16 Jur 2026
To:
London Borough of Haringey
Planning Regeneration & Economy
Level 6, River Park House
225 High Road
London N22 8HQ

Date: 15/07/2026

Subject: Formal Objection — Retrospective Change of Use from Class C3 to Class C4
HMO - Flat 26, Embassy Court, 54-60 Bounds Green Road, London N11 2HA

Applicant: GCP Ventures (Embassy Court) Limited
Application reference: Not stated in the applicant’s notice dated 8 July 2026

Dear Planning Officer,

I write as a long leaseholder at Embassy Court to formally object to the retrospective change
of use of Flat 25 from a self-contained dwelling within Use Class C3 to a House in Multiple
Occupation within Use Class C4.

On 14 July 2026, | received an ownership notice dated 8 July 2026, served on behalf of GCP
Ventures (Embassy Court) Limited. The notice identifies that company as the applicant but
does not provide an application reference, case officer, registration date or fixed consultation
deadline.

| am therefore submitting this objection within the period specified in the notice and request
that it be placed on the relevant planning application file. If the application has not yet been
registered, please retain this representation and attach it to the application when it is
registered.

| reserve the right to submit further representations after the full application, plans and
supporting documents become publicly available.

My objection concerns the material land-use and planning consequences of the proposal. It is
not directed towards the identity, background or tenure of any prospective occupants.

Preliminary procedural matter
The ownership notice refers to Article 7 of the Town and Country Planning (General
Development Procedure) Order 1995. | understand that the current procedural framework is

contained in Articles 13 and 14, together with Schedule 2, of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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| therefore ask the Council to confirm:

whether the application has been received, validated and registered;

the application reference, case officer and consultation closing date;

whether the appropriate ownership certificate has been submitted; and

whether the notice served satisfies the current statutory notification requirements or is
considered substantially to the same effect.
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| raise this limited procedural matter without prejudice to my substantive objection. | do not
contend that the use of wording from an earlier procedural order automatically invalidates the
application; that is a matter for the Council to examine during validation.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the application to
be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

The site falls within Haringey’'s HMO Article 4 Direction area. The proposal must therefore
satisfy the relevant provisions of the Haringey Development Management DPD, including
Policies DM17, DM1, DM2, DM4 and DM32.

For the reasons set out below, | do not consider that compliance with those policies has been
demonstrated.

1. Failure to demonstrate compliance with Policy DM17

Policy DM17 provides that the conversion of a dwelling to an HMO will be permitted only where
specified criteria are satisfied. These include:

the original gross internal floor area of the dwelling exceeding 120 mz;

the absence of any significant adverse effect on neighbouring amenity, including
cumulative effects arising from a concentration of HMOs;

the provision of satisfactory internal and external amenity standards; and

adequate and convenient refuse storage and collection arrangements.

The applicant’s notice describes Flat 25 simply as a self-contained flat. it provides no floor-
area measurement, scaled plans, number of bedrooms or proposed maximum number of
occupants.

The requirement for the original gross internal floor area to exceed 120 m? is an express
threshold within Policy DM17. The Council should require reliable scaled plans and verify the
original gross internal floor area of Flat 25.

If the original dwelling does not exceed 120 m?, the proposal would conflict directly with Policy
DM17(a), and any proposed departure from that policy would require clear and reasoned
justification.

The application should also identify the proposed number of bedrooms and maximum number

of occupants. Permission should not be granted unless the applicant has demonstrated
compliance with every relevant part of Policy DM17.
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2. Effect on residential amenity

A Class C4 HMO may accommodate up to six unrelated residents, potentially living under
separate arrangements and following different working and social routines.

In the context of a purpose-built block, this may result in more intensive use of shared
entrances, doors, corridors and other communal areas, together with increased visitors,
deliveries and movements at differing hours.

These activities have the potential to cause additional noise and disturbance to neighbouring
flats.

Policy DM17(b) requires the proposal not to give rise to significant adverse effects on
residential amenity. Policy DM1 also requires changes of use to protect neighbouring
occupants and to address noise, vibration and other effects arising from the proposed use.

Because this is a retrospective application, the Council has the opportunity to assess how the
use is actually operating. Evidence from residents concerning noise, disturbance or increased
activity should therefore be taken into account rather than the application being assessed
solely on general assumptions.

3. Communal access, security and management

Embassy Court is predominantly occupied as self-contained residential flats and relies upon
shared entrances and internal circulation areas.

The proposed intensification of occupation raises legitimate questions regarding controlled
entry, management of keys and visitors, use of communal areas, cleaning, obstruction of
circulation routes and responsibility for dealing with complaints or emergencies.

The Council should require a detailed and enforceable HMO management plan identifying:

the person or organisation responsible for day-to-day management;
arrangements for controlled entry, keys and visitors;

management of noise and disturbance;

cleaning and maintenance of communal areas;

refuse and recycling arrangements; and

an accessible emergency contact for residents and the building’s managing agent.

The existence of a separate HMO licensing regime should not be treated as a substitute for
assessing the material planning effects of the change of use.

4. Refuse and recycling provision

An HMO occupied by several unrelated adults has the potential to produce a greater volume
of refuse and recycling than a conventional single household.

Policy DM17(d) expressly requires adequate and convenient refuse storage and collection.

Policy DM4 requires sufficient storage capacity, safe access for residents and collection
operatives, and arrangements that avoid nuisance or harm to neighbouring amenity.
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The applicant should be required to demonstrate, by reference to the existing communal
facilities, that sufficient additional capacity exists for the proposed number of occupants.

Permission should not be granted on the unsupported assumption that the existing communal
refuse facilities are adequate.

8. Parking and highway effects

Parking provision at Embassy Court is already severely constrained.

Following the construction of additional dwellings at the rear of the site, together with their
associated private parking spaces, residents and visitors to the original block are competing
for approximately six visitor parking spaces at the front of the development.

The existing parking situation must also take account of the reduction in nearby on-street
parking following the introduction of cycling infrastructure on Bounds Green Road and the
traffic and parking restrictions affecting Gordon Road.

A Class C4 HMO may accommodate several adult residents. This creates a realistic potential
for additional vehicle ownership, visitors, deliveries and parking demand.

The site’s accessibility by public transport does not remove the need to assess these particular
parking and access constraints.

The Council should therefore require a proportionate parking assessment and obtain the views
of its Highways officers before determining the application.

6. Emergency-service access

The existing parking and access constraints raise a separate and important concern regarding
emergency-service access.

On at least one previous occasion, an ambulance had trouble reaching the development
because of parked vehicles. This demonstrates that the concern is not merely theoretical.

Any increase in occupation, vehicle movements or parking demand could further affect the
access and manoeuvring space available to ambulances, fire appliances and other
emergency vehicles.

Paragraph 117(d) of the National Planning Policy Framework requires development to
facilitate access by service and emergency vehicles.

The Council should therefore be satisfied, following consultation with its Highways officers and
any other appropriate authority, that the proposal would not worsen existing access constraints
and that an unobstructed emergency-access route can be maintained at all times.

7. Character and function of Embassy Court

The predominant character of Embassy Court is that of a purpose-built residential block
containing individual, self-contained homes.

The relevant planning concern is not whether occupants are owners or tenants. It is whether

the more intensive pattern of occupation associated with an HMO is compatible with the
character, layout and functioning of this building.
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Where occupants share enclosed entrances, corridors and other circulation areas, the effects
of a more intensive use are concentrated within the same building.

The Council should therefore assess the proposal in its context rather than treating it as
equivalent to an HMO conversion in a conventional standalone house.

8. Adequacy and enforceability of mitigation

If the applicant relies upon management measures to argue that noise, refuse, security or
other effects will be controlled, those measures must be clearly defined and capable of being
secured and enforced through appropriate planning conditions.

The Council should not grant permission based on vague assurances or rely upon a future
management arrangement for which no enforceable details have been provided.

9. Retrospective nature of the application

The fact that the change of use has already taken place does not create any presumption in
favour of planning permission.

Government guidance confirms that a retrospective application must be considered in the
normal way. Permission cannot be assumed merely because the unauthorised use has
already commenced or because the Council has accepted a retrospective application.

The Council should assess the proposal as rigorously as it would have done if permission had
been sought before the use commenced.

If the use is unacceptable on its planning merits, permission should be refused and the Council
should consider the appropriate enforcement response.

10. Cumulative impact

Policy DM17(b) expressly requires the Council to consider cumulative impacts arising from an
over-concentration of HMOs.

The Council should establish the number and location of existing, authorised and pending
HMOs within Embassy Court and the surrounding area.

The application should not be assessed in isolation if it would contribute to a pattern of
conversions that cumulatively places increased pressure on residential amenity, communal
facilities, refuse provision, parking and emergency access.

Conclusion

For the reasons set out above, | do not consider that the applicant has demonstrated that the
proposed change of use complies with Policy DM17 or the other relevant provisions of the
development plan.

I respectfully request that Haringey Council refuses the retrospective application.

If the Planning Officer is nevertheless minded recommending approval, | request that the
officer’s report expressly addresses:
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the original gross internal floor area of Flat 25;

the proposed number of bedrooms and maximum number of occupants;
the effect on neighbouring residential amenity;

the adequacy of communal access and management arrangements;
waste and recycling capacity;

parking and highway implications;

emergency-service access;

cumulative HMO concentration; and

the precise and enforceable conditions required to control the use.
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Please treat this as a timely representation made in response to the ownership notice dated 8
July 2026.

Please acknowledge receipt and provide the application reference, case officer and formal
consultation closing date as soon as these become available.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs Gulsun Gorkemli & Mr Cem Gorkemli
Long leaseholder, Embassy Court

Address: Flat 4 Embassy Court, Bounds Green Road, N11 2HA, London
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