
Southend –on-Sea Borough Council

[image: image3.png]Rront'
LONDON SOUTHEND AIRFORT
'AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

ING APPLICATION BOUNDARY
AND OTHER LAND IN APPLICANTS
OWNERSHIP / CONTROL.

Pl e (R e O
© [ 2] (O] &) | [O] mbox - Micrasoft Outiook | M LNI-form Spatial - LIVE D... | 1) 09-01960-FULM - Micros... [7f Adobe Reader - [ExL..





Report of the Corporate Director of

Enterprise, Tourism & the Environment

to

Development Control Committee

On

20 January 2010
	WARD
	APP/REF NO.
	ADDRESS
	PAGE

	Main Plan Report

	St Laurence
	SOS09/01960/FULM
	Land and Buildings Between South West Corner of Southend Airport and Eastwoodbury Lane, Eastwood, Southend-On-Sea
	

	
	Section 1
	The Proposal   
	6

	
	Section 2
	Site and Surroundings
	8

	
	Section 3
	Planning Considerations
	9

	
	Section 4
	Appraisal
	10

	
	4.1
	Principle of Development
	10

	
	4.2
	Economic Impacts
	16

	
	4.3
	Land Use and Impacts on Open Space & Recreational Space
	20

	
	4.4
	Operational Impacts and Local Amenity
	23

	
	4.5
	Impact on the Character and Setting of St. Laurence Church
	30

	
	4.6
	Traffic & Highways Impacts
	32

	
	4.7
	Sustainability & Environmental Issues
	36

	
	4.8
	Other Issues
	39

	
	4.9
	S106/Planning Obligations 
Appendix 106 Heads of Terms
	42
73

	
	4.10
	Summary and Conclusion
	47


	
	Section 5
	Planning Policy Summary
	49

	
	Section 6
	Representation Summary
	50

	
	Section 7
	Relevant Planning History
	67

	
	Section 8
	Recommendation
	68

	
	Appendix
	Section 106 Head of Terms
	74


INTRODUCTION
(i)
Recommendations in capitals at the end of each report are those of the Corporate Director of Enterprise, Tourism & the Environment, are not the decision of the Committee and are subject to Member consideration.
(ii)
All plans have been considered in the context of the Borough Council's Environmental Charter.  An assessment of the environmental implications of development proposals is inherent in the development control process and implicit in the reports.

(iii)
The following abbreviations are used in the reports:-

AW
- 
Anglia Water plc

BLP
- 
Borough Local Plan

DAS
- 
Design & Access Statement

DCL
- 
Director of Children and Learning

DCS
- 
Director of Adults &Community Services

DEFRA
- 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

DPD
-
Development Plan Document

DTLR
- 
Department of Transport Local Government & The Regions 

EA
- 
Environmental Agency

ESRSP
- 
Essex and Southend Replacement Structure Plan

EPOA
- 
Essex Planning Officer’s Association 

ODPM
- 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
PPG
- 
Planning Policy Guidance Note

PPS
-
Planning Policy Statement

SPD
-
Supplementary Planning Document

SSSI
-
Sites of Special Scientific Interest.  A national designation. SSSIs are the country's very best wildlife and geological sites. 

SPA
-
Special Protection Area.  An area designated for special protection under the terms of the European Community Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds.

Ramsar Site
–
Describes sites that meet the criteria for inclusion in the list of Wetlands of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.  (Named after a town in Iran, the Ramsar Convention is concerned with the protection of wetlands, especially those important for migratory birds)

Background Papers

(i)
Planning applications and supporting documents and plans

(ii)
Application worksheets and supporting papers

(iii)
Non-exempt contents of property files

(iv)
Consultation and publicity responses

(v)
Borough Local Plan 

(vi)
Relevant PPGs, DCPNs and Circulars

NB
Other letters and papers not taken into account in preparing this report but received subsequently will be reported to the Committee either orally or in a supplementary report. 
	Reference:
	SOS/09/01960/FULM

	Ward:
	St. Laurence

	Proposal:
	Extend runway, divert Eastwoodbury Lane (with new cycleway and footpath), re-position play area and re-provide recreation space and associated parking to southeast, alter access, parking area and boundary to St Laurence and All Saints Church, and various ancillary works in connection with runway extension, including the demolition of 6 dwellings

	Address:
	Land and Buildings Between South West Corner of Southend Airport and Eastwoodbury Lane, Eastwood, Southend-On-Sea

	Applicant:
	London Southend Airport Company Limited

	Agent:
	Vantage Planning Ltd (Robert Matthews)

	Consultation Expiry:
	12th December 2009

	Expiry Date:
	1st February 2010

	Case Officer:
	Dean Hermitage

	Plan Nos:
	B1199200-PA-0001 (2); B1199200-PA-0002 (2); B1199200-PA-0004 (2); B1199200-PA-0005 (1); B1199200-PA-0006 (3); B1199200-PA-0007 (1); B1199200-PA-0008 (3)

	Recommendation:
	Delegate to the Group Manager of Development Control & Building Control to GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION pending completion of a planning obligation under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
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	1
	The Proposal   

	1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6
1.7


	This application seeks full planning permission to extend the existing runway at Southend Airport and divert a section of Eastwoodbury Lane along with a number of other works to the immediate surrounding area.  The scope of the proposed works is as a follows:
· The extension of the existing runway to the southwest by approximately 300m plus a further 80m of hard-surfacing to act as a starter strip and turning head.  The extended section of runway would be 37m wide and be finished in an asphalt surface.  The proposal would result in the total length of the runway reaching 1,905m, although not all of this would be operational.
· The diversion of a section of Eastwoodbury Lane around the proposed runway.  This part of the proposal involves the ‘stopping up’ of the section of Eastwoodbury Lane between 12 & 13 Smallholdings and St Laurence and All Saints Church.  The road would be diverted via a new section of carriageway, approximately 0.74km in length, which would run through St. Laurence Park around the rear of the Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) building, and adjoin Nestuda Way. It would be 7.35m wide (a single lane carriageway) plus a footway and cycle path.  A toucan crossing is proposed where the existing public footpath through the park would cross the proposed road.  A separate process will be required to formally stop up Eastwoodbury Lane.  
· The re-positioning of a play area and recreational space.  The existing play area (which includes play equipment and a small basketball court) is proposed to be relocated approximately 60m to the south, in order to avoid the proposed route of the road diversion.  The public open space lost as a result of the proposed road would be re-provided to the immediate southeast of the park on agricultural land, along with the replacement of the existing St. Laurence Park car park. 

· A section of the boundary wall of the Grade I Listed St. Laurence and All Saints Church would be removed and replaced by a yew hedge. The wall would be re-built on the west boundary of the church, and it’s parking area and access would be reconfigured. The church building itself would be unaffected.
· Six dwellings are proposed to be demolished.  These are 1-4 Bury Cottages, Eastwoodbury Lane and 19-20 Smallholdings, Eastwoodbury Lane.  These are proposed to be demolished for aircraft safety reasons as they would be situated within the extended ‘Instrument Landing Strip’. 
· Ancillary works proposed consist of runway and road drainage works, the re-provision of a small section of the RBS car park, airfield security fencing and runway approach lighting. 

The planning application principally seeks permission for an extension to the runway in order to facilitate the growth of the airport.  The proposal would facilitate growth of up to almost 2 million passengers per annum (2mppa) by 2020, which equates to 53,300 aircraft movements per year (to put this in context Stansted Airport has a limit of 25mppa and 241,000 flights per year).    

The runway extension would enable larger aircraft (such as Embraer 195, Airbus 319 and Boeing 737, which can hold up to 160 passengers) to use the airport giving the potential to accommodate commercial passenger airlines. The airport would remain a ‘Code 3 Aerodrome’
. The applicant envisages inbound flights from Central Europe and outbound flights to Mediterranean destinations.  The applicant states this would likely consist of regional airlines flying to UK and Ireland (13,600 movements per annum), budget European flights (10,700), cargo flights (2,100) and 26,900 other aircraft movements, made up of business/private planes, aero clubs, training and military.  In 2008 there were 816 passenger movements, 928 cargo movements and approximately 40,000 other movements (i.e. flying clubs etc).   
The applicant has submitted a suite of documents to accompany the planning application.  These include a Planning, Design and Access Statement, an Environmental Statement (ES), an Economic Impact Assessment, a Health Impact Assessment, a Transport Assessment, a Flood Risk Assessment, a Sustainability Appraisal and a Report on Consultation.  The ES submitted includes sections on transport, air quality, noise, ecology, third party risk, health and sustainability.
The documentation submitted by the applicant considers the impacts of the airport expanding with the runway extension up to 2020, against a “base case” whereby the airport is expanded without the runway (i.e. expansion with its existing planning permissions and permitted development rights, which include a new railway station and terminal building).  The ‘base case’ sees passenger numbers limited to 0.75mmpa.  The base case may be considered a fallback position and is therefore a material planning consideration.     
The applicant’s Planning, Design and Access Statement concludes,

“In preparing the application proposals LSACL has sought to ensure that adverse effects are mitigated, reduced and otherwise compensated for and that beneficial effects are maximized…Whilst some small residual impacts will remain these are overwhelmingly outweighed by the benefits the development would bring…the proposed development therefore represents an investment to deliver sustainable airport development, consistent with national, regional and local policy”.     
The applicant has also submitted a draft S106 Legal Agreement which includes a number of measures and controls proposed to mitigate negative impacts of the proposal.  The applicant states this was drafted following public consultation between June and September 2009.  The applicant’s Report on Consultation sets out the pre-application consultation undertaken during the summer of 2009, which included workshops, public meetings, an exhibition and a public consultation exercise, which received 153 responses. 

	2
	Site and Surroundings 

	2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5
	The site consists of approximately 23.2ha of land to the southwest of Southend Airport.  This encompasses the end of the existing runway and undeveloped airport land between Eastwoodbury Lane and Nestuda Way (including a section of Nestuda Way), as well as part of St. Laurence Park, a section of Eastwoodbury Lane, St Lawrence Church, a small section of the RBS car park and 6 dwellings.  
The wider airport site consists of approximately 125ha situated to the north of Southend on Sea, straddling the boundary between Southend and Rochford. However the application site is wholly within the borough of Southend on Sea.  It includes one runway, known as runway 06/24, due to the fact it runs northeast/southwest, at 006o and 024o, which can be used in either direction. 

The site is a relatively open and undeveloped area consisting mainly of grassland and agricultural land.  To the north of the site is an industrial area (Aviation Way and Cherry Orchard Way) with open farm land beyond. To the west of the site is open farmland and recreation space, with residential areas either side of the A127 beyond.  To the east is agricultural land with residential areas around Eastwoodbury Lane, Rochford Road and beyond.  To the south lies St. Lawrence Park, with commercial development (supermarket, offices and hotel) and residential areas (North Crescent onwards) beyond.     
The site is in close proximity to the A127, to the southwest and the London to Southend Victoria railway line to the east.  Part of the site is identified as ‘best and most versatile agricultural land’ within the Core Strategy.
The site was first used as an airfield during World War One by the Royal Flying Corps (precursor to the RAF).  It was first operated as a civil airport in 1935 with the first concrete runway laid in 1954. Passenger numbers peaked in 1967 at almost 692,000ppa making it Britain’s third busiest airport.  The airport now operates around 42,000 flights per annum carrying 48,000 passengers (based on 2008 figures).
  


	3
	Planning Considerations

	3.1

3.2


	The main considerations in the determination of this application are the principle of the development, economic impacts, impacts on open space & recreation space, operational effects (including impacts on local amenity), impact on the setting of a Grade I listed building, highway and transportation issues, and sustainability & the natural environment.
It must be noted that this assessment considers the effects likely to result from the proposal and the effects likely to result from the background growth that can occur at the airport whether or not the application is granted planning permission. Therefore, the ‘base case’ referred to in 1.5 above is a material consideration. 



	4
	Appraisal

	4.1
	Principle of Development:


	
	White Paper – The Future of Air Transport (ATWP); Planning Policy Statement 1; Planning Policy Statement 4; East of England Plan policy E7, ETG1, ETG4; Essex & Southend on Sea Replacement Structure Plan policy BIW9; Core Strategy policy  CP1, CP3; Local Plan policy T17.


	4.1.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

4.1.4

4.1.5

4.1.6

4.1.7

4.1.8

4.1.9

4.1.10

4.1.11

4.1.12

4.1.13

4.1.14

4.1.15

4.1.16

4.1.17

4.1.18

4.1.19

4.1.20

4.1.21

4.1.22

4.1.23

4.1.24

4.1.25
4.1.26
4.1.27
4.1.28
4.1.29
4.1.30
4.1.31

4.1.32

4.1.33

4.1.34

4.1.35

4.1.36

4.1.37
	Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.  
In this case the development plan consists of the East of England Plan (EEP), saved policies of the Essex & Southend on Sea Replacement Structure Plan, the Southend on Sea Core Strategy and saved policies of the Borough Local Plan (BLP). Thus the planning application must be determined in accordance with the policies within these documents unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
Development Plan Policy

The relevant policies and text within the East of England Plan state:

Policy E7: The Region’s Airports

“…Support is given in the White Paper for the expansion of Norwich and Southend Airports to meet local demand and contribute to local economic development, subject to the same conditions as those above.”
“Norwich and Southend Airports have an important regional role in meeting local and niche markets, for example by providing business aviation and passenger routes not served by larger airports. Their services may also help to relieve congestion at the major South East airports.”

“Airports provide a range of employment opportunities with a significant proportion of jobs not requiring high skill and educational attainment levels and attract firms that value proximity to airport services. Airport growth will provide a catalyst for the regeneration of nearby towns, notably Harlow, Luton, Norwich and Southend. Local planning authorities should make provision for the direct and indirect employment generated by airports operating in their area or nearby.”

The East of England Plan includes Thames Gateway specific policies. ETG1 is an overarching policy for this sub-region, which states:

“The strategy aims to achieve transformational development and change throughout Essex Thames Gateway which will:

- substantially increase the numbers of jobs and homes in line with Policies E1 and H1 to bring about a better alignment of homes and workplaces while continuing to recognise and make the most of the area’s complementary role in relation to London, especially the emerging development/transport nodes in East London at Stratford and elsewhere;

- give the area a more positive and attractive image building on its strengths and assets, promoting excellence in the design of buildings and public realm and creating townscapes and landscapes of high quality and distinctiveness;

 - significantly increase the overall value of the sub-regional economy and the economic conditions, living standards, aspirations, and quality of life of its residents;

 - enhance the education and skills base and improve access to higher education; and

 - protect and enhance the quality of the natural and historic environments, including retaining and making more positive appropriate use of the green belt.”

Policy ETG4: Southend on Sea Key Centre for Development and Change Local Development Documents for Southend on Sea should:

“…upgrade strategic and local passenger transport accessibility, including the development of strategic transport interchanges around existing transport nodes; and…improve surface access to London Southend Airport and support employment uses there that would benefit from an airport location.”

“Essex Thames Gateway comprises the Essex part of the Thames Gateway Growth Area, a regional and national priority for urban regeneration under the Sustainable Communities Plan which extends into London and the South East (Kent Thames Gateway). It is the largest corridor of urban development in the East of England. It broadly encompasses the areas south of the A13 in Thurrock and A127 in Basildon together with the Boroughs of Castle Point and Southend-on-Sea and London Southend Airport in Rochford District.”
“Currently the sub-region has about 300,000 residents in employment but a workforce of only about 233,000, which highlights the scale of out commuting, particularly to London. It also points to underlying weaknesses in the sub-region’s economic structure in terms of the quantity, quality and range of job opportunities. Improved alignment between homes and workplaces will result in a reduction in the proportion, if not necessarily the number, of the resident workforce who commute to London. The targets in Policy ETG5 are an apportionment of the job figure for Essex Thames Gateway in Policy E1 on the basis of a district level assessment. Southend Airport is a major employment location but no separate job growth target is available for it and so a target for Rochford as a whole is included.”
The relevant policies and text from the Council’s adopted Core Strategy are as follows:

Strategic Objective 11:

“Secure the regeneration of London Southend Airport to enable it to reach its potential to function as a local regional airport providing for significant new employment opportunities and improved surface access subject to environmental safeguards.”

Policy CP1: Employment Generating Development

“Provision is made for not less than 6,500 net additional jobs by 2011, and not less than 13,000 net additional jobs by 2021...support the future potential of London Southend Airport and the regeneration of Leigh Port…” 

Policy CP3: Transport and Accessibility

“Improvements to transport infrastructure and services will be sought in partnership to secure a 'step change' in provision to achieve a modern integrated transport system necessary to unlock key development sites and to secure the sustainable jobs led regeneration and growth of Southend. This will be achieved by…improving accessibility to key development opportunity sites, including improved access to Shoeburyness and London Southend Airport to support the potential of the Airport to function as a catalyst for economic growth…providing for the development of high quality transport interchanges at Southend (Southend Regional Transport Node) and the key urban interchanges at Leigh Railway Station, Shoeburyness Railway Station, Southend Hospital and London Southend Airport…”

The relevant saved policy within the Essex & Southend-on-Sea Replacement Structure Plan is:

Policy BIW9 – Airport Development

“Proposals for new development relating to any existing operational airport or airfield, or proposals to establish a new flying site, will be considered having regard to the need for an appropriate hierarchy of aerodrome and aviation sites and determined in relation to the following criteria:-

1.
General planning policies for the area;

2.
Air travel needs of residents, business and air sports users (Note flying cubs);

3.
Economic benefits to local and regional businesses;

4.
Impact upon public health and safety, noise pollution levels, environmental conditions, visual amenity, and residential and urban areas affected by the proposal;

5.
Requirement for new housing, commercial development, and associated community facilities arising from the proposal;

6.
Demand for the establishment of airport related facilities outside the airport site itself, to serve both it and its users;

7.
Adequacy of the arrangements for surface access to the site by all means of transport.”

The relevant saved policy from the Borough Local Plan is Policy T17 - Southend Airport

Policy T17 - Southend Airport

“The Borough Council supports the operation of Southend Airport and the development of its potential as a generator of economic growth and employment, together with the provision of appropriate airport related or supporting development provided that this pays due regard to the highway network and to the environment of residential areas in the Borough. Any proposal which would be likely to cause severe detriment to the residential amenities of these areas will be opposed.”

In summary, the development plan policy suite is supportive of airport related development at London Southend Airport, subject to relevant environmental and highways considerations.

Other Relevant Policies

Other than development plan policies there are other national policies which are material planning considerations. These include the Air Transport White Paper 2003 (ATWP), Department for Transport policy as set out in the Thames Gateway Transport Project documentation, Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs), published by central Government, which should be afforded appropriate weight.

The ATWP recognises the importance of air travel to the economy and predicts significant increases in air travel up to 2030. These predictions were amended with the 2006 ATWP Progress report, however still show significant increases. It states that current airport capacity is a constraint on future economic growth and that additional capacity is essential. Whilst the ATWP supports airport expansion it recommends this is balanced against environmental impacts, including the need to limit and mitigate noise impact, air quality and other such impacts. 

The ATWP recognises that highest demand for air travel is within the southeast of England, and advocates the development of Southend Airport subject to environmental considerations (para. 11.99). It advises that the local planning framework should consider policies which facilitate the delivery of growth at such airports, and that the details of the development should remain a matter for local determination through the planning system (para.11.95). The ATWP does not specifically refer to a passenger capacity envisioned for the airport.

The Department for Transport has been working on the Thames Gateway Transport Project since, at least, 2005. The project summary states the following with regard to the airport:

“In the 1960s Southend Airport served c.700, 000 passengers a year. The airport has declined dramatically over the past forty years but represents an under-utilised asset. The regeneration of the airport offers an opportunity to ensure that regeneration benefits extend to the eastern end of the Thames Gateway…
…Southend Airport published a Master Plan in July 2005. The Master Plan envisages growth from the present levels of passenger throughput towards around 1 million passengers per annum (mppa) in 2015 and around 2 mppa in 2030. DfT recognises the potential of Southend Airport within the context of the growth of the regional and sub-regional economy and the wider Thames Gateway and subject to relevant environmental considerations, supports the Airport’s development.”

In support of the EEP, EEDA have produced in conjunction with many regional stakeholders, the Regional Economic Strategy “Inventing our future - Collective action for a sustainable economy” states within the ‘what do we need to change’ section for the Thames Gateway South Essex, the following strategic ambition:

“…realise and harness the potential of London Southend Airport as a key transport gateway for the Thames Gateway, by improving operational capacity, surface access and supporting business development in engineering and maintenance.”

Rochford District Council has an adopted local plan. This includes a saved policy regarding London Southend Airport, which states:

Policy TP9 – London Southend Airport

“Planning permission will be granted for development that will support the operation of London Southend Airport as a regional air transport and aircraft maintenance facility, including the full realisation of its potential for increases in passenger and freight traffic, subject to:

i. There being no serious detriment to the local environment or nature conservation interests;

 ii. It being shown that there are adequate access arrangements in place or proposed; 

iii. Plans for future expansion and development will be required to include a satisfactory Surface Access Strategy.“
Although not part of the development plan for the Borough, it is a material consideration, and shows a consistent approach being taken by the two local planning authorities concerned with the airport. This is further reinforced by the emerging Core Strategy for the Rochford District. 

Southend and Rochford Councils are working on preparing a Joint Area Action Plan for the airport and land surrounding it. This is emerging policy and has little weight in planning terms other than showing a direction of potential Council policy. At the current time, the plan is supportive of a runway extension. The JAAP is discussed in more detail below.
The Joint Area Action Plan for London Southend Airport and Environs (JAAP)
The Core Strategy states regeneration of Southend Airport will be pursued through the preparation of a Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) with Rochford District Council.  This has only reached a ‘preferred option’ stage and thus does not at present form part of the development plan. It is considered reasonable to assume the JAAP will not be adopted for at least a year.  For this reason, whilst it is a material consideration limited weight can be afforded to this document in the decision-making process. Reference can reasonably be made to the public consultation exercise however, which sets out the public’s views on certain elements of the development of the airport. 

Third parties have raised concerns with the timing of the planning application with respect to the preparation of the JAAP; effectively objecting on the ground of prematurity.    PPS1 recognises that in some circumstances, it may be justifiable to refuse planning permission on grounds of prematurity where a Development Plan Document (DPD) is being prepared or is under review, but it has not yet been adopted.  However, the Planning System – General Principles (addendum to PPS1), states “Where a DPD is at the consultation stage, with no early prospect of submission for examination, then refusal on prematurity grounds would seldom be justified because of the delay which this would impose in determining the future use of the land in question”.  It also advises that unless the proposed development is so significant it would prejudice the DPD a refusal on prematurity grounds should not be necessary.  

The proposed development is ‘significant’ in a number of ways, but it is only one aspect of the development of the airport and surrounds covered by the JAAP. As mentioned above, the adoption of the JAAP is also someway off. As a result it is not considered the Local Planning Authority has grounds to refuse the application for reason of prematurity. 

Section Summary

The principle of development is supported at all levels of planning policy, however national, regional and local policies set out requirements in terms of the environment, local amenity and surface transport. These issues set the context for the control, mitigation and ultimately the acceptability of the proposal in policy terms. The ATWP acknowledges impacts can be mitigated but not eliminated. It is considered that any residual impacts, following mitigation must be balanced against the envisaged benefits in order for a reasoned decision to be reached. Policy has not sought to dictate maximum passenger numbers, therefore the 2mmpa proposed must be considered on its own merits. It is not considered the proposal should be refused on grounds of prematurity.




	4.2
	Economic Impacts



	
	Planning Policy Statement(s) 1; Planning Policy Statement 4; East of England Plan (EEP) policy ETG4, ETG5, E1, E6, E7 and T12; Core Strategy policy KP2, KP3, CP1; Local Plan policy E1 and T17.



	4.2.1

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

4.2.8

4.2.9

4.2.10

4.2.11

4.2.12

4.2.13

4.2.14

	Economic Policy

At national policy level PPS1 sets out the Government’s four aims for sustainable development; one of which is the “maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment”. PPS4 echoes this and sets out a framework for planning for sustainable economic development in urban and rural areas, and sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable economic growth. The EEP supports expansion in order to provide employment opportunities at the airport, within one of the East of England region’s ‘key areas for development and change’, as does the Structure Plan, Core Strategy and Local Plan.

The ATWP supports airport expansion largely as means to support the economy and national competiveness.  In terms of employment the EEP sets a target for 13,000 jobs to be created in Southend between 2001 and 2021, and at the local level Core Strategy policy CP1 sets a target for 2,750 jobs within “priority urban areas” of which the airport is one.  There is a consensus at all levels of policy that the airport is a significant factor in supporting employment.

Current Employment Levels and Local Economy

The applicant’s Economic Impact Assessment states that whilst the East of England region has been one of the fastest growing economies in the UK in the last 20 years, Southend has experienced a decline in employment. Indeed, notwithstanding the recent recession, data provided by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) supports this assertion.  Between 2001 and 2007 employment within the east of England region grew by 5%.  In Southend and Rochford it fell 3%.  The local area also has significantly lower than average workplace earnings compared to the average in the east of England, with a heavy reliance on the public sector. These factors suggest the local area’s economy is not performing well.  

The applicant’s Economic Impact Assessment states that the airport currently directly employs the equivalent of 1,090 full time staff (FTEs).  The actual number employed is considered slightly higher, however some of these are part-time jobs.  The majority of the FTE jobs (approximately 890) are employed in aircraft maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO), and the applicant states around 80% of permanent staff employed live locally.  It is also asserted the airport supports a further 200 jobs locally, and in total the applicant states the airport employs and supports up to 1,690 jobs within the region.  It directly contributes £31.9m to the local economy and the applicant states it to be worth £46m to the region as a whole.       

Southend is considered an important regional base for MRO activities, and the applicant suggests this is one of the airport’s greatest strengths. Not only in terms of employment numbers, but also that it has made many airline operators aware of the airport; an important point to note in terms of attracting commercial airlines to the airport in the future.

Employment Predictions

The Economic Impact Assessment predicts employment levels at the airport up to the year 2020 for both the ‘base case’ and the development case (i.e. with and without the proposed runway).  Baseline employment for 2009 was estimated based on standard and recognised methodology. Three classifications of employment are considered within the assessment.  These are ‘direct employment’: people employed at the airport; ‘indirect employment’: people in local companies supplying goods and services to the airport; and ‘induced employment’: jobs supported by the spending of the above two sets of employed people.  

The study focuses on a quantitative assessment of additional employment and income impact resulting from the proposed runway extension up to 2020 (the year when the airport is expected to reach 2mppa, should the runway be extended).  The study looks at the employment levels of a number of other regional airports in relation to mppa at each airport
.  In doing so the study establishes a ratio of 800 FTE jobs per 1mppa. Indirect and induced employment has also been predicted using employment multipliers against figures for existing employment levels. MRO employment growth has also been factored in.  This assessment does not include additional employment benefits specifically as a result of freight. 

The results of the study suggest that by 2020 the proposal would result in direct employment at the airport of 2,520.  This is compared to the prediction of 1,560 in the case of ‘base case’ expansion, and 1,090 at present.  The findings go further and suggest when taking into account indirect and induced employment this figure would reach 2,970 in the local area, and up to 3,900 when looking at the region as a whole.  This would create up to £84m in local income and £107.8m when looking at the region.  

The basis on which the ratio of 800 FTE jobs per mppa has been derived has been questioned in responses from consultees and other third parties, including the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) and SAEN.  Indeed, a 2005 report by the Airport Operators Association suggested that nationally a figure of 166 ETE jobs could be expected per mppa up to 2030.  This report considered all UK airports, and thus its figures would be heavily influenced by Gatwick, Heathrow, Manchester and other large airports.  The applying of this figure would represent a conservative estimate to only around 200 more than at present.  This appears to be too conservative.  The figure stated in the report by the Airport Operators Association is not considered a good guide, because it includes the major airports, and is therefore heavily skewed jobs expected at already provided at large passenger airports.  For that reason the figure would be at the lower end of the spectrum. The impact of such growth at a small airport is therefore likely to have much greater impact in terms of job creation.
Furthermore, strong support has been shown by a number of local employers and businesses including Olympus Keymed, BMI Regional, Wilson James, ATC Lasham, Avionicare, Travelsmith and Inflite Southend, as well as the Essex Business Consortium and Chamber of Commerce.  These respondents believe there would be clear economic benefits and that the airport would act as a key driver in turning around the local economy.  A significant number of third party responses in support of the application cite employment and economic benefits as the main reason for support.  The benefits to employment and the economy have also been noted by Renaissance Southend and East of England Regional Assembly (EERA). However EERA are cautious with respect to the long term employment figures and “catalytic” employment (i.e. wider employment benefits).  Indeed catalytic benefits are more difficult to quantify and predict.  On balance, it is considered the direct predicted employment figures provided by the applicant are not unrealistic, although they may be upper-end figures.

The construction process would last around 10 months, and job creation as a result has also been included in the Assessment.  As the borough’s of Rochford and Southend have experienced a net loss of jobs in recent years and in the interests of sustainability (i.e. travelling to work), should permission be granted the LPA would require that airport should first advertise construction jobs locally where reasonable.  Similarly, should the proposed development become operational, all future jobs should be publicised locally and the airport should work with local employment agencies to publicise such opportunities.  The airport has provisionally agreed to this requirement.  This should be secured through a S106 agreement.      

Wider Economic Impacts 

The Economic Impact Assessment sets out a number of wider economic benefits, including the in-movement of business as a result of increased access to air-services, a positive change to the image and perception of Southend, benefits to tourism, supporting the 2012 Olympics and reduced surface transport emissions.  The majority of third parties in support of the proposal cite employment and business-related benefits as their reason for support (some 450 respondents). Some supporters cite better opportunities for air-travel, linked to tourism.  Some objectors note increases in UK residents holidaying abroad has resulted in a tourism deficit. This therefore creates “leakage” from the economy (more money being spent by tourists abroad than foreign tourists spend here).  However, the Economic Impact Assessment considers the majority of the outbound trips predicted would replace trips taken from other airports and for the most part not be additional visitors. Outbound tourism also has a value in terms of quality of life, not reflected in monetary terms, which is also a consideration.   

Section Summary

Policy at all levels supports the expansion of the airport as an economic driver.  Southend has been earmarked as an area for development and change, and allocated a challenging employment target.  The local area is not performing well in economic terms, with its economy shrinking even during the pre-recession boom.  

The proposed development could create up to 1,130 jobs up to 2020, and contribute up to £32m to the local economy.  It is considered the proposal would have a positive impact on the attractiveness of Southend to businesses, and contribute to meeting employment targets set for the borough. Jobs would be advertised locally in order that residents of Southend and Rochford have the opportunity to benefit.  The proposed development would have significant economic advantages over ‘base case’ expansion.  The proposal is considered to comply with PPS1, PPS4, EEP policy ETG4, ETG5, E1, Core Strategy policy KP2 and CP1 and Local Plan policy E1 and T17 with respect to economic development and employment. 


	4.3
	Land Use and Impacts on Open Space & Recreational Space

	
	Planning Policy Guidance 17; East of England Plan policy SS1, ENV1; Development Plan Document 1 policy CP4, CP5, CP6 and CP7; Borough Local Plan policies R1, C14 and C15.
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	St. Laurence Park

The proposal includes the re-routing of a section of Eastwoodbury Lane, which would bisect St. Laurence Park, a 6.6ha area of public open space.  It is identified as a ‘local park’ and ‘neighbourhood park’ in Southend’s 2004 Open Space and Recreation Assessment.  It includes a play area, basketball court, mini-football pitch and picnic seating. It also includes a small 22 space public car park off Eastwoodbury Lane and an old orchard.  

PPG17:  Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation, advises local authorities to maintain an adequate supply of open space and that open spaces and sports facilities be safeguarded unless surplus to requirements.   Policy C15 of the Local Plan seeks to safeguard open spaces where their townscape or amenity value is important to the local area, and ENV1 of the EEP requires the retention of substantial networks of green space.  In addition, BLP policy R1 encourages the promotion of existing sports facilities. Policy states that permission is not normally given for the loss of such facilities unless alternative provision is made.  Core Strategy Policy CP7 supports this objective. 
The proposed road would have a land take of approximately 0.75ha, and require the removal of the play area, basketball court and picnic tables.  The mini-football pitch lies outside the application site and would be untouched.  PPG17, paragraph 13, states some developments may provide the opportunity to exchange the use of one site for another to substitute for any loss of open space. The proposal includes for the change of use of adjacent agricultural land to form part of St. Laurence Park.  This would result in a net gain of 1.04ha to St. Laurence park, and thus public open space.  The play area, basketball court and picnic tables would be re-provided approximately 60m further south than at present.  The park would be severed into two areas by the proposed road, with the area to the north of the road proposed as a ‘naturalised wildlife meadow’, and the larger area to the south remaining informal open space.  

Sport England have raised no objection to the re-provision of the open space subject to conditions for the re-provision of the 22 space car park, which is proposed to be re-sited approximately 80m south on what is now agricultural land, and conditions relating to the relocation of play equipment and the safeguarding of open space during construction.  Similarly, the Council’s Parks Section have not objected subject to a number of conditions and planning obligations being imposed to relocate the equipment and ensure the park remains open to the public.  
The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of EEP policy ENV1, Core Strategy policy CP7, BLP policy C15 and PPG17 advice, as long as adequate conditions and obligations are imposed. The applicant should bear the full cost of relocating the play, and other, equipment (or providing new equipment where required), re-providing the car park, landscaping and other works necessary to maintain a good level of pubic amenity in the park.

The re-positioned play equipment would be located 60m closer to dwellings in North Crescent than at present.  Whilst a definitive layout and location of the equipment has not been submitted, the area in which the applicant proposed to relocate it is shown on the plans.  This would be adjacent to public footpath 121, and at least 30m-40m from rear boundaries of the closest dwellings in North Crescent.  Some concern has been raised with the proposed position of the play equipment in terms of residents’ amenity; however it is considered an adequate distance from rear gardens can still be maintained in accordance with policy CP4 of the Core Strategy.      

Loss of Agricultural Land 

As a result of the re-provision of recreation space there would be a loss of 1.75ha of agricultural land between North Crescent and Eastwoodbury Lane.  The land is identified as ‘best and most versatile agricultural land’ within the Core Strategy, and was recently identified as Grade 2 agricultural land (good quality) in the draft JAAP sustainability study, however other sources suggest it could be Grade I (best quality).  Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect such land from irreversible damage, in line with PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.  

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) have objected to the application, partly in response to the loss of the agricultural land, on grounds of it being unsustainable and damaging to UK food security.  However, much of the land (except for the re-located car park) would be grassed and landscaped for recreational use, thus it is not considered the development (for the most part) would be irreversible.  Therefore if there was a food security problem in the future, the land could be returned to agricultural use.  The area proposed on which to locate the car park would be more difficult to remediate.  Nonetheless, it is considered the benefits to be had, as a result of the development, outweigh this slight loss of agricultural land to being irreversibly damaged. It is also noted DEFRA guidance on the matter has changed in recent years and there would no longer be a presumption against the loss of this land.

A further area of land to the immediate west of the runway would be lost to the runway extension and extended air field.  This is not currently farmed, and due to the presence of the airport, is not likely to be used for agricultural purposes in the foreseeable future.  

Airport runway lighting is proposed within agricultural land to the west of Nestuda Way.  This would have a limited land take, and would not significantly interfere with farming activities. 
Public Footpath No.121

Public footpath 121 runs through St. Laurence Park from North Crescent to Eastwoodbury Lane.  This would be intersected by the proposed road, however the route would remain.  A toucan crossing is proposed where the footpath would be intersected.  This would form part of a planning obligation.  The footpath should remain open during construction works, although this may involve a temporary diversion requiring agreement from the highway authority. 
Other Land Use Issues

The old orchard adjacent to No.13 Smallholdings, Eastwoodbury Lane is not included within the application site and would remain untouched.  Access to the orchard would remain.  

A number or third party representations have objected on grounds of loss of green belt. The application site is not within the greenbelt.  Therefore there would be no loss of green belt as a result of the proposed development. 

Section Summary

The proposal includes the re-provision of public open space resulting in a net gain of 1.04ha of public open space overall.  This would represent a benefit. This would result in the loss of 1.75ha of agricultural land; however the majority of this loss would not be irreversible.  Subject to conditions and planning obligations the proposal is considered acceptable in land use terms.
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	Operational Impacts and Local Amenity

	
	Planning Policy Statements 1 and 3, Planning Policy Guidance Note 24; East on England Plan policy ENV7; Development Plan Document 1 KP2 (Development Principles), CP4 (The Environment and Urban Renaissance Borough Local Plan Policies C11 (New Buildings, Extensions and Alterations), T17 (Southend Airport) and SPD1 
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	Noise

The potential for noise as a result of airport activity is one of the main reasons for objection by third parties, and is cited in all but a few objections to the planning application (approximately 1400).  Concerns have been raised, predominantly in relation to noise generated by aircraft movements, but also ground operations and surface traffic on the proposed road. Many of the objections received cite night flights as a primary concern.  Leigh Town Council is particularly concerned with increased noise for residents of Leigh.    

PPG24: Planning and Noise sets out national policy guidance on dealing with development generating noise.  The Annexe to PPG24 sets out noise exposure categories (NECs) for assessing noise in relation to residential buildings.  Core Strategy Policy CP4 seeks to prevent and mitigate all forms of pollution, including noise.  For the avoidance of doubt it is considered “noise” be defined as unwanted sound.  Saved Local Plan policy T17 seeks to oppose any airport related development which would cause severe detriment to residential amenity.  

The applicant has included sections on surface and air noise within the ES which includes an Air Noise Assessment, Ground Noise Assessment and a Construction Noise Assessment.  

The Air Noise Assessment uses an Integrated Noise Model software package to carry out predictions of aircraft noise.  It is an accepted prediction methodology used in the UK and worldwide. The assessment has considered the difference between the ‘base case’ scenario and runway extension scenario.  Noise exposure contours have been developed based on daytime noise, and identify properties affected by different noise levels (based on the Laeq parameter
).  
Noise is measured in decibels which range from 0dB (threshold of human hearing) and 140dB (threshold of pain).  PPG24 guidance states less than 57dB (rated A on the NEC) is a generally accepted noise level for air traffic, and would not normally be a determining factor in planning applications. It is considered this level represents low annoyance.  A level of 57dB to 66dB is when noise should be taken into account and mitigated against (NEC rating B).  Levels of 66dB to 72dB (rated C) should not normally be granted permission, however where permission is granted must include conditions for noise mitigation.  Above 72dB (rated D) is unacceptable in terms of amenity. These guideline levels are lower when assessing night time flights.  PPG24 guidance is recommended primarily in relation to building new housing close to noise sources rather than introducing noise sources to existing housing, but is often used for both purposes in assessing aircraft noise.         

Third parties have raised the point that the applicant raised the point the airport has become considerable quieter since the 1960s, and the number of people within the 57dB noise contours has fallen since then.  The applicant does not base their argument on this point, and officers give no weight to this point in the determination of this planning application.  It is considered only current noise levels, and noise levels that could be achieved under the ‘base case’ scenario are relevant.
The applicant states that the extension of the runway would facilitate larger but quieter, more modern aircraft using the airport. The proposals would also see approximately three-quarters of aircraft arriving on runway 24 (i.e. the Rochford end) with a lower proportion coming in over Leigh on Sea. The Airport intends to operate a runway preference arrangement in this respect (which should be secured via a S106 agreement). The intention is to reduce the number of flights over Southend borough, where the majority of the local population are located, in order to limit noise increases. The consequence of this will be an increase in the number of arrivals and more significantly the number of departures over Rochford, however the area of Rochford within the 57dB+ noise contours is largely undeveloped land. 

It is also acknowledged that airport operations could increase without the runway extension, thus increasing the noise contours under the ‘base case’ scenario. It is considered important to assess what the airport could do within its current parameters. The airport currently has no specific noise restrictions.  A 1999 planning permission issued by Rochford District Council (97/00526/OUT) included a S106 which required best practice for engine testing and a review of noise contours and measures to reduce ground noise.  The lack of existing controls is a material consideration in assessing proposed noise levels. 

Due to reduced background noise and generally lower levels of activity at night, aircraft noise will be more noticeable at night.  PPG24 (paragraph 10) recommends noise-sensitive development should not normally be permitted where high levels of noise will continue throughout the night.  Equally, it is considered high levels of night noise should not be introduced to noise sensitive development (such as residential areas). PPG24 considers a level below 48dB acceptable at night.  This is higher than the World Health Organisation (WHO) level of 40dB, which has been raised by third parties. It is recognised WHO guidance is relevant, however more weight is afforded to PPG24 as the Government’s current planning guidance on this matter. 
The proposal includes for 120 night flights per month (with some exceptions – discussed later on).  Southend Council currently has no planning controls over night flights at the airport. The CAA does have licensing powers in respect of night flights under the Air Navigation Order 2005, although Southend Airport is licensed for night flights subject to lighting requirements.  The Rochford DC S106 agreement (referred to above) limits helicopter flying at night, and includes provision for a periodic “review” of night-flying arrangements, but imposes no other specific limitations.  Rochford DC, in their consultation response, indicate they would not object to a new S106 agreement, with appropriate controls, being agreed to replace the 1999 agreement (and this is discussed in 4.9 below).  

The results of the noise assessments submitted by the applicant conclude that there would only be a 3dB increase in airborne noise due to the proposed development over and above the ‘base case’ scenario.  It states this would result in 47 additional dwellings exposed to a 63dB level (a moderate level of disturbance – NEC level B) compared to 34 under the ‘base case’. Thus the proposed runway extension would result in a noticeable noise increase (NEC level B) for 13 dwellings (or 32 people).   The 57dB level (NEC level A) would affect 1680 dwellings (3787 people) by 2020 with the runway extension, and 681 dwellings (1552 people) without it.  A difference of 2,235 people.  The number of people brought within the 57dB contour is not considered to warrant refusal.  PPG24 considers this noise level as not being problematic.  They would not experience a significant increase in noise disturbance.  With regards to night noise, the ES concludes with adequate mitigation in place (refer to section 4.9.), night-time noise would be reduced compared to the ‘base case’ scenario for expansion.
With regards to ground noise at the airport, the assessments indicate this would not be problematic with adequate controls in place.  Similarly, the proposed re-routed section of Eastwoodbury Lane, would be of a sufficient distance from dwellings in North Crescent (approximately 120m) so as not to result in a significant increase in noise disturbance.    

A number of third party representations have referred to public responses to the JAAP in relation to night time activity and noise.  Whilst the JAAP is not adopted and does not carry significant weight, regard has been had to the public representations received to it.  This section considers the noise impacts of the development, and to assist officers in undertaking that assessment the Council has engaged independent specialist noise consultants. The conclusions in this report have been based on their advice.  

PPG24 (paragraph 10) notes much of the development which is necessary for the creation of jobs and the construction and improvement of essential infrastructure will generate noise, and that the planning system should not place unjustifiable obstacles in the way of such development. Nevertheless, the local planning authority must ensure that the proposed development does not cause an unacceptable degree of disturbance.  Subject to the independent verification of the applicant’s noise assessment, it is considered the proposed development could be sufficiently mitigated against.  Providing an adequate level of mitigation is imposed, the proposal would comply with PPG24 guidance, Policy T17 of the Local Plan and CP4 of the Core Strategy.  Mitigation measures would have to be detailed, stringent and enforceable.
The applicant has put forward a number of proposed mitigation measures.  These include agreeing to a Noise Action Plan (NAP), which would see a noise manager appointed at the airport, caps on aircraft movements, noise preferential routes, noise monitoring and the imposition of fines if limits are exceeded, a limit on night-flights, prohibition of helicopter flights at night (as already exists), a noise insulation grant scheme for residents, limits on engine testing, and a Ground Noise Management strategy to be devised.
In addition to the noise insulation grants being offered to residents by the airport, it is considered it should be extended to any schools and healthcare buildings within the 63dB contour experiencing an increase of 3dB or more, should the need arise.  PPG24 notes uses such as, hospitals and schools will contain buildings and activities which are noise-sensitive.  Concerns have been raised by third parties with respect to local schools and the imposition of this requirement on the airport is considered appropriate.
Control measures and mitigation measures are discussed further in section 4.9 below. 
Air Quality
Air quality is another issue which is included in a significant number of third party representations.  As with noise, there is national policy, PPS23: Planning & Pollution Control which provides guidance on air quality, and regional and local policy (referred to above) which seeks to protect residential amenity and reduce pollution. 
The assessment of air quality is an assessment of air-borne pollutants which may have an impact on amenity and people’s health.  It is not concerned with green house gasses and climate change, which is discussed separately in section 4.7 of this report. The content of air quality assessments is guided by legislation provided by the EU (EU Directive 96/62/EC) and Central Government (i.e. the UK Air Quality Strategy), and covers Nitrogen Oxides (such as N02), sulphur dioxide, Benzene, Carbon Monoxide (CO), lead, ozone and other such pollutants.

The applicant has included air quality within the ES, and carried out an Air Quality Assessment (AQA).  The ES acknowledges that the development of the airport will give rise to an increased number of sources of emissions, and that aircraft can be potentially significant sources of Nitrogen Oxide emissions.  The AQA establishes baseline conditions, and note that neither Southend BC or Rochford DC have been required to declare any Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and consequently have not identified any areas where air quality standards are low. The baseline conditions were established during a desk-top study of data from the local area.  
The methodology used to predict the emissions resulting from the airport is set out in the ES Appendix E, and sets out the DMRB recommended methodology (as published by the Highways Agency).  The assessment concludes the predicted level for N02 would be lower the maximums recommended by legislation and that the predicted change in emissions overall would be insignificant.  The effect on health is considered to be minimal when regard is had to other sources.
The ES does not include a detailed assessment of aircraft emissions arising from aircraft operations.  Technical guidance on this matter advises that there is not a need to carry out this assessment when an airport operates with less than 10 million passengers, however conversely EIA guidance requires all potential impacts to be assessed. Nonetheless, an independent air quality consultant advises any change in pollutant concentrations associated with the proposed increase in aircraft movements alone would be small and insignificant.  It would be unlikely to exceed air quality objectives.  

Construction dust impacts have not been fully assessed and have the potential to impact local air quality.  A condition is recommended in order to require this prior to commencement.  
In terms of the impact of surface traffic on air quality, sufficient consideration has been given to the airport car park, which will not have a significant impact on nearby residential amenity.  The ES considers surface traffic would result in a low magnitude increase in airborne pollutants, which would have no significant effect on air quality. Officers have requested further verification of this from the applicant in order to ensure there has been no under-prediction of impacts.  The outcome of this verification will be confirmed via a supplemental.      
Public Safety and Third Party Risk
Public safety is a material consideration and a key aspect of public amenity.  A significant number of objections received from third parties, including local schools and SAEN have raised concerns with the proposed Public Safety Zone (PSZ) around the airport.  Guidance on public safety zones comes from Circular 01/2002 (Control of Development in Airport Public Safety Zones).  As Government guidance, it can be afforded significant weight. 

The UK has an excellent air safety record (twice as good as the world average). Circular 01/2002 advocates the use of PSZs, a set of contours drawn around a runway based on assessments of individual risk to people on the ground from an aircraft accident over the course of a year.  They comprise of two contours, 1 in 10,000 risk (high risk) and 1 in 100,000 risk (tolerable risk).  Guidance requires any properties within the high risk area to be bought out by the appropriate airport. Those living and working within the 1 in 100,000 risk contour are considered by central government to be within a tolerable risk and guidance seeks to ensure there is a presumption against certain types of new development within this zone  
Information has been provided on public safety in the ES.  A computer-based model, and forecasts of air traffic at Southend have been used.  The methodology is considered to be in accordance with Department for Transport guidelines on individual risk.  The ES modelling demonstrates that no properties would fall within the high risk zone as a result of the proposed extension. The high risk zone would only extend to the southwest of the runway in Southend over Nestuda Way and grassland/farmland.  To the northeast it would remain within the airfield ending at the boundary with the railway line.

The 1 in 100,000 contour would extend over largely undeveloped land on the Rochford side of the boundary and actually be reduced due to the extension of the runway to the southwest.  It would extend down to the junction of Blenheim Chase and Elmsleigh Road in Leigh on Sea. The proposed development would see the contour extend 260m further than the ‘base case’ scenario. Additional properties would be included within the 1 in 100,000 contour.  This would be consistent with guidance in the circular, however further intensification of uses here (i.e. redeveloping the area for flats or higher density living) would be prevented if permission were granted. 
Blenheim School is within the 1 in 100,000 contour.  The school has historically been within the contour (until 2006) and would return if the airport expanded to that permissible without the runway extension.  The ‘base case’ is therefore considered important here.  Even without the runway extension the contour could be extended over the school.  The Council’s education specialists advise that the Council is increasing the capacity of the school from 80 to 90 pupils per year between 2008 and 2012 (possibly up to 2015).  The presence of the school within the PSZ would mean future improvements at the school would not necessarily be contrary to Circular 1/2002 guidance, however additions to the building for the purposes of increasing pupil capacity at the school would be capped.  The education specialists have advised of no such building expansion plans.

The applicant is also proposing to introduce an Instrument Landing System (ILS) guiding aircraft into landing from the southwest.  No such system is in place at present and pilots currently approach the runway manually.  The ILS would guide aircraft into land and adds an additional element of safety to manual approach. Such a mechanism will improve safety fir aircraft on approach from the south west may also influence the extent of the PSZ over time.     

In addition to PSZ risk there exists the risk of Wake Vortex incidents.  These are typically damage to property (most commonly dislodged roof tiles) as a result of spiralling movements of air flowing behind aircraft.  Whilst Wake Vortex Strikes are low risk, the presence of larger aircraft and the increased number of such aircraft would increase the risk of these incidents.  These pose minimal risk to safety, but have the potential to damage property.  As such, the airport has offered to be bound by a Wake Vortex repair scheme, whereby any such damage caused is borne by the airport.  This would be included in a S106 agreement. 
In terms of public safety and third party risk, the proposal is considered to comply with policy and associated guidance.   
Landscape and Visual Amenity

Core Strategy Policy CP4 is concerned with the local environment and urban renaissance, and seeks to protect and enhance the appeal and character of residential areas and all open areas where townscape and amenity value is important.  
The ES submitted includes a Landscape and Visual Assessment in relation to the application site.  This considers the impacts the proposed development would have on the landscape during the construction phase and once the development is operational.  The assessment includes a relatively comprehensive assessment of the existing character, and establishes a baseline.  
During the construction phase it is considered there would be a number of impacts on the area.  Primarily that which would result from the diverted section of Eastwoodbury Lane, and the effects this would have on the character of St. Laurence Park and its surrounds.  These would be present for around 12 months, and it is considered with adequate mitigation measures these are acceptable. 

The landscape is one of flat, semi-rural space and is fairly open and spacious, in the Southend context.  There is little in the way of significant vegetation, and it is noted that vegetation would be removed from within the extended safeguarded areas around the runway (with the exception of small bushes and grass).  Officers do not recommend a significant amount of tree planting be undertaken around the runway and this would have the potential to attract birds and thus increase risks of bird air-strikes, which is undesirable.  The loss of 6 dwellings would also affect the landscape here.

It is noted that a section of the new road would be set below existing ground level and that a significant strip of planting is proposed to the south side of the road.  These measures would mitigate the visual impact of the proposal from North Crescent to some extent.  
A sensitive landscape scheme in both St. Laurence Park and around the Grade I Listed St. Laurence and All Saints Church (discussed separately below) would mitigate the visual impacts of the road and runway.  

Airfield lighting is proposed to the west of Nestuda Way, and while would be some distance from residential areas, would impact on the landscape, but bearing in mind the site, for the most part, has a lawful use as an airport it is expected that there will be associated airport paraphernalia such as lighting etc. 

Overall, it is considered the proposals would have an impact on the visual amenity of the area, however with adequate mitigation (namely planting), this impact could be minimised.  It is acknowledged there would remain some residual impact (namely the approach lighting and loss of existing landscaping), although it is considered this limited impact is outweighed by the benefits of the proposal in this case and does not warrant refusal of planning permission. 
Section Summary

The noise predicted as a result of the proposed development is not likely to be significant, providing adequate mitigation is put in place.  This is taking into account what the levels could increase to with no runway extension and that there are no real controls existing at present.  Impacts on air quality are not likely to be significant, however officers have required further verification of the model used to predict emissions from surface traffic.  

Safety has been assessed, and the proposal is considered in accordance with guidance on third party risk. The proposals would have an impact on the visual amenity of the area, however with adequate mitigation (namely planting), this impact could be sufficiently minimised. 
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	Impact on the Character and Setting of St. Laurence Church 

	
	Planning Policy Statement(s): 1; Planning Policy Guidance 15; 
Development Plan Document 1 policy CP4; and Borough Local Plan Policies C2.
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	St. Laurence and All Saints is a Grade I Listed Building.  The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the Local Authority to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings.    The church is considered of “outstanding interest” and is significant in terms of its architectural quality and history.  The building is built of ragstone rubble with flint and limestone dressings and a timber framed spire.  Parts of the church go back as a far as the 12th Century.  
The proposal includes the removal of a 38m section of the later-Victorian boundary wall 38m in length, and its replacement with a yew hedge.  The removed section of wall would be re-built to the west boundary.  The removal of the wall is required as part of the CAA requirements for a “clear and graded” area around the runway strip.  The wall itself is not described in the building’s listing entry in 1951, but is considered to form part of the ‘curtilage listed’ as it lies within the curtilage of the church.
The wall is constructed of yellow stock brick with English bond; this is typical of late 19th Century construction, and indeed it is not present on the 1849 pictorial record of the church.  

The applicant has considered alternatives to removal, in liaison with English Heritage, but considers its replacement with a hedge as the option with least impact on the setting of the building.  No significant historic fabric would be lost (due to the relatively recent construction of the wall and the fact it would be retained elsewhere on the site).  The replacement with a hedge would retain the enclosure and character of the churchyard.  It is not considered the proposal would adversely affect the setting of the listed building.  English Heritage has not objected to the proposal.  It is considered to comply with the above policy and PPG15 advice.
English Heritage has requested a condition requiring a photographic record of the churchyard be made and deposited in the local historical record.  This condition is considered reasonable and is recommended for inclusion.          

It is noted the church spire falls within the airport ‘safeguarded area’ as defined by the CAA.  The CAA have indicated they would accept the retention of the church taking into account the additional safety measures proposed by the applicant, and noting that the proposed area of runway on which aircraft would touchdown if the runway were extended would significantly limit the potential of the church as a hazard.  Some third parties have questioned the future of the church.  Based on the evidence provided by the applicant, including the view of the CAA, it is considered the church need not be removed.  Certainly, any future proposals affecting the church would require a further planning application and listed building consent and would be determined on their own merits. 

Whether or not the church itself agrees to the physical removal of the wall is a private matter between the applicant and landowner.  This is not a planning consideration. 
Section Summary

The impact of development on the Grade I listed church and its curtilage is considered acceptable in planning terms. The impact of development has been mitigated by the relocation and planting proposed. No objection has been received from the central Government advisor (English Heritage) on the historic environment and their concerns can be dealt with via a planning condition.
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	Traffic & Highways Impacts

	
	Planning Policy Guidance 13; East of England Plan policy T1, T2, T3, T12, T13 and ETG4; Development Plan Document 1 policy CP3, CP6; Local Plan Policy T8.
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	The proposal has a number of potential highways related implications, including the impacts of the road diversion, impact on traffic flows and public transport and sustainability.  Highways related concerns rank highly within the third party representations received.  The majority of the 1469 objections received cited pressure on the local highway network as a reason for objection.  A small number of third party respondents (including the Parochial Church Council of St. Laurence Church) are concerned with the implications of the road diversion on the accessibility and presence of the church for parishioners.
London Southend Airport can be accessed from the A1159 Manners Way roundabout junction, or via Eastwoodbury Crescent. Parking is available to the front of the existing terminal, within Rochford. The B1013 Cherry Orchard Way lies to the west of the Airport, with the A1169 to the east. The A127 Prince Avenue is to the south of the Airport. This route joins the M25 approximately 30km to the west at Junction 29. Alternatively, the A127 can provide a route to the A13 and into Central London via the Saddlers Farm junction.  

PPG13 is concerned with reducing the use of the private car as a means of transport.  Annex B of PPG13 gives guidance with regards to airport development, and highlights the importance of addressing surface access. East of England Plan policy T12 and Policy ETG4 is concerned with surface access to airports and the Core Strategy and Local Plan policies require surface transport implications to be given due regard when determining the acceptability of the development of the airport. 

The applicant has submitted a Transport Assessment (TA) as part of the ES.  The TA examines the impact of the proposed airport expansion and road diversion on local traffic.  Council officers have reviewed this document and commissioned a review by independent transport consultants.   
Diversion of Eastwoodbury Lane (including RBS car park)

The Planning Statement submitted states the reasons for the proposed diversion of Eastwoodbury Lane (discussed in section1 above).  The applicant has considered retaining the route of the road but tunnelling under the runway extension.  This option was discounted due to cost and land-take.

The diversion would see the loss of approximately 385m of Eastwoodbury Lane and the replacement with a 740m section.  The route to St. Laurence and All Saints Church from the east would be lengthened, and would likely deter those travelling from the east on foot to the church from doing so.  It is noted this would represent a small number of parishioners.  The main access to the church would be maintained, and the applicant is also working with the local bus company (Arriva) to ensure services are maintained.  The applicant has also offered monies in order the church could procure a mini-bus or take other measures.  This would be a private matter and is not included within the S106 agreement.  It is considered there would be an impact on access to the church, but this should be considered alongside the proposed improvements to the church land.  It is not considered reason to refuse the planning application.  
The proposed road would require a small section of the RBS car park in order a footway a cycleway can be provided alongside the carriageway.  The 24 parking spaces lost would be re-provided on a strip of land to the immediate west of the existing car park.  This is considered acceptable.
Full technical drawings of the proposed new road have not been submitted with the planning application.  Indeed, a high level of detail is not considered required at this stage; only the alignment and general dimensions involved in order the Local Planning Authority is satisfied there is adequate land on which the road could be built.  It would consist of a mini-roundabout off the existing Eastwoodbury Lane, a 110m section of carriageway, a further, larger roundabout a further 560m of carriageway leading to the proposed roundabout at Nestuda Way.  

The proposed mini-roundabout would not be able to accommodate large vehicles (i.e. 15m vehicles and longer). This is consistent with the roundabout at the junction of Eastwoodbury Lane and Eastwoodbury Crescent. These roads also have a 7.5 tonne weight limit. The exclusion of 15m long vehicles is not considered a significant issue. 

The proposed road would have to be constructed prior to the commencement of work on the runway so a road connection remains at all times during construction.  This should be secured by condition.  It would also require agreements under the Highways Act 1980 (for example S.38 or S.278 agreements), within which construction related matters would be covered.    The Council has powers under the Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 to enter into agreements with developers or other persons to adopt highways, for future public maintenance provided they are constructed to the Council’s specification.  
The detailed design of the scheme would have to be agreed by the Highways Authority. The Councils specification is designed so that future maintenance costs are kept to a minimum.  Construction would be supervised by Council Engineers. The applicant will be required to pay for design approval, supervision and future drainage maintenance costs under these agreements.  S106 agreement clauses and conditions are recommended to secure this.  Costs will not fall to the Council.   

Full details of the proposed levels, alignment, layout, configuration, finishes, lighting, fencing and landscaping of the proposed realigned Eastwoodbury Lane would be required by condition.    

Transport Assessment (TA)
The TA assesses the redistribution of traffic on the local road network (taking into account eight nearby junctions).  It is noted that at present Eastwoodbury Lane accommodates around 14,000 vehicle movements a day, which would be redistributed.  

The TA employs a simple spreadsheet model with traffic flows redistributed using information from an Origin/Destination survey, existing traffic counts and professional advice. Future junction capacity was predicted using a recognised and widely-used software package.  The assessment found that compared to the ‘base case’ scenario, the proposed development would result in generally small increases in traffic, although with a 13% increase on the diverted Eastwoodbury Lane (when compared to the traffic on the existing Eastwoodbury Lane). 
The TA considers there would be small increases in traffic delays at some junctions and some small reductions at others.  The proposal would negate the need for barrier controls (as currently exist on Eastwoodbury Lane), which would reduce delays in this respect.  It is considered important to note that the Council has a series of junction improvements programmed in the wider area, which include improvements to the Progress Road, Cuckoo Corner/Priory Lane and Victoria Circus junctions, which will assist with traffic flows in the town.      

It is considered the modelling carried out within the TA is generally acceptable.  However, the proposed new junction/roundabout at Nestuda Way would be unfavourable in terms of junction capacity, as currently shown on the proposed plan.  It is considered the design of this roundabout would require revisions, and it is considered these could be realised within the limits of the land included within the application site. This is recommended via a condition.    

The junctions of Aviation Way/Eastwoodbury Lane and Cherry Orchard Way/Eastwoodbury Lane would likely experience improved performance (i.e. less delays), while the junctions of Eastwoodbury Lane/Eastwoodbury Crescent and Rochford Road/Eastwoodbury would likely to experience worse performance.  Taking into account the potential for ‘base case’ development, the point that there would likely be some improvements set against the negative impacts, and the expected benefits to the economy set out in 4.2, it is considered that the residual impacts on certain junctions are not considered significant and do not warrant refusal. 
Public Transport 
Policy at all levels supports the use of public transport and seeks improvements to public transport where necessary. The airport is currently served by three bus routes (Nos.7, 8 and 9) and is currently constructing a railway station (within which it the applicant has invested around £12 million).  The airport has also committed to the provision of bus shelters at the airport and public transport information and ticketing as part of previous schemes within the borough of Rochford.  
The ATWP requires airports to produce an Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS). This must consider access to and from the airport and aim to minimise the number of trips carried out by the private car.  The airport has an ASAS, however has submitted a revised draft ASAS as part of the planning application.    

Details of the existing walking, cycling, public transport and vehicular access to the site are assessed within the ASAS and future transport demands for the Airport have been employed.  The ASAS goes on to set targets for the use of other means of transport.  The TA also pays regards to such targets.  
Based on current information it is considered the airport must achieve 25% of its passengers using public transport by the time it reaches 2mppa.  The TA considers that 25% would use public transport by this time.  If this target is not reached then there would implications for surface transport over and above that demonstrated in the TA.  It is considered reasonable to impose a series of levies on the applicant if this target is not met, via the S106 agreement.  Thus if the target is not met, the applicant would be required to contribute significant sums to public transport improvements every year until the target is met.  This is outlined further in section 4.9 below.  This would ensure if traffic is worsened beyond that envisaged within the TA, it could be mitigated against, most likely through improved bus services. 
Section Summary

The proposal would result in some improvements at road junctions and some negative impacts at others.  It would also result in a less convenient route to St. Laurence Church.  The applicant has previously committed to invest in a number of public transport-related projects, and has agreed to the Local Planning Authority imposing a series of levies if public transport take-up by airport passengers does not meet set targets.  

Whilst some minor changes to the proposed highway works are required these can be dealt with by condition and through separate agreements under the Highways Act 1980.  The residual negative impacts of the proposed development are not considered significant and are outweighed by the economic and other benefits the proposal would bring. The proposal is considered consistent with the above policy. 
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	Planning Policy Statement(s) 1, 9 and 22; East of England Plan policy SS1, ENV3; Development Plan Document 1 policy KP2 and CP4. 
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	Ecology 

PPS9: Biodiversity recommends local authorities seek to conserve and improve the quality of natural habitat.  Planning decisions must prevent harm to bio-diversity and impose adequate mitigation measures where appropriate.  EEP policy ENV3 and Core Strategy Policy KP2 are concerned with conserving and enhancing biodiversity resources, with special emphasis placed on designated sites.  The 1994 Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations are considered material as they provide protection for designated European sites (such as SAC sites).   
There are no designated conservation sites within the vicinity of the airport, however the Benfleet and Southend Marshes Special Protection Area (SPA) and RAMSAR site, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA and RAMSAR site, and the Dengie SPA and Essex Special Area of Conservation (SAC) are within 5km, and the impacts on these must be included in any assessment.

The ES submitted includes a full ecological assessment of the proposal, with survey reports on badgers, bats, birds, reptiles and a Phase I Habitats Survey appended.  The ES concludes there would be no significant direct or indirect impacts to designated sites.  It also concludes there would be no significant impacts to protected species, however it does recommend mitigation and ecological enhancement.  

The Council’s Parks Section request further assessment of the survey work carried out and The Essex Wildlife Trust and Natural England (central government’s nature conservation advisors) were consulted on the application in order this assessment was carried out. Natural England has raised no objection to the application, on grounds they believe it would not have any significant effect on the key features of nearby designated sites.  Natural England also looked at the potential risk from increased air pollution generated by surface traffic on local Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), but concluded there would not be significant harm.  Essex Wildlife Trust and the RSBP also concluded there would be no significant direct impacts on conservation interests. 

A number of protected species are likely to be present within the vicinity of the site.  Mitigation measures will be required during construction in order these species are protected.       
Climate Change & Sustainability
Whilst the Essex Wildlife Trust and RSPB did not object on ecological grounds both raised issues regarding climate change, and its long term impact on biodiversity.  A significant number of third party representations have also raised objections with regards to climate change and carbon emissions.  Similar concerns with respect to climate change have also been raised by the Environment Agency. 
The Kyoto Protocol in 1997 and Montreal Agreement in 2005 established binding targets on emissions, but it was not until the Climate Change Act 2008 that aviation emissions were included within these targets.  The Act sets a target reduction in green house gas emissions (GHGs) of 34% by 2020, and 80% by 2050.  This is considered a material consideration.   
The Air Transport White Paper recognises the potential impacts air transport expansion could have on climate change and recommends emissions trading as a method of addressing it (para.3.39).  The supplement to PPS1, Planning & Climate Change sets out how the planning system can contribute to reducing emissions and states that climate change considerations should be integrated into all spatial planning concerns, however advises the planning system should not duplicate controls under other legislation.  At the local level Core Strategy Strategic Objective 15 seeks to prevent or minimize contributions to climate change in new development.  This is re-affirmed in policy KP2.  
The ES submitted includes a section on Sustainability, which includes climate change. The ES concludes the proposed development would correspond with national, regional and local sustainability objectives, and that environmental impacts can be mitigated against.  The report notes that aviation emissions make only a small percentage of UK emissions overall.  This is acknowledged, however evidence suggests that the high altitudes at which aviation emissions are released makes them more damaging than ground-based emissions. The ES states that from 2012 the aviation industry will be included with the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS).  This means aircraft carriers that exceed emissions targets will have to invest in emissions-reduction in other industries in order to offset their own emissions.  The ATWP supports this approach to climate change, although it has a number of critics, including the RSPB and Greenpeace.

What should be noted is that the ETS does not cover small aircraft, such as those used by flying clubs and private use, which feature more heavily in the ‘base case’ scenario. In the ‘base case’ scenario approximately 10,900 tonnes of emissions would be covered by the ETS, whereas in the proposed development case approximately 12,300 would be covered.   Therefore, the ETS would be more effective if the runway were extended.  In real terms the proposed development would result in up to 22,000 tonnes of additional CO2 emissions. In terms of the ETS, the Government’s preferred method of addressing aviation emissions, the proposal could be considered acceptable as it will deliver greater contributions in terms of investment in CO2 reduction for other industries. However, in real terms the airport would increase its carbon emissions.
The ATWP also recognised the advances in aircraft technology, fuel efficiency and the use of bio-fuels, in terms of meeting emissions targets.  Indeed a recent paper by the Government-appointed Committee on Climate Change (CCC): Meeting the UK Aviation Target, published in December 2009 recommends fuel efficiency and operational improvements are likely to result in a 30% reduction in carbon emissions per seat km flown and that bio-fuels will account for 10% of fuel use by 2050.  The CCC however, recommends that policies to contain growth in aviation be brought in.  This would appear inconsistent with the Government’s current policy (the ATWP).  One must note however, the CCC’s recommendations do not represent current Government policy. 
The applicant’s Outline Sustainability Appraisal concludes the development would provide overall sustainability benefits consistent with current sustainability objectives, and the mitigation of any potential environmental impacts.  The benefits are mainly socio-economic benefits, and the mitigation would include carbon offsetting, on-site buildings being of the highest sustainability standards and the increased use of public transport. 
One of the key reasons in support of development at London Southend Airport is to deliver local improvements in aviation terms. This increased localism means a reduction in non-airborne travel. The presence of a successful airport would reduce the need for travellers to drive to Stansted, Gatwick and other airports, thus reducing car-borne emissions. The same would be true as increased employment is delivered, as these too will not have to drive so far to work.

It is recommended these measures are captured in an annual report that is open to scrutiny, and sets targets and standards in relation to the airport’s carbon footprint. This would be secured via the S106 agreement. This would also be made available to the public. The airport would also be required to agree a “sustainable procurement policy”, whereby building materials and supplies are sourced from companies with sustainability credentials over those who do not.
The proposed runway extension would increase emissions, although nationally this would be a very minor increase (aviation accounts for around 3% of UK emissions and 0.1% global emissions). It is not considered to be so significantly greater than could occur in the ‘base case’ and it is recognised the development case enables the Local Planning Authority to exert control over mitigation measures.  It is considered with adequate mitigation measures in place, the proposal can be considered to comply with current policy. 

Waste Management   

A Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) has been submitted which sets out measures to reduce, reuse and recycle of material throughout the development/construction process. This is considered to be a positive contribution and can secured by means of a condition or S106 agreement. 
Section Summary

There are no designated conservation sites within the vicinity of the airport however there are sites within 5km.  With adequate mitigation measures in place it is considered there would be no significant harm to ecological interests.  Consultees are generally in agreement. 

A significant number of objections has been received on grounds of climate change. The proposed runway extension would increase emissions, although not significantly more than if the runway was not extended.  With the extension would come larger planes which are subject to the EU’s Emission Trading Scheme.  Whilst future policy on aviation expansion may change the Government’s position, with adequate mitigation in place, the proposal is considered to comply with current policies.  
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	Planning Policy Statement 1, 23 and 25; Planning Policy Guidance Note 16; East of England Plan (EEP) policy ENV6, ENV7, WAT4; Development Plan Document 1 policy KP2 and CP4; Local Plan Policy H3 and U2. 
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	Land Drainage and Flood Risk
The ES includes a section on Water Resources and Quality, and a Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy.  PPS25 is concerned with the mitigation of flood risk and Core Strategy policy KP2 and EEP policy WAT4 is concerned with flood risk and water management. Development that increases risk of flooding is resisted.  The site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low risk), however there are areas to the north (around Eastwood Brook) and to the west (around Prittle Brook) which are within zones 2 (medium) and 3 (high risk).   
The ES submitted has considered water supply, groundwater, nearby watercourses, surface drainage and flooding.  It concludes that the proposed development would pose minimal risk of flooding, and that any operational water quality impacts would be ‘minimal to negligible’. 

The Environment Agency (EA) has reviewed the application and consider surface water flows generated by the proposed road would be attenuated adequately.  Surface water would be collected in gullies, connected to a piped surface water drainage system.  The EA recommend the use of a mechanical pump or water storage area, and the applicant has made provision for this.  

In terms of flood risk, the proposed development is considered to comply with PPS25, and subject to a condition securing a surface water drainage scheme the proposal is considered acceptable in flood risk terms.  Should the airport expand it would increase pressure on water resources in the region.  The applicant should therefore investigate water-recycling and rainwater harvesting systems within the airport.  The airport would be required to establish an Environmental Management Plan (as part of a S106 agreement), and this issue would be addressed within the plan. 
Contamination and Ground Conditions
PPS23 is concerned with pollution control.  Core Strategy policy KP2 and saved Local Plan policy U2 also seek to prevent and mitigate against all forms of pollution.  

The ES submitted includes a Contaminated Land Phase 1 Desk Study, which predicts there would be no significant adverse impacts on ground conditions and land contamination.  There is the potential for some slight adverse impacts to ground conditions during the proposed construction phase.  The EA note that disturbance of soils during construction can mobilise any contaminants present in the area. Whilst it is considered there are no major potential contaminates within the site it is considered a precautionary approach should be taken and should the application be granted permission, a condition to address any unexpected contamination is recommended in accordance with EA advice.   
Health Impact Assessment 

It is recognised that there is no statutory requirement for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to be carried out in respect of a planning application.  The ATWP however, advises that airport operators undertake HIAs to assist with the decision-making process.  

A number of representations from third parties (including responses from local medical professionals) have raised concerns with the proposals on grounds of impact on the health of local residents, and have referred to links with aircraft emissions and certain illnesses and disease.  To a significant extent, the matter of health impacts is inexorably linked to the air quality appraisal in section 4.4 above.
HIAs were carried out for developments at Bristol, Birmingham and Stansted airports.  The results of these highlighted that the developments would have some impacts on health (such as potential sleep disturbance and noise impacts) but impacts from air pollution and road and aircraft accidents were not significant.  In all cases mitigation measures were recommended. 

It is recognised that poor economic conditions can also have a major impact on health, and it is noted that Southend is one of Essex’s most deprived areas (considering the Index of Multiple Deprivation).  Southend also has a high proportion of residents living on benefits compared to the rest of Essex (Rochford fares much more favourably on the Index of Multiple Deprivation).  Direct links can be made between income and morbidity rates, and thus it is considered the expected economic benefits discussed in section 4.2 have the potential to result in positive impacts to local health, providing employment benefits can be provided to local people rather than inward-commuters.  This of course can be secured to some extent via a S106 agreement (see 4.9 below).       
The applicant has submitted a HIA, which makes reference to community consultation exercises carried out prior to the submission of the application. The HIA summarises the likely impacts on health for both the construction phase and operational phase following the runway extension.  Positive impacts include those resulting from employment and an economic benefits, and reduced travel times.  Negative impacts include noise and noise induced annoyance, although for a limited number of people.  Of course, a number of mitigation measures (see section 4.9) have been put forward within the S106 agreement in order to reduce these impacts.        
Loss of Dwellinghouses

The proposal requires the demolition of six dwellings within the vicinity of the runway.  These are Nos.1-4 Eastwoodbury Cottages and Nos. 19 and 20 Smallholdings.  Their removal is required as they would lie within the extended runway instrument strip, where no obstacles can exist for airport safety reasons. 

Local Plan policy H3 seeks to retain an adequate stock of small family dwellinghouses (i.e. dwellings with under 125sqm of floorspace) and states permission will normally be refused for such a loss.  Nos. 1-4 Eastwoodbury Cottages are considered small family dwellinghouses, and appear to be in good condition. They are currently occupied.  Their loss is considered contrary to Policy H3.  
Consideration therefore needs to be given as to whether there is a justification for this aspect.  Generally policy H3 is used to prevent family housing being demolished to be replaced by flats.  It is intended to enable the Local Planning Authority to retain an adequate mix of dwelling types, as this is generally considered conducive to achieving mixed and sustainable communities.  The demolition of a dwelling, alone, does not require planning permission.  The dwellings are not within a conservation area and are not listed.  It is not considered the dwellings are of sufficient architectural interest of historic importance to warrant being listed. 
Taking into the account the dwellings could be demolished without requiring planning permission, and that their loss would enable the economic benefits outlined above to be realised, which would have community benefits over and above that provided by the presence of the dwellings, their loss is considered acceptable.  Whilst not a planning consideration, the applicant must acquire the properties or have the permission of the owners prior to demolition.  The applicant has introduced a Home Value Guarantee Scheme to ensure owners are treated fairly and compensated.  

Community Safety and Policing
Some third party representations have raised the issue of airport safety in relation to crime and terrorism.  PPS1 is concerned with the creation of safe and secure communities, and Core Strategy policy KP2 seeks to reduce and prevent crime. 

The Aviation Security Act 1982 (as amended by Schedule 6 of the Policing and Crime Act 2009) provides that airport operators, in conjunction with other relevant bodies (such as Special Branch, UK Border Agency and airlines) prepare and regularly review an Aerodrome Security Plan (ASP). Subsequently a Police Services Agreement (PSA) is drawn up and agreed between the Airport operator, the Police Authority and the Chief of Local Police. The ASP will determine the nature of policing requirements for the airport.  It is considered the requirements set out by Essex Police would be addressed through this legislation.  
Archaeology 

The applicant has submitted a Cultural Heritage study as part of the ES.  This includes a desktop archaeological study of the site.  There is potential for archaeological remains within the vicinity of the site, and third parties have noted the original settlement of Eastwood overlapped the present day airfield.  It is considered an archaeological investigation, as recommended in the ES, would be appropriate and could be secured by condition in accordance with policy CP4 of the Core Strategy. 
Section Summary

It is not considered that there are not any significant issues, which are not satisfactorily mitigated, with regard to land drainage, flood risk, contamination and ground conditions, health impacts, the loss of dwellinghouses, community safety or archaeology. The mitigation measures would be ensured by a mix of planning conditions and clauses within a S106 agreement.
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	Government Circular 05/05 (Planning Obligations) provides guidance on Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990.  It states that planning obligations (or S106 contributions) may be appropriate in some cases to make acceptable development proposals which might otherwise be unacceptable.  It sets out five tests which all planning obligations must meet in order to be considered appropriate.  The circular also states use of planning obligations must be governed by the fundamental principle that planning permission may not be ‘bought or sold’, and that they cannot be used to justify something that remains unacceptable in planning terms, or used purely as a means of securing for the local community a share in the profits of development.  

Draft Supplementary Planning Document 2 (SPD2), is concerned with planning obligations and re-affirms the principles set out in the circular.  The SPD has yet to be adopted however it remains relevant to this application and provides a useful summary of existing policy and guidance on this subject.
East of England Plan policy ENV1 is concerned with green infrastructure, and ETG4 with the facilitation of physical, social and economic regeneration in Southend.  In addition, Core Strategy policy KP3 seeks to ensure proper infrastructure such as roads and green space, as well as mitigation, is achieved through planning obligations.  CP3 requires development proposals to contribute to transport improvements where necessary and CP6 requires impacts on community infrastructure be mitigated in accordance with Circular 05/05.  Saved Local Plan policy U1 echoes this.       

The applicant has submitted a draft S106 agreement (without prejudice) as part of the planning application, which includes a number of provisions.  These provisions have been reviewed by officers in light of consultation and third party responses and planning policy, and a number of additional provisions and revisions to the draft have been made.  The JAAP consultation process has also guided some of the control measures negotiated as part of the S106 agreement, however as discussed earlier, the JAAP itself has been afforded limited weight as a policy document itself.
The controls negotiated (without prejudice) and set out in the latest draft of the S106 agreement would come into effect at or before the opening of the extended runway. Until such time the controls set out in the planning permission and S.106 agreement dated 19 July 1999 would continue to bind the airport (see below). The new controls in the draft S.106 agreement are summarised as follows:
Annual Air Traffic Movements (ATMs) and Engine Testing
· Total ATMs at the Airport would not exceed 53,300 per annum (with certain limited exceptions). 

· The total cargo-related ATMs at the Airport would not exceed the lesser of 5,330 per annum or 10% of the total number of ATMs at the Airport per annum. 

· The Owner to ensure that aircraft engine testing will not occur at the Airport: between 2000 hours and 0800 hours on Monday to Saturday; between 1800 hours and 0900 hours on Sunday; and between 1055 and 1105 hours on 11th November (Armistice Day) each and every year. A best practice plan for aircraft engine testing is also required to be submitted for approval.
· A Quota Count System ensuring that there are no more than 120 night flights per month (with certain limited exceptions) is to be in place prior to opening of the extended runway.  
Annual Report 
The S106 agreement includes the provision for the applicant to produce an annual report for the Airport Consultative Committee (ACC) which will set out a number of matters with respect to the management of the airport, including the results and effectiveness of air-quality monitoring, preferred runway procedures and any noise complaints received.  The applicant would also be required to maintain and make available a record of passenger numbers at the new airport terminal (which does not form part of this planning application).  

This reporting requirement will enable monitoring of the impacts of the proposed development, the effectiveness of the controls summarised in this report and a means to identify further remedial measures (if any) required to be undertaken by the applicant. 

Quiet Operations Policy

The agreement binds the applicant to a Quiet Operations Policy, the appointment of a Noise Manager and a requirement that all those whose activities at the airport have noise implications to adopt and observe the policy.  This also includes agreeing a complaints procedure and establishing a noise monitoring system, to be agreed by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with Rochford DC.  

The applicant is also bound to a scheme to promote quiet ground noise operations at the airport and to ensure operators comply with this. 

Night Restrictions 

Night noise provisions have been negotiated further and prevent aircraft with a Quota Count (QC) of more than 1 taking off or landing between 23.00 and 06.30, with few exemptions (e.g. military, Government flights, and emergency diversions).  Aircraft with a QC of 2 or more, will be restricted at all times, save for necessary limited exceptions.  No passenger flights would be permitted after 23.30, although up to 90 a month are permitted between 23.00 and 23.30. 

Noise (and thermal) Insulation Grants Scheme

The agreement also includes the provision for a Property Acquisition and Insulation Grants Scheme, whereby the applicant is obliged to purchase a property if in the future it falls within the 69dB noise contour (currently no properties) and to provide secondary or double glazing and thermal and sound loft insulation for any residential property, school or hospital that falls within the 63dB contour. 

Noise Preferential Routes

The applicant would be required to maintain the use of runway 06 as the preferred departures runway, and runway 24 as the preferred arrivals runway. No more than 50% of Daytime landings of aircraft would be on runway 06, based on a rolling 12 month period. Aircraft with a weight of more than 5.7 tonnes would be required to follow Noise Preferential Routes at night, and all aircraft using the airport will be made aware of these routes.  If this aspect is breached without good reason fines would be levied.   
Air Quality     
The S106 agreement also includes provision for an Air Quality Monitoring Programme to be agreed by the Local Planning Authority, and reviewed every five years.

Instrument Landing System 

The S.106 agreement requires the Instrument Landing System to be set up before the extended runway is used. This would enable aircraft landing at the airport to adopt a steeper angle of decent and so should facilitate noise reduction over residential areas.

Wake Vortex Scheme

The S.106 agreement requires a Wake Vortex Scheme to be approved by the Local Planning Authority and put in place. This would provide for compensation to be payable in the unlikely event properties are damaged by the wake vortex of aircraft carrying out ATMs at the airport.  

Employment 

The agreement includes for the provision that the applicant makes reasonable endeavours to ensure contractors and airport job vacancies are publicised locally and that the applicant works with the local job centre, and provides training and apprenticeship opportunities for local people and students within the area.

Public Open Space

The applicant would be bound to relocate/replace the St. Laurence Park play facilities prior to commencement of the runway extension, and provide a programme for the proposed replacement habitat to the north of the park and lay out the new parkland.  The applicant must also contribute the sum of £14,000 towards the maintenance of the orchard and park and £4,000 towards maintaining the replacement habitat.  The runway could not be opened until these measures had been carried out. 
Sustainability 

The agreement also requires the applicant to submit a Carbon Reduction Management Plan for approval.  The plan must include a programme and timetable for the introduction of the initiatives that are designed to address climate change issues and can be reviewed with Rochford DC and Southend BC every 3 years. In addition to this the applicant must submit a Sustainable Procurement Plan for approval. This would include measures to reduce the environmental impacts of the Development through the procurement of sustainable goods and services at the Airport by its Owner and contractors.  

Surface Transport

In terms of surface transport, the airport must re-establish an Airport Transport Forum and submit for approval an Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS), prior to commencement of development.  This will include measures to reduce vehicle traffic and promote alternative means of transport.  The ASAS would be reviewed by the ATF and Councils, and includes provision whereby if targets are not met the applicant is required to contribute to public/alternative transport improvements. The targets require the airport to achieve 20% of its passengers using public transport by the time the airport reaches 1.5mppa and 25% by 2mppa. If it fails to do so it must contribute £100,000 in the first year of failing the 20% target and £50,000 per annum for every subsequent year of failure, plus an additional £50,000 if it subsequently fails on the 25% target in the first year, and again, £50,000 per annum for every subsequent year of failure.  This money would be used to fund further public transport improvements (namely bus services or South Essex Rapid Transport programme, should it go ahead).   
The railway station at the airport (which is within Rochford), must be substantially completed and open to the public prior to the runway extension being opened.  The applicant has previously made the commitment to invest £12 million in the creation of the new railway station (although it does not form part of this planning application).  
The proposed road diversion must be completed, with all relevant highways approvals and agreements in place before the runway extension is commenced. This would be under supervision of Local Authority Highways Engineers and at no cost to the Council/public.  This item is to be secured via a condition.  

The 1999 S106 Agreement 
The provisions contained within the 1999 S106 Agreement have been reviewed by officers from Rochford DC, Essex County Council and Southend BC. Some remain relevant to the operation of the airport and so will be carried over into the present agreement. Others would be replaced by stronger controls summarised in this report. To ensure the airport remains properly mitigated the current controls (e.g. engine testing, construction of the railway station, restriction on helicopters at night) will continue to have effect until such time as they are replaced by the new controls set out in the draft S.106 agreement. As the draft S.106 agreement offers a means to implement greater control over the airport's operations, it is intended that should this planning application be granted permission and the development implemented, the draft S.106 agreement will supersede and replace the 1999 S.106 agreement. This would also facilitate administrative ease in monitoring and enforcing (if necessary) the controls on the airport. 

Section Summary
It is considered the controls on ATMs, ground operations and access/egress summarised above are necessary in order to adequately mitigate the impacts of in terms of local amenity and highways issues.  The other items referred to above are also considered necessary in order to safeguard open space, in the interests of sustainability, the local economy and ensure highway safety and efficiency is maintained.  

These measures are more precise than those negotiated at the pre-application stage, they will take affect at the appropriate stage of the Development and are considered to comply with the requirements of Circular 05/05, and the above policies.  




	4.10
	Summary and Conclusion

	4.10.1

4.10.2
4.10.3

4.10.4

4.10.5

4.10.6

4.10.7

4.10.8

4.10.9

4.10.10
	The main considerations in the determination of this application are the principle of the development, economic impacts, impacts on open space & recreation space, operational effects (including impacts on local amenity), impact on the setting of a Grade I listed building, highway and transportation issues, and sustainability and the natural environment.  Each issue has been assessed and discussed above with reference to consultee responses and third party representations, and regard has been had to the development plan and all material considerations. 

The principle of development is supported at all levels of planning policy, however national, regional and local policies set out requirements in terms of the environment, local amenity and surface transport. These issues set the context for the control, mitigation and ultimately the acceptability of the proposal in policy terms.

Policy at all levels supports the expansion of the airport as an economic driver.  Southend has been earmarked as an area for development and change, and allocated a challenging employment target.  The local area is not performing well in economic terms, and the proposed development could create up to 1,130 jobs up to 2020, and contribute up to £32m to the local economy. The proposed development would have significant economic advantages over ‘base case’ expansion.

The proposal includes the re-provision of public open space resulting in a net gain of 1.04ha of public open space overall.  This would represent a benefit. This would result in the loss of 1.75ha of agricultural land; however the majority of this loss would not be irreversible.  

The noise predicted as a result of the proposed development is not likely to be significant, especially when viewed against the base ‘case scenario’, providing adequate mitigation is put in place.  Impacts on air quality are likely to not be significant; however officers have required further verification of the model used to predict emissions from surface traffic.  Safety has been assessed, and the proposal is considered in accordance with guidance on third party risk. The proposals would have some impact on the visual amenity of the area, however with adequate mitigation this impact could be sufficiently minimised. 

The impact of development on St. Laurence and All Saints Church and its curtilage is considered acceptable in planning terms, with adequate mitigation measures imposed via a planning condition.

The proposal would likely result in improvements to some areas of the local road network and worsen conditions in others. The applicant has previously committed to invest in a number of public transport-related projects, and has agreed to the Local Planning Authority imposing a series of levies if public transport take-up by airport passengers does not meet set targets.  The residual negative impacts of the proposed development are not considered significant and are outweighed by the economic benefits the proposal would bring. 

In terms of climate change, the proposed runway extension would see increased emissions at the airport, although not significantly more than ‘base case’ expansion.  With the extension would come larger planes which are subject to the EU’s Emission Trading Scheme.  Whilst future policy on aviation expansion may change the Government’s current position, with adequate mitigation in place, the proposal is considered to comply with current policies.

It is not considered that there would be any other significant impacts, which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated. The mitigation measures would be ensured by a mix of planning conditions and planning obligations (within a S106 agreement).

Taking into account the above, and all other material considerations, the proposal is considered acceptable, subject to the verification of certain information as stated within the report, and providing the mitigation measures identified in the report are realised through conditions and planning obligations.  




	5
	Planning Policy Summary

	5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7
	National Policy Guidance - Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development; Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing; Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth; Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development and Rural Areas; Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation; Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy; Planning Policy Statement 23: Pollution Control and Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk.

Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: Transport; Planning Policy Guidance Note 15: Planning and the Historic Environment; Planning Policy Guidance Note 16: Archaeology; Planning Policy Guidance Note 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation and Planning Policy Guidance Note 24: Planning and Noise. 
East of England Plan (May 2008) Policies: SS1 (Achieving Sustainable Development), E1 (Job Growth), E6 (Tourism) E7 (The Region’s Airports), T12 (Access to Airports), ETG4 (Southend Key Centre for Development and Change), ETG5 (Employment Generating Development), ENV1 (Green Infrastructure), ENV3 (Bio-diversity and Earth Heritage), ENV7 (Quality in the Built Environment), WAT4 (Flood Risk Management) and ETG1 (Strategy for Sub-region).
Essex & Southend on Sea Replacement Structure Plan (2001) Policy BIW9 (Southend Airport). 

Development Plan Document 1: Core Strategy (2007) Policies KP1 (Spatial Strategy), KP2 (Development Principles), KP3 (Implementation and Resources) CP1 (Employment Generating Development), CP3 (Transport and Accessibility) CP4 (The Environment and Urban Renaissance), CP5 (Minerals and Soils Resources), CP6 (Community Infrastructure), CP7 (Sport, Recreation & Green Space).
Borough Local Plan (1994) Policies C2 (Historic Buildings), C11 (New Buildings, Extensions and Alterations), C14 (Trees and Landscaping) C15 (Retention of Open Spaces), H3 (Retention of Small Family Houses), E1 (Employment Promotion), E5 (Non-Residential uses located close to Housing), R1 (Outdoor Sports Facilities), R5 (Parks and Gardens), U2 (Pollution Control), T8 (Traffic Management and Highway Safety), T14 (Public Transport) and T17 (Southend Airport).
Supplementary Planning Document 1: Design & Townscape Guide (2009).  
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	Representation Summary

	
	Building Control

	6.1
	No observations regarding building regulations; Building Regulations not applicable to work described; a demolition notice should be submitted in respect of the dwellings to be demolished. 



	
	Environmental Health (Independent Air Quality Consultant)

	6.2
6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6


	Further information is required; it is not possible to be sure whether or not all the conclusions reached are correct. 

It is clearly open to the Council to require a proper assessment of aircraft emissions as a Condition, should it be minded to grant permission…it is our opinion, based on experience of many other airport developments, that the air quality objectives and EU directives are unlikely to be exceeded as a direct result of aircraft operations, and that any change in pollutant concentrations associated with the proposed increase in aircraft movements alone will be small and unlikely to be significant.

It is open to the Council to require a proper assessment of odours as a Condition, should it be minded to grant permission.

A full assessment of construction impacts should be part of an ES. Whether or not construction dust impacts are considered critical in determining a planning application is a matter for the Council, not for the Airport to judge. It is difficult for the Council to judge this without a full assessment. It is clearly open to the Council to require a proper assessment of construction dust impacts as a Condition, in addition to the Condition to produce a Construction Environmental Management Plan, should it be minded to grant permission.

There is evidence from the widespread use of the DMRB model that, when applied to roads such as those being assessed around the airport, it tends to under-predict the road contribution of NOx. Verification is a requirement of the guidance to local authorities in Defra’s Technical Guidance LAQM.TG(09), and the Highways Agency also expects its contractors to verify the DMRB model. Local verification is therefore a very important step in use of the DMRB model. As noted above there is monitoring being carried out by Rochford District Council at a site alongside Southend Road at the point where it runs past the eastern end of the Airport. The results for this site (once bias adjusted and annualised) would provide an appropriate basis for model verification and adjustment. This verification should be carried out to provide reliable results for the assessment of traffic impacts.


	
	Environmental Health (Independent Noise Consultant)

	6.7
6.8
	The assessment considered construction noise, road traffic noise, ground noise from aircraft and airborne noise from aircraft.  The prediction methodologies and mitigation measures have been assessed.  It is currently not possible to definitively judge the overall noise impact because of the need for additional work or clarification.  

It is not considered at this stage that there are insurmountable noise issues arising from the proposed development.  Additional information is required to determine whether there is a need for additional noise mitigation measures over and above those already proposed. 

	
	Environmental Health (Sustainability Officer)

	6.9
6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

6.22


	Airports are no longer places where planes merely take off and land but have evolved into major business enterprises with spatial impacts and functional implications, which extend deep into the surrounding areas. Airport-led urban development, notwithstanding its income generating abilities / potentials and employment opportunities, comes with costs and risks: economic, cultural and environmental.
With the reduction of global aviation green house gas emissions high on the agenda at the UN Conference on Climate Change in Copenhagen (December 7th – 18th) this is an issue that will not disappear. It is vital that any proposed expansion takes these matters into consideration and the likelihood is that the aviation industry will be hit hard in terms of future reductions in carbon emissions. 

Sustainability is covered through the Environmental Statement (Chapter 18) and the 43 page Sustainability Appraisal. 

The Company states that the ‘development of the airport will actually lead to a reduction in carbon emissions’ as a result of the EU Carbon Trading Scheme and that the airport expansion will result in a reduction of carbon emissions by 3,750 tonnes per year. This is misleading.

A Site Waste Management Plan (“SWMP”) is required because the development is in excess of £300,000. The SWMP is located in Appendix A of the Sustainable Appraisal and looks to consider reducing, reusing and recycling of material throughout the development/construction process. However, the development should go beyond merely ‘considering’ reducing, reusing and recycling of material and waste should be minimised to the maximum extent possible. As such a condition beyond ‘considering’ this should be added.

A comprehensive Sustainable Procurement Policy should also be developed to ensure that the materials used in the development are from sustainable sources, or are from companies that have environmental certification eg. EMAS, ISO14001 etc. There is no mention of a Sustainable Procurement Policy at present.

The report also claims that there will be carbon emission savings from transport because many people who currently use London City, Gatwick and Stansted airport will instead use London Southend Airport. However, the report does not have information about (i) how shorter journeys are less fuel efficient than longer journeys (ii) that it is likely there will be a greater number of traffic jams, which will see an increase in carbon emissions and reduce air quality close to the airport (iii) that carbon emissions will raise in the Southend Borough due to an increase in passenger numbers, which will have a negative impact upon Southend Borough Council’s national indicators in relation to climate change and (iv) whether people who currently live closer to Stansted or City would be likely to travel longer distances to Southend Airport if air fares were found to be cheaper.
The Government has recently requested advice from the Climate Change Committee (“CCC”) which was established through the Climate Change Act 2008, in relation to reducing the emissions associated with the aviation industry. It appears likely that an agreement capping global aviation emissions will be forthcoming and the CCC has already called for a new and ambitious policy on aviation that would include capping global emissions and that developed countries would have to take the lead in making significant cuts.  At no point does the report submitted refer to the future of the aviation industry and how the climate change and sustainability agenda could shape this.

The Outline Sustainability Appraisal (OSA) concluded that the development would provide a net overall benefit in sustainability terms that are consistent with current sustainability objectives. This mainly relates to the significant socio-economic benefits the development would bring, whilst mitigating any potential environmental impacts.  

It also concludes that an assessment of the carbon footprint impacts of the proposed development show that there would be reduced carbon dioxide emissions with the development case because there would be more aircraft that would need to comply with the carbon offsetting rules embodied in the European Emissions Trading Scheme (“ETS”). However, it should also be noted that smaller aircraft currently fall outside of this scheme. 

As stated in the October 2009 publication the Airport has made a public commitment to:

(a) reduce its own carbon footprint during the redevelopment;

(b) ensure that its new buildings conform to the highest standards; And

(c) encourage use of public transport;

It is essential that all of these elements are captured in a yearly report that is open to scrutiny and that targets are set and achieved in relation to reducing the airports existing carbon footprint. 

Planners should also be aware that the aviation industry is likely to be hit hard by any future policies and strategies (whether domestic or international) and the ‘sustainable’ measures that are implemented now will also be likely to reduce costs in the long-term as the Government looks to stay on track with its legally binding commitment made under Climate Change Act 2008 to reduce the UK’s carbon emissions by 80% by 2050 based on 1990 levels. 

A final point for the report is to strongly emphasise that the Airport Company should not be stating that the airport expansion will reduce its carbon emissions by 3,750 tonnes per annum as a result of carbon offsetting. This is extremely misleading and this risks confusing the public further on what is already a complex issue. Carbon Offsetting does not in anyway reduce the carbon emissions resulting from aviation or transport emissions. The emissions are still occurring and still causing damage to the environment. The carbon offsetting industry is still largely unregulated and many see it as an easy way out, where it should instead be seen as a last resort and only utilised when there is no other alternative.



	
	Parks and Open Spaces

	6.23
6.24

6.25

6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

6.35

6.36

6.37

6.38

6.39

6.40

6.41
	The following are required to ensure a continued viable and usable park.

No area of or trees within the orchard is taken or damaged as a result of the development. The developer should fund a landscape plan in consultation with the Parks Technical Section for access to the orchard, both vehicle and pedestrian. Plan to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park. 
A pedestrian crossing point is recommended between the new relocated parks car park and the orchard. 
The developer funds a landscape plan for the layout of the revised park in consultation with the Parks Technical Section. Plan to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park.  The location of the play space and youth facilities is to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section as part of the landscape plan for the revised park. 
The Developer meets all costs associated with the layout of the revised park including the following: 
Relocation of the play space and all associated fencing, equipment, bins, gates, paths and any other associated works. Note any equipment or other item that can not be successfully relocated must be replaced with a new item. All play equipment must be installed inline with the EN standards and an independent post installation report provided prior to the play space being accepted by the council. The play area is to be installed to the satisfaction of the Parks Technical Section and any requests by the parks technical section to rectify defect, damage or other issues must be undertaken by the developer. 
Relocation of youth area including basketball area and youth shelter. Specification for the tarmac D to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park. 
All boundaries of the new revised park along the new road to be fenced with a steel fence to match existing fencing along property boundaries. Height and specification to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park. 
The revised parks boundary is to be fenced is to be with a steel fence to match existing fencing along property boundaries and timber fencing with access gate on the eastern boundary to mach existing timber fence. Redundant fencing to be removed. 
Boundary of the replacement park with properties to be fenced with a steel fence to match existing fencing along property boundaries and the shrub planting continued along the full length of the revised boundary. Fencing and planting to be agreed by the Parks Technical Section. 

Subject to landscaping plan it is likely that vegetation on the east boundary will need to be removed and replaced along the new boundary to the east. 

The specification for the surface of the replacement of the replacement car park be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park. 
Existing tarmac paths to be removed and the areas reinstated. New paths to be installed to provide access through the site and to facilities. 
The creation of maintenance access points to all areas of the revised park. To be agreed with the Parks Technical Section before commencement of any works within the current park. 

All works associated with the layout of the revised park including planting and establishment. 

The Relocation of the play space, youth facilities and the revised parks boundary to be completed before work commences on the road construction within the park. All other works to be completed no later than 12 months from start of works within the existing park. 
The road runs through a cutting. It must be noted that if the road and the cutting are to be adopted by the council then the landscaping of the cutting needs to be discussed and agreed with the Parks Technical Section. It must be highlighted to the developer that we are unable to cut grass on any bank with a gradient greater than 150 It should also be brought to the attention of the developer that we are unable to maintained grass areas were open loos aggregate drainage has been installed.

All planting and planting specifications are to be agreed with the Parks Technical Section 

The Reptile Survey submitted does not record any reptiles in the site. I would question this due to the nature of the habitat. I will be seeking further advice on this matter and other aspects of the EIA from Essex Wildlife Trust whom the council has a partnership agreement with. However I would ask that further survey work is undertaken next year prior to any works within the park.



	
	Strategic Planning

	6.42
6.43
	According to the JAAP the London Southend Airport will act as an economic catalyst for the priority urban area designated in the Core Strategy DPD and will help to deliver 7,380 jobs, including employment directly related to the airport. 

Policy context includes ATWP, East of England Plan and Core Strategy; Information on Noise Impact Assessment with respect to the JAAP included. As it stands, the JAAP is supportive of growth at the airport, including a runway extension, subject to appropriate environmental safeguards.



	
	Traffic and Transportation

	6.44

6.45

6.46

6.47
	The TA is currently being evaluated by WS Atkins and will be reported on separately. The footway/cycleways should be a minimum width of 3 metres wide with an additional 1 metre safety margin where the cycleway is directly alongside a carriageway. They are shown on the drawing as a minimum width of 2 metres which is not acceptable.

The proposed roundabout on Nestuda Way and the roundabout at the new amenity car park access should include for approved cycle way crossings. There is doubt that the mini-roundabout on Eastwoodbury Lane will be large enough to allow the passage of large vehicles (especially buses) in safety. This needs to be demonstrated.

There will be a need for various traffic regulation orders to be made. These will include one for traffic movement i.e. speed restrictions, a clearway or double yellow lines on the new road and on Eastwoodbury Lane and extinguishment of the footpaths. Please note that the footpaths are not correctly shown on the drawings.

Use of the footpath route and crossing by horse-riders should be considered. 



	
	Economic Regeneration 

	6.48
6.49

6.50

6.51

6.52

6.53
	The proposed expansion of London Southend Airport has some significant benefits from the Enterprise, Tourism and Regeneration perspective of the borough council.

Aviation and advanced engineering is one of the key sectors identified in the 2007 Economic Development and Outline Tourism Strategy and since then has been one of the success stories for the borough. High value jobs and training are identified in this field and despite the recession, the sector is expanding. 

The potential for more jobs and more orders through improved capacity at the airport would have a positive effect on increasing average wage levels and helping to sustain high value positions and develop Southend’s status as a hub in this field. 

Southend-on-Sea is developing its role as a gateway to the Olympics and the expansion helps meet these objectives along with legacies from this once in a lifetime event. One of the legacies of 2012 would be increased visitor and inward investment contributions which would be realised through the airport expansion. 

There would be an anticipated increase in secondary spend in the local economy and employment opportunity benefits as a result of the airport expansion both through construction work and then in servicing of passenger numbers and growth of flights. 

Success in attracting a hotel operator at the airport is strengthened by increased flight movements. Interest by branded hotels of this nature would also assist the quality bed stock deficiency identified in Southend.



	
	Airport Director

	6.54
	No safeguarding objections; the scheme would be an enhancement to the overall safety of the aerodrome. 


	
	Anglian Water

	6.55
	No comment.


	
	Arriva Bus Company

	6.56
6.57
	Arriva can support the application in principle as being a better solution than previous proposals. However, we would make the following detailed comments:

We note the comment that there are projected increases in traffic congestion at local road junctions. It is therefore important that we work with the council to mitigate this effect on the reliability of bus services and we would welcome debate on possible measures including bus priorities to keep the transport network moving; we note that our frequent route 9 would divert via the new road. However, I note that there is only a bus stop on the plan for westbound buses; we would need a corresponding stop in the reverse direction. If the road is likely to have fast flowing traffic, we believe that bus lay-bys should be considered; With the severing of Eastwoodbury Lane, it is unlikely that we would be able to continue to serve the stop for the Aviation Way industrial area and for the church; we note and welcome the proposed airport forum, and would be keen to take part. We would be keen to work with the airport to achieve a green travel plan for airport staff.



	
	Campaign To Protect Rural England (Essex)

	6.58
6.59

6.60

6.61

6.62

6.63

6.64

6.65

6.66

6.67

6.68

6.69
	Preservation of Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB) is a fundamental tenet of planning policy, set out in PPG2.  In our response to the Councils JAAP Preferred Options Report (POR) February 2009) we have objected to the loss of Green Belt land associated with the proposed runway extension. (Officer Note: None of the application site includes green belt).
We regard any proposal to develop agricultural land in order to advance aviation activity and thereby contribute to climate change - which will further damage the UK’s food security - as an unsustainable and perverse policy.

The original Airport Master Plan (April 2005) envisaged, on a medium growth scenario, a little over 2.1 million passengers in 2030. This was without an extended runway. We understand the arguments that the runway extension might enable this level to be reached earlier and that it would allow larger and ostensibly quieter aircraft to be used; also that the 2 mppa might be carried with fewer Air Transport Movements (ATMs) if the right routes, carriers and demand levels were achieved to enable major use of larger aircraft.  

Avia solutions forecasts for 2020 53,520 total aircraft movements – 26,410 commercial and 27,110 other transport movements. Of the commercial flights 23,330 will be Air Transport Movements and 2080 cargo. The total number of passengers will, on this basis, be 1,928,200.  The composition of other transport movements is similar to 2008 plus air taxi and the commercial flights other than ATMs. This is an increase of 44 times in passengers and 27 times in air transport movements (ATMs). Increases on this scale are very large in relative terms and would inevitably have a significant adverse impact on the surrounding area.  

Importantly, we note that the latest forecasts from the DfT Airport Allocation Model for Southend Airport are for 3.2 million passengers in 2020 and 3.6 million in 2030.  The discrepancy may well be attributed to the Councils’ intention to cap the passenger throughput at Southend at 2 million as referred to in the recent JAAP consultation documents. Our concern would be that the attraction of much larger passenger throughput, with an extended runway and aircraft capable of using it, might overcome this good intention. 

According to DfT statistics Southend Airport’s CO2 output from aviation was 93,754 tonnes in 2008 and (based on forecast growth in flight numbers) would be 197,947 (plus 111%) tonnes in 2020 and 213,102 tonnes (plus 127%) in 2030. The aviation industry likes to claim that by participating in the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) it is meeting its climate change responsibilities. But this is a delusion. Aviation will not enter the scheme until 2012 – 3 more years lost in a race against time. And the scheme itself is currently judged ineffective by environmental groups and some leading industrialists because of the low carbon price currently set; this is $13 per tonne whereas expert views consider at least $30 or even $50 per tonne is necessary for the scheme to have the desired effect. The last thing Southend Airport should be doing, if it is serious about doing its bit to tackle greenhouse gas emissions is to propose doubling its CO2 output in the next 10 years.

According to local opinion, a sizeable portion of Western Southend could be affected by noise from the increased numbers of flights. The greatly increased flights would be heard and seen over most of the town, and a large part of Westcliff, Leigh and Eastwood would no longer be able to enjoy the quiet of their back garden on a weekend afternoon.  There are also concerns about the several local schools that would be close to the flight paths. 

Southend airport would be operating as a small-scale version of Stansted, basing its expansion plans on the low-cost short haul leisure market model. This aviation business model in fact has a negative impact on the UK economy and would exacerbate the tourism deficit.

In the development case the direct employment at 2020 is shown as 2520, an increase of 1430 or approximately 715 per mppa. This does not stack up against a study conducted for the aviation industry itself. 

There is insufficient detail in the Optimal report to comment on its evaluation of indirect employment or induced employment except to say that there appears to be a ‘pyramid’ of ratios such that if the figure at the apex is too high then all are too high and vice versa. An inherent problem is the assumptions involved. To quote from a recent paper:

“Indirect employment has a certain validity as a statistical concept but has the fatal flaw that it means double-counting people employed in other industries. If every other industry used the same technique the number of people employed in British industry would far exceed the total population.”

We believe the above evidence argues conclusively against the extension of the runway and the associated works that would be required.  We believe our assessment shows that the development would not be a significant economic driver and would degrade rather than enhance the local environment and quality of life for the local population. We ask that Southend council reject the planning application. 



	
	Civil Aviation Authority

	6.70
	The CAA has no comment other than to confirm that, under licence conditions, changes on the physical characteristics of the aerodrome including the erection of new buildings and alterations to existing buildings or to visual aids shall not be made without prior approval of the CAA.  This is a matter for the applicant and CAA and not a planning issue.


	
	East Of England Development Agency

	6.71
6.72

6.73
	EEDA supports this application. They believe that there is strong strategic policy support for the development of Southend Airport. Goal 8 of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) includes the need to realise and harness the potential of London Southend Airport as a key transport gateway by improving operational capacity, surface access and supporting business development.

With regard to job creation EEDA believes that the expansion of the airport as facilitated by the runway extension will have a significantly beneficial impact in terms of job growth and that this will contribute positively to the EEP jobs target of 55,000 jobs for the wider Essex Thames Gateway.

EEDA also acknowledge that CO2 reduction targets are challenging and that they would encourage the strongest possible mitigation measures to reduce the carbon emissions including those detailed in the ES.



	
	East Of England Regional Assembly

	6.74
6.75

6.76

6.77

6.78

6.79

6.80

6.81

6.82

6.83
	The airport is an existing resource for the sub-region and the East of England.  Regional planning policy has always been for modest expansion to meet local market needs in recognition of the contribution that greater air connectivity can have in supporting regeneration.  While active, the airport is not currently used by commercial services and this proposal could encourage more regular and reliable services.   

However, this support is conditional on environmental controls and the timely provision of infrastructure to the same standards as at other airports.  Environmental mitigation is included, particularly the requirement of agreed noise limits; the potential for improving rail, bus, cycle and pedestrian connections also contributes to sustainable development objectives. 

In order help meet obligations on carbons emissions, the Council’s should consider including obligations such as for more fuel efficient planes.  Aviation policy is a matter for national Government, particularly how carbon emissions from airlines are to be monitored and traded.  However, policy SS1 requires local development documents and other strategies (which includes airport masterplans and publications of the Air Transport Forum) to help meet obligations on carbon emissions.  

The increase in employment, directly and indirectly, and the contribution to regeneration are the most significant benefits from the development.  This forms the fundamental basis of the support for an expanded airport in regional policy.

The application suggests that the most significant impact will be through direct employment rather than indirect, induced or “catalytic” employment.  The assessment predicts a further 1,490 jobs from the increase in passengers from the extension.  This is based on several assumptions, one of which is that improvements to productivity (which reduce employment required for a given output e.g. passengers) is set at two per cent for aviation employment (2.4 per cent for MRO employment based on employer surveys).

The rate at which the productivity growth level has been set appears to be low, overstating employment long-term employment benefits.  In any case, the productivity rates for different sectors (passenger, freight, MRO) should be applied separately.  

The Councils should consider how the expansion of airport could be linked to further tourism promotion in the area – such as information points within the terminal – as part of other strategies.

The application does include the support and identified role of the airport contained in the 2003 Air Transport White Paper (ATWP).  However, neither the ATWP nor the East of England Plan identifies growth at London Southend of up to two million passengers per annum (mppa).  The two mppa figure was an assumption used in the demand and impact appraisal work and was based on the maximum use of the runways at the major airports and no new runway capacity.

Provided the sustainable transport package and environmental controls are capable of being monitored, evaluated and changed, and are set to the highest of standards, the application is supported by regional policy.

The runway should be considered as a resource that has the potential to be better used.  Reducing the need for further capacity elsewhere and improving competition are aims of regional airports in the ATWP.



	
	English Heritage

	6.84
6.85
	Do not wish to comment in detail, but are pleased the demolition of St. Laurence and All Saints Church is no longer proposed. No objections to the proposed modifications to the setting of the church. 
A photographic record of the current appearance of the church should be made and deposit in the local history record. A condition regarding archaeological investigations is recommended. 



	
	The Environment Agency

	6.86
6.87

6.88

6.89

6.90
	No objection to proposal subject to recommended conditions; a flood risk assessment and drainage strategy has been submitted.  The proposed surface water drainage and attenuation will be sized to accommodate the 1:100 year rainfall event. We would recommend that a back up pump or additional overflow storage area is provided. 
A contamination study has been submitted.  It is essential that the groundwater present on site is treated as a controlled water receptor for any contamination within the development area. Permission should only be granted if a condition is imposed to control contamination should any be found to be present. 
After review of the ES we are in agreement with Natural England, that subject to flight paths not being significantly altered together with other mitigation measures, there would be no significant effects likely on the interest features of any of the Natura 2000 sites in the vicinity.

We have serious concerns about airport expansion and its effects on air quality and climate change. However, objections on planning applications on grounds of CO2 emissions do not fall under our remit. 

In terms of sustainability we request we are consulted on the Construction Environment Management and Action Plan so that we can ensure the highest standards of construction methods are being used. No objection on sustainability grounds.  Other advice on construction and drainage provided. 



	
	Essex Chambers of Commerce

	6.91
6.92
	Support the range of proposals to improve and development the airport. Support is based on a survey of Essex Chambers’ Members conducted in June 2009 and other informal feedback from member businesses. Almost 90% of respondents support the development of the airport, whilst some 70% are also in favour of extending the runway. 
The Chambers’ view is that the proposals are vital to the future prosperity of Southend and one of the keys to the whole Thames Gateway South Essex regeneration programme. It is the Chambers’ view that the proposals represent a fair and workable balance between the interests of various stakeholders including local residents, many of whom are also Chamber Members. 

(Officer Note: the results of the ECC survey were appended to their response).



	
	Essex County Council Historic Buildings

	6.93
	The demolition of the church wall would have an impact on the setting of the church, and its acceptability will depend considerably on the significance of the wall. 


	
	Essex County Fire Brigade 

	6.94
	No comment


	
	Essex Police

	6.95
	Have no objection to the proposals, subject to funding to cover their costs with regard to increased policing needs as a result of this development. Seeking costs to cover the provision of a Police office, an interview room, 3 Police Constables & 2 Traffic Officers (including recruitment and training), staff and IT systems to support Special Branch operations, a 4x4 patrol Vehicle, a normal patrol vehicle, a traffic vehicle, four sites to be equipped with Automatic Number Plate Recognition and a STORM airwave communication system. 


	
	Essex Wildlife Trust

	6.96
6.97

6.98

6.99

6.100
	The Trust wishes to raise an objection and comment on concerns on the expansion of the airport through increased passenger capacity and the extension to the runway in relation to the long term effects increased numbers of commercial flights into Essex will have on increased carbon emissions and the sub sequential impacts through Climate Change on local, National and international biodiversity. 
The Trust does not object to the proposed works on the grounds of direct impact to biodiversity within the footprint of the development site but does object on the grounds of indirect impacts on biodiversity.

The expansion of Southend Airport is driven by the governments recommendation within the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP), the Trust is concerned with this decision and believes that further expansion of yet another airport within the county is fundamentally unsustainable and will result in a serious decline in quality of life for people and wildlife in the vicinity for many generations.

Aviation is the worlds fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions which are proven to negatively contribute to climate change, while they currently contribute to around 3.5% of global emissions this figure could rise to as high as 15% by 2050. Aviation is the most unsustainable form of transport. The Trust therefore wishes to raise an objection to the flight and passenger intensification at Southend airport.

The ES submitted does not consider the cumulative effects of future development referred to in the application. It is the view of the Trust that this application can not be seen in isolation to those potential projects highlighted above and should therefore be refused grounds of non compliance with EIA regulations.  



	
	First Thamesway Bus Company

	6.101
	No Comment


	
	Leigh Town Council

	6.102
	Oppose for the following reasons: Increased road congestion; increased planes would affect Blenheim School and 9 other schools through noise and pollution; Blenheim school would be in the public safety zone; lack of a forced landing zone; additional noise disturbance for residents of Leigh; concern of viability of control mechanism in section 5 of the Control Measures because of prevailing wind; increased pollution over Leigh; exemptions will mean night flights exceed the 120 stated; no cap on passenger through-put and parking and transport provisions cannot accommodate this; application is premature and would prejudice the JAAP.


	
	Natural England

	6.103
6.104

6.105


	No objection to the proposed development. The proposed development would not be likely to have a significant effect on the interest features of the Benfleet and Southend Marshes Special Protection Area (SPA) and RAMSAR site, the Dengie PSA, RAMSAR site and NNR or the Essex Estuaries SAC.
Natural England previously identified a number of potential mechanisms by which the proposed development could affect the above-mentioned designated sites. We note these are all covered in the ES submitted. In particular the proposal would result in a significantly increased frequency of flights over the SPA, however in view of the altitude and ability of wintering birds to become habituated to regularly occurring noise disturbance it would not be likely to result in any significant impact to these sites. 
The ES identifies the presence of a number of protected species within or adjacent the application site. The ES contains mitigation, and subject to appropriate licenses, the protected species are capable of being adequately mitigated. Condition requiring bat surveys and mitigation measures recommended. 



	
	Ramblers' Association

	6.106
	No Comment


	
	Renaissance Southend

	6.107
6.108

6.109

6.110

6.111

6.112

6.113
	Through the preparation of the Regeneration Framework in 2007 LSA was identified as one of six priorities for the town. In the work undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners in support of the Regeneration Framework it was concluded that the then Airport Masterplan was unlikely to achieve its objective of expanding passenger services without a runway extension that would meet the requirements of operators and their new fleets.

However, the Regeneration Framework also recognised that the Airport’s potential was more than simply a regional airport offering short haul flights to Europe, but was a centre for developing the strong aviation engineering sector that already employs nearly 1000 people. In addition, the Airport could act as a major employment hub that would help to attract investment and business if additional land was allocated in the form of a new Business Park.

Against this background the Board of RSL wishes to confirm its support for the current application for the runway extension, which represents a significant first step, and indeed catalyst, for realising the ambition for the Airport as a whole. 

RSL recognises that any major development such as this cannot be carried out without some impact locally, but the critical consideration is to what extent that impact can be satisfactorily mitigated, and if not, whether it causes such harm as to outweigh the benefits that would accrue from the proposed development.

The principle of expansion of passenger services from LSA has already been established through current and emerging planning policy at national, regional and local level. Previous planning permissions granted by Rochford District Council for the construction of a new passenger terminal and railway station have also reinforced this principle of significant growth. Notwithstanding these factors, there is currently no restriction that would prevent additional growth at LSA.  Expansion is more likely to take place with a runway extension than without. The alternative would be a slower and lower level of growth that would have a reduced catalytic effect on the wider economic and employment aspirations for the Airport as a whole.

The Economic Assessment accompanying the application suggests that the direct employment growth from the proposed expansion of LSA could be in the order of 2,500 new jobs, with a further 770 indirect or induced within the South Essex area. There is no other current development that is likely to generate this level of employment growth in the Borough, an area that has seen stagnation in employment growth over recent years, whilst other areas have increased. The Economic Assessment refers to this development as ‘transformational’ and RSL would support this contention. 

Board of Renaissance Southend Ltd strongly recommends the Council’s Development Control Committee to grant planning permission for this development, subject to the necessary controls to limit and control its impact on residents and the environment.


	
	Rochford District Council

	6.114
6.115

6.116
	At a meeting of the Council’s Development Control Committee on 19th November it was resolved that Rochford District Council supports the application for the runway extension and associated development, subject to there being appropriate controls applied to the operation of the airport through conditions and a S106 agreement;

Rochford District Council supports, subject to traditional controls or amendments, the controls set out together with additional items recommended.  These are the appointment of a noise manager, establishment of an air transport forum, a wave vortex strike compensation/repair scheme, all construction opportunities where possible, use local employment.  

Richford District Council accepts in principle the replacement of the existing 1999 S106 agreement relating to the consent for the terminal and railway station being replaced with a new S106 agreement to incorporate the revised list of controls on the operation of the airport, these new controls to then apply to the development of the railway station and terminal building.  


	
	RSPB

	6.117
6.118

6.119

6.120
	The RSPB objects to this application; the expansion of Southend Airport would significantly increase emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) associated with the development through increased air transport movements.  This would exacerbate climate change. 

Agree there would be no significant effect on the interest features of Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA and Roach and Crouch SPA subject to mitigation measures being carried out. 
The RSPB has serious concerns about the current forecasts for future growth in air travel. We will therefore oppose the expansion of air travel until the Government can demonstrate how this can be achieved whilst still meeting UK targets for emissions reductions across the whole economy. 

The sustainability and climate change section within the ES does not acknowledge and truly represent the issues of climate change and the need to reduce carbon emissions.    We are in no doubt the economic and social value of expansion at the airport is far outweighed by its economic, social and environmental costs. 


	
	South East Essex Health Authority

	6.121
	No Comment


	
	Sport England

	6.122
6.123
	While the runway diversion would not affect any playing fields, the diversion of Eastwoodbury Lane would be through a public park.  The areas affected by the proposed road diversion are not considered to be capable of forming a playing pitch, and the only playing pitch in the park would be unaffected.  As a result Sport England has no objection. Request the basketball court and play area is relocated in advance of commencement of construction on the road to ensure continuity for users. Condition recommended to ensure pitch and and wider open space can be safeguarded during development. In addition the car park serving the park should be replaced as soon as possible. 
Recommend that a condition is imposed requiring the approval of the layout of the proposed compensatory open space before commencement of development.
 

	
	Public Consultation

	6.124
6.125

6.126

6.127

6.128
	Immediate neighbours notified by letter, three site notices posted around vicinity of site (at Eastwoodbury Lane/Aviation Way, Thanet Grange and North Crescent) and a press notice published in Standard Recorder on 30th October 2009.
A total of 549 responses in support of the application have been received at time of writing.  These include letters from Thames Gateway South Essex, Castlepoint BC, Olympus Keymed, BMI Airlines, and Stockvale Group.  A further 185 responses cited “no objections”. It is noted a number of these were received from addresses outside of the borough.  The letters of support cited the following reasons:

· Jobs creation
· Address job losses elsewhere in the area

· Benefits to the local community in the current economic climate

· Expand business and tourism 

· No expansion would be a lost opportunity

· Provide support and benefits from the Olympics

· An extension is overdue

· Give Southend some prominence within Europe 

· Provide passenger and air transport services to local people

· Reduce the need to travel to other airports

· New aircraft are quieter and less harmful to the environment

· Essential to regeneration and to prevent stagnation of the town

· Pleased with updates/information given to the public

· Pleased with new airport operator 

A total of 1469 responses in objection have been received at time of writing, including responses from Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, SAEN, Hawkwell Parish Council, Kingsdown School and local school Governors.  The responses cited the following reasons:

· Increased flights – noise pollution
· Noise emanating from night flights – disturbance to sleep

· Concerns with noise assessment undertaken by the applicant

· Impact of noise on schools and pupils’ concentration, behaviour, health and learning
· Impact of noise on places of work/offices

· Aircraft emissions and impacts on health (including risk of cancer)
· Increased emissions will impact on wildlife

· Increased emissions will impact climate change – contrary to current polices and current thinking on global warming incl. Nottingham Declaration and Climate Change Act
· Increased traffic and congestion – roads already at capacity

· Impacts on health (increased risk of disease and illness)
· Do not want sound insulation scheme

· Loss of green belt

· Loss of agricultural land

· Impact of new road on residents’ amenity

· Do not need expansion

· Airspace already crowded

· Negative impact on safety with respect to the PSZ and within the airport

· Safety implications for local schools (with particular reference to Blenheim School)
· Flood risk implications

· Impacts on access of St Lawrence Church for parishioners 

· Noise disturbance during church services

· Potential demolition/risk to church building

· Application should not be accepted before the JAAP process has been completed – application is premature

· Not happy with consultation process on JAAP (including results of JAAP consultation) and planning application consultation

· Benefits from Olympics will be short-lived and not worth negative impacts
· Promise of new jobs may never be realised

· Employment forecasts are not achievable/not likely to be met

· Jobs will be taken up by people from outside the borough – more traffic

· Public transport needed – will not be improved or adequate

· 2 million passengers will not contribute to local economy and head straight out of the borough

· Airport will be turned into a freight operation 

· The ATWP does not support 2mmpa – the application is misleading in this respect

· Negative impact of planes on quality of St. Laurence Park 

· Light pollution 

· Southend and Rochford Councils are biased

· Southend BC has a private interest as landowner 

· A “deal has already been done” with the Councils

· The application should be determined by the Secretary of State

· Economic benefits do not outweigh harm

· De-value properties within flightpath and nearby areas
· Loss of houses

· General loss of quality of life for residents

· Concerns with security and terrorism

· Inadequate infrastructure

A total of four responses were received with no particular view given.
The number of valid responses received at time of writing is therefore 2,207.  This does not include responses where the respondent omitted their address or name and address.  Where the same respondent has submitted multiple responses this is counted as one response for the purposes of the totals above, although all points and comments raised within multiple letters have been considered. 


	7
	Relevant Planning History

	7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4
7.5

7.6
	09/01049/RSO – Scoping Opinion for current application issued 4th August 2009. 

07/00954/OUTM - Erect 4 storey building comprising 131 bedroom hotel with restaurant and bar to ground floor and ancillary offices and meeting rooms to first floor and lay out car parking spaces (Outline) – Approved 15/11/2007. 
03/00010/FUL - Reconfigure the Airport runway and carry out associated works including the realignment of the Eastwoodbury Lane/Aviation Way junction – Refused on 2/4/2003 for reason of:
“The planning application does not propose satisfactory solutions to deal with the significant environment impact the development would generate. This results from the failure to provide for:

(i) displaced traffic (resulting from severance of Eastwoodbury Lane) and access to rail facilities to serve the projected increases in passenger throughput;}

(ii) the provision of an adequate 'Clear and Graded Area' associated with the reconfigured runway to meet with the safety requirements of the CAA as set out in CAP168; and}

(iii) the submission of clear and convincing evidence to prove that very exceptional circumstances justify the demolition of St. Laurence and All Saints Church which is a Grade I Listed Building of special architectural or historic interest.}

The application therefore contravenes Policies BIW8, BIW9, BE7, T10 and HC3 of the Essex and Southend on Sea Replacement Structure Plan and contravenes Policies T17 and C2 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan.”

97/0526/ROC – Replacement air terminal with integrated railway station, visitor centre, access road, and associated car parking – Approved by Rochester District Council 19/7/1999.  

A number of planning applications were made in connection with the airport retail park during the 1990s.  
63/595/ROC – New terminal and railway station – Withdrawn in 1963 following refusal of an extension to the runway.  



	8
	Recommendation

	
	Members are recommended to:

	8.1
	(a) DELEGATE to the Group Manager of Development Control & Building Control to GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION pending completion of a planning obligation under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and all appropriate legislation to seek the planning obligations set out in the appended S106 Heads of Terms. 

(b) The Group Manager (Development Control & Building Control) be authorised to determine the application upon completion of the above obligation, so long as planning permission when granted and the obligation when executed, accord with the details set out in the report submitted and the conditions listed below:


	
	1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.


	The development hereby permitted shall be begun not later than 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.

Reason: Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

No development approved by this permission (including demolition) shall be commenced until a Construction Environmental Management Plan has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. The Plan shall include the following details:
(a) Lorry routing and traffic management (including control of delivery of materials)

(b) Control of noise

(c) Control of dust

(d) Site waste management

(e) Working hours

(f) Details of the local sourcing of materials

(g) Measures to prevent pollution of ground and surface water

(h) Measures to protect areas of vegetation and wildlife within the vicinity of the development during construction works

(i) Compliance with legal consents relating to nature conservation specifically protected species

(j) Details of how the Construction Environmental Management Plan will be monitored on site

Development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the details approved, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To minimise the environmental impact and disturbance to existing residents, vegetation and wildlife during construction of the development in accordance with PPS1, 9, 10, 23 and PPG24; East of England Plan policies SS1, ENV1, ENV3, ENV7 and WM6; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policies KP2 and CP4; and policies U2 and T8 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan.

No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until Southend Borough Council (as local planning authority and highway authority) has approved in writing a full scheme specification and programme of works, and all relevant highways approvals, consents and agreements are in place, in relation to the following highways works: 

a) the stopping up and permanent diversion of Eastwoodbury Lane; 

b) the temporary diversion (during construction works) and subsequent reinstatement of public footpath 121 (through St. Laurence Park from North Crescent to Eastwoodbury Lane); and 

c) details of the toucan crossing at the position of the existing footpath’s intersection by the proposed road

The development shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

No part of the runway extension approved by this permission shall be commenced until the highways works approved under this condition have been completed to the satisfaction of Southend Borough Council.

Reason: In the interests of highways management and safety in accordance with East of England Plan policy SS1; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2 and CP3; and policy T8 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan.

No part of the runway extension approved by this permission shall be commenced until an automatic (surface) vehicle traffic counter shall be provided at the developer’s expense, in a position to be agreed in writing by the local planning authority. The counter shall permanently be retained in situ unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: To monitor traffic flows within the vicinity of the airport in the interests of highways management and safety in accordance with East of England Plan policy SS1; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2 and CP3; and policy T8 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan.

No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until details of the following have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority: - finished levels of the runway extension and associated runway end safety area including any associated aerodrome ground and airfield lighting, fencing and other aerodrome instruments and for the re-grading of that part of the airfield. The development shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: In the interests of amenity in accordance with DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2 and CP4; and policy C11 and U2 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

No part of the works within the grounds of St Laurence and All Saints Church approved by this permission shall be commenced until  details of the layout, landscaping, and boundary treatment of the following have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority: -
a) the reconfigured car park and landscaping to the frontage of St Laurence and All Saints Church to Aviation Way

b) reconfigured gated and controlled set down area to the south of the church, off the existing Eastwoodbury Lane

The development shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: In the interests of amenity and general environmental quality in accordance with PPS1; East of England Plan policy SS1; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2, CP3, CP4 and CP6; policy C14 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

No part of the works within the grounds of St Laurence and All Saints Church approved by this permission shall be commenced until a method statement for the dismantling of that part of the church wall that is to be removed and thereafter reinstated along the western boundary of the St Laurence and All Saints church yard (including the making of a photographic record to be deposited in the local historical record) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The works shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved method statement unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: To protect the special architectural and historic interest of this listed building in accordance with East of England Plan policy ENV6; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2 and CP4; policy C2 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority a scheme of landscaping.  This shall include details of all the existing trees and hedgerows on the land and details of any to be retained, together with measures for their protection in the course of development; details of the number, size and location of the trees and shrubs to be planted together with a planting specification, details of the management of the site, e.g. the un-compacting of the site prior to planting, the staking of trees and removal of the stakes once the trees are established; and details of the treatment of all hard and soft surfaces (including any earthworks to be carried out).

Reason: In the interests of amenity and general environmental quality in accordance with PPS1; East of England Plan policy SS1; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2, CP4 and CP7; policy C14 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.
If any trees or shrubs that are planted in respect of any landscaping of any part of the proposed development die, are removed, become seriously damaged or diseased within 5 years of their planting they must be replaced on a like for like basis within the next planting season unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: In the interests of amenity and general environmental quality in accordance with PPS1; East of England Plan policy SS1; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2, CP4 and CP7; policy C14 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

No part of the development approved by this permission shall be commenced until details have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority of plans for surface water drainage and for surface water control measures and systems for that part of the proposed development. The development shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason: To ensure that the runway extension is adequately drained in the interests of sustainability and general environmental quality in accordance with PPS1 and PPS25; East of England Plan policy WAT4; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until:

a) a site investigation has been undertaken to determine the nature and extent of any contamination on the site, and

b) the results of the investigation, together with an assessment by a suitably qualified or otherwise competent person, and details of a scheme to contain, treat or remove any contamination, as appropriate, have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.

No part of the runway extension or new highway associated with the diversion of Eastwoodbury Lance shall be opened for its intended use until: 

c) the approved remediation scheme shall be fully implemented; and

d) a Certificate shall be provided to the local planning authority by a suitably qualified or otherwise competent person stating that remediation has been completed and the site is suitable for the permitted end use.

Thereafter, no works shall take place within the site such as to prejudice the effectiveness of the approved scheme of remediation.

Reason: To ensure that any contamination under the site is identified and treated so that it does not harm anyone who uses the site in the future in accordance with PPS1 and PPS23; East of England Plan policy ENV7 and WAT4; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.

Prior to commencement of development an archaeological scheme of investigation providing for the strip, map and sample of the site shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. Archaeological investigations shall thereafter be undertaken in accordance with the approved investigation scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that there is opportunity to record any archaeological items of interest and finds in accordance with PPG16; East of England Plan policy ENV6; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2; policy C1 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.
The developer shall afford access at all reasonable times to any archaeologist nominated by the local planning authority, to allow the observation of the strip, map and sample and the recording of any items of interest and finds.

Reason: To ensure that there is opportunity to record any archaeological items of interest and finds in accordance with PPG16; East of England Plan policy ENV6; DPD1 (Core Strategy) policy KP2; policy C1 of the Southend on Sea Borough Local Plan; and SPD1 (Design and Townscape Guide) 2009.



	
	Informatives:

1. In relation to Condition 2 you are advised that the outline Site Waste Management Plan that was submitted as part of the outline Sustainability Appraisal (October 2009) should be incorporated into the Construction Environmental Management Plan required by this condition as this outline document deals predominantly with the environmental impacts during the construction phase of the development. The management of waste during the operational phase of the development should be addressed within the Environmental Management Plan required under the terms of the associated Section 106 agreement.

2. In relation to Condition 3 you are advised that the details submitted should include details of the levels, alignment, layout, configuration, finishes, lighting, fencing, bunding and landscaping of the proposed realigned Eastwoodbury Lane together with details of the proposed junctions with Nestuda Way and Eastwoodbury Lane, the associated cycleway and footpath, and the replacement parking. Please contact Martin Warren (Highways Engineer 01702 534328) in respect of the necessary highways approvals.

3. This permission is governed by a legal agreement between the applicant, Southend Borough Council, Rochford District Council and Essex County Council under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The agreement relates to:

· Annual Report

· Notice
· Local Employment Opportunities

· Quiet Operations Policy

· Air Quality Monitoring

· Instrument Landing System

· Wake Vortex Scheme

· Replacement of land and facilities

· Replacement habitat and open space contributions

· Carbon and Environmental Management Plan

· Sustainable Procurement Plan

· Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS)

· Railway Station

· Section 106 Monitoring Contribution



	
	(c) Delegate responsibility to the Head of Planning & Transport to make any necessary representations to the transport works and legislative requirements directly relevant to this permission.

(d) In the event that the planning obligation referred to in part (a) above has not been completed by 1st February 2010, the Group Manager (Development Control & Building Control) be authorised to refuse planning permission for the application on the grounds of failure to comply with East of England Plan policy ENV1 and ETG4, Core Strategy policy KP3, CP3 and CP6 and saved Local Plan policy U1. 




Appendix: Section 106 Draft Heads of Terms Summary

	Annual Report
	To be presented to the Southend Airport Consultative Committee (ACC) no later than 1 year after the opening of the extended runway and each subsequent anniversary after the opening date. To implement the reasonable requirements of the ACC and report on this to the ACC;



	Notice
	No less than 28 days prior notice of the commencement of the development, commencement of the runway and the opening date to be provided to the Council;



	Passenger Throughput
	To maintain records of passengers using the terminal and provide data to the Council on request;



	Local Employment Opportunities
	To use reasonable endeavours to ensure: employment opportunities are publicised locally; local labour is employed at airport; on-site training programmes are provided; airport is operated in accordance with Site Employment Strategy; and to report to the ACC annually on its employment and training programmes;



	Quiet Operations Policy
	i) Noise Manager, responsible for co-ordinating and progressing delivery of Policy, to be appointed prior to commencement of development and to remain appointed thereafter;

ii) Airport to use reasonable endeavours to ensure that all those whose activities at Airport have noise implications adopt and observe the QOP;

iii) Public Noise Complaints Handling Service to be established prior to opening of the extended runway and thereafter maintained;

iv) Details of Noise Monitoring System to be submitted to Council prior to commencement of the runway works and airport not to open the extended runway until the NMS has been approved and implemented;

v) Property Acquisition and Sound and Thermal Insulation Grants Scheme – within 18 months of the opening of the extended runway to identify those properties that qualify for acquisition/compensation/mitigation and to carry out acquisition, or sound, thermal and solar attenuation works at its own cost;

vi) Scheme to promote quiet ground operations at the Airport to be submitted prior to commencement of the runway works including a mechanism for review after 5 years and a mechanism for enforcement;

vii) Night Noise Provisions including a Quota Count System to limit the type of aircraft and number of night time flights to be in place from the opening of the extended runway;

viii) Runway 06 to be used as the preferred departures runway and runway 24 as the preferred arrivals runway from the opening of the extended runway;

ix) Total air traffic movements (ATM) shall not exceed 53,300 per annum from the commencement of development;

x) Total cargo related ATMs shall not exceed the lesser of 5,330 per annum or 10% of the total number of ATMs;

xi) Best practice plan for aircraft engine testing to be submitted for approval prior to commencement of runway works;

xii) No aircraft engine testing between 2000 and 0800 hours Monday to Saturday, between 1800 hours on Saturday and 0900 hours on Sunday, and between 1055 and 1105 hours on 11 November each year;

xiii) From the opening of the extended runway: all aircraft with a maximum certified weight of more than 5.7 tonnes to use preferential routes; airport to use reasonable endeavours to ensure this and to impose fines in respect of non-compliance; fines to be spent on approved community projects;

	Air Quality Monitoring
	Air Quality Monitoring Programme to be submitted to Rochford and Southend prior to commencement of development – to be reviewed at least once every 5 years and any significant adverse effects attributable to the airport to be mitigated by the airport; 


	Instrument Landing System
	System for use in connection with runway 06 to be in place and operational prior to opening of extended runway and to remain in place thereafter;



	Wake Vortex Scheme
	Scheme to provide for the payment of compensation and/or carrying out of repair to properties arising out of damage from wake vortices by ATMs at the airport to be submitted prior to commencement of runway works and implemented once approved;



	Replacement of land and facilities
	As soon as reasonably practical following completion of S106 agreement details of the following to be submitted to Southend for approval:

· Details of replacement play facilities

· Proposals for laying out the replacement land as open land

· Programme of implementation to provide replacement habitat 

Airport: not to commence development until details approved; to use all reasonable endeavours to substantially complete the replacement play facilities and replacement land prior to opening of the extended runway; to use all reasonable endeavours to substantially complete the replacement habitat within agreed timescale



	Replacement habitat and open space contributions
	Replacement habitat contribution (£4,000) payable prior to opening of extended runway;

Open space contribution (£14,000) payable prior to opening of extended runway;



	Carbon and Environmental Management Plan
	To identify appropriate proportionate and reasonable initiatives that the airport will implement to reduce carbon emissions and associated green house gases and overall environmental impact resulting from an increase in airport activities resulting from the development; plan to be submitted for approval by Southend and Rochford prior to commencement of development and implemented once approved;



	Sustainable Procurement Plan
	To identify measures to reduce the environmental impacts of the development through the procurement of sustainable goods and services at the airport; plan to be submitted for approval by Southend and Rochford prior to commencement of development;



	Airport Surface Access Strategy (ASAS)
	Details of Air Transport Forum (ATF) membership to be submitted to Rochford and Southend for approval prior to commencement of runway works; ATF to be set up at airport’s expense within 1 month of approval; ATF responsible for reviewing and monitoring effectiveness of the ASAS on a regular basis; details of ASAS (including various provisions in relation to public transport infrastructure including penalty clauses for failure to meet targets in respect of public transport use) be agreed prior to commencement of extended runway works and implemented on opening of the extended runway;




	Railway Station
	Railway station, to be provided at airport’s expense, to be substantially complete and open to public prior to opening of extended runway;



	Section 106 Monitoring Contribution


	£10,000 payable prior to commencement of development.

	Council's legal fees
	Payable on completion of s.106 agreement.
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�  The Code ranges from Code1 to Code 4 and is based on design standards.


� Bournemouth, Cardiff, Doncaster, Exeter, Inverness, Newquay, Southampton


� Average sound energy measured over a specific period of time
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