
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
While it may have been a cold and miserable winter, this has at least brought a little respite from the 

misery that Southend Airport imposes upon the community. Sadly, however, the comparatively low 

activity over the last 3 months will soon come to an end, as spring and increased flights begin again to 

impact upon us all. The number of flights will now increase again throughout the summer, with 

activity expected to be worse in 2013 than 2012, as the airport adds some new routes.  It is 

particularly ironic that so much was made of the construction of the new airport railway station, to 

encourage people to travel by rail, that Southend Airport has actually gone into competition with the 

railways, offering new UK destinations such as Edinburgh and Newquay!  

 

While most people, outside the two councils, understand the folly of building a busy regional airport 

in the middle of a densely populated residential area, SAEN remains extremely busy in our efforts to 

expose this stupidity and work towards the day that sense prevails and airport activities are reduced. 

This newsletter provides information of our work relating to securing compensation for local 

residents, challenging on-going planning applications/consultations, exposing pollution from the 

airport and engaging with local business and politicians, ensuring that all understand the irresponsible 

and callous impact of expanded operations at the airport.  

 

If you have any comments on the contents of this newsletter and suggestions, or you need advice, 

please do not hesitate to contact us at: info@saen.org.uk     
 

 

COMPENSATION: Third ‘compensation’ public meeting held 

 
We held a third public meeting on financial compensation for Rochford residents on 10 February and 

once again it was well attended and extremely successful. This was the second meeting at which Chris 

Hunt (of Hunt Scott Surveyors) had spoken. He provided an introductory talk on the law relating to 

compensation and the process to make a claim. He then went on to answer a good number of 

questions posed by members of the public. A transcript of the meeting has been placed on the SAEN 

website and is also available now by e-mail upon request. 

 

We took the opportunity of the public meeting to publicise our work and encourage people to join 

SAEN, and obtained a good number of new members. We also encouraged people to join the 

dedicated compensation group, but emphasised that although SAEN has facilitated these meetings, we 

are not able to recommend any one firm of surveyors. It is up to YOU to make that choice and to 

contact the surveyor directly. It is an agreement between you and your choice of surveyor.  

 

We also need to clarify one point of confusion that cropped up at our last public meeting. We need to 

emphasise that SAEN will not be involved in any decisions over which firm of solicitors should be 

appointed, if claims for compensation have to be referred to the Lands Tribunal to be resolved 

(representation in the Lands Tribunal will require the services of a solicitor).  This decision will have 

to be taken by claimants and their surveyor. 
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COMPENSATION: Next steps  
 

SAEN asks that you do all you can to ensure that people, who might have lost value from their 

property, approach one of the three firms of surveyors (that we are aware of) to seek advice and, if 

appropriate, make a claim. So please spread the word, talk to friends, neighbours and anyone 

impacted by noise or other disruption. SAEN will continue to publicise this entitlement to ensure that 

the airport owners pay the £millions due in compensation to this community for the devaluation of 

property caused by expanded operations.  

 

Currently we do not plan to hold any further public meetings on the compensation issue but we will 

issue a press advert in the next few weeks to ensure that ever more people make claims for 

compensation. We will also consider what other steps are necessary to ensure that all who are entitled 

to make a claim, do so. For example, we may arrange a mass leaflet drop. All of this work is 

expensive so we appeal for new members and, if you are able to make an additional donation to our 

work, we will be extremely grateful for this.  

 

It is important that people understand the scale of the compensation that may be due. Discussions with 

surveyors have revealed that many houses under the flight path have lost around 15% of their value. 

Others are said to have lost around 10%. For an average property of £251,000, that means a loss of 

between £25,100 and £37,650.  There may be thousands more that have lost between 5% and 10% of 

value. But if a house has only lost £500 to £1,000 in value this may be too small a sum to prove in the 

Lands Tribunal.  The key message that we want everyone near the airport to receive is that, if you 

suffer noise or any other form of disturbance, from operations associated with the airport, your 

property may have decreased in value and you need to check if you can make a claim for 

compensation. Contacting a professional is therefore essential. We are aware of three firms acting: - 

Carrick & Co, Hunt Scott Surveyors and Michael Marriott. Detailed information on each firm is 

available upon request.  

 

 

Joint Area Action Plan public consultation gets underway  

 
The Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) consultation process on developments associated with the area 

around the airport is now underway. It is vital that as many people as possible respond to this public 

consultation, challenging any proposal, facility, or indication that might lead to yet further expansion 

of airport operations. Any response MUST use the word OBJECTION as a heading. We urge you to 

contact Southend or Rochford Council by e-mail or phone and ask for a hard copy of this document to 

be sent to you. Again we ask that you let others know about this. The deadline for responses is 5pm 

on 10th April 2013. 

 

We are currently looking at the relevant documents and will issue guidance notes shortly. This link to 

the Rochford council website provides further information: - 

 

http://www.rochford.gov.uk/planning/policy/local_development_framework/london_southend_airport

/jaap-submission-document 

 

SAEN has also written to both councils expressing concern that the airport owners appear to be 

making a series of piecemeal planning applications, rather than making clear what their long term, 

forward plans are. We have pressed both local authorities to ensure that the forward plan for the 

airport is made clear to both councils, all councillors and most importantly the public (we await 

replies). As residents around Luton airport recently commented – a clear forward plan that gave 

everyone certainty “would be better than death by a thousand cuts”.  
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The new terminal and a new planning application: waste water implications  

 
Readers of the last newsletter will be aware of our concerns regarding the removal of sewage and 

contaminated run-off from the airport. We have been pursuing Rochford District Council (RDC), 

Anglian Water and the Environment Agency to ensure that de-icing chemicals do not leach into the 

watercourses and the River Roach.  This work has led to the EA taking more regular water samples 

from the watercourses around the airport but we are still not satisfied with the lack of suitable 

facilities at the airport. Indeed on the day of publication we received a further notification from a 

resident of pollution in one of the brooks.  

 

Recently we had established that Anglian Water had issued instructions stating that the airport water 

storage tanks are only to be used for surface water. The foul/contaminated water was to be removed 

from the airport site by road tanker. We had also been informed that foul water was not permitted to 

be stored on site. However, RDC did not appear to be aware of this and it was unclear whether the 

airport was abiding by these instructions. We are bitterly disappointed by the lack of care shown by 

RDC and its apparent disregard for its responsibilities. We have therefore pressed all government 

agencies on this and will continue to pursue this until satisfactory arrangements are in place and 

complied with.   

 

 

David Amess MP: Meeting for residents with concerns about LSA 
 

David Amess arranged for local residents to meet with himself, Alistair Welch MD of LSA and an 

easyJet rep on Friday 22nd February 2013 at the Southend West Conservative Association Hall.  

Many people felt one to one meetings might be confrontational or intimidating and so were reluctant 

to attend. We took this up with David Amess, suggesting that a public meeting be held for all to put 

points to the reps at his hall but he rejected this, saying that he did not feel that the individual 

meetings planned need be intimidating.  We have since discovered David Amess did not sit in on the 

meetings. 

 

One of our supporters did attend and has kindly agreed that his report of what transpired can be 

circulated to members: - 

 

The report: - 
 
“I attended a meeting with Alistair Welch and Andrew McConnell (EasyJet). I was scheduled to see them 

separately but in fact saw them together, which I felt was an advantage. 

 

I explained that I wished to discuss safety and the airports complaints process with Alistair Welch and specific 

safety issues with Andrew McConnell. 

 

I asked AW how he ensured that the PILOTS BRIEFING PACK was read, understood and remembered. He 

asked what was behind the question and I replied that I wanted to know whether the process was robust and 

produced a safe environment in view of the hazards that existed around all airports. 

 

He gave me a lengthy insight into the process, which was basically a computerised system that the pilot 

accessed before each flight. The information was updated 4 times a year, with new buildings shown but more 

frequently changed where temporary situations may arise, like high winds, repair work, or apron closures etc. 

 

So the pilot accessed the latest information on the computer and the crew stood around a table, in a circle, 

and discussed the action to be taken on that particular flight. 

 



I asked them what they knew of the aborted landings by Easyjet and another larger aircraft that aborted twice 

then transferred to Stansted. They explained that it was normal procedure, if the pilot wasn’t comfortable with 

the approach, he would go around again to give the passengers a safe and comfortable landing. I explained 

that he didn’t really go around again, he landed in the opposite direction because he was travelling too fast 

the first time due to the wind direction and his decision to abort was made less than 20secs before touchdown, 

so the advised landing direction was changed very late. They said this can happen. 

 

AW was unaware of the other aircraft that aborted twice then went to Stansted. I said I had been told that it 

was a 757, he said maybe and I reminded him of a discussion we had at the Eastwood hall when he said the 

largest planes to use Southend airport would be the A319. I challenged that, reminding him that from a 

similar length runway at Southampton, 757’s regularly flew. He said he didn’t remember the discussion but he 

would have meant passenger-carrying aircraft, not ones arriving for service. 

 

I asked if it was reasonable to allow 757’s into Southend on a foggy day, as they have a wingspan 4mtrs wider 

than the A319’s 41mtrs, especially as the runway is considered narrow for the A319. He said the narrowness 

was more to do with the undercarriage width than the wingspan and he didn’t think it unreasonable to allow 

the 757 to land. 

 

I told him that I had sent 4 or 5 complaints and to the last one had received an unacceptable reply. My 

complaint was that the aircraft were too close to my house on their approach from the south west, they were 

too noisy on their approach and departure and I wished to convey my disapproval to the CAA, with accurate 

information, so would they please give me an actual height above my house, on their approach. The reply I got 

showed my house 92yds up the road from it’s actual position, (away from the flight path). It told of the 

improved descent angle 3.5 instead of 3.0 degrees and showed me the height of one aircraft on take-off. 

 

I then complained of inaccuracy, misconception (they didn’t mention the extended runway which lowered the 

aircraft at my house location) and failing to answer my question. The reply to that was, “we have changed our 

complaints system and our e-mail address”. I e-mailed them saying, “I assume you will re-route it to the 

appropriate person”. After waiting awhile I posted it through the mail and have been awaiting a reply since 

Aug. 2012. He said the letter must have got lost, I told him I sent a second, he said both were lost. 

 

I told him I worked for a large company and occasionally had to respond to complaints or queries, the letters 

were never addressed to me but usually to the CEO or MD, however they found their way to me because 

whoever received them would find out who was the most appropriate person to give a reply, but in the case of 

the airport it seemed they made things unnecessarily difficult. He disagreed but said send your complaints to 

me and I will provide a reply. I will give that a try. 

 

AW then left and I was able to discuss safety issues with AMcC. I explained to him that our priorities were 

different, his, the safety of passengers and crew and mine the safety of family and friends living under the 

flight path. He said part of his job was as Easyjets liaison with parliament, so he had to be aware of resident’s 

issues. 

 

I asked if he was familiar with the report written by the Aircraft Accident Investigation Board into an incident 

that occurred at Prague Airport in July 2012. He wasn’t. I explained that an Easyjet aircraft narrowly missed 

runway works. The pilot failed to remember a notice telling him of the reduced (by a 3rd) runway length, 

caused by ongoing works; he could not understand a strongly accented broadcast message giving him the 

same information. He therefore miscalculated the take-off details. He claimed he was too tired to think clearly, 

after a long duty period and he was distracted by an acquaintance interrupting him, on the flight deck during 

his pre flight checks and he did not see the work going on at the far end of the runway, until he was 

accelerating towards it. He managed to climb away just before he reached the obstructions but forgot to raise 

the undercarriage, in his panic, (my words), until he had exceeded the speed that it should have been raised. 

 

AMcC looked shocked and said that the company would have taken disciplinary action against the individuals. 

 

I told him that an Easyjet spokesperson said, “ no-one from the firm had been disciplined over the incident 

and the AAIB does not make any recommendations. 

 



I also said that I had contacted the AAIB twice and said that if they cannot think of any recommendations to 

make over this incident, then I have 14, if they are interested. 

 

He gave me his card and said he was pleased to see me. I said he probably wasn’t because I’m a pain in the 

ass but thanked him and said I would be in touch. 

 

I think that covers accurately our discussion. I would have liked to continue with other subjects but my 

allocated time had expired. I was disappointed that David Amess didn’t attend and will let him know.” 

    
We leave you to form your own opinion on the implications of this meeting! 

 

 

Lib-Dems ask residents about parking problems 

 
The Local Lib-Dem group has issued questionnaires to people living very close to the airport about 

potential problems with passengers parking in side streets rather than use the airport car park.  The 

Lib-Dems have sought people’s views on the scale of the problem and what action might best be 

taken. 

 

One of our Committee members received this and we thought you might like to see his response: -  

 
“As your questioner has a box (4) to indicate if I think that Southend Airport will be a benefit to Southend, and 

I have answered no, I will take this opportunity to explain why. The space available on your sheet is too small 

to accommodate the comments that I wish to make, and so I have taken the liberty of writing them on two 

separate sheets. 

 

The current expansion program is the third such attempt to breathe life into the noxious cadaver that is 

Southend Airport, the previous two having failed. As a result of WW2 England has a surfeit of runways and 

because of this too many small airports most of which lose money. 

 

A Metropolitan Green Belt is intended to provide a green lung between two conurbations to protect the health 

of the residents. To fill the space between Rochford and Southend with a dangerous and polluting airport is a 

direct violation of planning law. 

 

The current Airport management boasted about their success by devious means of avoiding an inquiry into the 

desirability or practicability of expanding the Airport. They received an award from their trade association 

for doing so, which gives an indication of the type of persons that run airports. The results of not carrying out 

such an inquiry are now coming to light. 

 

Little or no consideration was given to the increase runoff from the extended runway, new and now extending 

terminal building or the apron all of which they are now struggling to accommodate. The area is already 

subject to flooding, if in doubt ask the Landlord of the “Horse and Groom”. The runoff from the runway 

washed mud and water onto the road in front of St Laurence Church. 

 

Phase two of the terminal, which has already been granted planning consent, will contain 36 toilets 16 urinals 

and 14 hand basins which would have created a considerable increase in discharge to the foul water sewer 

under the Southend Road. Consent was given in the knowledge that this sewer was already at capacity and 

without referring the proposals to Anglia Water. No doubt the Airport was confident that the wrath of the 

residents in the area would fall on Anglia Water when their toilets backed up and not them. A phase three is 

now awaiting consent. 

 

When informed Anglia Water insisted that a scheme to overcome this problem must be devised and approved 

by them before construction of the phase two extension be commenced. This instruction is being ignored, but 

proposals have been made to store the effluent in a tank and discharge it into the foul water sewers under the 

Southend Road and Manners Way when flow levels permit. This tank will need to be vented to allow air 

movement in and out as the content level changes. The air that emerges is unlikely to be the most fragrant. The 



load on the Manners Way sewer has already been increased by the construction of the new hotel and 

restaurant. The Airport is now using “Commercial Confidentiality” to prevent the local community learning 

the facts. 

 

If these oversights were not sufficient they pale into insignificance when compared with the lack of 

consideration given to the safety implication of runway extension and expansion. 

 

The Aviation Environment Federation in a report to the Department for Communities and Local Government 

in October 2011 was highly critical of Southend Council’s failure to sufficiently evaluate the increase in risk 

resulting from the runway extension before granting planning permission. Quote “No attempt was made to 

quantify and assess the aggregate increase in risk to the population around the Airport”. In the same report 

they recommend a radical change to the shape of the Public Safety Zone. Also in their report “Public Safety 

Zones: current policy and the case for Change” they quote the opinion of the Institute for Public Policy 

Research that the present rules governing PSZs are unfit for purpose. The negotiation currently ongoing as 

part of the EC Single European Sky initiative will almost certainly result in change that will affect Southend 

Airport. 

 

The Obstacle Chart for London Southend Airport published on the CAA website based on a survey conducted 

in February 2012 shows 22 identified penetrations of the obstacle plane 19 of them under the approach to the 

06 runway. There is also a penetration of terrain of 28 hectares under the approach to the 06 runway. These 

28 hectares contains St Cedds Church, Blenheim School and a Congregational Church. It also contains 

Treecot Drive, most of Dulverton Avenue and parts of Mendip Crescent, Portlock Avenue, Mountdale Gardens 

and Bridgwater Drive. Only the spire of St Cedds is separately identified as a penetration but as the ground 

itself is above the obstacle plane every building in it must also be a penetration. CAP168, which controls the 

environs of airports, does not allow penetrations of this plane; trees have been cut down and lampposts 

reduced in height in other places but the Airport ignores these more serious infringements. 

 

I passed a copy of the Obstacle Chart to Councillor Wexham and he raised my concerns with Mr Williams 

Chief Executive and Town Clerk asking him to take the matter up with the CAA’s legal officer. Mr Williams 

chose instead to consult Mr Welch with predictable results, and suggested that I take my concerns to the CAA. 

 

An objection to the granting of a Precision Instrument Landing licence for the 06 runway has been lodged 

with the CAA by a recognised air safety expert. The presence of this system is a condition of the granting of 

consent to extend the runway. The rules set out in Cap168 are set at European level and only administered in 

the UK by the CAA. Doubt has been cast on the CAA’s ability to lawfully abrogate the rules that prevent a 

granting of a licence with all these infringements that also include the presence of St Laurence Church in the 

Instrument Strip. If this is correct the Airport will lose its licence or have the runway length reduced to 

800metres if Mr Campbell was correct in 2002. The Airport has signed a binding agreement that it will never 

in the future apply for the demolition of St Laurence Church. This was a condition for the Ecclesiastical Court 

giving permission to demolish a section of the churchyard wall. 

 

I conclude that if the law is correctly administered Southend Airport will either permanently close or be 

reduced to its previous condition of dead duck, and join Victoria Avenue as another example of the Council’s 

appalling failures in forward planning.” 

 

 

SAEN 
 

SAEN continues to work tirelessly in an attempt to secure a better quality of life for everyone affected 

by this noisy, polluting airport. If you are able to help us and become more involved then please 

contact us at:  

info@saen.org.uk 

  

Stop Airport Expansion & Noise 
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