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By email: ldf@bromley.gov.uk

Dear Sir,

Orpington Supplementary Planning Document

We have the following comments on the above:

1. We support a vision of Orpington as a major town centre, as a gateway between Kent and 
London, but valuing its links to, and history as a part of, Kent perhaps more highly than that as a suburb 
of London.

2. Any major changes need to be carefully considered in the context of the transport links and 
parking availability in the town. For example, we would not support permanent pedestrianisation of the 
high street (or part thereof) unless it could be clearly shown that this would not have a negative effect 
on dispersing traffic elsewhere, or the ease of access to the town, by car or bus. Nonetheless we agree 
with the general comments included in the SPD about trying to prioritise pedestrian experience in the 
town.

3. We support the comments in the SPD with reference to climate change and to promoting and 
preserving green spaces in the town and its environs.  Any developments should factor in space in which
people are able to relax in a natural setting, and failure to incorporate this in larger developments 
should be a reason for rejection.  We suggest that Orpington would benefit from more active monitoring
of air pollution.

4. Accessibility/ disability – town planning should consider availability of clean and accessible public
toilets. Lifts should be included in public buildings. Parking spaces reserved in the town centre for 
vehicles with passengers who have mobility issues.

5. Leisure / Sporting facilities: we would add that the leisure and sports facilities are important 
community facilities, both publicly and privately run, and their protection and enhancement maybe 
worth mentioning. Access to these facilities can promote the heath of the community and is used by the 
health service for referrals. Affordable access to these facilities should be a public objective.



6. High density developments: We are concerned about paragraph 5.12 with reference to the 
density of developments. We would add that projects which are higher than average density need to be 
considered in the context of their effect on the overall local infrastructure: whether there will be an 
adverse impact on demand for schools or public health services. Similarly larger high density projects 
need to be considered with reference to the overall effect on the area - not just the particular site.

7. Tall Buildings - based on a survey we conducted (to which reference is made in relation to 
Orpington East section below) and our conversations with public during recent local election campaign, 
we do not see any demand for high rise development in Orpington from the local community. We would
add that planning consent for higher buildings should be dependent on clearance from the local fire 
services and that the design facilitates adequate evacuation and safety plans for elderly or disabled 
persons from the higher floors.

8. Transport - Maintenance of good public transport links is important for Orpington. It would be 
good to extend the linkage to the tram system from Beckenham Junction to Orpington, creating direct 
links with Croydon and Wimbledon. 

9. It is also important to recognise that car transport is an essential feature of the transport system,
and the town needs to maintain adequate levels of available parking in order to protect its economic 
viability.  Bromley has the highest proportion of car owners in London and that car usage is important 
for residents - while some areas have good public transport links into Central London - many journeys 
going to neighbouring boroughs are not so easily served by public transport links. We support schemes 
to support the decarbonisation of private transport - increasing the availability of electric charging 
points and promoting schemes such as car clubs/ car sharing.

10. SPD Guidance Note 15 - we would suggest that a reference is made to improving sustainability in 
the transport system - so for example increasing access for electric vehicles (developments should be 
considered from the perspective of whether they are helping the Council meet targets for charging 
points.

11. Orpington East - we would delete reference in paragraph 6.4 to building to 12-15 storeys, as this 
invites applications for such a high rise development - which we do not believe has community support. 
In the context of a recent well known application which involves the proposal of a 20 storey building, we
carried out a survey which showed the large majority of recipients would not wish new building to go 
higher than 8 storeys - and many wished to have building no higher than 4-5 storeys.

Any application for development should be considered on its own merits including the offer of improved
public facilities or affordable housing, so we would not necessarily rule out the possibility of a tower 
element going higher than 9 storeys in this location, however we do not see why it is necessary to 
include a reference in the SPD which would encourage such applications.

There is no need for a tall building for "wayfaring" purposes in Orpington.  (To the extent it is useful, the 
College tower is sufficient)

If the Council decides not to delete this reference, we would suggest that any higher element should be 
reserved for commercial purposes such as offices as this is less intrusive in terms of overlooking nearby 
residential areas, and avoids the problems that can be associated with high rise residential living.

The leisure facilities are a key concern for the town. The Council should be prepared to invest its 
resources as necessary to facilitate their improvement and maintenance (it should be seen as an 
investment which will provide income for future years). We support the idea of trying to get an entrance
to the leisure facilities at the Market Square level. 



We would support, as an idea, a development which achieved an arts centre (the Priory might also be a 
good location for this) or some form of youth/community centre in the town square.

At present time, we do not believe the Priory is being utilised as a community asset in the way that it 
could be.  It is one of the most historic buildings in the town and could become a much more iconic 
community centre with multiple potential uses for local events.

We are concerned about the references to the College site representing an opportunity for a "mixed use
development" although it does include reference to "enhance college provision". Does that mean 
"college provision in Orpington"? There is also reference that says "the Council will encourage a 
collaborative joined-up approach in order to optimise the development potential of both sites". While 
there has been much discussion about the development of the Walnuts shopping centre - there has not 
been any as far as we are aware - about proposed changes to the College and so we are unclear about 
whether there has been any discussion between the Council, Areli and the College about the 
development of the College premises in this part of Orpington?

We would like to put on record our support for the College and its location in Orpington - it offers 
opportunities to the local community, dovetails with the use of the leisure centre and a major reason for
many people to visit the town.

Housing: while the Council have housing targets to meet for new developments - we would suggest that 
the target should be split between the various areas within the borough - particularly as Bromley is the 
largest London borough - to prevent one area being overdeveloped more quickly than is reasonable. So 
for example, the SPD could specify that Orpington should only be responsible for (say) a third of 
Bromley's housing target. 

We also reiterate the importance of social and affordable housing and housing that is reserved for key 
workers.

There is already considerable residential development taking place in the town and, as previously 
mentioned, we are concerned that parking  will become an increasingly difficult issue - which could have 
a negative impact on the town as an economic centre.  Secondly, a lot of this development is for flats - 
we would like consideration to be given to the balance of residential developments which are receiving 
permission - so that small houses are authorised as well as flats, and to maintain the character of the 
area and the right mix for Orpington.

Yours sincerely

David Marshall
Chair, Bromley Liberal Democrats

David Morrison
Bromley Liberal Democrats – Orpington

Rick Das
Bromley Liberal Democrats – Orpington


