added it is unlikely reducing the PAN will be realistic as there is such high demand.

537 11/6/21 15:08:49 11/6/21 15:10:38 No



538 11/6/21 15:10:08 11/6/21 15:14:11 Yes

There will be minimal impact on the community, due to gender divide & not all children who began before 31st August have remained 

at the school. Further to this, parents of these children may choose alternative secondary provision I.e, grammar/independent/co-Ed. 

539 11/6/21 15:25:44 11/6/21 15:27:17 No I do not want my child to be part of a bulge year at is what already a very large secondary school

540 11/6/21 15:29:14 11/6/21 15:42:56 No Increasing the PAN now will give preference to non local siblings later, taking away school places from local children.

541 11/6/21 16:47:21 11/6/21 16:59:10 Neutral

I have my doubts that the pan will be reduced and it will be a way for the primary school to set a precedent that their pupils feed into 

the school and with their wider catchment it will again mean that children from other areas get priority over the local children. 

542 11/6/21 17:02:12 11/6/21 17:09:54 No The schools are big enough already

543 11/6/21 17:41:25 11/6/21 17:44:57 No The girls school has very limited space already. Introducing 2 extra classes will limit space and resources even further.

544 11/6/21 17:47:00 11/6/21 17:51:49 Yes

545 11/6/21 18:43:38 11/6/21 18:47:02 No

546 11/6/21 19:16:47 11/6/21 19:20:12 No

Larger cohorts means additional stress for teachers as well as stickers. Where is the evidence that suggests the school will be able to 

cater for the larger intake? 

547 11/6/21 19:08:28 11/6/21 19:20:42 No

Because you said "The Trust then INTENDS..." it doesn't say it definitely will reduce the PAN back to normal levels.  Why would I trust 

the trust?  When these children started at LPP, LPSB was not in the Trust so how can they argue they were guaranteed a place when 

applying for LPP?

548 11/6/21 19:21:34 11/6/21 19:25:36 No It just shouldn’t happen full stop. Leave it exactly as it is & has been since forever.

549 11/6/21 19:36:01 11/6/21 19:42:16 Neutral

550 11/6/21 19:19:56 11/6/21 19:42:33 No

                                                         I feel that the school is too big as it is. You need to be ensuring  that all on the SEN register are 

receiving the correct help and funding before increasing the number of pupils 

551 11/6/21 19:37:18 11/6/21 19:46:30 No I feel increases in PAN numbers will result in resources for existing students will be stretched further-detrimental for all students.

552 11/6/21 19:53:51 11/6/21 19:55:20 Yes

553 11/6/21 20:35:19 11/6/21 20:38:21 Yes As above. 

554 11/6/21 20:35:24 11/6/21 20:41:52 No

555 11/6/21 20:44:30 11/6/21 20:46:12 No Other kids may live closer

556 11/6/21 20:59:21 11/6/21 21:00:24 No

557 11/6/21 21:24:55 11/6/21 21:26:13 No

558 11/6/21 21:21:30 11/6/21 21:31:28 Yes

559 11/6/21 21:48:08 11/6/21 21:49:50 Yes

560 11/6/21 22:37:12 11/6/21 22:42:19 Neutral

It’s hard because fundamentally I don’t agree but if the proposal goes ahead then I have to accept this way otherwise it could hinder 

my own child with getting a place! 

561 11/6/21 22:54:30 11/6/21 22:55:21 No

562 11/6/21 23:09:09 11/6/21 23:10:45 No

563 11/6/21 23:19:33 11/6/21 23:22:14 No

564 11/6/21 23:37:17 11/6/21 23:38:50 No

565 11/6/21 23:46:25 11/6/21 23:49:17 Neutral

566 11/7/21 1:00:23 11/7/21 1:02:00 Yes Fairer process 

567 11/7/21 1:02:58 11/7/21 1:03:26 Yes

568 11/7/21 1:22:27 11/7/21 1:28:14 Yes



569 11/7/21 7:23:41 11/7/21 7:30:13 No

I consider the impact of an increase in the pan to address attendees to s small number of primary parents to be excessive in disruption 

to the year 7 students impacted and to the whole school. Not was lpsb part of the trust at that time

570 11/7/21 8:05:40 11/7/21 8:07:14 No

571 11/7/21 8:14:24 11/7/21 8:22:20 No

This sounds your escamotage to work around objections...however if there is a need to increase number of children admitted because 

of real needs (increased population in the age group), then of course that would be ok

572 11/7/21 8:26:24 11/7/21 9:06:32 No

1.  By increasing the PAN does not solve all the problems - this puts extra pressure on the resources at the school - finding extra 

funding and space for these additional places.  The canteen already struggles to keep up with demand.

2.  With the sibling rule now between the 2 schools, there will be an impact of future years admissions when the siblings of these 2 

years apply for entry.  They will get priority over someone who will currently gain admission who may miss out on a place.

3.  Once the 2 years of increased PAN it will become the norm and I am concerned that this will never be reduced and will continue to 

put extra pressure on resources going forward.

573 11/7/21 9:12:58 11/7/21 9:16:38 No I do not feel there are enough resources to make this feasible.

574 11/7/21 9:15:45 11/7/21 9:20:47 Yes

575 11/7/21 9:14:02 11/7/21 9:23:03 Yes

This is needed to ensure children who do not attend LPPS do not miss out on a place at one of the secondary schools by allowing LPPS 

pupils priority as a feeder school.

576 11/7/21 9:24:40 11/7/21 9:27:19 No It’s already a large enough school and year group

577 11/7/21 9:28:43 11/7/21 9:36:39 Neutral

Increasing the PAN for those years would help but would it be enough? And also what about the siblings that would automatically get 

a guaranteed place? This would then cause a knock on effect for years after stopping local children getting a place. 

578 11/7/21 9:36:48 11/7/21 9:42:24 No This doesn’t make any sense, why create a temporary change like this when existing schools already provide these classes

579 11/7/21 9:45:14 11/7/21 9:53:33 No From where will the schools find space, staff and money for this extra class? 

580 11/7/21 12:21:47 11/7/21 12:35:56 Yes This will enable students who joined slightly after August 2018 a chance also to join one of the upper schools. 

581 11/7/21 12:41:12 11/7/21 12:42:52 No

582 11/7/21 14:37:58 11/7/21 14:39:51 No

583 11/7/21 14:50:13 11/7/21 14:51:28 No

584 11/7/21 14:51:51 11/7/21 15:00:44 No

This is not a conciliatory action and 2025 is not long enough. This is a ridiculous proposal and does not cover the injustice that your 

discriminatory proposal seeks to attain.

585 11/7/21 15:06:47 11/7/21 15:16:52 Neutral Unless is it necessary to increase the numbers for all local children 

586 11/7/21 15:15:05 11/7/21 15:24:39 No Short term measure only, The number of existing pupils is high enough.

587 11/7/21 15:22:21 11/7/21 15:26:47 No Surely adding extra children to 2 school years will have added impact on curriculum & teachers

588 11/7/21 15:38:25 11/7/21 15:39:29 Yes

589 11/7/21 15:56:36 11/7/21 16:00:56 No Too much pressure on facilities 

590 11/7/21 16:04:31 11/7/21 16:09:13 No School size should not be increased to allow preference to some children. Numbers and selection criteria should remain as is.

591 11/7/21 16:09:27 11/7/21 16:11:00 No

592 11/7/21 16:33:45 11/7/21 16:43:39 No Please see reasons already provided.

593 11/7/21 16:46:29 11/7/21 16:52:06 No One class is minuscule in the scale we’re talking about here. It seems like a fig leaf not a solution. 

594 11/7/21 16:44:27 11/7/21 16:54:21 No

595 11/7/21 16:53:52 11/7/21 16:56:59 No



596 11/7/21 17:10:50 11/7/21 17:12:39 No

597 11/7/21 18:30:44 11/7/21 18:36:55 Yes This was what we were promised as part of the decision making process to send our daughter to LPPS.

598 11/7/21 18:31:15 11/7/21 18:40:56 Neutral

Increase the intake may help but will probably not equal the amount of children from Langley Park Primary School applying therefore 

still reduce the catchment area. 

599 11/7/21 18:36:37 11/7/21 18:42:15 Neutral

600 11/7/21 19:05:16 11/7/21 19:10:19 Yes This would make good on what was said to all the parents in the beginning whilst still allowing for children within the catchment 

601 11/7/21 19:04:56 11/7/21 19:10:21 Yes

602 11/7/21 19:29:16 11/7/21 19:30:15 Yes

603 11/7/21 20:28:46 11/7/21 20:39:43 No

604 11/7/21 19:59:30 11/7/21 21:00:17 No Please see my response at b) above.

605 11/7/21 23:09:13 11/7/21 23:14:11 No There should not be an increase as the schools are at full capacity and cannot cope with an increased pan

606 11/7/21 23:22:22 11/7/21 23:23:56 Yes

607 11/8/21 4:00:08 11/8/21 4:07:31 Yes

608 11/8/21 9:53:12 11/8/21 9:55:01 Yes

609 11/8/21 9:54:18 11/8/21 10:00:20 Yes Yes I agree with this.

610 11/8/21 10:43:11 11/8/21 10:51:08 No

No need to increase an already very large school. Would funding be obtained , if not it would be at the expense of existing pupils. 

Sports facilities, clubs etc would be shared amongst more children again disadvantage for many. Again for the purpose of placating 

some angry parents?

611 11/8/21 11:52:39 11/8/21 11:56:06 Yes

612 11/8/21 12:22:22 11/8/21 12:41:13 No

How can the trust guarantee that the levels will be reduced back in 2025.  

In the head teachers speech to prospective applicants of LPSB the current number of pupils per class was highlighted as a particular 

feature of the school which the the school clearly feel works well currently and to the benefit of pupils. If the class sizes increase this 

benefit of the school will be lost, to the disadvantage of pupils and also I believe this will make the school less attractive to future 

applicants. 

613 11/8/21 12:43:37 11/8/21 12:48:56 Yes It seems the fairest way to proceed.

614 11/8/21 12:47:32 11/8/21 12:55:45 No

Think of the traffic pollution?! Think about how tired the students will be travelling daily a long distance just to get to school and back? 

Anyway when the Langley primary intake took place - the boys and girls are different Trust? How is it fair to treat both the school in 

the same way now? 

615 11/8/21 12:48:34 11/8/21 13:10:00 No The normal capacity is already high!!

616 11/8/21 13:23:35 11/8/21 13:50:12 No

It is wrong to change the rules if parents were lead to believe when they sent their children to the school that their children would be 

able to attend the Langley Schools . If there is no valid reason to alter the rule except to only select  children  attending   that particular 

Trust School then it seems immoral.

617 11/8/21 13:54:38 11/8/21 14:00:59 No

This will create unnecessary financial pressure and pressure on facilities for the children already at the school. The children at LPPS do 

not have an automatic right to places (especially at the Boys School - reasons given above). This will pave the way for future changes to 

admissions that have already been rejected by the local community.

618 11/8/21 14:48:29 11/8/21 14:53:44 No

Where is the equality impact assessment for this proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating a zone of preference for pupils 

living in a a well provided and affluent property area.  It seems this proposal is deigned to create a lack of community cohesion 

(communities work beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled with Harris academy's decision last year, this kind of proposal looks 

nefariously like cutting of the air supply to community schools, and school children from other areas, families who move new to the 

area, it will create a future imbalance's and bottle neck for places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed inequality deeper.



619 11/8/21 16:06:00 11/8/21 16:10:18 Yes

620 11/8/21 16:59:19 11/8/21 17:03:28 Yes

621 11/8/21 17:12:34 11/8/21 17:35:07 Yes As above.

622 11/8/21 18:04:14 11/8/21 18:06:01 Yes

623 11/8/21 18:54:40 11/8/21 19:02:43 Neutral This addresses potential concerns and brings more income to the school but further increases the number of pupils.

624 11/8/21 19:55:04 11/8/21 19:57:14 No Wouod need to increase the pan for all years where sibling rule applies.

625 11/8/21 20:44:08 11/8/21 20:51:22 Yes It will apply (for a very short defined period) more spaces.

626 11/8/21 22:17:27 11/8/21 22:19:22 Yes

627 11/8/21 22:22:14 11/8/21 22:25:54 No

628 11/8/21 22:33:52 11/8/21 22:36:54 No

629 11/9/21 6:46:11 11/9/21 6:48:05 Neutral

630 11/9/21 7:31:57 11/9/21 7:37:41 No Additional funding required, to the detriment of other year groups and future I takes. 

631 11/9/21 8:04:17 11/9/21 8:14:17 No

There were no official guarantees at the time for admissions, these measures shouldn't be needed to accommodate assurances falsely 

given by LPLT that they were not in a position to deliver.

632 11/9/21 9:34:48 11/9/21 9:40:29 Yes

633 11/9/21 9:47:18 11/9/21 9:54:17 Yes

634 11/9/21 9:53:32 11/9/21 9:58:03 No Having an increase in numbers will affect current students and will have an affect on the schools for many years

635 11/9/21 9:57:25 11/9/21 10:01:55 Neutral

636 11/9/21 12:54:15 11/9/21 12:55:37 Yes

637 11/9/21 13:13:27 11/9/21 13:19:35 No The new policy is not fair to others.

638 11/9/21 17:08:44 11/9/21 17:11:21 No This is a short term fix to push through the change in admissions proposal.

639 11/9/21 19:22:22 11/9/21 19:24:26 Yes

640 11/9/21 20:12:11 11/9/21 20:20:54 Yes

This feeder application has happened so many times now, I’m guessing it will go through. Then at least a this offers some fairness for 

all children 

641 11/9/21 20:17:18 11/9/21 20:23:18 Neutral

I see

Pros and cons for both 

642 11/9/21 21:11:04 11/9/21 21:16:23 No It will impact resources for other children in the school and who applied correctly. 

643 11/9/21 21:40:02 11/9/21 21:50:21 No Same as above. . 

644 11/9/21 22:02:17 11/9/21 22:05:47 No The impact on teaching standards

645 11/9/21 22:05:57 11/9/21 22:06:28 No

646 11/9/21 22:06:37 11/9/21 22:06:56 No

647 11/9/21 22:06:58 11/9/21 22:07:24 No



648 11/9/21 21:57:56 11/9/21 22:35:33 No

The aim is laudable but the logic of the proposal is fundamentally flawed.  As referred to in detail above, this will have a 

disproportionately negative effect on other local children.  Children who would not otherwise have secured a place at LPSG and LPSB 

and who are not at Langley Park Primary will, as a result of increasing the PAN, secure a place.  The sibling priority rule will mean that 

the younger siblings of those children are given a place, to the disadvantage of children who would have secured a place, but for this 

change.   It is clear from the consultation that the school premises are not large enough to cope with a permanent increase.  It is 

unclear whether the schools can unilaterally decide to reduce the PAN once it has been increased.  If they cannot, or if the 

consultation which is necessary if PAN is to be reduced is strongly against reduction in the PAN once it has been increased given 

potential unfairness highlighted above and forces the trust to decide not to reduce the PAN, then the Trust will have put themselves in 

a position where the schools cannot cope with the number of pupils which is likely to have a detrimental effect on all pupils. 

649 11/10/21 8:05:02 11/10/21 8:17:42 No

The girl school has too many people for the size of building. 

You should not give priority to the other school in your trust then you wouldn’t need to do this. I don’t want any local child 

disadvantaged by your proposal - but the school is already full. Just don’t give priority to the school in your trust. 

650 11/10/21 9:00:24 11/10/21 9:06:17 No

LPGS is already overcrowded. There isn’t enough land for the girls to run or exercise at lunchtimes so they end up just sitting on a field. 

Some days my daughters don’t get lunch because after queuing for a long time there is very little food left!! How does the school 

propose to handle such overcrowding?

651 11/10/21 9:15:26 11/10/21 10:13:02 No

- This will have a detrimental impact on the education of children in the affected cohorts. In the consultation notice you state simply 

that both schools are full but then state the Board 'is of the view' that both schools can accommodate the extra classes. These are not 

compatible viewpoints. You do not explain how either school will cope with this increase without affecting the quality of education. An 

additional class in each year group is hardly a 'moderate increase'. The wording used is disingenuous. In short there is no adequate 

information given on how either school will reasonably manage an entire extra class across two year groups without affecting the 

education received by these children, not to mention stress on teaching staff and facilities.

- Even with the time limitation, sibling places will be affected for years to come - you do not address this issue in the consultation 

notice.

- It sets a precedent - parents of children in later cohorts at Langley Primary could argue that as the situation is so complex, they 

thought their children would get priority by attending Langley Primary. Simply saying that you do not want to create a permanent 

'feeder school' is unrealistic. This is a huge step towards a feeder school. 

- You many not have to consult on a change in PAN, but the reasons for the change are fundamentally unfair. An increase in the PAN to 

accommodate local children, given the substantial pressure on school places locally, would be reasonable if clearly thought through 

from a resourcing perspective. There is neither a good reason nor a clear plan given for the proposed increase.

652 11/10/21 10:03:10 11/10/21 10:15:56 No

Having a larger cohort of children in these years I feel would be a disadvantage to these year groups learning. There would be 

considerable extra funding required (for teaching staff and resources) and I do not believe this would benefit the children or school in 

any way. 



653 11/10/21 10:31:32 11/10/21 10:39:10 No

- This will have a detrimental impact on the education of children in the affected cohorts. In the consultation notice it states that both 

schools are full but then states the Board 'is of the view' that both schools can accommodate the extra classes. These are not 

compatible viewpoints. It is not explained how either school will cope with this increase without affecting the quality of education 

provided. An additional class in each year group is hardly a 'moderate increase'. The wording used is disingenuous. In short there is no 

adequate information given on how either school will reasonably manage an entire extra class across two year groups without 

affecting the education received by these children, not to mention stress on teaching staff and facilities.

- Even with the time limitation, sibling places will be affected for years to come - this is not addressed in the consultation notice.

- It sets a precedent - parents of children in later cohorts could argue that as the situation is complex, they thought their children 

would get priority by attending Langley Primary. Simply saying that you do not want to create a permanent 'feeder school' is 

unrealistic. This is a huge step towards a feeder school. 

- The Trustees many not have to consult on a change in PAN, but the reasons for the change are fundamentally unfair. An increase in 

the PAN to accommodate local children, given the substantial pressure on school places locally, would be reasonable if clearly thought 

through from a resourcing perspective. There is neither a good reason nor a clear plan given for the present proposed increase.

654 11/10/21 10:53:51 11/10/21 10:58:17 Neutral

I agree it makes sense to offset the unfair addition of LPPS students by default as a feeder school, but do not like the idea of an 

increased number of children in the year group as this may depersonalise these children’s school experience a bit.

655 11/10/21 11:04:15 11/10/21 11:10:24 Yes

656 11/10/21 11:23:11 11/10/21 11:23:53 No

657 11/10/21 11:22:31 11/10/21 11:39:31 No

This would effect the number of siblings entering in other years a president for other years. I think if the consultation gets through it 

would be very difficult to change it back in 2025. 

658 11/10/21 11:39:01 11/10/21 11:45:05 Yes

659 11/10/21 11:39:40 11/10/21 11:49:54 No it is unfair on the children who's parents were told it would not become a feeder.

660 11/10/21 11:49:23 11/10/21 11:50:47 No It’s just a fix 

661 11/10/21 12:03:28 11/10/21 12:09:08 Yes

662 11/10/21 12:20:21 11/10/21 12:32:15 Yes

663 11/10/21 14:32:05 11/10/21 14:38:10 No Increased admissions headcount have a negative effect on students, teachers and all education staff

664 11/10/21 14:13:49 11/10/21 14:38:11 No

1) As above, the knock-on effect on giving priority to these pupils and increasing the admission numbers for these two years will 

extend well beyond two years due to the sibling priority rule. 

2) Redirecting resources to provide additional classes will mean a resource reduction elsewhere, or additional costs when money could 

have been spent elsewhere on pupils' education/improved school facilities.

3) Existing resources and facilities will need to be shared across an increased number of pupils resulting in, for example, longer lunch 

queues, increased competition for places at school clubs etc.

665 11/10/21 14:42:12 11/10/21 14:45:51 No Facilities still remain same.

666 11/10/21 14:46:33 11/10/21 14:49:44 No This is a short term solution and will affect children after 2025

667 11/10/21 14:52:10 11/10/21 14:55:12 Yes Please just 2 years

668 11/10/21 14:50:05 11/10/21 14:57:57 No

I am not sure the schools have the infrastructure to accommodate more children  - so would put existing students at a disadvantage. 

These families chose the school based on the capacity, availability of facilities etc the schools will not be full filling this promise if 

increase the  numbers. 



669 11/10/21 14:30:24 11/10/21 15:01:18 Yes If you proceed, you must expand PAN so people aren't disadvantaged

670 11/10/21 14:57:33 11/10/21 15:03:56 No This is not good for education 

671 11/10/21 15:01:24 11/10/21 15:05:51 No The schools are already full to the brim with extremely tight budgets. 

672 11/10/21 15:04:15 11/10/21 15:09:57 No

673 11/10/21 15:08:53 11/10/21 15:09:58 No

674 11/10/21 15:09:05 11/10/21 15:10:30 Neutral

675 11/10/21 15:06:59 11/10/21 15:10:56 No The current PAN obviously works for both schools and should be left as it is.

676 11/10/21 15:12:38 11/10/21 15:17:03 No This would have a knock on effect on sibling priority in subsequent years, even after 2025.

677 11/10/21 15:09:02 11/10/21 15:17:59 No This then puts additional pressure on schools that are already stretched. 

678 11/10/21 15:17:00 11/10/21 15:18:29 Yes Fair solutions

679 11/10/21 15:16:52 11/10/21 15:23:49 No

If there was no impact increasing PAN in the schools this would have been done years ago. The impact of increasing PAN will impact 

the catchment areas for years after if this proposal would go ahead.

680 11/10/21 15:31:33 11/10/21 15:32:19 No

681 11/10/21 15:30:28 11/10/21 15:40:06 No The pan should be increased regardless of a feeder so that you offer education to a larger local cohort.

682 11/10/21 15:33:12 11/10/21 15:40:31 Neutral

683 11/10/21 15:41:08 11/10/21 15:43:37 Yes Because this will affect both of my children 

684 11/10/21 15:10:52 11/10/21 15:45:56 No

I strongly object to the PAN increase and the extra class being added at the school for the two years, one of which will be my youngest 

son's intake as this will be to the detriment of his and the other pupils education. Space and resources at the school are already at a 

premium -  my eldest son is at the boys school currently. This means those children who will gain a place through the usual correct and 

fair admissions process, including ny son will be disadvantaged throughout their entire time at the schools, not just that one intake 

year. The addition of this extra class to appease these parents will also have a knock on effect for years to come as the siblings of those 

children who get feeder status for those two years, pass through the school and take priority over new entrants who would otherwise 

have received a place through the standard admissions criteria. 

685 11/10/21 15:46:14 11/10/21 15:49:26 No

This is not the answer to make it possible for the school to have a private school without opening it to more children outside of 

Langley primary 

686 11/10/21 15:53:03 11/10/21 16:02:54 No

I don't agree for reasons stated in 2 due to the knock on effect this will have on catchment in years to come as siblings of these extra 

pupils automatically get a place.  This will inevitably disadvantage other local children, particularly boys,  in their application for a place 

at LPBS.

The extra numbers in these two year groups will also disadvantage pupils already at the schools where overcrowding and long queues 

for food are already huge issues.

687 11/10/21 16:02:48 11/10/21 16:03:58 No

688 11/10/21 16:06:25 11/10/21 16:11:55 Neutral It is not done any other year. It is the schools issue that they have made promises that weren't true at the time. 

689 11/10/21 16:08:09 11/10/21 16:12:15 No

This will be a disadvantage to current school

Children as extra children is never a benefit.   The schools are already full up.  It will impact places in school sports teams, places on 

school trips etc

690 11/10/21 16:16:57 11/10/21 16:17:55 No

691 11/10/21 16:18:12 11/10/21 16:18:36 No

692 11/10/21 15:00:49 11/10/21 16:19:53 No

There is a huge issue with the lane as it is  and how dangerous it is because of  the vast number of parents who do not drop their 

children nearby and instead drive down the lane causing a danger to children walking or on bikes.  A higher intake will just increase the 

problem down the lane, especially as presumably these children are not in the catchment area so perhaps not close enough to get 

there themselves.



693 11/10/21 16:20:00 11/10/21 16:26:19 No It will not be for the best interests of the children to do so.

694 11/10/21 16:16:18 11/10/21 16:28:38 No

This will create unnecessary costs and other pressures for the LP Secondaries.

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries for two years will mean that the schools have to find additional funding, resource 

and space for these additional places. They are already oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual intakes. Increasing the PAN 

will be to the detriment of children already attending the schools and those joining in the future.

695 11/10/21 16:49:41 11/10/21 16:50:55 No

696 11/10/21 15:35:18 11/10/21 16:54:45 No See the previous answer 2.

697 11/10/21 16:59:06 11/10/21 17:00:07 No

698 11/10/21 16:58:39 11/10/21 17:00:38 No

Having too many children attend the school will mean the child’s education is compromised. In an already over subscribed school this 

merely isn’t possible.

699 11/10/21 16:53:23 11/10/21 17:01:47 No

700 11/10/21 16:59:07 11/10/21 17:02:21 No Langley park boys school was not part of the trust at that time so they couldn’t have been told that it too was a feeder! 

701 11/10/21 16:52:45 11/10/21 17:06:42 No

702 11/10/21 17:06:50 11/10/21 17:07:23 No

703 11/10/21 17:12:13 11/10/21 17:17:34 No My son was in a bulge year and the classes were too full

704 11/10/21 17:50:30 11/10/21 17:53:52 No

School will be stretched for resourcing / staff. Teachers will be working too hard and the children will not get the best education in 

these circumstances. 

705 11/10/21 17:39:00 11/10/21 17:55:00 No

I do not think these two years should be adjusted for a handful of parents who are clinging to a false hope. They are the only parents 

who seem to have assumed it was a feeder school.

706 11/10/21 18:05:27 11/10/21 18:07:34 No

Lpgs is already physically overcrowded. This would have a further detrimental effect on the space and well being of the girls currently 

there. 

707 11/10/21 18:15:22 11/10/21 18:19:02 No Because overfilling the schools is gonna hurt the quality of education!

708 11/10/21 18:27:54 11/10/21 18:31:11 No The school is already at capacity and this won’t help when their siblings get priority too

709 11/10/21 18:32:21 11/10/21 18:37:10 No

Increasing the number of pupils in year 7 in an 8 form entry school like LPSB is impractical, overwhelming and has an negative impact 

on students, teachers, learning, traffic and community.

710 11/10/21 18:31:42 11/10/21 18:43:44 No

As per my response above I am concerned that overfilling the schools will have a detrimental effect on the standard of education 

offered and the pressure on the system overall, including the student experience whilst onsite. 

711 11/10/21 18:21:22 11/10/21 18:48:18 No They intend consult. What if the consult doesn’t happen?

712 11/10/21 18:45:30 11/10/21 18:49:27 No Stretching the staff and resources 

713 11/10/21 18:50:27 11/10/21 18:55:07 No It is wrong to make the school larger which  will be detrimental to the year just because promises were made out of place to a few. 

714 11/10/21 18:49:54 11/10/21 18:55:19 No Similar reasons to the response in (2)

715 11/10/21 18:53:53 11/10/21 18:56:13 No

716 11/10/21 18:56:38 11/10/21 18:57:57 Neutral

717 11/10/21 18:58:01 11/10/21 18:58:41 Neutral

718 11/10/21 19:02:26 11/10/21 19:08:04 No More children will mean that our children will not get the education they are entitled to. Less opportunity less room.

719 11/10/21 19:07:08 11/10/21 19:09:37 No Schools are already at capacity and are there the resources to cope with extra intake?

720 11/10/21 19:20:50 11/10/21 19:25:21 No As this is impact on children day to day life in schools

721 11/10/21 19:20:05 11/10/21 19:27:22 No

722 11/10/21 19:24:19 11/10/21 19:33:29 No



723 11/10/21 19:32:56 11/10/21 19:34:16 Yes

724 11/10/21 19:39:41 11/10/21 19:41:29 No

725 11/10/21 19:41:54 11/10/21 19:44:10 No

726 11/10/21 19:35:45 11/10/21 19:50:20 No

Given the recent history of the actions of the trust, there is. I guarantee that the policy will be reversed and it will already be too late 

for the local children and their siblings who have missed out of a place and who would ordinarily have had a place. Additionally, the 

siblings of those children in the school will benefit from a place, again disadvantaging the local children.

727 11/10/21 19:47:44 11/10/21 19:54:42 Yes

728 11/10/21 19:26:48 11/10/21 20:06:52 No

I would agree to it if the proposal went through but I do not think increasing the PAN is a good idea as the building is suitable for the 

current roll

729 11/10/21 20:01:22 11/10/21 20:09:27 No

Don’t understand how you can increase admissions for a short amount of time, in terms of where would the extra resources 

temporarily come from?

730 11/10/21 20:09:44 11/10/21 20:13:50 No

731 11/10/21 20:20:53 11/10/21 20:25:21 No The funding and facilities are already stretched. 

732 11/10/21 20:26:07 11/10/21 20:26:46 No

733 11/10/21 20:33:29 11/10/21 20:34:59 No To many classes to deal with 

734 11/10/21 20:35:53 11/10/21 20:42:38 Yes It makes sure those children who would have got into the school,if the primary was not there, still can. 

735 11/10/21 20:43:22 11/10/21 20:47:40 No

The concern is that the schools will not have the resources and funding to run effectively and will be stretched. This would be 

detrimental to children and staff.

736 11/10/21 20:47:39 11/10/21 20:51:49 Yes This will decrease the pressure as it’s a bolt on rather than making existing classes bigger. 

737 11/10/21 20:47:02 11/10/21 21:02:02 No

There are already issues at LPSB where lunch queues are excessively long so there is no time to buy and then eat the lunch. 

The school is already busy and full, and adding an additional class for each of these 2 years will stretch that even more so. 

There is also the longer term effect of siblings of these children. Although the trust is suggesting that the PAN will only be increased 

for these 2 years, this then means that any siblings will get priority in future years, which is not fair to families who live nearby (or just 

on the outskirts) and want to go to their local school but may miss out. 

738 11/10/21 21:00:04 11/10/21 21:04:10 No

The school is not set up for additional intake. This will adversely impact the quality of schooling and availability of resources of its 

students 

739 11/10/21 20:59:21 11/10/21 21:05:54 No Similar to the above I do not believe this will be a temporary situation. If there is no feeder school status then this shouldn’t be needed. 

740 11/10/21 21:03:57 11/10/21 21:17:53 No

I do not see how this can work on a practical level, as there will be knock on effects beyond the two year period, still disadvantaging 

other local families. No clear detail has been provided to show how this work, and no meaningful guarantee given that no further 

extension will be sought. 

741 11/10/21 20:07:01 11/10/21 21:20:40 Neutral I would be concerned with big classes the children's learning would be impacted 

742 11/10/21 18:31:54 11/10/21 21:21:54 No Increased traffic and footfall. Also it will effect sibling places going forward for children who would typically be in catchment 

743 11/10/21 21:22:13 11/10/21 21:24:36 No

744 11/10/21 21:25:03 11/10/21 21:26:33 No

745 11/10/21 21:23:24 11/10/21 21:28:19 No No - why is this needed? 

746 11/10/21 21:26:46 11/10/21 21:28:29 Neutral



747 11/10/21 21:23:27 11/10/21 21:29:51 No

I do not agree with the proposal to increase the PAN at both schools, for these reasons:

Destabilising effect on admissions beyond 2023 and 2024.

As outlined above, increasing the PAN in these two years will negatively impact admissions in future years due to the prioritisation of 

siblings from these additional children into the school. Additional spaces will be created to ensure no child misses out on a space for 

2023 and 2024 but there are no mitigating plans in place for those children who will certainly lose out on their space in 2025 and 

beyond because they are taken by the siblings of the additional children from the 2023 intake and also the 2024 intake.

Reduction in the quality of education

The creation of an additional class in both secondary schools and over both years (2023 and 2024) will have a detrimental impact on 

those children who currently attend both schools, children living within the normal catchment area who will transfer to the school in 

2023 and 2024, as well as children who join after those two years. Accommodating the additional children from the extra classes will 

create additional pressures on both schools, in terms of resources.

Overall, I believe that the proposals will have a significant and destabilising impact on the Langley Senior Schools catchment areas for a 

number of years and that this will impact the catchment areas of other schools in the area also.  Changing the priority in admissions for 

the Langley Secondary Schools and increasing the PAN for 2023 and 2024 not out of a genuine educational need but simply to cover a 

mistake made by The Trust is an empty argument and does not form the basis of a solid argument as to why the admissions policy 

should change, even temporarily.

748 11/10/21 21:38:41 11/10/21 21:42:52 No This will not be good for the kids education in those year groups 

749 11/10/21 21:36:17 11/10/21 21:43:28 No Will impact other school years at the school

750 11/10/21 21:30:36 11/10/21 21:47:41 No

No, this is not necessary as the proposal itself in question 1 is predicated on an unbalanced reaction to a situation where two groups of 

parents have been given conflicting assurances.  Just leave it to be local schools for local children - thus helping to protect the 

environment too.

751 11/10/21 21:56:25 11/10/21 22:00:43 No

The schools are already very large and I don't think it will have a positive impact on students to increase PAN particularly for Langley 

girls which seems at capacity already.

752 11/10/21 21:57:48 11/10/21 22:03:00 Yes This will help as long as other primary schools are able to join and not just feeder schools 

753 11/10/21 21:54:29 11/10/21 22:05:42 No

I do not see how this can work on a practical level, as there will be knock on effects beyond the two year period, still disadvantaging 

other local families. No clear detail has been provided to show how this work, and no meaningful guarantee given that no further 

extension will be sought. 

754 11/10/21 22:10:08 11/10/21 22:15:04 No

As above. Also this will make the schools overcrowded, and disadvantage future potential pupils for many years, because of the knock 

on impact re siblings when capacity is then reduced back.

755 11/10/21 22:15:25 11/10/21 22:23:26 No

Additional numbers for these year groups will only serve to the detriment of staff and other children. If higher numbers of pupils were 

better and not detrimental, you’d be doing it already

756 11/10/21 22:21:37 11/10/21 22:23:40 No

757 11/10/21 22:19:45 11/10/21 22:30:33 No

My worry is that this will impact the current children and for a period future children as the school is already oversubscribed and 

additional space and funds will need to be found to support the proposal

758 11/10/21 22:23:49 11/10/21 22:34:50 No

This will put extra pressure on the school as when the siblings of the increased years come through in later years there will be a 

massive reduction in available places and the fact that the PAN number MAY have been reduced will make matters worse.

759 11/10/21 22:33:39 11/10/21 22:39:26 No

The amount that Langley secondary schools are accepting is what they can afford to hold. Increasing in take can cause lack of facilities 

for the extra children that come, and can be costly for the secondary schools with resources and teachers. 



760 11/10/21 21:47:48 11/10/21 22:46:15 No

Based on my answer to 2. I do not agree with the feeder status and given that I believe this should be rejected there is no reason to 

make the schools larger than they already are. 

Increasing the PAN will be to the detriment of the children already at the school and those joining in the future as this will require 

additional funding and will take away resources, space and opportunities (places on school trips, in sports/other clubs etc). 

761 11/10/21 22:34:31 11/10/21 22:51:26 No

For the reasons above the pan should not be increased in the first place. Continuously asking the community to put up a fight by 

means of consultations and the time and effort this takes is enormous. It seems like the Trust keeps on asking this of the community 

and then repeating the ask but just a little differently. As a parent in the community I am also sceptical if parents will be agreeing to 

reduce the pan numbers as the Langley secondary schools are very much sought after. 

762 11/10/21 22:33:20 11/10/21 22:54:42 No

An increased PAN will have a knock on effect for many years to come due to the sibling rule. This adversely impacts families currently 

on the catchment boundary who may get in under current arrangements but may lose out on a place due to siblings on the increased 

PAN years getting places.  The school budget required to resource and staff 2 extra classes for 5-7 years is a huge factor to consider. 

The money used to do this is taken away from the rest of the school, negatively impacting them. This is unfair to all children currently 

attending the senior schools. 

763 11/10/21 22:48:32 11/10/21 22:54:44 Yes

764 11/10/21 22:51:04 11/10/21 23:00:17 No

School are already over loaded how  can it be better to have more children do we face facilities for that can school accommodate 

another extra 30 kids per year and give everyone the same quality of education?????

765 11/10/21 23:17:46 11/10/21 23:21:30 No This would be detrimental to the school and pupils. 

766 11/11/21 0:08:16 11/11/21 0:10:20 No

767 11/11/21 0:55:03 11/11/21 0:59:18 Yes

768 11/11/21 5:04:04 11/11/21 5:11:31 Yes

769 11/11/21 5:12:23 11/11/21 5:15:44 Neutral

770 11/11/21 5:47:39 11/11/21 5:53:16 No

Schools are overrun as it is. It seems this increase is to appease disgruntled parties.  It adds unnecessary pressure to the schools & if 

it’s reduced in 2025 it then doesn’t allow for sibling entry of those feeder children! 

771 11/11/21 5:52:50 11/11/21 5:53:45 Yes

772 11/11/21 6:33:28 11/11/21 6:33:56 Yes

773 11/11/21 6:51:38 11/11/21 7:03:37 No

Increasing numbers of children is not in the best interest of children’s education, they are only applying for this to try and soften the 

request for a feeder school. This will set a precedent for future years to come. 

774 11/11/21 7:14:21 11/11/21 7:17:39 No The schools are big enough already

775 11/11/21 7:20:22 11/11/21 7:26:13 No If it was a good idea it would be permanent 

776 11/11/21 7:46:08 11/11/21 7:48:57 Yes

777 11/11/21 7:52:07 11/11/21 8:02:31 No

Teaching resources/teachers will be more stretched for current LP senior school pupils, esp. SEND resources, with the additional 

intake.  Local children will have less chance of attending. 

778 11/11/21 7:15:37 11/11/21 8:12:49 Yes

779 11/11/21 8:15:03 11/11/21 8:20:45 Yes Albeit Families such as mine will be affected long after 2025. 

780 11/11/21 8:16:15 11/11/21 8:24:02 No The increase in numbers could degrade the quality of the school and impact the children's education. 

781 11/11/21 8:44:37 11/11/21 8:46:32 Yes

782 11/11/21 8:33:16 11/11/21 8:47:50 No

As above, it will impact on future admissions because of the sibling rule (so this only really compensates parents with children in those 

2 year groups) and it will create financial pressures.

783 11/11/21 8:47:26 11/11/21 8:48:49 No Detrimental to learning at already large schools

784 11/11/21 8:57:35 11/11/21 9:00:06 No



785 11/11/21 8:59:51 11/11/21 9:12:33 Yes This keeps everything on a more even basis.

786 11/11/21 9:11:29 11/11/21 9:12:56 No

787 11/11/21 9:14:56 11/11/21 9:17:33 Yes

788 11/11/21 9:10:49 11/11/21 9:18:11 No

I believe that both lpgs/lpbs are large schools for the site they sit on, this could negatively impact the teaching and learning for all 

pupils to appease the few (there are potentially only a handful who are affected by this gaff made by a former person at LPPS) Also, 

due to sibling rule, this would impact the intake for many years to come. 

789 11/11/21 9:13:26 11/11/21 9:19:07 No

Any changes to the current admissions at Langley will put pressure on Hayes and mean I'm even less likely to get my children into my 

preferred school Hayes! Totally unacceptable to give anybody an unfair preference!

790 11/11/21 8:50:07 11/11/21 9:25:44 No

Under the proposal, the girl school will only have an extra 4 children in 2023. However by creating an extra class it is creating an extra 

26 or so extra spaces. (Plus any siblings in years to come). 

This will unnecessarily stretch resources in accommodating a ‘fair’ approach between the boys and girls school. My daughter is due to 

start secondary school in 2023 and this will directly affect her learning opportunities. 

It is also a matter of trust. I do not trust that the board will send out another consultation to revert the feeder school status. Once it 

has ‘opened the floodgates’ it will be difficult to retract from this as parents from the other schools in the academy, as well as other 

parents from Langley primary, will seek for the same for their children. 

791 11/11/21 9:20:49 11/11/21 9:26:16 Neutral

I feel that the proposed measures will impact on other pupils and staff at the secondary schools, and that the impact on the wider 

community will be small. I would prefer there to be no impact.

792 11/11/21 9:20:47 11/11/21 9:26:43 Yes

793 11/11/21 9:21:34 11/11/21 9:40:29 No

Because for two years, kids will be packed in and after that the catchment area will be reduced so that the feeder places are filled but 

local kids could miss out on a place that would previously been available.

794 11/11/21 9:15:54 11/11/21 9:45:21 No Education would be impacted for these children in these years. Extra staff/teachers, classrooms, facilities would be required. 

795 11/11/21 9:42:24 11/11/21 9:46:32 Yes

796 11/11/21 9:51:48 11/11/21 9:55:39 No Because it is not sustainable. 

797 11/11/21 9:48:50 11/11/21 10:03:54 Yes

798 11/11/21 10:09:51 11/11/21 10:16:20 Yes

799 11/11/21 9:42:13 11/11/21 10:24:48 No

I am strongly opposed to this proposal as it will increase the number of pupils at the schools leading to a strain on resources that may 

lead to a dilution of the quality of care and education at the schools. Historic assurances should not form the basis of increasing the 

number of students that can attend a highly regarded school which will ironically place more pressure on the current system resulting 

in the standards of teaching being compromised. As an established member of the local community and parent of primary and 

secondary school children, who puts their trust and faith in the state education system, I cannot endorse such a flawed argument or 

reason for this proposal.

800 11/11/21 10:31:52 11/11/21 10:36:01 No

Our two boys will be in years starting 2023 and 2024 and if proposed changes are allowed will be in an extra large cohort which will 

have negative impact on their education and school life.

801 11/11/21 10:59:29 11/11/21 11:02:26 No This is not in the interest of our children’s educational needs by creating bigger classes.  

802 11/11/21 11:02:51 11/11/21 11:03:19 No

803 11/11/21 11:03:32 11/11/21 11:03:42 No

804 11/11/21 11:03:55 11/11/21 11:04:17 No

805 11/11/21 10:51:15 11/11/21 11:07:26 No Not necessary because the Primary School should not be made a feeder school.

806 11/11/21 11:05:37 11/11/21 11:17:11 Neutral

Increasing the school numbers isn't ideal, Secondary schools are large enough as they are and dilute the learning experience if they 

were any bigger. 

807 11/11/21 11:23:53 11/11/21 11:25:26 Yes



808 11/11/21 11:25:06 11/11/21 11:28:44 Neutral If the schools can cope with increased numbers okay.

809 11/11/21 11:23:41 11/11/21 11:33:34 Yes

Again- this is ensuring you are doing the right thing. False promises were made to only the top 2 year groups of the school (parents of 

that is) and children/parents  below that were not provided any assurances that it would become a feeder. It is Right that the parents 

of children who were promised and had these assurances are made are fulfilled - many of us have put significant plans on hold - 

whether that be moving house or areas completely or waiting to hear about this outcome. 

810 11/11/21 11:33:53 11/11/21 11:34:10 Yes

811 11/11/21 11:36:00 11/11/21 11:37:21 No

812 11/11/21 11:41:37 11/11/21 11:42:32 No

813 11/11/21 11:53:29 11/11/21 11:56:16 Neutral

814 11/11/21 11:54:30 11/11/21 11:57:53 Yes

I think the PAN should be increased to cover the additional places required unless one class in each school would not cause any 

detriment to current or future pupils in terms of educational needs met

815 11/11/21 11:28:44 11/11/21 12:16:19 No

This will not be required as LPPS will not have priority over other children in the trust. No favouritism should be allowed that would 

disadvantage other children in the trust.

816 11/11/21 12:20:48 11/11/21 12:21:35 No

817 11/11/21 12:25:53 11/11/21 12:32:52 Neutral

It should not be necessary if admission is based on the usual criteria used throughout Bromley. What extra resources will be made 

available to both schools to provide this? 

818 11/11/21 13:00:04 11/11/21 13:02:41 No

I am not reassured that there will be no adverse impact on pupils from this bulge year. I do not believe the Trust has been open about 

the reasons for this proposal.

819 11/11/21 13:17:43 11/11/21 13:21:25 No These are state schools - nor feeder schools.

820 11/11/21 13:17:08 11/11/21 13:22:46 No As above

821 11/11/21 13:16:20 11/11/21 13:33:12 No

I do not believe in squeezing more pupils in to the school for this reason alone, as it will have a detrimental effect on the education for 

other pupils., and don't believe we should have another consultation further down the line in line with the reasons outlined in number 

2.

822 11/11/21 13:33:17 11/11/21 13:38:53 No

823 11/11/21 13:31:38 11/11/21 13:41:24 No

Increasing class sizes will put unnecessary strain on already overstretched teaching staff and have a negative impact on quality of 

education.  

824 11/11/21 13:41:38 11/11/21 13:46:37 No

If you're able to increase the PAN number, the additional places should be offered out using the usual admission criteria. If your school 

can accommodate more pupils like this, then it should be a permanent thing, using the usual admissions process. 

825 11/11/21 13:58:20 11/11/21 14:07:14 No

826 11/11/21 14:09:03 11/11/21 14:09:28 No

827 11/11/21 14:15:32 11/11/21 14:23:28 No I believe putting these 2 years under extra pressure with more students won’t benefit anyone.

828 11/11/21 14:15:28 11/11/21 14:33:11 No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries for two years will mean that the schools 

have to find additional funding, resource and space for these additional places.  Increasing the PAN will be to the detriment of children 

already attending the schools and those joining in the future.

829 11/11/21 14:22:58 11/11/21 14:37:25 No

The quality of education for all children in the years with proposed increases will be dramatically affected by overcrowded cohorts. All 

this to placate parents who mistakenly believed they were joining the Langley Park Primary free school with a free pass to the Langley 

Park secondary schools. Making another misjudgement does not help the parents of children who have a right to join the school based 

on the accepted admission criteria.



830 11/11/21 14:36:42 11/11/21 14:50:06 No

It seems that allowing more pupils for 2 years in already oversubscribed secondary schools which are already pretty cramped. 

Especially LPGS which has seen a big increase in their sixth form submission as wel. From listening to my daughter the situation at 

lunch time is already pretty awful and getting food from the canteen is already very stressful and difficult and this will only get worse. 

Neither schools are equipped to take in more students and how do current parents how that this temporary change won’t become 

permanent?  

831 11/11/21 14:18:50 11/11/21 14:50:57 No

Again it leads to uncertainty. What about the siblings of children admitted in 2023-24. If it reduces down in 2025 how will the siblings 

be accommodated? 

Where is the finding coming from for the additional classes?

Where is the space coming from for the additional classes?

832 11/11/21 15:05:37 11/11/21 15:12:25 No

Where is the additional space going to come from to accommodate the extra children? Class sizes will inevitably increase for the 

duration of that cohort’s first 5 years. What consideration has been given to the siblings admission rule for the next 5 years? How will 

that impact on local children?

833 11/11/21 14:58:40 11/11/21 15:14:00 No

My child at LPSB started in 2015 was in a bulge year. He missed out on opportunities because there were more people in that year. I 

do not want that to happen to other children

834 11/11/21 14:58:32 11/11/21 16:13:02 No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the schools for two years will create unnecessary costs and other pressures on funding, resource and 

space.

835 11/11/21 16:46:56 11/11/21 16:54:12 No

I cannot see how the school can manage this without having a detrimental effect in the pupils. If increasing the PAN was a benefit it 

would have been done before. It seems it is only being done now to try and fix mistakes made by giving false re-assurances rather than 

because it is actually a benefit,

836 11/11/21 16:53:03 11/11/21 17:00:52 No

No, inefficient use of resources. No legal assurance any child starting at langley primary get a place at the secondary. If there amazingly 

happened to be a legal assurance (which according to a recent FOI request there wasn’t) then only the couple of families affected 

should be given a priority place, NOT in taking bulge years for 2 schools over 2 years. 

837 11/11/21 17:02:15 11/11/21 17:06:28 No I believe extra pupils will have a detrimental affect on my sons' education

838 11/11/21 17:16:54 11/11/21 17:20:47 No Adding more children will have an affect on my child's education. 

839 11/11/21 16:37:59 11/11/21 17:24:04 No

As noted in answer 2.  Any such assurances that may have been made by the school or Trust is a private matter to those who appear 

to have been made assurances that were neither deliverable or in accordance with the statutory application process.  Local children 

should not be adversely disadvantaged because of a historic undeliverable assurance.

The admission should be based on proximity, or you will have local children not going to local schools, getting on buses and trains, or 

being driven to school, eroding the social benefits, community benefits, and environmental benefits.

840 11/11/21 17:26:34 11/11/21 17:30:11 No

841 11/11/21 17:41:10 11/11/21 17:44:47 Yes

842 11/11/21 18:00:18 11/11/21 18:03:20 No The school will be over subscribed and under resourced. Not fair on the children already attending or future children.

843 11/11/21 17:56:08 11/11/21 18:03:44 Yes

844 11/11/21 17:46:53 11/11/21 18:08:11 No

I disagree with the proposals to increase the PAN due to the unintended consequences on school resources which will inevitably result 

for the rest of the years concerned and the wider school. The large increase in numbers is out of proportion to the pupils affected by 

these assurances and the problems will resonate down the years due to siblings of these extra pupils, meaning loss of places for 

otherwise entitled pupils. It is not clear either if the PAN will be reduced as you will have to consult on that. 

845 11/11/21 18:08:23 11/11/21 18:12:29 Yes Making more desperately needed places for children in the local area can only ever be a positive thing.



846 11/11/21 18:07:32 11/11/21 18:12:52 Yes

847 11/11/21 16:21:14 11/11/21 18:22:18 Neutral  

848 11/11/21 17:56:15 11/11/21 18:24:51 No

If increasing the PAN was considered reasonable by the trust it would have happened a long time ago. Increasing the PAN puts added 

pressure on already tight budgets and staff allocations. It would have a negative effect on both present and future pupils, staff, the 

roads, public transport. No one would win.

849 11/11/21 17:46:43 11/11/21 18:34:23 No

If increasing the PAN was good for the schools, the staff, and the children you would be proposing to do it permanently. The fact it is a 

time limited change demonstrates that it is not good for the schools, the staff, and the children. It will inevitably adversely affect 

school resources, trips, staff, and the pupils by stretching everyone and everything too thinly. It will also mean additional traffic and 

pollution in the local area. 

I also don’t relish more consultations coming in future years. What happens if the next consumption is rejected and the PAN stays at 

the higher level? Also as previously stated I don’t trust the Trust and find myself unable to just accept you at your word that you will 

hold another consultation to reduce the PAN. 

850 11/11/21 18:35:24 11/11/21 18:35:38 No

851 11/11/21 18:29:40 11/11/21 18:37:40 Yes

852 11/11/21 18:31:20 11/11/21 18:42:46 No This would disadvantage primary children at other local, and in the same trust, schools.

853 11/11/21 18:41:38 11/11/21 18:49:18 No

Increasing the PAN will be bad for the school, the teachers, and the pupils. It will stretch resources and negatively affect the school 

experience. If it was good for the school you would make the change permanent. 

854 11/11/21 18:19:28 11/11/21 19:00:53 No

I selected ‘no’ for the first question so this increase  is not required. It would also bring an administrative overhead to cater for the 

larger number of pupils for these two years only.

855 11/11/21 19:08:11 11/11/21 19:09:07 No

856 11/11/21 19:16:37 11/11/21 19:36:48 No

The consultation seems to ignore the fact that children will be disadvantaged in the application for places at Langley Park Girls and 

Boys in future years if this goes through.  Whilst you are proposing to increase the PAN in 2023 and 2024, it is a certainty that some of 

those extra 120 pupils (2 x 30 x 2 years) will have younger siblings.  These younger siblings will then have priority access in 2025 and 

beyond with the net result of shrinking the catchment areas for other boys and girls for many subsequent years to come.  This will be a 

complete disadvantage for parents who are currently likely to be in the catchment area in future years and would find themselves 

suddenly outside of it through no fault of their own.  This unintended consequence needs serious consideration because it feels totally 

unfair and open to future challenge.

857 11/11/21 19:37:38 11/11/21 19:39:30 Yes

858 11/11/21 19:49:54 11/11/21 19:58:38 No

The number of children involved outside the catchment is minimal and a whole year should not, for two years, should not have to be 

overcrowded for 7 years The school has not given any reassurances or concrete plans for how they would tackle. I think it unnecessary 

to burden the schools with all the admin and space required for an extra class when most children would be eligible for a place within 

catchment. This particularly applies to the girls school which is more in need of space and renewal than of more children. 

859 11/11/21 20:01:26 11/11/21 20:03:27 No

860 11/11/21 20:09:53 11/11/21 20:11:01 Yes

861 11/11/21 20:18:23 11/11/21 20:19:37 Yes

862 11/11/21 20:37:08 11/11/21 20:37:24 Yes

863 11/11/21 20:49:28 11/11/21 20:50:29 Yes

864 11/11/21 20:53:55 11/11/21 20:55:53 Neutral

865 11/11/21 20:39:30 11/11/21 20:57:06 Yes To facilitate and support the admission of the children who joined LPPS pre August 2018.

866 11/11/21 20:57:58 11/11/21 20:58:23 Yes



867 11/11/21 20:58:04 11/11/21 20:59:29 Yes To ensure fairness for all

868 11/11/21 20:59:39 11/11/21 21:00:29 Yes

869 11/11/21 21:00:50 11/11/21 21:02:15 Yes This seems to be right and proper for fairness 

870 11/11/21 20:49:02 11/11/21 21:09:30 No

If class sizes are increased education of the children might suffer and there is no guarantee that it will only be for two years once a 

precedent is set.  

871 11/11/21 21:02:40 11/11/21 21:10:18 Yes This is only fair in the circumstances 

872 11/11/21 21:09:27 11/11/21 21:12:07 Neutral

873 11/11/21 21:11:57 11/11/21 21:14:30 Yes

874 11/11/21 21:13:14 11/11/21 21:14:59 Neutral

875 11/11/21 21:05:10 11/11/21 21:15:05 Yes This provides assurance to parents of other schools that places are available. 

876 11/11/21 21:14:15 11/11/21 21:15:20 No

877 11/11/21 21:08:46 11/11/21 21:16:15 Neutral The school’s are bigger enough as they are 

878 11/11/21 21:11:15 11/11/21 21:17:42 Yes

879 11/11/21 21:18:47 11/11/21 21:21:13 Yes

880 11/11/21 21:17:21 11/11/21 21:21:30 Yes

881 11/11/21 21:22:32 11/11/21 21:23:08 Yes

882 11/11/21 21:04:34 11/11/21 21:23:46 Yes

I have selected that I approve of the increased PAN because, should the temporary feeder school be accepted then I absolutely feel 

that there should be an increased PAN to reduce the impact on other families in the area. However, I do have concerns that the two 

secondaries will have to find additional resources to support the additional number of students. I am also concerned that there will be 

a knock on effect in later years (when there will not be an increased PAN) as siblings of those additional pupils will be eligible for 

admission.

883 11/11/21 21:18:09 11/11/21 21:26:28 Yes

884 11/11/21 21:18:54 11/11/21 21:30:43 Yes This is a fair proposal as it appeases the year 5 & 4 parents and the local community. 

885 11/11/21 21:37:26 11/11/21 21:39:01 Yes I believe the PAN should be increased to cover those additional places needed for those children 

886 11/11/21 21:26:29 11/11/21 21:39:52 Yes If it means fairness is instilled to the fami9that were wronged then yes.

887 11/11/21 21:32:41 11/11/21 21:43:43 Yes It’s a sensible increase but how will it be managed if not all 30 places are taken up by LPPS pupils? 

888 11/11/21 21:43:17 11/11/21 21:48:02 Neutral

889 11/11/21 21:45:01 11/11/21 21:50:06 No Unnecessary use of financial and physical resources 

890 11/11/21 21:53:42 11/11/21 21:54:41 Yes

891 11/11/21 21:53:10 11/11/21 21:55:46 Yes

892 11/11/21 21:46:37 11/11/21 22:03:17 No

The problem with an increase in PAN is whether there is adequate resources at LPSG/LPSB to support not just the additional children 

but also those who have not had the preferential admission. 

893 11/11/21 21:45:50 11/11/21 22:04:28 Yes

Increasing the PAN for these two years will mean that no local children will lose out due to these changes.  It also means that, because 

the number of children at LPPS who would 'qualify' is less than the proposed increase in PAN, those local children not at LPPS who are 

on the border of the catchment area for the secondary schools stand more chance of securing a place in those two years.

PANs are sometimes increased to accommodate bulge years without detriment to the local community and this is no different.



894 11/11/21 21:33:06 11/11/21 22:08:25 No

This will put the schools under extra stress for resources (above the "normal" levels), as clearly this is not what the schools intended to 

do, nor considered sustainable - otherwise it would be a permanent change and not linked to allowing in LPPS pupils as a feeder. The 

schools will have to find additional funding, resource and space for these additional places

Furthermore, this will further shrink the catchment in subsequent years when the PAN reduces and siblings of the bulge years are 

admitted, including siblings of LPPS students who started by 31-8-18 who live outside the usual catchment variations.

895 11/11/21 22:13:37 11/11/21 22:15:18 Yes

896 11/11/21 22:20:33 11/11/21 22:22:12 No It makes the school bigger.

897 11/11/21 22:25:01 11/11/21 22:27:03 Yes

898 11/11/21 22:31:20 11/11/21 22:33:25 Yes

899 11/11/21 22:17:36 11/11/21 22:33:28 No

The schools are stretched enough as it is and there isn’t the space to increase the PAN. The schools will become too big and the 

education could suffer. 

900 11/11/21 22:47:32 11/11/21 22:55:09 No Covered in previous answer - affects quality of education 

901 11/11/21 22:42:38 11/11/21 22:58:54 No

There is likely to be an increased number of siblings of children from those year groups, which will prevent some local families getting 

a place. In addition, increasing the number of pupils at the school is not in the best interest of the current pupils. 

902 11/11/21 22:31:45 11/11/21 22:58:55 No

This will have a detrimental impact on the education of current pupils and is not their best interests and increased siblings affecting 

the chances of my children obtaining a place at Langley Park Secondary. 

903 11/11/21 22:56:45 11/11/21 23:07:11 No

This is again a disproportionate response. If the school has additional capacity why only extend PAN on a temporary basis? As this is 

the proposal it’s an implicit acceptance this is above the ideal PAN. 

904 11/11/21 23:33:05 11/11/21 23:36:21 Yes That’s seems fair 

905 11/12/21 0:25:16 11/12/21 0:27:40 No

906 11/12/21 0:51:01 11/12/21 0:59:34 No

It will have a knock on effect for years to come. It would shrink the catchment area and pupils who live close to the school will not be 

admitted; due to siblings etc.

907 11/12/21 7:25:41 11/12/21 7:26:39 No

908 11/12/21 7:43:07 11/12/21 7:46:50 No Will be to the detriment of learning if too many are in a year 

909 11/12/21 7:51:56 11/12/21 8:02:37 No

It would disadvantageous for children already at the school to just expand the PAN for these children.  There won’t be the space or the 

resources to adequately allow this. There is also the sibling effect, that could last for years.



910 11/12/21 8:05:31 11/12/21 8:41:33 No

Additional pressure on existing infrastructure and personnel to accommodate additional classes, which will take away resources, 

attention and opportunities from the normal intake. All programs and activities will temporarily have to be stretched to accommodate 

the additional classes leaving less which will negatively impact our children, their welfare and their learning. The temporary measures 

will never be as good to accommodate our children as something that would be put in place permanently. All activities and 

arrangements will be on a best intentions or best efforts basis, however will be limited by what the school already has as significant 

investment will not be made in short term activities. As everything will revert to normal in 2025 there is little incentive to do things 

well as  rational will be that the school is doing everyone a favour by accommodating the extra students. This will also damped staff 

moral as they will grin and bear tonplease everyone but will be looking to when the period ends and things revert to normal. Strongly 

appose this proposal as this will disadvantage our children with little to be gained for the pupils, teachers and support staff. If 

commitments where made to LPPS parents, who took the risk and endured the difficulties of starting a new school, then that right to a 

place at secondary has been earned and the school ought to Honour their assurances. Other people have not had to endure these 

difficulties and will have to accept where preference has been given to those that have helped build the school. They too had the 

opportunity to join LPPS at inception but they did not. 

911 11/12/21 8:47:36 11/12/21 8:50:46 No

This would make it an even more stressful environment for those with ASD.

The numbers would be too high for resources for everyone. 

912 11/12/21 8:49:07 11/12/21 8:56:10 Yes The increase in PAN for the two years is sensible and ensures that there will be no impact on admisssions for other children.

913 11/12/21 8:57:39 11/12/21 9:00:02 No Our schools are already stretched as it is

914 11/12/21 8:29:35 11/12/21 9:05:24 Yes

Yes but only in the case of this consultation going through. Increasing the PAN is clearly not advantageous for these schools generally 

or it would have been done a long time ago.

915 11/12/21 9:16:56 11/12/21 9:23:49 No See above

916 11/12/21 9:21:53 11/12/21 9:26:31 No Following response to Q1, this is not relevant. 

917 11/12/21 9:22:46 11/12/21 9:26:31 No i do not agree with the proposals in q1 so this is irrelevant.  

918 11/12/21 9:17:02 11/12/21 9:28:39 No

Increasing the PAN in the short term could affect the quality of provision currently given to pupils at the school.  If it were really 

possible to increase the PAN without detriment to the pupils and with adequate financial viability, the schools would no doubt 

increase it permanently.  The suggested increase in PAN is clearly led by the parents of LPPS children who feel misled on feeder school 

status.  That alone is not a good or appropriate reason to increase PAN.

Furthermore there will be knock on effects to later years if PAN is increased because of the sibling rule in the admissions criteria.

As LPSB in particular is usually over-subscribed, this could mean in future, local children living close to the school have to travel further 

to get to an alternative school

919 11/12/21 9:34:16 11/12/21 9:35:10 No

920 11/12/21 9:33:06 11/12/21 9:35:26 Yes

921 11/12/21 9:36:56 11/12/21 9:39:01 Yes

922 11/12/21 9:14:35 11/12/21 9:39:42 No

This puts a strain on the school resources.  This will disadvantage the children attending the school in all years as a result of more 

children competing for same teachers, equipment, lockers, playground and classroom space etc.  The teachers are already 

overstretched and have trouble managing workload.

923 11/12/21 9:40:12 11/12/21 9:42:38 No Classrooms will be too crowded



924 11/12/21 9:14:37 11/12/21 9:50:34 No

As I don't agree with allowing Langley Primary being a feeder school for the secondary schools, I also disagree with this. If these pupils 

don't get priority, there would be no reason to expand the PAN. Langley schools are already big schools, presumably resources will 

have to be taken from elsewhere to accommodate these extra classes. 

925 11/12/21 9:44:49 11/12/21 9:51:50 No Reduces catchment for those hoping to go to those schools then can’t. 

926 11/12/21 9:49:48 11/12/21 10:00:51 No

Please see 2 above. In addition, the siblings of the extra children proposed to be accepted will impact on other applications in future 

years. If the school does have capacity for more children then I would suggest those be allocated on the basis of the existing 

allocations policy to the children who live closest to the school. 

927 11/12/21 10:09:33 11/12/21 10:11:52 Yes

928 11/12/21 10:14:59 11/12/21 10:20:14 No

We'd agree with this proposal as long as new qualified teachers and TAs are hired so the overall quality and access to facilities for 

children is not significantly impacted. Also if new facilities are increased whether onsite or offsite so that all pupils get equal chance at 

all activites same as before.

929 11/12/21 10:35:20 11/12/21 10:37:17 Yes

930 11/12/21 10:36:01 11/12/21 10:39:32 No See above

931 11/12/21 10:39:01 11/12/21 10:42:06 No Still isn’t fair 

932 11/12/21 10:40:09 11/12/21 10:55:53 No

By increasing the PAN it will create unnecessary costs - the schools will need to find additional funding and space.  It will be to the 

detriment of children already attending the schools.

Increasing the PAN will negatively impact admissions beyond these two year groups - any siblings will benefit from the sibling rules.  It 

will continue to impact the community for years to come.  Why should local children be impacted by an alledged false promise?!

933 11/12/21 10:58:24 11/12/21 10:59:30 No

934 11/12/21 10:57:12 11/12/21 11:08:12 No

It will have negative impacts for many years to come and unfairly prevent local families that should have obtained places due to sibling 

policy and impacts of the bulge years.

935 11/12/21 11:13:25 11/12/21 11:14:28 No

936 11/12/21 11:09:03 11/12/21 11:20:22 No

I don't agree with the proposal, so why would I agree to the PAN being increased?  This will have a knock on affect for years because of 

the sibling rule.

937 11/12/21 11:20:35 11/12/21 11:21:09 No

938 11/12/21 11:21:20 11/12/21 11:21:30 No

939 11/12/21 11:21:35 11/12/21 11:21:47 No

940 11/12/21 11:21:49 11/12/21 11:21:57 No

941 11/12/21 11:18:04 11/12/21 11:22:54 No This will be adverse over the long term 

942 11/12/21 11:27:43 11/12/21 11:47:06 No

First, increasing the PAN, even for two years, would be detrimental to all pupils at the secondary schools. More pupils necessarily 

means teachers (and the Trust) can dedicate less time and attention to each child. If the trust believed that increasing the size of the 

school would not be of detriment, then it would be proposing a permanent PAN increase, with an associated plan for how those 

additional children will be adequately taught. As it is, this PAN increase is openly stated to be a distortion, intended to accommodate a 

temporary change to the rules, which is in turn made for improper reasons. The proposed increase in PAN is therefore improper in 

itself.

Second, the Trust have given no information at all about how the PAN increase in the two years specified will impact the Sixth Form, 

when the children in the bulge years reach 17 years old. If detailed planning on this aspect has been done, then it should have formed 

part of the consultation papers. If detailed planning has not yet been done, then the trustees cannot and should not agree to a change 

of policy. The Trust would be ‘flying blind’ into potential problems.



943 11/12/21 11:48:30 11/12/21 11:52:54 No I think it is hard enough for teachers to teach the number of pupils already in a class and to increase this will affect the childs learning.

944 11/12/21 11:33:09 11/12/21 11:53:59 Neutral

Not against increasing the PAN if the pupil teacher ratio is not negatively impacted. However, not because the Primary School has 

become a feeder. 

945 11/12/21 11:49:29 11/12/21 11:59:18 No

This will impact the school as a whole making the premises more congested, putting financial and teaching pressures on the school 

and overall impacting the quality of the school 

946 11/12/21 12:03:03 11/12/21 12:24:54 No Please see my response above to question 2 as this covers it.

947 11/12/21 11:48:04 11/12/21 12:31:48 Neutral

Unless the PAN equates to the number of admissions from primary school it remains unfair.

Also, greater information is needed regarding how you will ensure the provision of teaching does not drop by increasing student 

numbers. Would money not be better spent improving facilities at the girls school so that is in on par with the boy school.

948 11/12/21 12:40:46 11/12/21 12:44:48 No It could pise a fire hazard having more children. Children will not get the attention they need if school resources are stretched.

949 11/12/21 12:42:37 11/12/21 13:00:55 No

The trust would need to make accommodation well beyond 2025. Priority sibling places would be given to children included as part of 

this increase and when the admission numbers reduced for subsequent years local children would miss out on places. The Trust must 

know this and should be more transparent about this. 

950 11/12/21 13:10:24 11/12/21 13:17:30 No

A further consultation should not be required. It is simply a means to make the change permanent.

It will not just impact these 2 years as siblings will need to be taken into account for the for-seeable future

The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable

951 11/12/21 13:06:12 11/12/21 13:55:26 No

I’m not convinced this would be reduced again by 2025 as it states the Trust ‘intends to consult on reducing the PAN back to normal 

levels by 2025”

It’s not a definite.

952 11/12/21 14:03:19 11/12/21 14:05:00 No

953 11/12/21 13:47:10 11/12/21 14:13:52 No

Increasing class size will impact the children especially if there are not the resources in place to cope with increased number of 

children in the year.

954 11/12/21 14:14:39 11/12/21 14:15:19 No

955 11/12/21 14:16:43 11/12/21 14:24:06 No I believe that the school infrastructure can not accommodate this growth

956 11/12/21 14:14:48 11/12/21 14:25:19 No

The school is massively oversubscribed. Had the capacity existed previously to increase the PAN, I'm sure it would have been done by 

now. To do it to solve a problem the Trust created is not fair on the current and future pupils. 

957 11/12/21 14:27:24 11/12/21 14:29:21 No

958 11/12/21 14:33:45 11/12/21 14:39:35 No Will this not impact the teacher to pupil ratio

959 11/12/21 14:45:30 11/12/21 14:47:55 Yes

960 11/12/21 14:46:41 11/12/21 14:48:54 Yes No one misses out

961 11/12/21 14:45:29 11/12/21 14:49:24 Yes This will minimise any impact on other local children regarding admission to the Langley secondary schools. 

962 11/12/21 15:30:26 11/12/21 15:38:59 No

It’s fine initially but it’ll just settle into a rhythm that prioritises people who can afford to live very locally over the more spread out 

current catchment area. It’ll inevitably leave Park Langley primary massively popular purely as a feeder and diminish the other schools 

that are meant to be in a foundation.

963 11/12/21 16:14:07 11/12/21 16:15:24 No Again how will adding more children to the classes help the already over stretched schools ?

964 11/12/21 16:15:28 11/12/21 16:17:14 No It will stretch resources and staff 

965 11/12/21 16:17:26 11/12/21 16:17:39 No

966 11/12/21 16:39:28 11/12/21 16:41:04 Yes Yes, this idea is great and gives assurance to other local parents that they wont be affected.

967 11/12/21 17:16:11 11/12/21 17:17:31 No



968 11/12/21 17:14:26 11/12/21 17:26:45 No This would further disadvantage the children across all years by over-stretching already tight resources 

969 11/12/21 17:13:56 11/12/21 17:33:12 No

I do not agree with proposal 1 so equally do not agree with this part of the proposal. My child has SEN and I do not think it is right to 

increase the size of the school years and potentially dilute the resources. 

970 11/12/21 17:30:58 11/12/21 17:38:13 No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries for two years will mean that the schools have to find additional funding, resource 

and space for these additional places. They are already oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual intakes. Increasing the PAN 

will be to the detriment of children already attending the schools and those joining in the future.

The effects of the suggested change won’t be limited to the two years identified, because siblings of the children from LPPS who jump 

the queue will benefit from the sibling rule across the LP Secondaries. The knock-on effect of these proposals will continue to affect 

admissions to the LP Secondaries for many years to come. Children living closer to the schools will miss out on school places to those 

living further away.

971 11/12/21 17:27:12 11/12/21 17:55:50 Neutral

Only if the trust cuts off the local community and other local schools should they make the forms bigger to accommodate some of 

those children. We don’t believe this will come to fruition as it is just a plot to get the vote through. If the school was big enough to 

expand I’m sure the trust would have extended the forms in the past as it’s such a well respected school. 

972 11/12/21 17:55:04 11/12/21 18:00:12 No Will funding for teachers & resources for the additional pupils be provided? Will standards be maintained? 

973 11/12/21 17:48:15 11/12/21 18:02:49 No Not for your stated reason.

974 11/12/21 18:12:40 11/12/21 18:37:54 No

To live close to a good secondary school makes a straight impact in prices of the houses. If the PAN is bigger but not for ever it makes 

that the catchment area will change for 2-3 years making that people who didn’t do the effort to live close to Langley has the 

opportunity to go into and it’s not fair for families who made the effort to live close to Langley. 

975 11/12/21 18:42:57 11/12/21 18:47:00 No LPGS is already at capacity and this proposal will lead to over crowding. 

976 11/12/21 18:51:27 11/12/21 18:56:54 No It would put strain on the teachers and space is already an issue

977 11/12/21 19:11:40 11/12/21 19:22:45 No

A bulge in a school is never a good idea, stretched resources will be further stretched to the detriment of current students. This is 

unfair. The girls school already is large enough.

978 11/12/21 19:18:51 11/12/21 19:26:47 No

Both schools are already quite large and there are issues with pollution and safety on Hawksbrook Lane which will be exacerbated by 

another two classes of pupils using the facilities.  

979 11/12/21 19:31:40 11/12/21 19:39:03 No Increasing the numbers will simply reduce the quality of education. It is a disgrace. 

980 11/12/21 19:13:14 11/12/21 19:50:13 No

Again you are impacting all students to satisfy parents that are trying to game the system. This will impact other later years due to the 

sibling rules and it is simply wrong. This is an attempt to mitigate the argument that students closer to the school will be 

disadvantaged. All students will be impacted not only in the years while the extra students are in attendance but also the sibling rules 

unfairly impacting children that are closer to the school.

981 11/12/21 20:03:58 11/12/21 20:13:09 Neutral

I think it’s good to increase the number but like mentioned in previous answer it should be for any school not only Langley primary 

admissions. 

982 11/12/21 20:12:50 11/12/21 20:16:54 No

983 11/12/21 20:16:47 11/12/21 20:18:48 No Unfair in the future to local households

984 11/12/21 20:20:46 11/12/21 20:24:23 No

985 11/12/21 20:19:57 11/12/21 20:25:17 No The increased PAN size will put more pressure on teachers and on class sizes and will impact the children already at the school. 

986 11/12/21 20:24:35 11/12/21 20:26:41 No

987 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:37 No

988 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:41 No



989 11/12/21 19:54:49 11/12/21 20:38:39 No

The impact on current children within the school ie stretch on resources. 

There is no reassurance those bigger year groups will not be disadvantaged ie increased class size. 

The knock on effect of siblings in future years.  

990 11/12/21 20:38:13 11/12/21 20:39:12 No

991 11/12/21 19:31:29 11/12/21 20:39:22 No

The consultation document states that 'the Board of Trustees is also seeking to ensure, as far as

reasonably possible, that no other child misses out on a place at LPSB or LPGS as a result'. Whilst I accept that no child in the years 

directly affected (Sept 2023 and Sept 2024) will miss out on a place due to the increase in PAN, that cannot be said for children in the 

years following. Those children who are given priority admission during 2023 & 2024 will inevitably have siblings, who are then given 

priority sibling places in the years to come. This will definitely cause other children to miss out on a place at LPSB and LPGS as a direct 

consequence of this change in admissions, and that is quite simply unacceptable. The only way to ensure no other child misses out, is 

to not allow this change in admissions policy.

Whilst the consultation notice makes multiple references to how no child should miss out on a place as a result of these changes in 

policy, it does not refer to how the school will ensure that the education and experiences of children in these two 'bulge' year groups 

do not suffer. I refuse to accept that these children will not suffer as a result of the additional class in each year. Whilst there will be a 

small increase in funding due to these additional children, as it is only temporary it cannot ensure that school can fully meet the needs 

of this additional class and all the other children in the year group. I have serious concerns about the extra workload it will give to the 

teachers, and the detrimental effect this will have on the children and their education. I am concerned it could also mean that children 

are being taught by non-specialists. With an extra class in the year - there will be more competition for clubs and sports teams, 

residential trips and some children will certainly miss out who would not have done so with the normal PAN.

I also have an issue with the need to reconsult to lower the PAN in 2025. Why is this necessary if the consultation now is regarding a 

TEMPORARY increase in PAN? The consultation states that neither school could cope with a permanent increase in PAN. If there is a 

further consultation needed to reduce the PAN back down again, then that means there is a chance it could stay increased (I'm sure 

there would be considerable support for this from families who currently live just beyond the current 'catchment' distance). The 

chance of this is also unacceptable, due the the negative impact it could then have on every child in each school. 

It is simply not fair or right to do this ... to drastically change the admissions code to the detriment of others because a few families are 

upset at their own situation. 

992 11/12/21 20:32:31 11/12/21 20:41:55 No

993 11/12/21 20:42:07 11/12/21 20:42:22 No

994 11/12/21 20:46:27 11/12/21 20:49:57 No It is already a huge school and will be stretched further unnecessarily.

995 11/12/21 20:46:56 11/12/21 20:51:35 No Pressure on school resources, space and staff. 

996 11/12/21 20:39:06 11/12/21 20:52:23 Neutral May impact the quality of teaching and burden on current teachers, hope the trust have considered how this will be managed.

997 11/12/21 20:21:35 11/12/21 20:53:55 No

creating an extra 2 Forms (2023&2024)  is  one thing but thereafter the increased cohorts have to be absorbed into all 

lessons/activities/pastoral care/dinner hall etc thereafter having a detrimental affect on not only the complete Year Groups but also 

across the whole School Community as the increased PAN progresses. The extra pupils may also have siblings who will then take 

priority in future intakes. 

998 11/12/21 20:55:54 11/12/21 20:58:23 No



999 11/12/21 20:27:35 11/12/21 20:59:31 No

As above.

Local children will miss out at some point in the future when siblings of these children from out of the area secure a place over local 

children on the sibling rule!

1000 11/12/21 20:36:13 11/12/21 21:03:23 No

The students will be impacted - obviously the school doesn’t have the capacity to host an additional 30 otherwise it would be doing so 

now, and would continue to do so after 2025. The resources will have to be stretched across more pupils so their education could be 

affected in many ways. 

1001 11/12/21 20:18:28 11/12/21 21:07:24 Yes

1002 11/12/21 20:30:55 11/12/21 21:14:47 No

If no other option were available this would be a potential course of action, but as stated in full in answer to Question 1 (box 2) you 

are trying to solve a problem caused by misinformation by distorting the local community and damaging local children and other 

secondary schools, instead of accepting legal liability or seeking other resolution for a no doubt vocal group of parents at your primary 

schools. Following this by returning the school to previous PAN in 2025 will significantly disadvantage children seeking to join that year 

as siblings will account for a large number of places.

1003 11/12/21 20:30:34 11/12/21 21:16:03 No

The proposal is unreasonable: 

In the short term, there will be extra pressure on resources, classrooms, teachers and other facilities, regardless of how much you try 

to mitigate these - if the schools weren't already full, you wouldn't be having this trouble in the first place. 

In the medium term, the Consultation Notice states that reducing the PAN after two years will be a matter for consultation - 

considering how long this has been going on (and the relative lack of transparency), the community is entirely justified in being 

concerned that the higher admissions numbers will remain, and also that a further precedent for feeder schools has been set. 

In the longer term, if the PAN is reduced, siblings of LPPS students given priority will presumably also get priority, meaning that once 

again, local children face being unable to go to their nearest school, while children from further away take their place due to a 

loophole.  

1004 11/12/21 21:11:20 11/12/21 21:16:43 No

Increasing the pupil intakes at the LP Secondaries for two years will mean that the schools have to find additional funding, resource 

and space for these additional places. They are already oversubscribed year-on-year and have large annual intakes. Increasing the PAN 

will be to the detriment of children already attending the schools and those joining in the future.

The effects of the suggested change won’t be limited to the two years identified, because siblings of the children from LPPS who jump 

the queue will benefit from the sibling rule across the LP Secondaries. The knock-on effect of these proposals will continue to affect 

admissions to the LP Secondaries for many years to come. Children living closer to the schools will miss out on school places to those 

living further away.

1005 11/12/21 21:20:10 11/12/21 21:21:07 No

1006 11/12/21 21:09:02 11/12/21 21:21:14 No

I disagree with this proposal given my disagreement with the first proposal and that this is only being suggested as an attempt to 

minimise the impact of the first proposal.

1007 11/12/21 21:16:21 11/12/21 21:21:41 No As stated above. The site is ridiculously overcrowded anyway. Basic common spaces are full to capacity. 

1008 11/12/21 21:21:09 11/12/21 21:21:50 No

1009 11/12/21 21:08:37 11/12/21 21:22:04 No

For the reasons above. 

My grandsons live a stones throw away from LPSB and the eldest will be due to attend two years after the bulge and his brother three 

years after that. I hate to think of them being in the school at the same time as these big years. They will suffer due to the extra 

demand on resources and that just isn’t right. 

Local children will also suffer because of the sibling rule further down the line. 



1010 11/12/21 21:20:44 11/12/21 21:27:54 No I don’t believe that increasing the number of pupils at the secondary schools is in the best interests of the current/future pupils

1011 11/12/21 21:26:32 11/12/21 21:28:25 No It’s so crowded at the best of times. Movement in corridors is packed, common areas are packed. Queues for lunch and too big. 

1012 11/12/21 21:29:33 11/12/21 21:30:25 No Overcrowding on a under resourced site ( girls) 

1013 11/12/21 21:30:31 11/12/21 21:32:17 No There are so many people at the school already and I avoid buying lunch because the queue is always too long. Same using the toilets.

1014 11/12/21 21:00:53 11/12/21 21:38:22 No

This will affect the whole school(s) not just the two cohorts in both schools. All pupils will be affected by the two years of extra PANs 

(plus more competition for sibling admissions) as they progress through the school and onto 6th Form. Parents who made the decision 

to apply to the schools for this year's intake did so on the information available at the time, assuming that the sibling rule would be 

straightforward and pupil numbers would be stable.  

The catchment area will shrink therefore further disadvantaging children who live in more distant parts of West Wickham. 

1015 11/12/21 21:40:30 11/12/21 21:40:54 No

1016 11/12/21 21:36:05 11/12/21 21:42:46 No This will negatively impact the education of these year groups and pupils at the school at the same times 

1017 11/12/21 20:44:21 11/12/21 21:43:02 No

This does not address the ripple effect further down the line due to siblings of children in the bulge years then getting priority places 

at both secondary schools, meaning that children who live closer to the schools miss out.

The resources at the secondary schools would also be stretched and the secondary school experience on a whole would then sub 

optimal, with more kids shoehorned into the same space.

The LPSB wasn’t even in the trust at the time of the apparent promise of future feeder school status for LPPS, so even if this whole 

situation were to be entertained it’s still does not make any sense for the boys school to be involved in any way.

1018 11/12/21 21:46:16 11/12/21 21:50:21 Neutral

It would depend on the quality of education  a bumper year would receive and if LPGs and the boys school have the staff to teach an 

extra class in these 2 year entry 

1019 11/12/21 21:53:49 11/12/21 21:56:58 Neutral

1020 11/12/21 21:53:48 11/12/21 21:57:45 Neutral

1021 11/12/21 21:55:33 11/12/21 22:28:36 No

The trust has stated in its consultation document that the school cannot accommodate a permanent increase in PAN, but yet will 

require a further consultation to reduce the PAN at a later date.  As the outcome of this future consultation cannot be guaranteed, the 

trust should not risk that it may not be able follow through with plans to later reduce the PAN. Additional pupils will result in resources 

(money, staff, space and facilities) having to be stretched further than they otherwise would have if the PAN remained unchanged.  

This will disadvantage all pupils at the school, for the benefit of the few children at Langley Park Primary School that would benefit 

from the proposed change.

1022 11/12/21 22:26:25 11/12/21 22:37:01 No Resources are already tight where is the extra money coming from  to fund this ? It will disadvantage all children at the school. 

1023 11/12/21 22:37:18 11/12/21 22:50:21 Neutral

1024 11/12/21 22:57:34 11/12/21 23:02:16 No

An increase to the school population will negatively impact any children attending the school alongside the bulge classes in terms of 

their pastoral care

1025 11/12/21 23:02:24 11/12/21 23:02:35 No

1026 11/12/21 22:46:54 11/12/21 23:03:52 No The schools are already oversubscribed and resources are short, particularly at LPGS.

1027 11/12/21 23:02:37 11/12/21 23:03:56 No Unfair on the children 



1028 11/12/21 23:04:19 11/12/21 23:04:36 No

1029 11/12/21 23:04:41 11/12/21 23:05:08 No

1030 11/12/21 23:05:42 11/12/21 23:06:01 No

1031 11/12/21 23:06:14 11/12/21 23:06:30 No

1032 11/12/21 23:06:42 11/12/21 23:07:00 No

1033 11/12/21 23:07:23 11/12/21 23:07:36 No

1034 11/12/21 23:07:47 11/12/21 23:08:04 No

1035 11/12/21 23:08:21 11/12/21 23:08:32 No

1036 11/12/21 23:08:42 11/12/21 23:08:57 No

1037 11/12/21 23:09:13 11/12/21 23:09:28 No

1038 11/12/21 23:09:38 11/12/21 23:09:51 No

1039 11/12/21 23:10:03 11/12/21 23:10:15 No

1040 11/12/21 23:10:28 11/12/21 23:10:42 No

1041 11/12/21 23:10:57 11/12/21 23:11:10 No

1042 11/12/21 23:11:14 11/12/21 23:11:31 No

1043 11/12/21 23:11:33 11/12/21 23:11:48 No

1044 11/12/21 22:56:56 11/12/21 23:11:55 Yes

As well as providing extra places for children at LPPS who would benefit from priority admission, amending the PAN for these two 

years will have a positive outcome for any families on the border of the catchment area who may otherwise miss out on a place in 

other years as the PAN is being increased by more than is required to accommodate those children at LPPS.

1045 11/12/21 23:11:53 11/12/21 23:12:18 No

1046 11/12/21 23:12:26 11/12/21 23:12:53 No

1047 11/12/21 22:26:46 11/12/21 23:12:56 No

Increasing the PAN will put extra pressure on resources, funding, quality of teaching, space. The schools are already oversubscribed 

and the quality of education and day to day school life experience will suffer.

1048 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:13:23 No

1049 11/12/21 23:13:25 11/12/21 23:13:35 No

1050 11/12/21 23:13:36 11/12/21 23:13:46 No

1051 11/12/21 23:13:48 11/12/21 23:13:57 No

1052 11/12/21 23:13:59 11/12/21 23:14:19 No

1053 11/12/21 23:14:22 11/12/21 23:14:31 No

1054 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:14:32 No

1055 11/12/21 23:14:35 11/12/21 23:15:00 No

1056 11/12/21 23:15:15 11/12/21 23:15:25 No

1057 11/12/21 23:15:29 11/12/21 23:15:40 No

1058 11/12/21 23:16:16 11/12/21 23:16:26 No

1059 11/12/21 23:03:42 11/12/21 23:16:30 No

Increasing the number of children reduces the quality of education provided. Also what happens when they get to sixth form? Will 

there be additional places? It also creates big problems when you have siblings in subsequent years

1060 11/12/21 23:16:34 11/12/21 23:16:46 No

1061 11/12/21 23:16:48 11/12/21 23:16:58 No

1062 11/12/21 23:14:34 11/12/21 23:16:59 No

1063 11/12/21 23:17:00 11/12/21 23:17:10 No

1064 11/12/21 23:17:11 11/12/21 23:17:20 No



1065 11/12/21 23:17:23 11/12/21 23:17:33 No

1066 11/12/21 23:17:35 11/12/21 23:17:44 No

1067 11/12/21 23:17:46 11/12/21 23:17:58 No

1068 11/12/21 23:17:59 11/12/21 23:18:09 No

1069 11/12/21 23:18:10 11/12/21 23:18:21 No

1070 11/12/21 23:18:23 11/12/21 23:18:32 No

1071 11/12/21 23:17:53 11/12/21 23:18:33 No

1072 11/12/21 23:18:34 11/12/21 23:18:44 No

1073 11/12/21 23:18:47 11/12/21 23:18:57 No

1074 11/12/21 23:18:59 11/12/21 23:19:08 No

1075 11/12/21 23:19:10 11/12/21 23:19:20 No

1076 11/12/21 23:19:22 11/12/21 23:19:30 No

1077 11/12/21 23:19:32 11/12/21 23:19:41 No

1078 11/12/21 23:19:42 11/12/21 23:19:52 No

1079 11/12/21 23:19:54 11/12/21 23:20:01 No

1080 11/12/21 22:26:38 11/12/21 23:20:05 No

The catchment will shrink once the school goes back to normal levels, as there will be an impact for years to come with siblings joining 

the school.

Unless the school is planning to  increase teaching staff, the two affected year groups will have their education negatively impacted.

1081 11/12/21 23:16:58 11/12/21 23:20:12 No As above

1082 11/12/21 23:20:08 11/12/21 23:20:16 No

1083 11/12/21 23:20:18 11/12/21 23:20:32 No

1084 11/12/21 23:18:43 11/12/21 23:20:40 No

1085 11/12/21 23:20:33 11/12/21 23:20:43 No

1086 11/12/21 23:20:46 11/12/21 23:20:56 No



Question 3 

ID Start time Completion time Q3 Please state any reasons for your answer to Q3 in the box below

2 10/2/21 6:26:19 10/2/21 6:34:23 Yes

3 10/2/21 12:17:20 10/2/21 12:21:34 Yes As it is currently unfair

4 10/2/21 12:23:26 10/2/21 12:25:16 Yes

5 10/2/21 12:24:11 10/2/21 12:25:55 Yes Historical been unfair

6 10/2/21 12:22:04 10/2/21 12:38:18 Yes Would avoid the potential of possibly having to send mixed sex siblings to different schools.

7 10/2/21 12:41:53 10/2/21 12:45:31 Yes

8 10/2/21 23:40:55 10/2/21 23:53:58 Yes

9 10/3/21 8:12:15 10/3/21 8:20:31 Neutral

10 10/3/21 8:50:40 10/3/21 8:58:04 No  This just allows for even more children to get an unfair priority and disadvantage over other local children. 

11 10/3/21 9:09:54 10/3/21 9:13:22 Neutral

12 10/3/21 9:12:27 10/3/21 9:13:28 Yes

13 10/3/21 9:23:55 10/3/21 9:34:25 Yes

14 10/3/21 9:31:20 10/3/21 9:35:11 Yes Only fair for families 

15 10/3/21 10:27:02 10/3/21 10:36:39 Yes

16 10/3/21 10:34:46 10/3/21 10:44:49 Yes

17 10/3/21 10:43:26 10/3/21 10:55:52 Yes There is no reason why mixed sex siblings should be discriminated against. 

18 10/3/21 11:48:37 10/3/21 11:55:19 Yes

19 10/3/21 11:26:31 10/3/21 11:57:28 Yes

20 10/3/21 12:38:24 10/3/21 12:42:05 Yes It is fair

21 10/3/21 12:37:16 10/3/21 12:43:20 Yes This makes sense with mixed sex twins etc having equivalent access across the 2 secondary schools in the trust.

22 10/3/21 13:01:58 10/3/21 13:13:20 Yes

23 10/3/21 13:12:09 10/3/21 13:31:41 Yes I support the secondary requirement and priority of the collective Boys & Girls  school 

24 10/3/21 12:20:21 10/3/21 13:43:06 Yes Twins/ multiple births should be able to attend the same school site. 

25 10/3/21 13:26:35 10/3/21 13:52:27 Yes Yes I agree as mixed sex multiples should be given a same priority as single sex multiples 

26 10/3/21 13:22:57 10/3/21 13:52:42 No 

Siblings of higher multiple birth should be prioritized to be placed in the same school but they should not 

necessarily be in LPSB or LPGS.

27 10/3/21 13:43:57 10/3/21 13:53:56 Yes Mixed sex twins/multiples should be able to attend schools on the same site

28 10/3/21 13:50:28 10/3/21 13:57:05 Yes

29 10/3/21 14:02:25 10/3/21 14:03:41 Neutral

30 10/3/21 14:32:01 10/3/21 14:34:47 Yes

31 10/3/21 16:03:15 10/3/21 16:05:02 Neutral

32 10/3/21 16:29:30 10/3/21 16:34:07 Yes

33 10/3/21 16:39:28 10/3/21 16:41:07 Neutral

34 10/3/21 16:43:42 10/3/21 16:49:07 No  I believe the schools are separate and there admissions should remain separate.

35 10/3/21 18:42:13 10/3/21 18:55:19 Yes It seems fair that twins etc should be able to attend the same school ‘campus’ as their sibling/s



36 10/3/21 19:18:38 10/3/21 19:21:26 Yes

37 10/3/21 19:36:04 10/3/21 19:37:43 Yes

38 10/3/21 19:30:27 10/3/21 19:41:54 Yes Means there is less confusion all round. 

39 10/3/21 19:53:05 10/3/21 19:55:43 Yes

40 10/3/21 19:53:29 10/3/21 19:58:37 Neutral

41 10/3/21 19:53:21 10/3/21 19:58:38 Neutral

42 10/3/21 19:56:10 10/3/21 19:59:20 Yes

43 10/3/21 20:21:02 10/3/21 20:26:22 Yes Sensible

44 10/3/21 20:28:30 10/3/21 20:30:04 Yes

45 10/3/21 20:58:40 10/3/21 21:03:23 Yes

46 10/3/21 21:08:45 10/3/21 21:10:09 Yes

47 10/4/21 7:14:34 10/4/21 7:19:13 Neutral

48 10/4/21 8:16:45 10/4/21 8:21:08 Yes

49 10/4/21 8:54:13 10/4/21 8:59:17 Yes

50 10/4/21 10:00:17 10/4/21 10:05:05 Yes

51 10/4/21 10:13:50 10/4/21 10:17:02 Yes There should be no difference between single sex and mixed sex siblings.

52 10/4/21 10:13:12 10/4/21 10:17:47 Neutral

53 10/4/21 9:46:51 10/4/21 10:41:27 Neutral

54 10/4/21 9:52:39 10/4/21 10:41:56 Neutral I'm not clear on this one. I don't understand this question. 

55 10/4/21 10:29:55 10/4/21 10:46:15 Neutral

56 10/4/21 11:14:06 10/4/21 11:18:25 Yes

57 10/4/21 11:56:39 10/4/21 12:01:48 Yes

I agree, it would be unfair to send mixed sex multiple birth children to separate sites if they wish to attend the same 

site.

58 10/4/21 12:43:52 10/4/21 12:49:24 Yes

59 10/4/21 12:46:17 10/4/21 12:53:24 Yes

60 10/4/21 13:32:54 10/4/21 13:35:49 Yes

61 10/4/21 13:37:05 10/4/21 13:42:22 Yes

62 10/4/21 13:43:59 10/4/21 13:59:19 Neutral

63 10/4/21 14:32:56 10/4/21 14:36:27 No  As the children are at an age where they can all separate and go to different schools 

64 10/4/21 14:48:02 10/4/21 14:49:33 Neutral

65 10/4/21 14:48:50 10/4/21 14:50:20 Yes

66 10/4/21 14:51:13 10/4/21 14:53:32 Yes

67 10/4/21 14:46:49 10/4/21 15:07:29 Neutral

68 10/4/21 15:21:51 10/4/21 15:22:37 Neutral

69 10/4/21 15:58:20 10/4/21 16:06:00 Yes

Twins abs multiple births should be able to attend either school regardless of gender as they probably live in the 

same house. 

70 10/4/21 15:58:53 10/4/21 16:10:23 Yes That is fair

71 10/4/21 16:20:34 10/4/21 16:22:48 Yes

72 10/4/21 18:42:10 10/4/21 19:01:51 Neutral



73 10/4/21 19:06:00 10/4/21 19:14:28 Yes This seems sensible 

74 10/4/21 19:13:04 10/4/21 19:24:09 Yes

75 10/4/21 20:14:04 10/4/21 20:23:37 Yes The sibling rule should apply across the two schools. 

76 10/5/21 1:47:32 10/5/21 1:52:31 Neutral Sibling rule now applies if you are in catchment you shouldn’t have a problem 

77 10/5/21 2:31:43 10/5/21 2:56:14 No  The boys school was not even part of the trust when this cohort started.

78 10/5/21 6:03:29 10/5/21 6:06:24 Neutral

79 10/5/21 6:05:53 10/5/21 6:10:58 Yes

80 10/5/21 6:47:17 10/5/21 6:55:56 Yes

81 10/5/21 6:55:26 10/5/21 7:02:55 Neutral

82 10/5/21 7:09:55 10/5/21 7:12:32 Yes

83 10/5/21 7:14:30 10/5/21 7:16:01 Yes

84 10/5/21 7:16:13 10/5/21 7:17:10 No 

85 10/5/21 7:17:19 10/5/21 7:23:57 Yes

86 10/5/21 7:29:30 10/5/21 7:44:29 Yes

87 10/5/21 8:00:16 10/5/21 8:14:45 Yes

Twins of mixed sex should have the same

priority as same sex twins ideally you would

Prefer your children to go to school at the same campus 

88 10/5/21 8:13:11 10/5/21 8:14:46 Yes

89 10/5/21 9:02:43 10/5/21 9:08:42 Neutral

90 10/5/21 9:10:18 10/5/21 9:12:42 Neutral

91 10/5/21 9:13:36 10/5/21 9:15:23 Yes

92 10/5/21 9:13:41 10/5/21 9:17:19 Yes No priority is given is the right way forward 

93 10/5/21 9:11:03 10/5/21 9:18:54 No 

The schools are different and have different criteria and distance quotas. Many families have had children in the 

same family go yo different schools.

94 10/5/21 9:15:32 10/5/21 9:21:01 Yes

95 10/5/21 9:21:04 10/5/21 9:25:07 Neutral

96 10/5/21 9:21:12 10/5/21 9:25:19 Yes

97 10/5/21 9:34:04 10/5/21 9:36:51 Neutral

98 10/5/21 9:20:50 10/5/21 9:38:45 Yes

Twins would have always been at the same school and sometimes in the same class so being in schools that are a 

great distance apart may affect their mental health

99 10/5/21 9:40:25 10/5/21 9:42:19 Yes

100 10/5/21 9:50:39 10/5/21 9:52:05 Neutral

101 10/5/21 9:46:52 10/5/21 9:52:50 No 

Completely unfair on children living within the local areas.  As a parent I attended the open evening many years ago 

as my child was due to attend in the second year of the school being open and was 100 percent told that the school 

would NOT be a feeder and there were no plans for it to be so. 

102 10/5/21 9:46:04 10/5/21 9:54:03 Yes It would be ridiculous to expect otherwise.

103 10/5/21 9:45:09 10/5/21 10:00:02 Yes It must be a priority to treat all children equally. 

104 10/5/21 10:04:26 10/5/21 10:07:36 Yes I agree with this point.

105 10/5/21 10:17:20 10/5/21 10:21:37 Yes



106 10/5/21 10:22:22 10/5/21 10:25:27 Neutral

107 10/5/21 11:47:05 10/5/21 12:04:37 Yes Equality

108 10/5/21 12:09:03 10/5/21 12:17:50 Yes Sounds reasonable

109 10/5/21 12:20:11 10/5/21 12:22:11 Yes

110 10/5/21 12:30:31 10/5/21 12:38:31 Neutral

If children attend their closest school, then a larger proportion can walk to school. Surely we should be encouraging 

this (in order to reduce congestion/pollution and to reduce the numbers needing to use public transport to reduce 

the spread of Covid)?

111 10/5/21 12:39:15 10/5/21 12:41:18 Yes

112 10/5/21 12:41:15 10/5/21 12:43:27 Neutral

113 10/5/21 12:47:18 10/5/21 12:51:41 Yes

114 10/5/21 12:39:44 10/5/21 12:52:23 Neutral

115 10/5/21 12:38:24 10/5/21 12:57:41 No 

Langley Boys and Girls schools are separate and should still be treated as so.  There is no reason other than living in 

the relevant catchment that should allow mixed sex twins to automatically get a place at either school.  Siblings do 

not cross-over schools so mixed set twins should not also.

116 10/5/21 13:03:20 10/5/21 13:04:37 No 

117 10/5/21 13:05:17 10/5/21 13:08:35 Yes

118 10/5/21 13:11:59 10/5/21 13:14:33 Yes

119 10/5/21 13:16:09 10/5/21 13:18:31 Yes

120 10/5/21 13:20:29 10/5/21 13:24:01 No  see above.

121 10/5/21 13:18:18 10/5/21 13:24:15 Yes

122 10/5/21 13:20:20 10/5/21 13:25:05 Yes Siblings should not be split into 2 schools far away from each other

123 10/5/21 13:29:09 10/5/21 13:30:26 Neutral

124 10/5/21 13:29:30 10/5/21 13:31:37 Neutral

125 10/5/21 13:33:54 10/5/21 13:36:19 Yes

126 10/5/21 13:22:03 10/5/21 13:37:21 Neutral

127 10/5/21 13:34:31 10/5/21 13:37:27 Yes

128 10/5/21 13:36:11 10/5/21 13:42:34 Yes It's fair not to discriminate between the different types of siblings.

129 10/5/21 13:28:41 10/5/21 13:42:54 No  see above

130 10/5/21 13:41:23 10/5/21 13:44:07 Yes

131 10/5/21 13:29:16 10/5/21 13:44:40 No 

This proposal discriminates against mixed sex siblings of different but close ages, as the exact same rational for 

preferential admission exists for them (e.g. family logistics, wellbeing, etc) but yet they are excluded from the 

proposal.

132 10/5/21 13:44:09 10/5/21 13:45:54 Yes

133 10/5/21 13:43:10 10/5/21 13:46:05 Yes

134 10/5/21 13:51:01 10/5/21 13:53:06 Yes

135 10/5/21 13:33:59 10/5/21 13:57:59 Neutral

136 10/5/21 13:59:24 10/5/21 14:06:07 Neutral

137 10/5/21 14:18:45 10/5/21 14:21:30 No 

138 10/5/21 14:24:52 10/5/21 14:26:39 Neutral



139 10/5/21 14:55:55 10/5/21 14:58:48 Yes

140 10/5/21 15:28:59 10/5/21 15:36:54 Neutral

141 10/5/21 15:32:20 10/5/21 15:47:31 No  .

142 10/5/21 16:12:36 10/5/21 16:16:46 Neutral

143 10/5/21 16:19:23 10/5/21 16:46:22 Yes

144 10/5/21 16:48:33 10/5/21 16:51:40 Yes

145 10/5/21 16:52:17 10/5/21 16:57:23 No  Priority should only be given for the school your child is at not any other in the trust or st the boys or girls schools.  

146 10/5/21 16:57:09 10/5/21 16:59:19 Neutral

147 10/5/21 16:57:35 10/5/21 17:04:05 Yes That is entirely reasonable.

148 10/5/21 17:20:32 10/5/21 17:21:18 No 

149 10/5/21 17:21:22 10/5/21 17:22:04 No 

150 10/5/21 17:22:06 10/5/21 17:23:09 No 

151 10/5/21 17:27:36 10/5/21 17:33:51 Neutral

152 10/5/21 17:46:37 10/5/21 17:52:53 Yes

153 10/5/21 17:47:51 10/5/21 17:56:51 Neutral

LPBG has a much wider catchment then LPBS. It would mean local children applying for LPBS could be denied 

admission due to boy's being fed in within the girl catchment area. Admissions should be prioritized by distance.

154 10/5/21 17:50:18 10/5/21 18:03:20 Yes Seems fair

155 10/5/21 17:47:24 10/5/21 18:07:10 Neutral

156 10/5/21 18:21:44 10/5/21 18:24:19 Yes

157 10/5/21 18:31:02 10/5/21 18:34:34 Yes

158 10/5/21 18:51:13 10/5/21 19:05:01 No 

each school has a capacity and is an individual school. Each school should have its own intake. Each school also is 

run individually with different start times, different extra curricular activities, so what is the value of having siblings 

at different schools?

159 10/5/21 19:05:04 10/5/21 19:08:09 Yes It would make easier for parents to ensure their children are equally educated

160 10/5/21 19:05:41 10/5/21 19:13:04 Yes It should be the case.

161 10/5/21 17:19:02 10/5/21 19:13:56 Neutral If we didn’t have the bonkers system of single sex schools it wouldn’t be an issue

162 10/5/21 19:08:19 10/5/21 19:23:55 Yes

163 10/5/21 19:27:15 10/5/21 19:28:23 Neutral

164 10/5/21 19:27:24 10/5/21 19:37:50 Yes

Fairness, as children from the same family regardless of gender will be treated the same. Families with mixed 

gender children will not be disadvantaged.

165 10/5/21 19:32:51 10/5/21 19:41:48 Yes

166 10/5/21 19:33:01 10/5/21 19:48:57 No 

167 10/5/21 19:57:04 10/5/21 20:04:38 Yes Your rule will live quadruplets and triplets etc at a great disadvantage . It should be one rule for all.

168 10/5/21 20:06:32 10/5/21 20:11:17 Yes That sounds fair

169 10/5/21 20:15:03 10/5/21 20:23:32 Yes

It is only fair for multiple birth siblings be able to go to schools in the same location should they wish regardless of 

their gender

170 10/5/21 20:30:57 10/5/21 20:36:17 Yes



171 10/5/21 20:51:09 10/5/21 20:53:01 No 

172 10/5/21 20:56:26 10/5/21 20:57:57 Yes

173 10/5/21 21:05:45 10/5/21 21:06:49 Yes

174 10/5/21 20:47:38 10/5/21 21:08:41 Yes

175 10/5/21 21:02:45 10/5/21 21:10:19 Yes

176 10/5/21 21:12:29 10/5/21 21:15:08 Yes

177 10/5/21 21:16:29 10/5/21 21:20:39 Yes

178 10/5/21 21:13:56 10/5/21 21:24:04 Yes Why would this not always be the case???

179 10/5/21 21:20:02 10/5/21 21:26:56 Yes Sibling rule should apply no matter how many siblings there are

180 10/5/21 21:21:15 10/5/21 21:28:10 Yes

181 10/5/21 21:10:26 10/5/21 21:29:31 Yes

182 10/5/21 21:26:12 10/5/21 21:34:40 Neutral

183 10/5/21 21:33:47 10/5/21 21:38:28 Neutral

184 10/5/21 21:30:43 10/5/21 21:39:36 Yes

185 10/5/21 21:40:36 10/5/21 21:42:40 Neutral

186 10/5/21 21:29:07 10/5/21 21:44:26 Yes

187 10/5/21 21:45:56 10/5/21 21:47:38 Yes

188 10/5/21 22:12:24 10/5/21 22:16:43 Yes

189 10/5/21 22:28:32 10/5/21 22:29:02 Yes

190 10/6/21 5:50:11 10/6/21 6:01:09 No  Priority should just apply to the school the sibling is at not any other in the trust.

191 10/6/21 7:03:12 10/6/21 7:03:54 Yes

192 10/6/21 8:35:46 10/6/21 8:45:53 Yes

193 10/6/21 8:51:18 10/6/21 8:54:35 Neutral

194 10/6/21 9:56:08 10/6/21 9:59:54 Yes

195 10/6/21 10:07:02 10/6/21 10:40:39 Yes I wasn’t aware this wasn’t policy already.

196 10/6/21 10:53:21 10/6/21 12:01:37 No 

197 10/6/21 12:10:54 10/6/21 12:15:56 Yes

198 10/6/21 13:03:24 10/6/21 13:23:42 Yes It is fair.

199 10/6/21 13:38:53 10/6/21 13:42:57 Yes

200 10/6/21 13:46:56 10/6/21 14:17:39 Yes It seems a fairer arrangement

201 10/6/21 15:22:55 10/6/21 15:25:25 Yes Easier for families

202 10/6/21 19:27:26 10/6/21 19:38:47 Neutral Neither agree nor disagree

203 10/7/21 6:16:22 10/7/21 6:20:50 Yes Shouldn’t have one twin at Lpgs and the other traveling 3 miles away

204 10/7/21 7:00:49 10/7/21 7:02:36 Yes This is reasonable 

205 10/7/21 7:11:47 10/7/21 7:17:11 Yes Works better for families. Potentially less use of the car to do multiple drop offs

206 10/7/21 7:49:36 10/7/21 7:55:12 Yes It makes practical sense for twins or multiple siblings to attend the same trust.

207 10/7/21 14:31:02 10/7/21 14:32:07 Neutral

208 10/7/21 21:06:57 10/7/21 21:10:35 Yes

209 10/8/21 0:10:06 10/8/21 0:30:30 Neutral



210 10/8/21 5:05:09 10/8/21 5:27:25 Yes

211 10/8/21 9:45:55 10/8/21 10:11:15 Neutral

212 10/8/21 15:28:56 10/8/21 15:31:42 Yes

213 10/8/21 15:12:31 10/8/21 15:32:40 Yes

214 10/8/21 15:55:48 10/8/21 16:04:04 Yes

215 10/8/21 16:08:11 10/8/21 16:09:49 No 

216 10/8/21 16:06:54 10/8/21 16:11:23 Yes

217 10/8/21 16:04:39 10/8/21 16:19:37 Yes

218 10/8/21 16:15:55 10/8/21 16:24:05 Neutral

219 10/8/21 17:05:44 10/8/21 17:22:20 No  No concessions

220 10/8/21 17:35:37 10/8/21 17:41:33 Yes it is fair

221 10/8/21 17:48:18 10/8/21 17:52:40 Yes

222 10/8/21 19:42:32 10/8/21 19:46:01 Neutral

223 10/8/21 19:53:34 10/8/21 20:12:38 Yes

224 10/8/21 21:52:21 10/8/21 22:18:27 Yes It’s dotting the i on a document that perhaps should been dotted originally.

225 10/9/21 8:42:46 10/9/21 8:46:37 Yes

226 10/9/21 9:25:31 10/9/21 9:39:53 No 

There are sound reasons for the PAN - why have one?  To ensure class sizes are appropriate for facilities and 

teacher ratios. Exceeding the PAN piecemeal will increase already large class sizes.  It’s a hard decision but a limit in 

intake numbers for compelling reasons.  I repeat my response to question 4. These schools are already large, 8 form 

entry schools. In a time of Covid, when we should be looking carefully at social distancing where possible, 

increasing the PAN is not appropriate given the school real estate and facilities are finite, even if extra pupil funding 

could possibly address staff resources.  At the same time the increased PAN is being consulted upon, the MAT is 

also warning parents about excessive congestion in Hawksbrook Lane. Increasing the PAN will only increase that 

congestion.  The PAN should not be increased as the schools will be less able to social distance and congestion will 

increase. This proposal only increases risk to the children in the Langley secondary schools. 

227 10/9/21 9:41:13 10/9/21 9:43:38 Yes

228 10/9/21 16:04:14 10/9/21 16:22:25 Neutral I don’t mind 

229 10/9/21 21:42:31 10/9/21 22:02:16 Yes

230 10/10/21 18:17:04 10/10/21 18:23:14 Yes Seems common sense.

231 10/10/21 19:07:24 10/10/21 19:09:24 Yes

232 10/10/21 19:44:14 10/10/21 19:54:14 No  You are ultimately planning to make the boys and girls schools one school of mixed gender.

233 10/10/21 20:28:22 10/10/21 20:30:24 No 

234 10/10/21 20:34:31 10/10/21 20:38:41 Yes

235 10/10/21 20:32:49 10/10/21 20:46:49 No  Same as reasons stated above

236 10/10/21 21:08:26 10/10/21 21:24:18 Yes Does this have anything to do with the rest of the consultation? This part of the consultation seems fair.

237 10/10/21 22:04:37 10/10/21 22:05:18 No 



238 10/11/21 9:02:29 10/11/21 9:04:36 No 

There should not be any priority to admission to secondary school - places should be given strictly by proximity of 

home address to school regardless

239 10/11/21 11:04:39 10/11/21 11:08:17 Yes

240 10/11/21 14:19:58 10/11/21 14:22:31 Yes

241 10/11/21 14:21:36 10/11/21 14:40:59 No  As above

242 10/11/21 15:02:02 10/11/21 15:19:49 Yes

243 10/11/21 21:41:27 10/11/21 22:05:21 Neutral

244 10/12/21 7:02:43 10/12/21 7:05:17 Yes

245 10/12/21 7:44:43 10/12/21 7:47:51 Yes

246 10/12/21 7:52:42 10/12/21 7:55:06 Yes

247 10/12/21 8:16:48 10/12/21 8:18:23 Yes

248 10/12/21 8:51:00 10/12/21 8:55:02 Yes

249 10/12/21 8:55:14 10/12/21 8:56:51 Yes

250 10/12/21 8:57:19 10/12/21 9:00:37 Yes

251 10/12/21 8:56:45 10/12/21 9:18:51 No 

The schools are single sex schools, and should remain that way. No one group should get priority over another.

Should twins want to school together, they should choose an alternative school on the same site, that offers mixed 

sex classes. 

252 10/12/21 9:31:08 10/12/21 9:35:18 Neutral

253 10/12/21 9:30:29 10/12/21 9:36:49 Yes

254 10/12/21 8:51:14 10/12/21 9:37:26 Yes There shouldn't be a differentiation based on sex

255 10/12/21 9:32:14 10/12/21 9:37:30 Yes

256 10/12/21 9:41:54 10/12/21 9:46:03 Yes

257 10/12/21 9:52:47 10/12/21 9:55:34 Yes Equality 

258 10/12/21 9:45:02 10/12/21 10:00:31 Yes

259 10/12/21 10:08:59 10/12/21 10:10:18 Neutral

260 10/12/21 10:08:05 10/12/21 10:10:24 Yes As this makes it easier for parents and logistics of working 

261 10/12/21 9:57:55 10/12/21 10:19:32 No  The school should consider the children per school.

262 10/12/21 10:26:24 10/12/21 10:44:12 Yes All siblings same priority, doesn't matter if it's single birth or multiple birth

263 10/12/21 9:55:13 10/12/21 10:44:54 Yes This would just be fair 

264 10/12/21 10:47:00 10/12/21 10:50:55 Neutral

265 10/12/21 10:09:01 10/12/21 10:55:49 Yes

You should not discriminate between sexes. however we must first address the issue of siblings of these 120 extra 

children, who will predominantly be from beckenham and Elmer's end. Therefore putting children from west 

wickham and hayes at a disadvantage in years to come, as hayes secondary will fill up quicker. This will 

undoubtedly effect children at infant level now and will effect other secondary schools, especially Hayes.

266 10/12/21 11:02:56 10/12/21 11:05:21 Yes

267 10/12/21 10:10:28 10/12/21 11:07:03 Neutral

268 10/12/21 11:10:48 10/12/21 11:15:13 Neutral



269 10/12/21 11:19:31 10/12/21 11:37:44 Neutral

270 10/12/21 11:39:58 10/12/21 11:44:50 Neutral

271 10/12/21 11:36:46 10/12/21 11:51:27 Neutral

272 10/12/21 12:18:51 10/12/21 12:24:07 Yes

273 10/12/21 12:57:45 10/12/21 13:00:46 Yes

274 10/12/21 13:39:49 10/12/21 13:49:29 Neutral As long as the overall number was not compromised. If it meant less places then no I would not agree.

275 10/12/21 13:41:53 10/12/21 14:00:13 Yes

I think it would be discriminatory to only allow same sex twins/triplets etc. siblings priority so it should apply to 

mixed sex too. 

276 10/12/21 15:21:27 10/12/21 15:25:20 Yes It makes sense.

277 10/12/21 15:21:41 10/12/21 15:41:13 Yes

278 10/12/21 15:30:39 10/12/21 15:44:13 Neutral

279 10/12/21 15:49:47 10/12/21 15:53:01 Yes

280 10/12/21 15:56:28 10/12/21 15:59:02 Neutral

281 10/12/21 15:57:32 10/12/21 16:00:03 Yes It makes sense to include clarity

282 10/12/21 15:49:16 10/12/21 16:00:15 Neutral

283 10/12/21 16:23:35 10/12/21 16:29:37 Yes

284 10/12/21 16:35:18 10/12/21 16:39:25 Yes Not applicable

285 10/12/21 16:26:13 10/12/21 16:43:56 Yes

286 10/12/21 16:55:03 10/12/21 17:05:22 Yes

I feel that this is a wording issue to make it clear for families to ensure that all of their offspring attend the same 

school.

287 10/12/21 16:37:21 10/12/21 17:29:15 Yes This is fair.

288 10/12/21 17:21:31 10/12/21 17:35:25 Yes

289 10/12/21 17:34:07 10/12/21 17:39:17 Yes

290 10/12/21 17:38:39 10/12/21 17:45:09 Yes

291 10/12/21 17:50:01 10/12/21 17:53:47 Yes

292 10/12/21 19:16:21 10/12/21 19:19:47 Yes

293 10/12/21 19:31:59 10/12/21 19:36:29 Yes

294 10/12/21 20:50:34 10/12/21 20:53:38 Yes Fair

295 10/12/21 21:10:14 10/12/21 21:24:19 Yes It important for them to be in the same and same environment 

296 10/12/21 21:59:44 10/12/21 22:05:05 Yes

297 10/12/21 22:28:15 10/12/21 22:36:45 Neutral

298 10/12/21 22:37:14 10/12/21 22:48:14 No 

The senior schools are separate schools and entry should be treated as such irrespective of gender of multiple 

births of different genders.

299 10/12/21 22:54:34 10/12/21 22:58:07 Yes

300 10/12/21 22:51:51 10/12/21 23:04:06 No 

There should be a limit for siblings and the definition should not be widened as this would leave even more kids 

without a secondary school option. 

301 10/12/21 23:11:52 10/12/21 23:28:39 Yes

302 10/13/21 0:16:05 10/13/21 0:22:51 Yes

303 10/13/21 7:10:54 10/13/21 7:17:01 No  This decreases the number of intake for other families



304 10/13/21 7:17:25 10/13/21 7:22:38 Yes This seems fair and sensible.

305 10/13/21 9:16:25 10/13/21 9:28:51 Yes This seems common sense. 

306 10/13/21 11:48:17 10/13/21 11:52:20 Yes

307 10/13/21 11:54:33 10/13/21 11:56:54 Neutral

308 10/13/21 11:52:12 10/13/21 11:59:11 No 

This question implies that the children will be allowed into the secondary school no matter where they live in the 

catchment. Entirely inappropriate to ask at this point. 

309 10/13/21 13:09:46 10/13/21 13:20:59 Neutral

310 10/13/21 13:15:01 10/13/21 13:23:53 Yes

I don’t see why any siblings, regardless of wether they mixed sex multiples, should be disadvantaged when 

considering priority 

311 10/13/21 13:14:09 10/13/21 13:30:45 Yes Just seems to e the logical thing to do for families and siblings.

312 10/13/21 13:30:02 10/13/21 13:42:23 Yes This is just fair and consistent with a general siblings policy

313 10/13/21 13:58:08 10/13/21 14:00:14 Yes

314 10/13/21 13:55:04 10/13/21 14:07:22 Yes

315 10/13/21 14:58:22 10/13/21 15:00:23 Yes This should not be in question. 

316 10/13/21 16:15:03 10/13/21 16:27:43 Yes

317 10/13/21 18:40:06 10/13/21 18:42:38 No 

Whole sibling policy is abused with parents moving away once first child is in. This is never checked in subsequent 

years. If you move you loose the rights

318 10/13/21 18:46:05 10/13/21 18:49:44 Yes

319 10/13/21 18:49:49 10/13/21 18:54:49 Yes

320 10/13/21 19:22:29 10/13/21 19:27:11 Neutral Not sure what that means 

321 10/13/21 19:57:13 10/13/21 20:05:03 Yes Seems fair to me.

322 10/13/21 20:45:04 10/13/21 20:47:34 Neutral

323 10/13/21 21:31:57 10/13/21 21:36:26 Neutral Again as long as these children are also from other primary schools not just Bromley. 

324 10/14/21 8:24:48 10/14/21 8:31:24 Neutral

325 10/14/21 9:50:59 10/14/21 9:58:26 Yes It makes sense to do so, doesn't it?

326 10/14/21 13:51:23 10/14/21 13:56:42 Yes

327 10/14/21 16:58:40 10/14/21 17:05:21 No  Why should multiple births be prioritised over singles and hog places?

328 10/15/21 10:01:20 10/15/21 10:06:37 Yes

329 10/15/21 15:54:46 10/15/21 16:01:11 Yes

330 10/15/21 16:24:56 10/15/21 16:31:53 Neutral

331 10/15/21 16:32:16 10/15/21 16:35:49 Yes

332 10/15/21 16:20:18 10/15/21 16:44:05 No 

I do not see why at a secondary school that priority should be given to siblings unless there are circumstances 

additional to that which needs to be taken in to account.  Children of secondary school age are able to take 

themselves to school within this area as we are fortunate to have an extensive public transport network including 

buses, trams and trains and therefore this should not be a consideration in the same way it is for primary schools. 

333 10/15/21 16:44:40 10/15/21 16:45:33 Neutral

334 10/15/21 16:53:14 10/15/21 16:58:44 Neutral

335 10/15/21 17:00:57 10/15/21 17:03:24 Neutral



336 10/15/21 17:01:45 10/15/21 17:04:57 Yes

337 10/15/21 17:34:24 10/15/21 17:39:00 Yes This is important for parents to be sending children to the same school if they choose to do so. 

338 10/15/21 18:01:50 10/15/21 18:06:45 Yes

339 10/15/21 18:21:40 10/15/21 18:23:21 Yes

340 10/15/21 18:44:05 10/15/21 18:59:28 Yes Makes sense

341 10/15/21 18:57:51 10/15/21 19:07:01 Yes

342 10/15/21 19:05:50 10/15/21 19:07:11 Yes

343 10/15/21 19:07:53 10/15/21 19:08:36 Yes

344 10/15/21 17:54:50 10/15/21 19:12:29 Yes

345 10/15/21 19:52:15 10/15/21 19:54:51 Yes

346 10/15/21 19:38:49 10/15/21 20:10:54 Yes

347 10/15/21 21:45:12 10/15/21 21:51:30 Yes

348 10/15/21 22:15:43 10/15/21 22:26:16 Yes This is completely fair and should be implemented.

349 10/16/21 6:58:44 10/16/21 7:03:57 Yes If you have mixed sex twins, it makes sense for the children to be able to attend the schools next to each other. 

350 10/16/21 7:15:29 10/16/21 7:19:09 Yes

351 10/16/21 8:09:39 10/16/21 8:28:26 Yes

352 10/16/21 9:28:05 10/16/21 9:33:51 Yes

353 10/16/21 10:50:37 10/16/21 10:53:52 Yes All siblings in a set of multiples should be given equal access 

354 10/16/21 10:44:53 10/16/21 10:54:26 Yes The same multiple family’s should be treated the same way 

355 10/16/21 10:52:14 10/16/21 10:57:46 Yes

356 10/16/21 11:43:47 10/16/21 11:46:26 No 

357 10/16/21 11:43:39 10/16/21 11:51:14 Neutral

358 10/16/21 14:15:04 10/16/21 14:21:54 Neutral

359 10/16/21 14:33:15 10/16/21 14:35:16 Yes

360 10/16/21 14:38:20 10/16/21 14:46:20 Yes

I am a parent of twins and I come across unintentional disadvantages to my twins so this is a good step towards 

increasing fairness to twins and other multiples.

361 10/16/21 17:13:01 10/16/21 17:15:59 Neutral

362 10/16/21 17:35:05 10/16/21 17:35:49 Neutral

363 10/17/21 10:52:48 10/17/21 10:54:02 Yes

364 10/17/21 17:49:13 10/17/21 18:02:25 Yes

Mixed-sex twins, triplets, and siblings are all living in the same household and have the same meaning of single-sex 

twins, triplets, and siblings of a higher multiple births hence they shouldn't be discriminated by their gender. 

365 10/17/21 21:00:26 10/17/21 21:25:22 Neutral

366 10/17/21 22:31:46 10/17/21 22:40:16 Yes

367 10/17/21 22:40:12 10/17/21 22:45:53 No 

By choosing single sex education you are actively choosing to educate sexes differently and independently.

368 10/18/21 1:26:32 10/18/21 1:35:42 Yes



369 10/18/21 7:54:43 10/18/21 8:18:24 Neutral

370 10/18/21 9:31:37 10/18/21 9:36:55 Yes

371 10/18/21 12:23:36 10/18/21 12:31:45 Neutral Na

372 10/19/21 8:12:09 10/19/21 8:15:17 Yes

373 10/19/21 9:47:54 10/19/21 10:01:31 No 

I believe that siblings should only be admitted to the relevant school i.e a sister of a Langley park girls student or a 

son of Langley park boys should only be considered for that school not for either or so I don’t agree with this 

decision either. I think a sibling should only be counted for the school of the sibling not blended so that a student at 

lpgs brother can be admitted to lpgs and vice versa. 

374 10/19/21 10:10:43 10/19/21 10:13:25 Yes

375 10/19/21 10:11:55 10/19/21 10:19:13 Neutral

376 10/19/21 11:03:00 10/19/21 11:08:14 Yes

377 10/19/21 11:05:18 10/19/21 11:08:31 Neutral

378 10/19/21 11:11:49 10/19/21 11:22:17 Yes

379 10/19/21 12:05:15 10/19/21 12:26:53 Yes

380 10/19/21 14:29:36 10/19/21 14:32:46 Neutral

381 10/19/21 17:02:11 10/19/21 17:25:20 Yes It makes sense that mixed sex siblings of higher multiple birth to have the same rights as single sex.  

382 10/19/21 17:36:46 10/19/21 19:00:42 Neutral

383 10/19/21 20:20:07 10/19/21 20:22:35 Yes Incidents of multiple births must be treated the same. 

384 10/19/21 22:47:35 10/19/21 23:08:33 Neutral

385 10/19/21 23:25:32 10/19/21 23:31:55 Yes

386 10/20/21 10:17:27 10/20/21 10:41:12 Neutral

387 10/20/21 15:05:09 10/20/21 15:30:39 Yes

388 10/20/21 16:24:14 10/20/21 16:28:39 Neutral I dont agree with the proposal and hope it doesnt succeed - whether it includes quads etc isnt so relevant

389 10/20/21 18:10:02 10/20/21 18:16:39 No  See above!!

390 10/20/21 18:16:25 10/20/21 18:23:12 Yes That is sensible.

391 10/20/21 20:57:20 10/20/21 23:03:12 Yes

392 10/20/21 23:03:33 10/20/21 23:05:27 Yes

393 10/21/21 7:42:51 10/21/21 7:47:00 Yes

394 10/22/21 12:52:41 10/22/21 12:59:23 Yes

395 10/20/21 8:42:48 10/22/21 19:04:21 Yes

396 10/23/21 6:40:10 10/23/21 6:48:57 Yes Seems fair to me. 

397 10/23/21 12:45:30 10/23/21 12:47:17 Yes

398 10/23/21 16:52:50 10/23/21 17:10:40 Yes

399 10/23/21 22:07:17 10/23/21 22:36:08 Neutral

400 10/24/21 9:21:06 10/24/21 9:30:35 Neutral

401 10/24/21 11:06:07 10/24/21 11:12:44 Yes

402 10/24/21 11:16:50 10/24/21 11:17:12 Yes

403 10/24/21 21:37:59 10/24/21 21:39:55 Yes



404 10/26/21 2:28:21 10/26/21 2:32:35 Yes

405 10/27/21 13:59:36 10/27/21 14:05:41 Yes Seems only fair 

406 10/27/21 14:25:19 10/27/21 14:27:20 Neutral

407 10/27/21 16:35:51 10/27/21 16:41:50 No  I do not agree with the basic changing of priority and therefore do not support the change to wording listed above.

408 10/27/21 20:02:45 10/27/21 20:05:43 Yes

409 10/27/21 21:07:12 10/27/21 22:06:59 Neutral Personally, I do not have a set of twins so I believe I do not have a say in this.

410 10/28/21 10:33:05 10/28/21 10:37:58 Yes

411 10/28/21 15:18:20 10/28/21 15:24:51 Yes

As there is now a sibling rule across the schools it wouldn’t be fair for different gender siblings to be treated any 

differently. 

412 10/28/21 18:13:45 10/28/21 18:14:09 Yes

413 10/28/21 19:24:18 10/28/21 19:29:28 Yes

414 10/28/21 20:40:10 10/28/21 20:41:35 Neutral

415 10/28/21 20:42:18 10/28/21 20:47:50 Yes I have no problem with this 

416 10/28/21 20:44:15 10/28/21 20:56:48 Neutral

417 10/28/21 20:57:50 10/28/21 20:59:21 Yes

418 10/28/21 20:58:26 10/28/21 21:05:24 Yes

419 10/28/21 21:53:54 10/28/21 21:54:35 Yes

420 10/28/21 22:05:58 10/28/21 22:22:52 Neutral

421 10/28/21 22:33:35 10/28/21 22:37:39 Yes

422 10/28/21 22:48:52 10/28/21 22:57:18 Yes

423 10/28/21 22:51:51 10/28/21 22:59:02 Neutral

424 10/28/21 23:34:39 10/28/21 23:42:26 Yes

425 10/28/21 22:04:25 10/28/21 23:45:14 Yes

Clearly if the Langley Learning Trust is of the view that siblings should be admitted to both Langley Park Boys School 

and Langley Park School for Girls as well as single sex twins then mixed sex twins should fall under the same 

admissions policy to aid families attending events and consistency at both the secondary schools.

426 10/28/21 23:51:15 10/28/21 23:58:32 Yes

The acceptance of mixed sex twins falls in line with current admissions policy.  It seems like an oversight in the 

original proposal.

427 10/29/21 6:01:31 10/29/21 6:07:35 Neutral

428 10/29/21 7:29:43 10/29/21 7:32:13 Yes

429 10/29/21 8:27:10 10/29/21 8:34:59 Yes It ensures that mixed and same gender twins are treated equally. 

430 10/29/21 8:58:27 10/29/21 9:12:53 Yes Mixed twins offers consistency across the Trust 

431 10/29/21 9:14:09 10/29/21 9:33:15 Yes

You have already given sibling priority to children from the Trust (Boys school and Girls school), so this makes little 

difference.

432 10/29/21 9:56:11 10/29/21 10:01:04 Yes

I am a twin and think it only fair that both siblings would get the opportunity to go to the same school without 

having to be split up 

433 10/29/21 10:37:10 10/29/21 10:38:29 Neutral

434 10/29/21 13:44:37 10/29/21 14:14:32 Yes



435 10/29/21 18:59:56 10/29/21 19:06:46 Neutral

436 10/29/21 19:09:38 10/29/21 19:13:30 Yes

437 10/29/21 20:05:00 10/29/21 20:25:55 Neutral Dont mind.

438 10/30/21 0:15:33 10/30/21 0:16:43 Yes

439 10/30/21 0:09:30 10/30/21 0:20:40 Yes

440 10/30/21 2:46:30 10/30/21 2:49:49 Yes

441 10/30/21 9:46:50 10/30/21 9:53:33 Yes

442 10/30/21 10:24:25 10/30/21 10:32:57 Yes

443 10/30/21 13:35:15 10/30/21 13:36:30 Yes

444 10/30/21 14:10:26 10/30/21 14:12:44 Yes

445 10/30/21 15:45:59 10/30/21 15:51:44 Yes

446 10/30/21 18:25:02 10/30/21 18:42:51 Yes

447 10/30/21 20:34:19 10/30/21 20:41:51 Yes This makes complete sense for local families 

448 10/30/21 21:22:52 10/30/21 21:26:26 Yes

449 10/30/21 21:19:25 10/30/21 21:30:04 Yes

I agree with this, for family convenience and fairness within tight emotional frameworks it makes sense to treat 

mixed sex twins etc the same as same sex

450 10/30/21 22:42:43 10/30/21 22:47:42 Yes

451 10/30/21 23:35:14 10/30/21 23:43:37 Neutral

452 10/31/21 0:42:53 10/31/21 0:45:35 Neutral

453 10/31/21 0:45:52 10/31/21 0:46:55 Neutral

454 10/31/21 10:37:16 10/31/21 10:39:23 No 

455 10/31/21 20:20:50 10/31/21 20:33:28 Yes

456 10/31/21 22:07:43 10/31/21 22:17:23 Yes

457 11/1/21 9:35:51 11/1/21 9:45:00 Neutral

458 11/1/21 9:43:26 11/1/21 9:56:12 Neutral

459 11/1/21 10:35:50 11/1/21 10:43:11 Yes

460 11/1/21 19:21:18 11/1/21 19:23:38 Yes

461 11/1/21 20:39:46 11/1/21 20:42:38 Yes

462 11/2/21 8:12:01 11/2/21 8:36:09 Yes

463 11/2/21 8:48:34 11/2/21 8:50:03 Yes

464 11/2/21 10:42:32 11/2/21 10:49:00 Neutral

465 11/3/21 9:42:01 11/3/21 9:52:17 Yes

466 11/3/21 10:47:21 11/3/21 10:52:13 Yes

467 11/3/21 10:00:06 11/3/21 10:53:20 Yes

468 11/3/21 13:17:55 11/3/21 14:08:17 Yes

469 11/3/21 21:40:54 11/3/21 22:17:02 Neutral

470 11/4/21 5:49:13 11/4/21 5:56:45 Yes

471 11/4/21 9:14:58 11/4/21 9:16:12 Yes

472 11/4/21 9:13:52 11/4/21 9:24:49 Neutral



473 11/4/21 9:26:36 11/4/21 9:30:31 Yes

474 11/4/21 9:46:37 11/4/21 9:49:40 Yes

475 11/4/21 9:40:51 11/4/21 9:49:45 Neutral

476 11/4/21 9:58:05 11/4/21 10:01:31 Neutral

477 11/4/21 10:55:41 11/4/21 11:01:38 Neutral

478 11/4/21 19:50:54 11/4/21 20:02:21 Yes

479 11/4/21 21:49:46 11/4/21 21:51:35 Yes

480 11/4/21 21:50:29 11/4/21 21:56:59 Neutral

481 11/4/21 21:50:49 11/4/21 21:58:44 Neutral

482 11/4/21 21:58:38 11/4/21 22:03:01 Neutral

483 11/4/21 21:56:33 11/4/21 22:03:53 Neutral

484 11/4/21 22:02:24 11/4/21 22:04:01 Neutral

485 11/4/21 22:12:35 11/4/21 22:15:25 Neutral

486 11/4/21 22:11:16 11/4/21 22:16:45 Neutral

487 11/4/21 22:11:13 11/4/21 22:16:55 Neutral

488 11/4/21 22:07:41 11/4/21 22:17:57 Yes I think it's fair for a parent to have all their children at the same school, without putting a number to it.

489 11/4/21 22:03:59 11/4/21 22:18:03 Yes Mixed sex twins should not be penalised!

490 11/4/21 22:40:46 11/4/21 22:46:48 Neutral

491 11/4/21 22:22:54 11/4/21 22:59:49 Yes Seems fair

492 11/4/21 21:54:36 11/4/21 23:03:31 Yes

493 11/5/21 4:24:58 11/5/21 4:29:16 Yes

494 11/5/21 7:44:47 11/5/21 7:48:35 Neutral

495 11/5/21 7:52:36 11/5/21 7:54:38 Yes

496 11/5/21 8:23:07 11/5/21 8:31:27 Yes

497 11/5/21 8:48:23 11/5/21 8:51:07 Yes It is fair for families

498 11/5/21 9:16:09 11/5/21 9:24:53 Yes

It seems more logical to keep them together as this will assist with keep journeys to a minimum. 

It will also be beneficial to the children to not be separated for emotional/development reasons. 

499 11/5/21 9:28:16 11/5/21 9:31:26 Yes

500 11/5/21 9:36:13 11/5/21 9:39:47 Yes

501 11/5/21 9:41:09 11/5/21 9:46:39 Neutral

502 11/5/21 10:25:33 11/5/21 10:30:45 No  People should be in catchment to go to the school 

503 11/5/21 10:31:27 11/5/21 10:33:18 No  You should live in catchment 

504 11/5/21 10:33:32 11/5/21 10:36:11 No  You should live in the catchment area for both schools 

505 11/5/21 10:34:52 11/5/21 10:37:06 Yes

506 11/5/21 10:30:22 11/5/21 10:43:27 Yes

507 11/5/21 11:01:29 11/5/21 11:22:26 Yes Makes sense...

508 11/5/21 11:13:27 11/5/21 11:26:59 No  Impacts the boys school who weren’t even part of the Trust when the alleged assurances were incorrectly made.



509 11/5/21 11:48:21 11/5/21 11:52:49 Yes

510 11/5/21 13:09:38 11/5/21 13:46:53 Yes

511 11/5/21 13:11:50 11/5/21 15:04:42 Yes This seems like a perfectly reasonable change.

512 11/5/21 15:59:57 11/5/21 16:04:33 Yes

All children should be treated as individuals regardless of multiple births and should be allocated the same school if 

applied for. 

513 11/5/21 16:30:29 11/5/21 16:34:53 Yes

514 11/5/21 16:56:09 11/5/21 16:59:10 Yes

515 11/6/21 8:38:58 11/6/21 8:39:25 Yes

516 11/6/21 9:00:50 11/6/21 9:09:25 Yes

517 11/6/21 9:45:15 11/6/21 9:45:42 No 

518 11/6/21 9:44:54 11/6/21 9:47:46 No 

519 11/6/21 9:46:41 11/6/21 9:54:10 Neutral

I don't fully understand the implications of this but it seems to me that you're effectively treating the 2 secondary 

schools as having the same admissions policy. This could only be fair if they have the same level/ number of places. 

520 11/6/21 9:53:00 11/6/21 9:54:37 No 

521 11/6/21 9:52:21 11/6/21 9:59:43 Yes It is fair to give equal opportunities. 

522 11/6/21 10:02:22 11/6/21 10:14:42 Yes

I do feel all children should go to the same school not only because the parents have to get them there everyday on 

time but also this brings unity for the family and children themselves. If we allow siblings as it is I don’t see a major 

difference allowing mixed sex, or children from a higher multiple birth.

523 11/6/21 11:09:14 11/6/21 11:21:12 Yes I agreee, seems fair.

524 11/6/21 11:20:22 11/6/21 11:22:26 Yes

525 11/6/21 11:24:49 11/6/21 11:27:13 Neutral

526 11/6/21 11:25:18 11/6/21 11:27:50 Neutral

527 11/6/21 11:51:04 11/6/21 11:52:07 Neutral

528 11/6/21 11:47:50 11/6/21 11:56:23 Yes

529 11/6/21 12:06:49 11/6/21 12:09:48 Yes

530 11/6/21 12:08:01 11/6/21 12:16:32 Yes

This one if kind of straight fwd.  If one child is in the catchment for the girl school, it would be practical to allow the 

male child to have access to the boy school. It would be a practical nightmare for parents to have to send their 

children to totally different schools in different directions if both cannot attend the schools on the same campus

531 11/6/21 12:15:43 11/6/21 12:17:18 Neutral

532 11/6/21 13:12:38 11/6/21 13:15:51 Yes

533 11/6/21 13:39:33 11/6/21 13:43:00 Yes

534 11/6/21 14:07:07 11/6/21 14:08:35 No 

535 11/6/21 14:14:53 11/6/21 14:17:55 Yes Seems fair.

536 11/6/21 15:00:48 11/6/21 15:06:47 Yes It’s discriminatory and only affects a small number of pupils. 

537 11/6/21 15:08:49 11/6/21 15:10:38 Yes

538 11/6/21 15:10:08 11/6/21 15:14:11 Neutral



539 11/6/21 15:25:44 11/6/21 15:27:17 Yes

540 11/6/21 15:29:14 11/6/21 15:42:56 Yes Sounds reasonable to me.

541 11/6/21 16:47:21 11/6/21 16:59:10 No 

542 11/6/21 17:02:12 11/6/21 17:09:54 Yes

543 11/6/21 17:41:25 11/6/21 17:44:57 Yes

544 11/6/21 17:47:00 11/6/21 17:51:49 Yes

545 11/6/21 18:43:38 11/6/21 18:47:02 Yes

546 11/6/21 19:16:47 11/6/21 19:20:12 Yes

547 11/6/21 19:08:28 11/6/21 19:20:42 Neutral

548 11/6/21 19:21:34 11/6/21 19:25:36 Neutral

549 11/6/21 19:36:01 11/6/21 19:42:16 Yes

550 11/6/21 19:19:56 11/6/21 19:42:33 No 

It is two different schools there are mixed secondary schools in the area if this is what people want. For this to 

affect a family they cannot live within 1 mile of either school. Also I am fully aware there are hardly any higher 

multiple births in the borough of Bromley and it is irrelevant. 

551 11/6/21 19:37:18 11/6/21 19:46:30 Yes

552 11/6/21 19:53:51 11/6/21 19:55:20 Neutral

553 11/6/21 20:35:19 11/6/21 20:38:21 Yes

554 11/6/21 20:35:24 11/6/21 20:41:52 Neutral

555 11/6/21 20:44:30 11/6/21 20:46:12 Yes

556 11/6/21 20:59:21 11/6/21 21:00:24 Yes

557 11/6/21 21:24:55 11/6/21 21:26:13 Yes

558 11/6/21 21:21:30 11/6/21 21:31:28 Yes

559 11/6/21 21:48:08 11/6/21 21:49:50 Yes

560 11/6/21 22:37:12 11/6/21 22:42:19 Neutral

561 11/6/21 22:54:30 11/6/21 22:55:21 No 

562 11/6/21 23:09:09 11/6/21 23:10:45 No 

563 11/6/21 23:19:33 11/6/21 23:22:14 No 

564 11/6/21 23:37:17 11/6/21 23:38:50 Yes

565 11/6/21 23:46:25 11/6/21 23:49:17 Yes

566 11/7/21 1:00:23 11/7/21 1:02:00 Neutral

567 11/7/21 1:02:58 11/7/21 1:03:26 Neutral

568 11/7/21 1:22:27 11/7/21 1:28:14 Yes

569 11/7/21 7:23:41 11/7/21 7:30:13 Yes Fair in the context of family groups

570 11/7/21 8:05:40 11/7/21 8:07:14 Yes

571 11/7/21 8:14:24 11/7/21 8:22:20 Yes Of course this makes complete sense and will help families

572 11/7/21 8:26:24 11/7/21 9:06:32 Yes

573 11/7/21 9:12:58 11/7/21 9:16:38 Yes

574 11/7/21 9:15:45 11/7/21 9:20:47 Yes



575 11/7/21 9:14:02 11/7/21 9:23:03 Yes

As they would have sibling priority if they were of different ages or same sex then this is a logical change makeing 

the system fairer for mixed sex multi birth siblings

576 11/7/21 9:24:40 11/7/21 9:27:19 Yes Equality 

577 11/7/21 9:28:43 11/7/21 9:36:39 No  The schools are separate and should remain as that. 

578 11/7/21 9:36:48 11/7/21 9:42:24 Yes Logical change to make

579 11/7/21 9:45:14 11/7/21 9:53:33 Neutral

580 11/7/21 12:21:47 11/7/21 12:35:56 Yes

581 11/7/21 12:41:12 11/7/21 12:42:52 Yes

582 11/7/21 14:37:58 11/7/21 14:39:51 Neutral

583 11/7/21 14:50:13 11/7/21 14:51:28 Yes

584 11/7/21 14:51:51 11/7/21 15:00:44 Yes Yes because all children should have the same equal chance of a place. Regardless of primary school or other factors 

585 11/7/21 15:06:47 11/7/21 15:16:52 Yes If they live locally. And for all the reasons in my previous answers

586 11/7/21 15:15:05 11/7/21 15:24:39 No  By Year 7, most children travel independently.

587 11/7/21 15:22:21 11/7/21 15:26:47 Yes Surely this is just common sense

588 11/7/21 15:38:25 11/7/21 15:39:29 No 

589 11/7/21 15:56:36 11/7/21 16:00:56 Neutral

590 11/7/21 16:04:31 11/7/21 16:09:13 Neutral

591 11/7/21 16:09:27 11/7/21 16:11:00 Neutral

592 11/7/21 16:33:45 11/7/21 16:43:39 No  Admission should be on catchment/distance alone.

593 11/7/21 16:46:29 11/7/21 16:52:06 Neutral

594 11/7/21 16:44:27 11/7/21 16:54:21 Neutral

595 11/7/21 16:53:52 11/7/21 16:56:59 Yes

596 11/7/21 17:10:50 11/7/21 17:12:39 Yes

597 11/7/21 18:30:44 11/7/21 18:36:55 Neutral It does not affect me personally.

598 11/7/21 18:31:15 11/7/21 18:40:56 Yes

For families it would be the best interests if their children were able to attend schools that are located next to each 

other. 

599 11/7/21 18:36:37 11/7/21 18:42:15 Yes

600 11/7/21 19:05:16 11/7/21 19:10:19 Yes There should be no discrimination 

601 11/7/21 19:04:56 11/7/21 19:10:21 Yes It would be discriminatory to do otherwise 

602 11/7/21 19:29:16 11/7/21 19:30:15 Yes

603 11/7/21 20:28:46 11/7/21 20:39:43 Neutral

604 11/7/21 19:59:30 11/7/21 21:00:17 Yes

It seems entirely fair to make this change particularly in light of the recent sibling rule changes across the two 

schools.

605 11/7/21 23:09:13 11/7/21 23:14:11 Yes

606 11/7/21 23:22:22 11/7/21 23:23:56 Yes

607 11/8/21 4:00:08 11/8/21 4:07:31 Neutral

608 11/8/21 9:53:12 11/8/21 9:55:01 Yes

609 11/8/21 9:54:18 11/8/21 10:00:20 Yes



610 11/8/21 10:43:11 11/8/21 10:51:08 Yes

611 11/8/21 11:52:39 11/8/21 11:56:06 Yes

612 11/8/21 12:22:22 11/8/21 12:41:13 Neutral

613 11/8/21 12:43:37 11/8/21 12:48:56 Yes

614 11/8/21 12:47:32 11/8/21 12:55:45 No 

It’s unfair as boys have all along a smaller catchment and now with this rule - it is almost impossible for a local 

resident with a boy to get into their local school? While another living in Crystal Palace can get in base on sibling? 

615 11/8/21 12:48:34 11/8/21 13:10:00 Neutral

616 11/8/21 13:23:35 11/8/21 13:50:12 Yes

617 11/8/21 13:54:38 11/8/21 14:00:59 Yes

618 11/8/21 14:48:29 11/8/21 14:53:44 No 

Where is the equality impact assessment for this proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating a zone of 

preference for pupils living in a a well provided and affluent property area.  It seems this proposal is deigned to 

create a lack of community cohesion (communities work beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled with Harris 

academy's decision last year, this kind of proposal looks nefariously like cutting of the air supply to community 

schools, and school children from other areas, families who move new to the area, it will create a future 

imbalance's and bottle neck for places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed inequality deeper.

619 11/8/21 16:06:00 11/8/21 16:10:18 Yes

620 11/8/21 16:59:19 11/8/21 17:03:28 Yes

621 11/8/21 17:12:34 11/8/21 17:35:07 Yes As above.

622 11/8/21 18:04:14 11/8/21 18:06:01 Yes

623 11/8/21 18:54:40 11/8/21 19:02:43 Yes This seems reasonable.

624 11/8/21 19:55:04 11/8/21 19:57:14 Yes

625 11/8/21 20:44:08 11/8/21 20:51:22 Yes N/a

626 11/8/21 22:17:27 11/8/21 22:19:22 Yes

627 11/8/21 22:22:14 11/8/21 22:25:54 No 

628 11/8/21 22:33:52 11/8/21 22:36:54 No 

629 11/9/21 6:46:11 11/9/21 6:48:05 Neutral

630 11/9/21 7:31:57 11/9/21 7:37:41 Yes

So families with multiple children are not having to take them to multiple schools.  As many parents drive their 

children, affecting traffic, road safety, air pollution etc.

631 11/9/21 8:04:17 11/9/21 8:14:17 Yes

632 11/9/21 9:34:48 11/9/21 9:40:29 Yes

633 11/9/21 9:47:18 11/9/21 9:54:17 Yes

634 11/9/21 9:53:32 11/9/21 9:58:03 Yes

635 11/9/21 9:57:25 11/9/21 10:01:55 Yes

636 11/9/21 12:54:15 11/9/21 12:55:37 Yes

637 11/9/21 13:13:27 11/9/21 13:19:35 No  It is not fair to single born child.

638 11/9/21 17:08:44 11/9/21 17:11:21 Yes Seems fair

639 11/9/21 19:22:22 11/9/21 19:24:26 Yes



640 11/9/21 20:12:11 11/9/21 20:20:54 Yes

Sibling is a sibling and much better for parents to drop at one place and for them to flourish and be inspired by each 

other in the same education setting 

641 11/9/21 20:17:18 11/9/21 20:23:18 No  I think girls and boys school should have separate admission procedures . 

642 11/9/21 21:11:04 11/9/21 21:16:23 No  Same response to a differently worded question. The precedence should not be set for any children. 

643 11/9/21 21:40:02 11/9/21 21:50:21 Yes It's fair to allow siblings equal privilege 

644 11/9/21 22:02:17 11/9/21 22:05:47 Yes

645 11/9/21 22:05:57 11/9/21 22:06:28 Yes

646 11/9/21 22:06:37 11/9/21 22:06:56 Yes

647 11/9/21 22:06:58 11/9/21 22:07:24 No 

648 11/9/21 21:57:56 11/9/21 22:35:33 Yes This makes sense and seems fair and appropriate. 

649 11/10/21 8:05:02 11/10/21 8:17:42 Yes

650 11/10/21 9:00:24 11/10/21 9:06:17 Neutral

651 11/10/21 9:15:26 11/10/21 10:13:02 Yes

652 11/10/21 10:03:10 11/10/21 10:15:56 Yes This is already part of Bromley admission's process anyway.

653 11/10/21 10:31:32 11/10/21 10:39:10 Yes

654 11/10/21 10:53:51 11/10/21 10:58:17 Yes

655 11/10/21 11:04:15 11/10/21 11:10:24 Yes

656 11/10/21 11:23:11 11/10/21 11:23:53 Neutral

657 11/10/21 11:22:31 11/10/21 11:39:31 Neutral

658 11/10/21 11:39:01 11/10/21 11:45:05 Neutral

659 11/10/21 11:39:40 11/10/21 11:49:54 No 

660 11/10/21 11:49:23 11/10/21 11:50:47 Yes

661 11/10/21 12:03:28 11/10/21 12:09:08 Yes

662 11/10/21 12:20:21 11/10/21 12:32:15 Yes

663 11/10/21 14:32:05 11/10/21 14:38:10 Yes Fair

664 11/10/21 14:13:49 11/10/21 14:38:11 Yes This seems reasonable and is just clarifying an existing admission policy.

665 11/10/21 14:42:12 11/10/21 14:45:51 Neutral

666 11/10/21 14:46:33 11/10/21 14:49:44 Neutral

667 11/10/21 14:52:10 11/10/21 14:55:12 Yes

668 11/10/21 14:50:05 11/10/21 14:57:57 Neutral

669 11/10/21 14:30:24 11/10/21 15:01:18 Neutral

670 11/10/21 14:57:33 11/10/21 15:03:56 Yes Makes sense

671 11/10/21 15:01:24 11/10/21 15:05:51 Neutral

672 11/10/21 15:04:15 11/10/21 15:09:57 Yes

673 11/10/21 15:08:53 11/10/21 15:09:58 Yes

674 11/10/21 15:09:05 11/10/21 15:10:30 Neutral

675 11/10/21 15:06:59 11/10/21 15:10:56 Yes

676 11/10/21 15:12:38 11/10/21 15:17:03 Yes That seems fair. 

677 11/10/21 15:09:02 11/10/21 15:17:59 Yes



678 11/10/21 15:17:00 11/10/21 15:18:29 Yes

679 11/10/21 15:16:52 11/10/21 15:23:49 Yes Seems a fair enough proposal.

680 11/10/21 15:31:33 11/10/21 15:32:19 Yes

681 11/10/21 15:30:28 11/10/21 15:40:06 Neutral No comment

682 11/10/21 15:33:12 11/10/21 15:40:31 Yes

683 11/10/21 15:41:08 11/10/21 15:43:37 Yes I have an older          and younger    

684 11/10/21 15:10:52 11/10/21 15:45:56 Yes

685 11/10/21 15:46:14 11/10/21 15:49:26 Neutral

686 11/10/21 15:53:03 11/10/21 16:02:54 Yes

687 11/10/21 16:02:48 11/10/21 16:03:58 No 

688 11/10/21 16:06:25 11/10/21 16:11:55 Neutral

689 11/10/21 16:08:09 11/10/21 16:12:15 Neutral

690 11/10/21 16:16:57 11/10/21 16:17:55 Yes

691 11/10/21 16:18:12 11/10/21 16:18:36 No 

692 11/10/21 15:00:49 11/10/21 16:19:53 No 

No, because the schools are not mixed, they are single sex schools so the children will not be at school together 

anyway. 

693 11/10/21 16:20:00 11/10/21 16:26:19 Yes If its your local school and you have twin children they should be allowed to attend the same school.

694 11/10/21 16:16:18 11/10/21 16:28:38 Yes This is fair

695 11/10/21 16:49:41 11/10/21 16:50:55 Yes

696 11/10/21 15:35:18 11/10/21 16:54:45 Yes this is fair

697 11/10/21 16:59:06 11/10/21 17:00:07 Yes

698 11/10/21 16:58:39 11/10/21 17:00:38 Neutral

699 11/10/21 16:53:23 11/10/21 17:01:47 Yes

700 11/10/21 16:59:07 11/10/21 17:02:21 Neutral

701 11/10/21 16:52:45 11/10/21 17:06:42 Yes

702 11/10/21 17:06:50 11/10/21 17:07:23 Yes

703 11/10/21 17:12:13 11/10/21 17:17:34 Yes

704 11/10/21 17:50:30 11/10/21 17:53:52 Yes

705 11/10/21 17:39:00 11/10/21 17:55:00 Yes It makes no sense to not allow this now that there is a sibling rule across the schools 

706 11/10/21 18:05:27 11/10/21 18:07:34 Yes

707 11/10/21 18:15:22 11/10/21 18:19:02 Yes That is fair and reasonable.

708 11/10/21 18:27:54 11/10/21 18:31:11 Yes

709 11/10/21 18:32:21 11/10/21 18:37:10 Neutral

710 11/10/21 18:31:42 11/10/21 18:43:44 Yes This seems sensible to me

711 11/10/21 18:21:22 11/10/21 18:48:18 Yes

712 11/10/21 18:45:30 11/10/21 18:49:27 Yes Sibling should have opportunity to be together 

713 11/10/21 18:50:27 11/10/21 18:55:07 Yes Seems fair

714 11/10/21 18:49:54 11/10/21 18:55:19 Neutral

715 11/10/21 18:53:53 11/10/21 18:56:13 Yes



716 11/10/21 18:56:38 11/10/21 18:57:57 Neutral

717 11/10/21 18:58:01 11/10/21 18:58:41 No 

718 11/10/21 19:02:26 11/10/21 19:08:04 Yes Children may be in different schools but in same location making travel easier for children and parents

719 11/10/21 19:07:08 11/10/21 19:09:37 Yes

720 11/10/21 19:20:50 11/10/21 19:25:21 Yes As this would be the case in primary schools and as part of the trust siblings should be given this chance 

721 11/10/21 19:20:05 11/10/21 19:27:22 Yes

722 11/10/21 19:24:19 11/10/21 19:33:29 Yes

723 11/10/21 19:32:56 11/10/21 19:34:16 Neutral

724 11/10/21 19:39:41 11/10/21 19:41:29 No 

725 11/10/21 19:41:54 11/10/21 19:44:10 No 

726 11/10/21 19:35:45 11/10/21 19:50:20 Yes This seems sensible.

727 11/10/21 19:47:44 11/10/21 19:54:42 Neutral

728 11/10/21 19:26:48 11/10/21 20:06:52 Yes

729 11/10/21 20:01:22 11/10/21 20:09:27 Yes Seems fair

730 11/10/21 20:09:44 11/10/21 20:13:50 No 

731 11/10/21 20:20:53 11/10/21 20:25:21 Neutral

732 11/10/21 20:26:07 11/10/21 20:26:46 Neutral

733 11/10/21 20:33:29 11/10/21 20:34:59 Neutral

734 11/10/21 20:35:53 11/10/21 20:42:38 Yes

735 11/10/21 20:43:22 11/10/21 20:47:40 Yes

736 11/10/21 20:47:39 11/10/21 20:51:49 Yes

737 11/10/21 20:47:02 11/10/21 21:02:02 Yes

738 11/10/21 21:00:04 11/10/21 21:04:10 Yes Seems fair

739 11/10/21 20:59:21 11/10/21 21:05:54 Yes Twins of opposite genders applying for the schools should have equal access to it as same gender twins. 

740 11/10/21 21:03:57 11/10/21 21:17:53 Yes This seems perfectly sensible. 

741 11/10/21 20:07:01 11/10/21 21:20:40 Yes All siblings should be able to attend 

742 11/10/21 18:31:54 11/10/21 21:21:54 Neutral

743 11/10/21 21:22:13 11/10/21 21:24:36 Yes

744 11/10/21 21:25:03 11/10/21 21:26:33 No 

745 11/10/21 21:23:24 11/10/21 21:28:19 Yes This is fair. 

746 11/10/21 21:26:46 11/10/21 21:28:29 No 

747 11/10/21 21:23:27 11/10/21 21:29:51 Yes

748 11/10/21 21:38:41 11/10/21 21:42:52 Yes

749 11/10/21 21:36:17 11/10/21 21:43:28 Neutral

750 11/10/21 21:30:36 11/10/21 21:47:41 Yes This is fair.

751 11/10/21 21:56:25 11/10/21 22:00:43 Yes



752 11/10/21 21:57:48 11/10/21 22:03:00 Yes

753 11/10/21 21:54:29 11/10/21 22:05:42 Yes This makes sense.

754 11/10/21 22:10:08 11/10/21 22:15:04 Yes

755 11/10/21 22:15:25 11/10/21 22:23:26 Yes

Anything else is discrimination based on sex and will disadvantaged families affected by this should they have 

children of the same age at different schools

756 11/10/21 22:21:37 11/10/21 22:23:40 Yes

757 11/10/21 22:19:45 11/10/21 22:30:33 Yes

758 11/10/21 22:23:49 11/10/21 22:34:50 No  Once again this will reduce the available numbers and be compacted by any reduction in the PAN.

759 11/10/21 22:33:39 11/10/21 22:39:26 No 

I don’t agree with Langley primary having priority to go to Langley secondary schools. It should be based on 

distance as this was stated when Langley primary school first opened, it should remain the same. 

760 11/10/21 21:47:48 11/10/21 22:46:15 Yes The seems reasonable. 

761 11/10/21 22:34:31 11/10/21 22:51:26 Yes

762 11/10/21 22:33:20 11/10/21 22:54:42 Yes Sensible

763 11/10/21 22:48:32 11/10/21 22:54:44 Yes

764 11/10/21 22:51:04 11/10/21 23:00:17 Yes

I believe that will be best for every family with more then one child to have all kids in the same school( boys - 

Langley Boys, girls -  Langley girls. That is best for for quality of our family life too, having to worry about how kids 

would get to school each in different direction ( different school)

765 11/10/21 23:17:46 11/10/21 23:21:30 Yes

766 11/11/21 0:08:16 11/11/21 0:10:20 Yes

767 11/11/21 0:55:03 11/11/21 0:59:18 Yes

768 11/11/21 5:04:04 11/11/21 5:11:31 Yes

769 11/11/21 5:12:23 11/11/21 5:15:44 Yes

770 11/11/21 5:47:39 11/11/21 5:53:16 Yes Siblings should be able to attend the same school 

771 11/11/21 5:52:50 11/11/21 5:53:45 Yes

772 11/11/21 6:33:28 11/11/21 6:33:56 Yes

773 11/11/21 6:51:38 11/11/21 7:03:37 Yes

774 11/11/21 7:14:21 11/11/21 7:17:39 Yes Siblings should be alive to go to school together if they wish

775 11/11/21 7:20:22 11/11/21 7:26:13 Yes Discriminatory.

776 11/11/21 7:46:08 11/11/21 7:48:57 Yes

777 11/11/21 7:52:07 11/11/21 8:02:31 Yes

778 11/11/21 7:15:37 11/11/21 8:12:49 Yes Makes sense

779 11/11/21 8:15:03 11/11/21 8:20:45 Yes

780 11/11/21 8:16:15 11/11/21 8:24:02 Neutral N/A

781 11/11/21 8:44:37 11/11/21 8:46:32 Yes

782 11/11/21 8:33:16 11/11/21 8:47:50 Yes

783 11/11/21 8:47:26 11/11/21 8:48:49 Yes

784 11/11/21 8:57:35 11/11/21 9:00:06 Yes

785 11/11/21 8:59:51 11/11/21 9:12:33 Yes They should be given priority.



786 11/11/21 9:11:29 11/11/21 9:12:56 Yes

787 11/11/21 9:14:56 11/11/21 9:17:33 Yes

788 11/11/21 9:10:49 11/11/21 9:18:11 Yes I believe that families/siblings should be able to be part of the same learning trust. 

789 11/11/21 9:13:26 11/11/21 9:19:07 Yes No objection totally reasonable that one parent takes both children to the same location

790 11/11/21 8:50:07 11/11/21 9:25:44 Yes This is fair. 

791 11/11/21 9:20:49 11/11/21 9:26:16 Yes

792 11/11/21 9:20:47 11/11/21 9:26:43 Yes

793 11/11/21 9:21:34 11/11/21 9:40:29 Yes This sounds fair. I have no issue with this.

794 11/11/21 9:15:54 11/11/21 9:45:21 Neutral

795 11/11/21 9:42:24 11/11/21 9:46:32 Neutral

796 11/11/21 9:51:48 11/11/21 9:55:39 Yes This is fair. 

797 11/11/21 9:48:50 11/11/21 10:03:54 Yes

798 11/11/21 10:09:51 11/11/21 10:16:20 Yes

799 11/11/21 9:42:13 11/11/21 10:24:48 Yes

800 11/11/21 10:31:52 11/11/21 10:36:01 No 

Not entirely clear but all your other proposals are unfair so I’d dubious on this one! Although perhaps it makes 

sense.

801 11/11/21 10:59:29 11/11/21 11:02:26 Yes This makes sense. 

802 11/11/21 11:02:51 11/11/21 11:03:19 Yes

803 11/11/21 11:03:32 11/11/21 11:03:42 Yes

804 11/11/21 11:03:55 11/11/21 11:04:17 Yes

805 11/11/21 10:51:15 11/11/21 11:07:26 Yes As it makes sense.

806 11/11/21 11:05:37 11/11/21 11:17:11 Yes

As a mother of mixed sex twins I would feel strongly for this proposal. The thought of one of my children getting 

into Langley school and not other other would be devastating for us. As well as wanting my twins to be near each 

other for support if need be, logistically this would be a nightmare to coordinate. 

807 11/11/21 11:23:53 11/11/21 11:25:26 Yes

808 11/11/21 11:25:06 11/11/21 11:28:44 Neutral

809 11/11/21 11:23:41 11/11/21 11:33:34 Yes

810 11/11/21 11:33:53 11/11/21 11:34:10 Yes

811 11/11/21 11:36:00 11/11/21 11:37:21 Yes

812 11/11/21 11:41:37 11/11/21 11:42:32 Yes

813 11/11/21 11:53:29 11/11/21 11:56:16 Neutral

814 11/11/21 11:54:30 11/11/21 11:57:53 Yes It would make sense if you had all of your children at the same school in this instance 

815 11/11/21 11:28:44 11/11/21 12:16:19 No 

This proposal needs to be clarified. As I know of brothers and sisters that didn’t get in to one of the schools but 

their sibling was accepted to the other. This was not in the same year but within 2 years and no priority was given 

as the Girls and Boys schools are considered separate. Will different sex siblings in different years be given priority 

as well?

816 11/11/21 12:20:48 11/11/21 12:21:35 No 

817 11/11/21 12:25:53 11/11/21 12:32:52 Neutral NA



818 11/11/21 13:00:04 11/11/21 13:02:41 Neutral

819 11/11/21 13:17:43 11/11/21 13:21:25 Yes

820 11/11/21 13:17:08 11/11/21 13:22:46 Yes

821 11/11/21 13:16:20 11/11/21 13:33:12 Yes

822 11/11/21 13:33:17 11/11/21 13:38:53 Yes

823 11/11/21 13:31:38 11/11/21 13:41:24 Yes

824 11/11/21 13:41:38 11/11/21 13:46:37 Yes It should be fair to all sexes. 

825 11/11/21 13:58:20 11/11/21 14:07:14 Yes

826 11/11/21 14:09:03 11/11/21 14:09:28 Yes

827 11/11/21 14:15:32 11/11/21 14:23:28 Yes There should be no differentiation of multiple birth siblings based on gender.

828 11/11/21 14:15:28 11/11/21 14:33:11 Yes

829 11/11/21 14:22:58 11/11/21 14:37:25 Neutral

830 11/11/21 14:36:42 11/11/21 14:50:06 Yes This makes complete sense. It means parents have their twins travelling to 1 location. 

831 11/11/21 14:18:50 11/11/21 14:50:57 Neutral

832 11/11/21 15:05:37 11/11/21 15:12:25 Yes

833 11/11/21 14:58:40 11/11/21 15:14:00 Yes

834 11/11/21 14:58:32 11/11/21 16:13:02 Yes This is a fair proposal.

835 11/11/21 16:46:56 11/11/21 16:54:12 Yes

836 11/11/21 16:53:03 11/11/21 17:00:52 Yes Agree

837 11/11/21 17:02:15 11/11/21 17:06:28 Yes

838 11/11/21 17:16:54 11/11/21 17:20:47 Yes

839 11/11/21 16:37:59 11/11/21 17:24:04 No 

No, refer to response in answer 2. There are three schools, a single sex boys school, a single sex girls school and a 

mixed sex primary school. Priority should be given to each on physical proximity.

840 11/11/21 17:26:34 11/11/21 17:30:11 Yes

841 11/11/21 17:41:10 11/11/21 17:44:47 Yes

842 11/11/21 18:00:18 11/11/21 18:03:20 Yes It is fair as consistent for all siblings

843 11/11/21 17:56:08 11/11/21 18:03:44 Yes

844 11/11/21 17:46:53 11/11/21 18:08:11 Yes This is simply a question of tightening the definitions to ensure fairness. 

845 11/11/21 18:08:23 11/11/21 18:12:29 Yes This is fair

846 11/11/21 18:07:32 11/11/21 18:12:52 Yes

847 11/11/21 16:21:14 11/11/21 18:22:18 Yes

848 11/11/21 17:56:15 11/11/21 18:24:51 Yes Yes, I absolutely agree with this. Now LPBS is part of the trust it would make no sense not to adopt this policy.

849 11/11/21 17:46:43 11/11/21 18:34:23 Neutral

850 11/11/21 18:35:24 11/11/21 18:35:38 Neutral

851 11/11/21 18:29:40 11/11/21 18:37:40 Yes

852 11/11/21 18:31:20 11/11/21 18:42:46 Yes That seems fair.

853 11/11/21 18:41:38 11/11/21 18:49:18 Neutral

854 11/11/21 18:19:28 11/11/21 19:00:53 Yes Twins are twins whatever their sex, and by “twins” I mean any order of multiple births.



855 11/11/21 19:08:11 11/11/21 19:09:07 Yes

856 11/11/21 19:16:37 11/11/21 19:36:48 Yes

857 11/11/21 19:37:38 11/11/21 19:39:30 Yes

858 11/11/21 19:49:54 11/11/21 19:58:38 Yes Logical step to take. 

859 11/11/21 20:01:26 11/11/21 20:03:27 Neutral

860 11/11/21 20:09:53 11/11/21 20:11:01 Yes

861 11/11/21 20:18:23 11/11/21 20:19:37 Yes

862 11/11/21 20:37:08 11/11/21 20:37:24 Yes

863 11/11/21 20:49:28 11/11/21 20:50:29 Yes

864 11/11/21 20:53:55 11/11/21 20:55:53 Yes

865 11/11/21 20:39:30 11/11/21 20:57:06 Yes Sensible rationale, families remain within the same environment, safer ,easier, children more comfortable

866 11/11/21 20:57:58 11/11/21 20:58:23 Yes

867 11/11/21 20:58:04 11/11/21 20:59:29 Yes

868 11/11/21 20:59:39 11/11/21 21:00:29 Yes

869 11/11/21 21:00:50 11/11/21 21:02:15 Neutral Don’t know the impact

870 11/11/21 20:49:02 11/11/21 21:09:30 Yes They are from the same family so should have priority.  

871 11/11/21 21:02:40 11/11/21 21:10:18 Neutral

872 11/11/21 21:09:27 11/11/21 21:12:07 Neutral

873 11/11/21 21:11:57 11/11/21 21:14:30 Yes

874 11/11/21 21:13:14 11/11/21 21:14:59 Neutral

875 11/11/21 21:05:10 11/11/21 21:15:05 Yes We should not discriminate.

876 11/11/21 21:14:15 11/11/21 21:15:20 Neutral

877 11/11/21 21:08:46 11/11/21 21:16:15 Neutral

878 11/11/21 21:11:15 11/11/21 21:17:42 Yes

879 11/11/21 21:18:47 11/11/21 21:21:13 Yes

880 11/11/21 21:17:21 11/11/21 21:21:30 Yes

881 11/11/21 21:22:32 11/11/21 21:23:08 Yes

882 11/11/21 21:04:34 11/11/21 21:23:46 Yes

883 11/11/21 21:18:09 11/11/21 21:26:28 No 

884 11/11/21 21:18:54 11/11/21 21:30:43 Yes

885 11/11/21 21:37:26 11/11/21 21:39:01 Neutral Makes sense to have all children in one place 

886 11/11/21 21:26:29 11/11/21 21:39:52 Yes That seems only fair. 

887 11/11/21 21:32:41 11/11/21 21:43:43 Yes

888 11/11/21 21:43:17 11/11/21 21:48:02 Neutral

889 11/11/21 21:45:01 11/11/21 21:50:06 Yes Fair

890 11/11/21 21:53:42 11/11/21 21:54:41 Neutral

891 11/11/21 21:53:10 11/11/21 21:55:46 Yes

892 11/11/21 21:46:37 11/11/21 22:03:17 Yes



893 11/11/21 21:45:50 11/11/21 22:04:28 Yes

894 11/11/21 21:33:06 11/11/21 22:08:25 Yes

895 11/11/21 22:13:37 11/11/21 22:15:18 Yes

896 11/11/21 22:20:33 11/11/21 22:22:12 No 

897 11/11/21 22:25:01 11/11/21 22:27:03 Yes

898 11/11/21 22:31:20 11/11/21 22:33:25 Neutral

899 11/11/21 22:17:36 11/11/21 22:33:28 Yes

The rules are changing for siblings and it would seem logical to apply the same rule for twins or higher multiple 

births.  

900 11/11/21 22:47:32 11/11/21 22:55:09 Neutral

901 11/11/21 22:42:38 11/11/21 22:58:54 Neutral

902 11/11/21 22:31:45 11/11/21 22:58:55 Yes Obviously fairer. 

903 11/11/21 22:56:45 11/11/21 23:07:11 Yes Children should not be treated differently as a result of their gender, this proposal is sensible. 

904 11/11/21 23:33:05 11/11/21 23:36:21 Neutral

905 11/12/21 0:25:16 11/12/21 0:27:40 Yes

906 11/12/21 0:51:01 11/12/21 0:59:34 Neutral N/a

907 11/12/21 7:25:41 11/12/21 7:26:39 Yes

908 11/12/21 7:43:07 11/12/21 7:46:50 Yes Makes sense

909 11/12/21 7:51:56 11/12/21 8:02:37 Yes

910 11/12/21 8:05:31 11/12/21 8:41:33 Yes

 This would be a nightmare for any parent to have to accommodate multiple schools, activities, driving etc and also 

the children will be separated. 

911 11/12/21 8:47:36 11/12/21 8:50:46 No  Different schools 

912 11/12/21 8:49:07 11/12/21 8:56:10 Yes Seems fair

913 11/12/21 8:57:39 11/12/21 9:00:02 Yes I agree that siblings should be able to go to schools next door to one another

914 11/12/21 8:29:35 11/12/21 9:05:24 Yes

915 11/12/21 9:16:56 11/12/21 9:23:49 Yes

916 11/12/21 9:21:53 11/12/21 9:26:31 Neutral Does not disadvantage local children.

917 11/12/21 9:22:46 11/12/21 9:26:31 Neutral is not related to my situation. 

918 11/12/21 9:17:02 11/12/21 9:28:39 Yes

919 11/12/21 9:34:16 11/12/21 9:35:10 No 

920 11/12/21 9:33:06 11/12/21 9:35:26 Yes

921 11/12/21 9:36:56 11/12/21 9:39:01 Yes

922 11/12/21 9:14:35 11/12/21 9:39:42 Neutral

923 11/12/21 9:40:12 11/12/21 9:42:38 Yes

924 11/12/21 9:14:37 11/12/21 9:50:34 Yes It makes sense for children from the same family to go to the same school or nearest alternative.

925 11/12/21 9:44:49 11/12/21 9:51:50 Yes

926 11/12/21 9:49:48 11/12/21 10:00:51 Yes

927 11/12/21 10:09:33 11/12/21 10:11:52 Yes

928 11/12/21 10:14:59 11/12/21 10:20:14 Neutral It does not affect us directly.

929 11/12/21 10:35:20 11/12/21 10:37:17 Neutral



930 11/12/21 10:36:01 11/12/21 10:39:32 Yes This is fair and reasonable for families.

931 11/12/21 10:39:01 11/12/21 10:42:06 Yes

932 11/12/21 10:40:09 11/12/21 10:55:53 Neutral I don't have a strong view

933 11/12/21 10:58:24 11/12/21 10:59:30 No 

934 11/12/21 10:57:12 11/12/21 11:08:12 No 

935 11/12/21 11:13:25 11/12/21 11:14:28 Yes

936 11/12/21 11:09:03 11/12/21 11:20:22 Yes

937 11/12/21 11:20:35 11/12/21 11:21:09 No 

938 11/12/21 11:21:20 11/12/21 11:21:30 Yes

939 11/12/21 11:21:35 11/12/21 11:21:47 No 

940 11/12/21 11:21:49 11/12/21 11:21:57 No 

941 11/12/21 11:18:04 11/12/21 11:22:54 No 

942 11/12/21 11:27:43 11/12/21 11:47:06 Yes

I was one of the local parents who raised this question! It is clearly fair on parents of mixed-sex twins and is in 

keeping with the purpose of the long-established sibling policy.

943 11/12/21 11:48:30 11/12/21 11:52:54 Yes

944 11/12/21 11:33:09 11/12/21 11:53:59 Yes Should be no discrimination against mixed sex multiple birth families. 

945 11/12/21 11:49:29 11/12/21 11:59:18 Yes

This seems fair and reasonable as parents of multiple births may want both their children in Langley schools for 

convenience 

946 11/12/21 12:03:03 11/12/21 12:24:54 Yes Siblings are siblings regardless of gender and birth groupings. They should definitely receive sibling priority. 

947 11/12/21 11:48:04 11/12/21 12:31:48 Neutral

948 11/12/21 12:40:46 11/12/21 12:44:48 Yes

949 11/12/21 12:42:37 11/12/21 13:00:55 Neutral

950 11/12/21 13:10:24 11/12/21 13:17:30 No  The schools are split into a boys and girls secondary. There should be no need to link across schools.

951 11/12/21 13:06:12 11/12/21 13:55:26 Neutral

952 11/12/21 14:03:19 11/12/21 14:05:00 Yes

953 11/12/21 13:47:10 11/12/21 14:13:52 Yes

954 11/12/21 14:14:39 11/12/21 14:15:19 Yes

955 11/12/21 14:16:43 11/12/21 14:24:06 Yes

956 11/12/21 14:14:48 11/12/21 14:25:19 Yes

957 11/12/21 14:27:24 11/12/21 14:29:21 Yes

958 11/12/21 14:33:45 11/12/21 14:39:35 No  They are different school and should not impact the other 

959 11/12/21 14:45:30 11/12/21 14:47:55 Yes

960 11/12/21 14:46:41 11/12/21 14:48:54 Neutral

961 11/12/21 14:45:29 11/12/21 14:49:24 Yes

962 11/12/21 15:30:26 11/12/21 15:38:59 Yes

963 11/12/21 16:14:07 11/12/21 16:15:24 No 

964 11/12/21 16:15:28 11/12/21 16:17:14 Neutral

965 11/12/21 16:17:26 11/12/21 16:17:39 Neutral



966 11/12/21 16:39:28 11/12/21 16:41:04 Yes

967 11/12/21 17:16:11 11/12/21 17:17:31 Yes

968 11/12/21 17:14:26 11/12/21 17:26:45 No 

I don’t agree with any sibling rule at secondary schools. It is completely unnecessary when children are 

independent enough to make their own way to and from school. 

969 11/12/21 17:13:56 11/12/21 17:33:12 Yes This proposal is equitable so I agree with it on that basis. 

970 11/12/21 17:30:58 11/12/21 17:38:13 Neutral

971 11/12/21 17:27:12 11/12/21 17:55:50 Neutral If that is the case it should be extended to 6th form pupils as the school leaving age is now 18 without a job

972 11/12/21 17:55:04 11/12/21 18:00:12 Neutral

973 11/12/21 17:48:15 11/12/21 18:02:49 Yes

974 11/12/21 18:12:40 11/12/21 18:37:54 No 

Langley School for Boys and Langley School for Girls are different schools so it is the same situation if a child is 

applying,  for example to Ravens Wood School, and has a sister in other secondary school, she doesn’t give to him 

points to go into Ravens Wood. So the situation in the same. 

975 11/12/21 18:42:57 11/12/21 18:47:00 Neutral

976 11/12/21 18:51:27 11/12/21 18:56:54 Neutral

977 11/12/21 19:11:40 11/12/21 19:22:45 Neutral

978 11/12/21 19:18:51 11/12/21 19:26:47 Yes Given sibling priority is now in place at both schools, this seems fair.

979 11/12/21 19:31:40 11/12/21 19:39:03 Yes

980 11/12/21 19:13:14 11/12/21 19:50:13 Neutral

981 11/12/21 20:03:58 11/12/21 20:13:09 Yes Siblings should be accepted. 

982 11/12/21 20:12:50 11/12/21 20:16:54 Yes

983 11/12/21 20:16:47 11/12/21 20:18:48 Neutral

984 11/12/21 20:20:46 11/12/21 20:24:23 Yes

985 11/12/21 20:19:57 11/12/21 20:25:17 Yes This seems fair

986 11/12/21 20:24:35 11/12/21 20:26:41 Yes

987 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:37 Yes

988 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:41 Yes

989 11/12/21 19:54:49 11/12/21 20:38:39 Yes This is reasonable 

990 11/12/21 20:38:13 11/12/21 20:39:12 Yes

991 11/12/21 19:31:29 11/12/21 20:39:22 Yes

992 11/12/21 20:32:31 11/12/21 20:41:55 No 

993 11/12/21 20:42:07 11/12/21 20:42:22 No 

994 11/12/21 20:46:27 11/12/21 20:49:57 Yes

995 11/12/21 20:46:56 11/12/21 20:51:35 Yes

996 11/12/21 20:39:06 11/12/21 20:52:23 Yes See no reason why not.

997 11/12/21 20:21:35 11/12/21 20:53:55 Yes

Having fraternal twins myself who attended LPSB & LPGS and the combined 6th Form, progressing to the same 

University, it seemed an obvious choice.  Although other parents of twins might prefer to choose differently.

998 11/12/21 20:55:54 11/12/21 20:58:23 No 



999 11/12/21 20:27:35 11/12/21 20:59:31 No  As above

1000 11/12/21 20:36:13 11/12/21 21:03:23 Yes

The same level of priority should be given to multi-sex twins, triplets and siblings, to keep siblings together, it helps 

parents organise holidays, understand general school polices and practices etc, if their children attend the same 

school. Keeping track of different school dates, events, general school  information is a real challenge.

1001 11/12/21 20:18:28 11/12/21 21:07:24 No 

Siblings rule apply to ensure parents don't have to travel to two or more schools once a younger child/ren attends 

secondary. We, for instance, have twins on our street but according to your consultation if it is passed, they will 

both (mixed sex) get in to LPBS and LPGS based on the girl getting a place and the boy being classed as a sibling. 

This directly disadvantages my family of    boys. Now, as we are in catchment for the girls school but not the boys 

school (on occasion we have been but not in recent years when the catchment has been so tight), my son will not 

be able to attend with his best friend (a twin) solely because his twin sister gets a placement because SHE'S A GIRL - 

they live two doors away, how is that fair? There is a fundamental inequality of the catchment areas, in the case of 

multiple births, you are viewing the TWO schools effectively as ONE. Surely it would be more simple to state that 

both schools have the same catchment areas (whether that's bigger or smaller) then instances like this blatant 

inequality would be eliminated. If you are to view both LPBS & LPGS schools as ONE in this instance for twins or 

multiple births then the catchment needs to be viewed in the same way either by the council or the trust - we are 

not sure who has control over this. It is unfair and even though these instances may be small it decreases our 

chances. The sibling rule had already done this and whereby the catchment areas remain vastly different, this is 

UNFAIR. If the catchment areas for both schools were the same, at least the trust would be viewing all mixed sex 

siblings and mixed sex multiple births in the same way. 

1002 11/12/21 20:30:55 11/12/21 21:14:47 Neutral

1003 11/12/21 20:30:34 11/12/21 21:16:03 Yes

1004 11/12/21 21:11:20 11/12/21 21:16:43 No 

1005 11/12/21 21:20:10 11/12/21 21:21:07 Yes

1006 11/12/21 21:09:02 11/12/21 21:21:14 Yes

1007 11/12/21 21:16:21 11/12/21 21:21:41 Neutral

1008 11/12/21 21:21:09 11/12/21 21:21:50 Yes

1009 11/12/21 21:08:37 11/12/21 21:22:04 No 

1010 11/12/21 21:20:44 11/12/21 21:27:54 Neutral Not many families will be affected by this 

1011 11/12/21 21:26:32 11/12/21 21:28:25 Neutral

1012 11/12/21 21:29:33 11/12/21 21:30:25 Neutral

1013 11/12/21 21:30:31 11/12/21 21:32:17 Neutral

1014 11/12/21 21:00:53 11/12/21 21:38:22 Yes This seems a worthwhile clarification.

1015 11/12/21 21:40:30 11/12/21 21:40:54 Neutral

1016 11/12/21 21:36:05 11/12/21 21:42:46 Yes It makes sense not to discriminate against mix sex twins etc 

1017 11/12/21 20:44:21 11/12/21 21:43:02 Yes I support this, as it seems reasonable 

1018 11/12/21 21:46:16 11/12/21 21:50:21 Neutral



1019 11/12/21 21:53:49 11/12/21 21:56:58 Yes

1020 11/12/21 21:53:48 11/12/21 21:57:45 Neutral

1021 11/12/21 21:55:33 11/12/21 22:28:36 Yes Seems sensible to add this clarity, where the lack of such clarity is causing concern to applicants.

1022 11/12/21 22:26:25 11/12/21 22:37:01 Yes

1023 11/12/21 22:37:18 11/12/21 22:50:21 Neutral

1024 11/12/21 22:57:34 11/12/21 23:02:16 No  The schools are separate, so they ought to have separate admissions procedures managed fairly by Bromley Council 

1025 11/12/21 23:02:24 11/12/21 23:02:35 Neutral

1026 11/12/21 22:46:54 11/12/21 23:03:52 Yes

1027 11/12/21 23:02:37 11/12/21 23:03:56 No 

1028 11/12/21 23:04:19 11/12/21 23:04:36 Yes

1029 11/12/21 23:04:41 11/12/21 23:05:08 No 

1030 11/12/21 23:05:42 11/12/21 23:06:01 No 

1031 11/12/21 23:06:14 11/12/21 23:06:30 No 

1032 11/12/21 23:06:42 11/12/21 23:07:00 No 

1033 11/12/21 23:07:23 11/12/21 23:07:36 No 

1034 11/12/21 23:07:47 11/12/21 23:08:04 No 

1035 11/12/21 23:08:21 11/12/21 23:08:32 No 

1036 11/12/21 23:08:42 11/12/21 23:08:57 No 

1037 11/12/21 23:09:13 11/12/21 23:09:28 No 

1038 11/12/21 23:09:38 11/12/21 23:09:51 No 

1039 11/12/21 23:10:03 11/12/21 23:10:15 No 

1040 11/12/21 23:10:28 11/12/21 23:10:42 No 

1041 11/12/21 23:10:57 11/12/21 23:11:10 No 

1042 11/12/21 23:11:14 11/12/21 23:11:31 No 

1043 11/12/21 23:11:33 11/12/21 23:11:48 No 

1044 11/12/21 22:56:56 11/12/21 23:11:55 Yes

1045 11/12/21 23:11:53 11/12/21 23:12:18 No 

1046 11/12/21 23:12:26 11/12/21 23:12:53 No 

1047 11/12/21 22:26:46 11/12/21 23:12:56 Yes

1048 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:13:23 No 

1049 11/12/21 23:13:25 11/12/21 23:13:35 No 

1050 11/12/21 23:13:36 11/12/21 23:13:46 No 

1051 11/12/21 23:13:48 11/12/21 23:13:57 No 

1052 11/12/21 23:13:59 11/12/21 23:14:19 No 

1053 11/12/21 23:14:22 11/12/21 23:14:31 No 

1054 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:14:32 Neutral

1055 11/12/21 23:14:35 11/12/21 23:15:00 No 

1056 11/12/21 23:15:15 11/12/21 23:15:25 No 



1057 11/12/21 23:15:29 11/12/21 23:15:40 No 

1058 11/12/21 23:16:16 11/12/21 23:16:26 No 

1059 11/12/21 23:03:42 11/12/21 23:16:30 Yes Makes sense

1060 11/12/21 23:16:34 11/12/21 23:16:46 No 

1061 11/12/21 23:16:48 11/12/21 23:16:58 No 

1062 11/12/21 23:14:34 11/12/21 23:16:59 Neutral

1063 11/12/21 23:17:00 11/12/21 23:17:10 No 

1064 11/12/21 23:17:11 11/12/21 23:17:20 No 

1065 11/12/21 23:17:23 11/12/21 23:17:33 No 

1066 11/12/21 23:17:35 11/12/21 23:17:44 No 

1067 11/12/21 23:17:46 11/12/21 23:17:58 No 

1068 11/12/21 23:17:59 11/12/21 23:18:09 No 

1069 11/12/21 23:18:10 11/12/21 23:18:21 No 

1070 11/12/21 23:18:23 11/12/21 23:18:32 No 

1071 11/12/21 23:17:53 11/12/21 23:18:33 Yes

1072 11/12/21 23:18:34 11/12/21 23:18:44 No 

1073 11/12/21 23:18:47 11/12/21 23:18:57 No 

1074 11/12/21 23:18:59 11/12/21 23:19:08 No 

1075 11/12/21 23:19:10 11/12/21 23:19:20 No 

1076 11/12/21 23:19:22 11/12/21 23:19:30 No 

1077 11/12/21 23:19:32 11/12/21 23:19:41 No 

1078 11/12/21 23:19:42 11/12/21 23:19:52 No 

1079 11/12/21 23:19:54 11/12/21 23:20:01 No 

1080 11/12/21 22:26:38 11/12/21 23:20:05 Yes N/A

1081 11/12/21 23:16:58 11/12/21 23:20:12 Neutral

1082 11/12/21 23:20:08 11/12/21 23:20:16 No 

1083 11/12/21 23:20:18 11/12/21 23:20:32 No 

1084 11/12/21 23:18:43 11/12/21 23:20:40 Yes

1085 11/12/21 23:20:33 11/12/21 23:20:43 No 

1086 11/12/21 23:20:46 11/12/21 23:20:56 No 



Additional Comments 

ID Start time Completion time Please use this space to make any additional comments that are relevant to the proposed changes in this consultation.

2 10/2/21 6:26:19 10/2/21 6:34:23

3 10/2/21 12:17:20 10/2/21 12:21:34

Please stop with constant changing admissions to suit one primary school. You have a responsibility to all primary children either look 

after all and let them have priority or none. This is putting me off continuing secondary education in the trust 

4 10/2/21 12:23:26 10/2/21 12:25:16

5 10/2/21 12:24:11 10/2/21 12:25:55 Please stop doing want Langley primary wants. There are other primaries in the trust it’s either all or none

6 10/2/21 12:22:04 10/2/21 12:38:18 As per previous consultation, proposals should apply to all schools onbthe trust, or none at all.

7 10/2/21 12:41:53 10/2/21 12:45:31

8 10/2/21 23:40:55 10/2/21 23:53:58

9 10/3/21 8:12:15 10/3/21 8:20:31

We went through this a few years ago. Unsure why we are having to fight the proposal to have Langley primary have priority. It just 

isn’t fair. I live in west WICKHAM and my daughter couldn’t go to a local primary. I moved here to be in Langley so it’s unfair if she’s 

penalized. 

10 10/3/21 8:50:40 10/3/21 8:58:04

11 10/3/21 9:09:54 10/3/21 9:13:22

12 10/3/21 9:12:27 10/3/21 9:13:28

13 10/3/21 9:23:55 10/3/21 9:34:25

14 10/3/21 9:31:20 10/3/21 9:35:11

It has been clear from the last two consultations that the local communities do not agree with this idea yet you still insist on trying. 

No other trust has criteria and this will change the educational make up for so many children going forward. Very disappointed in the 

trust. 

15 10/3/21 10:27:02 10/3/21 10:36:39

I cannot believe this consultation is happening again. What a waste of the school and the LA's time, which quite frankly post pandemic 

would be better spent ensure the health and wellbeing of their students. The idea of a feeder school is and will always be an unfair 

application process. If the child attending the school live within the catchment to get into the primary they should also live within the 

catchment for the secondary school. All you are doing is encouraging local families to have to travel further afield to attend schools. 

Where you live in reception may not be where you live by y6, and encouraging families to move into catchment for one school year 

and then guaranting a place a secondary is insulting to all the local people who's community helps grow and develop these young 

people. I cannot believe that my daughter may face either have the choice of being out of catchment for any local school or being in a 

school that is so large it may be detrimental not only to her learning but also to her mental health. 

16 10/3/21 10:34:46 10/3/21 10:44:49

17 10/3/21 10:43:26 10/3/21 10:55:52

18 10/3/21 11:48:37 10/3/21 11:55:19

Rules should not be changed to accommodate a school making an error in judgment by communicating false information. The future 

impact on allowing Langley primary to do so opens the door for other schools to announce similar arrangements and then try to force 

the hand of council to accommodate there mistakes.

19 10/3/21 11:26:31 10/3/21 11:57:28

20 10/3/21 12:38:24 10/3/21 12:42:05

21 10/3/21 12:37:16 10/3/21 12:43:20



22 10/3/21 13:01:58 10/3/21 13:13:20

23 10/3/21 13:12:09 10/3/21 13:31:41

It is disappointing to see a further consultation give the recent one had been clear. I respect and applaud the trust’s transparency in 

what issue it is trying to address. However I would think it should be mindful of giving false hope or credence to supporting  the 

‘historical assurances’. It was never legally correct and we need to move forward. The speed of a return to this question also makes 

me suspicious of ulterior motives to using this as a step for a re opening again if this small step is made. 

24 10/3/21 12:20:21 10/3/21 13:43:06

I do not think it is ok for the head of the primary school to have made promises to parents that weren’t agreed to by the secondary 

trusts, and subsequently this consultation yet again, is occurring. 

25 10/3/21 13:26:35 10/3/21 13:52:27

We are all entitled to give our children the best education possible. Unfortunately some of us live in areas where good education is 

limited. Then there are some of us that can’t afford private schooling. 

We should all be given a fair chance of getting into a good school and not be penalised because we chose not to send our children to 

Langley park or any other trust schools. I chose my faith first and foremost and it has been so beneficial for my child. She is a good All 

rounder student who has never had a bad mark against her. She would thrive in a school like Langley girls

26 10/3/21 13:22:57 10/3/21 13:52:42

27 10/3/21 13:43:57 10/3/21 13:53:56

We have been through the Langley primary issue before, once this consultation has finished this needs a line drawing under it and no 

more - it is a waste of time for lots of people!

28 10/3/21 13:50:28 10/3/21 13:57:05

29 10/3/21 14:02:25 10/3/21 14:03:41

30 10/3/21 14:32:01 10/3/21 14:34:47

31 10/3/21 16:03:15 10/3/21 16:05:02

32 10/3/21 16:29:30 10/3/21 16:34:07

33 10/3/21 16:39:28 10/3/21 16:41:07

34 10/3/21 16:43:42 10/3/21 16:49:07

35 10/3/21 18:42:13 10/3/21 18:55:19

36 10/3/21 19:18:38 10/3/21 19:21:26

If you want to make Langley primary a feeder school, then it should be for pupils starting my reception in 2022, not for existing year 

groups.

37 10/3/21 19:36:04 10/3/21 19:37:43

38 10/3/21 19:30:27 10/3/21 19:41:54

39 10/3/21 19:53:05 10/3/21 19:55:43

40 10/3/21 19:53:29 10/3/21 19:58:37

41 10/3/21 19:53:21 10/3/21 19:58:38

42 10/3/21 19:56:10 10/3/21 19:59:20

43 10/3/21 20:21:02 10/3/21 20:26:22 I expect that this draws a line under this episode and that no further changes will be proposed.

44 10/3/21 20:28:30 10/3/21 20:30:04

45 10/3/21 20:58:40 10/3/21 21:03:23

I agree to the proposal to make good on the promise made to parents pre 2018 ONLY, not any future plans to change LPS admissions 

to favour LPPS

46 10/3/21 21:08:45 10/3/21 21:10:09



47 10/4/21 7:14:34 10/4/21 7:19:13

We chose a religious primary school although are within the catchment and walking distance to LPGS. By making LPP a feeder we are 

being disadvantaged by our religious views and risk not securing a place. 

48 10/4/21 8:16:45 10/4/21 8:21:08

49 10/4/21 8:54:13 10/4/21 8:59:17

50 10/4/21 10:00:17 10/4/21 10:05:05

Every single year you try to cut the catchment down and chip away at it even more making it impossible for children in the area to go 

to a good high school. 

51 10/4/21 10:13:50 10/4/21 10:17:02

52 10/4/21 10:13:12 10/4/21 10:17:47

53 10/4/21 9:46:51 10/4/21 10:41:27

As I've mentioned above, back in 2016 when we visited various primary schools, we were told by several teachers and the Langley 

Primary school office that Langley Primary was most definitely NOT a feeder school for the Langley secondary schools. 

We used this information to decide which school was best for our child. However, we feel like your proposed changes (should they be 

approved) are punishing us for doing due diligence and more importantly putting our son at a massive disadvantage when we apply 

for LPBS 2023 entry. 

Also, call us sceptics, but we feel like should these changes be approved it will be one more step closer to Langley Primary becoming a 

full-blown feeder school. Should this happen it will also put our younger son at a disadvantage when he applies for LPBS in 2025. 

The Langley Trust are very clever at using figures to try and shine a positive light on proposals and no doubt you'll be able to make up 

some figures that show how the above proposals, should they be approved, have not had any real affect on pupils from other primary 

schools. However, even if one child is put at a disadvantage then it should not be deemed acceptable.

54 10/4/21 9:52:39 10/4/21 10:41:56

This is just really unfair, why parents have to be put through this again. The stress 2 years ago and now again. Parents moving into an 

area, with a target school in mind, paying a premium price on their property, because lets face it, the more close to the LP secondary 

school in proximately, the more expense, building their lives near the school and they is at risk. Q3 already highlights that in 

2023/2024 we don't expect these to be normal years. Not normally in the admission process and criteria as well as the level of 

education and experience the impacted child will receive, and the subsequent knock on affect to other year groups. 

55 10/4/21 10:29:55 10/4/21 10:46:15

Whilst there are many arguments residents are making against agreement to this proposal, it would be an absolute shame for 

potentially 120 children to not have the option to continue their education in an environment they know. In fact, there would not be 

120 children eligible, as none of the classes are at capacity & many classes have had children leave and enrol since 2018. For example, 

my son’s class only has 23 children but only 19/20 have been enrolled since before August 2018. These children have developed the 

Langley characteristics & know the expectations on them to maintain that ethos which follows through to the secondary schools. 

Many families at LPPS also live within the catchment, so in actual fact, there will be little impact on places for other children locally 

when splitting between LPGS & LPBS. Some families may consider mixed schools, such as Eden Park High when the time comes. 

56 10/4/21 11:14:06 10/4/21 11:18:25

57 10/4/21 11:56:39 10/4/21 12:01:48



58 10/4/21 12:43:52 10/4/21 12:49:24

59 10/4/21 12:46:17 10/4/21 12:53:24

This consultations is taking place just a couple of years since the last one. The community spoke loud and clear then, and I hope they 

will do this time. When Langley Primary first opened we were told there would be no priority given and this should still stand. There is 

no community reason, no benefit to the wider group of children across Bromley. The only reason there is for doing this as far as I can 

see, is to strengthen the Langley Brand.

60 10/4/21 13:32:54 10/4/21 13:35:49

61 10/4/21 13:37:05 10/4/21 13:42:22

62 10/4/21 13:43:59 10/4/21 13:59:19

You have already been turned down once.  Stop trying to do this it is not ok and just cause undue worry and stress for the local 

community. 

63 10/4/21 14:32:56 10/4/21 14:36:27

64 10/4/21 14:48:02 10/4/21 14:49:33

65 10/4/21 14:48:50 10/4/21 14:50:20

66 10/4/21 14:51:13 10/4/21 14:53:32

67 10/4/21 14:46:49 10/4/21 15:07:29

68 10/4/21 15:21:51 10/4/21 15:22:37

69 10/4/21 15:58:20 10/4/21 16:06:00

70 10/4/21 15:58:53 10/4/21 16:10:23

71 10/4/21 16:20:34 10/4/21 16:22:48

72 10/4/21 18:42:10 10/4/21 19:01:51

73 10/4/21 19:06:00 10/4/21 19:14:28

74 10/4/21 19:13:04 10/4/21 19:24:09

75 10/4/21 20:14:04 10/4/21 20:23:37 Not sure why you are consulting on admissions again so close to the previous consultation. 

76 10/5/21 1:47:32 10/5/21 1:52:31

It is not the trusts right to make promises to parents. Children in the Bromley borough should all be offered places following 

Bromley’s rules of catchment sibling looked after children etc. 

77 10/5/21 2:31:43 10/5/21 2:56:14

To accept a place at the primary school based on a supposed ‘promise’ that had not been to consultation and was not finalised was 

foolish. To expect an admission change based on this, for only two years seems very entitled. I did not chose this primary and knew 

that early talk of it becoming a feeder school was mere ‘speculation’ and wishful thinking on those who lived outside the catchment 

area. 

78 10/5/21 6:03:29 10/5/21 6:06:24

79 10/5/21 6:05:53 10/5/21 6:10:58

80 10/5/21 6:47:17 10/5/21 6:55:56

81 10/5/21 6:55:26 10/5/21 7:02:55

82 10/5/21 7:09:55 10/5/21 7:12:32

83 10/5/21 7:14:30 10/5/21 7:16:01

84 10/5/21 7:16:13 10/5/21 7:17:10

85 10/5/21 7:17:19 10/5/21 7:23:57

86 10/5/21 7:29:30 10/5/21 7:44:29



87 10/5/21 8:00:16 10/5/21 8:14:45

My son is in the 2023 intake Year and attends

Hawes Down Primary school. I think it would be unfair to 3 of the Primary schools in Langley Trust to not have the same priority as 

LPPS students. People in the area move house to get their children into the right schools in our case we bought our house when our 

son was 1 yrs old looking ahead to secondary schools we wanted him to attend. I think it is unfair that he or any of the other children 

at Hawes Down to miss a place based on LPPS being considered a feeder school

to the Secondary schools if that had been public knowledge at the time of reception I’m sure there would have been a lot more 

parents choosing LPPS at the time. 

I don’t agree with making the 2023 & 2024 intakes bigger they are already oversubscribed. It would

Not be the best solution. The criteria should stay as it has always been, and not be extended. 

88 10/5/21 8:13:11 10/5/21 8:14:46

89 10/5/21 9:02:43 10/5/21 9:08:42

These proposals will be continued to be fought against by parents of children in other primary schools in the area, give up the time 

and expense wastes in these applications to the council. 

90 10/5/21 9:10:18 10/5/21 9:12:42

91 10/5/21 9:13:36 10/5/21 9:15:23

92 10/5/21 9:13:41 10/5/21 9:17:19 I’m so angry that this is being given another consultation we all voted no originally so why do you have to have another consultation 

93 10/5/21 9:11:03 10/5/21 9:18:54

These proposals directly affect local children getting into the school and will cause children having to travel a long way to school. It 

will also reduce the teaching quality and space for children's extra curricular activities.

94 10/5/21 9:15:32 10/5/21 9:21:01

95 10/5/21 9:21:04 10/5/21 9:25:07

96 10/5/21 9:21:12 10/5/21 9:25:19 Children admitted to Langley primary often come from a lot further away and do not live in the catchment area. 

97 10/5/21 9:34:04 10/5/21 9:36:51

98 10/5/21 9:20:50 10/5/21 9:38:45

99 10/5/21 9:40:25 10/5/21 9:42:19

100 10/5/21 9:50:39 10/5/21 9:52:05

101 10/5/21 9:46:52 10/5/21 9:52:50

How on earth is this fair on local children living within local distance to the school (where would they go)? Families have paid extra to 

live within the areas close to Langley so our children can attend these schools.  It is totally unreasonable to expect other children from 

other areas to gain a place over local children just because they were lucky to get into the primary school as it was undersubscribed 

and a promise was not made as I was personally told there were no plans for a feeder.  This will impact on all children within Hayes, 

west wickham, Beckenham as will decrease the catchment for other schools. 

102 10/5/21 9:46:04 10/5/21 9:54:03

We moved to this area so our children could attend both senior schools, we didn't have to worry which primary they attended. 

To add another layer of selection feels like social engineering which is incredibly unpalatable in today's society.

103 10/5/21 9:45:09 10/5/21 10:00:02 Why is this change necessary? 

104 10/5/21 10:04:26 10/5/21 10:07:36

105 10/5/21 10:17:20 10/5/21 10:21:37

106 10/5/21 10:22:22 10/5/21 10:25:27



107 10/5/21 11:47:05 10/5/21 12:04:37

108 10/5/21 12:09:03 10/5/21 12:17:50

109 10/5/21 12:20:11 10/5/21 12:22:11

110 10/5/21 12:30:31 10/5/21 12:38:31

111 10/5/21 12:39:15 10/5/21 12:41:18

112 10/5/21 12:41:15 10/5/21 12:43:27

113 10/5/21 12:47:18 10/5/21 12:51:41

114 10/5/21 12:39:44 10/5/21 12:52:23

What exactly is the problem? Is there an increase of kids to apply for 2ndary school in the area? and not enough schools? or is it that 

everyone wants to go to LPGS/LPBS.

I thought we just open a new one Eden Park High school

115 10/5/21 12:38:24 10/5/21 12:57:41

Expect many local residents to be against your proposals, you cannot change admission policies to suit your mistakes and appease 

your parents.

116 10/5/21 13:03:20 10/5/21 13:04:37

117 10/5/21 13:05:17 10/5/21 13:08:35

118 10/5/21 13:11:59 10/5/21 13:14:33

119 10/5/21 13:16:09 10/5/21 13:18:31

120 10/5/21 13:20:29 10/5/21 13:24:01 Very worried that this is going to be an annual activity. Shameful to try to create an exclusive admissions policy.

121 10/5/21 13:18:18 10/5/21 13:24:15

122 10/5/21 13:20:20 10/5/21 13:25:05

123 10/5/21 13:29:09 10/5/21 13:30:26

124 10/5/21 13:29:30 10/5/21 13:31:37

125 10/5/21 13:33:54 10/5/21 13:36:19

126 10/5/21 13:22:03 10/5/21 13:37:21

127 10/5/21 13:34:31 10/5/21 13:37:27

128 10/5/21 13:36:11 10/5/21 13:42:34

The surrounding roads are already busy enough without increasing the number of pupils in a year, even if only temporary. Local 

schools should be for local children, those that live closest to the school. The above proposals would have a negative environmental 

impact by offering places to children who live outside the catchment. If they lived inside the catchment they would automatically 

qualify for a place.

129 10/5/21 13:28:41 10/5/21 13:42:54

130 10/5/21 13:41:23 10/5/21 13:44:07

131 10/5/21 13:29:16 10/5/21 13:44:40

The strong perception created by proposals (1) and (2) above is that the Trust rues defeat in the earlier discriminatory admissions 

policy it proposed and now seeks alternative routes to reverse this decison. It should focus on rebuilding goodwill rather than 

revisiting earlier decisons that have been comprehensively rejected by the community. 

132 10/5/21 13:44:09 10/5/21 13:45:54

133 10/5/21 13:43:10 10/5/21 13:46:05

134 10/5/21 13:51:01 10/5/21 13:53:06



135 10/5/21 13:33:59 10/5/21 13:57:59

All children should have the right to a place at their local secondary school. No matter what Primary School they attend. 

Bromley Borough children should have priority to Bromley Borough schools. 

I am not convinced children at Langley Primary are local - especially when it first opened and the catchment was huge. These children 

should absolutely NOT have priority over others. Now or when their siblings come through in later years. 

136 10/5/21 13:59:24 10/5/21 14:06:07

This was already decided and am unsure of why it now has to be considered again. It has lowered my trust in this academy and i feel 

frustrated they are unable to resolve the issue in another manner. 

137 10/5/21 14:18:45 10/5/21 14:21:30 This has already been rejected previously and should be rejected again as it would cause detrimental affect to local communities

138 10/5/21 14:24:52 10/5/21 14:26:39

139 10/5/21 14:55:55 10/5/21 14:58:48

140 10/5/21 15:28:59 10/5/21 15:36:54

141 10/5/21 15:32:20 10/5/21 15:47:31

This is an unfair and clearly corrupt system where local children will miss out, families will be split up, there will be more traffic, thus 

causing more pollution, and there will be an instant lack of community feel in the area.  This is a ridiculous proposal.

142 10/5/21 16:12:36 10/5/21 16:16:46

143 10/5/21 16:19:23 10/5/21 16:46:22

144 10/5/21 16:48:33 10/5/21 16:51:40

145 10/5/21 16:52:17 10/5/21 16:57:23

Please stop trying to change entry criteria, it is not right or fair! It will have detrimental impacts on the local Community and other 

local schools.

146 10/5/21 16:57:09 10/5/21 16:59:19

147 10/5/21 16:57:35 10/5/21 17:04:05

There is no reason at all why the junior school should become an advantaged feeder for the secondaries to the detriment of other 

local children. You risk creating an exclusive little enclave which is not an acceptable proposition.

148 10/5/21 17:20:32 10/5/21 17:21:18

149 10/5/21 17:21:22 10/5/21 17:22:04

150 10/5/21 17:22:06 10/5/21 17:23:09

151 10/5/21 17:27:36 10/5/21 17:33:51 The Trust should stop trying to circumvent the rules.

152 10/5/21 17:46:37 10/5/21 17:52:53

153 10/5/21 17:47:51 10/5/21 17:56:51

154 10/5/21 17:50:18 10/5/21 18:03:20

Please don't do this. A mistake was made. Let the parents affected drag you through the courts - that's their battle- but do not change 

the system to suit.

155 10/5/21 17:47:24 10/5/21 18:07:10

Stop with these consultations to tick boxes. The Trust and LPPS need to Own up to their mistakes (if they promised things they 

shouldn’t have) and stop giving places to kids that clearly do not live locally or even in the borough! Local schools for local kids!! 

156 10/5/21 18:21:44 10/5/21 18:24:19

157 10/5/21 18:31:02 10/5/21 18:34:34

158 10/5/21 18:51:13 10/5/21 19:05:01

This consultation request is being driven by the issue that a head teacher has made incorrect statements. The learning trust needs 

address that the statements were not legal and to reset the expectations of parents and children



159 10/5/21 19:05:04 10/5/21 19:08:09

160 10/5/21 19:05:41 10/5/21 19:13:04

161 10/5/21 17:19:02 10/5/21 19:13:56

Parents will mostly do whatever it takes to get their children into their school of choice. This proposal is playing into the hands of the 

most manipulative, sharp elbowed parents in the Borough. I cannot overstate the importance of  a level playing field at Secondary 

school application time. It is stressful, time consuming and sets parents against each other. Let’s ensure that as far as possible every 

child attending the school lives is in the catchment area in order to have friends outside of school, share homework and local support 

of parents

162 10/5/21 19:08:19 10/5/21 19:23:55

163 10/5/21 19:27:15 10/5/21 19:28:23

164 10/5/21 19:27:24 10/5/21 19:37:50

165 10/5/21 19:32:51 10/5/21 19:41:48

166 10/5/21 19:33:01 10/5/21 19:48:57

The previous consultation made clear the feelings of local residents. I do not understand why this consultation with minor changes is 

being brought again. These changes would bring only negative issues to residents whose children are not at the feeder schools. There 

will be children living closer to the Langley schools than those at these feeder schools who would miss out on a place. This is 

unacceptable! Children should not be forced to travel further to school just so feeder schools can be introduced. This will also have a 

negative effect on the environment ie more children not being able to walk to school! 

167 10/5/21 19:57:04 10/5/21 20:04:38

168 10/5/21 20:06:32 10/5/21 20:11:17

169 10/5/21 20:15:03 10/5/21 20:23:32

170 10/5/21 20:30:57 10/5/21 20:36:17

171 10/5/21 20:51:09 10/5/21 20:53:01

172 10/5/21 20:56:26 10/5/21 20:57:57

173 10/5/21 21:05:45 10/5/21 21:06:49

174 10/5/21 20:47:38 10/5/21 21:08:41

175 10/5/21 21:02:45 10/5/21 21:10:19

176 10/5/21 21:12:29 10/5/21 21:15:08

177 10/5/21 21:16:29 10/5/21 21:20:39

178 10/5/21 21:13:56 10/5/21 21:24:04

It is unfair to change the standard rules of catchment areas and it is irresponsible to encourage children to drive to school - we have a 

climate emergency!

179 10/5/21 21:20:02 10/5/21 21:26:56

180 10/5/21 21:21:15 10/5/21 21:28:10

181 10/5/21 21:10:26 10/5/21 21:29:31

182 10/5/21 21:26:12 10/5/21 21:34:40

183 10/5/21 21:33:47 10/5/21 21:38:28

184 10/5/21 21:30:43 10/5/21 21:39:36

185 10/5/21 21:40:36 10/5/21 21:42:40

186 10/5/21 21:29:07 10/5/21 21:44:26

187 10/5/21 21:45:56 10/5/21 21:47:38



188 10/5/21 22:12:24 10/5/21 22:16:43

189 10/5/21 22:28:32 10/5/21 22:29:02

190 10/6/21 5:50:11 10/6/21 6:01:09

You have already tried to do this and were told no.  Stop and listen to what was said previously and outline to the existing parents 

that Bromley doesn't have feeder schools and so this was never an appropriate suggestion..

191 10/6/21 7:03:12 10/6/21 7:03:54

192 10/6/21 8:35:46 10/6/21 8:45:53 Please let the admission to the Park Langley schools be a fair and equitable one based on distance and catchment.

193 10/6/21 8:51:18 10/6/21 8:54:35

194 10/6/21 9:56:08 10/6/21 9:59:54

195 10/6/21 10:07:02 10/6/21 10:40:39

The biggest fear among parents is that if the proposal to give priority to the LPPS pupils to gain an automatic place at either LPBS or 

LPGS, in 2 year’s time the Trust will again seek to make LPPS and the other primaries “feeder” schools.  I know the Trust say the 

proposal is only for the 2 top LPPS year groups, but local parents are right to be suspicious of the Trust’s long term aims.

196 10/6/21 10:53:21 10/6/21 12:01:37

197 10/6/21 12:10:54 10/6/21 12:15:56

198 10/6/21 13:03:24 10/6/21 13:23:42

199 10/6/21 13:38:53 10/6/21 13:42:57

200 10/6/21 13:46:56 10/6/21 14:17:39

The Trust has once again given minimal notice of important changes that will have a significant effect on local schooling. Many 

affected parents are unaware of what is proposed. Our local primary school management (with many pupils in Langley catchment) did 

not know about the proposals until informed by a parent. 

201 10/6/21 15:22:55 10/6/21 15:25:25

202 10/6/21 19:27:26 10/6/21 19:38:47

Surly rather than impacting local families this issue should be resolved via the trusts Directors and Officers Insurance and or Liability 

insurance if those families supposedly impacted wish to make a claim. Catchments have been around for many years and any 

supposedly feeder school claims made should have been further investigated by the parents before they applied to the Langley 

Primary School in the first instance.

203 10/7/21 6:16:22 10/7/21 6:20:50

204 10/7/21 7:00:49 10/7/21 7:02:36

205 10/7/21 7:11:47 10/7/21 7:17:11

206 10/7/21 7:49:36 10/7/21 7:55:12

Keep the admissions criteria for the secondary schools the same for all families regardless of primary school. This will ensure that the 

school is for local children what it was intended for.

207 10/7/21 14:31:02 10/7/21 14:32:07

208 10/7/21 21:06:57 10/7/21 21:10:35

209 10/8/21 0:10:06 10/8/21 0:30:30

I reiterate that I do not agree with the Trust's proposals 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 I strongly believe that this 

would have a detrimental  affect on local children as well as the current children in the secondary schools who will be impacted by the 

increase in the number of students in Year 7.

210 10/8/21 5:05:09 10/8/21 5:27:25

211 10/8/21 9:45:55 10/8/21 10:11:15

212 10/8/21 15:28:56 10/8/21 15:31:42

213 10/8/21 15:12:31 10/8/21 15:32:40



214 10/8/21 15:55:48 10/8/21 16:04:04

215 10/8/21 16:08:11 10/8/21 16:09:49

216 10/8/21 16:06:54 10/8/21 16:11:23

217 10/8/21 16:04:39 10/8/21 16:19:37

218 10/8/21 16:15:55 10/8/21 16:24:05

219 10/8/21 17:05:44 10/8/21 17:22:20

This proposal really needs to be put to bed for the last time. This is the third consultation on the matter. In the previous two 

consultations, parents have been very vocal that the Trust need to ensure the admission policy that is equitable to all students 

(irrespective of promises made by former staff members). Giving preference to these children disrupts the fairness of the admission 

policy and sets a dangerous precedence for further challenges from parents of other children to be offered the same concessions.

Whilst not perfect, the current admissions policy works. You either meet one of the selection criteria and gain admission or you find 

alternative. It is the same system that works up and down the country. It is as simple as that.

220 10/8/21 17:35:37 10/8/21 17:41:33

I feel like we have already done this consultation a couple of years ago and it was declined yet here we are again. All because a 

promise was made to a primary school when nothing was set in stone.

221 10/8/21 17:48:18 10/8/21 17:52:40

222 10/8/21 19:42:32 10/8/21 19:46:01

223 10/8/21 19:53:34 10/8/21 20:12:38

224 10/8/21 21:52:21 10/8/21 22:18:27

225 10/9/21 8:42:46 10/9/21 8:46:37

226 10/9/21 9:25:31 10/9/21 9:39:53

227 10/9/21 9:41:13 10/9/21 9:43:38

228 10/9/21 16:04:14 10/9/21 16:22:25

229 10/9/21 21:42:31 10/9/21 22:02:16

230 10/10/21 18:17:04 10/10/21 18:23:14

231 10/10/21 19:07:24 10/10/21 19:09:24

232 10/10/21 19:44:14 10/10/21 19:54:14

233 10/10/21 20:28:22 10/10/21 20:30:24

234 10/10/21 20:34:31 10/10/21 20:38:41

235 10/10/21 20:32:49 10/10/21 20:46:49

Changing the current admissions policies for pupils outside of the average catchment area will impact admissions for following 

admissions years. The current proposed policies do not consider the impact to future admissions due to siblings of the pupils that 

have been given a place that would normally have been outside of the current catchment.



236 10/10/21 21:08:26 10/10/21 21:24:18

As set out above:

Whilst the proposed bulge years will increase the catchment for the two proposed years (starting Sept 2023 and Sept 2024), this will 

have a detrimental effect to the catchment area for all subsequent years due to siblings from the bulge year (some of which are 

completely out of the catchment area), displacing those who love on the edge and just inside the current catchment areas. The 

proposal is unjust and inequitable and considers only the years affected. There should be guarantees offered to preserve the 

catchment area (i.e. exclude the impact on subsequent years from siblings from the bulge years), to ensure this does not have 

detrimental impact on the years that follow.

Whilst I appreciate any school can make a decision to take a bulge year, if they do so, it should be purely on distance and not based on 

an incorrect promise that was made. It impacts others unfairly who would be within catchment and brings into question the entire 

governance of the school.

I strongly oppose this.

I also believe this consultation has not been well publicised. This should have been shared as a link to all local primary schools that are 

within catchment, so that they can share this as part of their newsletters. There will be many prospective parents, who would like to 

have had input to this consultation, but who have been denied this opportunity.

237 10/10/21 22:04:37 10/10/21 22:05:18

238 10/11/21 9:02:29 10/11/21 9:04:36

239 10/11/21 11:04:39 10/11/21 11:08:17

240 10/11/21 14:19:58 10/11/21 14:22:31

241 10/11/21 14:21:36 10/11/21 14:40:59

I don't understand why we are back with this change to admissions yet again. Langley Park Primary needs to understand that any 

change to admissions is unfair, and it should be based on location of catchment area only. Its the only fair way for it to be done. 

242 10/11/21 15:02:02 10/11/21 15:19:49

243 10/11/21 21:41:27 10/11/21 22:05:21

244 10/12/21 7:02:43 10/12/21 7:05:17

245 10/12/21 7:44:43 10/12/21 7:47:51

Yet again another consultation sneaked out without proper advertising. 

This has been addressed before by the local community. And rejected. 

246 10/12/21 7:52:42 10/12/21 7:55:06

247 10/12/21 8:16:48 10/12/21 8:18:23

248 10/12/21 8:51:00 10/12/21 8:55:02 Please consider the knock on effects of sibling admissions beyond the 2 years.

249 10/12/21 8:55:14 10/12/21 8:56:51

250 10/12/21 8:57:19 10/12/21 9:00:37

251 10/12/21 8:56:45 10/12/21 9:18:51

School places are already desperately hard to get in Bromley. Anything that makes it even harder for parents who don't fit any priority 

groups, are not getting a look in on their preferred options of school places, and is desperately unfair. 

252 10/12/21 9:31:08 10/12/21 9:35:18

253 10/12/21 9:30:29 10/12/21 9:36:49



254 10/12/21 8:51:14 10/12/21 9:37:26

It would be a shame if some families were disadvantaged because of the plans because they are just not being considered. By this we 

mean children who are not in the high school catchment, are not in the two years potentially being given exceptional treatment, but 

were told or sold that Langley would be a feeder school. Surely, there is sufficient anecdotal evidence to prove this is the case and 

ensure you make provision for these children too.

255 10/12/21 9:32:14 10/12/21 9:37:30

256 10/12/21 9:41:54 10/12/21 9:46:03

257 10/12/21 9:52:47 10/12/21 9:55:34

258 10/12/21 9:45:02 10/12/21 10:00:31

259 10/12/21 10:08:59 10/12/21 10:10:18

260 10/12/21 10:08:05 10/12/21 10:10:24

261 10/12/21 9:57:55 10/12/21 10:19:32

262 10/12/21 10:26:24 10/12/21 10:44:12

All schools work by catchment area, if the kids at primary school are not in the catchment area they should apply to other schools. 

There are lots of schools in Beckenham/west Wickham) Bromley with availability. 

Why oversubscribed Langley? The impact will be enormous for the school and students

263 10/12/21 9:55:13 10/12/21 10:44:54

I strongly support this proposal and would implore the trust to implement this to ensure previous administration’s promises are being 

implemented. Even if there may be objections from parents with kids in lower years who are excluded from this new rule, they had 

never been promised this special access hence the trust should not actually consult them or alternatively consider the views of the 

parents with kids in the highest two years currently separately so ensure the trust sees those parents views in isolation. 

264 10/12/21 10:47:00 10/12/21 10:50:55

265 10/12/21 10:09:01 10/12/21 10:55:49

Siblings of the 120 extra pupils must be discussed before going ahead. Parents have specifically bought houses to get into these 

schools and that includes Hayes Secondary. Where they are currently in the catchment but on the edge of all 3 schools, they could 

end up with not getting into any of the 3 schools. This is not fair just because somebody at LPPS messed up. Time to expand the 

schools for good and commit to extra resources into these much needed extra classes at these popular schools.

266 10/12/21 11:02:56 10/12/21 11:05:21

267 10/12/21 10:10:28 10/12/21 11:07:03

The Langley Park School for Boys website has a page on Vision and Values.   Teach the importance of good citizenship (Courtesy, 

Common Sense and Cooperation). To prepare students for life after school. To maintain high standards of governance. My opinion is 

that changing the rules in this instance to give priority to Langley Park Primary School pupils in this manner goes against my 

understanding of these high standards and undermines the integrity of the Learning Trust.  

268 10/12/21 11:10:48 10/12/21 11:15:13

Parents who live 'locally' to the school who assume an automatic entry for their child should not dominate the admissions process. No 

one has a 'right' to a place at any particular school, only a school.

269 10/12/21 11:19:31 10/12/21 11:37:44

270 10/12/21 11:39:58 10/12/21 11:44:50

I do not believe this has been published widely enough in the local area. All local primary schools should have been made aware, we 

shouldn’t have to stumble across such matters on social media. 

271 10/12/21 11:36:46 10/12/21 11:51:27 Please do not allow this to happen! Not fair to local kids who want a free choice of primary. Please. 

272 10/12/21 12:18:51 10/12/21 12:24:07

273 10/12/21 12:57:45 10/12/21 13:00:46



274 10/12/21 13:39:49 10/12/21 13:49:29

Bear in mind Langley Park are one of only 5 schools in the area. The more it caters for the community the more likely local children 

are able to attend,

275 10/12/21 13:41:53 10/12/21 14:00:13

I wish Langley Park Schools would desist in trying to exclude children in the local area that attend primary schools not in their trust. 

Children from other schools are just as valuable and just as deserving of a good state education that is paid for by all the local tax 

payers. If Langley Park Schools wish to change their status to a selective grammar school then perhaps they should seek to do so but 

in the meantime stick to giving all children a chance. 

276 10/12/21 15:21:27 10/12/21 15:25:20

277 10/12/21 15:21:41 10/12/21 15:41:13

278 10/12/21 15:30:39 10/12/21 15:44:13

I suppose the respondents not in favour of this change will just get tired of responding eventually. Will there be an end to the year 

after year of submitting the same proposals and should it be allowed to continue like this? I think the change will affect the local area 

in a negative way. Environmentally, I would rather see lees children having to use some form of polluting transport to attend the 

school and live within walking distance.

279 10/12/21 15:49:47 10/12/21 15:53:01

280 10/12/21 15:56:28 10/12/21 15:59:02

281 10/12/21 15:57:32 10/12/21 16:00:03

282 10/12/21 15:49:16 10/12/21 16:00:15

It was never a policy for Langley Primary to be a feeder so not sure why it should change just for a year or two 

Parents should have got official clarity at the time it is too late now to demand changes 

It is not fair on the children who live in the area that should get into Langley secondary schools 

283 10/12/21 16:23:35 10/12/21 16:29:37

284 10/12/21 16:35:18 10/12/21 16:39:25

285 10/12/21 16:26:13 10/12/21 16:43:56

Should Langley Trust wish to pursue exclusivity then it should vote internally on becoming either a private school or a grammar 

school. A state school is open to all regardless of their background, and this includes which nursery and/or primary school they have 

attended.

286 10/12/21 16:55:03 10/12/21 17:05:22

I think this consultation is a clear indication that the trust is listening to the needs of the parents and subsequently the children. It's a 

very clear choice to us that the aforementioned should go ahead.

287 10/12/21 16:37:21 10/12/21 17:29:15

The would be open to challenge, legal or otherwise, by other parents and would set an absolutely terrible precedent. It would 

basically be saying that if a small number of parents complain enough (based on nothing factual, and in contravention to the 

established admissions rules) that the Trust will bow to this pressure and completely disrupt school life by creating bulge years 

meaning the schools are operating over capacity for 7 or 8 years.  

There will be an absolute outcry if this goes through which will be far beyond the complaints of a few existing Langley Park Primary 

parents.

288 10/12/21 17:21:31 10/12/21 17:35:25

289 10/12/21 17:34:07 10/12/21 17:39:17

290 10/12/21 17:38:39 10/12/21 17:45:09

291 10/12/21 17:50:01 10/12/21 17:53:47 The rules are clear. No feeder status. Temporary or otherwise.

292 10/12/21 19:16:21 10/12/21 19:19:47

293 10/12/21 19:31:59 10/12/21 19:36:29 This cannot be allowed to happen. Admissions to schools are fair and the basic principle of proximity existed then as it does now.  



294 10/12/21 20:50:34 10/12/21 20:53:38

295 10/12/21 21:10:14 10/12/21 21:24:19

It will be great to offer place for the children who are currently in Langley park primary school. This will enable the children to transit 

into secondary school more easy as well they being with their friends.

296 10/12/21 21:59:44 10/12/21 22:05:05

297 10/12/21 22:28:15 10/12/21 22:36:45

298 10/12/21 22:37:14 10/12/21 22:48:14

299 10/12/21 22:54:34 10/12/21 22:58:07

300 10/12/21 22:51:51 10/12/21 23:04:06

301 10/12/21 23:11:52 10/12/21 23:28:39

I object to all feeder status. It is to the detriment of other primary schools, takes away places from local children, unfair to those that 

were not promised a place, the trust should take responsibility for their error, the boys school was not in the trust at the time, the 

parents should be responsible for their own due diligence 

302 10/13/21 0:16:05 10/13/21 0:22:51

303 10/13/21 7:10:54 10/13/21 7:17:01 Nome

304 10/13/21 7:17:25 10/13/21 7:22:38

305 10/13/21 9:16:25 10/13/21 9:28:51

As a Beckenham parent living in a central location, and ex primary head teacher I have seen many families have very negative 

experiences when applying for secondary places. Any thing that restricts the choices further should not be considered. The primary 

opened as a free school and many free schools have a wider than normal catchment. Giving priority to those who may live further 

afield over Beckenham residents is wrong. I have seen far too many Bromley children be offered failing Lewisham schools. This is not 

acceptable and this will only serve to make it worse. What happened to equality and freedom of choice?

306 10/13/21 11:48:17 10/13/21 11:52:20

307 10/13/21 11:54:33 10/13/21 11:56:54

308 10/13/21 11:52:12 10/13/21 11:59:11

The secondary schools serve the local communities of Eden park and the very small catchment area. By giving priority to children who 

go to the primary school and then guaranteeing them placements at the secondary school, one is robbing the community of spaces 

locally. Increasing pollution and travel for children who live further away and will impact house prices negatively in the area. Stop 

changing something as this is the second time that these changes have been tried to be implemented. 

309 10/13/21 13:09:46 10/13/21 13:20:59

Langley Park Primary must be stopped in the never ending attempts to start feeder school scheme in the Bromley borough allowing 

not local children to attend secondary schools at the expense of the local children

310 10/13/21 13:15:01 10/13/21 13:23:53

311 10/13/21 13:14:09 10/13/21 13:30:45

I'm sure that there will be a large number of people against this proposal but these will likely be from people who will not be directly 

affected by this temporary change. And whilst the feelings of the local community are important I think it is also  very important that 

if the investigations have found that a wrong has been made that the Trust rights this wrong as quickly as possible and is seen to to 

the right thing legally and morally. If not, what lessons are we teaching our children, that you can say one thing and make promises, 

but actually you don't need to honour them. No, we must teach them be moral and honourable and correcting this sends the right 

message to our children and young adults.



312 10/13/21 13:30:02 10/13/21 13:42:23

This is at least the second consultation I'm aware of for what is a highly unpopular set of measures designed to push local children 

aside in favour of what feels more like a selective system. 

Children who have had the benefit of different primary education backgrounds strengthens the diversity and variety of pupils so it is 

more representative of society at large. 

To seek to exclude some local children via the backdoor is just not acceptable

313 10/13/21 13:58:08 10/13/21 14:00:14

314 10/13/21 13:55:04 10/13/21 14:07:22

315 10/13/21 14:58:22 10/13/21 15:00:23

316 10/13/21 16:15:03 10/13/21 16:27:43

317 10/13/21 18:40:06 10/13/21 18:42:38

318 10/13/21 18:46:05 10/13/21 18:49:44

319 10/13/21 18:49:49 10/13/21 18:54:49

320 10/13/21 19:22:29 10/13/21 19:27:11

321 10/13/21 19:57:13 10/13/21 20:05:03

322 10/13/21 20:45:04 10/13/21 20:47:34

323 10/13/21 21:31:57 10/13/21 21:36:26

You’re discriminating the majority of Bromley boroughs children with these plans. The children local to this school but that do not 

attend the feeder primary school should not have their options reduced. 

It is completely unfair for a state school to be a feeder school. State schools should be available to all children who live in the borough 

not just specific children. 

324 10/14/21 8:24:48 10/14/21 8:31:24

A similar consultation on feeder schools was rejected, why has it come back again after a very short period of time, is it a case of keep 

trying until it gets agreed

325 10/14/21 9:50:59 10/14/21 9:58:26

326 10/14/21 13:51:23 10/14/21 13:56:42

327 10/14/21 16:58:40 10/14/21 17:05:21

328 10/15/21 10:01:20 10/15/21 10:06:37

329 10/15/21 15:54:46 10/15/21 16:01:11

330 10/15/21 16:24:56 10/15/21 16:31:53

331 10/15/21 16:32:16 10/15/21 16:35:49

332 10/15/21 16:20:18 10/15/21 16:44:05

333 10/15/21 16:44:40 10/15/21 16:45:33

334 10/15/21 16:53:14 10/15/21 16:58:44

335 10/15/21 17:00:57 10/15/21 17:03:24

336 10/15/21 17:01:45 10/15/21 17:04:57

337 10/15/21 17:34:24 10/15/21 17:39:00



338 10/15/21 18:01:50 10/15/21 18:06:45

339 10/15/21 18:21:40 10/15/21 18:23:21

340 10/15/21 18:44:05 10/15/21 18:59:28

The same initiative took place a few years ago and seems like you will continue to insist on proposing priority for Langley Park Trust 

primary schools - this would make sense for PRIVATE education organisations but unfortunately yours are not such ones, you rely on 

public funding from tax payers money and you have to provide fairness to children from any primary school, no matter whether they 

are part or not of your trust.

341 10/15/21 18:57:51 10/15/21 19:07:01

There will also have an impact on the environment if these children are out of catchment area. Assuming this is the case, otherwise 

they wouldn’t be so worried about places should they all live near the school. 

342 10/15/21 19:05:50 10/15/21 19:07:11

343 10/15/21 19:07:53 10/15/21 19:08:36

344 10/15/21 17:54:50 10/15/21 19:12:29

Please reconsider, this will drastically effects the lives of many children, which is surely not the aim of the Education sector. It is on a 

par with be selective, which state schools are not allowed to be 

345 10/15/21 19:52:15 10/15/21 19:54:51

346 10/15/21 19:38:49 10/15/21 20:10:54

347 10/15/21 21:45:12 10/15/21 21:51:30

348 10/15/21 22:15:43 10/15/21 22:26:16

349 10/16/21 6:58:44 10/16/21 7:03:57

350 10/16/21 7:15:29 10/16/21 7:19:09

351 10/16/21 8:09:39 10/16/21 8:28:26

352 10/16/21 9:28:05 10/16/21 9:33:51 We know the seeking for places in this school is very high because your are the best and as a parents we want the best for our children 

353 10/16/21 10:50:37 10/16/21 10:53:52

354 10/16/21 10:44:53 10/16/21 10:54:26

People pay a premium to buy houses and pay high council tax to live close to these schools. Asking for feeding schools is undermining 

this whole process. If you go to Langley Primary theoretically you should live in catchment anyway, so why prioritise that primary 

school over any other. If you don’t live within catchment then move like everyone else has to!  

355 10/16/21 10:52:14 10/16/21 10:57:46

This puts schools in the area at a disadvantage and also the children attending these schools. Both senior schools should provide 

spaces to children in the local area as they always have done and should not be allowed to make one school a priority admission 

school without guarantee that those places are not being taken from local children. 

356 10/16/21 11:43:47 10/16/21 11:46:26

357 10/16/21 11:43:39 10/16/21 11:51:14

358 10/16/21 14:15:04 10/16/21 14:21:54

Affirmation that children will not be adversely affected by the increase by one class size with regards to resources and opportunities 

would be welcomed. 

359 10/16/21 14:33:15 10/16/21 14:35:16

360 10/16/21 14:38:20 10/16/21 14:46:20

361 10/16/21 17:13:01 10/16/21 17:15:59

362 10/16/21 17:35:05 10/16/21 17:35:49

363 10/17/21 10:52:48 10/17/21 10:54:02

364 10/17/21 17:49:13 10/17/21 18:02:25



365 10/17/21 21:00:26 10/17/21 21:25:22

366 10/17/21 22:31:46 10/17/21 22:40:16

367 10/17/21 22:40:12 10/17/21 22:45:53 This consultation has failed before, local families shouldn’t be put through this year after year. 

368 10/18/21 1:26:32 10/18/21 1:35:42

369 10/18/21 7:54:43 10/18/21 8:18:24 Thank you for considering these responses. 

370 10/18/21 9:31:37 10/18/21 9:36:55

371 10/18/21 12:23:36 10/18/21 12:31:45

I feel there are a lot of local primary schools  in the Area and for secondary school most of us parents rely on Langley Girls or boys . So

By isolating the intake only from the Langley Park Primary School seems unfair .  

372 10/19/21 8:12:09 10/19/21 8:15:17

373 10/19/21 9:47:54 10/19/21 10:01:31

374 10/19/21 10:10:43 10/19/21 10:13:25

375 10/19/21 10:11:55 10/19/21 10:19:13

376 10/19/21 11:03:00 10/19/21 11:08:14

377 10/19/21 11:05:18 10/19/21 11:08:31

378 10/19/21 11:11:49 10/19/21 11:22:17

379 10/19/21 12:05:15 10/19/21 12:26:53

The changes to allow Langley primary school to be prioritised to attend the Langley secondary schools should not be allowed. When 

applying for secondary all children should be vetted in the same equal way. All local schools are already over subscribed putting 

pressure on us families who genuinely live locally. There are families who can’t afford to move closer so this will give disadvantages to 

those who can’t. Proposing a larger in take for a few years is not the answer! Classrooms will then have a higher number of children 

and already there is already so much pressure to care for all the children and make sure they are all learning. It will impact their 

mental well being and that is what is most important. Our children are the future and greater care needs to be taken for them. We 

shouldn’t be keeping the rich, rich and not caring about others. Fairness and better structure is needed and this is not the answer. 

This will make any progress the secondary schools hope to make go backwards. They will not recover from this. 

380 10/19/21 14:29:36 10/19/21 14:32:46

381 10/19/21 17:02:11 10/19/21 17:25:20 Every child matters, please let’s not make school admissions difficult than it needs to be. 

382 10/19/21 17:36:46 10/19/21 19:00:42

Increasing the number of pupils admitted to the school should not allow the prioritising of children from Langley Primary School. 

Prioritising children from Langley Primary school was a request that was REJECTED in 2019! We should not have to appeal the same 

requests every two years

383 10/19/21 20:20:07 10/19/21 20:22:35

384 10/19/21 22:47:35 10/19/21 23:08:33

385 10/19/21 23:25:32 10/19/21 23:31:55

386 10/20/21 10:17:27 10/20/21 10:41:12

387 10/20/21 15:05:09 10/20/21 15:30:39

388 10/20/21 16:24:14 10/20/21 16:28:39 with so much competition for spaces at good schools, it feels really unfair that the trust would restrict access in this way.



389 10/20/21 18:10:02 10/20/21 18:16:39

Local schools for local children. Schools should not be strong armed by a small group of parents armed with the g information given 

by an ex member of staff acting outside of her remit!

390 10/20/21 18:16:25 10/20/21 18:23:12

391 10/20/21 20:57:20 10/20/21 23:03:12

392 10/20/21 23:03:33 10/20/21 23:05:27

393 10/21/21 7:42:51 10/21/21 7:47:00

394 10/22/21 12:52:41 10/22/21 12:59:23

395 10/20/21 8:42:48 10/22/21 19:04:21

396 10/23/21 6:40:10 10/23/21 6:48:57 No increase in PAN and no priority to Langley Primary pupils. 

397 10/23/21 12:45:30 10/23/21 12:47:17

398 10/23/21 16:52:50 10/23/21 17:10:40

399 10/23/21 22:07:17 10/23/21 22:36:08

400 10/24/21 9:21:06 10/24/21 9:30:35

401 10/24/21 11:06:07 10/24/21 11:12:44

402 10/24/21 11:16:50 10/24/21 11:17:12

403 10/24/21 21:37:59 10/24/21 21:39:55

404 10/26/21 2:28:21 10/26/21 2:32:35

405 10/27/21 13:59:36 10/27/21 14:05:41

406 10/27/21 14:25:19 10/27/21 14:27:20

407 10/27/21 16:35:51 10/27/21 16:41:50

408 10/27/21 20:02:45 10/27/21 20:05:43

409 10/27/21 21:07:12 10/27/21 22:06:59

My other son currently goes to Langley Park School for Boys sixth form but by the time my younger son goes to secondary school my 

older son will finish school and go to university. This means that the sibling term will not apply to him then which will decrease his 

chance of getting into the school.

My older son enjoys the school-life at LPSB and good support is given so I would like my younger son to have the same experience 

after primary school. 

410 10/28/21 10:33:05 10/28/21 10:37:58

411 10/28/21 15:18:20 10/28/21 15:24:51

412 10/28/21 18:13:45 10/28/21 18:14:09

413 10/28/21 19:24:18 10/28/21 19:29:28

414 10/28/21 20:40:10 10/28/21 20:41:35

415 10/28/21 20:42:18 10/28/21 20:47:50

416 10/28/21 20:44:15 10/28/21 20:56:48

417 10/28/21 20:57:50 10/28/21 20:59:21

418 10/28/21 20:58:26 10/28/21 21:05:24

419 10/28/21 21:53:54 10/28/21 21:54:35

420 10/28/21 22:05:58 10/28/21 22:22:52

421 10/28/21 22:33:35 10/28/21 22:37:39



422 10/28/21 22:48:52 10/28/21 22:57:18

There is an additional concern that the trust has also consulted on another trust joining LPLT. This brings added complications and a 

wider group of stakeholders from a wider range within the authority. Therefore the proposals to reverse any changes in future years 

would be managed by a potentially different group. 

423 10/28/21 22:51:51 10/28/21 22:59:02

424 10/28/21 23:34:39 10/28/21 23:42:26 Don’t review this every two years. Simply leave things as they are. 

425 10/28/21 22:04:25 10/28/21 23:45:14

Langley Park Schools for Boys was NOT under the Langley Park Learning Trust  when the alleged promises were made to some parents 

with the expectation of Langley Park Primary School as a feeder school.  Therefore the propose changes to the admissions criteria 

should not relate to LPSB in any respect.

The knock on effect goes beyond the two years under consultation as the sibling rule will also take effect.

The impact of increasing the PAN will bring many uncertainties to school planning as well as unnecessary cost incurred and pressures 

to the school and teachers.

Should the admissions policy not be reversed it will shrink the catchment further as naturally parents move away from the catchment 

once their children are in, guaranteeing a Langley Park school place from the age of 5.  This will push out local children.  Furthermore, 

it will ensure LPPS gets preferential treatment over other primary schools reducing choice for parents to choose a suitable primary 

school for their child.  

426 10/28/21 23:51:15 10/28/21 23:58:32

I disagree how parent of Langley Primary school are trying to manipulate the system.

The fairest selection for the secondaries schools should be based on proximity in yr 6/7.  

427 10/29/21 6:01:31 10/29/21 6:07:35

Why should Langley primary school have a priority for places at Langley secondaries? All children/young people should have an equal 

chance regardless of which primary school that they attended.

428 10/29/21 7:29:43 10/29/21 7:32:13

429 10/29/21 8:27:10 10/29/21 8:34:59

430 10/29/21 8:58:27 10/29/21 9:12:53

The Trust are consulting too often on the admissions criteria.

Admission should be based on proximity in yr 6. Its the fairest way. No feeder school preferences to allow parents to choose the most 

suitable primary school for the children. 

431 10/29/21 9:14:09 10/29/21 9:33:15

This whole consultation appears to be designed to appease parents at the Langley Park Secondary School who may have been lead to 

believe that they were joining a feeder school - I'm not sure I fully understand the rationale behind trying to push through this 

proposal.

432 10/29/21 9:56:11 10/29/21 10:01:04

433 10/29/21 10:37:10 10/29/21 10:38:29



434 10/29/21 13:44:37 10/29/21 14:14:32

We were offered the place at Langley Park Primary on the second round of entry, as they did not have enough families in the area 

willing to take the risk on a new school at the time, due to the fact that there were still a lot of unanswered questions with regards to 

location and learning etc.  After a lot of thought and reassurances from two separate leading people in charge of the Langley Park 

Primary, did we decided to take up the offer. This was not a light decision. We already had a place at another school at the time but 

we were promised that this school that would follow onto the secondary school. The benefits of transferring onto Langley Park Boys 

school were heavily promoted as a prevention relating to the difficulties that usually occur when a child upgrades to their secondary 

school. Hence they would get a greater education as they would already know the school well and would need less time to settle into 

the new school environment.

We have endured a lot of changes, lack of facilities, delays and uncertainties throughout our time at Langley Park Primary and would 

feel extremely upset if you were to not fulfil the promises originally made. 

Thank you

435 10/29/21 18:59:56 10/29/21 19:06:46

436 10/29/21 19:09:38 10/29/21 19:13:30

437 10/29/21 20:05:00 10/29/21 20:25:55 Local schools for local kids - that's it!! And stop the primary feeder school idea just not fair. 

438 10/30/21 0:15:33 10/30/21 0:16:43

439 10/30/21 0:09:30 10/30/21 0:20:40 Precedent has been set for feeder schools, they provide a continuation of education and easier transfer for children.

440 10/30/21 2:46:30 10/30/21 2:49:49

441 10/30/21 9:46:50 10/30/21 9:53:33

Extra traffic owing to our of catchment children

Lack of space and resources at schools currently by adding extra pupils make it worse

442 10/30/21 10:24:25 10/30/21 10:32:57

443 10/30/21 13:35:15 10/30/21 13:36:30

444 10/30/21 14:10:26 10/30/21 14:12:44

445 10/30/21 15:45:59 10/30/21 15:51:44

446 10/30/21 18:25:02 10/30/21 18:42:51 After four years of emotional stress I am looking forward to seeing this matter resolved.

447 10/30/21 20:34:19 10/30/21 20:41:51

448 10/30/21 21:22:52 10/30/21 21:26:26

449 10/30/21 21:19:25 10/30/21 21:30:04

I believe that proposal 1 has been put forward a number of times by the school trust. Please could the trust lay out transparently why 

this is when it has been rejected before.

450 10/30/21 22:42:43 10/30/21 22:47:42

451 10/30/21 23:35:14 10/30/21 23:43:37

452 10/31/21 0:42:53 10/31/21 0:45:35 Disagree strongly that this is unfair to local children and siblings

453 10/31/21 0:45:52 10/31/21 0:46:55

454 10/31/21 10:37:16 10/31/21 10:39:23

455 10/31/21 20:20:50 10/31/21 20:33:28

456 10/31/21 22:07:43 10/31/21 22:17:23

457 11/1/21 9:35:51 11/1/21 9:45:00



458 11/1/21 9:43:26 11/1/21 9:56:12

Ultimately, this does not serve the interests of local schoolchildren and their parents, whom you serve and is not just. Whilst I feel 

some sympathy for parents who were 'spun a story' about LPPS becoming a feeder school, ultimately this was a false promise and 

should be seen and treated as such. 

459 11/1/21 10:35:50 11/1/21 10:43:11

460 11/1/21 19:21:18 11/1/21 19:23:38

461 11/1/21 20:39:46 11/1/21 20:42:38

462 11/2/21 8:12:01 11/2/21 8:36:09

463 11/2/21 8:48:34 11/2/21 8:50:03

464 11/2/21 10:42:32 11/2/21 10:49:00

465 11/3/21 9:42:01 11/3/21 9:52:17

466 11/3/21 10:47:21 11/3/21 10:52:13

467 11/3/21 10:00:06 11/3/21 10:53:20

Obviously, given this is the second time the trust has tried to change the admissions criteria to appease parents at LP primary, there is 

an issue that has yet to be resolved. As a member of the local community and a parent of a LPSB pupil I just wish the trust was more 

transparent about exactly what “historic assurances” were given and what pressure is being exerted on them, so ALL stakeholders can 

be fully informed and involved in resolving this going forward. Otherwise I foresee another consultation next year - what a waste of 

everyone’s time!

468 11/3/21 13:17:55 11/3/21 14:08:17

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the selection of a feeder school as part of the oversubscription criteria for admissions 

must be transparent and made on reasonable grounds. These proposed changes are neither transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the alleged promises made to some parents, and whether these parents are threatening 

(or taking) legal action against the Trust. This means that the wider community is left to respond to this consultation without all the 

relevant information. It would also be entirely unreasonable to select a feeder school for the sole purpose of placating an aggrieved 

group of parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where the changes would result in unfairness for a large number of other children in 

the community. Two wrongs do not make a right.

469 11/3/21 21:40:54 11/3/21 22:17:02

Local schools should be for local children, there seems to be quite a few children in that two year groups of LPPS live outside the 

catchment area (as far as 4 miles!)! Therefore those children should not be given priority over local children.

LPBS was not part of the Trust at the time so I don't see why LPPS should also gain priority admission.

470 11/4/21 5:49:13 11/4/21 5:56:45

471 11/4/21 9:14:58 11/4/21 9:16:12

472 11/4/21 9:13:52 11/4/21 9:24:49

473 11/4/21 9:26:36 11/4/21 9:30:31

474 11/4/21 9:46:37 11/4/21 9:49:40

475 11/4/21 9:40:51 11/4/21 9:49:45

476 11/4/21 9:58:05 11/4/21 10:01:31

477 11/4/21 10:55:41 11/4/21 11:01:38

478 11/4/21 19:50:54 11/4/21 20:02:21



479 11/4/21 21:49:46 11/4/21 21:51:35

480 11/4/21 21:50:29 11/4/21 21:56:59

481 11/4/21 21:50:49 11/4/21 21:58:44

482 11/4/21 21:58:38 11/4/21 22:03:01

483 11/4/21 21:56:33 11/4/21 22:03:53

Local schools should be for local children the primary school has a wide catchment so by giving preference to those children you are 

taking places away from children in the local community 

484 11/4/21 22:02:24 11/4/21 22:04:01

485 11/4/21 22:12:35 11/4/21 22:15:25

486 11/4/21 22:11:16 11/4/21 22:16:45

487 11/4/21 22:11:13 11/4/21 22:16:55

Think these are huge changes to make and will upset and affect many families who live in the surrounding area. I personally think 

being an ex Langley pupil that this is a big mistake to make and is unfair to many parents. 

488 11/4/21 22:07:41 11/4/21 22:17:57

489 11/4/21 22:03:59 11/4/21 22:18:03

We very much hope this proposal goes ahead and would be delighted if our son could continue his secondary education at LPSB. The 

schools already work closely together, it makes sense for the children and families who joined LPPS in its infancy (and in good faith) to 

be offered the chance to continue their education at one of the secondary schools on site.

490 11/4/21 22:40:46 11/4/21 22:46:48

491 11/4/21 22:22:54 11/4/21 22:59:49

When the promises were made, the boys school was not even part of the LPLT so it is absurd for LPSB to have to address these 

historic assurances.  

492 11/4/21 21:54:36 11/4/21 23:03:31

To appease the legal case of the minority you seek to bend rules and blur lines to include a whole secondary school that was not part 

of the trust at the time of the alleged promises (ref LPBS).

By doing this the trust further promotes a sense of 'us' and 'them', dividing a community who rely on their educational institutions to 

be fair, clear, transparent and reasonable... to work for the wider community. The aggrieved minority will ultimately leave the trust 

open to further cases of this nature if it is seen how easy it is to manipulate with weak legal grounding (ref LPBS).

Please consider in all of this the student experience, for every student, irrespective of how you engineer them arriving with you. It is a 

very fine tipping point for young minds to go from valued individuals, to part of a factory education conveyor system. When you seek 

to increase the PAN without the inherent, established infrastructure to support it; attainment gaps, inclusivity and community suffers 

with inertia and disillusionment often the outcome. This knee jerk response to a supposed legal case for the minority, will surely have 

far reaching consequence for the many if it is allowed to pass. 

493 11/5/21 4:24:58 11/5/21 4:29:16

494 11/5/21 7:44:47 11/5/21 7:48:35

495 11/5/21 7:52:36 11/5/21 7:54:38

496 11/5/21 8:23:07 11/5/21 8:31:27

497 11/5/21 8:48:23 11/5/21 8:51:07



498 11/5/21 9:16:09 11/5/21 9:24:53

Places should be awarded based on proximity to the school. This will ensure there is no knock on affect to other schools and places. It 

will help with pollution levels also as we are walking distance to the school. 

499 11/5/21 9:28:16 11/5/21 9:31:26

500 11/5/21 9:36:13 11/5/21 9:39:47

501 11/5/21 9:41:09 11/5/21 9:46:39

502 11/5/21 10:25:33 11/5/21 10:30:45

I do not agree with feeder schools at all, people will move to the area in order to get one child into primary and then can move away 

and be guaranteed that all their children including siblings will get places at the school, meaning local children will not get places and 

have to travel to schools elsewhere

503 11/5/21 10:31:27 11/5/21 10:33:18

Local schools for local children, that is exactly why schools have catchments. Having children who are not local and have to travel in 

causes excess pollution and traffic in the area

504 11/5/21 10:33:32 11/5/21 10:36:11 Roads are already congested. If children live further away then they can’t walk and will make roads busier 

505 11/5/21 10:34:52 11/5/21 10:37:06

506 11/5/21 10:30:22 11/5/21 10:43:27

The reasons for this consultation are unreasonable and would have a major impact to the future of the school admissions and to 

many local parents.

507 11/5/21 11:01:29 11/5/21 11:22:26

As a parent who lives on the edge of the catchment for Langley Boys i am concerned this will push us totally out of catchment due to 

the siblings which will undoubtedly follow. The boys school wasnt even part of the trust when these supposed promises were made 

and from my understanding the person who made them had no authority to do so. Also when the boys school did join the trust they 

made it clear they would not become part of a feeder school system?

508 11/5/21 11:13:27 11/5/21 11:26:59

The previous consultation whilst broader also asked us to address this specific issue of LPPS students - we are being asked the same 

thing again. There are still ramifications for local children and the danger of precedents being set. Is this going to be a case of 

consultation after consultation until the local community gets too exhausted to keep giving the same negative response….

509 11/5/21 11:48:21 11/5/21 11:52:49

510 11/5/21 13:09:38 11/5/21 13:46:53

By siding with the parents who have repeatedly (and with no proof) claimed they were 'promised priority admission' the Trust is going 

against the majority of parents in the local area. LPSB was not even part of the Trust at the time of the alleged promise and thus it 

could never have been a serious and executable offer, and any claim to priority admission on the back of such a promise should have 

been immediately rebuffed by the Trust right from the start. When the boys' school finally did become part of the Trust they 

published a document promising not to become a part of the school feeder system and reassuring parents they would be unaffected. 

It goes against everything that was promised. The knock-on effect of younger siblings in this bulge year group means that the 

proposal certainly does not affect only the stated years, but many to come. When you factor in the mixed sex sibling priority and the 

increased local population thanks to the new gated developments, parents who have lived locally for many years are being given a 

raw deal.



511 11/5/21 13:11:50 11/5/21 15:04:42

Whilst I would like to support the Trust in remedying this unfortunate situation - and in an ideal world of course it would be nice for 

everyone to reach an amicable solution - I cannot and will not support or condone any action which I consider to be unfair and / or 

potentially unlawful.  I fail to see how any solution involving giving automatic entry (feeder status) to only this subset of LPPS pupils 

can be either fair or lawful. It would also set very worrying and undesirable precedents for the future. The Trust is trying to make 

amends for historic false assurances given to some LPPS parents in order to alleviate their frustration, which is understandable to a 

certain extent. But I've yet to be presented with any compelling evidence that these complainants actually have any 'right' to expect 

automatic entry to the secondary schools. Therefore, I have no option but to assume it is unnecessary to placate them - merely that 

the Trust feels it is desirable to do so for whatever reason. But it cannot be done without detriment to others and would also be 

contrary to the explicit wishes of the wider community and the conclusions of the Trust expressed in the 2019 consultation. 

Consequently, regardless of the lawfulness of such a change, I view the establishment a feeder arrangement (and all the associated 

negatives it would bring for others) as being entirely unwarranted. Therefore, the only course of action I can support with a clear 

conscience is that of ’No Change’. 

512 11/5/21 15:59:57 11/5/21 16:04:33

513 11/5/21 16:30:29 11/5/21 16:34:53

514 11/5/21 16:56:09 11/5/21 16:59:10

515 11/6/21 8:38:58 11/6/21 8:39:25

516 11/6/21 9:00:50 11/6/21 9:09:25

It is extremely old fashioned way of managing admissions, creating feeder schools. It does not reflect innovative and modern practise 

that has adapted over the last 40 years! 

517 11/6/21 9:45:15 11/6/21 9:45:42

518 11/6/21 9:44:54 11/6/21 9:47:46

519 11/6/21 9:46:41 11/6/21 9:54:10

I'm against the provision of feeder school places.

Clearly someone has made a huge error promising places without foundation. 

Should this go ahead it needs to be with additional provision on a short term basis to cover the error.

One does question if additional provision can be made temporarily why are not more places offered to general students (not feeders) 

more permanently? Does the additional provision damage the level of resources in the rest of the school?

520 11/6/21 9:53:00 11/6/21 9:54:37

521 11/6/21 9:52:21 11/6/21 9:59:43

I would strongly like to see this consultation approved and draw a line under the stress it could have caused parents, guardians and 

children.

522 11/6/21 10:02:22 11/6/21 10:14:42

523 11/6/21 11:09:14 11/6/21 11:21:12 This is unfair, unneeded and bad for the environment. Local schools for local children should be 100% fair. 

524 11/6/21 11:20:22 11/6/21 11:22:26

525 11/6/21 11:24:49 11/6/21 11:27:13 School is needed for all local children. Should not have feeder schools 

526 11/6/21 11:25:18 11/6/21 11:27:50

527 11/6/21 11:51:04 11/6/21 11:52:07

528 11/6/21 11:47:50 11/6/21 11:56:23

The Trust has to stop these attempts to bow to the pressure if a small minority which was falsely led to believe that LPPS was going to 

become a feeder school. The Trust has a responsibility to take a longer term view and to consider its impact on the wider community.



529 11/6/21 12:06:49 11/6/21 12:09:48

530 11/6/21 12:08:01 11/6/21 12:16:32

531 11/6/21 12:15:43 11/6/21 12:17:18

532 11/6/21 13:12:38 11/6/21 13:15:51 The proposals are not in keeping with the admissions code aim of fairness to all. 

533 11/6/21 13:39:33 11/6/21 13:43:00

534 11/6/21 14:07:07 11/6/21 14:08:35

535 11/6/21 14:14:53 11/6/21 14:17:55

536 11/6/21 15:00:48 11/6/21 15:06:47

537 11/6/21 15:08:49 11/6/21 15:10:38

538 11/6/21 15:10:08 11/6/21 15:14:11

539 11/6/21 15:25:44 11/6/21 15:27:17

540 11/6/21 15:29:14 11/6/21 15:42:56

541 11/6/21 16:47:21 11/6/21 16:59:10

542 11/6/21 17:02:12 11/6/21 17:09:54

543 11/6/21 17:41:25 11/6/21 17:44:57

544 11/6/21 17:47:00 11/6/21 17:51:49

I don’t understand why anyone would reject this even if they aren’t in the feeder school as you’re proposing to increase the PAN 

which won’t be filled entirely by the primary intake. That’s how I’ve understood the proposal.

545 11/6/21 18:43:38 11/6/21 18:47:02

546 11/6/21 19:16:47 11/6/21 19:20:12

547 11/6/21 19:08:28 11/6/21 19:20:42

I do not understand why the Trust feels they should make this exception for these 2 school years, the Trust have not explicably said it 

will return to normal afterwards, they only INTEND to consult.  If they want LPP to become a feeder it is grossly unfair to all the other 

primary school in the area and sets a 2 tier system.  I think the Trust should do some navel gazing and seriously think is this the right 

thing to do for the community. 

548 11/6/21 19:21:34 11/6/21 19:25:36

549 11/6/21 19:36:01 11/6/21 19:42:16 We all pay taxes. Getting our children into a local school shouldn’t be so difficult. 

550 11/6/21 19:19:56 11/6/21 19:42:33

The school is there to serve the people in the area not those who took advantage of the Langley Park Primary set up. This school  was 

not required as the birth rate in the borough of Bromley was falling. To then propose to increase the intake of the school for 2 year 

disadvantages all pupils. Having had a child in the bulge year at HDPS I know this from experience. 

551 11/6/21 19:37:18 11/6/21 19:46:30

552 11/6/21 19:53:51 11/6/21 19:55:20

553 11/6/21 20:35:19 11/6/21 20:38:21



554 11/6/21 20:35:24 11/6/21 20:41:52

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the selection of a feeder school as part of the oversubscription criteria for admissions 

must be transparent and made on reasonable grounds. These proposed changes are neither transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the alleged promises made to some parents, and whether these parents are threatening 

(or taking) legal action against the Trust. This means that the wider community is left to respond to this consultation without all the 

relevant information. It would also be entirely unreasonable to select a feeder school for the sole purpose of placating an aggrieved 

group of parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where the changes would result in unfairness for a large number of other children in 

the community. 

555 11/6/21 20:44:30 11/6/21 20:46:12

556 11/6/21 20:59:21 11/6/21 21:00:24

557 11/6/21 21:24:55 11/6/21 21:26:13

558 11/6/21 21:21:30 11/6/21 21:31:28

559 11/6/21 21:48:08 11/6/21 21:49:50

560 11/6/21 22:37:12 11/6/21 22:42:19

561 11/6/21 22:54:30 11/6/21 22:55:21

562 11/6/21 23:09:09 11/6/21 23:10:45

563 11/6/21 23:19:33 11/6/21 23:22:14

564 11/6/21 23:37:17 11/6/21 23:38:50

565 11/6/21 23:46:25 11/6/21 23:49:17

566 11/7/21 1:00:23 11/7/21 1:02:00

567 11/7/21 1:02:58 11/7/21 1:03:26

568 11/7/21 1:22:27 11/7/21 1:28:14

569 11/7/21 7:23:41 11/7/21 7:30:13

570 11/7/21 8:05:40 11/7/21 8:07:14

571 11/7/21 8:14:24 11/7/21 8:22:20

572 11/7/21 8:26:24 11/7/21 9:06:32

The Schools Admission Code requires the selection of a feeder school as part of the oversubscription criteria for admission must be 

transparent and reasonable.  I find these proposals to be neither - there is no transparency in relation to the alleged promises made 

to a few parents and whether these parents are taking legal action.  I am therefore responding to this consultation without the full 

facts and I am left assuming.

It would be unreasonable to select a feeder school just to keep a few parents 'happy' or to avoid litigation especially where the 

changes would result in unfairness for the majority of other children in the community - 2 wrongs don't make a right!

573 11/7/21 9:12:58 11/7/21 9:16:38

574 11/7/21 9:15:45 11/7/21 9:20:47

575 11/7/21 9:14:02 11/7/21 9:23:03

576 11/7/21 9:24:40 11/7/21 9:27:19



577 11/7/21 9:28:43 11/7/21 9:36:39

To reiterate many families have paid a premium to live close to Langley Secondaries. What would be the point of all this if so many of 

the places are taken up with children well outside the catchment area. It seems very unfair. Children outside the usual catchment 

would be travelling further and out children close to the schools would be also travelling further for no reason. 

578 11/7/21 9:36:48 11/7/21 9:42:24

579 11/7/21 9:45:14 11/7/21 9:53:33

580 11/7/21 12:21:47 11/7/21 12:35:56

I think that the Year 5 and year 4 at Langley Park Primary should be given priority as those who joined in February were also told our 

kids can transition to the boys and girls. 

581 11/7/21 12:41:12 11/7/21 12:42:52

582 11/7/21 14:37:58 11/7/21 14:39:51

583 11/7/21 14:50:13 11/7/21 14:51:28

584 11/7/21 14:51:51 11/7/21 15:00:44

If the school goes ahead with this proposal, I will join in any legal action that may result. Surely the DoE will have jurisdiction over your 

proposals.

585 11/7/21 15:06:47 11/7/21 15:16:52 Schools are part of the local community and as such should accept children on the grounds of locality. 

586 11/7/21 15:15:05 11/7/21 15:24:39 Proposal was not accepted last time. Absolute waste of money for 2nd attempt. It is not in the interests of the local residents. 

587 11/7/21 15:22:21 11/7/21 15:26:47

I feel it is important the Trust understands that the local community will not support a decision that is fundamentally wrong, and that 

negatively impacts our children’s education.

588 11/7/21 15:38:25 11/7/21 15:39:29

589 11/7/21 15:56:36 11/7/21 16:00:56

590 11/7/21 16:04:31 11/7/21 16:09:13

591 11/7/21 16:09:27 11/7/21 16:11:00

592 11/7/21 16:33:45 11/7/21 16:43:39

593 11/7/21 16:46:29 11/7/21 16:52:06

594 11/7/21 16:44:27 11/7/21 16:54:21

595 11/7/21 16:53:52 11/7/21 16:56:59

596 11/7/21 17:10:50 11/7/21 17:12:39

597 11/7/21 18:30:44 11/7/21 18:36:55

598 11/7/21 18:31:15 11/7/21 18:40:56

599 11/7/21 18:36:37 11/7/21 18:42:15

600 11/7/21 19:05:16 11/7/21 19:10:19 We turned down a place at oak Lodge as we were told that lpps would be a feeder so it's only right that it is honoured 

601 11/7/21 19:04:56 11/7/21 19:10:21

602 11/7/21 19:29:16 11/7/21 19:30:15

603 11/7/21 20:28:46 11/7/21 20:39:43



604 11/7/21 19:59:30 11/7/21 21:00:17

d) These proposals are entirely unfair to those people who were told that LPPS would NOT become a feeder school.  There are many, 

many parents who report having being told this (as indeed I was told when I called up both LPGS and LPBS admissions staff to enquire 

about this, having heard rumours that LPPS might become a feeder school) and who based their choice of primary school on this 

information.  If the Trust confers the benefit of priority admissions on the children of these LPPS parents, how does it intend to create 

parity for all of these other parents' children? Should those children also be given the benefit of the priority in admissions and miss 

out on a “golden ticket” into the secondaries, having been told the right information?!

e) It would be unfair and irrational to include LPBS in any admissions criteria change proposed.  LPBS was not part of the trust at the 

time these alleged promises were made, and the parents could have had no expectation of feeder status for LPPS into LPBS as a 

result.  In fact, we have evidence that, when LPBS parents were consulted about the possibility of LPBS joining the Trust, there were 

assurances made that, by joining the trust, the admissions criteria of LPBS would be unaffected.  Therefore, these proposals would 

frustrate the legitimate expectations of LPBS parents who were assured that such changes would not happen.

________________________________

 Additional comments: 

This consultation is essentially about placating a set of angry LPPS parents (and no doubt about avoiding their threats of litigation), 

and the consultation is really asking the community to sign up to helping the Trust get out of a sticky situation.  The mere fact that this 

is being consulted on is, quite frankly, extremely disappointing.  It would be a gross abuse of power to go ahead with these proposals, 

and it would absolutely result in the decision being appealed to the OSA and, if necessary, challenged by Judicial Review.  The local 

community is rapidly losing patience and faith in the Trust as a result of these recent consultations on admissions for the secondaries 

and the Trust should be aware that it causes many people in the community considerable anxiety when faced with yet more 

uncertainty for their children's, grandchildren's, etc future schooling.  The consultation process itself is arguably flawed too - the crux 

of the consultation is about the Trust finding a remedy for these LPPS parents, and the trust is asking for our views on the remedy, 

without giving the community any meaningful information concerning why this remedy may be required/appropriate.  As such, the 

consultees cannot give a meaningful response to this consultation, as we have insufficient information to do so.  Furthermore, it 

appears that this online response form can be submitted multiple times, and there is no clarity around how the Trust will ensure it 

can police responses to ensure people do not respond multiple times in an attempt to distort the Trust's impression of the support (or 

otherwise) of these proposals.  Unless the Trust has a way of managing that risk, it could affect the fairness of this consultation.

605 11/7/21 23:09:13 11/7/21 23:14:11

606 11/7/21 23:22:22 11/7/21 23:23:56

607 11/8/21 4:00:08 11/8/21 4:07:31

608 11/8/21 9:53:12 11/8/21 9:55:01

609 11/8/21 9:54:18 11/8/21 10:00:20

610 11/8/21 10:43:11 11/8/21 10:51:08

611 11/8/21 11:52:39 11/8/21 11:56:06

612 11/8/21 12:22:22 11/8/21 12:41:13

School places should be given to local children. 

If they aren’t, car travel increases impacting detrimentally on air pollution and traffic congestion, children’s safety is put at risk 

through longer journeys, and children will spend longer travelling which could be stressful/tiring.

Increasing class sizes is not the solution as it will not be beneficial to children’s education or the reputation of the school. 



613 11/8/21 12:43:37 11/8/21 12:48:56

614 11/8/21 12:47:32 11/8/21 12:55:45

Just don’t do it! It’s unfair and cause a lot of environmental and traffic issues! Loads of the local residents paid a lot of money to live 

near the schools. You have good students also due to to the surroundings so do bear that in mind who you will attract to your school 

and the impact on your results! 

615 11/8/21 12:48:34 11/8/21 13:10:00

The local should go to local school to the cut the pollution from traveling! Doesn’t make sense for the local to travel out and those 

who live out of the area to travel in!!!

616 11/8/21 13:23:35 11/8/21 13:50:12

 Local schools within CLOSE vicinity to the school should be given priority. It seems ridiculous to exclude these children whilst other 

schools within the Trust but a car distance away are given priority. It is against all we are trying to avoid when considering the carbon 

foot print. Traffic and parking is already a problem for local residents this will impact even more.

617 11/8/21 13:54:38 11/8/21 14:00:59

618 11/8/21 14:48:29 11/8/21 14:53:44

Where is the equality impact assessment for this proposal? It looks like this proposal will be creating a zone of preference for pupils 

living in a a well provided and affluent property area.  It seems this proposal is deigned to create a lack of community cohesion 

(communities work beyond the post code boundaries) and coupled with Harris academy's decision last year, this kind of proposal 

looks nefariously like cutting of the air supply to community schools, and school children from other areas, families who move new to 

the area, it will create a future imbalance's and bottle neck for places.  It is clear this proposal is deigned to embed inequality deeper.

619 11/8/21 16:06:00 11/8/21 16:10:18

620 11/8/21 16:59:19 11/8/21 17:03:28

621 11/8/21 17:12:34 11/8/21 17:35:07

622 11/8/21 18:04:14 11/8/21 18:06:01

623 11/8/21 18:54:40 11/8/21 19:02:43

624 11/8/21 19:55:04 11/8/21 19:57:14

625 11/8/21 20:44:08 11/8/21 20:51:22 N/a

626 11/8/21 22:17:27 11/8/21 22:19:22

627 11/8/21 22:22:14 11/8/21 22:25:54

628 11/8/21 22:33:52 11/8/21 22:36:54

629 11/9/21 6:46:11 11/9/21 6:48:05

630 11/9/21 7:31:57 11/9/21 7:37:41

631 11/9/21 8:04:17 11/9/21 8:14:17

632 11/9/21 9:34:48 11/9/21 9:40:29

633 11/9/21 9:47:18 11/9/21 9:54:17

634 11/9/21 9:53:32 11/9/21 9:58:03

635 11/9/21 9:57:25 11/9/21 10:01:55

636 11/9/21 12:54:15 11/9/21 12:55:37

637 11/9/21 13:13:27 11/9/21 13:19:35

638 11/9/21 17:08:44 11/9/21 17:11:21

639 11/9/21 19:22:22 11/9/21 19:24:26



640 11/9/21 20:12:11 11/9/21 20:20:54

My neighbours son goes to Langley Boys. We live on                                        which is 1.27 miles. As parents to a SEND child it upsets me 

that we will not fall into your catchment area. We walked there at back to D&B performance last weekend 

641 11/9/21 20:17:18 11/9/21 20:23:18

642 11/9/21 21:11:04 11/9/21 21:16:23 This is ridiculous. It’s not benefiting our community. These are children outside of walking distance to the school and not local. 

643 11/9/21 21:40:02 11/9/21 21:50:21

It really does pose a problem for less advantage people hoping to send their child to certain schools but CANNOT afford to live in the 

catchment area. How many times will you keep consulting on this issue? There was one not too long ago and you keep trying to 

manipulate to give LPPS and it's parents what the want

644 11/9/21 22:02:17 11/9/21 22:05:47

645 11/9/21 22:05:57 11/9/21 22:06:28

646 11/9/21 22:06:37 11/9/21 22:06:56

647 11/9/21 22:06:58 11/9/21 22:07:24

648 11/9/21 21:57:56 11/9/21 22:35:33

649 11/10/21 8:05:02 11/10/21 8:17:42

West wickham needs to know that it’s chikdren will have a place at Langley- it’s our local school. If the ww kids cannot get in to to 

Langley they will be driven or take a bus rather than walk to their local school meanwhile kids who got in through going to your 

primary school may live quite far away and so will be driven in. This is utterly stupid- think about climate change!   Kids currently can 

walk to school. 

The schools cannot take more chikdren- the girls school is bursting. 

Your proposal has a negative impact on local primary schools. People want to send their chikdren to their local primary such as oak 

lodge- now they are thinking about your trust school in order to get in to Langley. These parents will again need to drive their primary 

school kids to that school rather than walk. This then will have a knock on effect of schools like oak lodge needing to widen their 

catchment pool which again will lead to more parents driving their children to school. 

It’s outrageous that you are consulting on this so soon after you previously consulted. Shame on you.

650 11/10/21 9:00:24 11/10/21 9:06:17 I think it is awful that LPGS is apparently determined to push this through by consulting on the issue every year now. 

651 11/10/21 9:15:26 11/10/21 10:13:02

This is the second time local parents are being put through a stressful and entirely unnecessary process. Please keep admission to 

local secondaries for local families. The consultation notice is confusingly worded and not fit for the purpose of thoroughly setting out 

the rationale for the proposed changes (with the exception of the proposed changes for multiple births). 

652 11/10/21 10:03:10 11/10/21 10:15:56

653 11/10/21 10:31:32 11/10/21 10:39:10

This is the second time local parents are being put through a stressful and entirely unnecessary process. Please keep admission to 

local secondaries for local families. Additionally consider the environmental impact of potentially many children (and then their 

siblings) being driven to school from outside the local area. The consultation notice is confusingly worded and not fit for the purpose 

of thoroughly setting out the rationale for the proposed changes (with the exception of the proposed changes for multiple births).

654 11/10/21 10:53:51 11/10/21 10:58:17

655 11/10/21 11:04:15 11/10/21 11:10:24

656 11/10/21 11:23:11 11/10/21 11:23:53



657 11/10/21 11:22:31 11/10/21 11:39:31

658 11/10/21 11:39:01 11/10/21 11:45:05

659 11/10/21 11:39:40 11/10/21 11:49:54

660 11/10/21 11:49:23 11/10/21 11:50:47

661 11/10/21 12:03:28 11/10/21 12:09:08

662 11/10/21 12:20:21 11/10/21 12:32:15

663 11/10/21 14:32:05 11/10/21 14:38:10

Local schools should always remain for local school children. The vicinity is a densely populated family area. By agreeing to the 

proposals stated above, you’re inviting students to have longer commutes and disadvantaging local families.

664 11/10/21 14:13:49 11/10/21 14:38:11

665 11/10/21 14:42:12 11/10/21 14:45:51

666 11/10/21 14:46:33 11/10/21 14:49:44

667 11/10/21 14:52:10 11/10/21 14:55:12

As a local resident I was pleased to see that you are increasing the admissions for the 2 affected years.   I was strongly opposed to the 

previous suggestion of 3 feeders forever!  Thank you for listening 

668 11/10/21 14:50:05 11/10/21 14:57:57

669 11/10/21 14:30:24 11/10/21 15:01:18

670 11/10/21 14:57:33 11/10/21 15:03:56

There cannot be a consultation every year until basically the trust get what they want for policies that THEY SHOULD NOT HAVE 

PROMISED to the detriment of the local community 

671 11/10/21 15:01:24 11/10/21 15:05:51

672 11/10/21 15:04:15 11/10/21 15:09:57

673 11/10/21 15:08:53 11/10/21 15:09:58

674 11/10/21 15:09:05 11/10/21 15:10:30

675 11/10/21 15:06:59 11/10/21 15:10:56

676 11/10/21 15:12:38 11/10/21 15:17:03

677 11/10/21 15:09:02 11/10/21 15:17:59

678 11/10/21 15:17:00 11/10/21 15:18:29

679 11/10/21 15:16:52 11/10/21 15:23:49

680 11/10/21 15:31:33 11/10/21 15:32:19

681 11/10/21 15:30:28 11/10/21 15:40:06

This is a problem created by setting up a primary school that has had an adverse effect on the existing community schools. Every child 

living in the local area deserves an equal right to an education within the Langley park schools.

682 11/10/21 15:33:12 11/10/21 15:40:31

683 11/10/21 15:41:08 11/10/21 15:43:37

We moved house on the assurance that LPPS would become a feeder. We have increased                                                      and have 

remained at the school throughout 

684 11/10/21 15:10:52 11/10/21 15:45:56 Local schools should be for local children. 

685 11/10/21 15:46:14 11/10/21 15:49:26

686 11/10/21 15:53:03 11/10/21 16:02:54

It is clear that the trust is trying to rectify an error in information given to a small number of parents of children at LPPS, however 

changing the admissions process to cater for these, and other families, will disadvantage other local families in the long run.  

687 11/10/21 16:02:48 11/10/21 16:03:58



688 11/10/21 16:06:25 11/10/21 16:11:55

689 11/10/21 16:08:09 11/10/21 16:12:15

690 11/10/21 16:16:57 11/10/21 16:17:55

691 11/10/21 16:18:12 11/10/21 16:18:36

692 11/10/21 15:00:49 11/10/21 16:19:53

693 11/10/21 16:20:00 11/10/21 16:26:19

694 11/10/21 16:16:18 11/10/21 16:28:38

The proposals are neither transparent nor reasonable. The Schools Admissions Code requires that the selection of a feeder school as 

part of the oversubscription criteria for admissions must be transparent and made on reasonable 

grounds. These proposed changes are neither transparent, nor reasonable! There is a complete lack of transparency in relation to the 

alleged promises made to some parents, and whether these parents are threatening (or taking) legal action against the Trust. This 

means that the wider community is left to respond to this consultation without all the relevant information. It would also be entirely 

unreasonable to select a feeder school for the sole purpose of placating an aggrieved group of parents, or to avoid litigation, 

especially where the changes would result in unfairness for a large number of other children in the community.

695 11/10/21 16:49:41 11/10/21 16:50:55

696 11/10/21 15:35:18 11/10/21 16:54:45

697 11/10/21 16:59:06 11/10/21 17:00:07

698 11/10/21 16:58:39 11/10/21 17:00:38

699 11/10/21 16:53:23 11/10/21 17:01:47

700 11/10/21 16:59:07 11/10/21 17:02:21

701 11/10/21 16:52:45 11/10/21 17:06:42

702 11/10/21 17:06:50 11/10/21 17:07:23

703 11/10/21 17:12:13 11/10/21 17:17:34 Why is there a second consultation?? 

704 11/10/21 17:50:30 11/10/21 17:53:52

705 11/10/21 17:39:00 11/10/21 17:55:00

706 11/10/21 18:05:27 11/10/21 18:07:34

707 11/10/21 18:15:22 11/10/21 18:19:02

708 11/10/21 18:27:54 11/10/21 18:31:11

709 11/10/21 18:32:21 11/10/21 18:37:10

710 11/10/21 18:31:42 11/10/21 18:43:44

I strongly disagree with the proposals relating to making the PL primary school a feeder school, considering the impact on other local 

school access to places who sit outside of this trust. 

711 11/10/21 18:21:22 11/10/21 18:48:18

712 11/10/21 18:45:30 11/10/21 18:49:27

713 11/10/21 18:50:27 11/10/21 18:55:07

714 11/10/21 18:49:54 11/10/21 18:55:19

715 11/10/21 18:53:53 11/10/21 18:56:13

716 11/10/21 18:56:38 11/10/21 18:57:57

717 11/10/21 18:58:01 11/10/21 18:58:41

718 11/10/21 19:02:26 11/10/21 19:08:04



719 11/10/21 19:07:08 11/10/21 19:09:37

720 11/10/21 19:20:50 11/10/21 19:25:21 Langley have set very good standards for years and I feel adding more children will water down the level of support each child needs. 

721 11/10/21 19:20:05 11/10/21 19:27:22

722 11/10/21 19:24:19 11/10/21 19:33:29

723 11/10/21 19:32:56 11/10/21 19:34:16

724 11/10/21 19:39:41 11/10/21 19:41:29 We have already been consulted on this and the answer was given last time. Why are we doing this again??? 

725 11/10/21 19:41:54 11/10/21 19:44:10 Why is this being asked of us not 2 years since the last one? 

726 11/10/21 19:35:45 11/10/21 19:50:20

This impact on the local community, not just on the children who may lose a place, but on traffic and pollution will be detrimental. 

The economy will also suffer as house prices will be impacted and could lead to a reduction in value for those households who were in 

the catchment and who are displaced as a result of this policy, some of whom moved to area to be close to the school. The assurance 

should not have been provided  and there should have been no expectation from the parents that they could jump the admission 

criteria. It was illegal and it is immoral. 

727 11/10/21 19:47:44 11/10/21 19:54:42

728 11/10/21 19:26:48 11/10/21 20:06:52

729 11/10/21 20:01:22 11/10/21 20:09:27

730 11/10/21 20:09:44 11/10/21 20:13:50

731 11/10/21 20:20:53 11/10/21 20:25:21 The local community is not being thought of whatsoever regarding the changes being proposed. 

732 11/10/21 20:26:07 11/10/21 20:26:46

733 11/10/21 20:33:29 11/10/21 20:34:59

734 11/10/21 20:35:53 11/10/21 20:42:38

This is a good compromise and will serve to address assurances made to the Langley primary parents without disadvantaging children 

in the community. 

735 11/10/21 20:43:22 11/10/21 20:47:40

736 11/10/21 20:47:39 11/10/21 20:51:49

737 11/10/21 20:47:02 11/10/21 21:02:02

738 11/10/21 21:00:04 11/10/21 21:04:10

739 11/10/21 20:59:21 11/10/21 21:05:54

740 11/10/21 21:03:57 11/10/21 21:17:53

741 11/10/21 20:07:01 11/10/21 21:20:40

742 11/10/21 18:31:54 11/10/21 21:21:54

743 11/10/21 21:22:13 11/10/21 21:24:36

744 11/10/21 21:25:03 11/10/21 21:26:33

745 11/10/21 21:23:24 11/10/21 21:28:19

746 11/10/21 21:26:46 11/10/21 21:28:29

747 11/10/21 21:23:27 11/10/21 21:29:51

I don’t see the need for priority spaces for langley primary school as if they are already living in the catchment area of the secondary  

schools - they would then have priority. However if priority is given, then the family could have moved out of catchment and still be 

able to attend the secondary which is unfair to those who still resides in the catchment or at the fringes. 

748 11/10/21 21:38:41 11/10/21 21:42:52



749 11/10/21 21:36:17 11/10/21 21:43:28

750 11/10/21 21:30:36 11/10/21 21:47:41

I potentially see a counter lawsuit threat should these proposals go ahead, due to the assurances that were given at the open event 

to a large number of people.  The approach to altering the whole admissions policy has created discord in the community in relation 

to the Trust - shouldn't you be seeking to redress that by stopping this nonsense, rather than entrench? 

751 11/10/21 21:56:25 11/10/21 22:00:43

I thought this issue had been dealt with at the last consultation. I don't know why this has come up again. I hope this can finally be 

closed. 

752 11/10/21 21:57:48 11/10/21 22:03:00

Although my children may not be in catchment for Langley schools I do feel if this goes through there will be less choice for us and 

reducing the catchment areas in other secondary schools meaning we would not get a school we would be hoping for. 

753 11/10/21 21:54:29 11/10/21 22:05:42

In short the local community are mistrustful of the trust's proposals. The consultation has been shady and many wonder the true 

reasons behind it. Will we still be fighting this 5 years from now? Do the right thing. Stop. 

754 11/10/21 22:10:08 11/10/21 22:15:04

755 11/10/21 22:15:25 11/10/21 22:23:26

756 11/10/21 22:21:37 11/10/21 22:23:40

757 11/10/21 22:19:45 11/10/21 22:30:33

758 11/10/21 22:23:49 11/10/21 22:34:50

759 11/10/21 22:33:39 11/10/21 22:39:26

760 11/10/21 21:47:48 11/10/21 22:46:15

I am answering this consultation with the information I have, the Trust have not been transparent with regards to the alleged 

promises made to some parents, and therefore I am forced to respond without all the relevant information. If the purpose of this is to 

avoid a legal battle with the parents who have allegedly been made promises then I suspect this may backfire because there may well 

be a legal battle with those promised that the primary school would not have feeder status, and who have therefore been 

discriminated against.

761 11/10/21 22:34:31 11/10/21 22:51:26

762 11/10/21 22:33:20 11/10/21 22:54:42

I am aghast as to why we are re-running a consultation that happened in 2019 re possibly allowing feeder school status to Langley 

Primary.  The community is up in arms with the Trust and are now questioning their integrity. The community responded in 2019 and 

to not seem to accept the response is astonishing and parents no longer trust the LPLT

763 11/10/21 22:48:32 11/10/21 22:54:44

764 11/10/21 22:51:04 11/10/21 23:00:17

765 11/10/21 23:17:46 11/10/21 23:21:30

766 11/11/21 0:08:16 11/11/21 0:10:20

767 11/11/21 0:55:03 11/11/21 0:59:18

768 11/11/21 5:04:04 11/11/21 5:11:31

769 11/11/21 5:12:23 11/11/21 5:15:44

770 11/11/21 5:47:39 11/11/21 5:53:16

771 11/11/21 5:52:50 11/11/21 5:53:45

772 11/11/21 6:33:28 11/11/21 6:33:56

773 11/11/21 6:51:38 11/11/21 7:03:37



774 11/11/21 7:14:21 11/11/21 7:17:39

775 11/11/21 7:20:22 11/11/21 7:26:13 I fully understand that some parents were given wrong information, But there is a process we all have to follow regarding admissions

776 11/11/21 7:46:08 11/11/21 7:48:57

777 11/11/21 7:52:07 11/11/21 8:02:31

778 11/11/21 7:15:37 11/11/21 8:12:49

779 11/11/21 8:15:03 11/11/21 8:20:45

This consultation causes concern and worry for my family who moved within the current catchment for both LPGS LPBS but with the 

proposed changes, will likely fall outside of catchment, with priority given to feeder school children who may live further away. 

780 11/11/21 8:16:15 11/11/21 8:24:02

781 11/11/21 8:44:37 11/11/21 8:46:32

782 11/11/21 8:33:16 11/11/21 8:47:50

783 11/11/21 8:47:26 11/11/21 8:48:49

784 11/11/21 8:57:35 11/11/21 9:00:06

785 11/11/21 8:59:51 11/11/21 9:12:33 No further comments. 

786 11/11/21 9:11:29 11/11/21 9:12:56

787 11/11/21 9:14:56 11/11/21 9:17:33

788 11/11/21 9:10:49 11/11/21 9:18:11

789 11/11/21 9:13:26 11/11/21 9:19:07

Any changes to the current admissions at Langley will put pressure on Hayes and mean I'm even less likely to get my children into my 

preferred school Hayes! Totally unacceptable to give anybody an unfair preference!

790 11/11/21 8:50:07 11/11/21 9:25:44

My husband and I moved to this area knowing that we would like to send our children to the langley secondary schools. We knew in 

order to get into the school we needed to stay local. If we have learnt anything over the last couple of years it is that a community 

spirit and support is key in getting through events such the pandemic. By living locally not only can we help our schools but we can 

help our schools to help our local community. We can ingrained these values in our children so that they can see what changes they 

can make and that they can make a difference. 

Children who live away from the catchment area, in my opinion, will not have the same benefit. They will simply be dropped off to 

school and picked up at home time and, unless they have extremely dedicated parents, will not be as invested as parents from the 

local area. 

791 11/11/21 9:20:49 11/11/21 9:26:16

792 11/11/21 9:20:47 11/11/21 9:26:43

793 11/11/21 9:21:34 11/11/21 9:40:29

I find the feeder school proposal a big issue, especially from primary schools (within the Langley trust eg: Hawes Down - which is 

currently OUT of the catchment area for the schools admissions procedure) being able to leapfrog into a place before children that 

are actually living in closer proximity to the school sites. This will result in local children having to travel further to find a school place. 

That is categorically unfair and creates a feeling of elitism.



794 11/11/21 9:15:54 11/11/21 9:45:21

The rules for admission have been clear for many years and should not be changed just to appease some parents within the Langley 

trust. Many more children within families not in the trust will be disadvantaged if this proposal goes through. Even if they were still in 

catchment the increased number of children in these particular years would stretch school resources/funding further and 

inadvertently affect their education. Furthermore the sibling rule would still apply to those children who are admitted from within the 

trust which could be applied for many more years to come, even after the changes should have ended.

795 11/11/21 9:42:24 11/11/21 9:46:32

796 11/11/21 9:51:48 11/11/21 9:55:39

797 11/11/21 9:48:50 11/11/21 10:03:54

There is nothing wrong with admissions policies as they stand now - please concentrate on making the school a better place and not 

on manipulating access policies.

798 11/11/21 10:09:51 11/11/21 10:16:20

799 11/11/21 9:42:13 11/11/21 10:24:48

I do not understand why this consultation regarding the Langley Park Primary School is occurring again as it appears to be a subtle 

repetition of the consultation and proposal that happened in 2019. This does make me question the transparency and agenda of the 

Trust and the validity of these processes.

I do have strong concerns that if this proposal is accepted, then this will lead to more detrimental admissions changes that will 

ultimately lead to disadvantaging families that have embedded and invested themselves in the local community for the purpose of 

supporting local schools. This will change the schooling landscape of the area and divide an established neighbourhood; leaving 

families without access to local schools if the priorities of admission change on the basis of "feeder schools".

800 11/11/21 10:31:52 11/11/21 10:36:01 The proposals are neither transparent or reasonable.

801 11/11/21 10:59:29 11/11/21 11:02:26

The Trust cannot have a consultation every year until they achieve their objective to the detriment of the children in the local 

community. 

802 11/11/21 11:02:51 11/11/21 11:03:19

803 11/11/21 11:03:32 11/11/21 11:03:42

804 11/11/21 11:03:55 11/11/21 11:04:17

805 11/11/21 10:51:15 11/11/21 11:07:26

Please don't let the false promises from a previous Primary School Head teacher become true. That is not a good enough reason. 

There are lots of negative and long-lasting reasons for not allowing the Primary school to become a feeder school.

806 11/11/21 11:05:37 11/11/21 11:17:11

807 11/11/21 11:23:53 11/11/21 11:25:26

808 11/11/21 11:25:06 11/11/21 11:28:44

809 11/11/21 11:23:41 11/11/21 11:33:34

810 11/11/21 11:33:53 11/11/21 11:34:10

811 11/11/21 11:36:00 11/11/21 11:37:21

812 11/11/21 11:41:37 11/11/21 11:42:32

813 11/11/21 11:53:29 11/11/21 11:56:16

814 11/11/21 11:54:30 11/11/21 11:57:53 This consultation to address the historic issues is similar to a bulge year proposal so I am supportive 



815 11/11/21 11:28:44 11/11/21 12:16:19

I hope this will be the last time LPPS will be given consideration for preference to the secondary schools as it was already defeated 

and any other requests should not be considered. 

816 11/11/21 12:20:48 11/11/21 12:21:35

817 11/11/21 12:25:53 11/11/21 12:32:52 Criteria should be based on usual criteria throughout Bromley not alleged promises made in the past. 

818 11/11/21 13:00:04 11/11/21 13:02:41

819 11/11/21 13:17:43 11/11/21 13:21:25

820 11/11/21 13:17:08 11/11/21 13:22:46

821 11/11/21 13:16:20 11/11/21 13:33:12

822 11/11/21 13:33:17 11/11/21 13:38:53

823 11/11/21 13:31:38 11/11/21 13:41:24

824 11/11/21 13:41:38 11/11/21 13:46:37

825 11/11/21 13:58:20 11/11/21 14:07:14

Siblings of these ‘special cases’ will get preference over ‘distance of living’.  

As there will be extra classes for Year 7 in 2023/24 and 2024/25, the quality of education will be affected due to these extra groups. 

When they move to Year 8 and so on, there will be extra Year Groups of these ‘special cases’ along with the around extra 80 children 

that will be taken on board. 

It just seems like the situation will be made worse by implementing the proposal.

826 11/11/21 14:09:03 11/11/21 14:09:28

827 11/11/21 14:15:32 11/11/21 14:23:28

I believe that all secondary schools should be providing for and supporting their local community and encouraging a breadth of local 

primary school mixes equally. I think not do so is extremely unfair and excludes a vast number of applicants who would have 

‘normally’ been able to apply.

828 11/11/21 14:15:28 11/11/21 14:33:11

This consutlation is fundamentally wrong, unfair and that negatively impacts many children’s education. I do not believe the Trust has 

been transparent in both this consultation nor the previous consultation in 2019. Why is the Trust consultation again on essentially 

the same issue - the wider community has already responded to the first consultation and should not be put through another one 

with slight tweaks where the core issue remain the same., i.e. the alleged assurance of LP Primary being a feeder school.  

I say NO to feeder schools fullstop. 

829 11/11/21 14:22:58 11/11/21 14:37:25

The existing arrangements for admission has worked fairly over the years since the Greenwich judgement. Making these changes will 

be unfair on many more children in the locality and will set a president for many other secondary school to artificially improve their 

cohorts.

830 11/11/21 14:36:42 11/11/21 14:50:06



831 11/11/21 14:18:50 11/11/21 14:50:57

I believe that this consultation is not only fundamentally flawed but completely wrong. This continued approach and repeated 

consultations by the trust needs to be addressed and they need to be made aware that the local community do not agree with their 

proposals - the last one was rejected and for the sake of our children education and the local community I sincerely hope that this one 

is also rejected. 

As an aside, my son is in year 11 so I am not  objecting to this proposal for personal admissions reasons but rather wanting to speak 

out for the local people around me. I have not met a single person who agrees with this consultation. 

832 11/11/21 15:05:37 11/11/21 15:12:25

833 11/11/21 14:58:40 11/11/21 15:14:00

It seems  that assurances were made by someone in the Trust to those parents who sent their children to the primary school and the 

parents relied on that information and maybe suffered financial loss. I would like a legal option on how much the Trust is liable and 

how likely such a claim would succeed. If the Trust is trying to preempt legal proceedings by  these few parents by increasing the PAN 

so their kids can get that would be to the detriment of all the other children at the schools. Have the Trust thought about using their 

legal liability insurance instead of disadvantaging 2000 plus children. 

Why should every other child in this artificial bulge group suffer because of the Trust made promises it had no right to make. 

Revolting and corrupt behaviour has been exhibited by the Trust and people should step down.

834 11/11/21 14:58:32 11/11/21 16:13:02

835 11/11/21 16:46:56 11/11/21 16:54:12

836 11/11/21 16:53:03 11/11/21 17:00:52

The community overwhelmingly made their voice clear in the last consultation that it is not fair and reasonable to offer children of 

langley primary priority places at the secondary, based on historical assurances. The trust did not seem to listen and are consulting yet 

again- the community is dismayed. 

837 11/11/21 17:02:15 11/11/21 17:06:28

838 11/11/21 17:16:54 11/11/21 17:20:47

839 11/11/21 16:37:59 11/11/21 17:24:04

840 11/11/21 17:26:34 11/11/21 17:30:11

841 11/11/21 17:41:10 11/11/21 17:44:47

842 11/11/21 18:00:18 11/11/21 18:03:20

843 11/11/21 17:56:08 11/11/21 18:03:44

If it was not for the support of all of these parents the school would not have been able to be established, many chose this school 

because of the guarantee that their child would secure a place at either of the Langley Trust secondary schools.

844 11/11/21 17:46:53 11/11/21 18:08:11

845 11/11/21 18:08:23 11/11/21 18:12:29 We are in desperate need of extra school spaces in the local area

846 11/11/21 18:07:32 11/11/21 18:12:52

847 11/11/21 16:21:14 11/11/21 18:22:18

848 11/11/21 17:56:15 11/11/21 18:24:51

According to the trusts own investigation into the feeder school promises they found that the parents in question were only offered a 

potential consultation on the matter. The parents have now had two consultations so please let this be the end of it.



849 11/11/21 17:46:43 11/11/21 18:34:23

These consultations are damaging the Trust’s credibility and pitting parent against parent. The hostility that it creates between those 

that would benefit and those that would not is horrible and so damaging to the community. It just needs to stop. I wholeheartedly 

object to any change in the admissions policy to LPSB or LPSG and any adjustment to the PAN. 

850 11/11/21 18:35:24 11/11/21 18:35:38

851 11/11/21 18:29:40 11/11/21 18:37:40

852 11/11/21 18:31:20 11/11/21 18:42:46

We were repeatedly assured, when choosing a primary school 3 years ago, that Langley Primary would not be a feeder school. We 

might have chosen differently if so. It seems unreasonable and unfair to grant priority to Langley Primary on the grounds of proximity 

if that priority won't also be extended to other primary schools in the trust. Park Langley is an expensive area to live in and many of us 

with children at other primary schools in the Trust could not afford to move closer. With new housing being built in Park Langley then 

numbers are going to be far fewer for other children in the trust. I don't think parents who come under the trust can be expected to 

support a policy that would unfairly disadvantage our children. And I don't think you should expect to ask for parental support in 

other areas when our children are likely to be excluded in this way. It seems like a flagrant disregard for the trust community as a 

whole.

853 11/11/21 18:41:38 11/11/21 18:49:18

Please stop putting the same question to the local community again and again. It is bad for the trust credibility and bad for the local 

community. The local community has said no to feeder schools and you should respect the local community wishes.

854 11/11/21 18:19:28 11/11/21 19:00:53

Another year, another feeder school consultation. Yes, it’s different, very specific, limited, etc but it just seems to be something the 

Trust wants and will try again and again until one day the consultation provides the desired outcome. It might be for the most specific 

circumstances only but that will set a precedent and open the door for more and more feeder cases. School admission  should be 

based on distance to school to avoid unnecessary travel.

855 11/11/21 19:08:11 11/11/21 19:09:07

856 11/11/21 19:16:37 11/11/21 19:36:48

857 11/11/21 19:37:38 11/11/21 19:39:30

858 11/11/21 19:49:54 11/11/21 19:58:38

859 11/11/21 20:01:26 11/11/21 20:03:27

860 11/11/21 20:09:53 11/11/21 20:11:01

861 11/11/21 20:18:23 11/11/21 20:19:37

862 11/11/21 20:37:08 11/11/21 20:37:24

863 11/11/21 20:49:28 11/11/21 20:50:29

864 11/11/21 20:53:55 11/11/21 20:55:53

865 11/11/21 20:39:30 11/11/21 20:57:06

866 11/11/21 20:57:58 11/11/21 20:58:23

867 11/11/21 20:58:04 11/11/21 20:59:29

868 11/11/21 20:59:39 11/11/21 21:00:29

869 11/11/21 21:00:50 11/11/21 21:02:15

870 11/11/21 20:49:02 11/11/21 21:09:30

871 11/11/21 21:02:40 11/11/21 21:10:18



872 11/11/21 21:09:27 11/11/21 21:12:07

873 11/11/21 21:11:57 11/11/21 21:14:30

874 11/11/21 21:13:14 11/11/21 21:14:59

875 11/11/21 21:05:10 11/11/21 21:15:05

876 11/11/21 21:14:15 11/11/21 21:15:20

877 11/11/21 21:08:46 11/11/21 21:16:15

People who live near to the school should be given a chance and we’ve sacrificed so much to move to west wickham so my children 

can go to Langley like I did; the proposal is unfair 

878 11/11/21 21:11:15 11/11/21 21:17:42

879 11/11/21 21:18:47 11/11/21 21:21:13

880 11/11/21 21:17:21 11/11/21 21:21:30

881 11/11/21 21:22:32 11/11/21 21:23:08

882 11/11/21 21:04:34 11/11/21 21:23:46

883 11/11/21 21:18:09 11/11/21 21:26:28

I object to to a change in the admissions policy that disadvantages families who have done nothing but abide by the admissions 

policies in place for the Borough. It feels unfair and non inclusive

884 11/11/21 21:18:54 11/11/21 21:30:43

885 11/11/21 21:37:26 11/11/21 21:39:01

886 11/11/21 21:26:29 11/11/21 21:39:52 The trust need to instill confidence back into the families who have invested in the trust with their children.

887 11/11/21 21:32:41 11/11/21 21:43:43

888 11/11/21 21:43:17 11/11/21 21:48:02

889 11/11/21 21:45:01 11/11/21 21:50:06

There will be uproar if Langley Primary is given priority in any way, shape or form. It is not fair to all the other families wishing to apply 

to the Langley senior schools. 

890 11/11/21 21:53:42 11/11/21 21:54:41

891 11/11/21 21:53:10 11/11/21 21:55:46

892 11/11/21 21:46:37 11/11/21 22:03:17

We are concerned about climate change and don't feel that anyone should be travelling distances (taking away from other local 

children that can walk) when they can go to a closer school near by. 

We are also local Park Langley residents and have seen a real change and increase in parking and traffic at the area around Bushey 

Way and Wickham Way since Langley Primary opened as those that need to drive to school seem to park there.

893 11/11/21 21:45:50 11/11/21 22:04:28

894 11/11/21 21:33:06 11/11/21 22:08:25

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the selection of a feeder school as part of the oversubscription criteria for admissions 

must be transparent and made on reasonable grounds. These proposed changes are neither transparent, nor reasonable. There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the alleged promises made to some parents, and whether these parents are threatening 

(or taking) legal action against the Trust.

895 11/11/21 22:13:37 11/11/21 22:15:18

896 11/11/21 22:20:33 11/11/21 22:22:12

897 11/11/21 22:25:01 11/11/21 22:27:03 It’s beneficial for community. 

898 11/11/21 22:31:20 11/11/21 22:33:25



899 11/11/21 22:17:36 11/11/21 22:33:28

900 11/11/21 22:47:32 11/11/21 22:55:09

901 11/11/21 22:42:38 11/11/21 22:58:54

902 11/11/21 22:31:45 11/11/21 22:58:55

903 11/11/21 22:56:45 11/11/21 23:07:11

The consultation strategy is confusing with multiple consultations on related areas and I struggle to see how this one, if proposals all 

accepted, would not result in further consultations in the future. This is an unnecessary distraction from the operation of the school. 

If assurances were given in error this is unfortunate but does not merit such an overengineered solution with wider implications not 

apparently considered. 

904 11/11/21 23:33:05 11/11/21 23:36:21

The proposal seems fair and as it is only for two years and year 7 places could be increased it should not have a knock on effect to the 

local children. 

905 11/12/21 0:25:16 11/12/21 0:27:40

906 11/12/21 0:51:01 11/12/21 0:59:34 Proposals are very shady and looks like a very dodgy business has been going on; promising parents things which were lies basically.

907 11/12/21 7:25:41 11/12/21 7:26:39

908 11/12/21 7:43:07 11/12/21 7:46:50

909 11/12/21 7:51:56 11/12/21 8:02:37

This has already been consulted on and turned down, so this consultation shouldn’t be happening.  Just because a promise was made 

by someone without the power to see through that promise doesn’t mean it has to be upheld.  Surely it makes it null and void.  I have 

sympathy with these parents but it is completely unfair that they are given priority whereas there were other parents who weren’t 

aware of or privy to this secret information.  If legal action has been threatened and this is an attempt to hold it off, then that is 

blackmail and should be treated as such.  I hope that this consultation is for proposals 1 and 2 is turned down and that this is the end 

of it.

910 11/12/21 8:05:31 11/12/21 8:41:33

911 11/12/21 8:47:36 11/12/21 8:50:46

912 11/12/21 8:49:07 11/12/21 8:56:10 A huge thank you to the Trust

913 11/12/21 8:57:39 11/12/21 9:00:02

914 11/12/21 8:29:35 11/12/21 9:05:24

915 11/12/21 9:16:56 11/12/21 9:23:49

916 11/12/21 9:21:53 11/12/21 9:26:31

917 11/12/21 9:22:46 11/12/21 9:26:31

918 11/12/21 9:17:02 11/12/21 9:28:39

919 11/12/21 9:34:16 11/12/21 9:35:10

920 11/12/21 9:33:06 11/12/21 9:35:26

921 11/12/21 9:36:56 11/12/21 9:39:01

922 11/12/21 9:14:35 11/12/21 9:39:42

923 11/12/21 9:40:12 11/12/21 9:42:38 I object to the proposal

924 11/12/21 9:14:37 11/12/21 9:50:34

925 11/12/21 9:44:49 11/12/21 9:51:50



926 11/12/21 9:49:48 11/12/21 10:00:51

It seems to me that whoever gave the assurances they should not have given must be held to account. I feel sorry for the parents and 

children who have been misled, and whoever gave them assurances will potential need to find some way to make it up to them. But 

impacting on admissions and on the "local first" principal is absolutely not the right way to do this for the reasons stated above., 

927 11/12/21 10:09:33 11/12/21 10:11:52

928 11/12/21 10:14:59 11/12/21 10:20:14 Already mentioned comments above cover my concerns.

929 11/12/21 10:35:20 11/12/21 10:37:17

930 11/12/21 10:36:01 11/12/21 10:39:32

931 11/12/21 10:39:01 11/12/21 10:42:06

932 11/12/21 10:40:09 11/12/21 10:55:53

These proposals are not transparent or reasonable.  There is a lack of transparency in relation to the alleged promises made to some 

parents and the community are being asked to respond to a consultation without knowing all the facts.  It is unreasonable to select a 

feeder school just to placate an aggrieved group of parents when the result would be unfair for a large number of other children in 

the community both now and in the future!   Two wrongs do not make a right!

933 11/12/21 10:58:24 11/12/21 10:59:30

934 11/12/21 10:57:12 11/12/21 11:08:12

We do not want feeder schools or in this instance feeder years.  It is not right and will be detrimental for the local children for many 

years to come due to sibling priority.  I have sympathy for the families that feel they were  allegedly promised priority admission, but 

after the independent review it was deemed that the only thing that can be proved that was promised was a consultation for feeder 

status. No one can be naive to think that feeder status can be achieved without consultation and following due process.  The trust 

followed this promise and did a consultation and it was refused, so put this to bed now and STOP doing this it is very frustrating, 

wrong and upsetting to local families.  You are losing your credibility as a honourable and ethical Trust restore the communities faith 

and stop trying to change the admissions criteria! 

935 11/12/21 11:13:25 11/12/21 11:14:28

936 11/12/21 11:09:03 11/12/21 11:20:22

I think the Trust knows (well I hope if they have a moral compass that they know) the consultation to make LPP a feeder for 2 years is 

just wrong and not fair.  I think the Trust should just say to these parents the information they were told when they applied for LPP 

was wrong, it wasn't substantiated by any correspondence from the Trust.

937 11/12/21 11:20:35 11/12/21 11:21:09

938 11/12/21 11:21:20 11/12/21 11:21:30

939 11/12/21 11:21:35 11/12/21 11:21:47

940 11/12/21 11:21:49 11/12/21 11:21:57

941 11/12/21 11:18:04 11/12/21 11:22:54 This is bad idea and unfair to local children that do not attend Langley primary school.



942 11/12/21 11:27:43 11/12/21 11:47:06

When considering these proposals, the Trustees should ask themselves if the Trust has been open and honest with the entire 

community about the reason for the proposed changes. They must surely be aware that they have not. 

They will also be aware that this consultation process seeks to give effect to decisions and promises that were made prior to the 

consultations being announced. They seek community endorsment of a fait accompli. This is improper and must be resisted.

While the desire to placate aggrieved parents is understandable, the Trustees are the guardians of propriety and fairness. Under the 

Academy system, they stand in for elected representatives as guardians of the interests of the entire community, and as guarantors 

that the established rules, and principles of fairness, are adhered to. Waving through these manifestly flawed and unfair proposals 

would be an abrogation of duty to the community and to the children the trustees have been appointed to serve.

943 11/12/21 11:48:30 11/12/21 11:52:54

944 11/12/21 11:33:09 11/12/21 11:53:59

Seems we are again having another consultation around the feeder school issue for the Langley Schools. I think this should be put to 

bed if this proposal is successfully denied. Simply put, the feeder school system is not fair and will distort admissions for local children. 

I understand that the site is located by the school so in some eyes this will have limited impact, but impacting even one child is not 

acceptable. 

945 11/12/21 11:49:29 11/12/21 11:59:18

946 11/12/21 12:03:03 11/12/21 12:24:54

We appreciate that the Langley schools are in a tricky position because of promises that were made, but surely these weren't legally 

binding. Parents choosing the Langley Primary school on site should never have assumed that their child would get a place at either 

secondary school because it's not happened before.

947 11/12/21 11:48:04 11/12/21 12:31:48

948 11/12/21 12:40:46 11/12/21 12:44:48

949 11/12/21 12:42:37 11/12/21 13:00:55

The trust should honour the outcome of multiple consultations on this issue, in accordance with the wishes of the community it 

serves - local schools should be for local children. 

950 11/12/21 13:10:24 11/12/21 13:17:30

951 11/12/21 13:06:12 11/12/21 13:55:26

952 11/12/21 14:03:19 11/12/21 14:05:00

953 11/12/21 13:47:10 11/12/21 14:13:52

954 11/12/21 14:14:39 11/12/21 14:15:19

955 11/12/21 14:16:43 11/12/21 14:24:06

956 11/12/21 14:14:48 11/12/21 14:25:19

957 11/12/21 14:27:24 11/12/21 14:29:21

958 11/12/21 14:33:45 11/12/21 14:39:35

959 11/12/21 14:45:30 11/12/21 14:47:55

960 11/12/21 14:46:41 11/12/21 14:48:54

961 11/12/21 14:45:29 11/12/21 14:49:24

962 11/12/21 15:30:26 11/12/21 15:38:59

963 11/12/21 16:14:07 11/12/21 16:15:24



964 11/12/21 16:15:28 11/12/21 16:17:14 This consultation is a JOKE ! 

965 11/12/21 16:17:26 11/12/21 16:17:39

966 11/12/21 16:39:28 11/12/21 16:41:04 Thank you to the Trust for listening to us.

967 11/12/21 17:16:11 11/12/21 17:17:31

968 11/12/21 17:14:26 11/12/21 17:26:45

969 11/12/21 17:13:56 11/12/21 17:33:12

970 11/12/21 17:30:58 11/12/21 17:38:13

971 11/12/21 17:27:12 11/12/21 17:55:50 Our eldest daughter attends Langley girls but I still don’t feel this is right for the local community. 

972 11/12/21 17:55:04 11/12/21 18:00:12

973 11/12/21 17:48:15 11/12/21 18:02:49

974 11/12/21 18:12:40 11/12/21 18:37:54

Any change that has a straight impact in the process of admission has to be introduce with enough years in advance to make that the 

community can adapted correctly to the change.  

975 11/12/21 18:42:57 11/12/21 18:47:00

976 11/12/21 18:51:27 11/12/21 18:56:54

977 11/12/21 19:11:40 11/12/21 19:22:45

So many families move to the area to have a good chance for their child to get into the school, these proposals alongside the increase 

in homes close to the schools will push the boundaries further. It is only fair that everyone not a select few get a chance to try for the 

school. And if you are thinking about only Langley Primary school, other Primary school In the trust  should get the same advantage.

978 11/12/21 19:18:51 11/12/21 19:26:47

979 11/12/21 19:31:40 11/12/21 19:39:03

It is unfair that children like mine will not have the chance to go to a Langley school. We moved to the area years ago for the sole 

purpose that our children could attend a Langley school. They are no longer viable should this change proceed. Now we have no 

option but to send them to other schools - which will be now be over subscribed. The proposal is a disgrace and common sense states 

that it should not proceed.

980 11/12/21 19:13:14 11/12/21 19:50:13

This and the previous consultation shows the lack of ethics and fairness from the leaders of the Langley park learning trust. It puts all 

involved in a bad light and impacts the reputation of the schools. If this is how the leadership acts it is a wonder why people want to 

send their children to your schools. You should be ashamed of yourselves. The people involved in this should stand down and be 

replace with people with credibility and ethical standing. This shows the current group do not. 

981 11/12/21 20:03:58 11/12/21 20:13:09

982 11/12/21 20:12:50 11/12/21 20:16:54

983 11/12/21 20:16:47 11/12/21 20:18:48 Keep the status quo

984 11/12/21 20:20:46 11/12/21 20:24:23 How can a responsible and mature trust consult on something so ridiculous?  Rules are rules; surely the trust knows this?

985 11/12/21 20:19:57 11/12/21 20:25:17 Please consider the impact on the local community. Also increased PAN size could impact on results 

986 11/12/21 20:24:35 11/12/21 20:26:41

987 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:37

988 11/12/21 20:32:09 11/12/21 20:32:41

989 11/12/21 19:54:49 11/12/21 20:38:39

990 11/12/21 20:38:13 11/12/21 20:39:12



991 11/12/21 19:31:29 11/12/21 20:39:22

992 11/12/21 20:32:31 11/12/21 20:41:55

993 11/12/21 20:42:07 11/12/21 20:42:22

994 11/12/21 20:46:27 11/12/21 20:49:57

995 11/12/21 20:46:56 11/12/21 20:51:35

996 11/12/21 20:39:06 11/12/21 20:52:23

997 11/12/21 20:21:35 11/12/21 20:53:55

My granddaughter has just started LPGS and having been involved in the previous Consultation securing the Category for sibling 

entry; it is both distressing and annoying that a few parents have been allowed to throw the Admission Arrangements into question 

yet again. This could affect my grandson's ambition to attend LPSB.

998 11/12/21 20:55:54 11/12/21 20:58:23

999 11/12/21 20:27:35 11/12/21 20:59:31

I was surprised to hear about this second consultation. 

I hope that this does not go ahead and this is the last we hear of it! 

1000 11/12/21 20:36:13 11/12/21 21:03:23

We purposely moved into this area over 4 years ago from Essex having considered the school options available. The area we will 

provide less value and benefit if the number of secondary schools available are limited. 

1001 11/12/21 20:18:28 11/12/21 21:07:24

We believe that we are clearly disadvantaged in achieving a placement at LPBS because the catchment for the boys school does not 

equal that of the girls. We would like this addressed. The trust cannot willy nilly decide which issues to view the two schools are 

separate or as one ie. in the case of mixed sex twins or multiple births. 

1002 11/12/21 20:30:55 11/12/21 21:14:47

This consultation is really disappointing. It feels as though you are intent as a MAT on solving this issue by distorting and damaging the 

local education system. I will also be complaining to my local councillor and MP.

1003 11/12/21 20:30:34 11/12/21 21:16:03

Parents of LPPS children have (it would seem) every right to be angry - unfortunately, that doesn't make this proposal the right one. 

Should these changes go through, I suspect you will find yourself dealing with the equally angry parents who were assured that there 

would be no feeder system and therefore decided NOT to send their children to LPPS. Swapping one wrong for another isn't going to 

solve the problem. 

1004 11/12/21 21:11:20 11/12/21 21:16:43

The Schools Admissions Code requires that the selection of a feeder school as part of the oversubscription criteria for admissions 

must be transparent and made on reasonable grounds. These proposed changes are neither transparent, nor reasonable! There is a 

complete lack of transparency in relation to the alleged promises made to some parents, and whether these parents are threatening 

(or taking) legal action against the Trust. This means that the wider community is left to respond to this consultation without all the 

relevant information. It would also be entirely unreasonable to select a feeder school for the sole purpose of placating an aggrieved 

group of parents, or to avoid litigation, especially where the changes would result in unfairness for a large number of other children in 

the community. Two wrongs do not make a right.

1005 11/12/21 21:20:10 11/12/21 21:21:07

1006 11/12/21 21:09:02 11/12/21 21:21:14

1007 11/12/21 21:16:21 11/12/21 21:21:41

1008 11/12/21 21:21:09 11/12/21 21:21:50

1009 11/12/21 21:08:37 11/12/21 21:22:04

1010 11/12/21 21:20:44 11/12/21 21:27:54

1011 11/12/21 21:26:32 11/12/21 21:28:25

1012 11/12/21 21:29:33 11/12/21 21:30:25



1013 11/12/21 21:30:31 11/12/21 21:32:17

1014 11/12/21 21:00:53 11/12/21 21:38:22

Bromley residents children only have the opportunity of two Grammar Schools in the borough both of which are single sex. If this is 

the type of school they and their children want then LPSB and/or LPGS are the obvious choice for many.  In fact, many parents 

attended these schools themselves and have remained in the area 'because of the Schools' .  To further compromise their choices on 

the strength (weakness) of the claims of these few parents is both outrageous and probably undemocratic.

1015 11/12/21 21:40:30 11/12/21 21:40:54

1016 11/12/21 21:36:05 11/12/21 21:42:46

1017 11/12/21 20:44:21 11/12/21 21:43:02

The trust should seek some proper legal advise as they would then realise that they cannot be sued; and should not be held to 

ransom by a small number of parents. 

1018 11/12/21 21:46:16 11/12/21 21:50:21

1019 11/12/21 21:53:49 11/12/21 21:56:58

1020 11/12/21 21:53:48 11/12/21 21:57:45

1021 11/12/21 21:55:33 11/12/21 22:28:36

1022 11/12/21 22:26:25 11/12/21 22:37:01

1023 11/12/21 22:37:18 11/12/21 22:50:21

1024 11/12/21 22:57:34 11/12/21 23:02:16

1025 11/12/21 23:02:24 11/12/21 23:02:35

1026 11/12/21 22:46:54 11/12/21 23:03:52

1027 11/12/21 23:02:37 11/12/21 23:03:56

1028 11/12/21 23:04:19 11/12/21 23:04:36

1029 11/12/21 23:04:41 11/12/21 23:05:08

1030 11/12/21 23:05:42 11/12/21 23:06:01

1031 11/12/21 23:06:14 11/12/21 23:06:30

1032 11/12/21 23:06:42 11/12/21 23:07:00

1033 11/12/21 23:07:23 11/12/21 23:07:36

1034 11/12/21 23:07:47 11/12/21 23:08:04

1035 11/12/21 23:08:21 11/12/21 23:08:32

1036 11/12/21 23:08:42 11/12/21 23:08:57

1037 11/12/21 23:09:13 11/12/21 23:09:28

1038 11/12/21 23:09:38 11/12/21 23:09:51

1039 11/12/21 23:10:03 11/12/21 23:10:15

1040 11/12/21 23:10:28 11/12/21 23:10:42

1041 11/12/21 23:10:57 11/12/21 23:11:10

1042 11/12/21 23:11:14 11/12/21 23:11:31

1043 11/12/21 23:11:33 11/12/21 23:11:48

1044 11/12/21 22:56:56 11/12/21 23:11:55

1045 11/12/21 23:11:53 11/12/21 23:12:18

1046 11/12/21 23:12:26 11/12/21 23:12:53



1047 11/12/21 22:26:46 11/12/21 23:12:56

The proposed changes will have an impact for more than 2 years due to the sibling rule, resulting in local children missing out on a 

place at their local school. I am particularly worried about the strain on resources and quality of education if the PAN is increased. It 

does not seem reasonable for the Trust to be consulting on this again, and causing a lot of unnecessary stress and uncertainty to 

parents in the local community on the education of their children. 

1048 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:13:23

1049 11/12/21 23:13:25 11/12/21 23:13:35

1050 11/12/21 23:13:36 11/12/21 23:13:46

1051 11/12/21 23:13:48 11/12/21 23:13:57

1052 11/12/21 23:13:59 11/12/21 23:14:19

1053 11/12/21 23:14:22 11/12/21 23:14:31

1054 11/12/21 23:12:55 11/12/21 23:14:32

1055 11/12/21 23:14:35 11/12/21 23:15:00

1056 11/12/21 23:15:15 11/12/21 23:15:25

1057 11/12/21 23:15:29 11/12/21 23:15:40

1058 11/12/21 23:16:16 11/12/21 23:16:26

1059 11/12/21 23:03:42 11/12/21 23:16:30

I find it incredulous that the Trust is still consulting on the langley primary debacle. They should NOT be given priority it’s completely 

unethical.

1060 11/12/21 23:16:34 11/12/21 23:16:46

1061 11/12/21 23:16:48 11/12/21 23:16:58

1062 11/12/21 23:14:34 11/12/21 23:16:59

1063 11/12/21 23:17:00 11/12/21 23:17:10

1064 11/12/21 23:17:11 11/12/21 23:17:20

1065 11/12/21 23:17:23 11/12/21 23:17:33

1066 11/12/21 23:17:35 11/12/21 23:17:44

1067 11/12/21 23:17:46 11/12/21 23:17:58

1068 11/12/21 23:17:59 11/12/21 23:18:09

1069 11/12/21 23:18:10 11/12/21 23:18:21

1070 11/12/21 23:18:23 11/12/21 23:18:32

1071 11/12/21 23:17:53 11/12/21 23:18:33

1072 11/12/21 23:18:34 11/12/21 23:18:44

1073 11/12/21 23:18:47 11/12/21 23:18:57

1074 11/12/21 23:18:59 11/12/21 23:19:08

1075 11/12/21 23:19:10 11/12/21 23:19:20

1076 11/12/21 23:19:22 11/12/21 23:19:30

1077 11/12/21 23:19:32 11/12/21 23:19:41

1078 11/12/21 23:19:42 11/12/21 23:19:52

1079 11/12/21 23:19:54 11/12/21 23:20:01



1080 11/12/21 22:26:38 11/12/21 23:20:05

This consultation should not be happening, the answer was clear the first time. If the "temporary" arrangement is implemented, the 

years below will demand the same treatment.

1081 11/12/21 23:16:58 11/12/21 23:20:12

1082 11/12/21 23:20:08 11/12/21 23:20:16

1083 11/12/21 23:20:18 11/12/21 23:20:32

1084 11/12/21 23:18:43 11/12/21 23:20:40

1085 11/12/21 23:20:33 11/12/21 23:20:43

1086 11/12/21 23:20:46 11/12/21 23:20:56


