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Introduction 

1. My name is Stephen John Platts. 

 

2. I am the Director of Planning and Growth at the London Borough of Southwark 

(‘the Council’), a post I have held since April 2021, following the retirement of the 

previous Director, Simon Bevan. Prior to that, I was the Director of Regeneration 

from 1 January 2012. In total, I have worked for the Council for 27 years.  

 

3. I am a Chartered Surveyor and a member of the Royal Institution of Chartered 

Surveyors.  

The Purpose of this Statement 

4. I have reviewed the Proof of Evidence of Simon Allford, specifically those parts of 

it which refer to consultation with the Council about the planning applications (‘the 

2018 scheme’ and ‘the 2021 scheme’) that are the subject of these appeals. The 

relevant sections are in section 5 of Mr Allford’s Proof of Evidence from pages 53 

to 64 and in section 8 from pages 135 to 138. 

 

5. The extracts present Mr Allford’s summary of the consultation meetings held with 

the Council on the 2018 scheme between 2015 and 2018 and on the 2021 scheme 

in 2020. 

 

6. I am not aware of the information now presented by Mr Allford in respect of the 

consultation process being set out anywhere in the planning application materials. 

The Council’s response to the pre-application meetings that were held is set out in 

the letters of Simon Bevan, Director of Planning, dated 15 May 2018 (Core 

Document CDC.01), 19 December 2018 (CDC.02) and 17 April 2021 (CDC.03).  

Having read Mr Allford’s evidence in respect of meetings with the Council, doing 

my best in the limited time available, I explain my recollection of the consultation 

process that he describes. My recollection does not accord with the content of Mr 

Allford’s evidence. I do not comment on any other aspect of Mr Allford’s evidence 

or the evidence of any of the other witnesses appearing on behalf of the Appellant, 
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or the matters addressed by the Council’s witnesses Mr Barker-Mills, Mr Glasgow 

and Ms Adams.  

 

7. I attended meetings about both the 2018 scheme and the 2021 scheme. With 

regard to the 2018 scheme, I have considered the summary of these meetings in 

Mr Allford’s proof and my recollection is that I attended a number of the meetings 

described as ‘leadership’ meetings in section 5.2 and a number, if not all, of the 

‘regeneration’ meetings in section 5.4. I did not attend any of the meetings 

described as ‘pre application’ meetings in section 5.3.  I am unable to confirm the 

dates of the meetings I attended as I do not have diary records extending back to 

the period between 2015 and 2018 when these meetings took place.  

 

8. With regard to the meetings on the 2021 scheme, I did not, to the best of my 

recollection, attend any of the meetings in 2020 referred to in section 8 of Mr 

Allford’s proof. These are described on page 135 of Mr Allford’s proof of evidence 

as pre application meetings with officers. However, I did attend a series of meetings 

with the Appellant in 2021, which are not referred to by Mr Allford and at which he  

was not present. The purpose of these meetings was to provide informal feedback 

on any progress with the 2021 scheme. The dates of the meetings are as follows;    

 20th Jan 2021  

 17th Feb 2021  

 19th Feb 2021  

 28th July 2021  

 9th November 2021  

 7th December 2021 

 

9. I do not hold any notes of the meetings I attended and I do not recall taking a written 

note of any of the meetings at the time. I have checked with the only other officer 

still in the employment of the Council who may have attended the meetings in 2015 

referred to by Mr Allford and he has not, in the limited time available, been able to 

locate any records of the meetings.  
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10. In paragraph 5.1.2 of his proof of evidence, Mr Allford describes the key 

stakeholders consulted on the 2018 scheme as including the Council’s leadership 

team; ‘ Leader, Cabinet Member, Senior Executive’.  At the time, the Leader of the 

Council was Councillor Peter John OBE and the Chief Executive was Eleanor 

Kelly. Neither of those individuals is still with the Council as Peter John is no longer 

an elected member, having not stood for election in May this year, and Eleanor 

Kelly retired this year. The Cabinet Member(s) referred to may have been 

Councillor Mark Williams and Councillor Johnson Situ, neither of whom are still 

serving members of the Council.   

 

11. In paragraphs such as 5.2.6 and 5.2.7 of his proof of evidence, Mr Allford states 

that presentations to the leadership team included ‘Lead Planning and 

Regeneration officers’. I recall attending a number of the leadership team meetings 

referred to by Mr Allford in my role as Director of Regeneration. My recollection is 

that the former Director of Planning, Simon Bevan, was also in attendance at every 

meeting at which I was present. Michael Tsoukaris, now the Group Manager of the 

Design and Conservation Team, also attended some of the leadership meetings in 

a supporting role.   

My Recollection of the Consultation Process 

2018  Scheme 

12. As I have already explained, I do not have meeting notes from the consultation 

meetings that I attended. However, my clear recollection is that Simon Bevan gave 

consistent advice at those meetings that the proposed building in the 2018 scheme 

was too high. To my knowledge, that advice from Mr Bevan did not change 

throughout the lengthy consultation period referred to by Mr Allford.   

 

13.  Apart from the height of the proposed building, I recall Mr Bevan providing 

consistent advice regarding the Council’s view that the impact of the scheme on 

the heritage assets in the area was unacceptable. My recollection is that Mr Bevan 

explained to the Appellant that it was not considered that New City Court was the 

right place for a building of this height given its location as a backland site, its 

location in the conservation area and its proximity to designated heritage assets. 
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14.  In paragraph 5.2.6.2 of his Proof of Evidence Mr Allford refers to feedback from a 

meeting in March 2016 and states ‘the overall summary of the scheme by the 

Leader of the Council was ‘What’s not to like?’. I do not recall Peter John making 

this statement specifically but my recollection is that he was always clear in the 

meetings that he was giving his personal views so statements of this nature were 

not intended to represent the views of the Council as a whole. My recollection is 

that, at the end of every meeting, Mr John asked Simon Bevan for his view as a 

closing statement. Mr John was always clear that no matter what personal views 

were expressed in the meetings, the application still needed to be determined 

through the statutory planning process. 

 

15.  I recall expressing my own personal view about disliking the architecture of the 

2018 scheme in the meetings but with the caveat that my view was my own and of 

course at the time, I was Director of Regeneration and not responsible for delivery 

of the Council’s planning function.  

 

16. Paragraphs 5.4.1 to 5.4.4 of Mr Allford’s proof of evidence refers to consultation 

with the Regeneration team and I have already stated that, to the best of my 

recollection, I attended many, if not all, of these meetings. Mr Allford refers to the  

feedback being ‘general support’ (5.4.3.2) or ‘confirmation of support for the 

regeneration potential of the scheme’. (5.4.4.2)  As Director of Regeneration, I, 

along with my team, did welcome the public benefits proposed in the consultation 

process for the 2018 scheme but I was always clear that ultimately it was the 

statutory planning process that would determine if the scheme was acceptable or 

not. The role of the regeneration team is to deliver public benefits and not to 

determine planning applications.  

 

17. The Council was engaged in consultation with the Appellant for an unusual length 

of time but this was indicative of the efforts made to actively engage with the 

Appellant in an effort to find a solution that could be supported by members and 

officers. Southwark has a proud track record of working with developers to deliver 

schemes of the highest quality in the borough that will provide significant public 

benefits. Members and officers recognised that development of the site could 
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deliver public benefits and we therefore continued to work with the Appellant to 

reach a solution.  

2021 Scheme 

18. With regard to the 2021 scheme, my recollection from discussions at the time is 

that Mr John and officers, including myself, were supportive in principle of a 

reduction in the height of the 2018 scheme. However, I recollect that the 

expectation from the Council was that the height would be reduced with a similar 

reduction in floorspace, rather than the 2021 proposal that is lower in height but 

with quite a different bulk and massing and a similar quantum of floorspace.  

 

19. I have read paragraph 8.1.1.3 of Mr Allford’s evidence and wish to comment on it. 

I do not consider that the reference to the Council expressing a view that ‘the 

impact caused by the scheme on the designated heritage assets could be 

outweighed by the public benefits, including provision of public art and opportunity 

to support SME and BAME local businesses’ accurately reflects the Council’s view 

in relation to the 2021 scheme.  The Appellant was told by the Council that the 

proposed building in the 2021 scheme was still too high and not acceptable in a 

conservation area and in the context of other heritage assets. The Council 

considered that the level of harm to the historic environment/townscape and 

historic assets was not mitigated sufficiently by the public benefits proposed by the 

scheme. The Council was willing to consider additional benefits that could be 

secured to be considered in the balance but ultimately these were not forthcoming 

by the time the Appellant submitted their appeals.  

 

 

I believe that the contents of this statement are true to the best of my knowledge and 

belief. 

 

Signed: …………………………………………….. 

 

Dated:    5 July 2022   


