
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Friday 24th May 2019 
 
To whom it may concern, 
  
Re: PA/19/00804/A1 De Paul House Commercial Road 
 
I am writing to object to the above named planning application. 
 
I wholeheartedly support the objection raised by Lucinda and John Longwill of 2A Island Row. Their 
objections specifically related to the overbearing nature of the design, traffic management and anti-
social behaviour. The current hostel is has long been mismanaged and I have separately raised how 
the management of this site are breaching their current planning agreements. 
 
The Town and Planning Act 1985 states that a hostel is defined by having some of several 
characteristics including: 
 

• The presence of dormitories and/or communal or shared facilities. 
• The use of the premises in accommodating specific categories of people, e.g. the young, or 

the homeless. 
 
The only communal facilities in the application are cooking and seating areas. There are no 
dormitories, only single and double suites. The via hostel Limehouse website defines no 
categorisations for its customers. 
 
This, along with the fact that the development doesn’t have any of the other defined characteristics of 
a hostel, means that this application should be defined as C1, not A1 and thus comply with all the 
planning regulations of a hotel. Policy T7 of the Emerging Local Plan defines hostels as C1, with 
further justification in 4.6.8.1. 
 
A similar application for the site was submitted in 2015 (PA/15/0882) and rejected by the planning 
authority in June 2017. 
 
This new application attempts to address the Reasons for Refusal of the previous one, but fails to do 
so in a meaningful way. The below reasons for refusal still apply to the new application. 
 

1. Need and scale for additional accommodation 
The applicants assert that the level of demand for the existing facility highlights the demand for 
additional accommodation. However, this demand has been driven by the increase in the homeless 
population, who the hostel management caters to. Additionally, the borough’s planning guidelines 
request that hotel and other short stay facilities are concentrated in town centres, which this is not. 
 
Relevant policies: Core Plan 2010 SP 06 4. Emerging Plan 2018 TC 7 
 

2. Design and Conservation 
While an attempt has been made to use the appropriate materials and height for the streetscape, this 
has not been followed up with an adequate heritage statement. 
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The heritage consultancy KM Heritage, they have employed is a private, commercial entity. Their 
assessment does not take into account nearby heritage assets like Our Lady Immaculate Catholic 
Church. An independent heritage assessment would be far more appropriate. 
 
Relevant policies: Core Plan 2010 S022. Emerging Plan 2018 4.3.4.8 

 
3. Impact on residential amenities 

 
The applicant’s daylight and sunlight assessment is inadequate. For instance, it fails to take into 
account the right to light Our Lady Immaculate Church has- totally ignoring the importance of light in 
Christian religious worship.  
 
Point 4.3.4 of the applicant’s sunlight report notes the negative impact on surrounding residential 
areas, but ignores them by asserting that the planning authority should instead grant permission on 
the basis of an extant previous scheme of a similar height. 
 
Relevant policies: Emerging Plan 2018 Policy DH 5 

 
4. Service and Delivery 

Contrary to the applicant’s Travel Plan, the residential streets around the site are not suitable for the 
kind of heavy good vehicles and coaches needed to service a hotel such as this. The A1 appendix of 
the travel plan shows how a long vehicle would have to mount the pavement to gain access round the 
site. 
 
As stated above, this application should be classed as a hotel and be subject to all the suitable 
service delivery plans and siting regulations laid out in local policies. 
 
Relevant policies: Emerging Plan 2018 Policy TR 2 

 
5. No air quality assessment 

Part 2 of the application’s Design and Access statement notes how Commercial Road is one of the 
worst polluted roads in London, but does not go on to state how the development will mitigate 
pollution for residents of the building. Instead it simply says it “believes the natural ventilation of the 
bedrooms to be acceptable.” This is not good enough and a detailed air quality mitigation plan should 
be conducted. 
 
I have stated above that this application should be treated as and subject to all the relevant policy of a 
Hotel (C3) application. However, it could similarly be treated as a House of Multiple Occupancy 
(HMO). I understand the council is working on additional planning guidance around HMOs and would 
urge the planning authority to not make a decision until this has been produced. 
 
Relevant Policies: London Plan 2016 7.14. Local Plan 2010 SP 03. Emerging Plan 2018 4.2.2 SG1 
 
In conclusion, this is an inappropriate site for a hostel, hotel or HMO. The applicants have not 
demonstrated the need and scale for such accommodation and have not taken the wider community 
sufficiently into account in their proposals. 
 
I urge the planning authority to reject this proposal and I urge the applicants to find a suitable use for 
this site which can positively benefit Limehouse. 

 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
Cllr James King   
Limehouse Ward  


