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LEGAL BASIS AND GROUNDS TO IMMEDIATELY SUSPEND UNDER CAP 168 

PRECISION AND NON PRECISION RUNWAY 06 PROCEDURES SOUTHEND AIRPORT 

(EGMC) 

This Application is made legitimately because I have two material financial interests 
1
in this matter 

but much much more importantly because I seek to protect human life of innocents. I have no doubt it 

shall annoy the CAA but my objective here is to save life and would invite the CAA to adopt the same 

agenda.  

The CAA through three Departments this morning have wholly failed to comply with our reasonable 

request to detail which actual “form” to use to make said Application upon no doubt because it does 

not wish to receive such Application, because it shall ultimately no doubt cause the CAA to have to 

pay compensation to London Southend Airport Co Ltd.  As such we make such Application upon the 

attached form under the Aviation Act  1982 and this document is entirely clear as to the nature and 

grounds of the Application. 

 

Reason for the Application: 

To save life 

Background: 

As the CAA well knows I was a Licenced Aviation Law Examiner for the CAA and am deemed by 

the UK High Court to be an “Aviation Expert”. Others shall attempt to smear me to suit their agenda 

however,  as the CAA are fully aware I was a highly qualified and experienced and licenced Pilot as 

well as a Flying Instructor  for many years attaining the highest Instrument Instructors licence 

available to a Pilot  - so I am qualified  and familiar with Instrument Procedures - not only within the 

UK but also European and USA environments.  

Sometimes as a human being of course I am wrong – as such I invite the CAA with it’s available 

Technical Data (however I have used much of your own data against you in my submissions)  to 

prove to me if I am wrong in my assumptions if it can , and if indeed I am wrong in any area that I 

detail below – I would concede gracefully and humbly apologise.  However if I am not wrong then I 

expect the CAA to act in the Public Interest and within the law and ultimately revoke the Instrument 

Procedures to Runway 06. 

Recent Events: 

There have been recent incidents where passengers of aircraft and persons on the ground have been 

frightened by Easyjet go-arounds on finals to runway 06 at Southend Airport in poor weather - which 

ultimately caused Pilots to make (thankfully) the brave decision to divert aircraft to Stansted. One day 

a pilot may just try a little too much and crash upon residents of Southend. There is immense 

commercial pressure upon Pilots to land at their intended destination.  I have for some time sought to 

avoid such (before what I regard and is my professional opinion an inevitable accident at some point 

in the future)  as the CAA is already very aware. 

 

                                           
1 Thus qualifying me as an Applicant 
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Legislative Framework 

Under CAP 168 (Licencing of Aerodromes) Chapter 1 (1.4) the CAA has the power and in actual fact 

the responsibility to revoke, suspend or vary a licence. Frankly in this case it should have never 

granted the licence for the Procedures outlined 

Under clause 1.5 of Chapter 1 CAP 168 (and because I say the CAA must act urgently today to 

immediately suspend the use of the Procedures outlined below) (thus time is to be abridged) (what 

happens if a fatal accident happened tomorrow and the CAA has failed to act today ?  

I have saved the CAA the trouble and with the email filing of this document with the Chair of the 

CAA, the Legal Department of the CAA as well as the Secretary of State for Transport, I have also 

served the Application upon the Operator of Southend Airport namely: London Southend Airport Co 

Ltd also by email. All Parties shall also be served by first class post. 

The CAA  is invited to act lawfully and immediately, to prevent risk to life from today. It is sought 

that the Aerodrome Licence of Southend Airport (EGMC) is immediately varied (or if such other 

instrument or permission exists) to revoke the part of the Aerodrome Licence that permits use of the 

Runway 06 NDB Procedure
2
 (as identified by AIP published link below) or the ILS O6 Procedure (as 

identified by AIP published link below) 

 

The Grounds of the requested variation of the Aerodrome Licence of Southend Airport 

The Grounds to immediately temporarily suspend then revoke the above Procedures are: 

i) The Procedures by their use, create significant potential risk to human life of thousands of 

residents of Southend . That causes Article 2, 3 and 8 violations ECHR
3
 to all residents 

underneath or near the flight path. The CAA as a Public Body cannot cause to violate the 

ECHR and has no option but to comply with the ECHR at all times. 

 

ii) Furthermore,  it is submitted that both Procedures significantly violate CAP 168  by way 

of obstacle interference, existence and puncturing of what should be Protected Airspace. 

The whole point of protected airspace in poor weather conditions is to reduce the 

possibility of fatal accidents. It is beyond credulity (and common sense)  that the CAA 

has violated it’s own CAP 168. The Procedures granted were always unlawfully granted 

by the CAA and as such must be revoked. I was personally promised by the CAA 

Barrister  (Ms Alison Slater – see Exhibit 1)  on  13
th
 July 2010  by email that the CAA 

would not violate CAP 168 in any licencing of  the new runway or Procedure at Southend 

Airport. It then did utterly incredibly did so !. 

 

The unlawful Procedures: 

Both the Procedures identified to be immediately suspended, then ultimately revoked are detailed by 

way of the AIP publication for the Runway 06 (at Southend Airport) Non Precision and Precision 

Approaches, which can be viewed at: 

                                           
2 Classed as and defined as “Procedures” 
3 European Convention of Human Rights 
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http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-

F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_E

GMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf 

and 

http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-

F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_E

GMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf 

 

The “offending”  Obstacles. 

As clearly indicated there are multiple obstacles detailed at the “EGMC AD 2.10 — AERODROME 

OBSTACLES” section of AIP Published document: 

http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-

F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/AIP/AD/EG_AD_2_EGMC_en_

2012-06-28.pdf 

Some (but not all) of the identified Obstacles are believed to violate (i.e puncture – which means that 

an aircraft is more likely to strike a ground object in flight) what should be Protected Airspace, which 

shall be catastrophic for residents and passengers – and likely kill in the event of an accident, in 

excess of 100 persons
4
 because of the high velocity of such an impact into a very densely built up 

area. The Protected Airspace required under CAP 168 (of the relevant Procedures detailed above) is 

specifically designed to protect persons near or in an airport environment and to my knowledge there 

is no other Procedure in the UK where it is acceptable for CAP 168 to be violated. Some topography 

is also believed to puncture the required Protected Airspace. 

It is a fact and published in AIP at: 

http://www.nats-uk.ead-

it.com/public/index.php%3Foption=com_content&task=blogcategory&id=195&Itemid=281.html 

that for some mysterious reason the Precision Approach Terrain Charts for Southend Airport are not 

even published yet they are for every other Precision Approach in the UK.. This I find suspicious. 

Could it be that the CAA are highly aware that the 06 Precision Approach procedures wholly violate 

the Obstacle clearance requirements of CAP168 ? 

It is a fact that there are (to my knowledge) no other (33 reviewed) ILS Approaches in the UK
5
 with a 

3.5 degree glideslope (except London City
6
 where exceptional Aircraft and Flight Crew Licencing and 

Training Conditions are required to be complied with prior to use) let alone to a runway that is short 

and only 37 metres wide, which creates significant pilot workload and pressure, compared to other 

more shallow approaches to 45 metre wide and longer runways. 

I have also reviewed the AIP document at: 

                                           
4 Assuming Airbus 319 for example  
5 I am aware of 34 that are at a 3 degree glideslope which is much safer. 
6 5.5 Degrees 

http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/Charts/AD/AIRAC/EG_AD_2_EGMC_8-2_en_2012-03-08.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/AIP/AD/EG_AD_2_EGMC_en_2012-06-28.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/AIP/AD/EG_AD_2_EGMC_en_2012-06-28.pdf
http://www.ead.eurocontrol.int/eadbasic/pamslight-F51BD0753A33F206AE6EB82577C92F80/7FE5QZZF3FXUS/EN/AIP/AD/EG_AD_2_EGMC_en_2012-06-28.pdf
http://www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/public/index.php%3Foption=com_content&task=blogcategory&id=195&Itemid=281.html
http://www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/public/index.php%3Foption=com_content&task=blogcategory&id=195&Itemid=281.html
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http://www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/aip/typea/NATS_AIM_TypeA_Southend-EGMC_06-24.pdf 

and believe I would be right in saying that with 32 published obstacles including terrain – (I do not 

personally know of another airport in the UK with so many)  this Airport is wholly unsuitable to have 

any Precision or Non Precision Approach Procedure for Runway 06. 

Furthermore, from my own modelling research I believe that there are a total of 14
7
 violations (by 

way of puncture) of the Protected Airspace, where in fact under CAP 168 not a single one is 

permitted. I am happy to be proven wrong and if I am so shall as I say humbly apologise  – but if I am 

not wrong the CAA has no option in law but to revoke the above Procedures. 

 

Obvious low flying issues that endanger life. 

A Section 106 Agreement with Southend Borough Council clause requires the Southend Airport 

Operator to pay for all roof damage caused to properties (due wake turbulence of aircraft) on final 

approach to Runway 06. Surely someone in the CAA should have worked out the aircraft on that 

Approach especially in poor weather conditions are way to low to residents houses -  for that quite 

incredible clause to even exist ? 

Has no one in the CAA asked where the flying roof tiles at speeds of in excess of 100mph are going to 

embed themselves ? Is it possible a young mother innocently going about her business pushing her 

toddler in a pushchair  along an adjacent pavement could be stuck by the  roof tile debris ? Did no –

one in the CAA consider this prior to licencing the 3.5 degree glideslope for Runway 06 even for VFR 

conditions – let alone in IFR conditions ? 

Some residents I understand have even been requested to remove their TV antennas – does that not 

give the CAA a hint that the aircraft are too low to residents homes ? 

 

St Lawrence Church Violations of Instrument Strip 

Furthermore as detailed in the same AIP Publication it states within “EGMC AD 2.20 — LOCAL 

TRAFFIC REGULATIONS” 

4. Warnings 

a. It is a condition of operating at the airport that the operator accepts that St. Laurence Church and 

graveyard are permanent obstacles within the runway instrument strip and that they take account of them 

to the extent necessary to ensure a safe operation. Operators must refer to the airport conditions of use, and 

the pilots briefing pack on the LSACL website. 

Church roof is at 78 ft amsl at 94 m from  runway centreline,  spire at 114 ft amsl, 105 m from runway 

centre-line at approximately 200 m northeast of Runway 06 threshold, lighted with a single red obstacle 

light.  Frangible fence around Church graveyard up to 9 ft agl (56 ft amsl), at closest 49 m from Runway 

centre-line.  Operators should refer to obstacle data at AD2.10 and charts at AD2.24. 

 

                                           
7 Maybe more 

http://www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/aip/typea/NATS_AIM_TypeA_Southend-EGMC_06-24.pdf
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Those warnings alone clearly prove the CAA have violated it’s own CAP168 and as such no 

Instrument Procedures should be undertaken upon Runway 06. The CAA have obviously actively 

sought to pass liability to third parties. The whole point and raison d’être of the Protected Airspace 

and Instrument Strips is to protect and save life of passengers upon aircraft and residents near an 

airport  – the CAA cannot defer it’s responsibilities and grant licences that violate it’s own CAP 168. 

 

Action Sought: 

i) Immediate suspension to potentially save life today, of the above detailed Procedures. 

ii) An investigation into the facts and data that I allege – I am happy to meet with your 

experts to assist. 

iii) Upon a swift conclusion to the investigation if I am right, to permanently revoke the use 

of the above Procedures at Southend Airport. 

 

Public Interest: 

This document is an open document to be immediately placed into the Public Domain so that the 

CAA is not able to sweep the issue under the carpet and if the CAA fails in it’s duties from today and 

there is a fatal crash into residents of Southend then everyone shall know where to apportion blame. 

I suggest the CAA do not embark on the folly of attempting to “shoot the messenger” – and the CAA 

concentrate it’s efforts with haste  on doing what it is supposed to do, which is to ensure innocent 

lives of passengers and residents are protected. 

 

PETER ELLIOTT 

12
th

 December 2012 

pelliott.biz@gmail.com 

 

 

 

Exhibit 1: CAA Barrister (Ms Alison Slater) confirmation email of 13 July 2010 that no 

Procedure would be granted by the CAA in violation of CAP168  

 


