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PLANNING APPLICATIONS : March/April 2004

We have recently reviewed the Planning Applications within the Ladbroke Conservation Area
during the six weeks up to week ending 23 April 2004. We wish to express the Association’s
views on the following cases:

L + L0 8 LANSDOWNE ROAD - PP/04/00329 & LB/04/00330

% We object to this application on the following grounds:

1.4 Loss of residents parking bay.
1.2 Loss of front garden space and existing enclosure.
g LE i+ 2.0 3,4 & 4A STANLEY CRESCENT - PP/04/0033 1 & LB/04/00332
y A\I We support this application but request that a condition should be attached requesting
AR PP PP q
/‘ adequate detailing of all the exteral alterations to the building, stressing that retained
original details are not to be affected by the works. This is a very important terrace in the
Conservation Area.

L)" 3.0 FLAT 1, 73 CLARENDON ROAD - PP/04/00419

/‘)/ We object to the increase in the length of this extension and also the lack of contextual
information with this application.

40 58 CLARENDON ROAD - PP/04/00415

&/ Whilst in principle we approve this application on account of its major restoration works

we do question some of the detiling {the bullseye windows) and we would like to see an
amended proposal.
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55 LANSDOWNE ROAD - PP/04/0041 6 & LB/04/00417

We support this application as long as the increased roof ridge height is the same as the
neighbouring examples.

188 KENSINGTON PARK ROAD - PP/04/00462

In principle we object to the loss of residential space but - as it is linked to the 317
Westbourne Park Road proposal, we would want to see a Section 106 agreement (to be
spent on street improvements) if the scheme is granted approval.

L
19 KENSINGTON PARK ROAD - PP/04/00524 e sty 32 /.

We support this application but assume that an annual license for use will be granted and
subject to costs.

36 - 42 KENSINGTON PARK ROAD - PP/04/00505

We object to this proposal on the grounds of increased traffic congestion due to child
delivery and collection - the increase in pupil numbers is after all for 3 - 6 year olds.

295 WESTBOURNE GROVE - PP/04/00580

We object to this application on the grounds that the design is not an outstanding example
of modern architecture. We suggest that some time be given to explore the
reinstatement of original features, to restore more of this parade of shops to their former
cohesive design. This part of Westbourne Grove should be used by the Council as an
example of how restoration can make good economic sense.

137 BLENHEIM CRESCENT - PP/04/00594

Whilst we do not object in principle to this proposal, we do object to the oversized
dormer window on the rear elevation. The design is much too dominant and we would
request that a smaller window be installed , probably to match the size of the first floor
windows.

110B LADBROKE GROVE - PP/04/00818

We have no objection to the change of use but we do object to the crass propdsal for the
enlarged shop window. However, we would support a scheme which only lowers the
existing window opening,

0 LADBROKE SQUARE - PP/04/00819

We object to this proposal on the following grounds:

12.1  Very poor presentation. We query whether the drawings are correct.

22 Ornamental balustrade is noted but no mention is given - in written form or
drawn form - as to whether it matches the existing balustrade elsewhere.

123 No context showing the rest of the terrace is given.



14.0

36 ARUNDEL GARDENS - PP/04/00680

Woe support the mansard roof extension as long as it matches in bulk and detail, those
elsewhere on this terrace, Unfortunately no context was given. We do, however, object
to the rear four Storey extension on the grounds of bulk, since much of this rear terrace
has been retained as fla above the upper ground floor level. A lower ground and upper
ground rear extension could gain our support, subject to detailing,

FLAT 2, 34 ARUNDEL GARDENS - PP/04/007] 5

removal of the existing timber trelfis,

I31 BLENHEIM CRESCENT - PP/04/00575

contextual information, the party garden walls are raised approximately one metre above
the existing two metre high walls. The design is too uncompromisingty modern, giving no
recognition of the efements of the rear elevation of the main existing building.

22 STANLEY CRESCENT - PP/04/0075)

produce a better design than this boring standard approach which is presented in this
application. Thisisa part of the street scene and should be more carefully considered

We do not object to the following proposals;

1701 17 LANSDOWNE CRESCENT PP/04/00480
[7.02 19 LANSDOWNE ROAD PP/04/005]7
17.03 3 LANSDOWNE ROAD PP/04/00374
17.04 317 WESTBOURNE PARK ROAD  PP/04/0046
17.05 24 CLARENDON ROAD PP/04/00776

17.06 186 KENSINGTON PARK ROAD PP/04/0064 |
17.07 184 KENSGINTON PARK ROAD PP/04/0056 |

17.08 21 LADBROKE SQUARE PP/04/00812
17.09 37 LADBROKE SQUARE PP/04/00785
1710 24 L ADBROKE GARDENS PP/04/00832
I7.11  7STANLEY CRESCENT PP/04/00596
[7.12° 115 ELGIN CRESCENT PP/04/00599
17.13 98 ELGIN CRESCENT PP/04/00691
[7.14 18 LADBROKE GROVE PP/04/00665
[7.15 15 LADBROKE WALK PP/04/00728

17.16 10 CLARENDON ROAD PP/04/00716



I hope this is of assistance in dealing with these applications. We are still re-organising our
approach to these planning reviews and accept that some of the abovementioned applications may
well have been decided by the time you receive this letter. However, it is hopefully still
worthwhile offering our thoughts on recent applications as an indicator of our current
considerations within this Conservation Area.

Y ours faithfully

A\NLLJLVM

Malcoim Pawley \
For and on behalf of the Ladbroke Association



