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1.   Introduction





1.1   This document sets out the reasons why the writer believes that Uttlesford District Council should refuse this planning application.





1.2   Uttlesford District Council planning application form TP2 (rev.85) item 3(a) asks the question “Does the proposal form the stage of a larger scheme for which planning permission is not at present sought?“.  In its planning application dated 28 April 2006, BAA has stated “No”.  This is clearly a false statement.  The BAA covering letter lists a number of “additional facilities which do not currently have planning permission (and) may be brought forward in due course“ and BAA and its successor ADI continue to assert that a planning application for a second runway will be brought forward in 2007.  The covering letter also states that “the application focuses purely on lifting the condition limits” implying a minor adjustment to the existing planning permission.  In fact the proposal could lead to a throughput of 45mppa or even 50 mppa with consequential enormous economic and environmental impacts for the whole region.





Before examining the Environmental Statement (ES) it is important to record the existence of these two initial BAA statements.  One is a falsehood and the other is disingenuous.  At the outset, they give due warning of the likely approach taken by BAA in setting out its detailed application.





2.  Air Traffic data





2.1   The Air Traffic data in the ES provides the first key issue to be tested since BAA’s planning application only purports to want to lift the limits on mppa and ATM numbers.   In examining the Air Traffic data provided, it becomes clear that the forecasts that underpinned the planning permission granted in May 2003 were inaccurate.  Only three years ago, BAA were permitted 25mppa and 241,000 ATMs, of which no more than 22.500 ATMs were to be cargo.  It is now evident that in 2005, nearly 22 million passengers were carried by only 167,000 movements.  The present cap provides considerable headroom, especially since the cargo ATMs have remained static at around 11,000 for the last few years. The importance of this fact today is that BAA has projected the Air Traffic data figures on 25mppa and 35mppa cases in 2014 which not only minimises the difference between them but also exploits the headroom already created.  This is a fundamental flaw in the presentation of the Air Traffic data which significantly affects the resulting environmental impacts since BAA subsequently claims that the difference between the two 2014 cases is small and therefore the environmental impacts are minimal.   





2.2   In fact the two cases that should be considered are the 2005 actual figures of 178,000 movements and 22 million passengers compared with the BAA proposal for 264,000 ATMs and unlimited passenger numbers.  The average number of passengers being carried per aircraft continues to grow which coupled to the anticipated introduction of larger aircraft means that passenger numbers in 2014 could be 40 million per year, rising to 45 million or even 50 million in later years.  There should be ’sensitivity’ projections carried out for 40mppa, 45mppa and 50mppa with the consequential environmental impacts properly assessed. 





2.3  The Aviation White Paper assumed that fuel prices would stabilise at $25 per barrel in real terms at 2000 price levels.  In fact oil prices have risen steeply to nearly $80 per barrel which is about $65 per barrel in 2000 prices and there is no realistic alternative to kerosene in the foreseeable future.  It is also becoming increasingly likely that the favourable aviation tax breaks such as tax-free fuel and zero-rated VAT will be progressively removed.  Using the various air transport forecast models used by the Government and other organisations, it has been shown that the rising price of oil and progressive removal of tax breaks would result in a reduction in demand.  Albeit the DfT believes that the low budget airline sector (such as at Stansted) would be more resistant to a fall in demand caused by economic tax instruments.  





2.4   It is understood that the Department for Transport (DfT) uses an average figure of 1% for the price elasticity of demand for air travel in the UK.  This means that a 1% decrease in price produces a 1% increase in demand and vice versa.  However, the Oxford Economic Forecasting study in November 1999 commissioned by the DfT showed that price elasticity was higher for leisure travel at 1.5%.  And Stansted airport predominately handles leisure travel.   Nonetheless, using the DfT model, it is believed that a notional 100% fuel tax phased in by 2015 would result in fare increases of about 1% per year which would have the effect of halving the demand for growth in the UK in 2020.   However the key element to this possible outcome is the timescale.  It means that in the period up to 2014, any introduction of fiscal tax measures would not have made much impact on demand.  And BAA’s proposal only addresses the 2014 timescale.





2.6   In conclusion, the forecasts provided by BAA in the ES appear to underestimate the likely passenger throughput numbers and certainly understate the environmental impacts by concentrating on the difference between the 25mppa and 35mppa cases in 2014.   





 





3.   Economics





3.1   Stansted Airport Limited earned £45 million operating profit in the year ended 31 March 2005 which equates to a 3.9% return on net assets of £1.14 billion.  In fact the airport makes a loss on its aeronautical operations and only achieved the small operating profit through car parking and retail charges.  The airport was still carrying some £98 million  of accumulated losses reflecting the lack of profitability on past investments.  The operating profit per passenger is less than half the BAA average and Stansted has not earned a commercial profit in any year since privatisation in 1987.  This is not a financial success story by any measure.  





3.2   Stansted airport is a major employer in Uttlesford but as such, there would be many economic disbenefits to the district if the expansion proposed were to be granted.  Uttlesford is an area of high employment and it is unlikely that the additional jobs created by airport expansion would attract people living in this area.  Since most of these additional jobs would be unskilled and lower paid this would have a double negative effect.  Firstly these jobs could probably only be resourced by people living outside the area, contributing to increased commuting.  Secondly this would have the effect of shrinking the local employment opportunities for people with higher training and professional skills who in turn would probably move away. 





3.3   Stansted airport depends on two airline customers (Ryanair and easyJet) of which Ryanair is by far the larger operator.  These two airlines account for some 85% of its passenger traffic.  This reinforces the over-dependence of the local jobs market on the airport by not having a wide customer base.





3.4   Stansted airport essentially serves the leisure market which currently accounts for over 80% of passengers flown   Freight activities have remained static at about 11,000 movements per year and as a percentage of the total ATMs has actually decreased from 8% to 6% in the last six years.  Many more UK residents fly out of this country through Stansted than the number of foreign visitors who fly in.  The East of England tourist industry has been virtually static for the last ten years.  This leisure market currently produces a net outflow of tourism revenue through Stansted airport in excess of £1 billion per year.  This is not an inconsiderable proportion of the total UK overseas travel deficit of some £14 billion per year and it continues to rise.  This net deficit is considerably larger than the commonly claimed £400 million per annum revenue earned by Stansted airport.





3.5   The ES appears to try to disguise this net outflow of revenue as well as understating the importance of central London as a final destination for tourists.  





3.6   The ES Volume 5 Introduction makes the claim that “Aviation makes a significant contribution to the UK economy and was estimated to contribute 1.4% of UK GDP in 1999.   In 2003, aviation directly employed around 200,000 people.  However, it is acknowledged that the aviation industry’s more important economic contribution is through its role as a facilitator of other economic activity.  Airports, especially international airports, have a particular role to play in international business activity, inward investment, tourism and trade“.  Following this grand introduction and subsequent similar grand statements, the ES does not provide any specific quantified evidence of local economic benefits that could be derived from airport expansion. 





3.7   In conclusion, whilst Stansted airport is a major local employer, it is arguable that it is currently a net disbenefit to the region from an overall economic standpoint and this situation will worsen if it is allowed to expand.    











4.   Noise





4.1   Noise is dealt with in two separate volumes in the ES, one covering air noise and the other covering ground noise.  Whilst this helps the analysis and assessment of each, it should be remembered that noise is noise from whatever source it emanates.  It is the cumulative effect of noise that people will suffer from living close to the airport.  There is no attempt in the ES to bring together the effects of these two sources of noise.  In fact the ES is highly selective in its separate analysis of air and ground noise, attempting to play down the adverse impacts of both.  





4.2   There are three main elements of noise nuisance.  The first is the level or loudness of the noise, the second is the nature or tone of the noise and the third is the number of events or repeat occasions of the noise.  A tonal sound such as the whine of an aircraft engine will be more disturbing than a broad spread of frequencies.  Few people would be disturbed by waves on the beach even though the level of the noise can be high.  The number of noise events i.e. the number of movements is just as important as the level of the noise and adds to the noise disturbance.  Additionally an increased number of aircraft movements will not be offset by the introduction of quieter aircraft.   There are two further factors that influence the amount of noise caused by aircraft.  The first one is the ambient level of background noise and this area is mainly rural and relatively quiet.  The second factor is the direction and strength of the wind.  The human ear will hear the cumulative effect of all these noise factors and decide the total extent of noise disturbance.  This judgement will vary from person to person but there are guidelines established that not only seek to protect people from noise but also aim to avoid, prevent or reduce noise.  





4.3   In the first instance the EU Directive 2002/49/EC concerning the assessment and management of environmental noise states in Article 1 Objectives "the aim shall be to define a common approach to avoid, prevent or reduce the harmful effects including annoyance due to exposure to environmental noise" and "the adoption of action plans based upon noise-mapping results with a view to preventing and reducing environmental noise where necessary and particularly where exposure levels can induce harmful effects on human health and to preserve environmental noise quality where it is good".  The Air Transport White Paper The Future of Air Transport December 2003 Chapter 3 states that “action is needed to prevent a deterioration in the noise climate as growth in air traffic overtakes the rate of technological advance“ and the Government “will bear down on night noise”.  So the principles are quite clear.  The World Health Organisation (WHO) Guidelines for Community Noise provide guideline values which “take into consideration the identified health effects and are set (and) based on the lowest levels of noise that affect health (critical health effect)”.  The ES refers to all of these documents, but it either ignores or misquotes the information contained in them.  





4.4   The ES noise conclusions are based on BAA’s own calculations which will be shown later to be an understatement of the adverse impacts.   Nonetheless, the conclusions of both ES Volume 2 (Air Noise) and Volume 8 (Ground Noise) show that there will be more noise produced and over a wider area in the 35mppa case than in the 25mppa case.  So even BAA’s calculations show that there will be more noise generated but that no additional mitigation is proposed.  





4.5  Concerning the figures and methods of calculation, the WHO Guideline values for community noise are:





				dBs		Critical health effect			 


Day and evening, outside 	55 LAeq 	serious annoyance


				50 LAeq 	moderate annoyance


Night, outside 			45 LAeq 	sleep disturbance, window open


				60 LAmax	sleep disturbance, window open


Yet in ES Volume 8, BAA has used certain higher benchmark figures (some 5dB higher) whilst at the same time stating that they are consistent with WHO Guidelines.  In addition BAA has based the air noise figures on a 57dB LAeq average which is above the WHO Guidelines.  Furthermore, these WHO Guideline values are derived from observations on the health effects of noise on normal or average populations.  This means that vulnerable groups of people such as the elderly, the ill, babies and young children are typically under-represented.  The WHO Guidelines state that “these people may be less able to cope with the impacts of noise exposure and be at greater risk for harmful effects”.  Additionally BAA use an outdoor/indoor attenuation factor with a window left open of 15 to 20dB.  This appears to be too high a figure, since a typical figure is in the region of 10dB.  In summary, the benchmark starting points used by BAA are too high and the attenuation factor is overstated..





4.6    BAA’s method of calculating and defining adverse impacts for ground noise for its classification of. “none”, “minor”, “moderate” and “major” is arbitrary and questionable.  It is clear for instance that the difference between “moderate” and “major” adverse impact can be as much as 10dB in BAA’s definition.  This does not accord with the WHO Guideline difference of only 5dB between “moderate” and “serious” annoyance as illustrated in paragraph 4.5 above.





4.7    For air noise, BAA concludes that “no locations would see an increase in noise exposure of more than 2dB” and that “PPG24 considers that a change of 3dB is the minimum perceptible under normal circumstances” .This is a wholly misleading statement.  It only gives an average result over the course of the day.  This is where the factor of the increase of the number of events is so important.  On a busy day there will be a considerable increase in events of aircraft arriving and departing at certain times of the day.  For hourly arrivals, the ES Volume 2 Figure 7 shows a 140% increase of movements between 0600 and 0700 hours from 5 aircraft in 2004 to 12 aircraft in 2014.  It is this considerable increase in the number of events which will be perceived as a higher noise nuisance and will certainly add more than 3dB to the noise exposure at that time.  There are a number of similar busy periods for both arrivals and departures that would produce similar higher noise exposure annoyance.





4.8    Finally BAA’s figures take absolutely no account of the tonality of aircraft noise which can add some 5dB to the noise exposure figures.  Nor do BAA’s figures take any account of wind direction and speed which can add up to 10dB to noise exposure figures in the downwind direction.





4.9    For ground noise, BAA limits itself to aircraft taxiing together with APU noise and some acknowledgement of increased road noise although this only appears to consider the morning peak hour road traffic not the noise throughout a full day.  The BAA analysis excludes noise from engine testing and various on-airport power units.  Whilst the noise from these other sources may be small, they still contribute to the cumulative effect for people living close to the airport.  Significantly BAA also excludes any noise increase from rail transport.  Currently, “one” trains have a crowded timetable and capacity problems.  It is considered highly likely that increased passenger throughput would require more and longer trains which will add further noise pollution.. 





4.10 Turning to a very local issue, when the A120 bypass was opened in December 2003, there was considerable relief from the road noise previously experienced in Takeley.  However since that time, the road noise on the B1256 through Takeley has been steadily increasing as more traffic has come back onto the road.  Whilst It is not possible to know the exact causes without a survey, it is fair to assume that the increased road noise would be due to increased activity in the area.  Whilst there has been a certain number of new house completions, the inescapable major increase in activity in this area in the last 2( years has been due to an extra 2( million passengers going through the airport.  In particular there is an increasing number of National Express empty coaches which shuttle backwards and forwards between the Start Hill coach depot and the airport and use Takeley village as a rat run..  These coaches run from early in the morning to late in the evening and continue throughout  the weekend.  This is a good example of the unwelcome unforeseen consequences of airport growth.  These coaches should be using the A120 bypass, but they don’t.





4.11   In conclusion, the benchmarks, methods of calculation and results in the air and ground noise sections of the ES considerably understate the noise pollution that would be caused by increasing the activity of the airport to that sought by the application.  Taking into account the above mentioned factors which BAA has excluded from its noise calculations, it is arguable that the degree of increased annoyance caused by expansion beyond the current levels of activity (22mppa and 178,000 movements) would in itself cause moderate or even serious annoyance at certain times of the day and in certain places.  The noise calculations should be re-assessed using the correct figures.  They should include all the additional noise factors mentioned above and be carried out not only for 35mppa but also for 45, 45 and 50mppa.      


5.   Surface Access





5.1   BAA has stated that 35mppa would be handled at Stansted airport in 2014.  However as observed in paragraph 2.2 above, this number could easily rise to 40mppa and subsequently to 45mppa or even 50mppa on the basis of 243,000 passenger ATMs.  This would put an enormous strain on road and rail access.  BAA have not proposed any mitigation for 35mppa, let alone the larger throughput numbers.  It is also not clear whether other infrastructure requirements which will have a bearing on rail and road facilities in this region have been taken into account. 





5.2   The ES appears to take no responsibility for increased rail capacity needed for 35mppa, merely passing this on to DfT and the train operating company.  Even more breathtakingly the ES Volume 11 states “Given that the Cambridge Services do not call at Stansted airport, the demand is non-airport-related.  Services will be heavily loaded in 2014 during both AM and PM peak periods.  These issues are known and understood by the rail industry and proposals to address the increasing Regional demand have been promoted in the Eastern Regional Planning Assessment.   An increase in capacity of the Stansted Express would do little, if anything, to alleviate the level of crowding.”  So commuters on the Cambridge line beware.  BAA has no intention of taking any responsibility for the knock-on effect that an increased capacity Stansted Express service will have on local commuters.  Even Stratford commuters get short shrift as the ES Volume 11 goes on to state “Like the Cambridge services, these too will be heavily loaded by 2014 as a result of demand unrelated to Stansted airport, and as before, an increase in capacity of the Stansted Express would do nothing to alleviate this condition.”





5.3   For roads, the ES states there will be significant non-airport related traffic growth and virtually says that the difference between the 25mppa and the 35mppa cases is negligible on the major roads.  It states that where there will be “difficulties at some critical junctions in the network” this is dismissed as being due to non-airport related traffic.  And it goes on to state that “the impact of airport growth from 25mppa to 35mppa or 40mppa on local roads is not material“.





5.4   In conclusion, the BAA takes no recognition of the Government’s transport policy objective to reduce the need and hence the demand for travel, especially by car.  The likely congestion caused by more than 35mppa is not addressed and BAA appears to take no responsibility for the very real rail and road improvements (and their associated costs) that would be necessary.


  








6.   Climate Change





6.1   Climate change has become a major challenge as more evidence is known of the adverse effects of global warming.  The Government has introduced Climate Change - The UK Programme 2006 and in the DEFRA document dated March 2006 the foreword by the Prime Minister opens with the statement “Climate change is probably the greatest long-term challenge facing the human race. That is why I have made it a top priority for this government, at home and internationally”.  It builds on the UK Government’s commitment to the Kyoto agreement and the UK’s own national targets.





6.2   Considerable evidence is now available to demonstrate the impact that aviation makes on climate change.  It is generally recognised that aviation is the fastest growing source of emissions, that the effect is some 2 to 4 times greater than for CO2 alone and, if unconstrained, would consume all of the reducing emissions envelope for the whole of the UK somewhere around 2040.





6.3    By far the largest contribution to climate change by Stansted airport is due to aircraft emissions in flight.  Emissions caused by the energy used at the airport is negligible in comparison.  The more flights that originate and terminate at the airport the more will be the impact.  This fact is exploited by BAA in the ES Volume 1 where it effectively passes this flight emissions problem to the Government and to the airlines by means of their entry into the emissions trading scheme (ETS) at some future date. 





6.4   The ETS currently being studied is restricted to the EU States and is unlikely to be implemented before 2012 as part of Phase 2.  Furthermore, there is considerable scepticism as to whether the eventual allowances and trading arrangements will have any fiscal restraint on aviation growth since they might only add a mere £1 to the price of a ticket. This would also place the burden on all the existing ETS industrial members to make all the emissions savings at a high cost to themselves and even possibly cause the scheme to become unworkable. 


As a result of this, the Environment Committee of the European Parliament is proposing that, instead of putting aviation into the general ETS as presently constituted, there should be a special scheme just for the aviation industry.  Under such a scheme, airlines would have to compete only with one another for pollution permits, and not with industry in general, and so would be under much fiercer pressure to cut damaging exhaust emissions.  Nonetheless, this scheme only begins to scratch the surface of the problem and is unlikely to be in place before 2014 which is the timeframe for BAA’s proposals and would therefore have no effect.


 


6.5   In conclusion, BAA seeks to avoid any responsibility for taking its share in tackling the climate change problem.  If the airport expands from its current level of 178,000 ATMs, through the 241.000 figure and beyond to 263,000 ATMs, the climate change impact would be greatly increased. 











7.   Water





7.1   The East of England is the driest region in England and one of the fastest growing.  The Environmental Audit Committee Report dated January 2005 stated that “The south east region is already an area of the country under environmental stress.  According to the Environment Agency, significant areas of the south east are already being supplied water by an unacceptable and unsustainable abstraction regime in both winter and summer months.  In an average year there is less water per person in England and Wales than in Spain or Portugal.  In parts of the south east of England there is less per person than in Ethiopia or the Sudan.”





The Panel Report of the Examination in Public (EiP) dated June 2006 on the draft East of England Plan makes a specific recommendation in the Overview where it states “The issues concerning water require special mention, as they affect the East of England more than most other regions. Water supply, and to a degree wastewater treatment, water quality and flooding, were raised as concerns at an early stage by participants and in the SEA. It was clear from our seminar presentation by the EA that increasingly unsustainable water abstraction and constraints on supply are serious issues for the region as a whole, but are especially critical in some of the central and southern parts in line for considerable development. We reiterate here the essential point that, by whatever route it is achieved, all new development in the region must secure water savings of at least 25% over current consumption. Although we have taken on board the EA’s strategy and tactics for dealing with water supply and wastewater issues for this RSS, we believe they leave some wider questions about the way these matters are addressed”.





7.2   It is abundantly clear from these two reports that water supply is not only a major issue in this region but also that savings in consumption have to be achieved if the development of the region is to be truly sustainable.  To underline the importance of the need for water savings, a new body, the Water Saving Group was formed in October 2005 and brought together all the major players in the water sector.  This group includes the Environment Agency, Ofwat, the Consumer Council for Water, Water UK, DEFRA, the Department for Communities and Local Government, and Waterwise the water industry's new water saving body.  In June 2006, DEFRA announced progress against the group’s action plan to encourage the efficient use of water and so help protect the long term sustainability of supply.  Environment Minister Ian Pearson chairing the group said "Our water supply is limited and yet demand continues to rise. With the combined effects of climate change and a changing society we cannot assume that the way we use water now can continue indefinitely”.  Since about one third of water supplied goes to industrial and commercial customers, BAA Stansted cannot exclude itself from this national effort. Water shortage is not news to those people living in this area.   We are already living with a hosepipe ban and know that savings must be made on our domestic water consumption.





7.3   Yet BAA clearly believes that its expansion plans are exempt from this need to make savings.  In ES Volume 14, it cheerfully forecasts that the airport demand will increase to 2.83 million litres per day in 2014 from a baseline actual figure of 1.69 million litres per day in 2004.  BAA appears to think that this increase is quite acceptable on the basis that its consumption is a relatively small proportion of the whole region and that 2.83 million litres per day is less than the 3.0 million litres per day which was the original provision for the airport.  It does not make any quantitative proposals for any savings, let alone a reduction of 25% over current consumption recommended by the EiP.





7.4   But this is only part of the delinquency.  BAA bases its forecasts on the 25mppa and the 35mppa cases in 2014.  As already mentioned this ignores the likelihood of a much higher passenger throughput and the fact that water resource planning requires long lead times and not just out to 2014.


7.5   BAA is also very selective in choosing its 2004 baseline figure of 1.69 million litres per day.  What BAA does not divulge in ES Volume 14 is the latest water consumption figure for the airport.  In the BAA Stansted Corporate Responsibility Report 2005/06, it states that 32.15 litres of water were consumed per passenger in 2005/06 when 22.2 million passengers travelled through the airport. This gives a total of 713.73 million litres in that year which means an average of 1.96 million litres per day. This much higher usage than the 2004 figure of 1.69 million litres per day makes the BAA projections of 2.02 million litres per day for 25mppa in 2014 and 2.83 million litres per day for 35mppa in 2014 extremely suspect.  If one takes BAA’s own figures for increased ATMs and increased passenger throughput of 25mppa in the 2014 case, the simple arithmetic from 1.96 million litres per day gives a more realistic figure for water demand of 2.23 million litres per day and not the 2.02 million litres per day that BAA predicts.  This will also provide a similar elevation of the 35mppa figure and a simple arithmetic calculation shows that this figure could be 3.12 million litres per day, not the 2.83 million litres per day as stated in the ES.  This is also more than the original provision for the airport of 3.0 million litres per day.  And this would be a 59% increase on today’s usage. This flies in the face of the recommendation by the EiP that “all new development in the region must secure water savings of at least 25% savings over current consumption“.  





7.6   A further interesting piece of information in the BAA Stansted Corporate Responsibilty Report 2005/06 is that the airport failed to meet its 2005/06 target for water discharge limits that it had agreed with the Environment Agency.





7.7   In conclusion, if the airport is allowed to expand beyond 25mppa, more water will be consumed in an area that is suffering from an unsustainable abstraction regime and needs to reduce water consumption. The predicted increased water demand figures in the ES Volume 14 appear to underestimate the true size of the problem. 








  


8. Conclusions





8.1   In 1984, when Inspector Graham Eyre gave consent to the expansion to 15mppa, he was warned that this would be merely a stepping stone to further expansion.  He replied that he would regard the development of Stansted Airport in excess of 25mppa and a second runway as “nothing less than a catastrophe in environmental terms” and that if he believed that by giving planning permission for 15mppa would lead to such a development he would unequivocally reject the application.  This statement is even more relevant today with our greater knowledge and sensitivity to environmental impacts.





8.2   For a development to be truly sustainable, it is necessary to take the long term as well as the short term view.  BAA’s proposal only considers a timeframe out to 2014 and this is considered too short a timescale for the necessary considerations 





8.3   It is acknowledged that the reasons set out in this document highlight only some of the aspects that need to be assessed in determining this application   Nonetheless, it is the writer’s opinion that this planning application fails to satisfy economic and environmental needs and would be a disbenefit to the area.

















M F Peachey


27July 2006
































As a postscript, I reproduce in full a letter in today’s copy of the Times national newspaper under the caption “Sin on the wing“. 
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I think that says it all.





 








M F Peachey


27July 2006





Secular common sense and national economic interests provide sounder reasoning to object to cheap air travel than the dated concept of “sinning”.  In the UK a plethora of profitable, often foreign-owned airlines, outsourcing many business costs overseas and operating foreign-manufactured aircraft have their imported fuel costs subsidised by the taxpayer.   This enables UK citizens to travel cheaply to spend their savings in foreign economies and, coincidentally, increase global warming.   Given the obvious negative impact to the UK economy, it defies logic that the Government chooses to encourage further expansion of this nationally debilitating industry.”











