THE FACILITY SITING

CREDO:

GUIDELINES

FOR AN EFECTIVE FACIUTY SITING PROCESS



Why a Facility Siting Credo ?

This Fadlity Siting Credo addresses
the problem of siting faclites that
are viewed as benefical by a reglon
a5 a whole but percsived to be nox-
fous by the community or state asked
to hostthem. Prisons, AIDS hospices,
solid and hazardous woste treatment
plonts, Jandflls, housing for low in-
come familiss, power plants, trans-
mission lines, sewoge treatment fo-
dlitizs — are all “Locally Unwanted
Land Uses” [LULUS) in somebody’s
eves, Indesd LULU are almost ol
woys opposed by individuals or
groups who perceive the fodlity as o
“luss" {e.q. possible reductionin prop-
erty valug or threats to alr and water
quality). These whostand to “gain”
on the other hand, are fearful that
the oppesition will be successhul, Te
sulting in lost job opportunities and
tax revenues. They are angered by a
challenge to the rights of property
owners to use their land os they ke,
and annoyed ot what they see as @
tendency to put environmental con-
cemsabove immediote humen needs
and economic progress,

Government officials are under pres-
sure from both gainess and losers to
*do something” about the siting of
LULUs. While it is ofterr dear that
there is o need for many of these
fodilities, the process of making ond
implementing faclity siting decislons
Is often pereeived as unfalr and un-
productive.  Many of the offected
groups are not given o meaningful
opportunity to get involved uni! it is
too late to affect the outcome. Tech.
nical considerations are sometimes
dewnployed so that palitical priori-
ties can be met. Scme neighbor
bioods are ocoasionally asked to ac

cept far more than thelr “falr share”
of LULUs, while promiszs regording
themitigation of adverse impacts are
notatwayskept. Finoncial constraints
and scheduling deadlines are often
used to cut off public debote.

What is the Facilify Siting Crado?

The Faclity Slting Credo is o set of
prindples wiich locol and regional
governments might incorperate into
their own approaches. It is not in-
tended to constinute either @ panacea
for dealing with the sting of noxious
faclities or an operational manual.

The Fadlity Siting Credo was devel-
oped from a Notional Workshop on
Facility Siting held in 190 and spon-
sared by the MIT Hazardous Substanc.
&5 Monogement Program, the MIT-
Horvard Public Dispuates Program, and
the Wharton Risk and Dedsion Pre-
cesses Center. This workshop brought
togethera group ofacadamic reseanch-
ers and offidals from the public and
private sectors whe hove examined
and partidpated in o number of d-
verse gting problems. There fs evi.
dence from around the nation that
applying some of these prindples
lends to sueressful outcomes of sting
initiatives (see examples ofter eqch
ohjective] .

If public officals, citizen octivists, in-
dusy ieaders, and technical experts
adopt this Credo, we might—as o
nation—be able to engender trust
among the affected qroups by deal
ing with our differences in @ fashion
that produces folrer, wiser, and more
effident slting results than is aurent-
by the norm.

When planning and building Locally Unwanted Land Uses

(LULUs), every effert ought to be made to meet the
following objectives:
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process was inifig
ested in replacing its existing Jandfill.

Representatives of oll affected groups should be invited to
partidpate [n and be assisted at each stage of the siting process,
This involvement can come through Interviews or surveys of
key stakehelders, or through broadly representative task forces
or ndvisary comminess given the resources needed for effective
participation. All these affecied by the siting dedision should
have o chance to review the aiterio for slte selection.

Groups with different points of view should have o chanee to
criticize the recommendations of fodlity propanents and the
analyses upon which their propasals are based. A& joint faa-
finding process should be used so that all stakeholders can play
a role In spedfying the information about risks, costs ond
benefits thot they need to moke informed dedsions.  Some-
times o neutral body can play o dearinghouse role to ensare
that information is shared effectively.

County, Arizona, a five year siting
by & small community that was infer-
tensive public

outreach and parficipation is cradited with the successful
siting of o regionol solid waste landfill which will serve

the region for 50

The process has served as

years.
model for other londfill sifings in the region.
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A siting process must begin with agreement that a faglity is
nezded. The relevont stokeholders need to understond the
ponsequences of doing nothing — not just now, but in the future
pswell. Those who odvecate building new foclifies cught to be
precise about the naturs and scope of the problem that will
resalt if the fadling is NOT built.

% Through extensive public education and out-
req arts, residents of Indianapolis, IN come fo under-
stand that net having o focility to handle solid waste (in
other words, maintaining e status quo) weuld *violate
the community’s respansibility fo guarantes a healthy envi-
ronment for its citizens.”
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A serious attemp: should be made to involve oll the relevant
stakehalders to address their values, concems, potentiol needs
and wons. In o consensus building process, expertise should be
augmented by lecal knewledge, and subjected to vigorous
public debate. Differences con be nddressed by searching for
new woys of framing guestions or different ways of packaging
tradeoffs. An established commitment to seek consensus wil
also help to dispel chargss of unfaimess.

m After two decades of ottempfing fo sife the
Presidential highway from downtown Aflonto, fo the eost-
ern edge of the city [past the Carler center] , the conflict
was resolved by using mediation that focused on seeking
consensus. In @ two stage mediation process, all con-
cerned parties were brought fo the fable and o planning
document and written agreement were produced that suc:
cesshully addressad the major concerns of all siakaholders.
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Lack of trust is perhaps the most important barrier to reaching
contensus. Those amempting to site o fodlity must recognlze
potentinl sourees of mistrust, induding lack of Iocal suppert for
the project, previous negative experiences, and suspicons to-
ward government and other institutions. A major souree of
mistrust is the assumption thot affected communities must
atrept siting decisons if the technical justificarion 1s sufficient
and procedural requirements have been met. Ome way fo e
establish trust is to admit past mistakes and avoid exaggerated
daims and promises that cannot be fulfllled. Demonstrations
of responsible fadlity management elsewhere may be the most
effective way to build trast.

In Gilliam Cnunz-; Oregon, Waste Manoge-
ment, Inc. (WMI] recently began aperating o landfill.
Little opposition was voiced, One of the critical rea-
sons cited was that WMI had earned the counly’s con-
fidenice by operating a clean, hazardous waste landfill
less than two miles away.
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Problems must be addressed with @ faclity design and o solu-

tion thot stakeholders can agree is appropriate. A comprehen:

sive list of alternative approaches and their long- and short-

term implications — induding the option of taking no action —

should be made public in non-techrical language. Communi-

ties o states ore mare likely to voluntesr to be o host if they

perceive their area to be the most appropriate cheice based on

technicel and risk considerations.  The choice of technology

should be based on input from community residents who may

well know more about the problem “on the ground” than many

of the experts.

m In Minneapelis, MN, o solid waste plan pro-
sed incineration as the best means of oddressing the
ng term waste needs for the county. The plan was com-
municated widely fo the public, discussed in public forums
and approved by a co . As o result of these ac-
fions, o survey indicated that 93% of thase polled sup-
ported the government’s plans for on incinerator.
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Mo community should be asked to compromise its basie health
o7 safety so that o facility can be built, Preventive measares for
reducing the hozord should be encouraged and the proposed
faclity must meet all health, safety and envirenmental stan-
dords. Interested parties should also have an opporturity 1o
spedfy any odditiona] standards that could be met through
mitigation, such as changes in folity design, substitute tech-
nologies, operational medifications and training of operators.
Monitoring and contro] procedures nvolving the host commu-
nity are important in minimizing risks and maintaining stan-
dards. :

in leominster, MA. o polyﬂyram g faeil
ity was sited successfully after the monufocturer negotioted
with the community. Togethar with the mmmuni?; the firm
decided to eliminate features of the original facility plan in
order bo mest stringent safety shandards occeptable o the
host community. :
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When impacts cannot be prevented or mitigated to the sats-
faction of the affected parties, various forms of compensation
— specified by the akeholders involved — can be negotiosd.
These agreements may Include property value guaramtess,
credon of equivalent habitats when loss is unovoidable, and
the guarantes of service (such as water supplies) if contamina.
tion ooours. A negetiated schedule of contingent compenss-
tion payrments for any harmful effects should be destribed in
o written siting ngreement.

Before siting o poper sludge landfill in
Homilton, Ohie, Champion International implemented @

am fo profect owners of property within hwo miles of
the facility from ony loss in resale valve, Eoch property
was appraised by fwo independenf approisers, one cho-
sen by the owner ond the other by Champion.

AKE THE HOST

OMMUNITY:

BETTER OFF

If faclities respond to rea] needs, the mognitude of benefits
should b large encagh for transfer payments to be made tothe
host community. A package of benefits should be put together
by the applicant so that the proposed host communiry fesls
that it is better off with the fadlity than without it. These
beriefits could be commitments to make long-sought-after
neighbarhood improvements, property tax reductions andfor
promises not to site other LULUS in the same area.

In Charles City, Virginic, the developer of o
landfill — Chombers Development,inc. — provides a tip-’
ing Fee of $5 per fon totalling 51 million r;'aar Tl-ﬁs
s lowered property toxes and allowed fgfr e rebuild-
ing of the city’s ailing school system. In oddition, the op-
erator collects the county’s garbage free of charge and
pays for environmental menitoring at the landfill,




Browning Ferris Industries (BF, through its
TS Community Partnership program, mailed a packoge of ma-

TS terial to local jurisdictions in New York state offering each
Some concerns about the management of faclities can be of them the upgarruml'y to host o solid waste landfill.
resalved by specifying contingent agreements that spell out Within the first few weeks of the announcement, 19 com-

munities velunteered to explore the possibility with BFI.
This number has increased to over sixty and BF! is in seri-
ous discussion with several communities about hosting fa-
cilities.

(preferably in writing) what will be done in coss of acodents,
interruptions of service, changes in standards, or the emer-
gence of new scdntific information dbout risks or impacts.
Such ogresments should specfy the condiions under which
the foclity must bz shut down temporarily or permonentiy.
They should also describe the triggers for action, responsiod-
ities for toking action, and provide means of guaranteeing
that contingent promises will be met ot no cost to those likely
to be adversely affected.

In Idahe, Wes-Con, Inc. was able to conver!
two abandoned Titan missile silos info smoll waste-dis-
posal facilities because the state was given the power fo
shut down the operation if the risks proved too high.

ONSIDER A
OMPETITIVE
ITING PROCESS
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Assaming that multiple acczptable volunteer sites are found,
faclity spensors should censider a competitive process of site
selecton, Ifthe Jevel of benefits seems high enough to petental
volunteers, they will compete to host o fodlity, Potentiol host
communites should have o chance to propose benefit or
incentive packages for loter negotintion with sponsors. The
advantage of having more than one site compete for the fadlity
is that no particular community feels it has been sngled cut ty
host @ faclity that no other communlty will accept.

In the Canadian province of Alberta, communi-
has were offered o opportunity fo host hazardous woasts
facility. At one sfoge in the process, over six communities
expressed interest in hosting o facility. In the locel commu-
nify that “won” the bidding, 79% voted in favor of the fo-
cility, and the mmmum’? celebroted the decision. One of
the communities not selscted placed a newspaper adver-
tisement expressing the santiment that they sf::ufd have

It is inappropriate to locate too many moxious fodlities in o

Encourage communities, regions or states to volunteer sites single locale even If o community 15 willing to accep! them.

indicating that this is not an imeversible commitment and
that there are potentiol benefits packnges (e.g. new revenues,
employment, tx reducdons) that come with the fadlity.
Charges that such incentives are essentially “bribes” can be
avoided if the search for volunteers is preceded by 1) an apen
process establishing the need for the fadlity and spedfying its
likely impacts; 23 a public guarantee that the site selected will
meet basic technical and environmental requirements; and
3) a public promise that incentves will benefit everyone In
the community, not just a few individuals. Subjecting the
final dedsion to accept a fadlity to o binding referendum
may alsp help to establish its legitimocy.

Geagraphic foimess ought to be a siting goal unto ftself for
purposes of equity. The prindple of geographic faimess argues
for siting several smaller faclities to distmbute impacts more
evenly rather than building o single large fadlity.

New York City recently approved naw criteria
r the location of city focilities [ *Fair Share Criteria” |

that emphasize geographic distribution of sites. These oni-
teria_enlist cammunity support from the beginning and
require the sponsoring ogency to address geographic fair-
ness considerations. These criteria are now being used in
the siting of homeless shelters ond sewoge lfuze facili-

Has,




Elf REALISTIC

IMETABLES We recently surveyed stakeholders in siting
T et 4o controversies throughaut the United States.
R Is appropriate and heipful to set and enforce realistic dead- They shared a great many concerns. The
lines. However, a good siting process allows all parties adequate principles contained in this Facility Sitin
time to consider the ful! range of options and welgh technica] Credo respond fo the issues that they raised,
evidence as it s gathered. Opponents have any number of I you have an comments and/or sugges-
edminisrative and legal means of slowing, even halting, siting tions or would like o more detoilse sum-
processes that they feel hove excluded them. It may be neces- mary of our survey findings, plsase wrife to:
sary 1o "go slowly in order to go fost”.
fn Harmen County, MJ [Cam o deadline of ;
eight weeks wos issued by gjudge to ri:nllln.':fa the siting of gT H?:m Rnwrpathe D,L Losience Susskind,
a regional sewage focility through mediation. Realizin i Director
that this was not enough lime to gain agreement from alf Risk and Dedison MIT-Harvard Public
parties, a reolistic extension was gramted ond 39 commy- Processes Center Disputes Frogram
nities came fo an ogreement with which they were safis- 1332 Steinberg-Dietrich Hall = 513 Found Hall
fied. University of Penneylvania Harvard Law School

: - — Philodelphia, PA 19104-6366 Combridge, MA 02138
EEP MULTIPLE

PTIONS OPEN

T ALL TIMES

It Is never o good idea to have fust one possible site for o LULY
even at the fina! stage of the process. Potential host communi-
ties may feel discriminated against if they ore the only place
being considered. Negotiotions regarding possible incentive
packages are more fikely to produce reasonable results if g
fallity spensor does not-feel "held hostoge® by the only possible
site.

In the process of siting o foxic waste landfill in This Fadiliy Siting Credo was eo-authored by Howard Kumreuther,
leﬂhiﬂﬁﬂﬂ; Qﬂ:ﬁr‘ r'l'-'ﬂ'ﬂﬂ'ﬂiﬂh the d'mtr;l requested H: Lawrence Susskind and Thomas D. Aarts with knowledge from the
mifs in two ities of the some lime, which preven Y e : T
citizans from HFHF “singled out”. This approach focili- National Workshop on Facifyy Siting. It was designed and prodiiced by
tated acceptance of the proposal, Mr. Aarts under the auspices of the Wharton School's Ritk & Decision

Processes Center. Funding for this project was providd by the William
& Flora Hewlet! Foundation (Grant # $-26021) and the National
sdence Foundation {Grant £ SESAE-09299).
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