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Determination

In accordance with section 88H(4) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998, |
do not uphold the objections to the admission arrangements determined by the
Governing Board for Orleans Park School, for 2027/28.

| have also considered the arrangements under section 88I(5) and find that they do not
comply with requirements relating to admission arrangements in the ways set out in
this determination.

By virtue of section 88K(2) the adjudicator’s decision is binding on the admission
authority. The School Admissions Code requires the admission authority to revise its
admission arrangements within two months of this determination.

The referral

1. Under section 88H(2) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998 (the Act), two
objections have been referred to the adjudicator by parents of two different families (the
Objectors), about the admission arrangements (the Arrangements) for September 2027 for
Orleans Park School (the School). The School is a non-selective academy for children aged
eleven to eighteen. It is located in the Twickenham area within the London Borough of
Richmond upon Thames.

2. The Local Authority for the area in which the School is located is the London Borough
of Richmond upon Thames (the LA or the Borough). The LA is a party to this objection. Other
parties to the objection are the Governing Board as the admission authority, the School and



the Objectors. The School responded on behalf of the Governing Board and so | shall refer to
the School in my determination when referring to responses.

3. The objections concern the matter of the School’s sibling priority policy and its impact
on local children living close to the School.

4. | would like to take the opportunity to give my thanks to all parties for the way in which
they presented their views, responded respectfully to each other’s submissions, and for their
prompt responses to my requests for further information / data.

Jurisdiction

5. The School is a single-academy trust. The terms of the academy agreement between
the Governing Board of the School and the Secretary of State for Education require that the
admissions policy and arrangements for the School are in accordance with admissions law
as it applies to maintained schools.

6. These arrangements were determined under section 88C of the Act by the Governing
Board, which is the admission authority for the School. The Arrangements were determined
on 10 December 2025.

7. The Objectors submitted their objections to the determined arrangements on the
26 March and 27 April 2026 respectively. The Objectors have asked to have their identity
kept from the other parties and have met the requirement of Regulation 24 of the School
Admissions (Admission Arrangements and Co-ordination of Admission Arrangements)
(England) Regulations 2012 by providing details of their names and addresses to me.

8. | am satisfied the objections have been properly referred to me in accordance with
section 88H of the Act and they are within my jurisdiction.

9. My jurisdiction is for the 2027/28 arrangements only. | will therefore not be considering
the matters raised by the Objectors in respect of other admission years, though reference is
made to previous arrangements where necessary to provide context or background to the
2027/28 arrangements.

10. | have also used my power under section 88l of the Act to consider the Arrangements
as a whole and to determine whether or not they conform with the requirements relating to
admissions and, if not, in what ways they do not so conform. | will refer to these as ‘other
matters’ and they are covered in the section of the determination under the title of that name.

Procedure

11.  In considering this matter | have had regard to all relevant legislation and the Code.
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12.  The information | have considered in reaching my decision includes:

e the Objectors’ forms of objection dated 26 March and 27 April 2026;

e a copy of the minutes of the meeting of the Governing Board dated 10 December
2025 at which the arrangements were determined;

e the determined Arrangements for 2027/28;

e responses from the School to the objections and to my requests for further
information;

e maps, including Google Maps, and those showing the location of the School;

¢ information available on the websites of gov.uk (including the ‘Get Information
About Schools’ (GIAS).

Background

13.  While the School has a long history, it converted to become an academy on
1 September 2012. The School was last inspected by Ofsted in November 2023 and was
judged to be an outstanding school.

14.  According to GIAS, there are 25 state funded secondary schools within three miles of
the School and three within one mile. The other secondary schools within three miles of the
School were all rated good or outstanding in their latest Ofsted inspection.

15.  The published admission number (PAN) of the School for 2027/28 is 216.

16. The arrangements set out that children with education, health and care (EHC) plans
which name the school will be admitted first. Then, in times when oversubscribed, children
will be prioritised according to the oversubscription criteria. These can be summarised as
follows:

i. Looked after and previously looked after children;

ii.  Children who have an exceptional family, medical or social need to attend the
School;

ii.  Any sibling of a student on roll (the siblings criterion);
iv.  Children of staff;

v.  Children living nearest to the School.
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Consideration of Case

17.  The Objectors expressed concern that the School’s sibling priority policy unfairly
disadvantages local children living close to the school. This is because sibling priority is
placed ahead of distance in the oversubscription criteria and that families who have moved
further away from the School retain sibling priority for as long as any siblings living at the
same permanent address are on roll at the School.

18. | have determined that the following paragraphs of the Code are relevant to their
objection.

Paragraph 14. “In drawing up their admission arrangements, admission authorities
must ensure that the practices and the criteria used to decide the allocation of school
places are fair, clear, and objective. Parents should be able to look at a set of
arrangements and understand easily how places for that school will be allocated.”

Paragraph 1.8 (in part). “Oversubscription criteria must be reasonable, clear, objective,
procedurally fair, and comply with all relevant legislation, including equalities
legislation.”

19.  The School is a popular over-subscribed school. Table 1 shows the number of offers
made on National Offer Day (NOD) under each criterion in the School’s oversubscription
criteria for the last three years.

Table 1: Offers by Criterion (2024-2026)

*This number is below PAN because it does not include children with EHC plans

Year | Criterion 1 | Criterion 2 | Criterion 3 | Criterion 4 | Criterion 5 | Total*
(Siblings) (Distance)

2024 5 1 83 2 115 206

2025 2 0 68 1 136 207

2026 2 0 64 0 141 207

20. Table 2 shows, for each of the last three admission years, the furthest distance offered
on NOD and at the end of national coordination (ENC) on 31 August, under criterion five.
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Table 2: Criterion five (Distance) — Furthest Distance Offered on NOD and 31 August

Year Furthest Distance Offered | Furthest Distance Offered
(NOD) (31 August)

2024 1.241 kms 1.371 kms

2025 1.187 kms 1.311 kms

2026 1.110 kms n/a

21.  The Objectors’ contention is that the demand for places in the local area is such that
children living in relatively close proximity to the School are disadvantaged by the fact that
siblings are given priority over them, wherever they live. They argue that “whilst sibling
priority is permitted under the School Admissions Code, admissions arrangements must
remain fair, clear, and not operate in a way that unfairly disadvantages local applicants.”

22. The Code sets out under paragraph 1.8 (as above) that “Admission authorities must
ensure that their arrangements will not disadvantage unfairly, either directly or indirectly, a
child from a particular social or racial group, or a child with a disability or special educational
needs”. However, it does not set out a requirement to operate in a way that does not
disadvantage local applicants in the way the Objectors suggest.

23.  All oversubscription criteria create advantage for some applicants and disadvantage to
others; indeed, their purpose is to give higher priority to some applicants than to others.

24.  The School has chosen to order its oversubscription criteria in a way that gives
advantage to children with siblings who already attend the school above those who live more
locally. The School explained its rationale for prioritising siblings in its response to the
objections, stating:

“We do not accept that the sibling criterion is in breach of the School Admissions Code.
The criterion is:

e Clear, with a defined and transparent meaning

e Objective, based on verifiable family relationships and residence
e Consistently applied to all applicants
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The Code expressly permits sibling priority, and this is a widely used and well-
established feature of admissions arrangements across England. It reflects a legitimate
policy aim of supporting family cohesion.

While it is recognised that prioritising siblings may, in some cases, result in applicants
living closer to the school being refused a place, this does not render the arrangements
unfair or non-compliant. The Code does not require distance to take precedence over
sibling priority, nor does it prohibit admission authorities from prioritising particular
groups.

Our arrangements also include a requirement that siblings must share the same
permanent address, ensuring the criterion is applied fairly and preventing misuse. This
approach is consistent with standard practice and there is no requirement within the
Code to limit sibling priority by distance or catchment area.”

25.  The Objectors argue that there is limited rationale for prioritising siblings in secondary
school. They say that the logistical benefit for families is not as significant as it would be in
primary school, because children are more likely to travel independently to secondary school.
However, the LA explained why the School, in common with other secondary schools in the
Borough, prioritise siblings in their oversubscription criteria, saying:

“While there is an expectation that most secondary-aged children are able to travel
independently to school, there are undeniable benefits to prioritising siblings, including
providing confidence for the younger child, simplifying family logistics, allowing the
school to build and maintain long-term relationships with the family, and supporting
overall family well-being.”

26. In order to understand the extent of the impact of this apparent disadvantage to local
children caused by the siblings priority, | asked the School to provide data for the number of
children admitted under the siblings criterion and how far they lived from the School. Table 3
shows, for each of the last three admission years, the number of siblings offered a place in
each distance category, with particular attention being given to those who live further than the
typical furthest distance offered under criterion five of 1.34 km.
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Table 3: Number of siblings offered a place by distance from School

Year | Less [ 1.34 | 2.0- [ 3.0—-|4.0-| Over | Total | Total [Percentage of|Percentage
than - 2.99 [ 3.99 | 4.99 | 5 km |siblings | offers | siblings over | of offers
1.34 [ 1.99 | km km km 1.34 km over 1.34
km km km
2024 57 12 3 6 1 4 83| 206 31% 12.6%
2025 47 8 6 5 1 1 68 207 31% 10%
2026 45 9 5 1 0 4 64 207 30% 9%

27. It can be seen from this data that, on average, 22 siblings ‘gain an advantage’ over
more local children who do not have a sibling at the School, and this equates to
approximately 10 per cent of places offered.

28. In considering the Objectors’ claim that this is unfair, | will explain what | consider the
Code to mean by the terms reasonable and fairness.

29. The Code uses the term ‘reasonable’ but does not define it. An everyday definition is
of having sound judgement; being sensible and rational. It is the requirement of public
bodies, including admission authorities, that they must act reasonably in adopting any policy
or making any decision.

30. To determine whether a part of the Arrangements identified within the objections is
reasonable or not, | will apply what | will refer to as the ‘reasonableness test’. This is a two-
stage objective test in which the first stage is the consideration of the rationale for adopting
that which is the focus of the objection. The second is the effect of its practical operation.

31.  The School has set out its rationale for prioritising siblings in its oversubscription
criteria. Such a priority is commonplace. The Objectors argue that the siblings criterion
should be limited to those who live within the typical furthest distance offered under criterion
five. However, to adopt an approach effectively requiring all children within a catchment area
to be offered a place in all circumstances would significantly undermine the freedom given to
admission authorities to determine their own arrangements, so long as they comply with the
Code (which contains no such blanket requirement). | consider the School’s justification for
prioritising siblings to be reasonable because it has given a rational explanation for doing so.

32. In considering the effect of this criterion’s practical operation, | have considered the
impact on children who live close to the School but who do not get offered a place.
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33. The LA provided details of their analysis conducted on the 29 children at the top of the
waiting list for September 2026 entry, as of 21 April 2026. This is a current example of the
group which the Objectors are concerned may be disadvantaged due to the priority given to
siblings residing more than 1.34km from the school. The LA states that:

“The analysis shows:

e 28 of the 29 children received an offer for a preference school on NOD. The remaining
pupil is a late applicant who has not yet been allocated a school, but is highly likely to
receive a place at The Richmond upon Thames School from the waiting list;

e For all 29 children, The Richmond upon Thames School is the nearest alternative non-
faith, mixed school to Orleans Park School. All these applicants would have received
an offer for this school on NOD had it been named on their application, based on the
furthest distance met;

e For 14 of the children on the waiting list, The Richmond upon Thames School is
nearer to their home address than Orleans Park School (home to school distances
ranging between 393.77m to 1255.51m);

e For the children for whom The Richmond upon Thames School is not the closest
school:

o The Richmond upon Thames School is located between 1308.82m and
2308.38m from the homes of ten children. The distance is less than 1km further
than the distance to Orleans Park School for these children.

o For five children, The Richmond upon Thames School is located between
2,709.42m and 3,847.09m from their homes. The distance is 1.4km to 1.76km
further than their home-to-school distance for Orleans Park School.

e The data indicates that the current sibling policy does not significantly disadvantage
first children who would prefer to attend Orleans Park School. They are able to access
another preference school, or an alternative good school within a reasonable travelling
distance.”

34. Therefore, in assessing the practical effect, | consider that parents who express a
preference for the School, but are not offered a place, are able to access another local school
within the Borough, and | therefore consider the School’s prioritisation of siblings to be
reasonable.

35. The Objectors also say that the School’s prioritisation of siblings is unfair. Fairness is a
concept, not unlike being ‘reasonable’, that is used in the Code but is, again, not defined.
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Fairness can be described as a ‘protean concept’, in that it cannot be defined in universal
terms, but its requirements will depend on the circumstances. Simply not being able to obtain
a place at your nearest school, particularly in an urban area where there are large numbers
of schools in relatively close proximity, is not of itself unfair. There might be unfairness if it
was demonstrated that there were no reasonable alternatives for children who would
previously have gained a place at the school in question but would now be excluded from
doing so. But it is inherent in the scheme of having oversubscription criteria which expressly
may include siblings in preference to a distance criterion, that children will not necessarily be
able to attend their nearest school.

36. There are other schools in the Borough to which children can apply and be admitted,
all within a short distance. Accordingly | do not consider the Arrangements to be
unreasonable or unfair and therefore, | do not uphold the objection.

Other matters

37. Having considered the Arrangements as a whole, it appeared to me that there are
other matters which do not conform with requirements of the Code and so | brought them to
the attention of the Governing Board.

38.  The Arrangements reference children with statements of special educational needs,
which no longer exist, rather than using the proper terminology of education, health and care
plans and, as such they could be confusing to parents and not provide the clarity required by
paragraph 14 of the Code.

39. The oversubscription criteria do not provide a clear tie-breaker. This is in breach of
paragraph 1.8 of the Code which states (in part) “Admission arrangements must include an
effective, clear, and fair tie-breaker to decide between two applications that cannot otherwise
be separated.”

40.  With regard to the admission of children outside of their normal age group, the wording
in the Arrangements does not match the Code or the Department for Education Guidance for
admission authorities, November 2024 (the DfE Guidance) on handling admission requests
for children out of normal age group. The relevant parts of the Code are:

2.18 “Parents may seek a place for their child outside of their normal age group, for
example, if the child is gifted and talented or has experienced problems such as ill
health. In addition, the parents of a summer born child may choose not to send that
child to school until the September following their fifth birthday and may request that
they are admitted out of their normal age group — to reception rather than year 1.
Admission authorities must make clear in their admission arrangements the process for
requesting admission out of the normal age group.”
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2.19 “Admission authorities must make decisions on the basis of the circumstances of
each case and in the best interests of the child concerned. This will include taking
account of the parent’s views; information about the child’s academic, social, and
emotional development; where relevant, their medical history and the views of a medical
professional; whether they have previously been educated out of their normal age
group; and whether they may naturally have fallen into a lower age group if it were not
for being born prematurely. They must also take into account the views of the head
teacher of the school concerned. When informing a parent of their decision on the year
group the child should be admitted to, the admission authority must set out clearly the
reasons for their decision.”

2.20 “Where an admission authority agrees to a parent’s request for their child to be
admitted out of their normal age group and, as a consequence of that decision, the child
will be admitted to a relevant age group (i.e. the age group to which pupils are normally
admitted to the school) the local authority and admission authority must process the
application as part of the main admissions round, unless the parental request is made
too late for this to be possible, and on the basis of their determined admission
arrangements only, including the application of oversubscription criteria where
applicable. They must not give the application lower priority on the basis that the child
is being admitted out of their normal age group. Parents have a statutory right to appeal
against the refusal of a place at a school for which they have applied. This right does
not apply if they are offered a place at the school, but it is not in their preferred age

group.

41. The Arrangements emphasise the exceptional nature of applications outside of the
normal age group. They stress that there will be a ‘tiny number of cases’ and the need to
demonstrate a child is ‘unlikely to catch up’. However, the Code is clear that parents may
seek a place for their child outside of their normal age group. The Code requires admission
authorities to set out the variety of factors that the admission authority will consider when
deciding on the year group a child should be admitted to. There is no suggestion in the Code
that making such a request would be exceptional, and further guidance on the protocol to be
followed is given in the DfE Guidance. This states for secondary school admissions:

“Unless there are sound educational reasons to do otherwise, the assumption should be
that they will remain outside of their normal year group, as to do otherwise would result
in the child missing a year of school. There do not need to be exceptional
circumstances, and a child does not need to have a medical need or SEND for it to be
in their best interests to be admitted out of their normal age group.”

42.  Furthermore, there is no information in the School’s Arrangements about how an
application for a school place will be processed should the Governing Board agree to a
parent’s request for their child to be admitted out of their normal age group.
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43. The School has told me that it will address these matters, as permitted by paragraph
3.6 of the Code, which is welcomed. As the admission authority has accepted that changes
are required, | will not discuss them further other than to make clear that the Code requires
that the Arrangements be amended to address the points set out here. Such amendments
are permitted in line with paragraph 3.6 of the Code which states, in part:

“Once admission arrangements have been determined for a particular school year,
they cannot be revised by the admission authority unless such revision is necessary to
give effect to a mandatory requirement of this Code, admissions law, a determination
of the Schools Adjudicator or any misprint in the admission arrangements.”

Determination

44. In accordance with section 88H(4) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998,
| do not uphold the objection to the admission arrangements determined by Orleans Park
School for 2027/28.

45. | have also considered the arrangements under section 88I(5) and find that they do not
comply with requirements relating to admission arrangements in the ways set out in this
determination. The admission authority must address these matters, as permitted by
paragraph 3.6 of the Code, within two months of this determination

Dated: 16 July 2026
Signed:
Schools Adjudicator: Nigel Genders
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