THE FACILITY SITING

CREDDO:

GUIDELINES

FOR AN EFFECTIVE FACIUTY SITING PROCESS



Why a Facility Siting Credo ?

This Facilify Siting Credo addresses
the problem of siting fadlities that
are viewed os benefidal by a reglon
a5 a whole but percsived to be nox-
fous by the community o7 state asked
to host them. Prisons, AIDS hospices,
solid and hazordous woste treatment
plants, landfills, hovsing for low in-
come familiess, power plants, trans-
mission lines, sewoge treatment fo-
dilities — are ol “Locolly Unwantzd
Land Uses™ (LULUS) in somebody’s
eyes. Indeed LULUs ore almost ol
ways opposed by individuals or
groups who perceive the fockity psa
“loss" {e.g. possiblereductionin prop-
erty value or threats to alr and water
guality). These who stand to *galn”
on the other hand, are fearful that
the oppesition will be successhul, re
sulting in lost job opportunities and
tax revenues. They are angered by o
challenge to the fghts of property
owners to use their land os they Llke,
and annoyed ot what they see as @
tendency to put environmental con.
cems ghove immediote human needs
and economic progress,

Government offidals are under pres-
sure from both gainers and losers to
“do something” about the siting of
LULUs. While it is oftenr dear that
there is o need for many of these
fodilities, the process of making ond
implementing facility siting decisions
Is often perceived as unfalr and un
productive.  Many of the affected
groups are not given o meu:dngﬁﬂ
oppormunity to et involved ung! it is
too late to affect the outcome. Tech
nical considerations are sometimes
downpioyed so that palitical priori-
ties can be met, Some neighbor
bioods are ocrasionolly asked to ac-

cept far more than thelr *“fair share”
of LULUs, while promises Egording
the mitigotion of adverse impacts are
notatwayskept. Finondal constraints
and scheduling deadlines are often
used to cut off public debate.

What is the Facilify Sifing Crads?

The Fadlity Slting Credo it o et of
principles which local and regional
governments might incorperate into
their own approaches. It is not in-
tended to constinute either @ panacea
for dealing with the siting of noxious
fadlities or an operational manual.

The Fadlity Siting Credo was devel-
cped from a Notional Workshop on
Fadility Siting held in 19 and spon-
sored by the MIT Hozardous Substane-
&5 Management Program, the MII-
Harvard PublicDisputes Program, and
the Wharton Risk and Dedsion Pro-
cesses Center. This workshop brought
togethera amup of aesdamic retearch-
ers and offidals from the public ard
private sectors who have excmined
and partidpated in @ number of di-
verse siting problems. There s evi-
denee from around the nation that
applving some of these prindples
leads to sneressful outcomes of siting
initiatives (see examples ofter eqch
objective] .

If public officals, ctizen octivists, in-
dustry leaders, and technical experts
adopt this Credo, we might—as o
nation—be able o engender trost
among the affected qroups by deal-
ing with our differences in o fashion
that produces folrer, wiser, and more
effident slting results than is aurrent-
by the norm.

When planning and building Locally Unwanted Land Uses
(LULUs), every effort ought to be made to meet the
following objectives:

Representatives of all ufm:ted groups should be invited to
particpate n and be assisted at each stage of the siting progess.
This involvement can come through interviews or surveys of
key stakeholders, or through broadiy representative task fores
or advisery comminees qiven the resources needed for effective
particpation. All those offected by the siting dedsion should
have o chonce to review the aiterio for site selection.

Groups with different points of view should have o chanes 1o
criticize the recommendations of fodlity proponents and the
analyses upon which their proposals are based. A joint fact-
finding process should be used so that oll stakeholders con play
a role in spedfying the information about riske, costt and
benefits thot they need to make informed dedsions.  Some
times o neutra! body can ploy o dearinghouse Tole to enzure
that information s shared effectively.

2 In Mari County, An:unn,. a five year siting
pmcass was mma@m by & small community that was infer-
ested in replacing its existing landfill. Extensive public
outreach and parficipation is cradited with the successful
siting r.rF o regionol solid waste landfill which will serve
the region for 50 years. The process has served as o
mode fﬂr other lunn'ﬁﬂ sitings in the region.
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A siting process must begin with agreement that a faglity is
needed. The relevont siokeholders need to understand the
consequences of doing nothing — not just now, but in the future
aswell. Those whe advosate huilding new faclifies cught to be
precise about the nature and scope of the problem that will
result if the fncility is WOT built.

Through extensive public education and out-
e arts, residents of Indianapolis, IN came fo under-
sfond that net having e fecility to handle solid waste (in
other words, maintaining the status quo)] would “viclate
the community’s respensibility fo guorantes a healthy envi-
ronment for its cilizens.”
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JEEK CONSENSUS
A serious attemnpt should be maode to invelve oll the relevant
stakeholders to address their values, concems, patential needs
and won's. In a consensus building process, expertise should be
augmented by local knewledge, and subjected to vigorous
public debate. Differences con be addressed by searching for
new ways of framing questions or different ways of packaging
trodeoffs. An established commitment to seek consensus will
also help to dispel charass of unfaimess.

m;ll! After two decades of offempling fo site the
Presidential highway from downtewn Atlants, fo the east-
ern edge of the city [past the Carter center] , the conflict
was resolved by using mediation that focused on sesking
consansus. In @ wo stage mediation process, all con-
cerned parfies were brought fo the fable and o planning
document and written agreement were produced that suc-
cessully addressad the major concerns of all stakaholders.
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EVELOP TRUST

Lock of trust is perhaps the most imporiant barrier to reaching
consensus. Those aftempting to site o fodlity must recognlee
potentiol sourees of mistrust, induding lack of local support for
the project, previous negative experiences, and suspidons to-
ward govemment and other institutions. A major source of
mistrust is the assumption that affected communities must
atrept siting decigians if the techrical justification Is sufficient
ond procedurol requirements have been met. One way to re-
establish trust is to admit past mistakes and avoid exaggerated
daims and promises that cannot be fulfilled. Demonstrations
of responsible fadlity management elsewhere may be the most
effective way to build trust

In Gilliom ll".':tr.mz-é Oragon, Waste Manage-
ment, Inc. (WMI) recently began operating o landfill.
Little opposition was voiced, One of the critical rec-
sons cited was that WMI had earned the counly’s con-
fidence by operating o clean, hazardous waste londfill
less than two miles away.

HOOSE THE
SOLUTION THAT
EST ADDRESSES
HE PROBLEM

Problems must be oddressed with a foclity desion and o solu-
tion thot stakeholders can agree is appropriate. A comprehen-
sive list of alternotive approaches and their long- and short-
term implications — induding the option of taking no action —
should be made public in non-technical language. Communl:
ties or States ore mare likely to voluntesr to be o host if they
perceive their area to be the most appropriate cheice based on
technical and risk considerations.  The chaiee of technology
should be based on input from community residents who moy
well imow more about the problem “on the ground” than many

of the experts.

m In Minneapolis, MN, o solid waste plan pro-
sed incineration as the best means of oddressing the
ﬁg term waste needs for the county. The plan was com-
municated widely fo the public, discussed in public forums
and approved by a co rd. As a result of these oc-
fions, o survey indicated that 93% of these polled sup-
ported the government'’s plans for an incinerator.
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GUARANTEE THAT
TRINGENT.
A F ET Y
TANDARDS WILL .
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“No community should be asked to compromise its basic health
o7 safety so that o fudility can be built. Preventive measures for
reduring the hazord should be encouraged and the proposed
faclity must meet all health, safety and environmental stan-
dords. Interested parties should also have an cpporturity o
specify any odditiona] standards that could be met through
mitigation, such as changes in fadlity design, substitute tech-
nologies, operational modifications and training of operators.
Menitoring and control procedures involving the hest commu-
Rty are important in minimizing risks and maintaining stan-
dards.

m In Leominster, MA. o polystyrane ing faeil

ity was sited successfully affer the manufocturer negotioted
with the community. Together with the mmmum'?; the firm
decided to eliminate features of the original fucility plan in
order fo meet siringent safety slunﬁurgs occeptable to the
host community. :







