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PL/2024/00373 & PL/2024/00720 (LBC): CHANGE OF USE OF LEADEN HALL FROM 
EDUCATION TO OFFICES AND MEETING ROOMS, FACILITIES FOR EVENTS ETC:  
FLOODING ISSUES 
 
Summary 
 
• In terms of flood risk alone, the Leaden Hall site is not suitable for the location of the 

archive, or for office use.  To consent to the planning application on the basis of 
information available to date would fail to follow planning guidance and put people and 
irreplaceable documents at risk. 

• Data provided by the Environment Agency for planning purposes fails to reflect recent 
flooding in the Close. 

• Leaden Hall is Flood Zone 3: the highest level of flood risk. 
• A professional review of the Flood Risk Assessment has found significant weaknesses, 

including in the use of data, planning for climate change, drainage and planning for safe 
access to and exit from the site during flooding. 

• As a new development, the proposed archive is subject to the “Sequential Test”. This 
requires new development to be located in areas of lower flood risk where reasonably 
available.  The Chapter Office, which will be vacated when staff move to other 
accommodation, is in Flood Zone 2 (ie lower-risk) and already houses part of the 
archive. 

 
Introduction 
 
The entire Leaden Hall site is located in Flood Zone 3, which is the highest-risk flood 
category.  The Environment Agency further divides Flood Zone 3 into sub-zones 3a and 3b 
which determines how sites can be used for development.  Zone 3a allows uses that are 
less vulnerable if they pass the sequential and exception tests. (See below.) Vulnerable 
developments are generally not permitted in Zone 3b, which is usually reserved for water-
compatible uses (eg docks).  Zone 3b is functional flood plain. 
 
The Leaden Hall site flooded extensively in 2024 and 2026. 
 
Leaden Hall itself and the proposed archive building need to be considered separately 
because: 
 
• There is no fundamental reason why they should be co-located.   
• Leaden Hall is a change of use, whereas the proposed archive is a new development. 
• Their planning status is different in terms of flood risk assessment and mitigation.  A 

Flood Risk Assessment is required for the entire site, but only the archive building, as a 
new development, requires a sequential test. 
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Issues 
 
The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted by the applicants has serious flaws 
 
An independent technical review by Aegaea evaluated whether the Flood Risk Assessment 
and Surface Water Drainage Strategy for Salisbury’s proposed archive building met current 
policies, was soundly based and identified and addressed flood risks. 
 
The review identified eleven key issues with the FRA, including inadequate data, lack of 
assessment of the impact of climate change and questionable compliance as regards the 
drainage strategy.  The review concluded that these issues should be resolved before 
contemplating granting planning approval.  The review put particular stress on the 
importance of comprehensive flood management.  In summary: consenting to the application 
on the basis of the FRA in its current form would put people, as well as irreplaceable 
documents, at risk. 
 
Aegaea identified inadequate data and set out the implications 
 
Weaknesses in the data included: 
 
• Use of the superseded 1 in 20 year flood extent rather than the correct 1 in 30 year flood 

extent to define Flood Zone 3b.  This means that the true extent of flooding has not been 
assessed. 

• The FRA does not include an allowance for climate change.  The Planning Policy 
Guidance requires a non-residential building should have a planned lifespan of at least 
75 years. The FRA does not show the effect of modelling a 1 in 30 year flood extent plus 
climate change.  This modelling could show that the proposed archive would fall into 
Flood Zone 3b which would contravene planning guidance. 

• Even as it stands, the FRA has a very narrow margin between the Western end of the 
proposed archive building and the start of Flood Zone 3b.  With any revisions (as above), 
the start of Flood Zone 3b could fall within the footprint of the proposed archive, 
rendering it unacceptable in planning terms. 

• Failure to provide information from monitoring of winter groundwater levels means there 
is a risk the cellular soakaways (to be used for the infiltration of surface water run-off into 
the ground) will fail. (Bear in mind the site’s flooding history and photographs below.) 

• The surface water drainage strategy is unacceptable.  The Aegaea review said:  
 
“The FRA describes the proposed infiltration-based drainage strategy as the “least worst” 
option at paragraph 4.9. This is not a recognised or acceptable planning or engineering 
term. The PPG and National Standards for SuDS require drainage strategies to be 
sustainable, effective, and compliant not merely the least objectionable among poor 
alternatives.  
 
The use of this language within a planning-stage FRA is itself concerning. It signals that 
the site constraints are so severe that no fully compliant drainage solution can be 
delivered. This should be a material consideration in assessing the suitability of this site 
for development.” 

 
The classification of the archive building as “less vulnerable” puts irreplaceable 
documents at risk 
 
The Environment Agency determines what can be located in flood zones through a system 
of classification.  Flood Zone 3a can only contain “less vulnerable” development, such as 
cafes, shops or offices. Flood Zone 3b is classified as “functional flood plain” and can only 
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be used for “water compatible” development or “essential infrastructure” (eg sewage works 
meeting PPG requirements1).   
 
The Environment Agency’s vulnerability classifications do not include anything applicable to 
the archive building.  By designating the archive as an “office”, the applicants have been 
able to argue that it can be labelled as “less vulnerable” and therefore constructed in Flood 
Zone 3a.  Clearly, this is not a defensible classification since the proposed archive building 
will contain irreplaceable documents dating back to the founding of the City and Salisbury 
Cathedral. 
 
The Environment Agency’s flood data for planning purposes does not reflect recent 
flooding 
 
The UK's Climate Change Committee's 2025 report to Parliament[1] 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..." 
 
The Environment Agency (EA) 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: 
 
• Commenting on 10th April on concerns raised by objectors to the application on the basis 

of recent flooding, Lindsay Grant (EA) puts flooding down to a “run of unusually wet 
years”.  At best, this is complacent.  At worst, it denies the reality of the impact of climate 
change. 

• She goes on to say that the Flood Risk Assessment is based on the “best available 
information” so the Environment Agency is satisfied that its planning response is 
“appropriate for the development proposed”.  This appears to be 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. 

• This assertion that the data is “the best available information” is at odds with the letter of 
13th April from Corinne Moyse, (also EA) revealing that there will be an update to the 
Flood Map for Planning on 20th 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.  

 
Consequently, the Society has recently written to Becky Jones with a series of questions 
about the position taken by the Environment Agency, which is not consistent with the 
conclusions in the Climate Change Committee’s 2025 report to Parliament.  
 
There are better “reasonably available” locations for the proposed archive building  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): 
• Requires that all applications for development and changes of use in Flood Zones 2 and 

3 have a flood risk assessment (FRA) 
• In the case of new development, where there is a risk of flooding, they must pass the 

“sequential test”. 
• The site is in Flood Zone 3: the highest flooding risk category. It flooded extensively in 

2024 and 2026. 

 
1 h#ps://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#table2 
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• Therefore the proposal to locate the archive building in the grounds of Leaden Hall must 
be subjected to a sequential test. 

• Government guidance says: 
“…The sequential test steers development to areas with the lowest flood risk. It 
compares your proposed site with other available sites to show which one has the lowest 
flood risk. The LPA may refuse planning permission if other, lower risk sites are 
identified.”2 

 
Para 174 of the NPPF says: 

“….  Development should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available 
sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower risk of flooding”. 

 
There are at least two alternative archive sites in the Close. 
• The current Chapter Office at 6 The Close.  It already houses part of the archive and will 

be vacant when staff move to a new site.   
• It is in Flood Zone 2, so at a lower risk of flooding.  
• It would re-use a building at risk of decay once vacated. Therefore, it is a “reasonably 

available”3 option. 
• The current Masterplan said the archive could be sited South of the Cathedral with 

appropriate flood mitigation measures. 
 

Inadequate coverage of safe access and egress during floods 
 
The independent technical review by Aegaea identified key weaknesses relating to safe 
access and egress during floods: 
 
• Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) requires all site-specific FRAs to demonstrate safe 

access and egress.  PPG para 005 requires consideration of  
 
“the safety of people within a building if it floods and also the safety of people around a 
building and in adjacent areas, including people who are less mobile or who have a 
physical impairment. This includes the ability of residents and users to safely access and 
exit a building during a design flood and to evacuate before an extreme flood (0.1% 
annual probability of flooding with allowance for climate change).”   

• The FRA lacks substantive assessment of safe access to and from the site during floods. 
• There is no mapping of flood depths along the access and egress routes, nor 

assessment of the flood hazard (ie depth and velocity of flood waters).  Nor does the 
FRA meet the requirement for consideration of potential for safe evacuation during an 
extreme flood. 

• PPG requires inclusion of emergency planning arrangements in the FRA, including: 
identification of all access and egress routes to and from the site; modelled flood depths 
and velocities along those routes for the design flood (1 in 100 year + CC) and the 
extreme flood (1 in 1000 year + CC); an assessment of whether those routes would 
remain passable using recognised hazard rating criteria (such as those in the Defra/EA 
FD2320 framework or the updated guidance referenced in PPG paragraph 005); 
confirmation of whether the site benefits from EA flood warnings and the lead time 
available. It is unclear whether a plan (“Flood Response Plan”) which satisfies the 
Environment Agency exists.  

 

 
2 h#ps://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-flood-zones-1-2-3-and-3b 
 
3 h#ps://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#para28 
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Proposed archive building does not meet Workplace Regulations 
 
In an attempt to keep the footprint of the proposed archive building within Flood  Zone 3a, 
the architects have reduced its size.  This has resulted in the elimination of the kitchen and 
rest area for staff. 
 
Consequently, if permitted and constructed, the archive building would violate The 
Workplace (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1992.  
 
 
 

 
Flooding at Leaden Hall 2024 
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Flooding 2026 


