Dear Becky,

PL/2024/00373 and PL/2024/00720 (LBC): Change of use of Leadenhall from education
to offices and meeting rooms, facilities for events etc

As you will be aware, the objections to the proposals focus on two sets of issues:

e The harm to Leaden Hall, its setting and the wider setting of the Cathedral, with minimal
public benefit (six seats and no facilities for the public in the proposed archive building)

e Flood risk with the potential for damage to irreplaceable records held by the Cathedral and
danger to users of the Leaden Hall site.

This letter deals with the latter.

The implications of climate change

The UK's Climate Change Committee's 2025 report to Parliament? said "There is now unequivocal
evidence that climate change is making extreme weather in the UK, such as heatwaves, heavy

rainfall, and wildfire-conducive conditions, more likely and more extreme..."

Would you agree that this latest report suggests that it would be negligent to base planning
assumptions on climate change models and data pre-dating that report?

Basing decisions on out-dated data

An "informal comment" on 10th April from Lindsay Grant of the Environment Agency (Wessex
Sustainable Places) appears to contradict the Climate Change Committee’s position, saying that, even
though there has been a five-year run of exceptionally wet winters, leading to flooding:

"Because these floods are happening more often due to back-to-back wet seasons, the
frequency of observed recent flooding does not reliably indicate the true annual probability
of flooding. Instead, it reflects the current run of unusually wet years, meaning several flood
events can occur in quick succession even though each individual event might still represent
a lower probability scenario when considered over a longer timescale."

Would you not agree that this argument suggests a complacent viewpoint in the light of the Climate
Change Committee’s report?

Lindsay Grant goes on to say

"Local objectors comment that they don't feel that the flood level data being used is correct
based on their experience of flooding. However, the applicant is using the best available
information to inform their planning application as required under national planning policy.
Therefore, we can confirm that the Environment Agency are satisfied that our planning
response is appropriate for the development proposed."

My understanding of this paragraph is that Lindsay Grant is saying that irrespective of the quality of
the data being used, since it is the “best available information” and notwithstanding the availability
of later data, there is no need for the Environment Agency to re-examine its response to the planning
application.

1 “Progress in Adapting to Climate Change” Climate Change Committee’s April 2025 report to Parliament.



This assertion that the data is “the best available information” is at odds with the letter of 13t April
from Corinne Moyse, from Customer & Engagement, at the Environment Agency (attached)
revealing that there will be an update to the Flood Map for Planning on 20t May, but it won't include
any Recorded Flood Events (RFOs), notably those of 2026, even though there was a “significant”
number of RFOs across the Wessex area.

Would you agree with my conclusion that the Environment Agency needs to be asked urgently to
review its position on this application in the light of the data it holds and the Climate Change
Committee’s report to Parliament?

Challenge to the Flood Risk Assessment

It appears from the planning portal that the Environment Agency (EA) has now evaluated the Aegaea
review and advised you that this does not change the EA’s position set out in its letter of 26
November 2025.

Do you not find it surprising that a review which identified eleven issues with Cole Easdon’s FRA,
including ones relating to vulnerability, floodplain storage, safe access and egress during flooding
and which were directly relevant to the conditions set out in the EA’s November letter, should
generate such a cursory response?

Theoretically, | can see why the applicants chose to classify the proposed archive as “less vulnerable”.
The Environment Agency seems to have accepted unquestioningly the “less vulnerable” classification
for the archive, while implicitly recognising the potential severity of the flood risk in setting
Conditions 1 and 22

| assume that, recognising the limitations of the vulnerability classifications in the NPPF, you will take
account of the irreplaceable nature of the documents to be stored in the proposed archive building
in the sequential test® and as a material consideration in the overall planning assessment?

The Aegaea review raises significant questions about the robustness of the Cole Easdon FRA. |
assume you have asked Cole Easdon for a detailed response including corrections to the incorrect
data and the conclusions flowing from that?

Conclusion

I look forward to your response on the points | have raised. At present, to the outside observer, it
appears that the applicants can proceed using questionable information, some of which is outdated
and fails to reflect the position of the Climate Change Committee, together with an FRA which
appears to have a number of substantial weaknesses.

| suspect a more rigorous assessment of the flood risk and of the adequacy of the mitigation
measures will conclude that the archive cannot be located in the grounds of Leaden Hall.

2 Letter of 26/11/25.
3 A sequential test should look at alternative, less vulnerable locations. The Chapter Office, in Flood Zone 2, will
be vacated when Cathedral staff move to another office.



