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planning report D&P/3716/02 

25 April 2016 

Millbank Complex, Millbank 

in the City of Westminster 

planning application no. 15/07756/FULL  

  

Strategic planning application stage II referral  

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal (revised) 

Refurbishment of Grade II Listed Millbank Complex (including replacement facades, two-storey 
roof extension to Millbank Tower and one-storey roof extension to ‘Y’ building, and change of 
use to provide 207 flats and skybar at Millbank Tower; an arts/cultural facility at south podium; 
and, a 150 bedroom hotel at north podium and ‘Y’ building. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Basio Holdings Ltd., and the architect is John McAslan + Partners.  

Strategic issues 

The proposed refurbishment and conversion of this Grade II listed CAZ office to provide a 
residential-led mixed use scheme incorporating culture and hotel uses is supported in 
strategic planning terms. 

Furthermore, issues with respect to affordable housing, historic environment, strategic 
views, inclusive access, sustainable development and transport have now been resolved, 
and the application complies with the London Plan.     

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Westminster City Council has resolved to grant permission subject to planning 
conditions and conclusion of a Section 106 legal agreement. 

Recommendation 

That Westminster City Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case 
itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to 
direct refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 

Context 

1 On 25 August 2015 the Mayor of London received documents from Westminster City 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the 
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above site for the above uses. This was referred to the Mayor under the following categories of the 
Schedule to the Order 2008:  

 1A 1. “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, 
flats, or houses and flats”; 

 1B 1.(b) “Development… which comprises or includes the erection of a building or 
buildings - in Central London (other than the City of London) and with a total floorspace 
of more than 20,000 square metres”; and,  

 1D 1(a)(b) “Development which comprises or includes the alteration of an existing 
building where - the development would increase the height of the building by more than 
15 metres and the building would, on completion of the development, fall within a 
description set out in paragraph 1 of Category 1C”. 

2 On 8 October 2015 the Deputy Mayor for Planning, Sir Edward Lister, considered 
planning report D&P/3716/01, and subsequently advised Westminster City Council that whilst 
the scheme is generally acceptable in strategic planning terms, the application did not fully 
comply with the London Plan for the reasons set out in paragraph 60 of the above-mentioned 
report. The Deputy Mayor nevertheless stated that the resolution of those issues could lead to 
the application becoming compliant with the London Plan.  

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case with regard to 
the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance are 
as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. On 12 February 2016 the Council notified 
the Mayor of the submission of revised plans (refer below), and on 12 April 2016 Westminster City 
Council decided that it was minded to grant permission for the application subject to planning 
conditions and conclusion of a Section 106 legal agreement. The City Council advised the Mayor of 
this decision on 13 April 2016. Under the provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged; 
direct Westminster City Council under Article 6 to refuse the application; or, issue a direction to  
Westminster City Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning Authority for the 
purposes of determining the application and any connected application. The Mayor has until 26 
April 2016 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended) has been taken into account 
in the consideration of this case. 

5 The decision on this case, and the reasons, will be made available on the GLA’s website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Update 

6 At consultation stage Westminster City Council was advised that whilst the scheme is 
generally acceptable in strategic planning terms, the application did not fully comply with the 
London Plan for the reasons set out below. The Deputy Mayor nevertheless stated that the 
resolution of these issues could lead to the application becoming compliant with the London Plan.  

 Housing: The proposed housing units are supported in principle, however, it must be 
demonstrated that the scheme would provide the maximum reasonable amount of 
affordable housing in line with London Plan Policy 3.12.   

 Historic environment: The proposed refurbishment and conversion of this Listed Building 
to residential-led mixed use is supported in accordance with London Plan Policy 7.9. 
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However, rendered visualisations (refer below) are sought in order to facilitate an 
assessment of impact on the Palace of Westminster World Heritage Site in accordance with 
London Plan Policy 7.10. 

 Strategic views: GLA officers seek a fully rendered visualisation of the proposal in London 
View Management Framework view 18A.3 and townscape view ‘Parliament Square, north-
east’ in accordance with London Plan polices 7.10 and 7.12. 

 Inclusive access: The proposed approach to access and inclusion is broadly supported in 
line with London Plan Policy 7.2, nevertheless, further information is sought with respect to 
the detailed treatment of the vehicular drop off arrangement to the hotel entrance foyer. 

 Sustainable development: The proposed energy strategy broadly complies with London 
Plan Policy 5.2, however, further information is sought with respect to: efficiency; cooling; 
CHP; and, renewables. The proposed climate change adaptation measures are supported in 
line with London Plan polices 5.10, 5.11 and 5.13. 

 Transport: Whilst the application is broadly acceptable in strategic transport terms, further 
clarifications and commitments are sought with respect to: car parking; cycle parking; 
pedestrian environment; servicing and construction; and, Travel Plan to ensure accordance 
with London Plan policies 6.3, 6.9, 6.10, 6.13 and 6.14.  

7 Since consultation stage the applicant team has engaged in joint discussions with 
Westminster City Council, GLA and TfL officers with a view to addressing the issues set out 
above. On 12 February 2016 the Mayor was notified that revised plans had been submitted. In 
summary the proposed revisions include: a reduction in the proposed height of Millbank Tower 
(by one-storey) and Y-building (by two-stories); removal of a proposed additional storey to 
podium building; a reduction in the quantum of residential units from 215 to 207; a reduction in 
the quantum of hotel rooms from 195 to 150; removal of a proposed courtyard infill; a reduced 
extent of demolition; alterations to basements (including one less basement level); alterations to 
landscaping and servicing; the provision of a new terrace atop the podium building; and, 
relocation of the skybar to the top of Millbank Tower. 
 
8 On 14 March 2016 the Mayor published the Parking Standards and Housing Standards 
Minor Alterations to the London Plan. Therefore, for the purposes of Section 38 of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, these minor alterations are now operative as part of the 
London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2011). At the same time, the Mayor also 
published his Housing SPG (2016) and Central Activities Zone SPG (2016).  

9 Having regard to the above, and the various planning conditions and obligations proposed 
as part of Westminster City Council’s draft decision on the case, the response to the various issues 
raised within the Deputy Mayor’s representations are considered below. 

Housing 

10 It was noted at consultation stage that the proposed housing provision is 100% private 
market sale. The applicant has cited exceptional costs associated with restoration of the Listed 
Building, and delivery of the proposed cultural facility, as fundamental constraints on the delivery 
of affordable housing in this case. Further to an independent financial review of the scheme 
undertaken on behalf of Westminster City Council, this position has been verified, and the 
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing in this instance is zero.   
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11 Following joint discussions with the applicant and the City Council a review mechanism is 
not being proposed in this case. GLA officers initially sought discussion on such a mechanism given 
the potential for the scheme to benefit from windfall funding for the cultural facility. However, 
noting that the draft Section 106 has been designed to ensure that the developer must deliver and 
fit out the cultural facility (and provide a lease for the facility at a peppercorn rent for 50 years), it 
is evident that the scheme would, in any event, make a full financial contribution towards the 
facility. Therefore, any additional funding that may be awarded to the cultural facility would simply 
allow for an improved specification of this facility.  

12 Having regard to the above, GLA officers are satisfied that the application accords with 
London Plan Policy 3.12.  

Historic environment and strategic views 

13 At consultation stage the Deputy Mayor expressed support for the proposed 
refurbishment and conversion of the Millbank Complex (Grade II), stating that the scheme would 
enable the sustainable conservation of this heritage asset in line with London Plan Policy 7.9. 
The Deputy Mayor also stated that the proposal would not result in harm to neighbouring 
heritage assets (including Smith Square and Millbank conservation areas; Grade II* Tate Britain; 
Grade II Thames House; and, Grade II Millbank Estate). Noting that Historic England has 
concluded that the proposal would result in less than substantial harm to the Millbank Complex, 
GLA officers reiterate their view (as set out within GLA report D&P/3716/01) that the proposed 
approach is justified in view of the quality of the refurbishment and the public benefits of the 
scheme.  
 
14 In terms of the impact of the scheme in longer townscape views, the Deputy Mayor 
expressed the opinion that, given the Grade II Milbank Tower already represents a prominent 
feature of the townscape, the proposal would result in little change – and would essentially 
preserve the fundamental composition of the cityscape. Notwithstanding this, given the 
relationship of the site to the setting of the Palace of Westminster World Heritage Site (Grade I), 
the Deputy Mayor sought fully rendered visualisations of the proposal from London View 
Management SPG (LVMF) view 18A.3, and townscape view ‘Parliament Square, north-east’. 

 
15 Following consultation stage, GLA officers welcome the submission of these 
visualisations in response to the Deputy Mayor’s initial representations. Having now fully 
considered the impact of the proposal on the Palace of Westminster in line with the statutory 
duty under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, and 
noting also the reduced overall height of the scheme, GLA officers are satisfied that the 
proposal: would not cause harm to the setting of the Palace of Westminster (Grade I); would 
preserve the viewer’s ability to recognise and appreciate the strategic landmark in LVMF and 
townscape views; and, would not compromise the Outstanding Universal Value of the World 
Heritage Site. Accordingly GLA officers are of the view that the application accords with London 
Plan policies 7.8, 7.10 and 7.12. 
 

Inclusive access 

16 Whilst the approach to access and inclusion was broadly supported at consultation stage, 
GLA officers sought further detail on the proposed treatment of the vehicular drop off area for the 
hotel – in order to ensure that pedestrian routes along this part of Millbank would be safe and 
inclusive. Following discussions it has been confirmed that necessary tactile surfaces will be 
provided as part of the wider public realm strategy for the scheme to support a legible public realm, 
particularly for disabled people. This approach applies similarly to the revised service entrance 
arrangement, and officers note that corresponding landscaping plans will be secured by way of 
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planning condition. Accordingly, GLA officers are satisfied that the application accords with 
London Plan Policy 7.2.     

Sustainable development 

17 At consultation stage the Deputy Mayor broadly supported the proposed energy strategy, 
which is expected to achieve a 37% carbon dioxide saving overall. Furthermore, in response to 
initial representations further energy strategy details have been submitted (including: residential 
emissions figures and the sample SAP sheets; information to demonstrate that the cooling demand 
has been reduced; and, a manufacturer data sheet for the CHP engine). This is welcomed. Having 
considered this new information, and noting the importance of retaining the architectural integrity 
of the Listed Building in heritage terms, GLA officers are satisfied that the proposed physical 
efficiency and passive design measures are sufficient in this instance. The combined heat and 
power system detail and specification is also sufficient to verify that the attributed carbon dioxide 
savings are reasonable, and that the water source heat pump would not conflict with the communal 
heating system in operational terms. Accordingly, GLA officers are satisfied that the application 
accords with London Plan Policy 5.2. 

Transport 

18 At consultation stage TfL requested that the applicant provide 59 short stay cycle spaces 
to meet the London Plan minimum standards. The applicant has subsequently agreed to this 
level of provision, which will be secured by way of planning condition.  
 
19 Whilst the proposed level of car parking has not been reduced in line with TfL advice, 
GLA officers are satisfied that the provision (which includes a 21% allocation of Blue Badge 
spaces) is acceptable in strategic planning terms. It was noted at consultation stage that Electric 
Vehicle Charging Points are proposed in line with London Plan standards. Whilst the City Council 
has not included a planning condition to explicitly secure this provision, it is noted that the draft 
decision notice would require development in accordance with approved plans and documents – 
which effectively commit the applicant to delivery in this regard. A condition has, nevertheless, 
been proposed to secure a Car Parking and Lift Management Plan. This is supported. 
 
20 Following an investigation of feasibility, TfL accepts that it is not possible to 
accommodate a taxi rank (with drop-off/pick-up facilities) as part of this scheme.  
 
21 In response to initial representations a planning condition is proposed to secure detailed 
hard and soft landscaping plans (to be approved by Westminster City Council in consultation 
with TfL). This is welcomed. A delivery and servicing management plan and construction 
management plan have also been secured by way of planning condition. Furthermore, the 
applicant has submitted an updated Travel Plan in response to TfL advice. Whilst the City 
Council has not included a planning condition to explicitly secure this plan, it is noted that the 
draft decision notice would require development in accordance with approved plans and 
documents. 
 
22 Having regard to the consideration above, and the advice of TfL, GLA officers are 
satisfied that the application complies with London Plan policies 6.3, 6.9, 6.10, 6.13 and 6.14. 

Public consultation 

23 Westminster City Council publicised the application by sending notifications to 611 
addresses within the vicinity of the site, and issuing site and press notices. The relevant statutory 
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bodies were also consulted. Copies of all responses to public consultation, and any other 
representations made on the case, have been made available to the Mayor. 

Responses to neighbourhood consultation 

24 Following the neighbourhood consultation process (which was re-run following the 
submission of revised plans) Westminster City Council received a total of 19 responses of objection. 
In summary, the points of objection raised in response to the neighbourhood consultation relate to: 
land use (loss of employment use, displacement of existing businesses; sustainability of the cultural 
facility and uncertainty regarding the cultural facility end user); housing (absence of affordable 
housing); design (increased height, quality of new cladding, loss of original fabric, impact of 
alterations on the significance of the Listed Building, impact on existing on-site garden space, 
insufficient public access to proposed garden area and insufficient security of proposed open 
spaces); amenity impacts (loss of light, privacy and outlook, increased noise and general activity 
outside existing office hours); impacts on local infrastructure (including social and transport 
infrastructure); transport (insufficient car parking); and, construction impacts (including noise and 
general pollution, and risks to existing trees). 

25 Late objections were also received from Vincent Square Ward Councillors Harvey, Chalkley 
and Summers. The Councillors sought to emphasise concerns of residents with respect to local 
amenity issues. 

26 The issues raised as part of the neighbourhood consultation process are considered in detail 
within Westminster City Council’s committee report of 12 April 2016. 

Responses from statutory bodies and other organisations 

Historic England (historic buildings) 
 
27 Historic England initially raised an objection to the scheme, expressing the view that the 
cumulative impact of the proposal would cause substantial harm to the special architectural and 
historic significance of the Listed Building. Notwithstanding this, following the submission of 
revised plans, Historic England expressed the view that the degree of harm proposed had been 
reduced (to less that substantial harm). Historic England recommended that this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the scheme - notably, the requirement to secure a long 
term viable use for the Listed Building. 
 
Historic England (archaeology) 
 
28 Historic England raised no objection to the scheme subject to the inclusion of planning 
conditions to conserve potential archaeological assets.  
 
Twentieth Century Society 

 
29 Twentieth Century Society raised an objection to the scheme with respect to the 
proposed increase in height, the re-cladding strategy, infilling of the podium courtyard and 
extent of demolition. The Society nevertheless stated that it did not object to the proposed 
change of use or internal alterations. The Society did not comment on the revisions to the 
application. 
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Council for British Archaeology  
 

30 The Council for British Archaeology raised an objection to the scheme expressing the 
view that: the Listed Building should be retained in office use; the re-cladding system would 
adversely alter the appearance of the building; the additional height at Millbank Tower would 
harm the Listed Building and negatively impact on views from the Houses of Parliament and 
along the Thames; and, the infilling of the podium courtyard would have a detrimental impact 
on the significance of the Listed Building. The Council for British Archaeology did not comment 
on the revisions to the application. 
 
Thorney Island Society 
 
31 Thorney Island Society raised an objection to the proposal for the following reasons: loss 
of office floorspace; loss of open podium courtyard; widening of front podium; additional height 
to buildings; absence of affordable housing; design treatment of south podium; re-cladding 
design; loss of spiral car ramp; and, servicing via Thorney Street. Following the submission of 
revised plans, the Society expressed the view that its objections to the change of use, height, 
cladding system, loss of spiral car ramp and absence of affordable housing remained. The 
Society nevertheless welcomed the retention of the open courtyard.  
 
Westminster Society 
 
32 Westminster Society welcomed the proposed landscaping strategy and stated that it had 
no objection to the proposed change of use, residential mix, or increase in height. However, the 
Society expressed concern with respect to coach parking arrangements, and the absence of 
affordable housing. Following the submission of revised plans the Society maintained its 
objection to the absence of affordable hosuing.   
 
Environment Agency 
 
33 Environment Agency raised no objection to the application, but recommended that 
finished floor levels be ideally 300mm above the flood breach level. The Agency also recommend 
that the emergency planning team is consulted to ensure that mitigation measures are 
implemented in case of a flood.  
 
Port of London Authority 
 
34 Port of London Authority raised no objection to the application, but commented that the 
travel plan should seek to increase use of river bus service by construction workers, residents and 
visitors to the site. The Authority also stated that a River Licence would be required if the 
applicant wishes to discharge into the River Thames. Following the submission of revised plans, 
Port of London Authority expressed support for the proposed river source heat pump, but 
commented that there was still little in the way of specific measures to promote riverboat usage 
as part of the travel plan or construction logistics plan.  
 
Metropolitan Police 

 
35 Metropolitan Police identified a potential resilience issue associated with servicing 
arrangements via Thorney Street. Following the submission of revised plans, the Metropolitan 
Police noted that servicing arrangements had been revised (addressing this issue). Furthermore, 
noting the proposed provision of CCTV at the Thorney Street site entrance, the Metropolitan 
Police confirmed that there are no outstanding concerns or objections. 
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Thames Water 
 
36 Thames Water raised no objection to the application, but made recommendations with 
respect to surface water drainage, piling, effluent consent, ground water discharge.    
 
Tate Britain 

 
37 Tate Britain summarised work it is currently undertaking with respect to the development 
of a public realm strategy for the area, and expressed broad support for the principle of mixed 
use development at this site (particularly the proposed cultural use). Tate Britain also indicated 
that it may provide further comments in relation to potential daylight impacts on the gallery. 
Tate Britain did not comment on the revisions to the application.  
 
Lambeth Council 
 
38 Lambeth Council raised an objection to the proposal for the following reasons: loss of 
employment floorspace; lack of affordable housing; increased height of tower (due to impacts 
on the composition of the Vauxhall Cluster, LVMF views and the setting of the Palace of 
Westminster World Heritage Site). Lambeth Council did not comment on the revisions to the 
application.  
 

Response to public consultation – conclusion 
 

39 It is noted that, having considered the above representations and consultation responses, 
Westminster City Council has proposed various planning conditions within the draft decision 
notice that address these issues. 
 
40 Moreover, GLA officers are satisfied that the statutory and non-statutory responses to 
Westminster City Council’s consultation process do not raise any material planning issues of 
strategic importance that have not already been considered at consultation stage, and/or in this 
report. 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

41 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance Westminster City Council has resolved to grant 
permission with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters 
raised at consultation stage, therefore, there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take 
over this application.  

Legal considerations 

42 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority 
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order. He also 
has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning authority 
for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application. The Mayor may also 
leave the decision to the local authority. In directing refusal the Mayor must have regard to the 
matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the Greater London 
Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and international 
obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. The Mayor may direct 
refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic planning in 
Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons, and the local 
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planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to direct that he is 
to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in Article 7(3) and 
set out his reasons in the direction.  

Financial considerations 

43 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry. Government Planning Practice Guidance emphasises that parties usually 
pay their own expenses arising from an appeal.  

44 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or, behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

45 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation. He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the City Council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the City Council agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

46 The proposed refurbishment and conversion of this Grade II listed CAZ office to provide 
a residential-led mixed use scheme incorporating culture and hotel uses is supported in strategic 
planning terms. Furthermore, issues with respect to affordable housing, historic environment, 
strategic views, inclusive access, sustainable development and transport have now been 
resolved, and the application complies with the London Plan.     
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects 
020 7983 4783   email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895   email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Graham Clements, Senior Strategic Planner (case officer) 
020 7983 4265   email graham.clements@london.gov.uk 
 


