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INTROZUCTION

One of the greztest ironies confronting Califoraia's waste

dispcsal problem is that the very technolegy capable of régycling

wastes, preserving unused ‘lands, and conserving raw materials is
rusuluxly beang dttuyked by houcowners aad gnvxronm;nLalxuc~ av a
threat to tre env1connent Waste-to-Energy facilit;es are
cacital-intensive plants that,cbnvert an assortment of waste
.reducts into usable engrgy Wasté-to-adétgy faci]ities eichec
Eusn wases s directly or process the waste, filtering out vucxcur
rekyclable products such as metals, and creating a fugl. The fuel
in turn is eithsr burned alone or mixed with coil or zome cther
foseil fan], rhe ‘heat oenerated is usad to prodace steam ior
eéhergy. By using waste materials as a fuel, less oil, natural gas
ar.d €23l npzeds to be ccnsumed to produce more energy. ThLe
envirconmnental advantages of thxs precess arc enormous: an
alternative enargy sodrce in wasﬁe products reduces the amount of

land that need Lte spcilad for landfilling purgoczes, and metals and

other byproducts filtered from the wastes can be tecycled Mcst

impoctantly, howewvcr:, th2 development of an alternative eneray

scurce will help lescen the costs and dangers aszsociated with

B



dependence on o0il and coal resources.
The iandfill'problen'ln:California is immense. Approximately ‘ 'r

35 million tons of garbage are landfllled in municipal disposal
facx11t1es every year. These wastes have to be *dumped*
somewhere, but the state uxll lose an estimated SO percent of lts
landflll capacxty by 1985. l/ This means that Callforn1a must
either find new lands in which to bury our trash, -or develop

) alternatlve means of waste dlsposal that do not consume the
stzte's lands.

*ﬁﬁ}ﬂ1 One such alternative is to convert waste into ‘useful energy.

{pp Not including.modular on-site Waste-to-snergy facilities,'43

waste -to- Energy projects have been or are bexng planned in

California. 1If all these plants become operatxonal more than l S
miliion tons of garoage yearly would pe dlverteo from landfills, a 'r
21 percent reductzon from current levels. And, over the long run,
the economic benefits galned from the production of energy and the
recycling of certain materials, let alone the sa_;ngs generated by

reduced landfill operations, could permit Waste-to- Energy

facilities to pay for themselves.2/

Waste-to-Energy facilities are economically and
ienvironmentally progressive waSte_management facilities. The
benefits of disposing waste products fn a useful, efficient, and
safe manner make traditional waste management technlques such as
landflllxng seem prodxgal at best. Nevertheless, most of |
California's Waste-to- -Energy projects are plagued with problems

The 1n1t1a1 cost of a major plant is expensxve, often encouraging



‘— -- - public enterprises to work jointly with private businesses. .But

the most formidable obstacle to Waste-to-Energy facilities is

public opposition.

People tend to view ﬁéste-tofanézgy p:ojects‘in the same
light as any waste disposal facility, and they siﬁply do not want
a "dump® nearby. Any type of waste facility will pose some
qesthetic problems to those who live close to the faéility.
._However,'the communitj as a whole wiil teceive significant ‘ 4L64/
“« economic and environmental benefits frgm a Has:e-to-snetgy_. aﬁjdxjx;
facility. The issue becomes a dilemma: thle the benefits to 7
--7 society in general are evident, the costs of the proposed fécility
to'its‘neighbors almost always appear greater.
| The focus of fhis'study is on the pgopie who live close to —
b any of Califérnia's proposed Waste-to-Enecgy faciiities, and th'eié
| . host commddities. What are the—zssues raised against
wa§te~to-8nérgy projects? kﬁhp ih the community objects most
vociferously? L;;d Qho objects least?. And, finally, what -
u//decisions can be made in‘sglecting a site that encourage community
acceptance of the project?
The meﬁhodology used in answerinq-these'questions is .
VJ three-pronged A questionnaire (Appendix A)vhas been distributed _(:)
¢)~ ] to city offxcxals and prxvate planners across the state 1nvolved
ﬂwdaﬁ in pcoposxng a Waste-to-Enetgy project. Of the 43 major __

Eacxlxtzes planned in the state. 33 projécts have proéiessed

beyond merely an idea and have actively pursued at least tbé

preliminatry stages of p:ojéc; planning. One or moce leading

’.k - ~_-3-



proponents for each p:o;ect has been contacted xnztxally by '

celephone, and then mailed a questxonnaxre Addxtxonally, there

are 13_E£L11;g_bu§1nesses (mostly hospxtals) and two school

= e o o
- -——.—....—

systems that_b;ye 1nstalled du ar uaste to-enetgy systems.. They

e e
._.-.-—-—.—

have been contacted in the same manner, At this writing, there
has been a 54 Eegggn;_;gtpcn rate on the questionnaire,
The info:mation derived rfrom the-questionnai:es’has been

'supplemented by a second approach to the study. Telephone o @
interviews have been conducted w1th sales representatives of

\'several of the major manufactuters of waste-to-energy systems,'

‘engxneers and publxc relatxons offxcers'of both private and public.
Waste-to-Energy facxlxtzes, and varxous key off1c1als in
successful and unsuccessful sitings, F1nally, an extensxve review (::)'
of che litera ture has been conducted :egacd;ng publxc attitudes
toward waste management facilities and. other facxhtxes perceived _ ?
as "noxious.® As a new waste management techn;que, experiences |
with public opposition to Waste-tOFEneroy fac;lities lqcks the
histo:icgl_pégkgcqp_gyailable to other waste - management |

facil;ties. | |

The results of the stu@y ate discussed throughout the text,

hereafter,referred to as the Callfornxa survey, and the results

Oof the questxonnaxre and. interviews are synops1zed in Appendix B.
The issues faced by proponents of various waste management _
s
prOJects and energy projects that give rise .to public oppos1t10n
are discussed in the first sect1on A second section dxscusses

the demographic features assocxated with public opposxtlon and



e

»

support of facxlxty sztxng, as well as a petsonalxty profile of

the conflxctxng Sides, Judgxng j;om'the tesults of the study,
seven political cri:gtia are established for chility‘btobbnents -
for. the selection of a waste-toésnergy siie that will tend to
offer the least amount of political tesiStancé'to-the project,

Finally, a'program has been designed to enhaﬁce community

‘acceptance of a proposed Waste-to-ehergy project, All aspects of

this report relate sPecxfxcally to the political components of

facility siting.



NATURE OF PUBLIC OPPOSITION

Public opposition tb‘uaste disposal facilities is a recent
ghenomenon. ;Prior to the rise of the eneironmental movement in
the 1970s, waste facilities aroused little public concern, and
rarely were facxlxtxes closed due to local opp051t10n There were
several xnstances in which government and industry abused thxs
general lack of concern, and approached the matter of disposing
munictpal and industrial wastes with little regard for |
environmental safequards. Waste landfills were seen as tne
easiest means for;dispesing most wastes, and sometimes these

landfills were managed with a general neglect of health safety.

With virtually no public interest in waste management, there was

'

not much. incentive. for government and 1ndustry offxcxals to
regulate waste management procedures, nor was there much anentzve
to devise efficient and safe waste management alternatives.

| This absence of public interest in waste management did not
persevere. The quantity of waste products requ1r1ng disposal had
grown sharply over the last several decades, largely due to

'

1ndustr1al expansron These uaste; 1ncreasrngly became toxic in -
nature purxngAthe period from 1974 through 1983, tetal hazardous
waste generation from 14 najor‘industrial groups had been expected
to grow by 29 percent.3/ Unfortunately, waste disposal practices

did not keep pace with the growing problem. All kinds-of waste,

-6-



,including toxic wastes, were often disposed of in the traditional ‘E&
manner, using both open landfills and the more modern covered
sanitary landfills er lined secured landfills. Over 90 percent of
the 1ndustrxal hazardous wastes produced in the nation had been
dxsposed of in a manner actually or potentxally harmful to the
env1ronment 4/ This carelessness led to numerous - enV1ronmental
disasters,5/ including such episodes as Love Canal where neatby
cesidents suffered chemical burns, chromosome damage, a high
incidence of spontaneous abortions, and a cancer rate 30 times the

- ‘national average from escaping toxic fumes. These dxsasters were
not limited to landfills marked specxfxcally for hazardous wastes
Sometimes regqular county landlels and other waste facxlxt1es also
leaked dangerous contents that were or1gxnally dumped there
because of an absence of proper government regulatxons, or were é%
dumped illegally into the surrounding .environment, Covernment and
xndustry s fallure to properly dzspose of wastes recexved | _
wxdespread publzczty, which resulted in 1ncreaslng publxc anxiety

about the dangers associated with all waste facilities.

-«

1ndustry appear to have lost- the trust of s1zeable sectors of the

Even though several states and the federal government have

opted strxngent waste disposal regqulations, government and

Public. This dxstrust of tradltxonal landfxllxng operatzons has

carried over to a distrust of all waste management techniques, old
and newL”Ehe creatxon of Waste to-Energy facilities, desxgned x
specifically to resolve many of the worst problems associated thh

landfills, has frequently enccuntered the zame publiclrescntments

- - | e



levied against landfills. The waste management industry and the---

public both lose from this mzspetceptzcn.°/; properly designed and

'operaced Waste to-Enetgy facility 1s clean, safe, and a vast

improvement over current lgndfxll practzces. Litter, odor,
rodents, scavenging birds, the potential fq: infectious disease,
groundwater pollution by leachaté, and emission of some air
pollutants a:ellessened by order; of magnitude when compared to a
landfill or a transfer station. & |

Nonetheless, fear of environmental and health risks

associated with wastes initially provided the thrust for public

" opposition to all Qaste,facilities. Later, that opposition

quickly dgveloped into a mbte_sophisticated approach in attempts
to prevent or'cloée‘vaste‘facilities.“kpublic sentiment against

waste facilities often came to manifest itself in forms .other than

fear, ranging from aesthetic complaints to decliniug property

values.®

The cohplaints of the publié against.Wastg—to-Ehergy
facilities have been used with varyiﬁg emphases to delay, modify, -
or prevent the siting of virtually all major projects that affect

-~
the public directly. ACEHTIimg T e ’dﬂfﬁﬂﬁt‘sumy, only
&MW > ac\

three oty_&g&!

knfi"'w Weste-to-Energy prro'jbets +that managers
have

. 11y public-bwned facilities have .-
Scelared :
Successfully progressed into the siting phase of the project,
gdaining at least passive community acceptance. Additionally,

there are 11 project proposals that plan to serve the general

Fuhblic but are privately owned. OUf these, tqg_units‘;ppc;t tc be

-8~



successfully entering the siting phase, and one unit is currently

opefating. Although the privately-owned facilities. have a

/

somewhat better track record in avoiding public opposition, it is

because the private ent etgtxses tend to be considerably smaller

- —— -t atte cmm

than the public ptojects The two private projects that appeat to
be’ ptogressxng well in the siting phase consume 100_tons per day
(TPD) or less of waste products; the one unxt that is opetatxng is
S —

slightly larger (200 TPD), but is operating only on a test.
basis.6/ In contrast to tbé ptivate waste-shed capacities,»the
‘public projects range in size anywhere from 1e§§_£gsﬂn;00_?éo to.
3,600 TPD. |

.

Publin<nbie¢tions.

As noted above, the public tends to view all types of waste
dlsposal facilities with a similar dlsdaxn despite actual
dlfferences in methods and costs of operation, the purposes of the

facxlxtxes, and the dangers and benefxts inherent in each type of

facxlxty. Landfxlls do elicit the most vocal and sustaxned publlc-

oppodsition, but all means of waste dxsposal seem to be

unpopulat 7/ . !

A revxeu of the literature offered five basic categorzes of

complaints that’ are voxced by the publxc agaxnst waste management
e ————

faqiiitxes The tesponses to the Caleornia sutvey confirmed that

€ach category is also applicable to public objections to

. -9-
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Haste-co-Energy ptOJects. The categorxes are as follows. o W R,

1) HealthﬂRisks. Much of the opposition to waste mabagement
facilities is attributable to the pub;ic's confusion between the

old generation of poorly managed and poorly requlated fac;lxtxes

and the new generatxon of U'Ll monxtoted dxsposal facxlxtxes In

this sense, 1mage and semantics can be cr1t1cal factors 1n

 —————

affecting community acceptance of the project.

Neverthéless, thetg will always be some potential health

tisks posed by waste facilities. The problem of leachate leakage

.persists for all landfills, even the most well-planned secured ,Zzl*jk

landfills.él -Ash fesidue from Waste—td-Enerdy'facilities may

warrant landfill concerns. Dependxng on the type of waste that a

ngen facility consumes, and on the separation process employed in

filcering the waste-fuel, there is the possquixcy of_ leachate
. : - N . B —

1ea&325¥from the ash'rgs1due. However, a recent study by Rigo & w

Rigo Associates found that leachate from ash fills contain a lower (242@
[ . pa—— e —
C s

concentration of salt and metals than leachate from solid waste
N ‘—'_——\“ —

landfills.g/

in te;ms of air Qollugzgn. Emissions from a plant may include

. . . — . :
- varying amounts of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, sulfur

dxoxlde, hydrocatbons, and pattlculate matter and other matter for -

which health standatds have not yet been establ;gb d. Although a

number of technological means can be applied to minimize harmful

émissions to within acceptable margins,'cigifens of the City of

Berkeley voted 23,530 to 15,842 to Place a five-year moratorium on

e | L&;:jéééi; 1p&pV¢7

.oll ‘d‘ 6



the construction of waSte-tc-Enetgy”p:ojects.wi:hin~the city -- -
limits ptimatily due to fears of air‘pollution problems. The
California survey found that foq~ghosg aqggg_ipg public who.arg‘
. concerned about the health risks posed by Waste-to-Energy
projects, air quality is the key emphasis.

2) Aesthetic Factors. Whereas health risks associétgd with a

. Waste-to-Energy p:oject'\ate a complaint frequently voiced by thé_

' community at large, soés_igsgondgnCS to the Califo:qia survey

. Stated that the aesthetic impact of such_a facility regularly is

. of grgfpey concern to those living near the proposed or actual
site. The aesthetic factors include thé faciliéy's appéarance,

odors, 'litter, and the noise and congestion accompanying the

transportation of waste materials.

The impertance of aesthetic concarns in fomenting public
opposition should not be underrated, Although the aesthetic
factors are the iné;éEféé%géééﬁigllgd technical problems faced by
. — S A N .
waste projects, they are also the problems that first come to '

mind, forming the public's immediate impression of the facility.

If unfavorable first impressions are reinforced through the news
.mediaiﬁﬁi§syssions with frienrds, or previous experiences, it would

require considerable time, money, and effort to convince the
~ —— o ————

- ce—. e .

Public otherwise.10/ Furthermore, aedthetic complaints can work

&s a very effective means for rallying early opposition into an

organized movement among the people living nearest the site.

3) Economic Impabt. Since Waste-to-Energy facilities_ate.a

relatively new disposal alternative in the United Sctaies, the Eul}

-11-
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| ec_o_ngmwcuf__ugge "ptojecss—iéweaz 11/

Nevertheless,: Judgxng from the experiences of othet facxlxtxes

e o - o—

that encounter public opposxtxon--such as landfxlls, energy
faq;lxtxes._ptz;qggjm;h; airports--a numbér of reasonable'
expectations can be drawn regarding the ecdnomic repercussions 6f
Waste-to-sdergy facilities, . |
Of primary importance is the effect such a facility will have

on property values near the site. Commercial office spaces and

cesxdentxal lands that are at least within visual, hea:1ng, or

.smelling distance of the waste pro:ect w;ll likely experlence a.

decline in property values. To the extent that the real estate

harket is sensitive.to the aesthetic and health factqr; qf the
sdrrbuhding enviroﬁmeht, ptoperty values will fall. Perceptions

of the envitonmenc may ehlargé the afféCCed area. For 1nstance,
the survey ‘of California facilities.. found that at many 51tes
homeowners living up t;%iwo miles-aqay from the site)%re conce;néd,
about the efféct'on)éropetty vélués,“even when the facility is not
in view. |

- On the other hand, the commupnity as. a whole may stand to gain

some economic benefits ftom a Waste- to-Energy faC111ty. In

- K
virtually all instances, the communlty would derive revenues

1 ]
through local taxes and/or tipping fees from the importation of

waste mateiials'fzom‘other communitiesﬁk'Szmxlatlfﬁ(some
Waste-to-Energy projects .also propose reduced rates to the host
communxty for garbage disposal and/or enetgy use._g/

L Jd-
Occasionally, a waste project can claim to be economically

-12-



necessary to the continuance or expansion of the community's

industrial actzvzty Y However, this argument by facxlxty -~

proponents "has rarely been perceived by the pubhc as credxble.

|  TReMA
Only in cases where a specxfic company forms the lifeblood of the 13' !

‘community, and the comggnz_ig,xieueﬂ_niLh_£A!QL_Ql_EES_EEEEUn1ey,
+*- ud
has thzs argument he_pg__ggg;;_gnhli;_ggpos4taon 13/ Waste energy

fac111t1es in themselves provide relatxvely few jobs. &

— o S — e — .

"t e e ——

Theoretzcally, a Waste to-Energy facxlxty offers a _
differential economic impact on the community: residents living
near the facility'suffer costs in property values that outweigh

the benefits; wh11e the community at large may der1ve greater
' -economxc benef1ts and suffer little, if any, financial loss. In
practice, however, the economic benefits EECEIVGG by the communxty
asa whole ‘have rarely been sufficient or 1mportant enough to -

mtlgate other anti- faczlxty sentments - As_long as the siting %

‘does not threaten to alter the economlc character of the

communlty, the economic 1mpact of the facility typically has not

been a primary concern for the conmunity at large. The benefits
\—'_‘/
_simply are too modest and too abstract to encourage the support
o s — —
of the general commun;ty )%économlcs does play a major role,

however, in encouragxng opposition among nearby resxdents who
.percexve direct and significant damage. JY’

| A final economxc impact that may influence public opposition
is the begg;it derived from a comprehensive recyciing program. _
Oddly, the-recycling factor has oeen‘given scant attention by

pProject developers, w1th only one qszeloper among all those

S v ——— -




e e . c—

lead an opposition movement. - - . | JitérQﬁ*

surveyed in Calzfornxa plannxng to utilize a recyclan program to . _ .

S ——————————

win publxc support.l4/ Convert1ng waste to energy provides a

number of economxc benefzts for the communxty For example,

metals, gless, and newspapers can be exttacted from the waste

cever tme et e ..

mater1a1 and recycled Furthermore, the wastes that are either

tecycled or burned for energy ng_lonqer_rggulrgmland space for

; disposal, thereby extending the life of existing landfills,

reducing the need to acquire new lands, and minimizing the

‘\maintenance and operation costs of landfills. Although these

“benefxts are of a sxmxlar indirect and abstract charactet as the

other communlty-benefits.listed above, the concept of recycling ézﬁprA

may appeel to.environmental groups#-the Very people most likely to , /.

4 Sociail Percepcions. Judging from the survey results, che

feelxng of being “"dumped on*" appears. to be the greatest source of

—————

opposition to Callfornxa s Waste~to—Energy ptOJeCtS This feeling
—_—
-

manifests 1tself in two distinct complaznts~ the social stigma of
\

———

o

living near a waste fac1l1ty; and the reseptmgnt by the host

community of serving as the dumping grounds for the garbage of

other communities. The social stigma of living near a waste
facility is a concern primarily of the local residents. Waste
facilities, particularly landfills,’regularly are placed in areas
that are not developed, have lower property values, and generally‘
are on the 'outside' of the community's social world. These

perceptions of the type of area in which a waste facxlxty would be -

located translate into a soc1al stigma. Possibly of even greater

-14-
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Cancetn than health tisks is the mere idea of living'heat-a

'dump.'l Besides the embarrassment of what other people Qill
think, residents may perceive a nearby site as a iecognition of

low social Status, The social stigma problem applies to any type

e e —————

of waste disposal facility,

course, rational complaints would be Publicly expressed, such as

health risks, Regardless of the assurances made and the measures

untrustuorthy.

For the cemmunity at large, the perception of serving as the
\ . -

dump site for the garbage of other communities can be a very
. - —*\

‘bowerful source of opposition, LTﬁe'Waste-to-Energy facility

Planned by san Francisco to be Situated in the City of Brisbane—
was defea;gg_gg_a_gteat exteggggggguse gf this feason. ~With a
history of using Btisbane to solve san Prangisco's'waste Problens,
SanvFrancisco, in conjunction with the Sanitary Fi]} Compény,

Sought to place-a Waste-to-Energy facility in Brisbane,
. ) .

-1S~
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-The_ fear of a localxty _becoming the dumpxng gtound for wastes

generated ggiexde the area stretches across the nation, c;txzens
in Starr County. Texas, fought a landfill proposal mainly for the
reason that it was to be used for the disposal of wastes generated
in Galveston.16/ Citizens in Puerto Rico opposed a landfill

proposal in the City'of Ponce partly out of a‘concern about

becoming the dumping groend for the continental United States.l7/

A telephone poll conducted by Duke University'found that in regard

to a paZarddue waste landfill,“only 7 percent ofzthe respondents

" would approve of a site being used for the disposal of wastes from

out of state, while 38 percent would approve of the d1sposal of
wastes generated wlthxn the state. The survey also indicated that

49 percent would epprove only the disposal .of wastes generated

- from within the codnty.;ﬁ/

-16-



WHO CARES?

- : . N\
THE PEOPLE WHO FIGHT FACILITY SITINGS !

\ -
e - ———

- — -

A demographic picture of the types of communities and the
I E————— ‘ A
types of people that are most likely and least likely to oppose a

waste-to-Energy project would be'iqgglgggls_to an effective siting

prdgram. A great deal of time, resources, and plannzng could be
saved and political problems avoxded, if people who are resentful
‘ tand people who are amenable to Waste-to-snergy projects could_be
identified'before seléEting a site, If rhis'information Qas'
available, facilities could be placed in areas, if technxcally
feasible, where people do not find them so offensxve.v )

Drawing the ‘demographic pictuce, however, lS hlndered by the

fact that few of Calr_grgle_i_ﬂashe_tn—ﬁnergy_pro;ects have

‘progressed beyond the sxtxng;ppase and there are few concrete

cases from which to derive conclusions, Nevertheless, there have
been some experiences in which limited amounts of demographic
‘information is available for analysis.l9/ Furthermore, in many of

the cases surveyed in California, as well as independently

discovered elsewhere, the general nature of the persons who fight

] .
the siting of a Waste-to-Energy prolect is similar to those who

——————

fight any kind of waste manageément or energy facility.20/ Many of

the complaints people have against toxig_sﬂsﬂieal dumps,

landfills, offshore oil rigs, nuclear power plants, and other

unpopular facilities reflect similar fears heid against

-17-



Héste-to-Energy faeilities‘ Understandably, op9051tion movements

in each case would draw from similar cxrcumstances and simxlar

backgrounds. .

In this light, survey data of the demographic characteristics
of groups opposed to a variety of waste management and energy
facilities can serve as an indication of whom, and under what
- circumstances, is most‘likely to fight the siting of a
.Waste-to-Energy facility. Many of the conclusions of such survey
data have been reconfirmed by the present survey of California ‘

" .facilitjes.

Before looking at specific indicators of support and

opposition to such facilities, it is important to fully understand

what the terms 'most resistant® and ®"least resistant':actually
\

designate. The overriding conclusion of survey research on publit

~o

attitudes toward these facxlities is that opposition to the local

siting of such a faCility Cuts across all subgroups. Regardless

et

of socioeconomic status or residence, specific cases can be found

in which even the subgroup least likely to form an opposition
movement became intimately involved in the opposxtion struggle
And on & related vein, several studies have documented widespread
soc1a1 bases of support for environmental pollution control,.
Consequently subgroups who may be designated “least resistant® to

\
the szting of facilities in general may in fact also oppose a
—_— 2 CPPEeE

particular facility, but 1t is likely their opposition would be

1g§£_xns§l§ig_ less perszstent than subgroups in the other

ca Ly.

-18-
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| It is,ftomighis.baﬁe of a demog;aphic picture of those most
b likely to 6ppbse and support a Haste-tofsner'gy facility that site

selection criteria and a public participationAp:ogram'éould be
tailored to ehhaﬁcg}the chances of a successfﬁl'siting. A tevieﬁ-
of su:ﬁey analyses deﬁonsttat?d two sets of démdgtaphic indicators
of support and oppdsitioh to major facifities: a éet of strong

' xndzcators tepeatedly found to accurately classify subgroups- and
a set of milad 1nd1cators often found to typry support and

ﬁgpposxtxon subgroups.

a

M“"éb;

v¢n»d“‘b£r— Le—

COmmunity Locale.

;'5‘:3 S
(e People in the northeast and weétern regions of the United
\\__——————__\ .
>

States have shown a greater propensity to organize opposition
=ta _ .

movements to Projects that are perceived as environmentally

noxious. People in the southern and midwestern regions of .the

nation have consistently demonstrated greater tolerance of such

facilities. The State of California ranks high. on_the list of"

areas with a record of public intoletance toward such facilities.

Large, urban.communities, especxally with a populatxon in

excess of 250,000, have a consxstent*h1story of opposxng,

delaylng. or extens1vely requlating waste facilities. Small

communities thh a4 population under 25,000 are recognized as least

resistant to various major facilities, as are rural communities,

-
~

There is evidence, however, indicating a need ts qualify the

® . | T
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ever-populaf utbén/rutalvdistinction. For example, a recent

sutvey of attempted sitings of hazardous waste landfills - *
discovered to the dismay of facility sponsors that sites in cural

areas encountered a very high rate of public opposition--moreso

than the sites in inddstrial areas.2l/ Fucthermore, the present

survey of California Waste-to-Energy projects revealed no evidence

. - —e——

that a rural community would lxkely ‘be more wzllxng to accept a

————— . —— -

' Waste- to-Energy facility.

Lew mem e

The reasons for this inconsistency are evident. In scanning
BN the issues regularly expressed by Waste-to-Energy facility

‘~opponents, the complaint of becoming someone else's dumping ground

is among the most frequenﬁ and most powerful. Surely, rural
communities are least likely to oppose or regulate the way
neighbors use their iands or the location of the county.landfill. :
However, having an outside communlity-'-a.nd in the case of .q

' WHaste-to-Energy projects, the outside community is probably the

/
. /
facility that provides few visible.economic benefits to the host

- nearby ®"big city'--take over lands with a waste management 4

community, the tesxdents will probably find the facility

ob]ectxonable.'

A small rural community probably would be mo;e'fgxpfably‘

inclined to accept a wasté?to-Energy Tacility, if that facility

weze,designed'brimarily to consume local wastes and provide energy

e s ——— . — - e ceme
cemimme s e o cm

to local mackets. If the facility were designed- largely to serve

the interests of a nearby larger city, attempting to site the

~Project in the rural community would pose significant political

'u



problems. o » - S
One of the mos£ consistent findings of the California survey

is that every reasonable effort should be made to sxte a

-~ -

Waste-to-Energy facility uithin the parameters of its market.

Since Haste-to-snergy pro:ects are capital-inten81ve and require

X P
><~ bundant supplies of waste products, the magkgs_giil usually be a

h large community Given this c1tcumstance, the best area for a

project.. sxte would be a heavy 1ndustr1al area wzth little, if any,

‘.'\ el
commetC1al _activity. <2ﬂ~ww¢ — CUiviaon

a —— —— o

Spokespersons for virtually all of the publicly owned and

privately owned Waste-to-Energy facilities who reported in the

significant proqress in the siting phase of the project in the

present Californié survey, indicated that the sites were in

industrial areas and would be serving prudominantly local markets

The only exception thgs‘fat-—Tri-Cities Project--is'securing a e

site adjacent to an existing landfill. Tri-Cities Project will ié’qb:
— 2T Jerrt © | e

serve a ptedominantly local market.

Most of these apparently successful Waste -to- Ene:gy pro;ects

—— r—— b -

have chosen temcte_l;ghx_induiixial or industrial undeveloped

sites, Each has had to face varying amounts: of public opposition,
which has 5ot yet turned out- to be overwhelming. It should not be
forgotten, hbwever. that several siHilar light industrial or

undeveloped site proposals have been delayed or defeated by publif

opposition. Only two of California's Waste-—to-Ener tojects

——— . . e — e o omee o - et cmmme ¢ o e wrmemeee -

pcoposed sxting in an already heavy 1ndustr1a1 area: the City of

‘Long Beach, and the city of Commerce. Some resxde'~ S are

m—

- downwind of the Long Beach site on Terminal Island, buc neither
-21-



of the Long Beach site on Terminal Island, but neither site has
-‘\_—.

'commercxal busxnesses or tesxdences in the 1mmedzate te vicinity. ‘ii

) . - * e ameew
-——-- -

Facxlxty pProponents in Long Beach secured vxrtually unanimous

e & ——— .+ < oo e +0

public support for the site, even among environmentalists. While

in the City of Commerce, no one from the publzc appeared at the

public hear1ng. Both ptO]eCtS may well be completed thhout any

-

substant1a1 opposition,

; - A Waste-to-Energy project undertaken by the City of San
Diego, often called the SANDER projec ,"attempted to secure a

*‘. rather unique. szte og or_near.Navy property. The idea of pPlacing

waste fac111t1es on abandoned mxllta;ygpropertles had been earlxer

hypothesized as a uay of ensur1nq4remoteness, and dec:easxng

pub11c opposxtxon That was not the case with the SANDER project,
o-1C Oppasit

which faced ovezw‘nelmmg opgosition from both the Navy and the %
affected community, National City. An altetnatxve site in Chula

szta also was defeated by public opposition,. and San an Diego stzll

has not been able to f1nd a_publxcly acceptable location.

All in all, the most successful siting attempts of

—

Waste -to- Energy facxlxtxes have been concentrated in 1ndustr1a1

areas, preferably heavy industrial areas with little or no

. surrounding commercial or residential vicinities. Landfills and

transfer stations may provide some pemoteness to the facility, but
apparently these are not acceptable locatzons to the surrounding

community if the sxte will host pPrimarily an outside market.

a €
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Oon-Site Pacilities. ' fhybp) C}S;Eigi‘

The California survey has found that only one class of

Waste- to -Energy facilities has consxstently avoided the publzc s

wrarh- small (i. e. less than 100 TPDf?E;rxvately owned on- sxte

—— e e o

facilities, 1In Caleornxa. this type of Waste-to- Bnergy pro;ect

typically is found 1n hospitals; one motor lodge chain, an

aerospace company, and another prxvate busxness also’ operate

—

—

Waste-to-Energy facilities. In every case surveyed, public

“opposition to the facilities never became an issue Cxtxzen

'groups did not f1ght the siting of the prOJects and the busxnesses

did not bother thh any kind of publxc relations campargn.

These private, on_§Asg_f_£11111£§_éssrdes1qn_d specifically to

consume the companxes' own wastes, and to produce energy only for

business purposes. The sxt1ng of such small projects normally
\.

does not requxre zonxng changes, and can usually be placed 1n51de

. — —

the company: bulldlng or on company land. The public is pot .

directly affected by the facility, In fact, the public in most
—

cases, may not'evenrbe aware 'of the facility.

—

 Schools fall somewhere between the private and public
e = \

-

classifications. Technxcally public 1nst1tutlons, school boards

—— e e ¢

consist of elected’ members who are held accountable to..the public,

and are thus often swayedAQyApublxc opinion, However,’a

Waste-to- Energyvfecxlxty in a school would not directly affect the

public. 1t uould be lxmxted to consuming school waste products

\~
and producing energy for use exclusively by the school. For



~k

example, the Lassea_cgm__n1ty College housed d_the state's first

Waste-to- Energy project, and enCOuntered no publrc opposition. A

S ————— . e ——— e —

secondary school system, the Clovrs Unified SChool District,

— e -

attempted to acquire a modular Waste -to-Energy facility 1dent1ca1

—. — e e —-

to one already in operation at st, Agnes Hospital a few blocks

away. The plan was scrapped in its early stages largely due to an
\———.‘
expected, but ‘not actual, communrtx _reaction. (Judgxng from the
absence of public concern about small, on- sxte facilities, the

Clovis Unified SChOOl District may have acted prematurelyr)

Facility Impact.

3y far the mgst likely group of people to-opposeva
Waste-to-Energy facility are theiresidents\who live near the srte
The closer the residential area to the proposed site, the more
'llkely the 1nhabrtants will participate in an opposition'movement

The range of what constitutes a "near” residential area generally

falls within. five m1les of the s1te Res1dents who lxve w1th1n a

one or two mile range are most llkely to fight the sxtlng.

Independent studies have found that "old timer" resxdents who
S —

have lived in their residences in excess of 20 years tended not to

oppose the siting of nearby major facilities. Residents of five
e ————e

to 20 years, the bulk of any residential area, are likely to

oppose the sxtrng of a nearby maJor faczlxty.

-

Hhether or not the fac111ty offers‘employment opportunities

-24-
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may significantly influence peOple s attxtudes _toward the pro:ect

The proposed facility may provide jobs, or offer a service such as

waste disposal that is necessary for the maintenance or expansion

of community busxnessesaﬁ'People who stand to gaxn economxcally by

the faczlxty, and those who know others who are or will be

\
employed because of Ché;iésillil&_ﬂlll generally not oppose ‘the
project.. Blue- 501{55_39£LSL5_h~ye historically appreciated the’

publxc benefxts of capital 1nvestment programs and a number of

et ——

. California's waste -to- Energy projects had union support,

e ——————————

Y

Weste—to-Enekgy facilities, however, are generally not

recognized for prbviding many jobs. Unlike refineries or other

¢ —

major energy facilities, the employment opportunities of a

Waste- to-Energy prO)ect are nct_§g§_;c1ent to rally strong .

blue-collar support. tUrtﬂémeLe, tne aim tth & key business %

e ————— - .. an -

rn_g_ggmmunxty will have to move if adequate waste disposal

————— e s ¢ ave e o et - — e

services are not available wxll lxkely be greeted by the community
. \ . mramee

és.not credible, Wastes can be disposed of by a number of gé‘

alternative methods, reducing.the economic urgency of

Waste-to-energy facilities. _Economic necessity for an existing

——

key business has been found an effective mechanism for moderating

——

puggrgugggggigjon usually only in regard to industrial hazardous

waste facxlrtzes 22/ A large chemical plant, for instance, could

. . —— — 0 *  ——— e so——— —— - -

- -

persuas1velz argue_the necessrty for a communlty to expand its

o ——— e e . = - o= -
— . ——— -—--~

hazardous _waste_ dlspnsal“facxlrtxes in order to stay in busxness

~—— e - T = e e e e,
e

Hevertheless, if a key xndustry were actually in a sxtuatron in

which alternative disposal methods were becoming exhausted, and

-25-
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there was no room to expand existing facilities, the argument of

ecqggmis_ggggssity could be an effective means to enlist

“

blue-collar su ort any type of wastgﬂggg;lisy,»hagstdoqs ot

not. ciyﬁx~<l on a1,

L//—Tax revenues, public parks, and other social services

promlsed to the communxty by a Waste-to-Energy facility may be too
indirect and too ambiguous to mxtxgate successfully public
opposition to the project. However, many elected officials and

\.
local government staff are often quite influenced by such economic

benefits. ¥ In the California sample, city officials routinely
————— .

" expressed support for the proposed Waste—to-énergy projects in the

early stages ofiplsnning. On a very rsqular basis, however,

official support would waiver when conftontgo by organized public
opposition. \ City officials in Gardena, Brisbane, Fresno, and San

Jose initially supported the concept of Waste-to-Energy : G
facilities, and then either wzthdrew support from specific sxses, .
turned responsibility over to, the voters, ‘or wlthdrew support from

the concept altogethet.’ Government neutrality or opposition to a

Waste-to-Energy project in the later stages‘of the siting process

can easily ensure its delay or defeat. ¥

Personality Profile.

Independent stud;g§~22_gob11c opposition to waste management

facilities have painted a vezg clsar pétsonality p:ofile'of those

-

most likely and least likely to oppose facility sitings (see
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6 . Appendix C). YL Ll .

The kind of ~petson who is most lxkely to _oppose the siting of

gg: a major facility is zoun or mxddle aged, cqlisgf_educated, and
;xberal For the purposes of this analyszs, ‘liberal specifically

desxgnates a welfare state orientation in polxtxcal.phxlosophy.

. The person least likely to oppose a facility is.oldet, has a Eigp

; Qghool education or less, and adheres to a conservative, free

market orientatjon. X
" Of less importance, but still relevant in typifying the

personality profile of potential supporters and opponents are

\\__/—

party affiliation, occupation, income, and participation in
_voluntary associations. Party affiliation as an indicator of
support or opposition to various environmental restrictions on

“ business assumes greater strengcth when t'ne.discussion is focused

only on party elites or students. Am ggg par x_gg}gg Democrats
are often more xnclxneg_EQ_QEQQiﬁ_thg lng_OE.waste_management

and energy fac11xt1es and to support environmental testt1ct10ns,

while Reppbiicans.are less likely to do so. Aﬁdng the general

populace, pacty lines on these issues tend to become gbscured.

Middle and high-income groups often will activelytopPOSe the

‘siting and operation of major facilitieé. Although the lower
intohe étoups, including biue-colla; workers, less often oppose
these facilities, the classification is not a :eliablé indicator.'
A Waste-to-Energy proponent could always expect public opp'osition
. to-the siting of. a facility in a wealthy neighborhood, but' the

| facility proponent should also usually expéct public épposition'in

o .



a_low-income vicinity. The experiences in California amply
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