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List of Parties Opponent identified.  
 
Mrs Jill Gillham     Mrs Kiti Theobald 
60 Repton Close     77, Brendon Way 
Southend on Sea     Westcliff-on-sea  
Essex    SS2 6SJ     Essex   SS0 0JD. 
 
 
Mr Derek Theobald     Mr Peter Binns 
77 Brendon Way     62 Symons Avenue 
Westcliff on Sea     Leigh on Sea 
Essex   SS0 0JD     Essex   SS9 5QE 
 
 
Mrs Rachel Hawkins     Mr Derek F Hawkins 
115 Fairfield Road     115 Fairfield Road 
Leigh on Sea      Leigh on Sea 
Essex   SS9  5RY     Essex   SS9  5RY 
 
 
Rosemarie Boswell     Mrs Patricia Binns 
234 Eastwood Road     62 Symons Avenue 
Rayleigh      Leigh on Sea 
Essex   SS6 7LY     Essex   SS9 5QE 
 
 
Mr Ernest Frederick William Collins   Dorothy Rickard 
109 Wells Avenue     6 Leigh Hill Close 
Southend on Sea     Leigh on Sea 
Essex   SS2 6XL     Essex SS9 2DJ 
 
 
Bernard John Free     Miss Margaret Ann Townsend 
85 Eastwoodbury Lane     75 Eastwoodbury Lane 
Southend on Sea     Southend on Sea 
Essex   SS2 6UY     Essex   SS2 6UY 
 
 
Mrs Barbara Clark     Mr Alan Francis White 
8 Smallholdings      75 Eastwoodbury Lane 
Eastwoodbury Lane     Southend on Sea 
Southend on Sea     Essex   SS2 6UY 
Essex SS2 6UZ 
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It is our belief that a significant number within the congregation oppose the demolition of the 
church wall and that a majority within the parish oppose extension of the runway. We argue that 
the Parochial Church Council (PCC) would have reached a different conclusion had it taken into 
account all the issues associated with this scheme, and would not have agreed to the petitioner’s 
request for demolition of the church wall. We set out here the factors which should reasonably 
have been considered and believe that had these been discussed by the whole congregation 
earlier, a different decision would have been reached. 
 
The Parties Opponent are acutely aware of the wider benefits claimed by the petitioner in its 
application and bundle of evidence. For example a number of claims are made in connection 
with economic and employment benefits which may be associated with the desire to extend the 
runway and increase operations from London Southend Airport (LSA). These arguments are 
countered, demonstrating the negative economic impact of aviation and the wider issues which 
the church has a duty to consider. Those opposed to demolition of the church wall argue that any 
gains in local employment will be very short-lived and, in comparison to the age of the church 
and its wall, gone in a comparative blink of the eye. 
 
We provide here a background to our sometimes difficult relations with our demanding 
neighbour - LSA, our reasons for wishing to retain the beauty and character of the wall and, in 
the interests of balance and an objective outcome; we comment on the application produced by 
the petitioners. 
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The area surrounding St Laurence and All Saints Church has suffered considerable historical and 
cultural damage in recent years. Eastwood has seen the loss of ancient thatched cottages, the 
workhouse, manors, farms and grade one agricultural land as the town has expanded and housing 
estates have been constructed. 
 
Concurrent with this massive development the airport reached a brief zenith in the 1960’s and 
thereafter began to decline. The building of housing estates continued until the airport became 
almost entirely enclosed by housing.  
 
Between 2001 and 2003 the former owner of the airport sought to move the church (a 
“demolition” planning application), the flattening of the gravestones and the demolition of a 
number of extremely attractive neighbouring homes. A residents action group was formed (The 
Church and Airport Action Group) which successfully fought to save the church. In 2009 a new 
application was brought forward, including proposals to demolish 6 homes, block Eastwoodbury 
Lane, which would sever the church congregation in two, and demolish part of the church wall.  
 
This planning application was again hugely contentious. A new residents action group was 
formed: Stop Airport Extension Now (SAEN). The planning process conducted by Southend 
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Borough Council (SBC) is the subject of two Judicial Review applications, with oral hearings 
imminent, a local public enquiry into the stopping up order of Eastwoodbury Lane is scheduled 
for 10th May 2011 and a petition to the European Parliament, in connection with human rights 
relating to excessive noise, has been made by the local Member of Parliament, David Amess. 
 
In addition to the intrusion and disruption associated with the airport runway extension, and the 
erosion of the beauty and character of the area immediately surrounding the church, the Parties 
Opponent are mindful of our wider responsibilities. The Church of England has a clear 
environmental policy and its leaders have consistently sought to encourage every sector of 
society and every individual to lead lifestyles which are less environmentally damaging and are 
based upon less consumption of energy. Despite very specific statements by The Archbishop of 
Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams, on the moral imperative to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and challenge government, there is no evidence that the Parochial Church Council (PCC) has 
ever considered its responsibilities in this regard. 
 
The church has been here for over 900 years. It and its wall stand before an inherently 
unsustainable industry, which is dependent upon a fuel supply which, will peak and decline 
within a very few years. The church wall and the graveyard serve well to focus our minds upon 
that which is truly of importance – the obligation to tread carefully upon this earth and ensure 
our environment, both local and global, is preserved for future generations. 
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The reasons for objection to the petition for faculty can be summarised as follows: -  
 

1. Physical danger to aircraft passengers and the congregation; 
2. Irreversible damage to the church community and attendance by congregation; 
3. Breach of statutory obligations relating to disability access; 
4. Archaeological value of church wall being undervalued; 
5. Ecological value of western boundary hedge, which would be lost due to the wall’s 

relocation and the proposed new yew hedge; 
6. Failure to verify and protect the graves beside and beneath the wall; and 
7. Our wider responsibilities to the community and the environment. 

 
We will address each of these points in turn and then respond to the specific material within the 
petition for faculty. 
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It is noted that much is said by the petitioner concerning the safety of aircraft passengers but 
virtually nothing is said about the safety of the congregation and other users of the churchyard. 
The Parties Opponent object to the demolition of the wall in part because of the increased danger 
churchgoers will face, if the petition for faculty is approved, but they also gave careful thought 
as to whether demolition of the wall was in fact necessary or desirable. 
 
A Mr Walker, of the residents’ action group SAEN, wrote to the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) 
by email on 15th March to ascertain what their requirements are. This email is available at 
Appendix 1. The reply from the CAA 29th March is at Appendix 2. 
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Looking at the matter from the perspective of the CAA, the Clear and Graded Area (CGA) 
should be clear of all obstacles. This is confirmed at Appendix 2. However the LSA petition for 
demolition will not achieve this through the removal of the wall alone. Given that tombstones 
will remain within the CGA, beyond the current location of the wall, any aircraft coming into 
this area would still suffer potentially lethal damage. It should be noted that there are 
approximately 50 comparatively new graves within this area. Their headstones and memorials 
are in most cases higher than the wall itself. Some of these graves are recent burials with 
comparatively solid memorials. A report by a professional archaeologist has been commissioned 
(Appendix 5) which notes (Page 12) that: 
 

“If the reason for its demolition is that it presents a hazard to aircraft it should be borne 
in mind that it is only 41 inches high. Much lower than the solid stone grave monuments 
in the church and the steel stanchioned Airport perimeter fence.  Being old brickwork it 
would crumble under impact. It could be protected with an earth bund removing the need 
for demolition and an expensive archaeological excavation. Evidently it has not been hit 
in the last 130 years or so”. 

 
It therefore appears that the removal of the wall is merely a gesture in the direction of safety to 
placate the CAA.  
 
To the Parties Opponent, the CAA e-mail reply at Appendix 2 suggests that the issue of safety is 
rather more one of judgement than science or definitive regulation. A view commonly expressed 
is that the CAA appears to be demonstrating a laissez-faire attitude to safety. On the one hand, 
the CAA states that the CGA should be cleared of all obstacles, as its purpose is to protect 
aircraft from damage, while on the other it leaves it to the aerodrome operator to attempt to find 
reasonable solutions where obstacles exist. In this instance the CAA leaves it to LSA to try its 
luck with adjacent landowners to gain as many concessions as possible. 
 
The Parties Opponent argue that if the steel stanchioned fence and tombstones are considered to 
be acceptable risks to aircraft then why cannot an old brickwork wall be accepted. Especially 
given that a professional archaeologist states that it “would crumble under impact”. 
 
Another significant issue, worthy of consideration, is the attitude taken by LSA and the CAA to 
an aircraft taking off from north east to south west. An aircraft travelling in this direction could 
slew off the runway towards the church. If, as indicated in the diagram below, it were travelling 
in a particular direction it would hit the tombstones before going through the graveyard and 
finally hitting the church wall. 
 
Given the imprecise nature of negotiations between the CAA and LSA, and the apparently 
irrational decision to seek the removal of the wall, but not the tombstones, there must be a very 
real danger that the CAA will, at some future point, demand greater sacrifice by the church. The 
Parties Opponent fear the CAA might eventually require the flattening of all tombstones and/or 
demolition of the church. In the light of this risk the Parties Opponent argue that the PCC should 
have sought legally binding guarantees from LSA, the CAA and SBC that, if demolition of the 
wall is agreed, no further demand for demolition will ever be made in the future. It is understood 
that the PCC has not negotiated such guarantees and it is felt that it has therefore been misguided 
in its approach.  
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Crucially, for the congregation and visitors to the church, it must surely be the case that the 
removal of the wall will make it more likely that an aircraft will travel right into the graveyard, 
increasing the danger to any person within it. It would, of course, depend upon the size and 
speed of any aircraft but widespread concern has been expressed that removal of the wall will 
increase the possibility of an aircraft breaking through to the inside of the church, thereby posing 
a risk to the congregation. See Figure 1. 
 
It is therefore argued that the wise course would be to retain the wall and resist any step that may 
result in the degradation or destruction of this beautiful historic church. 
 
The Parties Opponent have looked at what other measures might reasonably be taken by LSA to 
improve safety but without requiring the demolition of the church wall. They would not welcome 
the loss of the view of the wall by the construction of an earth bund, as suggested by the 
archaeologist, but this would be preferable to its demolition. Concern has been expressed that, in 
the light of the age of the bricks, they will be fragile and be prone to cracking and breaking. So, 
if demolished and moved, a new wall would be constructed with a large proportion of badly 
damaged bricks. 
 
So the Parties Opponent looked further into options and explored whether an Engineered 
Materials Arresting System (EMAS) could be deployed, thereby providing a degree of protection 
for the church and aircraft, and obviating the need to demolish the church wall. EMAS is a ramp 
of foam concrete blocks set into the ground in a tray and brings a runaway aircraft to a safe halt 
with little damage to it. Such a system is proposed for use at Guernsey airport. 
  
Due to the tight deadline for the submission of this case, the Parties Opponent have not yet been 
able to obtain full advice from the relevant professionals, but are in discussions with a provider 
of such systems, who has supplied a suggested EMAS configuration and estimated costings – see 
Appendix 3. Further information may be available by the time of the hearing. While it is 
understood that EMAS is an expensive option, this must be weighed against all other costs, for 
example: the very considerable expense associated with the identification of the unmarked 
graves. 
 
An associated issue, which has not been properly addressed, is that of the safety of those using 
the churchyard. If this petition is agreed, it will result in the removal of the traffic lights and 
barriers that currently provide a warning system for those in the vicinity that a jet aircraft is 
about to take off on runway 06. The photograph below demonstrates that LSA expects 
pedestrians to take heed of the traffic lights and barriers for their own safety. The sign on the 
gate reads “Pedestrians: If barriers down do not enter”. 
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Figure 2: Photograph showing current pedestrian barrier and signage 

 
If the traffic lights are removed, we feel that a suitable replacement system should be installed at 
LSA’s cost to alert those using the graveyard and the area in front of the church that an aircraft is 
approaching. 
 
In conclusion, the Parties Opponent argue that the Diocese’ approach should be that because the 
tombstones will continue to present a potentially lethal threat to aircraft, that other more practical 
and less expensive solutions exist, there is no reasonable case for the demolition of the wall and, 
furthermore, that demolition of the wall will increase danger to those who use the church and 
church yard.   
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If it is agreed that the wall should be demolished, this will lead to the stopping up of 
Eastwoodbury Lane and the severing of the community of Eastwood and the congregation. There 
is a widespread concern among the congregation that this will result in a reduction in the number 
of people who are able to attend the church. The majority of those who walk to church do so 
from the eastern side of the proposed runway extension. 
 
In recognition of this issue, LSA has offered what many describe as a “derisory” sum of £10,000, 
which it has suggested could go towards church-goers’ travel costs. This will go no way to cover 
the ongoing cost associated with travel from the east and south, for example cost of taxi fares for 
those living to the east of the runway (Sunday fares are particularly expensive) or the permanent 
cost of purchasing and maintaining a minibus. 
 
The Parties Opponent are particularly concerned that the loss of the wall and the consequential 
stopping up of the road will lead to a reduction in the number of people able to travel to and from 
the church for the purpose of attending weddings and funerals. The wall features a stile over 
which newly wedded grooms may carry their brides. The steps are well worn from this tradition, 
and from the feet of generations of children clambering over the top. The loss of this facility and 
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the creation of the new, exceptionally ugly, environment sought by LSA for St Laurence and All 
Saints church will deter those from wishing to marry to use our church. 
 
Turning to the issue of funerals, it should be noted that this scheme will have a dramatic impact 
upon those considering using the church. For example: A hearse currently departing the church 
has a simple route going east to reach the cemetery or crematorium in Sutton Road; the closure 
of the road would lengthen and complicate this journey. The hearse would have to turn round 
while the service was in progress and return back the way it had come. Then negotiate the fast 
and busy dual carriageway of Nestuda Way, before making a tortuous journey along a new road 
through St Laurence Park to resume its journey or set off down the A127 to reach the same 
destination. The local gypsy community has used St Laurence and All Saints Church for their 
funerals for generations; they employ a horse drawn hearse with a long convoy of mourner’s 
cars. There can be no doubt that the loss of the church wall, with all that will then ensue, will 
seriously undermine the community life associated with the church. 
 
Furthermore, we understand that at present the church is quite rare in being financially 
independent, but a reduced congregation would threaten this position and make the church more 
dependent upon the Diocese. If agreed, the petition will have a detrimental effect on weddings 
and especially on funerals and reduce income to the church. St Laurence currently contributes 
the second highest amount in the Deanery to the Diocese from these fees. Only Canvey, with six 
times the population, contributes more. 
 
It must also be understood that there is a real danger of a serious split within the congregation if 
the views of those opposed to demolition of the wall are not given an opportunity to put their 
case and be listened to. Sadly, the PCC has singularly failed in this regard. 
 
Mrs Kiti Theobald, as Chairman of ‘Friends of St Laurence, Eastwood’, has reported that she has 
communicated with as many of the members as she was able, in order to coordinate their 
responses and reactions to the proposal to demolish the churchyard wall.  ‘Friends of St 
Laurence, Eastwood ’ is an association set up in 2003 in response to an earlier attempt to 
demolish part or all of the church and flatten some of the gravestones in order to facilitate a 
runway extension. 
 
The comments from members of ‘Friends of St Laurence’ are as follows:- 
 

‘It will spoil the aesthetics of the church, will be intrusive and will deter grave tenders from 
Rochford area coming to the church to tend family graves’ (Dorothy Rickard) Eastwood was 
once a much larger parish than Southend and a large part of what is now known as Rochford was 
within the parish until relatively recently. 
 
‘It’s not going to serve any useful purpose’ (Grace Panton) 
 
‘They could still compulsorily purchase the church, so we won’t fight over a few bricks’ (A PCC 
member who was told by the airport authority that if the PCC refused to allow the demolition, the 
airport would instigate a compulsory purchase order.) ‘It will isolate the eastern end of the church 
from the parishioners’ Parishioners are those within the region of the church – they do 
necessarily have to be regular church-goers. 
 
‘I am very disillusioned with the whole thing…I may find another church to sing in’ (Mary 
White) 
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‘I’m against it all!’ (Pat Binns) 
 
‘Definitely not! (Meg Chambers) 
‘I am a preservationist, but I am in favour of the airport; I think it is important to have an airport.’ 
 
‘A plane at those speeds would demolish the wall anyway; the wall would give way’ (Peter 
Knight) 
 
‘Some of it would have to come down’. (Veronica Newman) 
 
‘I can’t get any information from the airport. They say they don’t have any’ (Geoff Mills) 18th 
February 
 
‘The stones behind the wall are higher than the wall. An aircraft’s wings are higher than the wall’ 
(Denis Howell) 
 
‘We have relatives buried in the graveyard/  (Hedges/Anderson) 
 
‘I am in favour of the demolition (Mr Duncan) 
 
‘I don’t think it should come down’ (Laurie Pears) 
 
‘I don’t think anything should be touched’ (Dorothy Acton) 
 
‘If large planes go past the church, the vibration could harm the fabric of the church building.   
Will they be liable for this?’ (Edgar Durham)  
 
‘It is a shame, but we have to put safety first’ (J Woods) 
 
‘I won’t be able to get my husband’s wheelchair into the church along the rear path’ (Mrs 
Sherriff) 
 
‘It is a beautiful church – taking away part of the fabric of our church will spoil it’ (John Dansey). 
 
“I don’t think they made it very clear when it was spoken about in church” (four separate people). 

 
Mrs Theobald reports that in all, 74% of the parishioners asked did not want the wall to be 
demolished. 
 
An additional point we must make is that sadly, the church is occasionally subjected to 
vandalism. Indeed, there have been two instances of this in the last month. A frequently 
expressed concern is that the Stopping Up of Eastwoodbury Lane will stop passing motorists 
from seeing any vandals or criminal behaviour. Therefore, this scheme can only represent an 
increased danger to the church and its community. 
 
Finally, we attach at Appendix 4 a letter from The Right Reverend Dr Laurie Green, Bishop of 
Bradwell, which eloquently serves to reinforce the threat that the petitioner’s scheme poses to 
this beautiful and much-loved church. 
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Disability discrimination legislation (Equality Act 2010) places an obligation upon the church to 
provide access to the disabled. The petitioner proposes to fence off access to the main entrance to 
the churchyard, installing gates that would be locked much of the time. As this is the only 
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entrance that provides suitable access for wheelchair users, the access restrictions will result in a 
breach of the Equality Act 2010. 
 
It should be understood that the footpath from the car park (via the lych gate) is too narrow and 
currently too uneven for wheelchair users. We understand that due to the path’s historic 
significance, it will not be possible to alter it. Access via the south entrance provides a much 
more direct route into the church and at present, it is possible for drivers to pull over in front of 
the entrance and drop disabled passengers off with ease. 
 
If the petition is agreed, which we do not support, sufficient funds should be sought from the 
airport to overcome all regulatory and legal barriers to the provision of disabled access and the 
cost of construction of that access. 
 
It should be noted that the proposed restricted access to the front of the church is of detriment to 
all church users, not only those who are disabled. 
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The Parties Opponent sought an independent report by a professional archaeologist and historic 
buildings expert; Mr Barry Hillman-Crouch MStPA DipFA BSc . His report is attached at 
Appendix 5. 
 
The whole report should be carefully read to appreciate the value of the wall and its relevance to 
the structure of the church. Crucially, at Page 12 it is said:  
 

“The wall is built on the historic boundary of the Grade 1 listed church of St Laurence 
and All Saints church. The wall is an excellent example of later Victorian brick and 
stonework and is almost complete and in good condition. 
 
If the reason for its demolition is that it presents a hazard to aircraft it should be borne in 
mind that it is only 41 inches high. Much lower than the solid stone grave monuments in 
the church and the steel stanchioned Airport perimeter fence.  Being old brickwork it 
would crumble under impact. It could be protected with an earth bund removing the need 
for demolition and an expensive archaeological excavation. Evidently it has not been hit 
in the last 130 years or so”. 

 
The replacement of the historic wall with a 3 metre high security fence and yew hedge means 
that the glorious view of the Norman Nave and Chancel, which has been enjoyed for nearly 
1,000 years will be eliminated forever. The brickwork over the main porch entrance was 
replaced at around the time of the English civil war. To put this loss into perspective, it should be 
noted that architects planning work in central London are prohibited from designing structures 
that would obscure any view of St Paul’s Cathedral in Ludgate Hill.  No part of St Paul’s is as 
old as either of the architectural features noted above; which are unique to St Laurence and All 
Saints Church.  
 
The wall forms an important part of the curtilage of the church and the Victorian builders chose 
its design and materials with care to blend with and enhance its appearance. This should not be 
lightly dismissed merely because of its 19th century construction.   
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Grade I listed building status indicates that a building is not merely of great national 
significance, English Heritage says “Grade I buildings are of exceptional interest, sometimes 
considered to be internationally important,” and that “only 2.5% of listed buildings are Grade I”. 
The unique architectural features of the church, of which the external appearance is such a 
pleasant attribute and promotes it to listed building status, means that the view, particularly from 
the east must not be destroyed. Despite the assurances of Southend Borough Council (SBC), it is 
abundantly clear that the building, the wall and the immediate environment are not being 
afforded the level of protection that they deserve. The actual care shown by SBC falls a very 
long way short of that authority’s duty.  
 
LSA argue that English Heritage does not object to the demolition of the wall. At page 287 of 
Bundle 1, LSA suggests that English Heritage supports the demolition. This is not in fact the 
case. In response to correspondence with a Party Opponent, Mr B J Free, in his letter of 24 
September 2010 (see Appendix 6), Mr John Neale of English Heritage says: 
 

“We agree that the demolition of part of the attractive 19th century churchyard wall 
would be regrettable and would detract from the setting of the church.” 

 
So, far from supporting demolition, English Heritage has reluctantly agreed because it was under 
the mistaken impression that there was no other alternative. 
 
Had time permitted the Parties Opponent would have asked English Heritage to review its initial 
stance, because there is a strong case that an alternative safety solution exists, to demolition of 
the wall. Also English heritage is mistaken if it believes that SBC will afford the Grade 1 listed 
building the care it warrants when sadly SBC does not appear to be willing to meet its 
obligations. 
 
Furthermore, the Parties Opponent are concerned that the PCC does not appear to have 
commissioned a professional assessment of the quality and value of the wall. A statement that 
the wall is topped with concrete is clearly wrong; it is “topped with well moulded oolitic 
limestone” (Page 4 Appendix 5). This suggests that the decision of the PCC was based upon an 
incomplete appraisal and should be reconsidered. 
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The Parties Opponent do not agree that the current hedge at the western boundary is of “poor 
quality” as described by Mr Newman (page 40 of Bundle 1). An examination of the hedge has 
been carried out as detailed at Figure 3 below. 
 
This shows that it is a well-established hedge, which provides ecosystem services for a wide 
variety of wildlife. The article at Appendix 7 by Charles Elliott indicates that the rule of thumb 
for determining the age of a hedge is to count the number of woody species present and multiply 
by 110 years. Therefore, the nine species so far identified would suggest that this hedge may be 
in the order of 1000 years old. This would indicate that the hedge could be contemporary with 
the church. It is certainly something that warrants further investigation. 
 
It is not entirely clear what the petitioner’s intention is regarding this hedge. The petitioners 
intend to relocate the 38m section of wall to the western boundary and a caption at page 36 
indicates that “existing trees [are] to be retained”. However, at 3.20 1. on page 21, it is stated that 
“This would also open up views of the Church from the west.” The implication of this is that 
some felling would take place, which we would oppose. It should also be noted that this area is 
the "designated wildlife area", which the church gardeners have been instructed to protect for 
many years. So it warrants particular protection. 
 
Concern has also been expressed regarding the nature of yew, the species proposed to replace the 
wall which the petitioners seek to demolish. Yew has strong growth characteristics which it is 
felt will guarantee the destruction of the long established beautiful flower and shrub beds 
sheltered inside the wall. It is also feared that the roots will spread, damaging many graves and 
draw up sufficient water to cause further damage. 
 
In addition yew has to be regularly trimmed and fed/fertilised requiring the agreement of a 
permanent contract and obligation for maintenance upon the petitioners (LSA).  
 
A Ms Laura Millard has attempted to learn more about the characteristics of Yew. Her report is 
attached at Appendix 8. The Parties Opponent believe that there are sufficient concerns with this 
species to warrant further research by the Diocese. 
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Figure 3: Species survey of Church’s western boundary hedge 
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It is a widely-held belief that there are a significant number of graves very close to or beneath the 
church wall. Prior to the removal of the wall, it is essential that a proper survey is conducted to 
ascertain the presence and location of any unmarked graves. It is understood by some that former 
vicars of the church are buried in this area; their names are recorded within the church.  It is 
essential that a full survey is conducted prior to any work to establish the precise number of 
burials beside and beneath the wall. This is a particularly expensive operation and it is therefore 
essential that LSA pays the full costs of this work. 
 
The Archaeologist’s report (Appendix 5) notes that archaeological excavation is “expensive” and 
is understood to run into the thousands of pounds. On page 9 of that report it is noted that:  
 

“On the outside of the perimeter wall there is a linear disturbance at 91.2m. See Photo 
on Page 3. Most likely a sunken ditch it is oriented N-S and disappears towards the road. 
There is no sign of the unevenness associated with the graveyard but the ground has been 
leveled and laid with granite chippings adjacent to the Airport fence where there is an 
access gate. Therefore it may be possible there are other unmarked graves that predate 
the Chapman & Andre Map of 1777….” 

 
This is an issue that Diocese needs to ensure LSA take seriously. Archaeological surveys at St 
Mary the Virgin church in Benfleet and St James the Less in Hadleigh have revealed that graves 
were found outside each church wall. 
 
The Parties Opponent note that the war graves are subject to protection by the Commonwealth 
War Graves Commission, that this body is extremely unlikely to grant permission for them to be 
interfered with and fear this is an issue which has been overlooked by the PCC. Had the PCC 
met with representatives of the wider community opposed to damage to the church it would, in 
all probability have benefitted from such additional insight and reached a different conclusion. 
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The Parties Opponent are acutely aware of the economic and employment benefits claimed for 
the runway extension scheme. When weighing these up, we recognise that a balance has to be 
struck between a short-term gain in employment and other, negative economic and 
environmental implications. While it is accepted that there will be some growth in jobs, a 
comparison has been made with the outcome at Southampton Airport, which LSA intends to 
emulate. This shows that the airport operator – in this case, BAA, employs a total of 
approximately 200 staff, significantly less than the 1,130 mentioned at 4.2.14 on page 100. 
 
Furthermore, it must be remembered that aviation is a net drain on the UK economy. Tourists 
departing by aviation spend more money abroad than those arriving in the UK. In 2008 the loss 
to the UK economy (the aviation tourism deficit) was £19.6 billion. In 2009 this reduced, 
apparently due to a reduction in the value of sterling. But the loss to the UK economy was still 
substantial - £15.1 billion (no figures yet available for 2010). (Source: Office for National 
Statistics: The Pink Book).   
 
Thus the UK aviation industry is the cause of a very significant loss to the economy. By using an 
admittedly crude figure of £25,000 per person employed, the loss to the UK economy of aviation 
tourism was equivalent to a loss of 604,000 jobs in 2009. We do not doubt that a small number 
of jobs will be created in the Southend area, but these will be at the expense of significantly 
greater losses throughout in the economy. We therefore reject the argument put forward by LSA. 
The Parties Opponent argue that the UK economy is best served by reducing aviation capacity 
and encouraging UK citizens to holiday in the UK.    
 
We are also keenly aware of the issue of the limited remaining supply of oil. This is sufficiently 
well-understood that the Government has created a committee on Peak Oil – the All-Party 
Parliamentary Group on Peak Oil and Gas. What is clear is that as we approach the peak, it is 
entirely foreseeable that demand will outstrip supply and the price will escalate rapidly, 
increasing the cost of fuel and reducing the demand for aviation. It is patently obvious that the 
development at LSA is a classic example of unsustainable development. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal Report (SAR) carried out by independent consultants for East of 
England Regional Assembly (EERA) prior to publication of its draft plan underlined the 
fundamental unsustainability of aviation expansion. It said: 
 

“But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an ‘acceptable balance’ 
between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to 
grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally 
unsustainable.” 

 
Mr Bernard Free (one of the Parties Opponent) has produced an extremely informative paper on 
the merits of expansion at LSA, which is included at Appendix 9. This shows that the projections 
of LSA are wildly optimistic and may well be designed to boost business confidence whilst 
being impervious to harsh economic reality. 
 
The Parties Opponent cannot accept that the Church and its community should undergo such 
appalling upheaval and damage for a fleeting burst of economic activity, which will be over in a 
comparative blink of the eye. 
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The Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams, has spoken candidly on the issue of Climate 
Change and the responsibility of every one of us to reduce our impacts. At Appendix 10 we 
attach reference to his speech of December 2007 – “Climate Change Action a Moral Imperative 
for Justice”. He said, for example: 
 

“The more we see the created order simply in relation to our own wants, our own needs, 
let alone our own greed and acquisitiveness, the further away we are from God.” 

 
And 
 

“So the challenge that faith communities in particular face at the moment is the 
challenge of holding up before our governments and our societies, a clear moral vision. 
First of all a moral vision which insists that we do justice to future generations.” 

 
In addition to this, the Church of England has a series of environmental policy statements, which 
make it abundantly clear that we have a responsibility to oppose destructive actions. We argue 
that the PCC should have taken into account the policy of the Church and demonstrated to the 
congregation that it has considered this issue with great care. 
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The best interests of the church are not the same as those of LSA and should not be confused. It 
is not in the interests of the church for the runway to be extended as proposed and it is this 
extension that requires the demolition of the wall. The church gains nothing but loses a lot; short 
term financial gain would be of no real recompense for these losses. It is the Diocese 
responsibility to look after the best interests of the church, congregation and parishioners and not 
those of LSA.  
 
Between 2001 and 2003 the then owners of LSE applied for the demolition of the church and this 
must never be forgotten. That threat has, for now, been lifted but the prospect of 55,000 flights a 
year hurtling past the east window of the church fills us with horror. What chance does this 
ancient building stand with constant vibration of air and earth? Quiet apart from the toll upon the 
physical fabric of the church it is clear that church services will be totally disrupted by aircraft 
noise. The congregation will slowly depart for a quieter church with the same end result – the 
death of this much loved church. 
 
We argue that the business community needs to accept that the airport has grown as far as it can 
and that it should grow no further; indeed, that the entire UK economy is best served without the 
proposed additional aviation capacity. We argue that local people are entitled to their sleep and 
are entitled to continue to worship in the same spot that their forebears have worshipped for 
thousands of years.  
 
If LSA is entitled, in law, to take our wall from us compulsorily then so be it, but it must 
take our wall from us, we will not give it up. 
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Page 7: Q: H 
It is noted that the burden of insurance rests with London Southend Airport (LSA) but has 
adequate written assurance been provided to the PCC? We need to know if the insurance cover 
will cover the quality of work and any mistakes? A written guarantee on the quality of 
workmanship and the outcome should be sought.   
 
Page 8: Q: J  
Does disposal apply to the land to the south of the wall?  The land is owned by the church so it 
appears that this part of the form should have been completed. A proper valuation should be 
obtained. 
 
Page 12: Q: S 
Is it true that 3 of the 15 were absent when the decision was taken? Should the PCC have met 
with representatives of the residents action group (SAEN) and not merely the LSE 
representatives to demonstrate that it had considered all the arguments? 
 
Page 13: Checklist 
The following list of relevant issues here have not been ticked: - 
 
Q3. (b) Statement of significance. 
Q8 (a) Statement of needs 
Q19 (c) Correspondence with English Heritage 
Q22 Approval letter from insurers 
Q25 (d) Professional valuation 
Q26 (b) letters of consent regarding private rights and seats in the church. 
Q33 (g) iii. Letter of consent from the commonwealth war graves commission 
Q34 (b) Archdeacons licence authorising temporary recording. 
 
The form should be correctly completed. 
 
Page 17:  2.3 
This appears to be untrue. LSA has repeatedly stated that it would be able to expand and operate 
commercial short haul passenger flights *without* the runway extension. The truth is that the 
runway extension allows larger planes to be used and destinations further afield to be reached. 
  
Page: 17:  2.4 
This is misleading. National planning policy is currently unclear, with the Air Transport White 
Paper of 2003 having been superseded by the Climate Change Act 2008. New national aviation 
guidance is expected in 2013. 
  
Regional planning policy does not support growth of LSA and both GO East and EERA were 
critical of Southend and Rochford's Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP). 
  
From CPRE analysis of JAAP Phase 2 consultation: 

 
In relation to local plans, the Sustainability Appraisal Report (SAR) carried out by 
independent consultants for East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) prior to 
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publication of its draft plan underlined the fundamental unsustainability of aviation 
expansion: 
 
“But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an ‘acceptable balance’ 
between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to 
grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally 
unsustainable.” 
 

Local planning policy on the airport was due to be set in the Joint Area Action Plan, which was 
interrupted by the submission of the planning application for the runway extension. Another 
phase of consultation was due to take place before the plan was submitted to the Secretary of 
State. An Examination in Public would have followed before the Secretary of State was asked to 
approve the plan. As mentioned above, both GO East and EERA were critical of the JAAP; the 
majority of respondents in both phases of consultation raised objections. It can therefore not be 
said that the development of the airport is supported by local planning policy. Likewise, the 
economic case is highly questionable. (See 7: Wider Responsibilities above.) 
  
Page 17:  2.5 
This is not accepted. The controls that were proposed were weak and did not suitably mitigate 
the negative impacts of the airport expansion. Night flights are a good example of this. Most 
regional airports close entirely at night or have strict limits on the airport's use - for example, 
Southampton has a limit of 10 night flights per month for emergencies only. It is astonishing that 
LSA has been given permission for 120 night flights per month. 
 
Furthermore it must be said that there are no benefits for the community or the church. LSA has 
only imposed an exceptionally heavy and ongoing burden.  
  
Page 17:  2.7 
It should be noted that two Judicial Reviews remain outstanding on this decision and one Public 
Local Enquiry. The local MP, David Amess has also petitioned the European Parliament in 
connection with human rights issues associated with night flights.  
  
Page 19:  3.8 
It is telling that there is no mention of safety of the congregation and visitors to the graveyard. It 
appears that the primary concern of LSA is the safety of aircraft. Indeed by removing the wall 
the risk to visitors and the congregation may increase. 
 
Page 20:  3.10   
Why hasn’t the PCC or vicar met with SAEN and parishioners opposed to expansion of the 
airport?  PCC has created a perception that it has only listened to and consulted with LSA.  
 
Page 21:  3.20 3. 
No mention has been made here that the security fence is to be 3m high. This would have a 
serious detrimental impact on the setting of the church, demonstrating a lack of regard to the 
exceptional character of this Grade I listed building. The new gated entrance will prevent the 
church from meeting its disability access obligations. 
 
Page 22:  3.23   
The Parties Opponent ask to see the detailed method statement. 
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Page 22:  3.24 
The sum offered represents a very small fraction of the loss the congregation and community 
will suffer, with views expressed that it was derisory and should not be accepted.  
 
Page 22:  View of western boundary 
Reference was made at page 21: 3.20 1. to views of the church being "opened up". Is it proposed 
that this would involve the removal of the rather attractive trees and hedge depicted in the 
photos? This area is likely to provide habitats for a variety of birds, small mammals and insects, 
so removal of such would be undesirable. See 5: “Ecological value of western boundary hedge” 
above.  
 
Page 23:  4.1 
We are very concerned by the use of the word “intention”, fearing that this indicates that the 
PCC has been blind to the arguments offered by those who are opposed to the destruction of the 
wall and/or the airport extension plan. We fear this may explain why the PCC has not met with 
community representatives opposed to LSA plans. 
 
Page 23:  4.3 
This states that there are seven letters of representation, yet the Bundle Index indicates that there 
are nine. Why was there a discrepancy? 
  
It should be noted that the consultation conducted by the church was poorly advertised and 
unsatisfactory. There are reports that when asked, PCC members have told church-goers that 
they have nothing to worry about and the PCC is dealing with the matter, rather than giving them 
the facts and allowing them to engage in the process. There are also reports of the PCC being 
obstructive and unhelpful (see Page 45 of Bundle 1 and item 2 “Irreversible damage to the 
church community and attendance by the congregation” above)).   
 
Page 23:  4.6 
In the light of the archaeologists report at Appendix 5 the decision reached by English Heritage 
should be reconsidered. 
 
Page 23:  4.7 
This is not accepted.   
 
The public consultation (JAAP) showed that the majority were opposed to the scheme but 
Southend Borough Council (SBC) and Rochford District council (RDC) pressed ahead with the 
scheme nevertheless.  
 
It is noted that SBC acknowledges its responsibility to pay special regard to listed buildings but 
there is absolutely no evidence that it takes those responsibilities seriously. The scale of 
destruction to the area, including the highly intrusive high visibility 3 metre high fence, shows 
that it has a particularly low regard for the listed building and its immediate environment.  
 
The earliest record of the church is c 1100 and is a Grade I listed building. This status indicates 
that a building is not merely of great national significance. English Heritage says “Grade I 
buildings are of exceptional interest, sometimes considered to be internationally important,” and 
that “only 2.5% of listed buildings are Grade I”. 
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Page 23:  4.8 
The Officer’s Report does not stand up to objective analysis. No attention has been given to the 
3m high, high visibility security fence and its impact on the visual setting of the church. 
 
It is surely abundantly clear to all that the proposals for the wall and area surrounding the church 
will significantly adversely affect the setting of this listed building. Given the archaeologists 
assessment that the wall would collapse upon impact there must be real concern that the bricks 
will be so fragile that many will be damaged or disintegrate when taken down. 
 
Page 24:  4.10 
Further to the concerns expressed in the earlier letters of objection, B Free has since measured 
the ground level either side of the church wall and discovered that it is some 20cm higher on the 
church side. How does LSA propose to address this? Naturally the Parties Opponent are 
concerned that no damage should be done to the graves. 
 
How would LSA ensure that the roots of the proposed yew hedge do not damage grave 
ornaments? 
  
Page 24.  4.13   
Mrs Gillham has not misunderstood the position. If the wall is an obstacle within the runway 
strip so too are the graves and the church. This point remains to be addressed by LSA. 
 
Page 25:  4.17   
It is noted that LSA has undertaken to accept responsibility for ensuring the establishment of the 
hedge and its future maintenance, if the church so require. In the light of the exceptionally long 
lifespan of yew trees can LSA confirm the length of the contract that will be put in place?  
 
Page 26: 5.2 
The purely subjective assessment that the western boundary of the church would be “improved” 
is noted but is not accepted by the Parties Opponent. By replacing a well-established hedge, 
including a number of attractive trees, with a section of brick wall merely serves to detract from 
both the hedge and the current location of the brick wall. Both represent visual and aesthetic 
losses, neither is “improved”. 
 
Page 26:  5.3 
If a financial payment in lieu of the closure of Eastwoodbury Lane is to be made to the church 
(and concern has already been expressed that this sum is insufficient), why are financial 
payments not being made to other parties who will suffer as a result of the closure of 
Eastwoodbury Lane? Such parties could include the local bus companies who will have to alter 
their routes, businesses that use the road on a regular basis, emergency services and so forth, all 
of whom will incur higher fuel costs as a result of the increased distance they would have to 
travel. 
 
Page 26:  5.4 & 5.5 
The residents action group, SAEN, is given to understand that the PCC has not been made aware 
of all of the facts of the matter. It appears that the PCC has been given the impression that were 
they not to agree to demolition of the wall, the airport would compulsorily purchase it and 
demolish it anyway, making the current proposed option more attractive as better value for the 
church and parishioners. SAEN contend that this is not necessarily the case and that the PCC had 
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a duty to resist all attempts to cause so much damage. 
  
Page 28:    
English Heritage requires that a full archaeological condition report be attached to the permission 
granted.  When will a full survey be undertaken? 
 
Page 30:  1 – 4:  Introduction 
It should be borne in mind when reading this section that the airport stated unequivocally in its 
previous attempt to extend the runway that it was impossible for the aerodrome to continue to 
operate while the church remained in its current position. Not only did the church need to be 
moved to allow the runway extension to proceed, it needed to be moved in order to comply with 
safety regulations on the current un-extended runway. It was stated that unless the church was 
moved, the Airport would not be able to meet safety regulations without shortening the runway 
to such a point that commercial aircraft that use the Airport would be unable to get in and out. 
The aircraft maintenance companies would then close their businesses and the Airport would be 
unable to continue in business. (Source: LSA Information Leaflet 7 "The future of Southend 
Airport", 15/12/2004) 
 
As a consequence the Parties Opponent lack confidence in statements made by LSA. They 
believe that the PCC should have undertaken more critical analysis before reaching the decision 
it did. (See Section 1 above: Physical danger to passengers and the congregation.) 
 
Page 32:  11. 
No mention is made here of "constructions" such as gravestones, yew hedges, trees or security 
fences. All of these are proposed to fall inside the CGA, according to the diagram at page 59 and 
others that formed part of the Planning Application. It has been stated that the gravestones (and 
possibly other items) will not be delethalised and so will continue to present a hazard. The 
Parties Opponent seek written assurance that the tombstones will not be flattened at some future 
date. 
  
Page 32:  13 
This should be viewed the proper way round. The church has been here for over 900 years. It is 
the airport and its transitional surfaces that infringe the church. A presumption is being made 
here that the airport has a "God-given" right to expand and operate in the ways it wishes to, 
which it clearly does not.  
  
Those in favour of airport expansion have often made the point that the airport was there before 
most residents and therefore the residents have to accept the airport. Of course, the airport is 
proposing to change and so it is entirely valid that people might object to it. However in this 
case, the tables are turned; the church was most definitely here before the airport was; it is the 
airport that wants to change and it should therefore accommodate the church, its attendees and 
local parishioners. 
 
Page 33:  14   
This is not accepted because the danger will increase as ever more flights take off and land at the 
airport. 
 
Page 33:  15 
What then are the risks to those attending the church, visiting graves, etc.? It is all very well to 
talk in terms of "less than one accident per 100 million hours of operation" but what measures 
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are being taken to mitigate that risk? For example, what risks are there to those in the graveyard 
when a large jet lands on the runway nearby as a result of wake vortices, noise, exhaust fumes, 
etc and how can these be addressed?   Indeed the wall currently provides a degree of protection, 
which it is proposed should be removed. The safety of those on the ground should be put before 
that of those who are flying because they have not elected to take on that risk; it has been forced 
upon them without their consent. 
 
Page 33:  16 & 17. 
It is not clear that the CAA definitely requires the section of wall to be removed. It appears that it 
is a proposal made by LSA in discussion with the PCC (as documented at page 20 3.12 and page 
284 27.) and not a CAA requirement. The Parties Opponent would therefore like to see the 
correspondence between CAA and LSA on this matter.  
 
It is important to emphasise that any commitments made by LSA relating to safety are, in fact, 
subject to and determined by the CAA.  
 
Page 33:  18. 
Again, consideration is only given to the safety of aircraft operations and not people on the 
ground. 
  
Pages 34, 35 & 36: Diagrams 
Clarity is sought on whether the "Existing 2 Cottages to be Demolished" as shown to the west of 
the proposed runway extension are indeed to be demolished. The maps on pages 34 & 35 show 
that the houses are to be demolished, but the one on page 36 suggests that they are not (as the 
security fence goes around them). 
  
A comment has been made at page 56 9. iii) that four houses are to be demolished. 
  
On 18 March 2011 Dean Hermitage (SBC) was telephoned to ascertain whether he has received 
formal notification that these two houses are not to be demolished. He said that he had not. He 
undertook to investigate the matter further - Mr Hermitage stated that he agreed that it would be 
unsatisfactory for people to remain occupying those houses given their close proximity to an 
extended runway. 
 
Page 37: para 3 
It should be remembered that other legal actions are ongoing and therefore there remain 
questions about whether the scheme will proceed. It appears that the PCC may have been 
misinformed as regards to the position regarding compulsory purchase. 
  
Page 38: para 2 
The removal of the traffic lights and barrier system will result in the loss of an alert that a jet is 
due to take off and the area should be kept clear. Provision should be made in this regard for the 
safety of those using the churchyard and the area in front of it (currently the road and grass area 
in front of the church wall)? 
 
Page 39:  Objectors 
No provision was made in this letter (17 November 2010) for objectors to be informed of diocese 
procedure. They were therefore unprepared for the directions hearing of 4 March and were 
completely taken by surprise by what transpired. Objectors have expressed the view that they 
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feel they were kept in the dark and were consequently unable to participate at the Directions 
Hearing in a meaningful way. 
 
As things stand preparations have had to be made with haste and with inadequate time to prepare 
properly. Objectors would like to be assured that the Diocese will now take care to explain all 
future proceedings and their implications to objectors.  
 
Page 40: “poor quality hedge” 
On what basis was this assessment made? Have any arboriculture experts been consulted? (See 
section 5 and drawing above.)  Is it not the case that the hedge is being judged to be of poor 
quality for convenience in justifying its removal? 
  
We understand that the hedge has at least six species in it, indicating it may be as old as the 
church itself. See Figure 3 and Appendix 7. 
  
Page 57:  18. 
The Parties Opponent would like to know why the tombstones are not considered to be of 
sufficient risk to aircraft to warrant a demand that they be flattened (“delethalised”).  It is argued 
that if the risk of tombstones is considered acceptable why is it that the wall cannot be retained? 
 
Page 57: 20. 
The "wider regeneration objectives" are disputed, not only because of a lack of formulated policy 
on the matter (the JAAP process remains incomplete) but also due to the high level of objection 
from those responding to each consultation on the matter (two phases of JAAP consultation and 
one on the planning application itself). Section 7 above, on wider implications demonstrates that 
the economic benefits of growth at LSA are outweighed by the negative economic and 
environmental impacts. 
  
Page 57:  21. 
To describe the church building and graves as being "not at risk" is disingenuous. While they are 
not at immediate risk of demolition by LSA they are at risk of being hit by an aeroplane. This 
risk will increase with expansion and so has not been fully addressed. 
 
Page 57:  23 
It is noted that LSA has undertaken to accept responsibility for ensuring the establishment of the 
hedge and its future maintenance, if the church so require. In the light of the exceptionally long 
lifespan of yew trees can LSA confirm the length of the contract that will be put in place?  
 
Page 59: Diagram  
What is the status of the grass verge in front of the church wall? Who owns it? If it is the church, 
then it should be valued by the Diocese and purchased by LSA because it will fall inside the 
airport's security fence. Why has the PCC not addressed this issue? 
 
Page 75:  LSA material 
Provision of the documents on the LSA website was unsatisfactory and were not easily found. 
One person had to telephone LSA in order to be directed to them. LSA has a duty to publicise 
these things widely and a small notice on the front page of its website linking to the page on 
which the documents could be found would have been reasonable. Those who were not as 
determined as this individual would not have found them. 
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Page 78:  08 
Parties Opponent feel that it should be made clear what is to be retained. 
 
Page 80: 
The reason given for SBC approval does not actually explain why it was given. Section 7 above 
addresses the wider issues at stake which have not been addressed by SBC. This demonstrates 
that SBC’s decision making process was extremely superficial and open to challenge.  One small 
example of poor policy is the commitments made by SBC in the “Nottingham Declaration” 
requiring that it reduce greenhouse gas emissions, but expansion at LSA will result in a 
significant increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Page 94:  4.1.22   
It is argued that central government documents should be afforded appropriate weight but fails to 
recognise that government has been forced by the courts to address inconsistencies and  
contradictions in policy (e.g. Air Transport White Paper 2003 conflicting with Climate Change 
Act 2008, as demonstrated by a successful Judicial Review of the third runway approval at 
Heathrow.) See comments on Bundle 1 page 17 item 2.4, above. This is also the case in 
Southend, where a commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is at odds with the approval 
given for expansion at LSA.  
 
Page 94:  4.1.26 
It is noted that the airport handled c 700,000 passengers per annum in the 1960’s and so LSA 
argue that this is a now an under-utilised asset. However this is misleading. The actual number 
was 692,686 in 1967 but by 1968 the number dropped to 488,697 and continued to decline until 
in 1988 the airport handled just 95,400 passengers (source History of Southend Airport, by 
Leslie Hunt). In 2009 the number of passengers fell further, to 3,948 (source Wikipedia).   
 
LSA appears to take no account of the enormous growth since the 1960’s in the size of the 
residential areas around the airport. This is one of the worst possible locations for a regional 
airport.  It is totally inappropriate to have an airport within the body of such a densely populated 
area. 
 
Page 280:  6. 
This is incorrect. The church is at the south-west corner of the airport. 
  
Page 281:  14. 2. 
This is a misrepresentation. Eastwoodbury Lane is not being diverted. It is being Stopped Up or 
closed (hence the Stopping Up Order that is the subject of a forthcoming Public Inquiry). A new 
link road is being built between Eastwoodbury Lane and Nestuda Way. Whether the new road is 
called Eastwoodbury Lane is irrelevant to the simple fact that the new link road is a new road 
and a section of Eastwoodbury Lane is being permanently closed. 
 
Page 281:  12. 
Page 287:  39. 
Page 287:  40. 
This is not correct. The PCC and Diocese should note the following facts: - 
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• National planning policy is currently unclear, with the Air Transport White Paper 
of 2003 having been superseded by the Climate Change Act 2008. New national 
aviation guidance is expected in 2013. 

• Regional planning policy does not support growth of Southend Airport and both 
GO East and EERA were critical of Southend and Rochford's Joint Area Action 
Plan. 

The CPRE analysis of the JAAP Phase 2 consultation said: 
 
In relation to local plans, the Sustainability Appraisal Report (SAR) carried out by independent 
consultants for East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) prior to publication of its draft plan 
underlined the fundamental unsustainability of aviation expansion: 
 

“But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an ‘acceptable balance’ 
between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to 
grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally 
unsustainable.” 
 

Local planning policy on the airport was due to be set in the Joint Area Action Plan, which was 
interrupted by the submission of the planning application for the runway extension. Another 
phase of consultation was due to take place before the plan was submitted to the Secretary of 
State. An Examination in Public would have followed before the Secretary of State was asked to 
approve the plan. As mentioned above, both GO East and EERA were critical of the JAAP; the 
majority of respondents in both phases of consultation raised objections. It can therefore not be 
said that the development of the airport is supported by local planning policy. Likewise, the 
economic case is highly questionable. 
 
Page 282:  16. 
In the light of the poor consideration given to this issue by the Development Control Committee 
at SBC, it is questioned whether detailed consideration was in fact given (See item 7 above). 
Furthermore, it should be noted that statutory bodies such as Essex Police, the East of England 
Regional Assembly and the Government Office for the East of England have objected to various 
elements of the Joint Area Action Plan which have been brought forward into LSA’s current 
proposals. 
 
Page 284:  25. 
What then are the risks to those attending the church, visiting graves, etc.? It is all very well to 
talk in terms of “less than one accident per 100 million hours of operation” (15. above) but what 
measures are being taken to mitigate that risk? For example, what risks are there to those in the 
graveyard when a large jet lands on the runway nearby as a result of wake vortices, noise, 
exhaust fumes, etc and how can these be addressed? 
  
Page 286:  34 and 35 
The Parties Opponent are worried that the funding of such work may have clouded the minds of 
some PCC members. It must be remembered that the financial contributions offered by LSA go 
no way to compensation the congregation and community for the loss of so much amenity. The 
PCC should be resisting all attempts by LSA to demolish any part of the church or its property, 
thereby demonstrating it is committed to serving the needs of present and future generations. 
  
Page 287:  36 
The closure of Eastwoodbury Lane would also prevent general access to the front of the church, 
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preventing people from appreciating it from that angle, or indeed the views one currently gets 
approaching it from the east. 
 
Page 287:  37 
It appears that with the removal of the traffic lights and barriers, no system will exist to alert 
visitors to the church and graveyard that a jet is due to take off and the area should be kept clear. 
Surely, some provision should be made in this regard for the safety of those using the churchyard 
and the area in front of it (currently the road and grass area in front of the church wall)? 
 
Page 287:  42 and 43 
The proposition is quite clearly not supported by English Heritage. As can be seen in the letter at 
page 28, no objections are raised. It must be emphasised that this is not the same as supporting it. 
 
Page 291:  para 3 
Why has the FAA's Integrated Noise Model been used? Is there not an equivalent CAA noise 
model? What is standard practise in the UK? 
 
Page 291: Maximum Noise Levels tables 
Why have figures only been quoted for inside the church? People will use the churchyard to 
attend graves, etc. Assuming the sound level difference is simply added to the figures to give the 
outdoor readings, we fear readings of up to around 90dB, which puts people outside the church 
at risk of damage to hearing. 
  
The report suggests that no actual measurements have been taken and so the figures in the 
analysis that follows are a matter of conjecture. 
  
Page 291: final para 
This paragraph makes little sense. 65dB is loud enough to cause significant disruption in the 
church. 
 
Page 294: 
The Parties Opponent have been advised that the question of compulsory purchase is a 
disputable issue and legal advice is to be sought on this. 
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From: Denis Walker [mailto:denis@saen.org.uk]  
Sent: 15 March 2011 14:33 
To: Bromley-Fox Kate 
Cc: legal@saen.org.uk 
Subject: Runway extension at London Southend Airport 
 
Dear Ms Bromley-Fox, 
 
I understand that you have been speaking with my colleague Jill Gillham today and are expecting this 
email. 
 
I have attached a plan from the Planning Application to clarify the area about which we are currently 
enquiring. I have shaded the area in question pale green. This essentially triangular area is the south-east 
corner of the graveyard of St Laurence and All Saints Church and falls within the "Clear & Graded Area" 
surrounding the proposed extension to the runway. One would assume that a "Clear & Graded Area" was 
intended to be clear of all objects, but as you will appreciate, we are not experts on CAP 168 or aviation 
regulations in general. Would you please confirm whether this understanding is correct? 
 
Detail of the Airport's current proposal regarding demolition of the 38m of brick wall that falls within the 
Clear & Graded Area are attached (this is the diagram that includes a photo in the bottom left corner). A 
view of this area is available on Google StreetView at: 
 
http://maps.google.com/?ie=UTF8&ll=51.567316,0.68502&spn=0.001397,0.002771&z=19&layer=c&cb
ll=51.567316,0.68502&panoid=9PHScMOy7eSuRtvODiiJng&cbp=12,35.11,,0,-3.19 
 
and this may aid your understanding of the geography. You will note that there are are gravestones, trees 
and shrubs within the area marked in green and as far as I am aware, these are to remain in situ. As you 
will see from the airport's proposals, the section of wall to be demolished is to be replaced with Yew 
hedge. If the meaning of "Clear & Graded Area" is as outlined above or similar, how much leeway is 
there in allowing trees, shrubs, gravestones and Yew hedges to remain within that area? 
 
There is another matter you may be able to bring some clarity to. If you turn to the left and look west 
along Eastwoodbury Lane from the same location as above on Google StreetView, you will see there are 
two houses that fall within the Instrument Strip. The planning application 
states that these are to be demolished, but since that time, the Airport has informed the owners that they 
no longer require the houses. You will see from the second diagram (the one with the photo) that the 
airport security fence is to go around these properties whereas in previous 
versions, it went through their front gardens (as can be seen in the first diagram). Is it permitted for 
occupied houses to exist within the Instrument Strip? Is there a minimum distance that houses should be 
from a runway and if so, what is it? 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Regards, 
 
-- 
Denis Walker 
Press Officer, Stop Airport Extension Now 
http://www.saen.org.uk/ 
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From: "Farnaby Chris" <Chris.Farnaby@caa.co.uk> 
Date: 29 March 2011 10:43:19 GMT+01:00 
To: <denis@saen.org.uk> 
Cc: "Bromley-Fox Kate" <Kate.Bromley-Fox@caa.co.uk> 
Subject: Southend Runway Extension 
 
Dear Mr Walker 

Thank you for your email dated 15 March addressed to Kate Bromley-Fox.  I can confirm that 
Mrs Bromley-Fox had spoken to Mrs Gillham on this subject and she had advised that you 
would be writing on her behalf. 

The CAA and operators of Southend aerodrome have been engaged in discussions regarding 
the future development at the aerodrome for a number of years. The CAA’s prime focus is to 
ensure that aviation safety at the aerodrome is properly managed and we have supported the 
safety improvements being proposed including runway resurfacing, new instrument landing 
systems, approach lighting, and the installation of runway centreline lighting, all of which help to 
ensure the safety of aircraft operations.  

You are correct in your understanding that the ‘Clear and Graded Area’ (CGA), within the 
Instrument strip, should be cleared of obstacles, except for minor specified items.   The strip is 
intended to reduce the risk of damage to an aircraft running off the runway and to protect 
aircraft flying over it when taking off or landing. Ideally the whole of a runway strip (in this case 
at a distance of 150m laterally from the runway centreline) should be clear of obstacles, but in 
practice it is recognised that the installation of visual, surface movement, radio and radar aids, 
need to be located within the strip in order to effectively perform their intended function.   

As the church, wall, gravestone, trees and shrubs that you mention do not fall into this category 
the aerodrome operator is required to review the obstacle environment with a view to removing 
as many obstacles as possible and demonstrating how any risks to safety posed by those that 
remain are managed; this requirement equally applies to any houses situated within the runway 
strip.  As part of the proposal for the runway extension, submitted for CAA approval, Southend 
aerodrome proposed the removal of a specific length of church wall situated within the CGA, 
replacing it with a more ‘frangible’ yew hedge. The gravestones and specified foliage are to 
remain.  The CAA accepted this proposal as part of the ‘safety improvements’ at the 
aerodrome.  

Chris Farnaby - Head of Operations, Aerodrome Standards 
Civil Aviation Authority 
Tel: 01293 573279 
Email: chris.farnaby@caa.co.uk 
 
Before Printing consider the environment. 
This e-mail and any attachment(s) are for authorised use by the intended recipient(s) only. It may contain proprietary 
material, confidential information and/or be subject to legal privilege. If you are not an intended recipient then please 
promptly delete this e-mail, as well as any associated attachment(s) and inform the sender. It should not be copied, 
disclosed to, retained or used by, any other party.  
Thank you. 
Please note that all e-mail messages sent to the Civil Aviation Authority are subject to monitoring / interception for 
lawful business 
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Preparation of 12,000 sq.mt area of load bearing surface = £1.8m (est) 
Supply and installation of 40mt x 100mt EMASMAX bed = £3.5m (est) 
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Whole Earth Review, Summer, 1995 by Charles Elliott 
Source: http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1510/is_n86/ai_17002621/ 
 
FEW YEARS AGO AN ENGLISH BOTANIST NAMED Max Hooper had a brilliant idea. It 
had to do with Hooper as studying the effects of insecticides on plants when he noticed that 
English hedges vary a lot. Some were composed of no more than a single species, usually 
hawthorn, and these tended to run in straightlines. Other hedges, especially the wandering kind 
beloved of landscape artists and the English generally, often had an impressive range of shrubs 
and trees, from hazel to oak to several kinds of roses. Some, in fact, contained upwards of a 
dozen different species in a short stretch. Obviously the variation meant something. But what? 
 
Hedges are ubiquitous in Britain. Estimates of just how many there are differ widely, but the best 
guess is half a million miles or more. You see them everywhere, especially in the southwest, and 
also along the Scotch and Welsh borders wherever the land is not too high or rough. Not every 
farmer loves a hedge -- starting in the Napoleonic era, when high grain prices encouraged bigger 
fields, a gradual process of grubbing out hedges has been going on, particularly in East Anglia 
and the East Midlands. Even so, plenty remain. Some regions have so many roadside hedges that 
it is hard to see the scenery, and around our house near Monmouth, in Wales, the hills are 
absolutely patchworked with them. (They are substantial hedges, too, made to hold Welsh 
mountain sheep, and they do. If you want to get through one, take an ax and figure on spending 
an afternoon. 
 
To a naturalist, a hedgerow offers many delights. It is a shelter for birds and such little mammals 
as rabbits, shrews, and (obviously) hedgehogs, and a habitat -- sometimes the only really 
comfortable habitat left -- for dozens of plant species from cowslips to cow parsley. Hooper, 
however, viewed his hedges with different eyes. Soil types failed to explain the variation in the 
number of tree and shrub species in particular hedges. So, in most cases, did climate. Could it be, 
he wondered, that the variation reflected the age of the hedge? Was it possible that we had here a 
sort of gigantic botanical clock? 
 
To find out, he tracked down a selection of 227 hedges that could be dated with some accuracy 
from documentary evidence: old deeds, charters (some going back to Saxon times), the 
Domesday Book of 108 6, monastic records, old maps. The hedges were scattered across 
England from Devon in the south through Gloucestershire to Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, 
and Lincolnshire in the Midlands. Then, with some help, Hooper started counting species in 
randomly chosen thirty-yard sections of each hedge. Arbitrarily excluded were brambles such as 
blackberries (find a hedge without blackberries! I and woody climbers such as ivy (ditto), but 
those counted included about fifty other common shrubs and trees ranging from hedgerow 
hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) to euonymus (known around here as spindlel). The results were 
fascinating. 
 
Within a surprisingly narrow range, Hooper found that the number of species in thirty yards of a 
given hedge correlated with the age of the hedge in centuries. A hedge known to have existed a 
thousand years ago had at least ten species in it, an 800-year-old hedge eight species, a 100-year-
old hedge just one. The margin of error could be as much as one or two centuries, but more often 
than not the numbers jibed. There was something strangely satisfying and at the same time 
slightly unearthly about the idea that hedges aged this way. Nicest of all, of course, was the fact 
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that anybody with a shrub and tree guide could go out, pace off thirty yards, count species, and 
tell how old a particular hedge was. 
 
Plenty of people did this once Hooper's Rule received some publicity, among them several 
thousand schoolchildren enlisted by their science teachers to survey hedges all over the country. 
As the data came in, one fact about British hedges emerged with splendid clarity: There is an 
amazing number of very old hedges, hedges older by far than the oldest stagheaded oak squatting 
in a deep park, hedges to shame the antiquity of Tolkien's most elderly ent. 
 
Previously, most historians of the countryside assumed that the great majority of British hedges 
dated only from the time of parliamentary enclosures, when powerful landlords managed to get 
bills passed permitting them to enclose -- and take over -- open fields traditionally farmed and 
grazed in common. The addition of hedges created pastures where cows and sheep could be left 
without herdsmen, thus further enriching the wealthy (and incidentally driving a considerable 
number of impoverished farmers off to urban slums or to America). Enclosures got started in the 
1600s, reached a peak late in that century, and continued until the middle of the nineteenth 
century when there wasn't much left to enclose. So if in fact most hedges were enclosure hedges, 
then, at the outside, most hedges ought to be 200 to 300 years old. 
 
We now know, thanks to Hooper's Rule, that less than half of Britain's hedges are the result of 
parliamentary enclosures, and most of these are in the East Midlands. Elsewhere, there are miles 
and miles of old hedges still leafing out every spring. A quarter of the hedges in Devon are over 
800 years old, another quarter more than 700. In certain parts of Devon and Suffolk, researchers 
found that eighty percent of the hedges contained between six and ten species, suggesting that 
they were between 600 and 1,000 years old. (Some apparently went back even further than that, 
though nobody seems about to pinpoint a Roman hedge using Hooper's Rule. 
 
In the course of all this counting, some other pleasant intricacies turned up. A close examination 
of the tabulation revealed that, in addition to the number of species, the types of species growing 
in a hedge said something about its age. For example, field maple (Acer campestre) generally did 
not appear in a hedge until it already had four other species. Spindle (Euonymus europaeus), 
obviously a reluctant colonizer, came along only after there were six other species on hand. This 
meant that a hedge with a spindle in it could be judged to be at least 700 years old. 
 
Is all this too good to be true? Why on earth should a rule as simple (or simpleminded) as this 
really work? I must say it gives me a distinctly odd feeling to think of botanical life progressing 
on a timetable as orderly as this, passing like us through the generations, suffering its own crises 
and plagues and invasions, creating its own history. Hedges may indeed be planted by us, but in 
this business they are showing an unsettling degree of independence. 
 
Oliver Rackham, in his wonderful book The History of the Countryside, investigates why 
Hooper's Rule works and mentions a few exceptions -- some of them rather arcane -- that ought 
to be kept in mind when using it. The main reason he rule works is that a hedge acquires species 
the older it gets -- but not readily. Seeds blow in, birds carry them in. A second reason is that in 
earlier times hedges were planted with more species than they were later. in parliamentary 
enclosure days, professional nurserymen supplied huge quantities of seedlings, as a rule, all of 
one kind. (Curiously, this trade was the foundation of some of today's most prosperous British 
nursery firms. Third, the older a hedge is, the more likely that it was originally converted from 
something else -- the wild edge of a woods, or a collection of bushes left when a field was first 
cleared for cultivation. 
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The reasons why the rule works also suggest why in some cases it may not. One is that in many 
regions the terrain and climate are too harsh to allow the growth of all but a few species. Another 
is that relatively modern enclosure-era hedges sometimes incorporated whatever suitable plants 
could be dug up in the wild, or were deliberately planted with several species. English elm, a 
common hedgerow tree, can be a vigorous suckerer, squeezing out just about everything else 
(except blackberries) in old hedges that would otherwise have many species. Then there is the 
Texas Exception. Rackham points out how barbed-wire fences put up on the prairies near Waco 
in the 1880s have gradually accumulated seedlings of Texas elm, black oak, Texas ash, prairie 
sumac, poison ivy, and heaven knows what else, turning gradually into authentic hedges. The 
same thing can happen to a neglected English hedge. 
 
Still, handled with care, Hooper's Rule does offer a handy historical yardstick. I, for one, want to 
believe in it; I've lived here long enough to become thoroughly infected by the English love for 
local history. I delight in the notion that some Saxon shepherd leaned on his crook in my 
meadow a thousand years ago, recognizing that he may in fact have been a latecomer like me -- 
Bronze Age hill forts crown nearly every protuberance in the neighborhood. The other day I 
went so far as to count the species in the hedge that runs between our property and our neighbor's 
black currant fields just to see how old it is. 
 
This particular hedge follows the parish boundary between Skenfrith and St. Maughans. That in 
itself suggests that it's pretty old, because parish boundaries can be ancient -- pre-Norman, even 
pre-Roman in some cases. When I bought the property, it didn't look like a hedge at all. Nobody 
had cut it for years, and it had turned into an impenetrable mass of half-grown trees and full-
grown bushes. I "laid" it myself, which is to say that I cleaned it out, sawed down the 
unmanageable stuff, and bent the remaining saplings and small trunks over at a 45-degree angle, 
chopping halfway through them with an ax when necessary to make them stay in place. That was 
four or five years ago. Now, with regular clippings, it looks like a normal hedge again. 
 
I'm still not sure I did it right, but my species count in the thirty-yard sample was nine, possibly 
ten. I found ash, probably two kinds of oak (Quercus robur and Q. petraea), hazel, elder, wild 
privet (Ligustrum vulgare), blackthorn, hawthorn, holly -- and a spindle tree! 
 
The spindle was the prize, of course. It means that my hedge is at least 700 years old, even if I 
made some other mistakes. There is always the possibility that it was planted in 1977 by Mr. 
Morris, my predecessor, but at the moment I regard this possibility as remote. I'm not inclined to 
investigate. 
 
COPYRIGHT 1995 Point Foundation 
COPYRIGHT 2004 Gale Group 
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YEW TREES 
Today, 30th March 2011, I spoke with Lee Melady, GardenHedgingOnline, based in 
Nottinghamshire.  Lee is a horticultural expert of some 30 years. M: 07968 202996 
 
I explained the situation with the graveyard and the proximity of proposed yew trees to graves.  
 
Mr Melady kindly agreed to answer my questions on specifics of the yew which results are 
summarised below. 
 
I asked if the Legal Committee required a report on yew trees would he provide this for us and at 
what cost.  He said he would and the cost would be £50.00. 
 
I thanked him for his time and said we would revert to him if need be. 
 
Soil 
Yew trees prefer a damp free- draining soil. Clay is not the first choice. 
 
Roots 
The tree will develop its own type of rooting system to suit its water requirements and that 
depends on the soil. 
 
Root Barrier 
Upon planting the yew, a root barrier – a type of membrane can be placed in situ to protect the 
surrounding area from advancement of roots.  Information thereon can be located at greentech on 
the web. 
 
Indigenous 
The yew evergreen is indigenous to the UK and would have been common for centuries. 
 
Lifespan 
The yew is hardy and can live for hundreds of years 
 
Maturity 
In his opinion a mature yew would be 6 – 10 feet in height. Very mature 30 – 40 feet. 
 
Planting 
In order to minimise the risk of roots spreading rapidly to locate water because of overcrowding, 
the planting should be 2 plants per linear metre. 
 
Disease 
Yews are hardy, however, if they become water borne they can contract root infection.  They do 
not like sitting in water for any length of time. 
 
Toxicity 
The yew’s foliage is highly toxic. 
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Growth Rate 
In a good year:  8 – 10 inches per year.  In an exposed area:  4 – 6 inches per year. 
 
Containment 
The rule of thumb is that the more foliage which is allowed to develop above ground the more 
the yew will spread its roots to seek water to feed the foliage.  Ideally, the foliage should be 
trimmed as much as possible to contain root spreading. 
 
Damage to Graves 
He confirmed that left untrimmed and without a root barrier/membrane system being used, yew 
trees would likely damage graves beneath the soil as the trees matured. 
 
Wildlife 
Birds will nest in yew trees. 
 
Other Trees/Bushes 
Yews will grow comfortably around other species and do not present a problem in terms of 
taking over or poisoning. 
 
Laura Millard 
30th March 2011 
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The passenger numbers at Southend peaked in 1967 at 692,686 (1) and have steadily declined 
ever since. In 2009 only 3,948 passengers flew from Southend (2). 
 
In the Southend Borough Council Development Control Committee Report Table 5.1 Passenger 
Forecasts to 2020 (Development Case) taken from the Jacobs Scoping Report June 2009 (3) it 
stated that there were 40,600 passengers in 2008 and forecast 91,500 passengers in 2010. It then 
goes on to forecast 1,158,700 in 2015 growing to 1,974,200 by 2020; predictions of employment 
growth for the airport operations are based on these figures. The report itself is full of caveats 
that the Development Control Committee chose to ignore. 
 
It is unlikely that more than 5,000 Passengers flew from Southend in 2010 a reduction of 86,500 
on the forecast figure. If passenger numbers had fallen by the average for the year 14% there 
would only have been 12,8110 fewer passengers. The 2008 passenger figures included 37,400 
Ford employees flying to Cologne predicted to grow to and remain steady at 45,000 a year. (3) 
This contract ended in the spring of 2010 and the company that had taken this service over from 
Fordair, Flightline went into receivership with the loss of 235 jobs. 
 
Ford’s Dunton operation no longer has any design responsibilities for vehicles produced in 
Cologne, Valencia or Ghenk. The only vehicle design work now undertaken at Dunton is for 
Transit and these vehicles are now only manufactured in Turkey, China and the USA, 
destinations that could never be reached by commercial passenger aircraft flying from Southend. 
Therefore these Ford passengers will not resume in the future unless there is a major change in 
Ford policy which is unlikely. This information comes from current Ford employees. 
 
The Jacobs scoping report (5.4 Future Traffic Growth) (3) also predicted that 63% of passengers 
would travel in the summer months with 8,200 a day in July/August. Passenger airports are very 
expensive places to run to quote Mr Campbell (4), a former Director of Southend Airport. To 
staff the Airport to accommodate this number of passengers for only 62 days a year and have 
them doing next to nothing for the remainder is uneconomic. EasyJet quit East Midlands Airport 
(5) for precisely this reason. If it is proposed to reduce costs by allowing carry on baggage and 
self check-in only then jobs created will be minimal. 
 
Predictions of jobs have been based on a ratio of one job for every 1,000 passengers a year using 
the airport. (6) Bristol Airport which handles around 6 million passengers a year does so with 
2,700 staff just slightly more than 2,000 passengers for every job, this ratio giving half the 
number of jobs predicted. (7) Southampton Airport handled 1.96 million passengers in 2009 with 
a staff of 1,200 a ratio of 1,633 passengers a year per job still more than the first figure quoted. 
(8) Southampton is a BAA airport and effectively BA’s South of England passenger hub. At 
Luton Airport the same ratio of one job for every 1,000 passengers was quoted in theory but in 
practice actual survey figures gave one job for every 10,000 passengers. (9) This would indicate 
that the pile it high sell it cheap polices of the budget airlines used by most holiday makers yield 
even fewer jobs than hub airports which also cater for business travellers. 
 
All the holiday destinations that could be reached from Southend even with the extended runway 
are in the Euro zone, even Ireland. With the strength of the Euro against the Pound this makes 
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holidays there expensive, Spain especially is feeling the effects. (10) The trend for holidays is to 
fly further, to Turkey, Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco, India or even further; spend more on the flight 
but get a cheaper holiday. (11) 
 
To get the almost 2 million passenger a year the Airport would need to get to achieve the number 
of jobs predicted it would have to secure all of the 2 million passengers a year identified by the 
Airport as flying on holiday from it’s catchment area. For the reasons already stated it will only 
get a fraction of them. All of the competitor airports have longer stronger runways. Even with 
this modest extension Southends runway will still be 335metres shorter than Luton and 
944metres shorter than Stanstead. (12) 
 
This means that these airports can fly passengers in larger more fuel-efficient airliners, which 
means cheaper seat prices and lower CO2 emissions per passenger. The Airbus A319, on which 
the future of Southend Airport is said to rest, is a cut down A320. Its operating costs for flight 
crew, airport services etc are virtually the same. It was designed to fly in and out of short 
runways, the last variant the Mk133 in 2002 reduced it’s takeoff run by 100m; (13) it was not 
intended to compete with the bigger versions of the same aircraft flying to the same destinations. 
An Airbus A319 (148 seats) flying from Southend competes with an Airbus A320 (179 seats) 
and an A321 (220 seats) flying from Stanstead, Luton and Gatwick for holiday passengers. 
 
Using a simple if crude method to compare the fuel efficiencies of these aircraft by dividing the 
installed engine thrust by the number of passengers an A319 uses 17% more fuel per passenger 
than the other two. It could be argued that the A319 only uses its extra thrust for takeoff but even 
if this reduced the difference to 12% this is still significant. Figures for the equivalent Boeings 
will be similar. 
 
In 2012 Thompson Holidays will be flying holiday passengers in the Boeing 787 Dreamliner 
reported to be 40% more fuel-efficient than current airliners. (14) These larger airliners could 
never operate from Southend. If a family can save around £100 pounds on their holiday by 
catching the X30 aircoach to Stanstead they will. Car parking at Southend cannot remain free if 
the declared policy of discouraging car use is observed. EasyJet and Ryanair have both declined 
to fly from Southend. 
 
In 1982 Mr Ivor Burstin of Burstin Travel stated (15) that for profitable operation the runway at 
Southend should be 1000ft (305metres) longer. The present extension only increases its declared 
length by 200metres. The runways at the popular Spanish resorts are 2,300m long or more. At 
Ibiza the runway is 2800m long and Malaga 3,200m capable of taking wide-bodied airliners such 
as the A300 (361 seats) or A330 (440 seats) and equivalent Boeings. (16) If the Spanish resorts 
in the Euro zone are to attract holidaymakers they will require the cheapest seat prices as 
previously explained. (10) 
 
Competition between airports is now much fiercer and the aircraft used for holiday travel much 
bigger than in 1982. Both Stanstead and Gatwick Airports currently have spare capacity and 
Gatwick recently taken over by the company that runs London City Airport is proposing to 
aggressively seek more passengers. (17) 
 
The history of Southend Airport is littered with airlines that have tried operating from it and 
either failed and left or like Channel Airways stayed and went bankrupt. Cosmos relocated to 
Luton saying (18) “We expected people to want to fly from their own airport, but they did not”. 
Their aircraft were flying half empty. That year Thompson Holidays moved to Stanstead where 
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they could operate £21 a seat cheaper, I think that explains people’s reluctance to fly from 
Southend. (19) 
 
With Oxford Airport now claiming to be a London airport it has to be questioned that there will 
be in the future enough passengers to support six London Airports. Southend Airport is an under-
utilised facility for a very good reason; airlines have found it impossible to make profits there. 
To become profitable Southend Airport has to persuade passengers who now fly from competitor 
airports to fly from Southend; this has proved to be far from easy in the past and now there is the 
added competitor of London City Airport. 
 
Passenger numbers and airport profits peaked in 1967 at £108,368 then declined. In 1976 it lost 
£168,758 and in 1983 it was estimated to have lost £800,000 and cost local taxes £200,000. (1) 
That year Burstin Travel struggled on but then ceased operations, as it could make no money I 
think that this is sufficient to dispel the myth of a successful airport at this time, a time of cheap 
and plentiful oil. 
 
The time of cheap and plentiful oil is now at an end. Anyone with doubts about the validity of 
this should refer to the recent forecasts by the International Energy Institute. (20) They 
drastically reduce their estimates of the future availability of oil and believe that there could be a 
gap of 7 million barrels a day between supply and demand by 2015. This would drive up the 
price of oil and it has been suggested that this could approach $300 a barrel. Saudi Arabia has 
informed the USA that it’s oil reserves are 40% lower than it has stated in the past; and that it 
will no longer be in a position to restrain the price of oil by pumping more. 
 
With the west still largely in recession the price of oil is now well over $100 a barrel. The 
problems experienced by BP in the Gulf of Mexico indicate how difficult it is becoming to 
exploit the remaining reserves of oil found in deep waters. Increasing production from existing 
on shore fields to meet demand will only speed up their depletion. What incentive is there for a 
country to increase production to sell for a depreciating currency when in the future it could sell 
the same oil for what could be twice the present price. Better to leave in the ground; pump less 
now earn more in the future. 
 
An indication of the pressures on airlines to keep costs down in the face of rising fuel costs is 
that airline pilots on domestic routes in the USA are now paid less than bus drivers. (21) 
 
The expansion of passenger numbers at Southend Airport already enumerated were based on the 
now discredited 2009 White Paper an update of the earlier 2007 White Paper with its policy of 
predict and provide. This predicted that the number of passenger would continue to rise at the 
same rate that they were in 2002 at the beginning of the financial bubble; which they have not. 
Passenger numbers fell by an average of 14% in the last quarter of 2008 and the decline has 
continued in 2009. In the 2007 document an assumption was made that oil would remain at 
around $53 a barrel until 2030 The new forecasts are based on oil in 2007 at $75 a barrel falling 
back to $68 a barrel in 2015 before rising again to $75 a barrel in 2020. (22) 
 
Even if the price of oil only reaches half of the $300 a barrel suggested earlier it would still be 
twice that on which the 2009 White Paper was based. The figures for passenger growth on which 
the Development Control Committee took their decision were hopelessly optimistic and any 
predictions of jobs created by them worthless. The economic case for Southend as a passenger 
Airport in the long term is collapsing. It is worth noting at this point listed in UK Air Passenger 
Demand and CO2 Forecasts, which lists 31 British airports Southend is not mentioned. 
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With the increasing cost of oil and the need to reduce the carbon footprint of flying future mass 
air-travel will migrate to airliners of composite construction including the super jumbo Airbus 
A380. This has implications for the future of aircraft servicing at Southend. Heathrow, Stanstead 
and Kent International are already prepared to accommodate the A380. An order for two 879 
seat Airbus A380s has recently been placed, and this aircraft is certified to carry up to 1000 
passengers. (23) 
 
Fast rail is set to replace virtually all domestic flights within the EU. There are now no domestic 
flights between Brussels and Paris and many German cities. Fast rail now has 46% of the 
journeys between Madrid and Barcelona, 84% Madrid to Seville. (24) Deutsche Bahn the 
German rail service is planning high-speed rail connections from London to Cologne and 
Frankfurt through the channel tunnel that may start as early as 2012 in time for the Olympic 
Games. Test runs have already been done and the services only await the completion of rolling 
stock. They are also planning to extend these services into the Netherlands; Eurostar is also 
planning to extend its services. (25) 
 
All this indicates that short distance air journeys the only ones that Southend can accommodate 
are set to reduce in number not increase as predicted. The ones that remain will be fiercely 
competed for and Southend is badly positioned geographically to do this. Who in their right 
mind would struggle down a congested A127 to use Southend Airport when they can reach 
Stanstead in less time? 
 
Congestion is not just on the ground. Look into the sky and see the trail of jet airliners crossing 
and re-crossing the airspace above it. Southend Airport lies under the main air lanes to 
Heathrow, Stanstead and London City Airports, in consequence only controls airspace up to 
3,000 feet. It is an embarrassment to the countries air traffic control. It also comes a bad fourth 
after London City Airport to get take-off slots into the airways. More runways on the ground do 
not make the sky get any bigger and it is air congestion that causes hold-ups. 
 
The CAA plan to introduce Precision Area Navigation (P-RNAV) (26). The ultimate aid being 
for aircraft to fly the routes between way-points entirely under computer control, and to arrive at 
their destination without stacking. The purpose being to reduce CO2 emissions. It is difficult to 
see how Southend positioned where it is could coexist with this situation so that the present 
developments may at best be short lived. 
 
The costs of maintaining the runway must also be taken into consideration when evaluating the 
economic benefit or the runway extension. The runway and the associated taxi tracks, apron, 
marshalling areas of this airport were constructed by Gough Cooper & Co Ltd and Wilkworth 
Quarries Ltd 1954-57 using the process of soil stabilisation. This process was sufficiently 
experimental for the Institute of Civil Engineers to observe and the contractor film the work 
being carried out. The method of construction was clearly cost driven it was stated to have been 
only 50% of the cost of a concrete runway. (27) 
 
It has become clear during the ongoing runway repairs currently being carried out that when the 
runway was last resurfaced that the gullies along the edge of the runway that collected this water 
(28) were filled in. This means that the entire drainage system was rendered inoperative and 
surface water running off now saturates the soil at the runway edge. It appears that this has 
resulted to damage to the edge of the runway that has required it to be dug out and repaired. 
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This appears to involve treating the repaired vertical edge of the runway with a bituminous 
material and sealing it with a waterproof membrane. I believe if Gough Cooper Ltd had 
considered that this was a satisfactory solution to preventing water ingress into the edges of the 
runway they would have used it. This solution would have been significantly cheaper than that 
adopted. 
 
As surface water will still saturate the soil along the runway edge there is every possibility that 
the problem may well reoccur. The Airports description of the work now being carried our as 
planned routine maintenance (29). When the runway at Cambridge Airport was resurfaced it 
took eight days not over three weeks of night working. (30) If traffic on the runway by heavier 
aircraft, an Airbus A319 weighs 64 tonnes fully loaded for takeoff, (13) the runway now over 50 
years old is likely to require constant maintenance. 

 
(1) History of Southend Airport by Leslie Hunt 
(2) UK CAA from Wikipedia 
(3) Southend Airport Scoping Report June 2009  
(4) Echo 25 01 2002 
(5) Guardian 04 09 2009 
(6) Southend Airport Master Plan July 2005 
(7) Jeremy Birch, AirportWatch South West 
(8) BAA Southampton 
(9) Luton and District Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise 
(10) Guardian 20 07 2010 
(11) Guardian 05 11 2009 
(12) ABC of British Airports by Alan J Wright 
(13) Jane’s All The Worlds Aircraft 
(14) Guardian 19 07 2010 
(15) Echo 28 01 1982 
(16) ABC of European Airports by Alan J Wright 
(17) Guardian 23 10 2009 
(18) Echo 09 09 1983 
(19) Echo 20 09 1983 
(20) Guardian 09 02 2011 
(21) Guardian 11 01 2010 
(22) Further Fallible Forecasts March 2009, The cost of oil paragraph 7 
(23) Guardian 18 01 2009 
(24) Guardian 10 09 2009 
(25) Guardian 06 08 2009, Echo 20 10 2010 
(26) NATS Precision Area Navigation 
(27) Airport Paper No33 Hill and Williams 
(28) Airport Paper No33 Fig 10 
(29) Airport Development Update No2 
(30) Cambridge Airport website 
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Wednesday 19 December 2007 
 
The Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams has said that the case for action on climate 
change is a moral as well as a practical one, challenging the world’s rich and powerful nations 
to act with justice towards future generations and to the world's poorest. 
 
In a You Tube video message, delivered last week to religious leaders meeting in the margins of 
the United Nations Bali Climate Change conference, Dr Williams says that a purely acquisitive 
approach to the physical world goes against Christian ethical principles: 
 
“The more we see the created order simply in relation to our own wants, our own needs, let alone 
our own greed and acquisitiveness, the further away we are from God.” 
 
Justice, he said, needed to be done across the generations: 
 
“... it’s possible for us to act unjustly in relation to future generations; to privilege our own 
interests and concerns over those of our children and grandchildren. The crisis that is threatened 
by climate change at the moment is a crisis of that kind. We are being shown, more clearly 
perhaps than we could have imagined ten or twenty years ago, we are being shown how easy it is 
to be unjust, unfair to our children and grandchildren.” 
 
The fact that measures to combat climate change impacted primarily on poorer societies also 
raised questions of global economic justice: 
 
“The biggest challenge that faces us in terms of global policy at the moment is how we are to 
find ways of reducing and controlling climate change without eating into the economic 
aspirations, the proper aspirations of our poorest societies towards prosperity, respect and 
dignity.” 
 
He said that changing this would involve real sacrifice; 
 
“...because this will mean real challenges to developed and prosperous societies; real challenges 
to let go of some of their security and some of their prosperity, we should be under no illusion 
that this will be an easy task. We have to persuade people, and of course we have to persuade 
ourselves, that sacrifice is necessary and important and, at the end of the day, life-giving. 
 
“When we meet to discuss these matters, we are reminded that we do have choices, that we can 
make a difference.” 
 
The full transcript: 
 
Video address of The Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams to the religious 
leaders’ gathering at the United Nations Bali Climate Change 
Greetings to all the delegates meeting in Bali and especially to members of local Christian 
churches It’s a great privilege to be able to address you on this occasion, this very significant 
occasion in our thinking and planning about the future of this planet. People sometimes ask why 
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religious communities should be interested in issues around climate change and the environment. 
And I want to begin by saying a few words about the very character of Christian ethics and 
morality itself. 
 
For Christians, what’s good is the kind of action that allows the style and nature of God’s own 
being, God’s own activity, to come through; and God, we’re told, looks at the world and sees it 
as good. He doesn’t see it as something which is useful for him, he sees it as something to rejoice 
in, and when human beings are able to relate to their material environment in that way, they are 
echoing the way in which God himself relates to creation.  The more we see the created order 
simply in relation to our own wants, our own needs, let alone our own greed and acquisitiveness, 
the further away we are from God. And that’s why in the Christian church, the sacraments show 
us as material world used by and for God; the things of this world used as signs of love not as 
signs of power the signs of control, the signs of separation.  In thinking about any environmental 
issue, then, from a Christian point of view, we’ll be looking for those kinds of activity that 
reflect the nature of God, that reflect that possibility of a joyful appreciation of nature for what it 
is. 
 
But that of course is only part of the story. Christian ethics is also fundamentally about justice; 
it’s about the way in which the love and the mercy of God, the gift of God, is spread abroad for 
all to share; and those kinds of actions which accumulate, which hoard up bits of the world so as 
to protect us from one another as human beings, those kinds of activity which privilege the 
interests of one group over another, those are the activities which God judges. So what we have 
to ask in our present situation is ‘What are those actions that God's justice passes sentence 
upon?’ 
 
Now when we begin to think about the justice of God and how we are to do justice in 
relationship to our environment, two major considerations come up at once. 
 
The first is that the justice of God is a timeless thing. God is not more interested in the past than 
in the future, not more interested in the future than in the present; God’s love and gift is there for 
all and that means that it’s possible for us to act unjustly in relation to future generations; to 
privilege our own interests and concerns over those of our children and grandchildren. The crisis 
that is threatened by climate change at the moment is a crisis of that kind. We are being shown, 
more clearly perhaps than we could have imagined ten or twenty years ago, we are being shown 
how easy it is to be unjust, unfair to our children and grandchildren, to adopt an attitude and a 
policy to our material world at this present moment which in effect says ‘What really matters is 
what we need now and not at all what is needed by future generations.’ We are depriving our 
children and our grandchildren of a world and that is nothing if not unjust. So in that very broad 
and general way, we can talk about climate change as an issue that impels us to think about 
God’s justice and how we are to echo it in our world. 
 
You’re meeting in a part of the world where this is not academic issue, where rising water levels 
are already threatening livelihoods and lives themselves. We’re looking at a future in ten, twenty 
years where this issue of rising water levels will more and more be a question of survival in 
many of the poorer areas of the world.  
 
In relation to that, though, there’s yet another question about how the policies we adopt in order 
to control and limit the evil effects of climate change themselves can be seen as bearing most 
heavily on those least able to deal with them. How, in fact, they can be part of a continuing spiral 
driving people downwards into poverty. The biggest challenge that faces us in terms of global 
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policy at the moment is how we are to find ways of reducing and controlling climate change 
without eating into the economic aspirations, the proper aspirations of our poorest societies 
towards prosperity, respect and dignity. The whole issue of how we approach carbon trading, the 
set of issues around contraction and convergence and agendas like that; these are issues that have 
to be thought through very carefully in terms of how the results of policies seeking to control 
climate change can at the same time work for the good, for the benefit for the neediest of our 
societies. 
 
It’s a complex challenge admittedly, but it's one that urgently needs addressing if we’re not to 
face a continuing future of deep suspicion between societies in our world, between the less 
prosperous and the more prosperous; if we’re to avoid the accusation, sadly well-founded at 
times, that climate change and related environmental issues are a luxury for the wealthier nations 
to be preoccupied about while they fail to address the urgent questions of economic development 
for the poor. Those gathered at Bail and especially those who gather with strong ethical and 
religious commitments will, I believe, want to hold together those issues. 
 
Ultimately, the control of climate change, ultimately the welfare of the environment is an issue 
of survival for everybody. It’s not a question that can be addressed by one society alone, by one 
religious tradition alone, by one state alone; it's something that demands collaboration; but 
collaboration will only happen effectively when people trust one another to be working for each 
another's interests in the fullest and clearest way possible. 
 
So the challenge that faith communities in particular face at the moment is the challenge of 
holding up before our governments and our societies, a clear moral vision. First of all a moral 
vision which insists that we do justice to future generations. Secondly a moral vision which 
insists that we do justice to all our fellow human beings on the globe at the moment. That we do 
justice by seeking welfare, peace and stability for poorer societies at the same time as we seek to 
control the great dangers that surround us environmentally. 
 
And because this will mean real challenges to developed and prosperous societies; real 
challenges to let go of some of their security and some of their prosperity, we should be under no 
illusion that this will be an easy task. We have to persuade people, and of course we have to 
persuade ourselves, that sacrifice is necessary and important and, at the end of the day, life-
giving. 
 
And that surely is one of the perspectives that religious commitment can bring. Christianity talks 
about letting go of our lives in order to save them; and letting go of some of our obsession about 
security, prosperity and success in order that the whole world may live, in order that the whole 
human family may flourish, that is something which Christians ought to be underlining as 
strongly as they possibly can. So let me end by wishing every blessing and success on those 
involved in its meeting. When we meet to discuss these matters, we are reminded that we do 
have choices, that we can make a difference. I’m delighted to know that other faith leaders are 
stepping up to speak on this issue. I’m delighted to know that so many people want to be part of 
the decision-making of our governments on this crucial matter. So God bless and sustain you in 
that task. 


