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CHAPTER|

INTRODUCTION

Statement aof the Problem

"No Wasle, No Well, No Way." This quole, taken from a newsletter published by an
environmental activist organization, sums up the feelings of that organization regarding the siting of
a Class | hazardous waste injection well in the community of Ramona, in northeastern Oklahoma. The
Toxic Waste Impact Group (TWIG) was formed by a group of citizens lwving in and around Ramona
to fight against the construction of the Environmental Sofulions, In¢. (ESI)-owned hazardous waste
injection well on a privately-owned ranch near Ramona.

To understand the passions involved and differing perceptions on the merits of the well held by
the opposing sides, one need look no furlher than a sampling of quoles and headlines from
newspapers in lhe area and newsletlers circulated at the time of the conflicl, reflecling the athtudes
and feelings of the stakeholders involved in the conflict,

A toxic chemical is toxic forever.

TWIG is defending the rights of citizens for a safe and healthy environment, TWIG is
fighting for the survival of our agricultural communily, TWIG is fighting for safe and clean
drinking water, TWIG is fighting for the safety of schoo! children against the accidental spills
of toxic waste, and TWIG is fighling against the decline of our land values.

The members and contributors to TWIG are lo be congratulated for their continuation of the
fight to stop the Ramona Toxic Waste Well. This is NOT the lime to sfacken in our
determination to rid our area of this menace. You have shown great tenacily for the long
haui, and we do have a long, hard road to go.

The State Health Department does not seem, to us, to be able (o deal adequately with the
enormily of the problems, both technically and administratively, involved with the permitiing
of a mixed wasle injection well.

As for the NIMBY Syndrome, should nol the citizens of a communily have some voice as
to what is put in their back yard?



The siling of the welf would be of tremendaus benefil to local employers.
Those folks opposed to the well are just a bunch of NIMBYs.

This is a classic case of big city, big money with the underdog being the delermined band
of small-town people, ranchers and farmers - truly the saft of the earth.

ES/ has asked the commitiee 1o vole down the bill lo ban commercial hazardous waste
disposal sites in Oklahoma, saying there is a need for deep injection wells.

ES! said deep injection wells have proven safe and inexpensive and Oklshoma's slable
geologic formations make the state a suilable site for the wells.

ESl testified thal if the well issue remained in Iitigation for a year, the company would face
fosses of a minimum of $1,840,820.

Project opponents, called the Toxic Waste Impact Group, claim the Health Depanimeni
violated stale law when it issuad the inltial construction permit and that disposal of
chemicals in the well would contaminate groundwater and cause property values (o drop.

The Associate District Judge issued an order Thursday temporarily stopping the dniling of
lest wells for a {oxic waste injection site near Ramona.

Employees of a reputable engineering firm told me it was to be controlled, regulated, and
inspected by the Oklahoma Stafe Department of Heallh.

Under the law, il can't harm the environment, the ground waler, the surface watar, or the
atmosphere. It has lo be done safely and monitored. If it does cause harm, they will close
it down; | gave the lease in good faith. | think the Department of Health will act in good
faith. | think ES/ has followed the rules.

t am sure industrial waste has to be stored and disposed of someway and somewhers. |
have been told this is a good place tc do it. “It's going to be safe,” they told me.

These quotes, taken in context from stakeholders in the Ramona dispute, illustrate the differing
viewpoinls toward the siting of the well.

From the beginning of the controversy, cilizens felt that they were not involved, were
misinformed, misled, and generally ignored by bolh ESI and the State Health Depardiment. From lhe
standpoint of degree of intrusion into stakeholders' lives, wilh the exception of perhaps radioactive
waste, nothing aroused the passions of affected stakeholders more than the proposed Ctass |
hazardous waste injection well. Interviewed stakeholders felt that ES| was proposing to inject
something "sinister” into the ground that would migrate, unseen and unchecked, and spoil the Iand
and groundwater for generations to come. The intrusion into the earth, coupled with the injection of
hazardous waste, seemed to join TWIG members in such a way as tc lead to heated debate, threals.

violence, lawsuits and countersuits, the bankruptey of ES(, and ullimately, gridiock.



This pattern of local opposition is commonly referred to as the NIMBY (not in my backyard)

syndrome. Cases of local opposifion have been steadily increasing over the past twenty-five years.
Beginning with the environmental movement in the fate 1960's and early 1970's, communities began

lo reject facilities on a more regular basis (Armour 1991). People were rapidly learning that they
possessed the power to block unwanted facilities. By the tate 1970's, local opposition had become
so pervasive and widespread that it was "officially” given status as a syndrome. Since thal time,
NIMBY has gained even more momentum (Heiman 1990), affecting more types of facilities and
experiencing greater success. Community resistance occurs with such regularity that it is considered
by many observers to be one of the most significant obstacles to facilily siting (Duffy 1984; Mitchell
and Carson 1986; Lake 1987).

The unwillingness of persons and/or communities 10 allow the siting of hazardous waste disposal
sites is a problem that has far reaching consequences. All types of facility siting proposals, incluging
those for prisons, power plants, schools, hazardous wasie management facitities, landfills, hospitals,
and even daycare centers, are being delayed or completely blocked by public opposition (O'Hare
1977, Popper 1881; O'Hare, Bacow and Sanderson 1983; and Inhaber 1892). If it poses a heaith or
enviconmental threat, or even only an aesthetic threat, it is subject to resistance. People no {onger
want faciiilies sited near them (hat they believe will have an adverse impact on them or their
communities (Kraft and Clary 18381).

Purpose of the Study

Al Oklahoma Stale Universily, a team of researchers made up of faculty and students have
conducted a study aimed at exploring solutions to the NIMBY problem. The study, which involved
Ihe investigation of seven cases in Oklahoma where local opposilion occurred or (hreatened to oceur,
specifically targeted hazardous waste management disputes (Fochl 1995). These disputes were
selecled because they are most common and, as such, solutions found for Ihem could likely be

apphed to other NIMBY disputes.



This paper documents the investigation of one of the case studies, a class | hazardous waste
injection well siting that occurred in ihe town of Ramona, in northeastern Oklahoma. This dispute
mirrored ctassic NIMBY features. The develapers, in compliance with the State of Oklahoma siting
requirements, did not notify the surrounding stakeholders until they filed their application for a
construction permit. The necessary land was oblained, the facility was permitted, and consfruction
had begun. Citizens responded with uncompromising opposition. The conflict uliimately reached the
halls of the Oklahoma State Supreme Court, where the case slill resides today, unresolved.

The Ramona siting controversy was chosen for study because il exhibited the traits of a classic
NIMBY opposition to the siting of an unwanted facility. ESI and the State Heallth Department were
unable 1o allay citizens' fears about the facitity, and intractable gridlock resulted.

The purpose of this case study is to examine lhe underlying reasons for the Ramona
controversy by examining the views of TWIG membaers active In the confroversy, neutral citizens who
lived in or near Ramona at the time of the controversy, government officials who were active in the
permit process and siling decision, and pro-industry persons seen as sensitive to the plight of ESI,
NIMBY as occurred in Remona will be examined from the perspectives of trust, {the lack thereof} and
risk (Ine unacceptability thereof), {tis hoped that by examining this NIMBY controversy so fraught
with extreme passions from slakehoiders on all sides that a bridge can be built between stakeholders
in future siting controversies based on understanding the concerns and motives underlying their

actions.



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

introduction

This chapter will first examine the issue of NIMBY, define NIMBY, and explain why NIMBY
opposilion is so important in hazardous waste siting controversies. Recent literalure will then be
examined to account for two of the decisian criteria that figure prominently as faclors in NIMBY
opposition to hazardous waste siling controversies: high risk perceplion, and instilulional distrust of
government and industry by the general public.

The NIMBY Syndrome: What Is It and Why Is [t So Important in Siting Controversies

The so-called "NIMBY" (not in my backyard) grassroots political activism is definad as a paltern
of protracted and intense public hostilily and political-legal opposition to the local siting of
environmentally risky technologies (Marks and von Winterfe!dt 1984; Syme and Ealon 1989;
Mazmanian and Morell 1990; Wells 1982). Krafi and Ctary (1891:300) define NIMBY as an "intense,
somelimes emotional, and often adamant local opposition to siting proposals ihat residents believe
will result in adverse impacts " Morell and Magorian (1982:75), define NIMBY as "state coercion
slrongly resisted locally.”

il is not clear who precisely originated the acronym "NIMBY.” It is mosi often aliributed lo
O'Hare (1977), but he did not use the acronym in his article. Nevertheless, the acronym is now well
known as a referent 1o locational conflict (Lake 1987).

A series of interesling acronyms representing various modes of thinking have been added since
Ihe introduction of NIMBY. One of these is TIMBY or “threal in my backyard Focht (1989)." TIMBY

controversies involve miligation or remediation of LULUs that are already present. TIMBY



conlroversies can thus be contrasted with NIMBY coniroversies, the laller limited to the siting of
previously non-existing LULUs and thus pose de novo threats.

The acronym, LULUSs, is used to describe controversial locally-unwanled land uses (Popper
1981), Ilis the intrusion of ihese unwarranted, unwanted, uninvited enlries into one's community that
is a primary motive behind NIMBY (Gerrard 1894:100; see also Edelstein 1888; Briffault 1992),

LULUs that have been resisted by communities inciude nuclear power plants, nuclear waste
repositories, uranium mines, hazardous waste treatment and disposal facilities, high power elactric
lransmission lines, liquid nalural gas operations, oil and gas pipelines, refineries, low income public
housing, energy plants, highways, drug research and treatment centers, halfway houses, airports,
mass lransit routes, elementary schools, prisons, skyscrapers, hospilals, satellite tracking slations,
dams, municipal solid wasle management facilities, large industrial plants, incinerators, menlal heallh
centers, sewage lreatment plants, stiip mines, military installations, junkyards, cemeteries,
amusemenl parks, taverns, rail lines, gas stations, car dealerships, repair shops, parking lois,
garages, molels, car washes, renial oullets, driva-in restauranis, hotels, marinas, stadiums, public
parks, apartment buildings, trailer parks, homes for unwed mothers, homes for the handicapped,
group homes, commuler train slations, weather stations, homeless shelters, sanifation truck garages,
adult bookstores, rad light districts, shopping malls, liveslock operations, AIDS trealment clinics, food
processors, alcohol lreatment centers, released sex offenders, Wal-Marts, and even retirement
homes, day care centers, and entire downtowns (O'Hare 1877; Wolf 1980; Popper 1981; O'Hare,
Bacow and Sanderson 1983; Popper 1985; Collins et al. 1985, Brion 1988; Marshafl 1989; Heiman
1980a; Binder 1991; Kasperson, Golding and Tuler 1992; Kraft 1992; Inhaber 1892; Opaluch et al.
1993; Focht 19985)."

From these indications siling anylhing anywhere is a minor miracle in itself. NIMBY resistance
is so successful, according to Popper (1981:15), lhat the only locally wanted land uses remaining are

open spaces and research parks.



Why is NIMBY so pervasive, especially as related o the siting of hazardous wasle managemenl
facilities? Hazardous wasle facilities, by their very nature, pose a number of adverse impacts to
human healih and the environment. Even facilities operating in absolute compliance with he letter
of local, state, and federal law, face opposition at every turn,

What is most salient to citizens, at least in part, is delermined by the characleristics of the facility
(e.g.. noisy airports, ugly power plants). Health concerns, particularly for children are the primary
public concern associated with noxious facililies (Matheny and Williams 1985; Kraft and Clary 1991).
Porlney (1881) has found this to be especially true with hazardous waste facilities.

How people perceive these adverse impacls has been shown to play a significant role in NIMBY
disputes (Portney 1986:and 1991). This research will show that the two most importanl factors in
triggering NIMBY opposition are risk perception and institutionat distruslL.

Risk Perception

There is slrong evidence in the published lilerature lo suggest thal laypersons do not perceive
risk the same as experts (Tversky and Kahneman 1981; Slovic, Fischhoff and Lichtenstein 1984,
Covello 1883; Slovic 1987; Armour 1991). While both groups perceive risk as a combination of
probabilily and consequences, thay use substantially different criteria and analytical methods for
eslimating “riskiness” (Covello 1983). Where experls tend o use mathematical methods of
calculaling risk, laypersons tend simply to use cullurally defined heurisfics to judge risk based on its
qualitative attributes and their experience with it (Slovic 1887). It is this difference in perceplion thal
causes gridlock.

For many risk managers, risk is acceplable if the benefits offset the costs. Through the use of
scienlific risk assessments, they eslimate risk based on the likelihood of occurrence and the degree
of the resulting hazard (Armour 1891). They produce a guantifiable risk value (e.g. 10%,or one in a
million) that they consider acceptable. This value is then made ihe point of departure from which
decisions are made. Sites are selected, and facililies designed and constructed, oflentimes based

solely on these calculations. Little or no consideration is given to community cancerns about the



imposing threat. In fact, most experts disregard the public’s perception of risk, claiming that citizens
are not adequately informed (Slovic, Fischhoff and Lichlenstein 1984; Stovic 1986; Wynne 1983;
Otway 1987). Citizens not subscribing lo risk assessment resulls have even been labeled by some
observers as irational (DuPont 1881).

While experts give equal weight to probability and consequence, Rubin (1986) has found that
laypersons are most concerned with consequences. Sclentific risk estimatas are but one criterion
that laypersons consider important in evaluating risk. Psychometric studies have revealed that they
also are concerned with the qualitative attributes of risk (Tversky and Kahneman 1981; Otway and
von Winlerfeldt 1982; Slovic, Fischhoff and Lichtenstein 1984; and Armour 1991). Slovic (1986)
specifically identified voluntariness, dreadfulness, catastrophlc polential, controllability, familiarity,
likeliness to cause injury or dealh, and newness as important factors.

Olher issues affecting risk perception are the characteristics of the perceiver. Social ang cultural
studies on risk indicate that individual values influence perceptions (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982,
Rayner and Cantor 1987). Vlek and Stallen (1980) have found that risk acceptance depends more
on value orientation and less on faclual information. Experts and laypersons thus do not share the
same values when it comes to deciding on risk acceplabliity (Ashford 1988; Folk 1891). People highly
value their health, property rights and individual freedom and, therefore, generally reject risk
assessments that conflict with, or threaten, these values (Bord and O'Connor 1892). Also imporiant
in influencing perceptions is how much experience a person has with risk (Fessenden-Raden el al.
19887), how much lhe media has shaped their beliefs (Slovic 1987), and what their altitudes lowards
risk are (Weinslein 1984).

Institutional Distrust

Adding to the risk perception problem is the apparent lack of trust in government ang industry
(Kasperson 1986; Kunreuther el al. 1990; Pijawka and Mushkatel 1991; Kraft and Clary 1991).
Distrust, as Krafl ang Clary (1991:322) argue, is what "fuels emation, which heightens fear of ihe

perceived risks.” Distrusl directly affecls the public's ability and willingness lo evaluate siting



proposals on their own merits (Kasperson 1986; Armour 1991). After all, it is difficult to believe the
message when you do not believe the messenger.

Trusl is considered by many to be a significant dimension in siting controversies (Kasperson et
al. 1992; Slovic 1993; Kraft and Clary 1991; Kraft 1994). In fact, Hodges-Coppel (1887) argues that
government and industry’s fow credibility is the main cause of siting gridiock. It propels people
lowards uncompromising opposition (Kraft and Clary 1891). Wildavsky and Dake (1990:56) add
“...lhe great struggles over perceived dangers of technology in our time are essentially about trust
and distrust of societal Institutions."

Focht {1995:39) concisely explains why institutions are distrusted: "Government is distrusted
due to its past failures to protect citizens from threats to human health, safety, welfare ang the
environment. Business and industry are distrusted because of their legacy of irresponsibility, absence
of care, and liability shifting.” Thus, distrust is not unwarranied: these institutions, with the help of the
media, contributed to their own demise. Debacles such as Watergate, Three-Mile Island, Love Canal
and the Iran-Contra affair all serve as benchmarks on the trail of diminishing public trust.

If the individual actions of each institution were not enough to cause distrust, there is now
evidence that they all share similar views towards siting faciiities. In parlicular, government, whom
the public relies on 10 protect them, is believed to side with industry in facility permit dacisions
(Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein 1983; Lawier and Focht 1389; Lawler, Focht and Hatley 1992).
Citizens also perceive this to be lrue: Wynne {1992) found that cilizens think siting procedures are
biased towards project developers. This perception leads citizens to question the governmenl's ability
to evaluate the fallibility of techaical analyses objectively (Armour 1991}

Summary

Perceived risk and institutional distrust are believed to be the primary motives triggering

NIMBY. When a NIMBY dispute reaches an apex, decision gridlock can result based on the host

community's judgement that the risk is too great and sponsoring institutions are not to be Irusted.



CHAPTER I

CASE STUDY HISTORY

Introduction

Ramona (1990 population of 508) is a small rural lown located in Washinglon County in
northeastern Oklahoma about 30 miles north of Tulsa. The surrounding land use is pcedominantly
agricultural, catlle ranching, and oil extraction. In 1982, Environmental Solutions, Incorporated (ESI)
was incorporated for lhe purpose of building and operating hazardous waste injection wells. The
principals of ES! were experienced in the construction and operation of oit and gas drilling fluid
injection wells and in waste disposal. ESI identified a rancher who owned a 10,000-acre ranch five
miles southwesl! of Ramona who agreed to lease to ES| a 2.7-acre tract located in the center of the
ranch. This location meant that no other landowners would be located wilhin one mile of the sile
boundary (thus there would be no "affected properly owners” olher than lhe lessor). After an
extensive feasibility study and inilial permitting efforts, ESI had invested approximately $2 million
dollars in the project. ESI submitted its initial construction permit application to OSDH on March 9,
1984, and issued public notices in local newspapers which announced the filing of Ihe application and
the commencement of a 45-day comment period during which a public meeling or hearing could be
requested. Since there were no “affected property owners" other than the lessor, individual letters
were not mailed. By April 23, 1984, the expiration date for the comment perlod, no requests for
meetings or hearings were received by OSDH.

OSDH reviewed lhe applicalion and returned il to ESI for revision on May 25, 1984. ESI

submitled a revised application on August 27, 1984. On November 28, 1984, OSDH prepared a draft
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construction permit for the wells and published in local newspapers a public notice of the drafl permit
wilh a 30-day comment period and another opportunity to request a public meaeting.

In December, cilizens of Ramona concerned about the ES| proposat sponsored a meeting with
local State legislators and ES| representatives. Later that month, ESI conducted a seminar open to
Ramona citizens designed to provide assurances of safety. Both meetings were punctuated by
fearful and angry remarks from several of the attendees.

A request for a public meeling was made by the Chair of the Environmental Committee of the
Bartlesville Chapter of the League of Women Voters (LOWV). News of the upcoming OSDH meeting
spurred lhe formation of a Ramona citizens’ group known as lhe Toxic Wasle Impact Group, or TWIG
on March 5, 1985. On Apnil 2, 1885, the meeting was held with representatives of TWIG, ESI, LOWV,
and OSDHR in atlendance. During the six-hour debate, several lechnical objeclions were lodged,
including whether ESl and OSDH had adequately assessed groundwater contamination.

On August 29, 1985, OSDH, in conjunction with ils response to commenls, opined that no new
issues of substance that could be addressed under OSDH rules and regulations were raised in the
April meeting. OSDH issued a construction permit for both injeclion wells the next day.

On September 12, 1985, TWIG filed a petition in district court for an injunction against OSOR
and E8I for failing 1o notify affected properly owners of ESl's application and for failing 1o consider
evidence on potential problems with the well. TWIG also obtained an "Order of Stay Pending Review"
of the permit by the court thal preveated ESI from conducting any construction activily until lhe court's
review of the permit decision was completed.

On October 15, 1985, the district court held lhat the construction permit was void ab initio
because OSOH gid nol properly follow the Oklahoma Administrative Procedure Act requiring notice
of ihe opportunity for a hearing {o all owners of property within one mile of ESI's mineral rights, and
because OSDH should have hetd a hearing, regardless of whether any requests were made before
ihe deadline. On appeal, the Oklahoma Supreme Courl, on March 1, 1988, reversed the district cour

findings and remanded the issue back to the distsict caurt for "disposition of unresolved issues.”
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In November 1988, the District Courl held that OSDH had failed to make a finding of fact that
the site was physically and technically suitable for a hazardous waste injection well. OSDH again
appealed the ruling to the Oklahoma Supreme Court.

To date, the District Court's stay remains in effect. The consltruction permit expired on
September 1, 1980. However, a request was made by ESI (March 22, 1991), for an extension of lhe
construction permit period on the grounds that the Oklahoma Controlled Industrial Waste Disposal
Act was amended by the Oktahoma Stale Legislature with language that has been codified into the
Oklahoma State Statutes al Title 63 OS Seclion 1-2012.4. The amendment read in part,

The fiting of a proceeding appealing the issuance of a permit issued prior to or after the

effective date of this act authorizing the construction or operation of a controlled indusirial

waste facility shall stay any time restraints specified in the permit relating to the term or
expiration of the permit.

It is ESI's position that this language effectively altered both the term and the expiration of the
ES| permit. The appeal from ESI stated thal

ESI particularly wishes (o preserve its right to request modifications of its permit in order

to keep the ESI facilily in full compliance with all applicable rules and regulations and (o

incorporate any lechnological, operational, or material advancements thal may benefit the

future operation of the permilted facility, preserve the public heaith, an safeguard lhe
environment. ESI recognizes that an immediate response to this request is unwarranted,

as both the Department and ES/ are awailing the decision of the Oklahoma State Supreme

Court. Please consider this corraspondence, however, a formal request or pstition,

requiring a timely rasponse by the Department. (ODEQ 1995:13).

To date, no decision by the Department of Environmenial Quality (formerly the State Health
Deparlment) has been rendered regarding the extension of the construction permil. As recent as
February of 1985, an attorney for the ODEQ ststed that, "I believe the matter has become moot. I'm
not sure there still is an ESI company, nor am | sure what legal impact a permit issued back then has
now.” ESIno longer has a telephone listing and the company's attorney did not return telephone calls
to the Oklahoma City office of the atiorney for the ODEQ. Although the matter of the appeal is still
before the Oklahoma State Supreme, it is apparent that ESI has abandoned ils effort. TWIG

continues to meet once a year to discuss issues of common concern to the community bul has not

undertaken any specific new projects.

12



CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter provides a description of the methodology used 1o survey stakeholders' opinions
and beliefs regarding the ESI siting controversy. Stakeholder sampling, instrument pretesting, final
survey design, and data analysis are covered.

A multi-instrument methodology that combined qualitative and quantitalive meihods was used.
Specifically, a structured questionnaire, an open-ended personal interview, two rank-order card
sorling exercises, and Q methodology were all employed. The use of multiple insiruments helps
assure validity of research results.

Stakeholder Sampling

Fifteen of the seventeen participants were actively involved In the siting controversy; lhe
remaining two (both of whom were familiar with the controversy but did not play a direct role) were
invited to increase low participation rates among induslry and government stakeholders. Participants
included citizens from Ramona, officials from the OSDH, and an industry insider familiar with the
plight of £S] (ESI representatives refused o paricipate). Each stakeholder was contacted in person
or by telephone and informed of the purpose of the study. Those stakeholders who were
knowledgeable of the siting cantroversy, willing to recollect their experlences and feelings, and
available to share their time were asked to take part in ihe research. Of the 17 stakeholders who
panticipated, 10 were members of TWIG, three were government officials, (hree were neulral cilizens,
and one was an induslry representative. Stakeholders were identified from membership rolls of TWIG

and by word-of-mouth once the research was underway. Officials from ESI harbored deep
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resentment of TWIG and the court’s handling of the events surrounding the siting controversy and did
nol want to revisit the issues raised by the siting proposal.
Survey Adminlistration

Personal interviews were administered at the stakeholders' places of employment or residence,
The interview began with the presentation of research credentials, personal introductions, an
explanation of the research, and its gosls (see Appendix A). The stakeholders were assured of
confidentiality and were informed that they could end the interview at anytime. Stakeholders were
then asked to sign a consent form (Appendix B) confirming that their participation was voluntary and
ensuring anonymlty outside the rasearch team.

The interview began with the initial ang final questionnaires, followed by an open-ended interview
and two rank-ordering card sort exercises, and ended with a Q sort. Stakeholders were informed of
the purpose of each instrument and given appropriate instructions. They were encouraged to take
breaks at any time. At the conclusion of the interview, stakeholders were thanked for their
participation, given a proposed dale for completion of the compilation of data, and a business card
to help them reach the researcher if they so chose.

Inltlal Survey Deslgn and Pretest

The generic survey design, developed by WIl Focht as project director, was adapted by the
individual members of the research team in a group setting with 18 citizen activists from Ponca Cily,
Oklahoma. Two versions of the pretes! were administered. The resulls were analyzed to determine
whether the questions asked were understandable and unambiguous, and whelher the responses
were consistent. The results indicated the need for personal Interviews instead of group Interviews
and for the refinement of several questions. In the revisions, the instcuments were made flexible
enough to apply to all types of hazardous waste management disputes to allow consistency in data
collection and cross-communily comparison. Site narratives, newspaper articles, OSDH permitting
information, and legal documentation provided additiona! background information on the events

surrounding the siling controversy.
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Structured Questionnaire

A slructured questionnaire was administered In two parts. The initiat questionnaire, given at the
beginning of the interview, was entitled "Relationships and Roles in the Ramona Siluation” (see
Appendix D). This questionnaire consisted of elght questions intended to identify stakehaolders' ties
to Ramona, informational sources and confidence levels in those sources, participation levels in the
siting controversy, and relationships with the various groups involved. Each stakeholder was given
a copy of the initial questionnaire and asked to complete it. The completed questionnaire was
reviewed for legibllity and completeness and filed for subsequent analysis.

The final questionnaire was administered immediately afier Ihe initial questionnaire. The final
questionnaire also consisted of eight questions and sought information on the participant's proximity
to the proposed site, membership and participalion in civic and other social groups, age, gender,
occupation, and educational background (see Appendix C). These data were collected for the
purposes of linking demographic, social, and physlcal variables with responses from the other
methodologies used in the survey. Each stakeholder was given a copy of the final questionnaire and
asked to complete {. The completed final questionnaire was reviewed for legibllity and completeness
and filed.

Open-Ended Interview

The open-ended interview was conducted immediately following the final questionnaire. This
interview consisted of 13 questions concerning participants' opinions and recollections of the siting
conlroversy (Appendix E). All questions were read atoud by the researcher and parlicipants were
asked to respond to the questions based on their perspeclive of the dispute. Eforts were made
during the interview not to Influence respondents in any way lhat would blas their responses.
Participants were encouraged to express their feeling and concerns honestly and to elaborate on any
point they believed was important. All conversation during the open-ended intesviews was audio
recorded, with Ine stakeholders' permission, for later reference. Queslions in the open-ended
interviews centered on the participant's knowledge of and involvement in the siting controversy,

reasons for their involvement, feelings toward Ramona, sense of community, and other stakeholders’



handling of the siting. The open-ended interviews concluded with a final question asking the
participants to reveal their feelings and emotions about the controversy while the interviewer remained
completely silent. In retrospect, this final question produced the most insightful information on the
reasons for their involvement. Before proceeding to the card sarting exercise, the participants were
asked to recommend other stakeholders whose interviews, they believed, would be valuable.
Rank Order Card Sorts

Two rank order card sorts were administered following the open-ended interview. The first sat
of thirteen cards (see Appendix F) consisted of a series of statements (one on each card) which
described criteria Important to community environmental decision making. These statements were
aimed a! determining what participants believed should be important in siting decisions involving
hazardous waste facilties, and centered on themes such as economic impacls on the communily and
on the developer, scientific risk assessment, access to information, views toward technology,
fairness, trust, cultural norms, disruption of community traditions, political involvement, and technical
education,

The second sel consisted of nine cards wilh statements focusing on citizen participation
slralegies (Appendix H). These strategias were intended to stimulate the parlicipant to choose Ihe
strategy that he or she believed would have had the best chance at averting decision gridlock in he
ESI siling controversy. The strategies varied according to the level of inlluence that lhe community
would have over the decision making process.

Each set of rank order cards was shuffled and given to the parlicipant. The participant was
asked to read each card and place it in a line extending from fow 1o high importance. Frequency
distributions were later calculated for each card rank using median, individual, group, and weighted
individual ranking methods. The card sorls were also analyzed using hierarchical agglomerative
cluster analysis (Ward's Method). Card sorting results are presented in Chapter 7.

Q Methodology
Q methodology, developed by William Stephenson (1935, 1953), is a modified rank-ardering

procedure in which stimull (in this case, stalements made by slakeholders in similar siting
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controversies) ase placed in a two dimensional sorl (quasi-normal distribution) that is significant from
the standpoint of the participant sorting the statements under a specified “condition of instruction”
(Brown 1980). Q reveals a participant’s subjectivity with 8 minimum of researcher-induced bias
(Looney 1987). Fundamentally, Q technique provides an instrumental foundation to the operation of
transitivity whereby stimulus objects (e.g., Q statements) can be placed in a significant order (Piaget
1971:29-31). Methodologically, Q gives substance to the logic of preference by explicilly recognizing
the central role of subjectivity involved in evaluations of all kinds (Brown 1880). As Von Wright
(1963:12) declares: "A preference, of any type, is necessarily relative to a subjecl. A preference is

[T

always somebody's preference." “It is this phenomenon, subjective in extremis, that Q fechnique
seeks {o model” (Brown 1980:155). Basically, the Q sort enablas the subject to provide a mode! of
his point of view (Brown 1980). Since Q statementis typically contain opinions rather than facls, the
construction of one's own statement arangemenl, like the mixing of a tobacco blend, is strictly a
matler of personal taste: any one Q sort is as valid as any other at the outset (Brown 1980:160). The
sorting is interactive, dynamic, and operant, and the factors that emerge are “operational definitions”
of the attitudes or value preference that produced themn (Brown 1980:113). Individuals are factored
across statements instead of statements across individuals (Looney 1897).
Q Technique

Q technique begins by asking a paricipant to place a sample of objecls in a2 significant order
according to his or her reactlions or feelings toward them. The Q sampie for the Ramona project
involved statements of opinions, beliefs, recollections, or reactions to other stimuli relating to the topic
under study. The Q sample consisted of 47 statements from comments, discussions, and opinions
aboul environmental decision-making (Appendix J). Each statement was printed on a card and read
by the panticipant while recalling their beliefs and feelings concerning the siling controversy. The
parlicipanis were asked to ptace the cards into one of three piles accorging to whether they agreed
with the statement, disagreed with the statement, or felt neutral or ambivalent toward it. Then they
were asked to reread the statements from one piie only and place each on the form board according

lo their beliefs from most agree (+5) to least agree (-5), working from the ends toward the middle. The
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form board was constructed as a pyramid of 47 rectangles arranged in a guasi-normal distribution
(eleven piles with frequencies of 2, 3, 4. 5,6, 7. 6, 5, 4, 3, 2). Q items were placed on {he form board
as constructed forcing participants 1o identify the few statements about which they felt most strongly
and which therefore plays the grealest role in factor interpretation. Each participant was free to
rearrange any statement on the form board at any time, and was encouraged to examine the
arrangement when finished to make sure it reflected their beliefs. Each statement's unique number
was recorded on a score sheet by the researcher.

The Q sort configurations were factor-analyzed at Oklahoma State University using PC
QUANAL, a statistical faclor analysis program speclfically designed for Q methodology (Van
Tubergen 1975). PC QUANAL corralates the Q sorts and the carretation coefficient matrix is factor
analyzed using the principal components method and orthogonal varimax rotation to reveal commenly
shared perspectives, opinions, beliefs, values or attitudes. QUANAL outputs faclor score arrays for
the common factors retained following ratation (Focht 1995:124). After analysis, the researcher
attempts an interpretation of each common factor based on the factor score arrays and on other
relevant information incluging prior interviews. These interpretations are then validated by re-
interviewing the highesl and purest loader(s) on each factor. The highest loader is the person whose
sort correlales most highly with the common factor. The pure loader is the individual who best
represents a common or shared perspective by loading most "cleanly” on a common factor. In many

cases, ihe high and pure loader is the same person.

18



CHAPTER V

QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW RESULTS

Results of the Questionnaires
Seventeen stakeholders participated in this case study. Ten of these were members of TWIG
opposed to the siting of the ESI injection well. Three participants were government employees,
inctuding a county commissioner and two OSDH employees — one of whom was involved in the
conlroversy. Three participants were Ramona residents who adopted neutral positions on the siting
coniroversy. The last participant was an industry insider familiar with and sympathetic to ihe plight
of ESI. Table 1 summarizes the demagraphic characteristics of each stakeholder participant.

TABLE 1 - DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF STAKEHOLDERS

ID # Afflllatlon  [Gender |Age Education Occupation Proximity bo Site Participation
R-1 TWIG F 46 1 Year College Ranchet 10 miles Naver
R-2 TWIG F 51 BS Degree Innkeeper 3.5 mites Occasionally
R-3 TWIG F 53 High School Secretary 3 miles Navar
R-4 TWIG F 44 BA Degree Lab Tech 14 miles Nevar
R-5 TWIG F 70 | 2yrs College Molher ~ I miies Frequently
R-6 TWIG M 71 BS Degrea Oll Trader 3 miles Conlinuously
R-7 TWIG F B9 BS Degree Houszewile 3 miles Fraquently
R-8 | Government M 52 High Schoot County Comm € miles Continuously
R-9 TWIG M 68 High School Postmaster 2.5 miles Contlnuously
R-30 TWIG F 62 High Schoof Homemaker 2.5 miles Continuously
R-11 Government M 61 BA Degrae QSOH 95 miles Never
R-12 Neulral F 60 High School Cily Clerk 4 miles Never
R-13 TWIG M 58 BS Degree Mayor 3 miles Frequently
R-14 Neulcal F 33 2 yrs College Accountant 3 milas Never
R-15 Neulcal M 68 High School Posimaster 4 mifes Never
R-16 Industry M 26 B8S Degree Self-empioyad 120 mlles Never
R-17 | Government M 29 MS Dagrae osDH 250 mlies Never

Categories utilized for Table 1 information were designed to obtain basic information about the
parlicipants to assure that the participants were demographically representative of the stakeholder
population. The study included about half males (8) and half females (9). The median age of
participants in the siting controversy was 59 years. Though this is somewhal older than average age

of participants in the siting controversies studied elsewhere in Oklahoma as part of lhis project (Focht
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1995), it was typical of the age of the stakeholders in this study.! The education level of the
stakeholders varied from high school to a master's degree. Eleven of the 17 participants had some
college. This range was also typical of those who participated in lhis controversy. Occupation varied
quite a bit: from homemaker to self-employed to mayor to rancher, and several others. The
stakeholders in Ramona were nol dominated by any one occupational group, as reflected in the
population sample. The proximity to the site was useful in relating categories of risk to the
stakeholder. (n general, one would expect that those who lived closer to the site were more active.
As can be seen in this table, every non-government stakeholder who panicipated in the controversy
lived within 10 miles of the site. Not a single resident from neighboring communities such as
Bartlesvilte (12 miles) or Tulsa (30 miles) actively participated. Participation level refers to
pariicipation in civic groups or organizations outside TWIG. Most pariicipants were not active in
outside civic groups. This is particularly interesting in light of their intense activism in this controversy.
It is reasonable to conclude that environmental threats in one's backyard can motivate political activity
even in those not predisposed to such activity.

Table 2 presents the data oblained from the initial questionnaire. This questionnaire sought to
identify the informalion sources upon which parlicipants relied and which of these were most trusled.
The queslionnaire also inquired abou! the type and exfent of political participation stakeholders
engaged in during the siling controversy.

Parlicipation level as showa in Table 2 refers to the subjective judgement of the researcher of
the particular stakeholder's depth of involvement in the activities taking place during fhe siling
conlroversy. These activities included speaking at rallles, attending meetings. altending court
hearings, writing lagislators, etc. Participation frequency refers to stakeholders' self-evaluations of
their participation in lhe siting controversy. As in the damographic quastlonnaire, numeric levals for
specific intervals of participation were not defined; rather, they were grouped into categories such as

“never,"” "seldom," “occasionally,” “frequenily,” and “contnuously.”
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As discussed previously, the initial and final questionnaires were administered to obtain selected

demographic and personal information about the participants. Drawing on the data presenied in

Tables 1 and 2 as well as that obtained from the questionnaires, stakeholder group-specific findings

are presented in the sections that follow,

TABLE 2 - RELATIONSHIPS AND ROLES OF STAKEHOLDERS

o # Ramona Informatlon Tx;:;d Tl;lj:::d Participation Particlpatlon Relationshlp
Ties Sources Sources Sources Level Frequancy with TWIG
R-1 Residenl 1,234,778 None 3.8 High Contlnuous AM
R-2 Residenl 1.2.8 21 8 High Continuous Prasident
R-3 Resident 1.2.4 421 38 High Frequenl AM
R4 PO 1,2,3.8,10 21,10 3.8 High Frequenl AM
R-5 Resident 1.2,3,4,6.7,8.8,10 10 3.8 High Conlinuous Foundar
R-6 Resident 2,3,4,7.8,10 10,8.2 1.8.9 High Cantingous AM
R.7 Resident 1,2,34,7,8,10 10,2,4 3.8.1 High Coniinuous Secrelary
R-8 Residenl 1,2,3.89 8,1 K] High Frequent AM
R-9 Resideni 1,23.4.8,9 429 3,8 High Contlnuous BM
R-10 Resident 2,3,4,89 24.9 8.3 High Frequenl AM
R-11 None 1,3.4,5,7,89,10 53.4 1,4 High Continuous Nona
R-12 Resident 1.25 51,2 NA None Never Aware of
R-13 Resident 1,23 2,1 NA High Conlinuous AM
R-14 Resldant 1,2.8,10 10,1,2 91,2 None Rare Atlend 1 mig.
R-15 Resldant 1.25 10,21 1.2.5 Low Occasional AM
R-16 RA 123 32,1 NA None Naver None
R-17 NA NA NA NA None Never Nore
Legend
*Informalional Sources

1 — News Media 6 - HEGI

2 — Friends and Neighbors 7 - US EPA

3 - ESI 8 — OSDH

4 ~ environmental Groups
5 — Fellow Workers

Abbreviations

AM - Aclive Member
BM - Board Member

TWIG

8 - Local Government

10 — Other Sources (TWIG)

PO — Property Owner
RA — Relative in the Area

Ten TWIG members were interviewed, including seven females and three males. The

average age of the ten TWIG members was 59 years (compared to 47-year average age for non-

TWIG members). Five members had altained schooling through high school and five members

held bachelor's degrees. They lived an average of 4.8 miles from the proposed ESt site. Like the

overall stakeholder population, they came fram diverse occupations. Included in the sample were
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a rancher, secretary, art teacher, postmaster, innkeeper, laboratory technician, crude oil trader,
mayor, and two homemakers. All TWIG members were residents of Ramona and had deep ties
to the area including properly ownership, children who had gone to school in Ramona, and family
members in the area.

Informational sources ulitized by the TWIG members included the news media, frisnds and
neighbors, ESI, environmental groups, the US EPA, OSDR, fellow members of TWIG, local
government, and professional geolagists and engineers. The sources most trusted by TWIG
members were friends and neighbors, news media, environmenial groups, and local government.
Though one TWIG member listed the OSDH as a trusted information source, not anoiher identified
either the OSDH or ESI as trusted.

All ten members were characterized as "active" paricipants. They signed petitions, conlacted
government officials, altended and spoke at meetings, organized meetings, atlended government
hearings, participated in rallies, and organized rallies. They each characterized their participation
level as "frequently” or "continuously.” Of the ten TWIG members interviewed, five were TWIG
officers (founder, president, treasurer, secretary, and board member) and five were active members
and supporters. Nine had no relationship whatsoever with ESI but one has a family member who had
a non-employee business ralationship with ES| during at least some of the period during the siting
controversy.

Government

Three government officials (a county commissioner, and two OSDH employees) were
interviewed — all were male. The average age of the government participanis was 47 years. One had
a high school education, one had a BA degree, and one had a master's degree. They lived an
average of 117 miles from the proposed ESI site. One of ine government participants was a resident
of Ramona, one was from Oklahoma City, and one was from Poteau (in southeastern Oklahoma).

Informational sources utilized by the government officials included the news media, friends and

naighbors, ESI, environmental groups, fellow workers, tha US EPA, OSDH, TWIG members, and local
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government. Most trusted of these informational sources were the OSDH, news media, fellow
workers, ES!, and TWIG members. The least trusted information sources included ESI, the news
media, and environmental groups.

Two of the government officials were characlerized as “active” participants In the siting
controversy, e.g., they reported that they signed petitions, contacted government officials, altended
mesetings, spoke at maetings, participated in rallies, and attended govarnment hearings. The third
government official was not active due to his remote location. The first two characterized lheir
participation level as “frequently” or “"continuously.” One government participant was an actlive
member/supporter of TWIG and one was involved with TWIG as an official but only during the siting
controversy. The third had no relationship with TWIG and was familiar with (he controversy only
indirectly as an employee of OSDH. None had any business relationship with ESI.

Neutral Citizens

One male and two female neutral citizens participated in this study. Their average age was 54
years. Two neutral citizens had achieved a high school education and one was attending college.
They lived an average of 3.7 miles from the proposed ESI site. They also had diverse work
backgrounds: an accountanl, a city clerk, and a postmaster. All were residents of Ramona.

Informational sources utilized by lhe neutral citizens included the news media, friends and
neighbors, fellow workers, TWIG, and local government. The neutral citizen participanis split in their
judgments of the trustworthiness of informalion sources. Some most trusted fellow workers, the news
media, friends, and TWIG; others most distrusted local government, friends, news media, and fellow
workers.

Of the three neutral citizens, two did not participate in the siting controversy and one attended
only one citizens' meeling. They characterized their participation level as “occasionally” or "never.”
One participant attended a TWIG meeting but never participated in any TWIG activity. A second
cilizen knew of TWIG but had no dealings with them. The third citizen was a passive supporter but

not a member of TWIG. None had any business dealings with ESI.
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Industry

Since no representative of ESI was willing to participate, the researcher was fortunate to have
localed a friend and associate of the owner of ESI. His viewpoint was important to this study. The
industry representative was a 26 year old male. He had a BS degree and was pursuing his MBA.

He lived 120 miles from the proposed ESI site and owned and operated his own business: a towing
and recovery service. One tle that he had o the Ramona area was a ralative who lived in Bartlesville.
The industry representative's family had a business relationship with the holding company for ES{ on
an unrelated venture.

Informational sources utilized by the industry representative included the news media, friends,
neightors, and ESI. Most {rusted among these informatlonal sources were ESI, friends and
neighbors, and the news media. Though he did not identify any sources as least trusted, he did offer
the opinion that “the media is biased and prints what the public wants to hear.”

The industry represeniative did not directly participate in the siting controversy. He had no
dealings with TWIG though he knew of them through his industry contact at ES1. He listed his
relationship with the officer of ESI as "social." He related the facts that the presideni of ES| was
deceased and that hard feetings existed between the remaining ES1 personnel and TWIG.

Discussion of Questionnaire Results

it general, the opponents of the siling most trusted lheir friends and neighbors, the news media,
environmental groups, and TWIG to provide useful information. The supporters of the siting most
lrusted ESI, the OSDH, and the US EPA to provide sallent information. Nat surprisingly, the
opponents disirusted ESI, the OSDH, and the US EPA to provide unbiased information. The
supporters did not trust the news media and TWIG as informalional sources. All of ihe opponents fo
the siting listed their participation level as high, while Ihe neulral citizens, one of the government

participants, and the industry insider had low or no participation.

24

OKILAHOMA STA



As is evident in the data obtained from the gqueslionnaires, the opponents o the siting of the ESI
well were an active, well-organized, cohesive unit. These characteristics helped TWIG to oppose,

fight, and ultimately succeed in stopping the construction of the injection wells.

Results of Personal Interviews

TWIG

Members of TWIG opposed the ESI siting propasal because they perceived that the risks posed
by the facility would be unacceptably high and because they did nof trust ESI or the OSDH to act in
the bes! inlerests of lhe community of Ramona. Specifically, TWIG members worried about lhe
migration of injected hazardous waste through a subsurface formation unsuitable for such disposal
and about the loss in property value and quality of life if that happened. TWIG members' risk aversion
is reflected in these comments:

We had lechnical knowledge and research to prove the sile was not feasible and would
contaminate the area.

A foxic chemical is toxic forever.

There is fracturing of the formations beneath the ground in this area. ES/ knows if and is
ignoring the risk of that fracturing for hazardous waste to migrate all over the country.

The fire depariment is completaly unprepared for what might happen if somathing goas
wrong af that site.

! know that saltwater from petroleum activity migrates through the aquifer, so why wouldn'i
the hazardous waste?

The truck traffic that would be flying through Ramona on the highway would be dangerous.
i1s’ only & matter of time before someone gets killed by one of those hazardous waste
trucks.

These comments reflect TWIG's cpposition to the well based on risk-based crileria. TWIG nol
only felt that the wells posed a risk, but also the fruck traffic and the lack of preparedness of the town
to handle an emergency. A couple of the comments reflect the fact that TWIG had done Iheir own
research and were not just opposing the well out of irrational fears, but out of research ang the advice
of hired experls.

The members of TWIG also felt that ES| was completely incompetent to handle a project of this

size ang scope.

ES! was started on a shoestring, and they are stili not financially stable.
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Their lechnical data was shaky. | don't know where they got their infarmation, but I can
assure you it doesn't apply around here.

The OSDH wanted ESI to purchase an insurance policy through Lloyds of London. Sounds
fike a prefty risky proposition to me.

These comments reflect the fact that ESI was unable to convince the TWIG members that they
were prepared, technically and financially, 1o handle a project of this size and scope. These
comments reflect elements of both risk and trust, with neither being within acceptable limils for TWIG.

The members of TWIG felt that the OSDH was not acling in the bast interests of the citizens of
Ramona and were working with an inadequate permitling system.

The State Health Department is a joke; they don’t seem to know what the hell is going on.
They have no chain of command.

The notification process required by the state is almost criminal. There was a liny notice
in the paper, and a radio 8d, and that was it.

ES! is in cahoots with the Health Department. The poor permilting system should show you
that.

The permitling process needs to be changed. It should keep citizens informed. As if now
stands, all if does is keep citizens in the dark.

These comments reveal the TWIG members’ feeling about the OSDH and the role that they
played in the siting of the wells, The TWIG members' felt that the OSDH and ESI were acting in
unison to stymie opponents' efforts to stop the siting. This perceived connection, coupled with a
permilling process that the opponents' felt kept them in the dark, spelled irouble for the siting.

TWIG members had a distrust of both the OSDH and ESI, as evidenced by the following
comments relating to institutional distrust:

We were best informed by our mouth to mouth conversations.
You aiways trust your friends. TWIG was organized to fight this well.

If peaple know all the facls up front, they will come a lot closer to accepling you — not the
other way, fike ESI.

They lried to sneak it in when we weren't looking.
ES! should have opened up their records and files and shown everything.
The Health Depariment should look after the welfare of the people.

The Health Department enforces the law, but it does not watch out for the health and
welfare of the people.

If ESI had come to us early, given us all the facts, and kept us informed rather than trying
to sneak if through, they might have gotten the damn thing sited.
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Trust was a paramount issue in this siting controversy. TWIG did not trust ES! or the OSDH o
consider cilizens' input, fears, or concerns. This exclusion, and the appearance of withholding
information on the part of ES(, was a milestone on the road to gridlock in Ramona.

The TWIG members in particular had strong feelings about thelr ties to the land and sense of
community thal they felt would be compromised If the siting proposal were atlowed.

This is cattle country, and ranchland. We have an atlachmsnl to the country that ESI
doesn't understand.

The Cherokee Nation stood behind us 100%. The Cherokee people understand what we
mean when we talk about our attachment fo the land,

Whether anyone will admit it or not, the people would have been sad if the facilily hao gone
in. Our land would have devalued — and us along with it.

Just look at that beautiful pasture. Do you really think we wanted to ruin that with an
eyesore like the injeclion wells?

ES/ needed to know who the citizens were. They never understood that focal cuffure s
very important around here.

Tha citizens of Ramona, and the TWIG mamber In particular, are a rural people with rural vaiues.
The importance of land, cattle, and small-town community values were paramount in the eyes of the
TWIG members that opposed the siting. TWIG felt that ESI and the OSDH did not adequalely
consider these intrinsic factors when they sited the wells.

Another negative faclor in the eyes of TWIG members was the builying tactics employed by ES!
to push the well siting through. TWIG members were offended by these tactics.

ESI sued {a TWIG member] for libel and slander; they were trying to inlimidate us.
ES/ sued [a TWIG member] for $10 million.

ES! seemad to become very hostile during meetings.

ES/ called [a TWIG member] lhat nosey old woman in the wheelcharr.

Not hiring a local attorney was their biggest mistake. They tried lo ram this fancy lawysr
from Yals down our throats.

They said we wers a bunch of NIMBYs and couldn't stop them anyway.

They said thal “We are going to do it, you're going to have it, and there is nothing you can
do about it."

As the research will show, one important factor in TWIG members’ zealous opposition to the ESI
siting was their belief thal ESI and the OSDH failed to consider the communily’s viewpoin! and thal

ESI and OSDH tried to force the siting decision on the citizens' of Ramona. Lawsuits, counler-suits,
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threats, fancy lawyers, and personal attacks on TWIG members served as rallying points for the
opponents of the siting.

When asked if anything good came from the controversy, and what, if anything, TWIG or ESI
should have done differently, TWIG members offered the following comments:

This drew the communily logether. | mel a bunch of good foiks that | otherwise would not
have.

ES! did give a good presentation, slick, Il give them lhat, but I think il was maybe a little
oo slick.

There is a bond now between Ramona and Ochelala, the rivalry is buried. We all worked
wall together.

We always opened our meetings with a prayer. Wa felt like wa were there lo protect God's
creation.

We really worked as a team, especially in fundraising.

If ESI had come (0 us early, given us all the facts, and kept us informed rather than trying
{o sneak it through, they might have golten the damn thing sited.

Communifarian issues were paramount in the opposition to ESI's wells, The citizens felt {hat
working logether renewed bonds with nearby towns, stimulated feelings of spirilual connection with
nature, and led to the formation of TWIG. ESI’s main faull, in the eyes of some of TWIG members,
was their “sneaking around.” More than one TWIG parlicipant said that ESI should have come
forward early with concise information and work with the citizenry to have a chance al siting the wells.
Government

Government participants, although agreeing with TWIG members on several (3sues, also hald
views consistenl with their role as the ultimate decision-maker. The government officlals expressed
views based not on the unacceptable risk and lack of trust between stakeholders, but on lhe validity
of the permitting process and ability of the government to make correct decisions. Since the views
of the government pariicipants vary from one lo the other, they are presented individually rather fhan
for the group as a whole.

County Commissioner
The commissioner felt that government is sometimes hindered by its own rules and regulations.

The government has a process sel up, but because of bureaucracy, they cannot operate
outside of that process.
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We have loo much red tape, and we do nof always accomplish what we set oul to do.

Sometimes the people that write these rules and regulations have no idea how they wiil
really work at the rural Washington county level,

He also felt that the government, when pushed to make a decision, is not always honest.

The government does not always tell the truth.

He indicated that the risk for this paricular siting was high, as evidenced by the following
comment:

They put a lot of liabilities on a small community that does not have many financial
resources {o clean up with if something goes wrong.

He felt that the company proposing the siting of the wells ignored the social impacis to the
Ramona community that the site may cause.

When the company has already spent x number of doliars, whether il is a good lccation or
not, the company has already committed and is responsible to their investors.

! was not aware of anybody who was for the siting.
I've altended meetings at the school! with 300-400 people.

! think one reason that they wanted to place it here was because they thought that the fitile
small community would not have the wherewithal to fight it.

They should meet olher criteria, including how does it affect the public, devaluation of
propetrty, efc.

The county commissioner was a member of TWIG. He felt that he could be a supporter, and
even a member of TWIG, and separate that involvement from his government duties. He indicated
that in some ways the siting couid be beneficial to the community. He cited increased tax revanue
for roads. schools. and the local health clinic. He also felt that some employment gains would be
realized However, as evidenced by the comments, he felt that a legitimale risk existed and ES! tried
o bully the citizenry.

OSDH Employee

This government official interviewed worked for the OSDH and was heavily involved in the siting
controversy. He was very understanding of Lhe plight of the opponents to the siting, but felf that the
government had a responsibitity to afl cilizens, not just those who opposed the siting. He truly fell thal

ESI played by the rules in obtaining the initial construction permit, 2s evidenced by the following

comments:
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You can only do everything you can, and we did it. Everything looked proper to us.

We had a question of whather the Arbuckle [geological formation] whare they were going
to drill was suitable. We were going to pump water in (o lest it. For the time being, we were
only going to issue the construction permit.

The official also recognized that no malter what the OSDH did or said, opponents to the siting
would not be convinced that the risk was acceptable; they were just too afraid of the technology.

They did not understand whatl was going an. They saw the infection well as a threatening
aclivily. For some reason, they thought it would kill all the trees, hell, there's not a tree in
20 miles of the site anyway.

1 did my best to respond truthfully, buf they did not want the truth,

! did my best to relay the risks, explain the procedures, and tell them what to look for to see
for themselves that the site was suitable — but no one would listen lo me.

One of the ladies was scared absolutely to death about this stuff being trucked around.
She had done work with chemicals and that is why she sald she was In a wheelchair now.

The official admitted that the OSDH alienated itself from cilizens through several of their actions.

Our biggest problem was: one of our guys, the director of hazardous waste, was taking
notes and not paying much aftention, and somebody stood up and said he was asleep.
Then they cried.

The state attorney iried to belittle them with a simplistic speech that killed us. A lady stood
up and said, “Don't you ever talk to me like that.” It was all downhill from there.

Two ladies were going to beat me up!

One thing was truly ilt advised. Wa came with the highway palrol and sheriff bacause of
a threat we received over the phone. In retrospect, rofling in with highway palrolmen from
Oklahoma Cily was a terrible idaa.

We should have taken out some newspaper ads to tell the OSDH posiion and put people’s
minds at ease.

In discussing his views toward TWIG and their involvement in the controversy, the government
official offered the following comments:

| was present at the public meeting on the drafi permit. but by this time TWIG was
established and running hard.

A limited number of influsntial TWIG members managed to Involve all thess othar paople.
! don't like them running around trying lo scare people.

Very organized with a small, core group.

Whomever these one or lwo people are who are opposed to thase facililies, they do not
truly represent the views of the general population. They are jusf the most vocal.

In closing the interview with this government official, he was encouraged to summarize his

feelings towards ihe sifing controversy. The following comments summarize why the siting failed:
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More or less, it was a NIMBY sort of situation.
The biggest problem was that they did not trust us and did not believe us.
[ don't recall anybody who supported it.

It is apparent from the quotes that the OSDH employee felt that ihe slting should have gone
through. He did know, howevers, that several of ihe aclions on the parts of ES| and the OSDH made
the situation extremely difficult. He felt that the citizens did not trust ESI or the OSDH, and that that
made 8 siling impossible. He felt that NIMBY played a role in the opposition. He also felt lhat a small,
core group of influential TWIG members was most responsible for the defeat of {he siling.

OSDH Employee

The last government official interviewed was an employee of the OSDH and lived in the
southeastern par! of the state. Although he knew of the siting controversy. he did not play an active
part in any of the proceedings. He did agree, however, to be interviewed and his views are
considered importani 1o gain another government perspeclive, especially an OSDH empicyee. Three
of his commenls are particularly insightful:

Anytime | need technical assistance | call headquarters. Enginsers, geologists, hydrogeologists,

whatever, they are all right there. There are plenly of experts al the headquarters level of the
OSDH.

You want to work with paople; but then again, you have a job fo do with guidelines to follow.

What we do to heip pollution today, may not be what wa have tomorrow; but it is better than whal
we had yesterday.

Of particular importance in these statements is the government participants’ belief that they have the
aulhorily and expertise to make the correct decisions. However, this belief did not mesh well with
(hose of the siting opponents.
Neutral Citizens

Three neutral citizens were inlerviewed to obtain another viewpoint of the siting conlroversy. In
such a small town, they were obviously aware of the coniroversy but chose not to get involved. The
neutral citizens felt that several influential TWIG members were responsible for mosl of the uproar
overs {he siting.

A few people with money were the ones causing all the ruckus.

The leaders of the community did not want lo protest; just the prestigious families.
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The people who had the stroke to stop it did just thal. They ware determined that oulsiders
were not going (o6 come in and tell them what to do with their land.

The neutral citizens also felt that a legitimate risk was being imposed on the community.

There is the threat of a spill, especially from the trucks. And the oil wells in the area - they
were never properly plugged.

Our roads are not suitable for that kind of traffic.
My father opposed it, so for him {o get invoived, something must be wrong.

The neuiral cltizens, although not actively Involved, were aware of trust Issues emanating
throughout the community, specifically:

! heard the company tried to sneak it through, so there was distrust from the beginning.
They should have taken out a noewspaper ad or somelhing.

The neutral cilizens also felt the landowner was not wefl prepared tc make a decision regarding
the siting on his properly:

He was operating with poor information, offered some quick cash, and he jumpad on it.

The neutral cilizens also felt that 2 sense of community, not understood by ESI or the Slate,
contributed to the failure of the siting permit,

TWIG's attorney understood how people in the area felt; ESI's did not.
The bigwigs underestimated the resiliency of the people to fight this thing.

To summarize the feelings of the neutral citizens, the following was offered:

Law is the deciding factor. This whole thing went to court and ES!I lost — plain and simple.

The neutral citizens felt that once again, like one of the government parlicipants, thal a core
group of influential TWIG members was responsible for the defeat of the siting proposal. They were
not upset about this, but simply had that observation. They also felt that the sense of community that
existed was ignored by both ESI and the OSDH. They felt that a legitimate risk was posed by lhe
wells, and thal if (he landowner had known of this risk he would not have struck a deal with ESI. 1l
is interesting to note that the neutral citizens were the only ones who brought up the landowner

connection, and his inability to make an informed decision.
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Industry
The induslry representative interviewed was chosen for his familiarity with the siting controversy.
He felt that ESI received no help from the local media as evidenced by the following comment:
The media is biased and only prints what the public wants to hear.
When asked what ESJ did wrong, he offered he following comments:

ESI tried to sneak il in, no doubt about it.
They tried to throw their weight around ~ probably a little too much,

When push came to shove, ESI was too patronizing fto the people - especially during some
of those wild meelings | heard aboud.

As far as the permit is concerned, he offered the following comment:
Ifit's legal, then it's legal. If the state sited the thing, what right do the people have to stop

it? { know that ES! lost about $3 million, and it bankrupted the company. Hell, my old man
spoke al the principal’s funeral, That permit killed him.

The indusiry representative adopted a utilitarian approach more {han government
representatives did. He indicaled that legal is legal, and the OSDH sited the injeclion wells, and the
citizens had no righl to oppose il. He also felt that ESI's approach eroded the communily’s trust.

Discussion of the Personal interview Results

Thesa results suggest thal participants had different opinions of, attitudes loward, and reaclions
lo ESI's proposal to site the injection wells.

TWIG members opposed the siting of the well due to risk concerns and a distrust of lhe OSDH
and ESI. They also expressed concern about the ability of ESI to adequately manage an operation
of this size and scope and fhe bullying taclics employed by ESt to try and gain permit approval. TWIG
members believed that the OSDH was operating under an inadequate permilting system that unfairly
favared industry, not the general public. TWIG members felt a very sirong altachment o the land and
were unwilling to jeopardize that with an injection well. TWIG members felt that the controversy
brought the citizenry of Ramona together and helped them to work as a team. The overriding issue
that led to the defeat of the injection well, in tha minds of most TWIG members interviewed, was a

lack of trusl towards ES) and ihe OSDH regarding the siting.
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The government officials interviewed came from three different backgrounds regarding the
conlroversy. The county commissioner felt that government had a job to do — regardless of the
popularity of the decisions it has to make — and felt that 1his hurt the OSDH on this case. He also felt
thal the risk for this particular site was inordinately high. He indicated that the principals of ESI did
not 1ake TWIG seriously about its commiiment to the community and its ability to fight the siling.

The OSDH official involved with the siting took a more hard line government view and felt that
the OSDH followed all applicable rules and regulations when they sited the injection well. He also felt
that the citizens of Ramona and TWIG were inadequately informed of the risks posed by the injection
wells and were neediessly concerned. He also indicaled that OSOH failed to connect with citizens
and had made several crucial blunders during the public participation phase of the siting controversy.
He believed that only a few influential TWIG members were responsible for defeating the proposal.

The OSDH employee interviewed who was not directly Involved In the controversy balieved that
the OSDH were the experts in this case and had a job to do regardless of the protests of concerned
clizenry. He also indicated that although the OSDH is not parfect, they are doing the basli they can
with the lechnology that is available.

The neulral citizens interviewed concerning the siling controversy fell, as did the first OSDH
employee, that a few influential community members were the ones most responsible for lhe defeat
of the siting. They also believed that legitimate risks to community health and the environment would
be posed by the injection wells and the associaled trucking activity. The neutral citizens felt thal ESI
failed to address the citizens’ sense of community and the willingness of the opponents to fighl lhe
siting. The botlom line for neutral citizens was that it was decided in a court of law and ESI (ost.

The industry representative interviewed falt that although the siling was legal and approved by
the OSDH, that ESI failed to adequately involve the cilizens and tried to push the proposal through
anyway. He indicated that the media was biased in this case and falsely alarmed the citizenry, which

led to sirong opposition by the general public.

' |t was nol determined whether this is a reflection of the average overall age of the community of Ramona
or simply involvement by older members of the community.
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CHAPTER VI

Q FACTOR RESULTS

Three Factor Q Analysis

The 47-item Q sort data was entered into a software program known as PC Qanal (van
Tubergen 1875). Two and three faclor exlractions were accomplished using the principal
components method. These factors were rotated to simple structure by varimax rotation, which
minimizes unexplained variance.

Only the three-factor solution was retained for analysis. Justifications for utilizing the three
factor solution are: (1) each factor exhibited an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 (the traditional
stopping criterion); (2) each factor explained at least 7% of the total variance: (3) three factors
explained the perspectives of all participants except one (lhe two factor solutlon did not account
for three participants) and only two of these were confounded; and (4) all three faclors are of
theoretical importance and correspond well with the interview and carg ranking results. The thres
faclors collectively explain 52% of the fotal variance.

Each common factor score array was inlerpreted by the author and validated via telephone
by the stakeholder whose perspective best correlated with the perspeclive manifested by the
common factor (the highest, purest loagder).

Table 3 contains the re-ordered factor score matrix for lhe three factor solution after varimax
rotation. For the level of significance = .001, |he crilical value for a significant factor loading is

0.451."



TABLE 3

RE-ORDERED FACTOR MATRIX

PARTICIPANTS FACTOR A FACTOR B FACTOR C COMMONALITY | PURITY
LOAD LOAD LOAD
FACTOR A
R7 (TWIG) 722 212 093 575 807
R3 (TWIG) 800 086 365 780 820
R1 (TWIG) 521 266 169 a7 732
R4 (TWIG) 514 195 3% 527 716
R14 (NC) 618 435 081 578 661
R15 (NC) 493 016 463 458 531
RO (TWIG) 554 .013 548 604 507
FACTOR B
R17 (GOVT) 006 631 072 403 987
R6 (TWIG) 210 709 207 590 852
R16 (INDUSTRY) 156 362 051 158 830
R2 (TWIG) 302 540 373 522 559
R8 (GOVT) 353 508 446 582 445
FACTOR C
R13 (TWIG) 082 AT 566 356 899
R10 (TWIG) 300 168 612 498 752
R12 (NC) 114 400 682 639 729
R11 (GOVT) 001 443 570 522 624
RS (TWIG) 372 - 281 527 495 561

Table 4 presents lhe z-scores for the statements comprising each of the factors. The 2-
scores reflect the factor struclure by representing each statement’s relative Imporlance. The
scores are used to interprel the perspectives held by those parlicipanis who significantly load on
the factor. Those statements that score nearer to +1.00 are particularly useful because lhey
eliciled strong reactions (indicating higher importance) from the participants. Those item z-scores
that differ by more than 1.0 are dislinguishing items, whereas those tha! differ by less than 1.0 are
consensus items. Comparisons amang factor scores for the same items are also used in faclor

interpretation.
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TABLE 4
TYPAL ARRAY Z-SCORES

Q ITEM STATEMENT Failor Fagor Fagtor
1. Waste facility siling means economic growth and prospedly for the community. -1.2 5 12
2. Offering cash payments 1o a commuonily is the same as a bribe. N/ -3 A4
3. When jobs are scarce, increase In employment is good even it it resulls In pollution. -1.3 -1.4 -1.5
4. If environmental restrictions limit the ability of a company to make a profit, the 1 1.0 18
reslrictions should be refaxed. ) ) )
5. Industry works with communities o maintain a good putlic Image. -4 -1 -.1
6. Scientific risk assessment should be 1he ma|or consideralion In siling dec!sions. 3 7 -2
7. Cillzens need to conlrof which risks they have to put up wilh. 6 3 1.1
B. We shouid nol lake any chances with (ha environmeni, 1.8 .3 1.9
9. | loterale risk 3s a fact of life, but | don'l like it. -1 4 4
10. !t doesn‘t maller how much we pollute today, because lomorrow's lechnology will 2.1 25 47
solve the problem. ‘ ' :
11. The world wouid be a beller place la live if we could go back o Ihe good old days. -1.0 -14 14
12. Itis better to put facililies in communities with high unemployment; the people .9 .3 4
Ihere need the jobs. ) ) ’
13. The people who benefit mosl( from a wasts facilily aren’t onas who bear |he risk. i 4 2.2
14, Governmeni and industry know what they are doing: they ara the experis. -1.9 .0 -1.2
15. Cost effecliveness is more important to industry and government (han 12 4 Ry
environmental issues, ' ) '
16. The governmenl enforces enviconmenltal laws {o protect human health and salety. 1.8 A -4
17. Industry usually complies with enviranmental laws even when It costs them monay. -1.6 7 -
18. Environmental laws are full of loopholes for industry advaniage. 1.0 -1.3 -1.1
19, The character of a community changes after a waste facllity Is localed there. .0 -1 -3
20. Alowing a wasle facility to locate in 3 community divides a community. -3 -5 .6
21. Waste facililies give 2 communily a bad reputation. .3 .4 4
22. Cilizens should bs involved in every step of a sifing dacision. 7 .8 1.3
23. Cilizens have opportunily to be involved in siling declsions in Iheir communily. -1.3 .5 B
24. Industry, government, and lhe public should decide togelher whal level of pollulior 3 5 3
should be allowed. ' ’ i
25. All informahon musl be shared In underslood language as soon as Il's available. 1.3 1.7 .6
26 Who provides inlormalion makes a difference lo me; lhe person mus( be honasl, 1.1 1.3 1.4
27. Itis really hard 1o know If decision-makers have the same value as | do. 1.1 .2 1.4
28. Itis impossible to know whelher or nol a process s really safe without adeguale 1.2 6 8
lechnicat education. ) ) ’
29. If the public were more famitiar with fhe operation of a wasle faciily, lhey would be .5 5 .8
more willing to consider it. ’ )
30. Cilizens should have their own experts. 7 1.4 5
31. We wouid all be belter of if Lhe legal procedures were easier 1o lollow. 1.1 1.0 9
32. Governmeni shouldn'i be trusted in making slting decisiona. 7 -9 -4
33. Governmenl usges citizen opinion agalnsl them. -3 -8 -8
34. Economic special interests have too much Influence in sifing declsions., 1.2 -0 -.6
35. The people living tn a communily know best what Is good for them. 2 1.0 1.2
36. Citizens should inilially oppose all proposals for gliing by Induslry. -8 -1.9 -4
37. Ilis beler 1o be sclive today, than {0 be radloaclive tomorrow, -1 1.9 .9
38. If you have enough money, you can get away wilh polluting. -7 1.2 -1.0
38 Conllict in decision making Is necessary and heaithy. 5 -2 -7
40. Consensus is impossibla when aclivists are Jnvolved In environmenl gacisions. -1.1 -7 -.5
41. The chief funclion of government is to suppor the economy. -5 -5 -8
42. Just being physically presenl in siluations where environmental decislons are 4 3 5
magde is not enough
43 The siling process is ynfair because results provide greater risks 1o 1he people who =2 .9 .7
are elhnically differenl or poor.
44. Environmenlal radicals are necessary to bring balance to lhe issues. -8 -1.5 -1.1
45, There are clean technotogies available that musl be used now lo reduce pollution. 1.5 1.8 1.1
46 Governmenl and industry skew heir risk eslimales lo svil their own purpases. 3 -1 -1.4
47. Indusiry must be required to recycle, reduce waste, and use safer techniques and 16 2.1 3

raw materials.
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Q Factor Interpretation

Q factor interpretation is accomplished by examining and comparing item scores within and
across factors, by incorporating information obtained from other techniques used in this research,
and by theorelical insights from other relevant stugies. All faclor interpretations are given shor,
descriptive lilles ihat best characterize the perspeclives revealed by the factor scores {see Table
4). Each of the three factor interpretations devetoped for this study is explained below.

Factor A Perspective: “Skeptical Citizens”

This factor accounts for 36% of the total explained variance ang is the dominant factor
among the three found in this study. Seven pariicipants loaded on Factor A, including five TWIG
members and two neutral citizens. Two sorls were confounded, meaning that (he parlicipants
loaded significantly on two of the factors. The two confounded sorts are from a TWIG member
and a neutral citizen. In analyzing the descending z-score array for Factor A loaders, the

following statements best reflect the shared perspective of those loading significanily on this

factar.
QITEM # STATEMENT

8. We should not take any chances wilh the environmenl.
47, Industry musl be required ta recycle. reduce waslte, and use safer tachnlQues and raw malerials.
45. There are clean lechnologies available thal must be used naw to reduce poliution.
25. Ali information should be shared In easlly understood tanguage 23 soon as [t ls avaliable.
28. ttis impossible to know whether or not a process Is really safe without adequale technical educalion.
15. Cost effectiveness is mose important lo Induslry and government than environmental Issues.
34. Economic specla! inlerests have (oo much influence in slting decisions.
26. Who provides information makes a difference (o me; the person must be honesl.
KAR We would all be better off if the legal procedures were easier to follow.
27. it is really hard to know If decision-makers have the same values as | do.
18. Environmenilai laws are full ot loopholes for Indusiry advaniage.

The following statemenis were most unlike the Factor A perspective.

QITEM # STATEMENT
10 I doesn’'t malier how much we pollute today, because tomorrow’s technology will solve Ihe problem.
11. Governmenl and indusiry know what Ihay are doing; Ihey are the experts,

Factor A loaders exhibil a genuine concern for the environment. They believe that the

environment should be protected first and everything possible should be done lo reduce lhe



pollulion generated by society. This reflects a concern for the root Issue of the siting controversy
in the minds those sharing this perspective: they do nol want their land and their environment
polluted by the siting of an injection well.

The next set of values important to Factor A loaders include issues of trust, technical
education, and economic influences in environmental issues. Indicators of skeplicism appear
regarding issues such as sharing information, honesty (or the tack of honesty by government and
industry), the difficulty of dealing with overly burdensome legal procedures, and environmental
legislation that affords shortcuts to industry al the expense of others. Economic skepticism is
apparent in their view that industry values profitability over environmenlal and health concerns in
their sifing decisions. These beliefs relate to the trustworthiness of both induslry and government;
Factor A loaders see them as interrelated. In their minds, both industry and government should
put less emphasis on the siting new waste management facilities and more on reducing pollution
at its source so that new facilities are not needed.

The Factor A perspective was most unlike statements #10 and #11. These statements refer
to government's and industry’s inadequate expertise in dealing with complicaled environmenlal
issues. The skeptical nature of Faclor A loaders is apparent by their belief Ihat technology will not
provide the answers o the problem of poltution. Once again, the basic issue of not polluting in the
firs! place meshes with the beliefs of the Skeptical Citizens that selfish molives of industry and
government incompetence, both of which erode trust, are precursors to siting gridlock because
they prevent the building of a stable foundation for agreement.

The label “Skeptical Citizens™ seems an apt one for this group of participants because lhey
all were grassroots citizens who shared a basic distrust of governmenl and industry in siting
decisions and were skeplical of their motives and abilities 1o protect the public's interest.

Factor B Perspective: “Experts”

This factor accounts for 9% of the tolal exptained variance. Five participants loaded on

Factor B, including two TWIG members and two governmeni representatives. The industry

insider's sort not quite statistically significant at p < .001. In analyzing the descending array of z-
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scores and item descriptions for Factor B loaders, the following statements were maost salient on

lhe positive (agree) side:

QITEM # STATEMENT
47. Industry must be required to recycle, (educe wasles, and use safesl techniques and raw materlals.
37. ILis belter 10 be active today than o be radioactive 1omomcw.
45. There are clean technologies available (hat must be used now to seduce paliulion.
25. All Informalion should be shared in easily undersiood language as soon as it [s available.
30. Citizens shoutd have Ihair own experts.
26. Who provides informalion makes a difference lo me; the persen musl be honesl

The next set of statements were also salient but were disagreed with:

QITEM # STATEMENT
10. I doesn't maller how much we polluie today because lomorrow's lechnology wiil solve Lhe problem.
36 Ciizens should intlially oppose all proposzls for slting by industry.
44, Environmental radicals are necessary 1o bring balance to the issues.
3. When jobs are scarce, an increase in employment is good even if Lhere is resulling pollulion.
11. The world would be a better piace to live if we could go back to the good old days.
18B. Environmential faws are (ull of loapholes for industry advaniage.
38. Il you have enough money, you can get away wilh polluting.

Factor B loaders agreed most strongly wilh statements reflecting technological and trust
issues. Statements #47 and #45 indicate their belief thal indusiry should use the technology thal
exists to recycle and/or reduce waste. Producing less waste requires that environmenlally-
appropriate technology be used.

Statements #25, #30, and #26 concern trust. Factor B loaders believe that information givers
must be honest, that all information should be shared in easily understood language from the
beginning, and fhat citizens should hire their own experls if they feel that it is necessary (reflecting
their belief that any expert should arrive at the same conciusion).

Those sharing 1his perspective disagreed most strongly with statements that suggest that
gratuitous pollufion without regard for fulure impacts is acceptable. They believe that pollution is
bad and that technology should be used to limit the amounts of pollulion being generaled. They
also believe that initial cilizen opposition and enviconmental radicalism are unacceplable. They
disagree that industry has inherent advantages because of weallh and they do not lhink that

industry gains any advantage from the exploitation of environmental loopholes.
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In summary, Factor B loaders seem to believe that pollution should be controlled by modern
technology, that environmental radicalism produces no benefit to stakeholders, that experts are
important to siting decisions, and that environmental regulation is applied avenly. Especially
noteworthy is their negative stance on statement #11: “The world would be a betier place to live if
we could go back to the good old days.” This confirms their belief that technology is good,
progress is beneficial, and going forward is preferable lo standing still or regressing. Their faith In
technology and expertise have earned this perspeclive the label of “Experts.”

Factor C Perspective: “Communitarians”

This factor also accounls for 7% of the lotal explained variance and seven parlicipants
significantly loaded on Faclor C, including four TWIG members, two neutral citizens, and one
government representative. No confounded sorts were found. In analyzing the descending array
of z-scores and item descriptions for Factor C participants, the following statemenis were most

positively salient;

QITEM # STATEMENT
13. The people who benefit the moesl from a waste facility are not lhe ones who bear the risk.
8. We should nol take any chances with the envirenmant

Whereas, they most disagreed with the fotlowing statemenis:

QITEM # STATEMENT
4. Il environmenial restrictions limit the abdility of a company to make a profi, the raslriclions should ba
relaxed.
10. it doesn't malter how much we pollute loday because lomorrow's technology will solve the probﬂa;-- B
3. When jobs are scarce, an Increase in employment is good even if lhece is resulting pollution, i
15. Cosl effecliveness is more impanani to indusiry angd governmenl Ihan environmenlal issues.
46. Government and industry skew their risk eslimatas to suil lheir own purposes. -

Factor C loaders agreed most strongly with Staterments #13 and #8 involving issues of
justice, fairness, and risk aversion, They believe that those benefiting from facility siting
(government and indusltry) do so at the expense of others (citizens). This meshes their beliefs
that taking chances with the environmeni is unaccepiable practice but that those who do take

such chances are those who stand to benefit from those very chances.
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Factor C loaders most disagreed wilh statements concerning firm economics, pollution tor
poliution’s sake, and skewed risk estimates. They believe that all persons should be treated
equally under environmental regulations and that industry should not be permitted to circumvent
compliance for economic gain. Related to this betief is their opposition to dangling employment
opportunities in front of local government and citizens at the expense of the environment
(statement #3). Interestingly, those sharing this perspective belleved that government and
industry do not skew their risk estimates to fit ihe situation. This is an indication (hat they trust
experts on these issues. Perhaps this is a stepping stone to building mutual trust and points of
agreement.

In any event, their dominant concerns about fairness and justice, respect for community
values, and their willingness to accept expertise as long as social norms are honored, jusfifies
assigning the label "Communitarians” to this perspective.

Similarities among Perspectivas

There are six consensus statements among the factors which are particularty salient (z-

scores near or greater than 1.0). Consensus statements are those about which all three

perspectives agree. These statements and corresponding average z-scores are listed below.

Q (TEM Z-SCORE
45. There are clean lechnologies available that must be used now (o raduce pollulion. 1.47
26. Who provides inlormation makes a diHerence (o me: the person must be honast. o .-1‘.27*—
31. We would all be belter off If the legal procedures were easler to follow. B .50
22. Ciizens should be involved in every slep of 3 siting decislon. .82
30. Cilizens should have their own expenis. .80
28. Itis impossible to know whether or nol a process is raally safe withoui adequale lechnical educalion. .87

All parlicipants agree that there are alternative technologias available that must be utlized
now to cut down on our dependence on unsafe disposal methodologies. They also agree thal if
permitting procedures were easier to follow and if proponents had communicated honestly and
fortnhrightly, acceptance may have been possible. All participants also believed that increased
citizen involvemenlt, and even cilizen-hiced experts, could have facilitated the siting process

Finally, the participants felt that adequate technical information is crucial to avoiding gridiock.
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Five consensus slatements were universally strongly disagreeable (2-scores near or grealer

than -1.0), as shown below.

QITEM Z SCORE
10. It doesn‘t matter how much we pollute 1oday because tomorrow's fechnology will solve the problem. -2.07
3. When jobs are scarce, an increase in employmenl is good even if lhere is resulting pollution. -1.38
4 If environmental restrictions timit tha ability of 2 company to make a prolfit, the reslrictions should be -1 37
released.
44. Environmental radicals are necessary lo bring balance 1o the Issues. -t
38. (f you have enough money, you can gel away with poliuting. -.99

Similarilies can be found among the three perspectives, as illustrated by Statements #45,
B26, #31, #22, #30, and #28. These stalements concern lechnology, trust, and citizen
involvement issues. All participants agree that cleaner technologies exist and that industry must
strive to utilize those new technologies. Another consensus belief is that information providers
must be honest. Cilizen Involvement Is seen as vital, even to the point of hiring experts and
involving the citizens in every step of a siting decision.

The three groups agreed that of pollution at the expense of others is inappropriale, that
involving environmental radicals is not necessary to bring balance 10 the issues, and {hal indusiry
does nol have enough money to bend regulations {o suit their purposes (slatements #10, ¥3, #4,
#44 and #38).

Difterences among Parspectives

Statements that differ by more than one standard devialion are particularly helpful in
explaining differences in perspectives. Only item scores that differ by at least 1.5 standard
devialions are discussed herein. In the discussion below, the Factor A (skeplical cilizen)
perspeclive will be compared to Factor B (expert) and Factor C (communitarian) perspectives,
followed by a comparison af the Factor B (expert) perspective to the Factor C {communitarian)
perspeclive.

Descending Array of Differences between Factors A and B
Skeptical Citizens differ from Experts in their judgment of government's and industry's

molives with respect lo environmental decision-making and lrustworthiness. While Experts feel
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Ihat indusiry plays by the rules, Skeptical Citizens think that loopholes are available to industry to
avoid environmental compliance. Economic issues surface (Statement #15) with Skeplfical
Citizens' belief that industry and government place mora importance on monetary gains than
environmental stewardship. Skeplical Cilizens believe that government cannot be trusted to make
sound siting decisions, whereas Experts believe that they can. Skeptical Citizens think that the
government does not enforce environmental laws as zealously as they should and does not have
the expertise to make competent decisions. Not surprisingly, Experts disagree with Skeptical

Citizens on these points. The following Q-item statements bighlight the differences.

Factor A Factor B
QI(TEM Z.Score Z-Score Ditferance
18. Environmantal laws are (ulf of loopholes for industry advanlage. .984 -1.330 2.314
Y 9
15. _Cost effec{vveness is more imponant fo industry angd government than 1.168 404 1572
environmental issuss.
32. Governmenl shouldn't be trusled in making siting dedslons. 693 -.876 1.569
17. Indusiry usually complies with environmental [aws even when |t cosis 1.612 692 .2 304
them money ’ ’
37. (tis better 10 be active today Ihan radloactlve tomorrow. -.114 1912 -2.026
14. Government and induslry knaw what they are dolng; they are (he -1.921 021 ~1.921
expens. ' ’ :
|2h3.‘ Cilizens r)ave ampie opportunity to be involved in siling decisions in -1.253 527 -1.779
2ir communily
1. Waslg facitity siting means aconomic growth ang prosperity for the 1.193 493 -1.686
community. |
16. The government adequalely enforces environmental taws to protect
human heallth and salely. 1575 103 1678

Descending Array of Differences between Factors A and C

The major differences in Skeplical Citizen and Communitarian viewpoints concern economic
and trust issues. Skeptical Citzens believe that industry and government enjoy too many
loopholes in environmental law and that they take full advantage of those loopholes, which
lranslates into more money and siling advantages for industry. Communitarians, on the other
hand, do nol think that economic issues are as important in determining environmental courses of
action for government and industry. The "oid school” mentality of Communitarians is apparent in
Statement #11, which details the belief that the “good old days” were belter and less complicated
regarding environmental issues. Communitarians believe that they have adequate opportunities

1o be involved in siling decisions (Slatement #23), while Skeptical Citizens disagree.
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Communitarians believe that those benefiting from siting decisions will not be those bearing
the risk. Although Skeptical Citizens agree, they do not endorse that statement nearly as strongly
as Communitarians. Pessimistic attitudes by Skeptical Cilizens concerning cost effectiveness,
existence of environmental loopholes, inappropriate economic influence, and skewing risk
estimales are in stark contrast with the oplimistic judgments favored by Communitarians: wishing
for a return to the good old days, ample paricipation opportunilies, and the inequily of the

distribulion of risks and benefits.

Factor A Factor C

QITEM 2-Score 7 Scors Difference
15. _Cosi ef{ecpveness Is more Importan( to industry and government than 1168 1.401 2§70
environmenlal issues.
18. Envirconmental laws are fuli of loapholes {or Industry advaniage. .964 -1.132 2.116
34. Economic special Interesis have 1o much inftuence in siting decisions. 1.153 -.624 1.777
46. Government and indusiry skew thelr risk estimates to suit Iheir own 268 43712 1641
purposes.
11. The world woulgd be a better place to live If we could go back to the good -.961 1370 2330
old days.
23. sz’ens have ample opportunilies to be (nvolved in slling decislons in their 4953 626 1879
community.
13. The people who benefit the most from a wasta facllity are not the ones §75 2174 1,500
who bear lhe risk.

Descendlng Array of Differences between Factors B and C

The iwo distinguishing Q item slatements between Experts and Communitarians deal with
industry and lhe role that indusiry plays in the future of environmental managemsanl within
communities. Experts believe that industry can try harder to use recycling, waste reduction, and
subslitution of safer raw maferials and techniques. Communitarians also felt positively aboul this
stalement but not nearly as much as did Experts. Experis also felt that waste facility sitings mean
economic opportunities for the host community whereas Communitarians strongly disagreed.

At the olher end of the descending array of differences belween Faclors B and C,
Communitarians distinguish themselves from the Experls in four statements. These statements
deal with |he Communitarian view toward progress, communitarian values, equily, and risk

aversion.
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Factor B Factor C

QITEM 7.Scare Z-Score Diffterence
47. Industry must be required to recycle, reduce wastes, and use saler
techniques and raw malerials. 2.088 284 1.805
1. Waste faclily siling means economic growth and prosperity for the
community. 493 -1.477 1.670
11. The world would be a belter place fo live i we could go back 10 the
9000 old days. -1.351% 1.370 “2.721
35. The paople living in a community know best what Is good for Ihem. -.984 1.202 -2.186
13. The people who benefit the most from a waste facility are not lhe ones
who bear the risk. .369 2.174 -1.808
8. We should not take any chances with the environment. 342 1.925 -1.583

Q Factor Valldation
After initial interpretation of each faclor, those participants with the highesl and purest
loadings were contacted by telephone to confirm the author's interpretalions. Because
statements in the Q son can have different meanings to different readers, confrmalion of Ihe

author’s interpretations are important to validily. The high-pure loaders on the three factors are as

follows;
FACTOR PARTICIPANT AFFILIATION LOADING PURITY
A - Skeptical Citizens R7 TWIG 722 .a07
B - Experts R17 Government (OSDH) 831 887
C - Communitarians R13 { TWIG .566 ,898

The three faclors had in fact been accurately interpreted. A telephone interview with the
three pure loaders revealed that their feelings closely resembted bolh the interpretalion by the
author and the name the author had assigned o the factor.

Summary

The results and interpretation of the Q sort data revealed three distinct factors or
perspeclives present in the stakeholders involved in the dispute.

Factor A participants were called "Skeptical Citizens.” Seven persons loaded on factor A:
five TWIG members and two neutral citizens. Two of the sorts were confounded and loaded on
factor C. Skeptical Citizens were most concerned about issues dealing with the environment and
protecting the environment at all costs. Skeptical Citizens refate their concern for the environment

to their love of the land and iheir surroundings. Skeptical Citizens were also extremely concerned
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about ftrust issues: specifically distrust in government and industry relating to environmenial
issues. They feel that government ang industry should share all informalion early and often to
help citizens navigate the burdensome environmental regulations and legal questions of a siting
controversy. Skeptical Citizens disirust of government and industry stems from lhe core belief
that economic issues drive the motives behind environmenta) siting controversies. Coupled with
the ecconomic distcust apparent in Skeptical Citizen beliefs is the feeling that government and
indusiry do not have the expertise to deal with issues as sensitive as the disposal of hazardous
waste.

Factor B participants are called "Experts." Four persons loaded on factor B including two
TWIG members and two government officials, with one industry insider nearly so. The insider’s
low Ioading can be explained by his relative lack of direct involvement in the siting controversy:
however, his views were beliaved to resemble many of those of ESI officials (who declined to
participale). Experls strongly believed that industry and government must use their access to
technology to seek new and better technology to minimize waste. They believe that government
and industry do nol use loopholes to gain unfair advantages in environmental issues. Experts
think that information shared early and honestly is advantageous to all parlies to environmental
disputes. They believe that environmental radicalism does more harm than gocd and has no
place in the real world of environmental management. Progress and the advance of technology is
2 cornerstone of Experts’ belief that environmental problems will eventuaily be minimized through
waste reduction, recycling, and poltution prevention.

Factor C participants were named "Communitarians." Seven participants loaded on Faclor
C: four TWIG members, one government official, and two neutral citizens. Communitarians were
most concerned with issues including justice, fairness, and risk aversion. They feel that those that
benefit from a hazardous waste siting economically, technically, legally, or otherwise are nol the
ones who bear the risk. They feel that these siting issues are generally decided without regard 1o

the price paid by citizens. Communitarians believe that we should not take any chances with lhe
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enviconment. They have a desire to return to the good old days and feel that technological
advancemenls are not necessarily a positive thing.

Consensus items involved issues such as employing clean technologies to minimize
pollution now, utilizing trustworthy persons as mediaries belween stakeholders, simplifying
permitting procedures, and involving citizens early and often in hazardous waste silting decisions.

Differing viewpoints involved issues of risk, trust, and the economic benefits to the industry
and the communily. While the factor A participanis felt thal we should take no chances with the
environment, factor B participants felt thal chances have to be taken - but they have the expertise
to take those chances and make lhose decisions. The factor C participants partially agreed with
the factor A viewpoint but were not as firm in their stance. Faclor B participants felt that the
economic benefits 1o a community from the siting of these facllities are real and positive, while the
factor C participants did not agree with this viewpoint. The factor C participants wanted to go
back to the good old days and felt that they knew best what values were most important 1o their
community.

One could imagine the following conversation, which would succinctly summarize these
perspectives. The scene begins with the Skeplical Citizen complaining, "We don't want your
facility — no way, no how. We don'l trust you to make these decisions, nor do we feel you will act
in lhe bes! inferests of the community and the land." The Expert counters, "We know you don't
wanl the facility. Nevertheless, we have 1o site these facilities somewhere and your community is
as good as any. 8esides, we are the experts." The Communitaran responds, "Hey, walt a
minute. We're the ones who live here. Don't you care aboul what we think? Besides. we know
what's best for this community, and it is sure not your facility! So, put it somewhere else.” The
scene closes with argument, finger pointing, and gridiock: a mature siting controversy with

seemingly no hope of resolution.

' This value is calculaled as the two-lailed z-score corresponding 10 a specified level of significance (in his
case, alpha = 0.001) multiplied by the standard error of ihe loading eslimate, where SE, equals (1/NY* and
N = number of Q items. Bold factor loadings in Table 3 are those that are statistically significant.
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CHAPTER VIi

PREFERENCE RANKING OF DECISION CRITERIA AND
STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION STRATEGIES
Introduction

In Chapler V. the results of the questionnaires and quasi-structured personal interviews were
presented. In Chapter VI, a description of commonly held stakeholder perspectives made operant
through analysis of stakehoiders' Q sorts was presented. The results presented in these two
chapters are important to grounding the results of the third method used in this research:
preference ranking. As part of the effort to understand lhe Ramona siting controversy better, it
was important to determine what, if any, differences exist among stakeholders' preferences for the
criteria thal should be used making siting decisions and the means by which the public should
participate in making these decisions. Preferences were eliciled by 2 technique known as card
ranking. Cerd rank order data were lhen analyzed using comparison of ordinal measures of
cenliral tendency (median scores) and hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis.

Card Ranking Technique

The stakeholders who participated in fhis study were asked to participate in two card ranking
exercises. one involving siting decision criteria and the other involving public participation
strategses.

In the first exercise, participants were firsl asked to rank thiteen cards, each of which
contained a decision criterion accompanied by a brief description, which could be usad in making

siting decisions (see Appendix F). They were instructed to carefully read all 13 cards and then

49



arrange them linearly from most preferred (rank order = 1) to least preferred (rank order = 13).
The decision criteria card ranking results are tabulaled by participant in Appendix G.

In the second part of the card ranking exercise, the participants were asked to repeal this
process — this time with nine cards on each of which was written a public paricipation strategy.
with a description, lhat could be used in making siting decisions (see Appendix H). The
participation strategy card ranking results are tabulated by participant in Appendix I.

Analytic Methods

Two analytic methods were used to analyze the card ranking data: comparisons of median
scores and cluster analysis. These methods were applied to both siting decision crileria and
public parlicipation strategies. In the clustering methodology, the data were further analyzed by
clustering criteria and strategies across people as well as people across criteria and strategies.
The first of these approaches yields information about which criteria and strategies share similar
preferences, which is imporiant to understanding the parlicipants' perceptions of the relationships
among them. The second approach identifies which participants preference-ranked the criteria
and strategies similarly, Based on the results of the second approach, the criteria and slralegy
preferences were again analyzed, this time by participant cluster. Comparisons across participant
cluslers will shed further light on the bases for the controversy.

Medlian Scores
Median Rank Order

The median rank order method was selected because of its suitability in finding a measure of
central tendency in ordinal data. The 17 participants’ rank order scores of each decision criterion
and each public participation strategy were arranged in ascending order and the middle (median)
rank orgder score was determined.

The median has an advantage over other descriplive stalistics because it excludes outlying

{extremely high or low) ranks. Unforlunately as a result, it suffers from a loss of data richness by
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the loss of these outliers. To redress this deficiency, a second rank order analysis was performed
as described next.
Individual Rank Order

The individual rank order method was used lo maximize the resolution the combined rank
order by preserving the full richness of the data in the composite resulls. In this method, the
individual rank order scores for each criterion and strategy were separately summed. The
composite rank order was computed by arranging the sums in a manner idenfical o that used for
median scores. Though this melhod is richer than the median mathod, it is sensitive to exireme
values.
Overall Rank Order

The overall rank score was calculated as the sum of the two rank orders described above.
The overall rank order was determined using the ascending array of rank order scores as was
used in the two previous methods.

Cluster Analysis

The data obtained from the card ranking exercises were analyzed by Ward's method of
agglomeralive hierarchical clusier analysis {(Snealh and Sokal 1973) to determine how decision
crleria and decision processes tended to be grouped by the stakeholders. Ward's melhod is a
space dilating lechnique that finds hyperspheroids of equal size by optimizing minimum varnance
within clusters. Ward's method is preferred over single, between-group average, and complste
linkages because of its ability {o handle cluster overlaps (there is no reason to hypothesize thal
decision criteria and process clusters are well separated). in addilion, Ward's results agreed well
with those produced from the popular within-group average linkage technique (Focht 19395b).

Cluster analysis of rank order data produces clusters of similar judgments of relalive
importance. Instead of significance testing (e.g.. by a MANOVA tlechnique such as discriminant
analysis) of the variables to assess the quality of the cluster solutions as partitions of {he data

sels, the number of clusters retained was determined by a lechnique analogous lo the scree 1sest
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used in factor analysis. Clusters were heuristically identified by determining marked jumps in the
plot of number of clusters versus fhe cluster fusion coefficient (Focht 1995b).

In the discussion of card sort results, a criterion is referred to as method independent when
the rank order for that criterion is constant across each ranking method. Method independence
was common among fhose criteria and strategies that were ranked near the most preferred or
least prefetred; minor mixing of rank orders was found for those criteria and strategies ranked in
the middle,

Decision Criteria Preference Ranking Results
Decision Critaria Considered

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, 13 decision criterion cards were sorted and
ranked by the stakeholders. DBecision criterion cards were stratified into six categories fo aid
interpretation by the researcher and are discussed below (following Focht (1895b)). The specific
definitions of each criterion are included in Appendix F.

Technological Criteria

Three of he thirteen criteria can be inciuded in this criterion grouping. These include
technical/legal education, use of alternative lechnologies, ang personal views toward technology.
Economic Criteria

Three criteria concern economic impacts: economic impact on the company, economic
impact on the community, and fairness and justice. While the first two criteria deal wilh
allocational impacls, the third concerns the equity of the distribution of risks, costs, and benefits
among stakeholders.

Communily-Based Crileria

Two of the criterla involve community-based concerns.  Community disruption and
understanding local culture are directly tied to community-level impacts, and refate tc the
participants' feelings foward their surroundings.

Institutional Trust Criterion
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Trust in government and industry is the ninth criterion presented to stakeholders for their
consideration in judging the relative importance that the criteria should play in siting decisions.
Institulional trust is key in determining whether or not the stakeholders, and in particular (he
opponents, wil believe and rely on ihe informalion being given to them by indusiry and
government. Institutional trust was a determining factor in the failure of the Ramona siting and is
prevalent not just with environmental concerns, but throughout society on a whole range of issues.
Cilizen Involvement Criteria

Public participation and access {0 informalion are the citizen involverment criteria. These lest
the relalive importance of citizen involvement in siting decisions and the importance that obtaining
information has in that involvement. Citizen involvement must stem from not only a cilizenry thal
has the willingness to get involved, but also the opportunity to gel involved as delegated by the
government and its siling processes.

Risk Crileria

Scientific risk estimates and personal risk perceptionjudgement are the risk criteria.
Although scientific risk estimates are technical quantifications of risk, lay persons also quantify risk
using heurislic guideposts. Both criteria help determine the propensity of a participant or group of
participants to allocate risk and then take action based on thal allocalion.

DECISION CRITERIA CARD RANKING RESULTS

Table 5 summarizes the decision criteria card data obtained from the ranking exercises.
Public participation and access to information were ranked first and second as the preferred
decision making criteria. This indicates that most participants prefer frequent, substantive and
informed stakeholder involvement and access to timely and relevant information ~ but perhaps for
different reasons. Skeptics may want access because they want corroborated or damaging
evidence; communitarians may wish (o judge whether a person has the interests of the community
al heart, and experts because they were determined to educate those with less technical training.

The use of alternative technologies was ranked second. The high ranking of alternative
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technologies confirms the belief that more efficient and cleaner technologies should be used to
reduce the quantity of hazardous waste generated by society, which in turn would lead to fewer
siting conlroversies. Trust in government and industry is ranked fourth. Its high ranking lends
credence lo the claim that distrust of gavernment and industry was important in the siting
controversy.

The middie rankings consisted of personal judgements of risk (fith), understanding local
culture and technical and legal education (tied sixth). and economic impact on the communily ang
the use of scientific risk assessments (tied eighth). Considerations that are involved in decision-
making. The risk believed by stakeholders to exist was imporiant {o the participants in Ramona.
Local culture plays an important role in siting decisions. As was evidenced by the inlerview
comments, the failure of industry and government to appreciate the importance of local cultural
values can lead to siting gridlock. Participants also considered technical and legal education and
scientific risk assessments as moderately important decision-making criteria. Economic impact
on a community was also rated as moderately important, illustraling that the participants as a
whole felt that a facility’s economic impact on a community is more important than economic
impact on the company.

TABLE 5

DECISION CRITERION RANKING RESULTS

INDIVIDUAL OVERALL
DECISION CRITERION MEDIAN RANK RANK RANK
Score Order Scora Ordar Score Order

Ecanomic iImpact on Communily 9 10 132 7 17 8
Economic Impact on Company 11 12 178 13 25 13
Scientific Risk Assessmanl 8 7 136 10 17 8
Personal Risk Judgemenl 6 4 113 5 8 5
Accass to lnformalion 2 1 47 1 2 1
Personal View loward Technology ] 10 135 ] 19 i1
Fairness 8 7 137 1) 18 10

Teuslin Government and Induslry 8 4 110 4 8 4
Understanding Local Cuiture 7 6 132 7 13 <]
Community Oisruplion 11 12 154 12 24 12
Citizen {nvoivement | 4 3 72 2 5 2
Technical and Legal Educalion L8 7 119 6 13 8
Alternative Technologles | 3 2 82 3 5 2
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The lowest ranked criteria were fairness (10™), personal views loward fechnology (11%), the
potential for communily disruption (12"), and economic impact on the company (13"). Among
economic criteria, the higher rank of fairness over economic impact on the company confirms
parlicipants’ elevation of egalitarian disiribution of risks and benefits. Many TWIG members
believed ESI was dishonest and wanted to construct the wells purely for seif-serving economic
reasons. Personal views toward technology and the potential for community disruption were not
considared important. The former may be dus to the universal agreement that technology should
be used to proactively reduce risks. The laiter may be due to the facl Ihat the propesed well,
located in the middle of a large ranch, would not necessarily disrupt communities furiher away.

The decision crileria rankings of lhe participants were furlher analyzed lo determine if
clusters were presenl. The cluster dendrogram, illustrated in Figure 1, illustrates how similarly the
participants grouped decision criteria. The dendrogram shows fhree distinct clusters: Cluster #1
including technological, risk, angd trust criteria; Cluster #2 including citizen involvement criteria,
and Cluster #3 including economic and community based criteria.
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FIGURE 1. HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS (13 Decision Criteria across 17 People)
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Cluster #1 includes technological, lrust, and risk-based criteria. These crileria may have
been grouped together because participants’ believe they are inseparable in a siting controversy.
Opponents, in particular the Skeplical Cilizens, believed that there were legilimate risks involved
with the siting of the wells. They felt that a number of concerns, including adverse impacts on
heallh, welfare, environment, and communily, should be addressed by government and industry.
To decrease opponent!'s distrust, ESI and OSDH could have provided more informalion and
technical debate on the technical issues concerning the injection well. They also could have
provided independent technical experlise to the community.

Cluster #1 also included the grouping of allernalive technologies, technical and legal
education, scientific risk assessment, and personal views loward lechnology with trusl and risk
criteria. 11 is apparent that participants wanted to decrease their perceptions of risk by increasing
their knowledge of technical issues. If informalion had been imparted by government and industry
representatives, perhaps erosion of trust would have been slowed or stopped altogether.

Cluster #2 includes stakeholder involvement criteria. Access to information and public
participation are important to citizens who wish to play a more aclive role in a siting controversy.
Not surprisingly, these criteria are highly preferred (first and second overall). As will be argued
later, increasing opportunities for citizen involvement (particularly among Communilarians) may
build trust and decrease opposition to siting proposals.

Cluster #3 includes socioeconomic crileria. These may have been grouped together by
participants 1o illustrate that economic impact on the community, economic impact on ihe
company, and fairness in the distribution of costs and bensfits. Sense of community and views

toward technology were grouped with to determine the suitability of a siting proposat.

The clusters were further analyzed for relative importance of the crileria conlained therein,
Tables 6, 7, and B present decision criteria clusters #1, #2, and #3 with information on the clusters

by median, individual, and overall rank orders. This summation helps to understand the relative
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importance lhat participants assigned lo decision criteria. Raw data from the decision card

rankings are included in Appendix H.

TABLE 6

DECISION CRITERION CLUSTER #1 RANKINGS (N=17)

DECISION CRITERION MEDIAN RANK 'ND"&S’L(’AL OVERALL RANK
Score | Crder | Score Order Score Order
Personal Risk Judgement 6 2 113 3 5 J
Persona! View Toward Technology 8 4 135 5 g 5
Scientific Risk Assessmenl 8 4 136 8 10 6
Technical and Legal Educaticn 8 4 118 4 8 4
Trosl 6 2 110 2 4 2
Allernative Technologies 3 1 82 1 2 1
Average Cluster #1 Scores 6.5 116

The most important criterion in Cluster #1 is the use of alternative technologies to lessen the
quantdy of hazardous waste to be dealt with in the future. The median, individual, and overali
ranks sugges! that the need to produce less waste in the first place was judged most important by
a wide margin. Trusl also ranks highly and is indicalive of the feeling of a majority of the
parlicipants ihat all parlies to a siting controversy should trust each other, or else no basis for
future agreement exists. Personal judgments of risk ranked thirg, confirming lhat risk perceplion
must be lowered to successlully resolve siting controversies.

Less important criteria in Cluster #1 include technical and legal education, personal views
toward technology, and scientific risk assessments. These criteria deal with the quanlficalion of
risk and a person's ability to equate that risk, through educalion and research, with their own
thoughts on lhe technology that is being proposed. Though tess important to than allernative
technologies, risk perceplion, and trust, these criteria were nevertheless grouped with Ihem
because they share a technical relationship. Perhaps most interestingly, trust apparently was

seen as a risk-technology issue rather than a public involvement or socioeconomic issue. This

suggests lhat judgments of trustworthiness by Ramona participants hinged on their perceptions of
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whether government and industry are in fact exercising their fiduciary responsibility to safeguard
the community from environmental threats from the proposed facilily, and less on their

perceptions of the equity of the distribution of risks and benefits or of the willingness of decision-

makers to involve the public. It is fair to state, however, that distrust based on fiduciary

responsibility may very well trigger increased demands for participation (and not the other way
around).
Table 7 is a statistical summary of Crilerion Cluster #2. This cluster highlights citizen

involvement criteria. Access to information is ranked more highly than public participation. This

suggests that participants may have wanted information to judge for lhemselves lhe wisdom of the

siting proposal, without necessarily planning to participate politically. Consonant wilh the

observation made in the previous paragraph, citizens seemed to choose to oppose the facilily only
after they had become convinced that the risk was unacceptable based on information that they
had obtained, rather than prejudging the facility as unacceptable and then seeking information to
justify their prejudice. This “participate only if you have to” approach is quite rational given the
numerous other demands made on people’s lime.

TABLE 7

DECISION CRITERION CLUSTER #2 RANKINGS (N=17)

MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
DECISION CRITERION
Score Order Score Order Score Order
Accass {0 Intormalion 2 1 47 4 2 1
Public Parlicipation 4 2 72 2 4 2
Avarage Cluster H2 Scores 3 59.5

Table 8 is a statistical summation of cluster #3. Cluster #3 includes economic and

communily-based criteria. As has been previously stated, three of these five cnteria relate to
economic issues: firm economics, community economics, and equity/fairness. From another
perspective, three of the five criteria in this group refer to community issues: local culture,

community distuption, and economic impact on the community. Either way. these criteria can be
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considered socioeconomic criteria that are highly valued, especially by Commuonitarians (as has
been pointed out in Chapter VI).
TABLE 8

DECISION CRITERION CLUSTER #3 RANKINGS (N=17)

DECISION CRITERION MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
Score Order Score Order Scare Order
Economic Impacl on Community 9 3 132 1 4 2
Economic tmpact on Company 11 4 178 5 9 5
Faitness 8 2 137 3 5 3
Communily Disruption i1 4 144 4 8 4
Understanding Local Culture 7 1 132 1 2 1
Average Clusler #3 Scores 9.2 144 6

Note hal these criteria were ranked low in importance. Firm economics was ranked low
perhaps because none of the parlicipants was a representative of ESI. Community disruplion was
ranked low probably because the well would have been located far from the communilty
Obviously, socioeconomic criteria pale in impontance compared to technical, risk, trusi, and
participation criteria when examined from the perspeclives of all 17 study participants.

Table 9 presents an overall ranking of the relative imporlance of the three clusters of
decision criteria. As can be seen, Cluster #2 (stakeholder involvement) ranked firsl, Cluster #1
(technical and trusl criteria) ranked second, and Cluster #3 {socioeconomic criteria) ranked third.
This extraordinary emphasis on stakeholder participation can be explained in part by lhe
recognilion that most (10) of the parlicipanis were opponenlts compared 1o four proponenls.
However, recall that the Q methodological results also demonstrated that there was a substantial
consensus {hat participation was desirable and that citizens should have ready access to
information.

Technical and trust crileria were ranked moderately imponrtant. In part, Ihis is due to lhe

preponderance of Skeptical Citizens in this sludy. However, this can also be explained, as has
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been suggested above, by Ihe inilial concerns that citizens had about the safety of the proposed
facilily and the belief that OSDH had not acted properly (o protect the community's inlerests.
TABLE 9

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF DECISION CRITERION CLUSTERS

DECISION CRITERION CLUSTER MEDIAN RANK IND&BEAL OVERALL RANK
Score Order Score Ordar Score Order
Cluster #1: Technlcal, Risk and Trust Crileria 6.5 2 116 2 4 2
Clusler #2: Stakeholder Involvement Crileria 3 1 59.5 1 2 1
Cluster #3: Socloeconomic Criteria 9.2 3 144.6 3 6 3

Socioeconomic crileria ranked third in the study. Issues such as economic impact on the
company and community, fairness in the distribulion of costs and benefils, local cullure and
communily disruption are much less importanl. Again, lhis resull can be partially explained by lhe
low number of Communitarian participants in the study (and most likely in lhe community as well)
The low imporiance of socioeconomic criteria and low percentage of Communitarians were also
found in the other studies of siting controversies in Oklahoma (Focht 1885a). This suggesls that
Ramona participants, like other Oklahomans, are generally predisposed to trust decision makers,
Ihey get involved only when threatened and when they believe lheir direct participation s
necessary to ensure that their interests are protected.

Cluster Analysis of Particlpants across Dacislon Criterla

Further insighl can be oblained by clustering participanls across decision crileria. This
analysis helps to validale the findings of Q methodology, questionnaices, and interviews, The
dendrogram in Figure 2 displays how different participants clustered according lo how similarly
they ranked decision criteria in relative importance. Note that only two clusters were identified.

Participant Cluster #1 consists of nine stakeholders: five TWIG members, one neutral cilizen,
lwo government representatives, and one industry representative. Mosl noteworthy is the
preponderance of Factor A and Factor B parlicipants (Skeptical Citizens and Experts) in Cluster

#1. Of the nine participants in Cluster #1, five are Skeptical Citizens, three are Experts, and only
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one is a Faclor C stakeholder (Communitarian). This suggests similarities among beliefs, values,
and expeclations between these Factors, which are further discussed below.

Participant Cluster #2 consists of eight stakeholders: five TWIG members, two neulral
citizens, and one government representative. [0 conirasl to Cluster #1 participants, Cluster #2
participants are dominaled by Communitarians. Four of the eighl stakeholders are
Communitanans (as defined in Chapter VI) with two Skeptical Cilizens and two Expsrts also
included. The significance of this is discussed below.
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FIGURE 2. HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS
(17 People across 13 Decision Criteria)

Card ranking data can be further analyzed stalistically by viewing lhe clusters of participants
across decision criteria. Tables 10 and 1% present decision criteria rankings (median, individual,

and overall) for Participant Clusters #1 and #2, respeclively. Raw dala from the decision card

rankings are presented in Appendix I.
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Although dominated by TWIG participants, Cluster #1 also includes two government
paricipants, one neutral cilizen, and one indusiry representative. Combining Criteria Clusiers #1
and #2, Paricipant Cluster #1 participants ranked access to information, the use of alternative
technologies, personal risk judgements, technical and legal education, public participation, trust in
government and indusiry, and personal views toward technology as most important to siling
decision-making. As discussed previously, it is apparent that both Skeptical Citizens and Experls
believed that technical criteria and stakeholder involvement were important issues — but probably
for different reasans. Experts prefer that stakeholders be technically educaled before participating
whereas Skeptical Citizens want to participate because their distrust of decision-makers motivales
them to protect their interests themselves.

TABLE 10

DECISION CRITERION RANKINGS (PARTICIPANT CLUSTER #1)

DECISION CRITERION PARTICIPANTS MEDIAN RANK lND&ISgAL Oﬁiiu
Score Order Score Order Score | Order
Economic Impact on lhe Comm. 10 10 81 ] 19 10
Economic Impact an the Co. 10 10 85 T 21 13
Scienlific Risk Assessmen| R-11 (Govt}, 8 8 73 8 15 8
Personal Judgements of Risk R-17 (Gowt}. 4 3 38 3 & 3
Access to informalion R-3 (TWIG), 2 1 28 1 2 1
Petsonal View loward Technology R-6 (TWIG). 7 6 80 7 13 7
Fairness R-14 {NC). 8 8 B2 10 18 9
Trusl in Government and Industry R-7 (TWIG), 6 5 54 6 11 5
R-8 (TWIG),
Underslanding Local Cullure R-1 (TWIG), 10 10 86 12 22 12
Community Disruption R-16 (Induslry); 12 13 104 13 26 13
Cilizen Involvement (n=9] 7 6 51 5 11 5
Technical and Lega! Education 4 3 45 4 7 4
Allernativa Technologies 3 2 32 2 4 2

Access lo information is ranked flrst among the participants (three government and one
induslry stakeholder) in Clusler #1 and was seen as a building block for future siting decisions.
These parlicipants acknowledge the meril of timely slakeholder access (o accurale information —
whether it is 10 parlicipate more efectively (Skeptical Citizens) or to be convinced that
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paricipation is not necessary (Experts). This suggesis that technical and legal education may not
produce ihe outcome thal Experts hope it will (i.e., lowering of communily concem). The
difference in the perceived role and outcome of education is most likely linked to the role of trust: if
social trust is high, then education is probably not necessary to assure community acceplance of
cisk; it social trust is low, then education will nol suffice to assuage communily concern. This
dilemma can be explained by reference to Focht's (1886) model of social trust and legitimate
technological decision-making.

Decision criteria viewed as least important to Cluster #1 participants include scientific risk
assessments, fairness, economic impacts on the company and on the community, understanding
local culture, and community disruption. These are primarily communily-based socioeconomic
and equity criteria. The failure of government ang indusiry representatives to be more responsive
to citizens’ concerns (particularly those of TWIG members) was an important factor in the failed
siting. Also noteworthy is the finding thal economic issues are less important than lrusl, risk,
technology, and participation issues — probably due to the small Communitarian population and
the {ow salience of economic issues in a controversy dominated by non-economic cConcerns.

TABLE 11

DECISION CRITERION RANKINGS (PARTICIPANT CLUSTER #2)

MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK | OVERALL RANK
DECISION CRITERION PARTICIPANY

Score Order Score Crger Score Qrder
Economic Impacl - Cormmunity 6 5 51 6 1 6
Economic Impact - Company 13 13 93 13 26 13
Scientific Risk Assessmenl R-2 (TWIG) 8 9 63 9 18 9
Personal Risk Judgmenl R-4 (TWIG) 10 11 75 1 22 12
Access to Informalion R-5 (TWIG) 2 1 19 1 2 1
Personal Views of Technology R-13 (TWIG) 9 10 75 14 21 10
Fairness R-15 (NG 6 5 55 7 12 7
Trust in Government & Industry R-8 (GOVT) 7 8 56 8 16 8
Understand Local Cuilure R-10(TWIG) 5 3 46 3 6 k]
Community Disruplion R-12 (NC) 5 3 50 4 7 4
Ciuzen Involvement [n=8] 2 1 21 2 3 2
Technical & Legal Educalion 10 11 74 10 21 10
Use of Allernalive Technologies 8 5 50 4 9 5
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Participant Cluster #2 consists of eight stakehoiders inciuding five TWIG members, two
neutral citizens, and one government representalive. These participants believed that access to
infermation, public participation, understanding local culture, community disruption, the use of
alternative technologies, and economic impacl on the community were (he most important criteria
when making decisions on siting issues. This is markedly different than Cluster #1 parlicipant
concerns. Cluster #2 puts most emphasis on decision-making criteria involving stakeholder
involvement and community-based criteria. This is consistent with Communitarian concerns. In
fact, information access, paricipation, community disruption, and understanding local culture
ranked quite highly (1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively). Once again. the failure of the proponents’ to
account for community-based concerns is seen as a conliributor to siling failure. Cluster #2
participants' valuation of community-based criteria most clearly differentiates them from Cluster #1
participants.

Cluster #2 participants ranked trust in government and industry, the use of scienlific risk
assessments, technical and legal educalion, personal views toward technology, personal
judgments of risk, and economic impact{ on lhe firm as least imporlant in evaluating siting
gecisions. Clearly, citizen involverment and community concerns take precedence over technical
education, technological, non-community based economic, and risk-oriented criteria. Also
differentiating Cluster #2 participants' crileria preferences from those of Cluster #1 participanis 1s
the role of trust, which merits only a moderate importance rating among Cluster #2 parlicipants.
Again, the concerns of Communitarians have less to do with trusi, risk, and technical criteria than
they do with accommodating community-based concerns.

Summary of Decision Criteria Rankings

Thirteen decision criteria were ranked by the participanls. The cnteria were grouped inlo
categories including technological, economic, community-based, trust, citizen involvement, and
risk. Qverall rankings by all participants are summarized in Table 5 and indicate a preference for

the use of citizen involvement criteria when making siting decisions. The use of alternative
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technologies, institutional Irust, risk-related concerns, and technological criteria were also ranked
highly.

Ranked least imporlant by participants were fairness in the distribution of costs and benefils,
personal views toward technology, potential for community disruption, and the economic impact
lhe siting may have on the company.

Cluster analysis of the rankings of participants showed that the criteria were stratified into
three cluslers. Cluster #1 consisted of technological, risk, and trust-based criteria. Clusler #2
consisted of stakeholder involvement criteria, Cluster #3 consisted of communily-based
socioeconomic criteria. Preference analysis of the criteria in the lhree clusters showed that the
participants ranked citizen-involvement criteria as most imgortant; technological, trust, and risk-
based criteria moderale importance; and economic and community-based criteria least importani.

Participanis were also evaluated by how they clustered Into groups across decision crileria.
This evaluation showed wo distinct clusters of parlicipants. Cluster #1 consisted of Experl and
Skeptical Citizen stakeholders Cluster #1 participants placed most emphasis on lechnical, risk-
based, and participalory decision criteria. Least important were socioeconomic criteria.  As
discussed previously, the relalionship among technical, risk, and parlicipatory criteria stems {rom
the high perceived risk by Skeptical Citizens of the proposed injeciion well. Their belief that
industry and (especially} government did not exercise their fiduciary responsibilily to aliay cilizens'
concerns led to a distrust of government and ultimately industry, which in turn prompted their
participation (and opposilion).

Cluster ¥2 parlicipants consisted chiefly of Communitarian stakeholders, but also included
two Skeptical Citizens and two Experts. Cluster #2 participant decision crileria preferences
differed from Cluster #1 participants’ preferences by reversing the refative importance attached to
technical and risk-based criteria versus socioeconomic criteria. Decision criteria least preferred
by Cluster #2 participants include technical and legal educalion, personal views toward

technology, personal judgments of risk, and economic impact on the company. Technical critesia
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ranked near the bottom of preferred decision-making criteria. The low preference for technical
crileria bolsters the claim lhat Cluster #2 participants, and in particular the Communitarians, did
not desire more involvement. They did not have unusually high concerns about health or
environmerital issues; lhey simply wanted to be kepl advised and informed. Technical and legal
education would nat have lowered Cluster #2 participants' opposition to the siting, since it was not
based on technical and criteria. In any event, education from the Experts' viewpoinl, is intended
to reduce participation and involvement by allaying cilizens' fears about risky technologies.
Stakeholder Participation Strategy Ranking Results

Stakeholder Participation Strategies Caonsidered

As mentioned in the introduction, nine stakeholder participation strategies were considered
by parficipants in ranking exercises. These stralegies can be grouped into four categores.
ranging from no citizen power to high cilizen power. Each is briefly described below. Specific
definitions of each strategy are included in Appendix H.

No Citizen Power

Preemption is the participation strategy thal affords citizens least input and nfluence in
decision-making. In preemption, government alone makes environmental decisions.
Low Cilizen Power

Public comment and hearing and consuitation are classified as low citizen power slralegies.
Public commenl and hearing provides thal government proposes a decision, seeks comment from

the public, and Ihen makes the final decision. Though consultation allows citizen input throughout
the siting process, government still makes the final decision.

Moderate Cilizen Power
Non-binding negotiation, fhird-party medizstion, and binding arbitration are the three

participalion strategies Ihat afford moderate power and influence to citizens. With non-binding

negotiation, company officials enter into negotiations wilh citizens 1o try to reach an agreement,

with the final decision being made by the government. In medialion, a neutral third party
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recommends a decision (o the government, which can accept, modify, or reject the
recommendation. In binding arbitration, the parties try to negotiale an agreement and, if no
agreement can be reached within a year, the arbiter makes the decision.

High Citizen Power

An oversight board, referendum, and citizen control are participalion strategies that give high
power lo cilizens. An oversight board is composed of an equal number of cilizens, induslry
representalives, and government officials who together make decisions. A referendum is a vote,
up or down, of a siting propasal by the host community. Citizen control is effected through a
citizens’ commitiee whose representatives are chosen by members of various environmental,
community, and civic groups. This commiltee makes all the decisions.

Stakeholder Participation Strategy Ranking Results -

Table 12 summarizes the card ranking results for stakeholder padicipation sirategies from all
17 parlicipants in the study. Consuliation ranked as the most-preferred participation strategy. This
1S 3 low citizen power sirategy and a surprising first choice given Ihe aumerical dominance of
TWIG members in the sludy. This suggests a willingness by siting opponents to compromise.
Oversight beard, public commenl and hearing, third parly mediation, and binding arbilration were
ranked in lhe next four spots. Upon cursory review, the preferance ranking of the first five
strategies seem not to make sense; they include low, moderate, and high citizen power strategies.
A hint of what they have in common can be seen by comparing these slralegies to those lhat are
least preferred.

Referendum ang citizen control (high citizen power strategies), non-binding negotiation
(moderale citizen power), and preemption (low citizen power) are least preferred among the 17
participanls As in the case of the most preferred strategies, these come from all levels of citizen
power. However, t is immediately apparenl thal three of Ihese sirategies (all but non-binding
agreemenl) share one feature in common: they lack dialogue and negoliation in their protocols

and are, in effect, unipolar decision making strategies. Upon closer examination, non-binding
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negotiation, although it involves stakeholder interaction, is also unipolar. Though non-binding
negotiation may have been rejected on pragmatic grounds (any agreements that may resull can
be ignored), the government essentially has velo power. Arguably, this veto power, coupled with
lhe fact that government does not participate in the negoliations, places this strategy squarely in
the camp of unipolar strategies

TABLE 12

STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION STRATEGY RANKING RESULTS

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK

Score Order Scora Order Score Ordar
Preemplion 9 9 140 9 18 9
Public Commenl ang Heating 5 3 81 4 7 3
Consultalion 2 1 48 1 2 1
Non Binding Negouation 6 6 100 8 14 8
Third Party Mediation 5 3 81 4 7 K)
Binding Arbilration 5 3 83 6 9 5
Oversight Board 3 2 | 64 2 4 2
Referendum 6 & 75 3 9 5
Cilizen Gontrol & 8 93 7 13 7

Returning to those strategies that are most preferred, all five include stakeholder dialogue
and interaction. Comparing most and least preferred stcalegies makes it clear (hat parlicipanl
stakeholders in this study prefer lo negotiale a meaningful agreement in a shared power
arrangement over unipolar dictation of the siting outcome.

Cluster Analysis of Decision Strategy Preferences

Cluster analysis results of the citizen participation strategies across participanls is presenled
below as Figure 3. Three clusters are shown in the dendrogram: referendum and cilizen control;
preemphon (alone); and public comment and hearing, binding arbitration, non-binding negolialion,
consullation, oversight board, and third-party mediation. Confirming the card ranking analyses.
Ward's method also shows a distinction between shared power/negotiation-based stralegres

(Cluster #1) and the unipolar sirategies (Cluslers #2 and 43).
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FIGURE 3. HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS
(9 Strategles across 17 People)

More insight can be gleaned from the data by examining median card rank data from
participation strategy groupings created by cluster analysis. The rank order scores of the three
clusters are presented in the next three {ables.

As shown in Table 13, consultation is the mosi preferred strategy in Participation Cluster #1,
followed by oversight board, public comment and hearing, third-parly mediation, binding
2rbilration, and non-binding negotiation. Both consultalion and oversight board are intensively
face-lo-face stakeholder negotialion strategies. Mediation and arbitration involve third party
participation but neverlheless involve direct negotiation. Public commen and hearing is less
direct negotiation but nevertheless allows lwo-way communication. The preference of direct over
facilitated ang indirect forms of negotiation suggests lhat the participanis are reluctanl (o share

power with non-participants — prefarring Instead to keep powsr to themselves.
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TABLE 13

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY CLUSTER #1 RANKINGS (N=17)

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK | OVERALL RANK
Score Order | Score Orger Score Order
Third Parly Medialion 5 K| 81 3 6 3
Oversight Board 3 2 64 2 4 2
Consutiation 2 1 48 1 2 1
Non Binging Negoliation 8 6 100 5] 12 5]
Binding Arbitcalion 5 3 83 5 8 5
Publhic Commeni and Hearing 5 3 81 3 6 3
Average Cluslar 81 Scores 43 76.2

Table 14 shows that Cluster #2 includes only one strategy: preemption. Preemption, a

unipolar strategy that excludes citizens from the decision-making process, was overwhelmingly
rejected by the parlicipants (median rank = 8, out of 9 strategies). The average preference rank
of 8.24 (= 140/17) confirms that preemption was rejected by virtually ail 17 participants.

TABLE 14

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY CLUSTER #2 RANKING (N=17)

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY 1| MEDIAN RANK SCORE INDIVIDUAL RANK SCORE
9 140

Preemptlion

Referring to Table 15, it can be seen that Cluster #3, consisting of referendum and citizen

contral, are unipolar strategies that accord most power to citizens. The similanty of the rank
scores indicates that panticipants saw little difference between the two.
TABLE 15

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY CLUSTER #3 RANKINGS (N=17)

MEDIAN RANK INDIVIOUAL RANK | OVERALL RANK
PARTICIPATION STRATEGY
Score Order Score Order Score Ordar
Referandum & 1 75 1 2 _1_
Citizen Control 6 1 93 2 3 2
Average Clusler #3 Scores 8 84
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Comparison of Clusters
The relative preference of participation strategy clusters is presented in Table 16. Multi-polar

strategies requiring power sharing among stakeholders are mosi preferred. Cluster #3 slrategies,

which accorded unipolar power to communily stakeholders, ranked second. Cluster #2, the

unipolar strategy that accorded power only to the decision-makers ranked last. Clearly, the
participanis preferred shared power arrangements 1o unipolar anes. This point will be returned lo
in Chapter VIII.

TABLE 16

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF PARTICIPATION STRATEGY CLUSTERS

INDIVIDUAL
PARTICIPATION STRATEGY MEDIAN RANK RANK OVERALL RANK
CLUSTER
Score Order Score Order Score Order
Cluster #1: Low to Moderale Power 4.3 1 76.2 1 2 1
Clusier #2: No Power 9 3 140 3 6
Clusler #3: High Power 6 2 a4 2 4

Cluster Analysis of Participants across Strategies

Cluster analysis of participants across strategies is portrayed in the dendrogram in Figure 4.
Two clusters are apparent. Participant Stralegy Cluster #1 consists of five TWIG members
including participants R-4 and R-3 (Skeptical Citizens), and R-10, R-5, and R-13
(Communitarians).  The rankings of these participants were very similar on parlicipalion
sirategies. All Parlicipant Sirategy Clusler #1 participants ranked referendum as their firsl choice,
and four of lhe five ranked citizen caontrol as their second choice in preferred participation

stralegies. The oversight board strategy was ranked as either third, fourth, or fifth by all

Participant Strategy Cluster #1 members. In general, it can be said that the Cluster #1

participants preferred high cilizen power strategies over low cilizen power strategies. Preemption
was ranked last {ninth) by all members of Cluster #1. The complete control of siting situations by
government is seen as unacceptable by Parlicipant Strategy Cluster #1 members, and indeed this

meshes well wilh the rankings of preferced high cilizen power strategies It is Iheorized lhat the
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clustering of these paricipants can be related to their very active involvement in the siting
conlroversy. Parlicipants R-13 (the former mayor of Ramona and the highest pure loader eon
Factor C) and R-5 (former president and the founder of TWIG) were bolh extremely active in the
sitng controversy. The lack of Factor B loadings by the TWIG members on this cluster would
suggest that these are purely opponents of the siting, and indeed this was the case.
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FIGURE 4. HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS
(17 People across 9 Strategies)

Parlicipant Strategy Clusler #2 consisis of five TWIG members, three neutral citizens, one
industry representative, and threa government representatives. Cluster #2 was more fragmented
than Cluster #1 in pariicipant loyaities. As the dendrogram shows, this cluster is representative of
all parties 1o the sitling conlroversy (TWIG, Government, Industry, and Neutral Citizens).
Parlicipant Strategy Cluster #2 members tended lo prefer more shared power participalion
strategies as a whole lhan did Cluster #1 members. Consultalion received the majority of

preferred (first) rankings wilh 50% (6 out of 12) participants agreeing. Acsoss all Cluster #2
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participants, (1 is apparent thal shared power rankings are paramount. High citizen power
strategies (oversight board, referendum, and citizen control) rankings are widely varying.
Participani Stralegy Cluster #2 members rank preemption last among the majority of parlicipanls
(8 out of 12), and this lends credence 10 the argument that the Cluster #2 participants prefer
shared power lo extreme strategies (no-power and/or high-power),

Table 17 presents the participation strategy card ranking results for Participant Cluster #1.
Clusler #1 participants ranked referendum, citizen control, and oversight board as the most-
preferred strategies for participation by citizens in siting decisions. These strategies are high-
power slrategies, which give citizens maximum influence over siling decisions. This resull
confirms that Clusier #1 TWIG members believe that cilizens should be empowered, even (o the
poini of exclusion of industry and government, to make their own degcisions on what is best for
iheir communily probably because their concerns are parochial. Relating this finding to the Q
results confirms that the Skeptical Citizens and Communitarian parlicipants did indeed desice
input and involvement in siting decisions. Skepfical Cilizens required inpul as a resull of a
fiduciary breach-of-trust on the part of government and industry and Communitarians sought
involvemenl as a normal course of action for them as community stakeholders.

TABLE 17
PARTICIPANY CLUSTER #1 STRATEGY RANKINGS (N=5)

PARTICIPATION amricanTs | MEDIAN RANK I - OVERALL RANK
STRATEGY -
Score Order Score Order Score Ordar
Public Hearing and Comment 7 7 32 8 15 8
Consutlation R-4(TWIG) & 6 26 6 i 12 6
Non 8inding Agreement R-10 (TWIG) 7 7 31 7 14 7
Mediation R-3 (TWIG) 5 4 28 4 8 4
Binding Arbitralion R-5 (TWIG) 5 4 28 49 8 1
Oversighl Board R-13 (TWIG) 4 3 19 3 6 3
Referendum {(n=5] 1 1 5 1 2 1
Cnizen Control 2 2 1 2 4 2
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The remaining sirategies are all moderate-to-low citizen power strategies and are not
preferred by Cluster #1 participants. Obviously these participanis are unwilling lo defer to
government and industry stakeholders. This declination to defer to other decision-makers and
proponents, or even share power with them, may be a result of their distrust of them. In
comparing the Cluster #1 strategy participants’ grouping of decision criteria cards, only R-3 was
an oullier.  The majorily most highly ranked access io information, public participation.
understanding local cullure, and the potential for community disruplion. This is evidence that this
group’s distrust of other siakeholders, in parlicular government and industry, led to increased
demands for information and participation. This issue will be discussed maore thoroughly in
Chapter VIII, and illustrates the point 1hat irust, as social capital, is perhaps the most vatued of all
capital: companies can save significant money and lime by gaining and maintaining social trust -
it allows them to make decisions more quickly and efficiently.

Table 18 presents card-ranking resuits for Cluster #2 parlicipants. The remaining twelve
participants are included in this cluster: five TWIG members, three neutral citizens, one industry
representalive, ang three government officials, The five TWIG members in Cluster #2 include
three Skeplical Citizens and two Experts. Three of the five TWIG members, clustered logelher as
Cluster #1 participants in the decision criteria grouping of parlicipants, differed from the other two
TWIG members in their high ranking of alternalive technologies, risk assessmenls, and technical
and legal education. These preferences are associated mainly with expert-oriented preferences.
To further illusirate the difference, no Communitarian influences are present within the TWIG
group in Cluster #2. This explains the unimportence of cultural and community concerns.

Consultation, oversight board, and public hearing and comment were maoast preferred by
Cluster #2 participants. Consultation and public commen! and hearing are fow citizen power
slralegies. Though oversight board is considered a shared power siralegy, it may be that the

participanls saw the oversighi board as a posi-siting strategy: an oversight board would only exisl
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after the facility is consiructed. Once constructed, operalional controls can be negotiated but the
facilily will presumably continue operating.

TABLE 18
PARTICIPANT CLUSTER #2 STRATEGY RANKINGS (N=12)

MEDIAN INDIVIDUAL OVERALL
P A TON PARTICIPANTS RANK RANK |  RANK

Score | Order | Score | Order | Score | Order

Preemplion a ] a5 3 18 9

Public Hearing and Commeni R-14 (NC), R-16 (IND}) 4 3 49 3 8 3
Consulialion R-7 (TWIG). R-15 (NC) 2 1 22 1 2 1

Non Binging Agreement R-1 (TWIG), R-6 (TWIG) 5 5 69 6 11 5

Mediation R-11 (GOVT), R-2 (TWIG) 4 3 53 4 7 4

Binding Arbilration R-8 (GOVT), R-12 ( NC) 6 & 55 5 11 5

Oversight Board R-9 (TWIG). R-17 (GOVT) 3 2 45 2 4 2

Referendum [n-12) 6 5 70 7_... _ﬂ13 7

Cuizen Conlrot 8 8 82 8 16 ]

Moderate citizen power strategies — non-binding negotiation, third-party mediation, and
binding arbitration - were ranked fourth, fifth, and sixth, respeclively, by Cluster #2 participan!s.
Referendum and citizen contral (both high power stralegies) and preemptlion (a no power
strategy) were ranked seventh, eighth, ang ninth, respectively.

Clearly a trend can be discerned: the more citizen power that a sltrategy entails, the less
Clusler #2 pariicipants prefer it (although neither group preferred preemption). This essenlially is
in direct opposition to Cluster #1 participant rankings. These results indicate thal Clusler #2
panticipants did not wish to share power with the Clusier #1 parlicipants any more than Cluster #1
parlicipants wished o share power with Cluster #2 participanis.! A more delailed exploration of
the reasons underlying thesa preferences can be justified by the results of the Q methodology end
open-ended interview investigations. Chapter VIl presents this analysls.

Summary of Citizen Participatlon Strategy Rankings

Nine citizen participation strategies were ranked by lhe parlicipanis. The strategies were

grouped into four categories of cilizen power level ranging from none 1o high. Rankings by all

participanls indicate hat shared power stralegies were gominant among slakeholder choices for
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involvement in siling decisions. This reflects the attitudes of the cilizens, and even governmenl
and industry, that the need exists to have input from 2l sides in a siting decision. This is seen as
a positive undercurrent in the Ramona siting situation and an opportunity for al! parties lo share in
the decisions that wilf determine the outcome of siting proposals.

Cluster analysis of the citizen participalion strategies produced three clusfers: a high citizen
power cluster, a no power cluster, and a shared power clusier. The high citizen power clusier
included the strategies of referendum and citizen control. These strategies reflect the belief of five
TWIG members (R-4, R-10, R-3, R-5, and R-13) that o have a voice in the Ramona controversy
they needed strong, high power input. This is related to the findings in Q analysis and the
decision criteria card rankings thal the breach of fiduciary trust by government and industry
prompled the more active TWIG members to oppose the siling when they felt thal government
and industry did not have lheir best interests at heart.

The no-power participation cluster consisted of the strategy of preemption. This strategy
grouped alone and reflected the belief of the majority of participants that this was an undesirable
strategy. As discussed previously, for government and industry to make ail the decisions with no
input from citizens is a guaraniee of siting failure. Government and industry were aware thal input
and involvement of citizens are necessary to decrease opposition. This is also consistent with
their belief that education and inclusion will reduce unfounded fears and therefore their opposition
to siting proposals.

The shared power cluster of participation sirategies included public comment and hearing,
consultation, non-binding negotiation, third-party mediation, binding arbitration, and an oversight
board as strategies of choice. The high preference for these stralegies reflects a belief on the part
of participants that dialogue, communication, and interaction is preferred to unipolar participation
methods.

Cluster analysis of participants’ rankings across participalion strategies produced two

clusters. Cluster #1, consisting of five TWIG members, included two Skeptical Citizens and three
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Communitarians. This was the mare active opponent group that believed high-power citizen
stralegies, combined with opportunities for citizen involvement and community-based concerns,
were essential.

Clusler #2 participants were representative of all the stakeholders in the siting controversy,
consisling of TWIG members, government representatives, industry representatives, and neutral
cilizens. The TWIG members in Cluster #2 included three Skeptical Cilizens and two Experts.
These participants preferred lower citizen power siralegies than Cluster #2 participants. I
appears that higher institutional irust drives this distinction.

Intagration of Decision Criteria and Participation Strategy Rankings

Combining lhe stalistical dala presented above allows an investigation of the relalionship
between participant preferences for decision criteria and participation strategies Parlicipants
clustered into lwo groups with respect to both decision criterion and participation stralegy
preferences. The obvious question is: how ciosely dig the same participants cluster belween
criterion and strategy clusters? This comparison will reveal if stakeholders “stuck together” in
iheir beliefs across different card decks.

The results of this comparison are shown below. Numbers shown in the cells are participant
numbers and the percentage of them who share in common the referenced criterion and strategy
clusters. Criterion Cluster #1 consists of nine stakeholders Including five TWIG members, one
neutral citizen, two government representatives, and one industry representalive. Sirategy
Cluster #2 consists of twelve stakeholders including five TWIG members, three neutral citizens,
one industry representative, and lhree government represenlatives. Crilerion Cluster #2 consisls
of eigh stakehoiders including five TWIG members, two neulral cilizens, and one government

representative. Strategy Cluster #1 consists of five stakeholders (all TWIG members).

77

:;dli.ot_’“ [



PARTICIPANT Strategy #1 Strategy #2 Percentage in

CLUSTER NUMBER (1,2,6,7,8,9 11,12, Common, by
(3. 4,510, 13) 14,15, 16, 17) Criterion
Criterion #1
p e 11 3 (20%) 1,6.7,9, 11. 14, 16, 17 | 11% wilh Strategy #1
14, {G.Iﬂf) ' (67%) 89% with Strategy #2
Criterion #2
50% wilth Strategy #1
2,4,5, 8,10, 12, 4 9 9 .
( 581 5,10, 13 (80%) 2.8, 12, 15 (33%) 50% with Stralogy #2
BEST FIT;
P t i . - , iteri
CE;;e;oafeb;‘ 20% with Criterion #1 | 67% with Criterion #1 | CMtenon :;’S"ategy
, o o o o
Strategy 80% with Criterion #2 33% with Criterion #2 Criterion #2/Strategy
#1

Group 1

Group 1 consists of eight stakeholders including two government representatives, four TWIG
members, one neutral citizen, and one industry representative. Eight of the nine Criterion #1
participants (89%) and eight of the 12 Strategy #2 participanis (67%) were grouped logether This
grouping consisted of four TWIG members, two government representalives, one industry
representative, and one neutral citizen. The TWIG members comprise the majority of lhe
stakeholders in this group, and of the four TWIG members, three are defincd as Skeptical
Citizens. These TWIG members most closely idenlified with the decision criteria of alternalive
technoiogies. risk, and technical and legal education. Thess are the parlicipants who preferrad
high citizen power sfrategies, but only after a breach of fiduciary trust by government and indusiry.
Group 2

Group #2 consists of four stakeholders in¢cluding TWIG members exclusively Four of Ihe
five Slrategy #1 participants (80%) and four of lhe eight Criterion #2 participants (50%) were
grouped together. These participants inciuded three Communitarians and one Skeplical Citizen
These parlicipants piaced the mosl emphasis on citizen Involvemenl and community-based
decision critena. These are the stakeholders that were very active in the siting controversy, and

included the founder and former president of TWIG, and lhe former mayor of Ramona

78

[ |



Group 3

Group 3 consists of four stakeholders including one TWIG member, one government
representative, and two neutral citizens. These participants shared a Criterion #2 — Strategy #2
relationship. Factor perspeclives represented included one Skeptical Citizen, two Experts, and
one Communitarian.
Group 4

One TWIG member comprises Group 4. She shared a Criterion #1 ~ Strategy #1
relalionship.  This TWIG member was defined by Q factor analysis as a Skeptical Citizen.
Strategy ¥t participants favored high-power paricipaticn levels by cilizens. The decision criteria
preferred by the Criterion #1 participanis involved technical, trust, and risk criteria in
environmental decision-making.

Summary

The decision criteria and participation strategies card-ranking exercise helped lo detail the
differences between the Skeptical Citizens, Experts, and Communitarians. Combined with the
information obtained from lhe questionnaires, open-ended interviews, and Q sort exercises, a
clearer understanding of what motivated the pariicipants In Ramona can be Inferred. The
Skeplical Citizens were molfivated in their opposition to the siting of the well by ihree primary
factors: a belief that the location chosen for {he siling, and the lack of technical expertise of
government angd industry were insufficient; a breach of fiduciary trust by government and industry
when the desire of the citizens to be included was ignored; and the unwillingness of government
and industry to listen to thek concerns and repair the {rust thal was breached. The card sorling
exercise illustrated these faclors because the Skeptical Citizens favored citizen involvemenl
criteria combined wilh shared-power slralegies. The Skeptical Cilizens wanted access lo
information and the opportunity for public participation, but only after trust was breached.

The Experts also favored decision criteria thal involved citizen involvement. The Experts

wanted the citizens to be involved, if only to increase the chances for a successful siling through
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increased knowledge and participation by cilizens. The Expers favored shared power slrategies
that gave all participants a voice in siting decisions, once again to increase the chances for a
successful siting.

The Communitarians were motivated by a distrust of government and industry, but nol 10 the
level of the Skeptical Citizens. The Communitarians did nol favor cilizen involvemeni criteria as
highly as the Skeplical Citizens, but instead centered their opposition to lhe siling of the well on
community-based issues, and a difference in perceived values with government and indusiry.
The Communitarians did favor high-power citizen participation stralegies because they believed
that high-power strategies such as oversight board, referendum, and citizen-contro! empowered

more cilizens in a communitarian effort.

' Though Cluster #2 participants’ rejection of preemption agrees wilh the preference of Cluster #1
participants, in the former case this rejeclion may reflect their appreciation that facility opponents
have enough political power to prevent being ignored or overruled. Under lhese circumstances,
cooptive strategies may be best, in their opmion.
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CHAPTER VIII

INTEGRATION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

In Chapter V, the resuils of the questionnaires and quasi-structured personal interviews
were presented. In Chapter VI, a descriplion of commonly held stakeholder perspectives made
operant through analysis of stakeholders' Q sorts was presented. In Chapter VII, \he differences
between stakeholder preferences for critena that should be used in making siting decisions and
the means by which the public should parlicipate in making those decisions was presented using
a carg-ranking strategy. In Chapter VI, the results of Chaplers V, VI, and VIl will be inlegrated
by examining the Q-faclor groupings across decision criteria and parlicipation sirategy
preferences in hopes of further disceming the underlying reasons behind the siting gridiock that
occurred in Ramona,

Gridlock

The results of lhis research indicate that differences between facility proponenls’ (industry
and government) and opponents’ (citizen) views on risk perception, instilutional distrusl, and
community values and culture combined {0 produce gridlock in {he Ramona hazardous wasle
siling controversy. These findings support and build upon studies such as those by Armour
(1991) and Duberg, Frankel, and Niemeczewski (1980) that have shown that community
resistance 1o siting proposals is tinked to four impartant concerns: inequities in the disiribulion of
costs and benelils, perceived risks, feelings of loss of control over forces affecling the quaity of
one's life and community, and lack of trust in proponents and regulators. These findings also

support Poriney’s (1991) risk perception conversion theory, which states that qualitative altributes
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of risk objects such as familiarity, scientific uncerainty, equity in distribution of risk and benefits,
and institutional trust affect the level of risk that is perceived.

The four research inslruments used in his study have produced evidence that the three
elements mentioned above consistently appeared in the data obtained from those participating in
this study.

Integration of Findings by Factors
Factor A: Skeptical Citizens
Decision Criteria Preferences

Table 19 illustrates the distribulion of decision criteria card rankings among Skeptical
Cilizens. Skeptical Citizens felt that the most importani criteria for sound environmental decision
making involved citizen involvemenl, technoiogical concerns, trusi, and rnisk, as evidenced by their
rankings of access o information, alternative lechnologies, personal judgements of risk, trust in
government and induslry, and technical and legal education. These criteria are in agreemeni with
the high loadings of Skeptical Citizens on citizen involvement slatement #25 (All information
should be shared in easily understood language as soon as it is available, (1.3)), technological
statements #47, #45, #28 (Industry must be required lo recycle, reduce wastes, and use safer
fechniques and raw materials (1.6), There are clean technologies available that must be used
now to reduce pollution (1.5), and It is impossible to know whether or not a process is really safe
withoul adequale lechnical educalion (1.2)), and risk statement #8 (We should nol take any
chances with the environment (1.8)). The quotes by Skeptical Cilizens mesh well with the
findings above:

We banded well togelher.

We were determined that outsiders would not come in and tell us what to do.
Injection is not disposal. It is just storage

Our land values would go down.

The Health Departmen{ should look after the welfare of the people.

Just ook at thal beautiful pasture, with the well there il would be an eyesore and ruin
the land.

We had an attachment to the country that we did not want lo jeopardize.
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The State Health Department was & joke.

£81 seemed o become hostile. ! did not Irust them after that.
The process of nolification was a joke.

ES/is in cahools with the Health Department.

They [ESI and OSDH] tried to sneak il through.

These quotes, taken from Skeptical Cilizens during the open-ended interview segment of \he
study, helped to iltusirate the findings of the overall study, and that is that the Skepticai Citizens

are predominantly motivated by issues involving lrust, cilizen involvement, and risk

Criteria of least importance lo Skeptical Citizens were economic crileria: faimess, community
economics, and company economics. Economic harm, the opportunily for economic benefil, and
fairness in the distribution of costs and benefits do not matler as much to the Skeplical Cilizens,
instead, health and environmental concerns and their distrust of government angd industry
dominaled their concern. The relative importance of these decision criteria are consistent with
Skeptical Citizens’ Q sorts. Statements involving economic issues include #15 and #34 (Cost
effectiveness is more imporiant to industry and governmenl than environmental issues (1.2),
(Economic special interests have too much influence in siting decisions (1.2)) address the
economic influences that, in the view of Skeplical Cilizens, motivate industry and government
decisions.

Local culiure and sense of community are relatively unimportant to Skeplical Cilizens in
decision making. No Q sort stalemenls dealing with community issues and values were evident
in Factor A item scores. This is an illustration of Skeptical Citizens' belief that lhe injection well
gid not pose a big concern from the standpoinl of community disruption. A well placed in the
middle of a large ranch outside of town would not likely disrupt the day-to-day aclivities of the
residents of Ramona. However, the potential for adverse health and environmental impacts from
the well due to the migration of hazardous waste through fractured bedrock (as TWIG believed)
was a source of real concern. This is in stark contrast o Communitarians, who felt that the
community-based criteria, and not technical issues, were paramount in deciding on the ments of

a hazardous waste siting in their community.

83

msaa AL 4 B



TABLE 19

DECISION CRITERION PREFERENCES OF “SKEPTICAL CITIZENS"

DECISION CRITERION PARTICIPANT MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
Score Order Score Order Score Order
Economic Impact an Community 10 11 66 12 23 12
Economic Impact on Company 10 11 72 13 24 13
Scienufic Risk Assessment 9 9 57 S 18 9
Personal Risk Judgment R-7(TWIG) 5 4 40 g 8 4
Access lo Informalion R-3 (TWIG) 2 1 17 1 2 1
R-1 (TWIG)
Personal Views toward Technol. R4 (TWIG) B 8 53 8 16 8
Fairness R-14 (NC) 10 11 64 10 21 11
Trustin Government & Industry R-15 (NC) 6 5 52 7 12 7
Underslanding Local Cullure R-9 (TWIG) & 5 51 6 14 3
Communily Disruption n=7) g S 64 10 19 10
Cilizen Involvement 3 2 26 2 4 2
Technical and Legal Education 6 5 44 5 10
Use of Alternalive Technologies 3 2 31 3 5 3

Participalion Strateqy Preferences

Table 20 presents the results of Skeptical Ciizens' preference ranking of public participalion
slrategies Surprisingly, consultation was the preferred strategy for Skeptical Citizens. This is 2
low-power citizen slrategy that allows the governmeni to make decisions with only modesate
citizen input. Next are the oversight board, referendum, and binding arbitration. These choices
do reflect the desire of Skeptical Cilizens to influence the siting of hazardous waste faciities.
These preferences also confirm their Q sorling of statements (#25 and #31) thal indicale
Skeptical Citizens want to play an aclive role in the aclivilies surrounding lhe siting of a
hazardous wasle facility {All information should be shared in easily understood language as soon
as it it avaitable {1.3), We would all be beller off if the legal procedures were easier to follow
(1.1})

Least preferred lower power strategies include preemplion, non-binding agreement, and
public hearing and comment. The iow 10 no-power thal these slralegies afford citizens make
them unacceptable to the Skeplical Citizens. The low ranking of these strategies is consisienl
with the Skeptical Citizens belief thal governmenl and industry should allow ample opportunilies

for cilizen inpul in siting hazardous waste facilities.
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TABLE 20

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY PREFERENCES OF "SKEPTICAL CITIZENS"

STRATEGY MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK

Score Order Scare Order Score Order
Preemplion g 9 §2 4] 18 9
Public Hearing/Commenl 5 B 41 7 13 7
Consultation 2 1 19 1 2 1
Non-Binding Agreement 7 8 47 8 16 8
Medialion 5 S 35 ] 11 6
Binding Arbitratton 4 3 30 4 7 k|
Oversight Board 3 2 219 2 4 2
Referendum 6 6 28 3 5 5
Cilizen Conlrof 4 3 32 S 8 4

Factor B: Experts
Decision Crileria Preferences

Table 21 presenls the distribution of decision criteria card rankings among Experts. The
crileria that those in this group most preferred were access 1o information and alternative
technologies. Their Q sorts of #47 (Industry must be required to recycle, reduce wastes, and use
safer techniques and raw materials (2.1)), #45 (Thare are clean technologies available thal must
be used now lo reduce pollution (1.8)), #25 (All informalion should be shared in easily understood
language as soon as it is available {(1.7)), and #30 (Citizens should have thelr own experls (1.4))
confirm lheir decision criteria preference rankings. Also rated highly were public participalion
criteria, consistent with their Q sorts of slatements #37 (Il is better to be active loday than fo be
radioactive tomorrow (1.9)), #25 (All ;information should be shared in easily undersiood language
as soon as it is available (1.7)). #30 (Cilizens should have their own experls (1.4)). Underlying
Experls' preference for ciizen involvement criteria may be lheir belief that more access lo
information and additional opportunities for participation will increase acceptance and decrease
opposition to the proposed siting. Their preference for communily economics as an importani
decision criterion can be explained by Experls’ belief that successful siting presents an economic

opporiunily for the community via increased employment and tax revenues. It is also their belief
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that the communily, and in particular opponents, should see the wisdom of the “economic benefit
to the community” rationale.,
TABLE 21

DECISION CRITERION PREFERENCES OF "EXPERTS"

DECISION CRITERION PARTICIPANT MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
| Score | Order Score Order Score Order
Economic Impact on Community 5 3 30 4 7 4
Economic Impact on Company 8 8 43 19 18 11
Scientific Risk Assessment B 5 39 9 14 7
Personal Risk Judgment 6 5 33 6 11 6
Access to (nformation R-17 {Gov') 1 1 16 1 2 1
Personal Views toward Technol || _ 0 (TWIG) 8 B 40 10 18 10
Faimess R-16 (Industry) = 8 38 8 16 B
- R-2 (TWIG)
Truslin Governmen! & induslry R-8 (Gov'l) 6 S 30 4 ] 5
Unoerstand Local Culture (n=5) 12 12 49 12 24 12
Community Disruplion 12 12 52 13 25 13
Cilizen Involvement 5 3 29 3 6 3
Technical and Legal Education 9 11 33 6 17
Use of Alternative Technologies 3 2 23 2 4 2

The following quotes illustrate the propensily of Experts to focus on the economic aspect of
the siting proposal:

E£S! made a one-time payment to the State of twenty-thousand dollars.

I know that the owners of ES/ lost about three million dollars pursuing the siting of the
well.

Evidence that they learned from their experience in Ramona thal the public can'l be
taken lightly can be found in lhese comments:

We were too patronizing to the people.
ES! tried to sneak in and throw its weight around.
Nol hiring a local attorney was their [ESI's] biggest mistake.

The community-based decision criteria (understanding local culture and sense of
community) that were least preferred by Experts were, in retrospect an important prediclor of
siting failure. Their low preference for community-based criteria is confirmed by their Q sort of
statement #11 (The world would be a better place fo live if we could go back to the good old days
(-1.4)). This type of statement tends to elicit a desire for the simple life and the way a smali, rural

communily such as Ramona is viewed, especially by residents. The failure of ESI and OSDH to
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appreciate the depih of attachment that citizens, and in particular the Communitarians of Ramona
had with “"the lang" and “the community” was a milestone on the road to siting failure.
Participation Strategy Preferences

Table 22 presents Experts' preferences for cilizen participation strategies. Experts prefer
low cilizen pawer strategies such as consultation and public hearing and comment as the besl
means for gelling citizens involved in siting decisions. Allhough lhese are low citizen power
strategies, they are shared power sirategies, and a potentiat building block for future progress is
apparent. The extreme sirategy beliefs (preemption, referendum, and citizen conlrol) were
ranked seventh, eighth, and ninth by the Experts and are analyzed in the following paragraph.
This belief in shared power strategies mashes with the Experts sorting of Q statements #37, #25,
and #30 (It is better lo be active today than to be radioactive tomorrow (1.9)). (All information
should be shared in easily understood language as saon as it is available (1.7)), and (Citizens
should have their own experts (1.4)). These Q item statements are suggestive of shared power
beliefs and suggest that |he Skeptical Citizens held consistenl from Q item rankings through
participation strategy cards.

TABLE 22

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY PREFERENCES OF "EXPERTS"

MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
STRATEGY

Score Order Score Order Score Order
Preemplion 9 g 36 8 17 B8
Public Hearing/Comment 3 2 18 2 4 2
Consullalion || 1 1 7 1 2 1
Non-Binding Agreement |l 5 5 25 5 10 5
Madiation | 4 4 21 4 8 4
Binding Arbilration ] 6 27 ) 12 6
Oversight Board i 3 2 20 3 s 3
Referendum 7 7 33 7 14 7
Cilizen Control 8 8 38 9 17 8

The least preferred scenario for citizen involvement 1o Experts is cilizen contral. This
sirategy gives moslt power to citizens. This is consistent with Experls' Q sorts of slatemenis #36

(Cilizens should initialiy oppose ali proposals for siling by industry (-1.9)), and #44 (Environmental
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radicals are necessary to bring balance to the issues (-1.5)). Preemption is unfavorably viewed
by Experls and suggests that they realize that for indusiry and government to take compiete
conirof of a siling situation and force it on the citizens of a community is a hopeless scenario for
achieving desired results.
Factor C: Communitarians
Decision Crileria Preferences

Table 23 presents lhe distribution of decision criteria rankings among Communitarians.
Their most preferced crileria were access to informalion, citizen involvement, and alternative
technologies. These supporl a claim that involving Communitarians by providing information,
demonsftrating that minimum residual risk will be posed, and considering their perspsctives and
values is a sensible way for slling proponents to gain their confidence. Instilutiona! trust and
understanding local culture wera also ranked highly by Communitarians (fourth and fifth). This
suggests that if government and industry wish to gain Communitarians’ trust, they musi first
understand the atlachment that Communitarians have to their community and its values.

TABLE 23

DECISION CRITERION PREFERENCES OF “COMMUNITARIANS®

DECISION CRITERION PARTICIPANT MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK

Scors Order Score Order Scora Ordear
Economic Impacl on Communily 7 7 36 7 14 7
Economic mpact on Company 13 13 63 13 26 12
Scienlific Risk Assessmenl 8 8 40 9 17 9

Personal RIsk Judgmenl R-13 (TWIG) 8 8 40 9 17
:ccess lo Informalion R-10 (TWIG) 2 2 14 1 3 11
Vi .
e‘rsona iews toward Technol R-12 (NC) 9 11 42 11 22 0
Fairness , 6 5 35 6 11 6
- R-11 (Gov'l)

Trust in Government & Industry 5 4 28 3 7 4
Undersland Local Cullure R-5 (TWIG) 6 5 32 5 10 5
Community Disruption In=5) B 8 38 8 16 8
Cilizen involvement 1 1 17 2 3 1
Technical and Lega! Educalion 10 12 42 11 23 11
Use of Allernative Technologies 4 28 3 8 3

The following comments, taken in context from Communilarian interviews, reflect their
peliefs regarding citizen involvement, trustl in government and induslry, and communily-based

values:
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We had strong communily spirit.

We felt we were prolecting God's creation.

We worked well as a team to protect our communily.

We had people who cared; because just one spill, just one time, could spell disaster.
They should have opened up their files and research and shown us everything.

ES/ lried to buy the State.

The only persons benefiting from the siting were ESI and lhe government. It was a
very small benefit lo the landowner and the community.

They should be required to notify public officials in the area -- like the mayor and
maybe the school district.

For Communitarians, the siting of the well and their opposition to it was not as risky as it was
to Skeplical Citizens. Communitarians believed that to be involved, with access to relevant
information, was paramoun!. They also believed thal government and industry must give
credence 10 their concerns about community values in order to be trusted. They felt that a lack of
equily played a part in their opposition to the siting of the well. Fairness in the distribution of
costs and benefits was ranked sixth by Communitarians, reflecting their belief that the communily
would bear the risks of siting but government ang industry would reap the benefits.

The least important decision crileria to Communitarians were personal views toward
technology. technical and legal education, and economic impact on the company.
Communitarians seemed unwilling to put much faith in technalogy to solve (he probiem of
hazardous waste disposal. Their dim view of lechnology and its potential impacls on future
generalions is amply demonstrated by their Q sort of statement #10 (It does not matler how much
we pollute today because fomorrows technology will solve the problem (-1.7)). Technical
considerations are subordinate to access 1o information by all stakeholders, opportunilies for
citizens lo get involved, trust of those providing information, importance of the local cullure, and
fairness to all stakeholders — including fulure ones. Communitarians strongly betieved thal
economic issues should have litlle importance in environmental decisions, as evidenced by
Statemenls #4 (If environmental resiriclions mit the ability of a company to make a profil, the

restriclions should be relaxed (-1.8) and #3 (When jobs are scarce, an increase in employment is
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good even if there is resulting pollution (-1.5)). This is consistenl with their low ranking of
economic impacts to the company.
Participation Strategy Preferences

Table 24 details the preferences of Communitarians for stakeholder participation strategies.
Referendum was most preferred by Communitarians. In their opinion, if 3 majority of residents do
not believe that a siting is beneficial to their community, then it should fsil by a vote of the people.

After referendum, public hearing and comment and consuitation are preferred. The high
ranking of these strategies demonstrates the cooperative approach preferred by Communitarians
and their willingness 1o work within guidelines sel up by the regulatory agencies. Cilizen control
was ranked third, illustrating that Communitarians preferred giving the strongest voice in siting
decision-making to the residents of Ramona.

TABLE 24

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY PREFERENCES BY “COMMUNITARIANS"

MEDIAN RANK INDIVIDUAL RANK OVERALL RANK
STRATEGY

Score Order Score Order Score Order
Preemption e 9 42 9 18 9
Public Hearing/Comment 3 3 22 2 5 2
Consultation 4 4 22 2 6 3
Non-Binding Agreement 6 7 28 8 15 8
Mediation 5 6 25 ) 12 6
Bincding Arbitrafion 6 7 26 7 14 7
Oversight Board 4 4 23 4 8 5
Relerendum 1 1 14 1 2 1
Citizen Conlrol 2 2 23 4 6 3

Least preferred among stakeholder participalion strategies are preernption, non-binding
agreement, and binding arbitration. These stralegies afford lower levels of control to citizens

ranging from no-power to moderate power.
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Comparison of Preferences by Q Factor Stakeholder Group
Comparison of Decision Criteria Preferences

Table 25 presents a comparison of decision criteria preference rankings by Q factor group.
Important similarities and differences are apparent among Skeplical Citizens, Experts, and
Communitarians. All participants agreed that access to information, public participalion, and the
use of allernative technologies are the criteria upon which siting decision making should be buili.
These decision criteria correspond to the beliefs of the participants as illusirated by consensus Q
statemenls #45 (There are clean technologies available that must be used now fo reduce
poliution (1.47)), #26 (Who provides informalion makes a difference to me; the person must be
honest (1.27)), #31 (We would all be betler off if the legal procedures were easier 1o follow (.99)),
#22 (Citizens should be involved in every step of a siting decision (.92)), #30 (Citizens should
have their own experls (.80)), and #28 {t is impossible to know whether or not a process is really
safe without adequate technical education (.87)).

As discussed previously, the apparent common support by all stakeholder groups for higher
intensity stakeholder involvement may be superficial. Skeptical Citizens wanted to be involved
only after a breach of fiduciary trust by government and industry. This motivated their opposition
to the siting of the well. Experts believed lhat citizens should be involved and have access to
information and opporlunities for involvement to quell their fears and concerns about the
proposed [acility, which in turn would increase lhe chances for a2 successful siling.
Communitarians wanted to be involved and informed, not because they perceived that inordinale
health and environmental risks exisied, but because they wanted to ensure that their values are
considered. The use of alternative technologies to reduce waste quantities is an example of Iheir
belief lhal something musi be done to avoid siting conflicts like the one they had experienced.
One way lo avoid confict is to decrease the amount of hazardous waste being generated. which

in turn would lessen the need for disposal methodologies.
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TABLE 25

COMPARISON OF STAKEHOLDERS' DECISION CRITERIA PREFERENCES

DECISION CRITERION SKEPTICAL CITIZENS EXPERTS COMMUNITARIANS
Economic Impact on the Community 12 4 7
Economic Impact on the Company 13 11 12
Scientific Risk Estimates 9 7 9
Personal Judgmenits of Risk 4 6 9
Access to Information 1 1 1
Personal Views Toward Technology 8 10 10
Fairness 11 8 6
Trusl in Government and Industry 7 5 4
Understanding Local Culture 6 12 5
Community Disruption 10 i3 8
Citizen Involvement 2 1
Technical and Legal Education 5 9 11
Use of Alternative Technologies 3 2 3

Conversely, the participants agreed that the least preferred criteria for siting decisions are
the economic impact on the company and scientific risk assessments. Itis surprising that Experts
did not rank the use of scientific risk assessments higher than they did. Perhaps it is because
Experts believed thal scientific risk assessments are nol well suited to convincing citizens thal a
facility 1s safe because lhey have learned that these assessments are difficult to appreciate.

Perhaps, tbe main differences belween the three Factor perspectives can be best
understood by looking at the oullying rankings of decision criteria. Skeptical Citizens felt that
economic criteria and fairness were unimportan! in a siling decision whereas Experts and
Communiiarians rated lhem higher. Skeplical Citizens believe that the patential for community
economic gains should play no part in siting decision-making. They fell that more imporlant
issues are risk, trust, and participation.

Experis separated themselves from the other stakeholders by their view of the imporlance of
understanding focal cullure and the potential for community disruplion to siting decisions. Experts
ranked these criteria 12" ang 13", respectively. This was a major source of contention with other

stakeholders and is one of the major reasons thal the siting was unsuccessful, Their inability Io
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understand that these criteria played a major role in citizens' opposition to the siting, of especiatly
with Communitarians, proponents at a disadvantage from the start.

Communitarians' were most different from other stakeholders with respect to the criterion of
technical and legal education. Communitarians believed that technical and legal educalion was
not an important issue in environmental decision making and that other criteria are more relevant
to siting decision-making. Both Skeptical Citizens and Experts rankad technical and legal
education more highly, bul probably for different reasons. Skeplical Citizens wanted more
education to increase their knowledge and panticipation while Experls want increased educalion
of citizens to decrease participation (by showing that the well siting was not dangerous).
Communitarians lhought that ESI and the OSDH tried to force a very technical projecl upon an
uninformed community.

Comparison of Stakeholder Participation Strategy Preferences

Table 26 presents a comparison of participation strategy preferences by stakeholder group.
The ranking of participation strategies revealed several different viewpoints among Factor A, B,
and C perspectives. All participants saw preemption as an undesirable strategy; it was ranked
last by Skeptical Citizens and Communitarians and next to last by Experis. Consultation was
viewed by participants as the most desirable strategy. wih rankings of first, first, and third by
Skeptical Citizens, Experts, and Communitarians. respectively.

TABLE 26

COMPARISON OF STAKEHOLDERS' PARTICIPATION STRATEGY PREFERENCES

PARTICIPATION STRATEGY SKEPTICAL CITIZENS EXPERTS COMMUNITARIANS
Preemption 9 8 ]
Public Hearing and Comment 7 2 2
Consultation 1 1 3
Non-Binding Agreement 8 5 8
Third Panly Mediation 6 4 6
Binding Arbitration 3 6 7
Oversighl Board 2 3 5
Referendum 5 7 1
Citizen Control 4 8 3
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An examination of the oullying rankings between the lhree faclor perspectives is a fruilful
way to examine ihe differences in their beliefs. Public hearing and comment was viewed by
Experts and Communitarians as highly preferred (rank = 2); however, Skeptical Citizens believed
that it is undesirable (rank = 7). Public hearing and comment is a low citizen power strategy that
was viewed by Skeptical Citizens as not providing sufficient oppartunity for stakeholder influence.
Skeplical Citizens and Communitarians also disagreed on their preference for binding arbitration.
Binding arbitration is a moderale citizen power strategy thal Skeptical Cilizens viewed as a
means to increase their influence. Communitarians believed that that the one-year of discussion
was (oo fong, crealing a likelihood that discussions could drag out and citizen stakeholders may
lose focus and drop out.

Citizen control and referendum, both high citizen power participaton sirategies, were ranked
by Experts as eighth and sevenih, respectively. In conirast, Communitarians ranked referendum
first and citizen control \hird on their list of preferred citizen participation stralegies. (Skeplical
Cilizens only moderalely preferred these strategies). Given eartier observations, it is not
surprising the Experts are unsympathelic to delegating decision making power to citizens
whereas Communitarians are unwilling to defer to the discretion and auihority of Experts.

Comparisons among Stakeholder Perspectives
Factor A - Factor B Comparison

Skeptical Citizens and Experts believed Ihat access {o informalion and opportunities for
participation were most important to siting decision-making. This suggests that they agreed (hal
citizen participation and education is viewed as desirable. However, as has been poinied out
above, this agreement may be superficial. Skeptical Citizens believed that education will
increase their opportunity to influence the decision outcome. Experts hoped that education will
decrease the propensily for citizens o participate and, in parlicular, oppose siting proposals.
Experls, consisting mainly of government and industry stakeholders who, sensitized by the siting
failure in Ramona, came to realize thal providing citizens informalion early was a vital step 1o

improving community reiations.
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Skepiical Citizens' preference for alternative technologies reflects their belief that alternative
methods of hazardous waste dispasal are available. Due to countiess hours of research and the
hiring of outside experts, Skeplical Citizens increased iheir awareness of their existence.

The most notable difference between Skeplical Citizens and Experts, however, concerns
their preference for community-based and economic decision criteria. While Skeptical Citizens
least preferred consideralion of economic impacts to the community and the company, Experts
gave little credence to understanding local culture and communily disruption. Skeptical Citizens
believe thal the ability of a company to make money should not come at the expense of the
parties bearing the nisks of LULU siling. Further, they reject arguments thal economic benefils 1o
the communily are sufficieni justification for the acceptance of risks. This is ironic because the
majority of Skeptical Citizens were landholding citizens who were In businesses that profited from
the utilization of land: ranching, oil extraclion, and farming.

Experts’ low ranking of understanding local culture and community disruplion (12" and 13",
respectively) is indicative of the problems encountered throughout the siting controversy
Opponents were frequently upset because OSDH and ESI did not value their input regarding
“their attachment to lhe land." This is a major reason for ihe siting failure.

Both groups favored consultation as a preferred cilizen participation stralegy. This is
surprising given the relatively iow power that would be given to citizens. This could be a
misinterpretation of the definition of this strategy by Skeptical Citizens.

Both groups also give high ratings (o an oversight board, which is a high citizen power
strategy. This could also be superficlal. Skeptical Citizens likely preferred this sirategy because
it affords citizens significan! influence. However, Experls have preferred this strategy because it
sugges!s a fail accompfi. that is, the facitity would already be sited, and thus only ils operation
would be subjecl to negoliation. Perhaps, Experts believed that they would have more relalive

influence over operational deliberations than siting ones.
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Factor A - Factor C Comparison

Skeplical Citizens and Communitarians considered access to information lo be the single
mosl important ceiterion in siting decision-making. Public participation and the use of alternalive
technologies were ranked second and third, respectively. The identical rankings of these three
criteria help explain the basis for their cooperation in opposing the siting proposal. Of the 12
participants identified as Skeptical Citizens and Communitarians, eight were members of TWIG.
Early citizen involvement, with ready access lo relevant information, is extremely important to
hoth Skeptical Citizens and Communitarians. The search for alternative technologies is important
to reduce the need for such facilities.

Atthough Skeptical Cilizens and Communitarians agreed on which criteria were most
important o siting decisions, they were less in agreement on which were leasl important.
Skeplical Citizens' least preferred criteria were economic. Economic impacl on the community
and the company, and fairness and equily in the distribution of costs and benefits, were ranked al
the bottom. They believed that no matter who stands to gain or lose from the proposed siling, the
siling decision should be based on risk, environmental health and safety, and trust.

Communitarians agreed with the Skeplical Citizens that economic benefit lo he company
should have litlle importance in decision-making (rank of twelfth,) The Communitarians also
believed, however, that technical and legal education and personal views toward technology were
of litlle importance in enviconmental decision-making (ranks of eleventh and tenth, respectively)
This reflects the beliefs of the Communitarians that the approva! or disapproval of the siling was
not necessarily a lechnical issue, but rather an issue of community logetherness and beliefs.

With respect to stakeholder participation sirategies, Skeptical Citizens and Communitarians
agree on mosl sirategies, wilh the largest difference coming on public hearing and comment,
which Skeptical Citizens ranked seventh and Communitarians ranked second. This is a reflection
of the Skeptical Citizens view that public hearing and comment is not the method by which to
oblain the best results for lhe community. The Skeptical Cilizens probably viewed the experience

they had jus! been through as public hearing and comment based, which took place only aller
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mobilization by citizens to oppose the siting of the well. This study has shown that lhe
Communitarians wanted lo be involved, but not really control. any aspect of the siting
conlroversy. Public hearing and comment is a low-power citizen stralegy that the Skeptical
Citizens viewed as unacceptable, and Communitarians viewed as meeting their definilion of
involvement.

Factor B - Factor C Comparison

Experts and Communitarians beth believe that access to informalion, public panicipation,
and alternative technologies were the mosl important crileria to siting decision-making.
Interestingly, this can be seen in retrospect as an opportunity for these groups to have work
logether and avoid a conflict. (f OSDH and ESI had provided information early, had justified the
siting proposal on the lack of reasonable alternatives, and had been more willing to accommodale
citizens' concerns, gridlock may have been avoided.

The main differences between Experts and Communitarians concern their preferences for
understanding local cullure, communily disruption, ang technical and legal education as decision
criteria. While Experls gave little credence to culture and sense of community, Communitarians
ranked lhem highly: a major reason for the controversy. Experis felt lhat the sitng was 2
technica! issue, therefore issues of community and cullure had no legitimale place in the decision.
Communitarians strongly rejected this argument and tost trust of Experts as a resull.

Technical and lega! educalion is seen as important by Experis, but not nearly as imporian
as il is seen by Communitarians. This is a reflection of Experls’ belief thal are more
knowledgeable than lay citizens about hazardous waste disposal and since technical and legal
issues dominate siling decisions, therr views should be privileged. Communitarians rejected ithe
Experts’ claim lo privilege, arguing instead thatl the siting issue involves non-technical cultural
community value issues as well. Siting proposal deliberations, according to Communitarians, are

debates about alternative futures, not just optimizalion of economic resources.
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While Experts view consultation as the preferred strategy, Communitarians prefer
referendum. This illuslrates the marked contrast between Experts’ preference for low citizen
power strategies and Communitarians’ preference for high power strategies.

Summary

A firm, Environmental Solulions, Inc. (ESI) proposed lo the Oklahoma Slate Department of
Health (OSDH), and the citizens of Ramona, Oklahoma, the siting of a Class | hazardous wasle
injection well. The OSDR believed lhe risks {o be manageable, the technical prowess of ESI to
be sufficient, and the siting to be feasible. Upon tearning of the siling proposal. the citizens of
Ramona thal were opposed to the siting formed a citizens' group known as the Toxic Waste
Impact Group (TWIG). TWIG opposed the siting proposal on the grounds that its location was
technically unsuitable and lhat ESI had not played by the rules in dealing with the community.
Their determination to stop canstruction of the well ultimately led 1o the courts, which determined
that consirucfion would be halted. This study attempted to determine, (hrough the use of open-
ended interviewing, Q sorting, and card ranking, the reasons underlying citizen opposition.

The parlicipants in the controversy included TWIG members, government representatives,
an indusiry representalive, and neutral citizens. Q factor analysis revealed lhree slakehoider
perspeclives: Skeptical Citizen, Experl, and Communitarian. The Skeptical Citizens consisted of
seven stakeholders that as a group believed Lhe siting of the well posed a legitimale risk to the
environmenlal health and safety of the community. They also believed thal governmenl and
industry had a fiduciary responsibility to protect the citizens and environment of Ramona. When
thal responsibility was breached lhrough lack of forthright communication by governmenl and
induslry, trust was lost in the minds of the Skeptical Citizens. This breach of fiduciary trust
spurred the Skeptical to become involved and oppose the siting of the well.

The Experls included five stakeholders and included TWIG, government, and industry
participants. The Experls believed that citizens did have a righl {o information and participation,
but perhaps for different reasons than the Skepfical Citizens. The Experls believed that providing

citizens with information, and involving them in decisions would lead to acceptance of the siting.
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In other words, if they provided citizens with information about the well, the citizens would decide
for themselves that the siting posed na health or environmental risks.

The Communitarians included seven participants that consisted of TWIG, neulral cilizen,
and government representatives. The Communitarians wanted {o be involved in the siting
decision for different reasons than the Skeptical Citizens. The Communitarians were opposed o
the siting of the well on the basis of differing values. They did not necessarily distrust
government, but wanted to make sure that government and industry took their views inlo account
and made decisions based on what was good for the cemmunity, nol just what was economically
justified.

Cluster analysis of preference rankings of decision criteria revealed three distinct clusters
opinion on the relative importance of criteria siting decision-making. Criterion Cluster #1 focused
on lechnological, trust, and risk-based criteria. These criteria mesh well with the viewpoints of
Skeplical Citizens and center on the belief that the well is technologically not feasible, which
heightens perceived risk, which eads to a breach of trus! when they are nol involved in the
decision-making. Criterion Clusler #2 included citizen involvement crileria. Citizen involvement
criteria included access to information and public participation. The Skeptical Citizens and
Experts boih believed that citizen involvement was crilical to the success of environmental siling
decisions, but for different reasons as the research has shown. Criterion Cluster #3 concerned
socioeconomic criteria. The socioeconomic criteriz were most important to the Communitarians.
This was a diversified cluster that touched on issues that were not as defined as the other lwo
clusters.

Individual participants were also cluster-analyzed to discover the similarities among them by
their preference ranking of decision criteria. Two clusters were revealed: Participani Cluster #1
chiefly consisting of Skeptical Cilizens and Experts and Participant Cluster #2 primarily including
Communitarians.

Cluster analysis of preference rankings of participation strategies also revealed three gistinct

clusters of opinion on the means by which cilizens should be involved. Sirategy Cluster #1
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consists of six sirategies, all of which were shared power strategies. Strategy Cluster #2 is
preemplion, a unipolar stralegy that gives no power to citizens for meaningful participation.
Strategy Cluster #3 includes referendum and citizen control, both unipofar strategies thal accord
nearly exclusive power to citizens. From these findings, it is reasonable to conclude that inclusive
strategies that sought the participation of all stakeholders may have averted grigiock

Analysis of participants’ preferences across stakeholder participation strategies revealed two
distinct groups. Participant Cluster #1 consisted of five TWIG members, including two Skeplical
Citizens, and three Communitarians. Participant Clusfer #2 consisted of twelve slakeholders,
including six Skeptical Citizens, four Experts, and two Communitarians. Paricipanl Cluster #1
included participants {hat believed in high-power being afforded to citizens. This cluster centered
on Communitarian viewpoinits. Participant Clusier #2 stakeholders believed that shared power
stcalegies were a better method to include all viewpoinls in a siling controversy, and included
TWIG, government, indusiry, and neutral cilizens.

Initial inquiry into the Ramona controversy, based on the interviews, Q sort results, and
card-sorl rankings, suggesied an inilial hypothesis that institutional distrust and high perceived
risk led TWIG to seek legal action {o enjoin construction of the well. However, closer examination
shows that cihizen opposition may in fact been triggered by OSDH and ESI f{ailing or refusing to
legitimate the imporiance that citizens placed on cultural and community-based concerns.

Following is a synopsis of lessons learned from this analysis of policy gridlock and some
insight on what could have been done differently to have avoided il.

Skeptical Citizens hagd legitimate concerns about the potential environmenta! heallh and
safely risks posed by the proposed injeclion well. They believed that government had fiduciary
responsibility to protect them and their families from (hese risks. Dislrust led lo a decline of
deference and concomitant demand for participation to ensure that their concerns were properly
addressed. When lhal failed to gain government cooperation, distrusi grew and cilizens resorted

to the only recourses available: political protests and tawsuits.
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Communitarians wanted to be involved to guarantee that their community-based concerns
were addressed in the decision-making process. Communitarians did not view the siting proposal
as especially hazardous, especially since it was to be located in the middie of a large ranch
outside of town. However, the failure of government and industry to legitimate their cultura) and
community-based concerns led Communitarians to join Skeptical Citizens in their protest.

Technical and legal education was universally prefecred, but for different reasons. Experts
hoped that education would decrease participation, while Skeptical Citizens hoped for increased
participation through education. The irony is this ditemma is that if trust is high, education is not
necessary (cilizens wilt be willing to defer to expert judgments); but if trust is low, education will
not reduce opposition. As Focht (1996) explains, using his model of social lrust and political
legitimacy, stakeholder concems are often not about facts that lend themselves to informative
strategies for conflict resolution. Instead, focational dispules are lypically about values for which
technical and legal education is inapplicadle.

In retrospect, the most importan! obstacle to successful siting of the well was the betrayal of
public {rust by OSDH and to a lesser extenl by ESI. Gridlock could have been averled by an
effort on the part of industry and the government to address and respond to citizens needs for
input and participalion. Had they talked to citizens aboul their reaclions to the proposat before
reaching decisions, lrust may not have been lost. [nstead, government's reluclance (o
acknowledge and legitimate citizens' concerns motivated doubt among Skeptical Citizens that
governmeni had the community's best interests at heart. This violation of fiduciary responsibilily
spurred opposition.  Trust, based on shared values, may help gain the acceptance of
Communitarians whereas lrust based on demonstrated fiduciary responsibilily and lechnical
competency, may bring Skeptical Citizens closer to acceptance.

What shiould have happened? First, ESI, with input from OSDH, should have developed
plans for a Class | hazardous waste injection well that were so technically rigorous thal no
legitimate health and safely issues could have been raised. Second, OSDH, working wilh the

community as well as ESI, should have sponsored open and meaningful dialogues wilh the
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citizens of Ramona on all aspects of the proposed well. This would have demonstrated a
willingness on their pari to involve all stakeholders from the beginning. When the OSDH and ESI
put together the construction permit for the siting of the well without involving citizens, trust was
lost and only negative participation by citizens was possible.

Most importantly, after trust was lost and citizens began to protest, no meaningful dialogue
look place between the opponents and proponents of the siling. The possibility existed for the
rehabilitation of trust, but inflammatory rhetoric by ESi in public meetings and the seeming
indifference by OSDH precluded thal possibility. What resulied, iherefore, was a “comedy of
errors” in which each successive breach of trust friggered stronger opposition, which was mel
with another round of actions that further eroded trust. Rapidly, the proposal degenerated into a

hopeless spiral of frustralion and distrust — leading, evenlually, fo GRIDLOCK.
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CHAPTER IX

IMPLICATIONS

Unfortunately, there are no easy solulions to the problems associaled with the siting of
hazardous wasle facilities, There are, however, a few simple recommendations that can be made
to facilitate mutua! understanding and increase the level of trust between stakeholders. These
recommendations were based on an understanding of what occurred in the Ramona siling
controversy as viewed by citizen, government, and industry stakeholders.

It should be noted that two limitations of this study prevented a richer undersianding of the
events that occurred, and the beliefs of the stakeholders most directly involved. The first limilation
is the non-participation of ES! representatives. The stakeholders from ESI most directly involved
in the siling controversy harbored feelings of deep resentment toward the cilizenry of Ramona,
and in particular TWIG members, sufficient enough to make their input impossible to obtain.

The second limilation is the time-period in which the sludy took place. The major evenis in
the dispute occurred in the mid-1980s, with the study period being the fall of 1893. This difference
was probably substantial enough to change, or at least soften the stances of some of the most
aclive participants. In particular, the thoughts of government officials at the helght of the
controversy would have been interesting.

The research has shown that the gridlock in Ramona occurred due to three primary faclors:
distrusl of government and indusltry by citizens; risk thal was perceived fo be oo high. and 3
falure by government and industry to legitimate citizens’ community and cullural values. The
underlying problem contributing 1o all three factors, and 2lso the solution, is communication.

Early, effective, and meaningful dialogue could have at several junclions in the Ramona

controversy defused the undercurrent of citizen opposition 1o the siting of the injection well. As
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Ihe scene played out, however, the failure of government and industry to invoive and
communicate with citizens resulted in intractable gridlock. Citizens said time and again that if ESI
angd the OSDH had informed them early and asked for their input, instead of trying to sneak the
siling through, that the opposition might not have been so fierce. Instead, ESI and the OSDH
were seen as plotting to circumvent citizens' involvemeni and site the well regardless of citizens'
concerns and preferences. This perceived behavior by ESI ang the OSDH resultad in political
and legal action by the cifizens, and ultimately, to gridlock.

There were several points of agreement among the participants in the siting controversy.
Clean technologies to reduce pollution, honest information providers, and easier permitting
procedures were points on which all stakeholders agreed. The stakeholders also believed that
corporate profits at the expense of the environment! are unforgivable. The stakeholders also
agreed that access to information is the most important criterion for sound environmental
decision-making and that shared power parlicipation slrategies are preferred over unipoiar
strategies. These points of agreement should be viewed as building blocks for conslrucling
consensus in fulure siling proposals.

In relrospect, (he controversy in Ramona could have been avoided. Thal is nol to say that
the well would have been sited, but if ESI and the OSDH had sought lo incorporate citizens'
concerns into the decision-making process from the beginning, and thus had preserved the frusl
that the citizens had of these institutions, perhaps years of frustration and the efforl expended by
all participants could have been avoided. As Scoville (1989) points out, the inclusion of cilizens in
hazardous waste siling proposals is no guarantee of success, but the exclusion of citizens is
praclically a3 guarantee thal the siting will fail. These are certainly words borne out of painful

experience lhat any future developer that wishes to site a LULU should heed.
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APPENDIX A

OPENING STATEMENT

DATE: INTERVIEWE:

OPENING STATEMENT

Hello. My name is Robin Lacy | am a siudent at Oklahoma State University and am
panicipating in a study of communities and environmental issues in the State of Oklanoma. As | said
on the phone, this study is about people’s involvement in their community in making decisions about
environmental issues, such as the Ramona area. The purpose of our study is lo gain a bselter
understanding of what issues are important to people like yourself who get invoived and how best to
gel those issues considered as part of early decisions. Here is a copy of a letter of introduction from
the project director, Dr. James Lawler, at Oklahoma State University. Her is my student 1.D. card.

Our inlerview will take aboul two hours. We are interested in your views. In arder to allow me
to make a beller record of your answers to my questions, | would very much like to requesl your
permission to atiow me la record this conversation on this tape recorder. | will use this 1ape 1o double-
check or fill in any blanks in my notes. We will never release the notes or tapes of our conversalion
to anyone outside of the research team. We are only inlerested in your responses as a citizen, not
as a particular individual. We can assure you that all of your responses will be kept striclly
confidential Here is a consent form that | would like you to take a moment to read. Do you have any

questions about this study? If you have no questions, would you please sign the consent form?
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APPENDIX B

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT

The purpose of this research is to examine cilizens' thoughts ang feelings about environmental
decisions that may affect their communities. You were chosen to be a part of the study because of
your participalion in a citizens' group concerned with an environmental issue that concerned the
community.

The first part of the study consists of interviews in which you will be asked to freely describe your
thoughts and feetings about a recent community environmental decision siluation. Next, you may be
asked to sort sets of cards into groups. Finally, you may be asked to participate, at a later date, in
a group exercise to identify criteria and citizen participation strategies lo be used in making
community environmental decisions.

It s important that you understand the following guidelines:

1. Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary, and you may stop at any time if you so
choose.

2. The information we collect in this sludy will be held in strict confidence and all parlicipants will
remain anonymous to anyone outside of the research team.

Signature of Interviewer

3. Our research focuses on how people, In general, express concerns about community
environmental decisions. We are nol interested in any one individual's responses. Rather, we
look at informalion grouped across categoeries of people.

If you agree to participate in this research volunlarily and freely, please sign your name on lhe
line below.

Signalure of Research Parlicipant Date
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APPENDIX C

FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

How close did you live to the proposed ESI sile during the time of the dispute?

Are you now an active member of any citizens' group or service organization {olher than TWIG)?
(]

{ 1 No
How often do you participate in these organizations’ activities?

[ ] Never

[ ] Seldom

[ ] Occasionally
| ] Frequently

[ ) Continuously

How old are you?

Gender?

[ ] Male
[ ] Female

What is the highest level of formal education that you have attained?

Whal was your major subject of study in school?

What is (or was, if retired) your primary occupation?
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APPENDIX D

INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Relationships and Roles In the Ramona Sltuation

The following eight questions concern the situalion that exisied in the Ramona area.

1.

What relalionship did you have with the Ramona area at the time of the situation?

) et —t et et —

I lived in the Ramona area.

A member of my family lived in the Ramona area.

| own property in the Ramona area but did not live there.
My children went to school in the Ramona area.

| visited a park in lhe Ramona area.

Other (please specify).

From what sources did you get information about the situation? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.

S — e — p— — p— —

[ N W D D D I Sy

News Media.

Friends and neighbors.

ESI

Environmental groups such as the National Toxics Campaign.
Fellow workers at my place of employment.

REGI,

US Environmenlal Protection Agency (EPA).

Oklahoma State Department of Health.

Local Government.

Olher (please specify).

Which of the sources listed in Queslion #2 did you most rely on and trust? LIST TOP 3 IN
ORDER.

Most Important;
Second Most important:

Third Mosi Important:

Why? (Explain these choices).

Which of the sources lisled in Question #2 did you least rely on and trus1? LIST BOTTOM 3 IN
ORDER.

Leasi Important:
Next lo Least Important:

Third Least Important:

Why? (Explain these choices).
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5.

How would you describe your participation in the situation at that time? CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY.

| did not participate.

| signed a petition.

| conlacted a government official.

| attended a meeting of concerned citizens.

| spoke at 3 meeting of concerned citizens.

I helped organize a meeting of concerned citizens.
| attended a government meeting or public hearing.
| testified at a government meeting or public hearing.
| participaled in a rally or demonstration.

| helped organize a rally or demonstration,

Other (please specify).

et et et bt et ok bd ok ) b Nt

(
[
[
(
f
[
[
[
{
(
(

How often did you participate?

[ ] Never

[ ] Seldom

[ ] Occasionally
[} Freguently

[ ) Contlinyously

At the time of the situalion, what relationship, if any, did you have with the group known as the
Toxic Waste Impact Group (TWIG)?

| did not know anything about TWIG and had no dealings with them.

| knew about TWIG but | had no dealings with (hem.

| attended al least one TWIG meeling or function sponsored by them but | aever became
an active supporter or member.

[ 1 I'was an active supporter or member of TWIG.

[ ] Other {please specify).

(
(
(

Whai relationship did you or a family member have with ESI before or during that period?

[ ] {had/family member had no employee or business relationship with ESI before or during
the period of the situalion.

[ ] | was/famity member was an ES| employee during al least some of lhe period of the
siluation.

{ 1 1was/family member was an ESI employee before the situation began but not during it.

{ ) [had/family member had a non-employee business relationship with ESI during al least
some of the period of the situation.

{ } | had/family member had a non-employee business relationship with ESI before the
situation began but not during il.

[ ] Other (please specify).
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10.

1.

12.

13.

APPENDIX E

OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEW SCRIPT
How long have you lived in the Ramona area?

Let's lalk about Ihe ESI siting situation. | am interested in your opinions angd recollections of
events thal occurred then. | understand fhat you played an active rale in the events that
occurred then. Is that correct?

Aboul when did you get involved? (ask for a date). For what reasons? Which of thess is most
important? Who was most responsible for influencing your involvement?

What were your concerns about the siting of a hazardous waste facildy in your community? |
Add important concerns to the card deck used in the ranking and socting task, if they are nol
already represenied there. ]

At the time of siting situation there were some people who agreed with the siling proposals and
some who disagreed. What things about the siting do you think most people agreed on?

[ want to ask you now about how things have changed in the community since the time you were
active in the situation. How would you say things have changed in your community economically
since then? [ Gotten better, worse, less jobs, more jobs, elc. |

How have things changed insofar as your sense of communily; in other words, how you view
you communily as a place to live and what it means to you? [ People not as friendly as before,
community has become sligmatized, neighborhood disruption, raditions abandened or changed.
etc. ]| Has the sense of community become stronger?

Have there been any other proposals to site a hazardous waste facility in your county? if so,
did you feel more or less able to effectively respond to the proposal?

Now, | want to ask you whether or not lhe siting situation could have been handled ditferenlly.
| am interested If your views of what things could have been dane in dealing wilh the siting to
belter serve all members of your communily. Let's first talk about government's dealings with
the siting. What things did EPA, OSDH, and local government officials do right in presenting the
proposal to ihe community? What do you believe they might have done wrong?

Now, let's talks aboul industry. What things did ES) officials do right in presenling the proposal
(o the community? What do you believe they might have done wrong? What do you believe ESI
could have done in order to best serve all members of the community?

Finally, let's talk abaul the citizens of your communily. Whal things did citizens do right in
dealing with the siting proposal? What do you believe might have been done wrong? Is (here
anything the citizens could have done to act in the besl inlerest of all communily members?

Is there anything else that you would like to tell me aboul your feelings, concerns or suggestions
about the Ramona situation or about hazardous waste silings in general that we have nof
covered so far?

Before moving on to the next part of this interview, | have one more question. s there anyone
else 1hat | should talk 1o about the issues that we have discussed?

Name”? Telephone?

Can you recommend a good time to contacl him/her?
Why do you think lhis person would be important for me to talk to?

Would you mind if | mentioned your name in my conversalion with him/her?
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APPENDIX F

CARD DECK #1

DECISION CRITERIA CARD INSTRUMENT

CARD #1:
Economic Impact on the Community

Community environmemntal cleanup decisions can affect he economic health of the community.
Economic benefits could include: crealion of jobs; increase in tax revenue; compensalion in the form
of cash payments; and improvements to parks, libraries, schools, or hospitals. Economic costs could
include: loss of tourism; change in land use; traffic disruplion; and increases in demand for community
services.

| believe lhat economic impact on the community should be important in making community
environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #2:
Economic Impact on the Company

Private companies want to make a profit to stay in business. Abilily to make a profit can be affected
by various costs, including: costs of environmental remediation; compliance with regulations;
construction ang operalion; legal llability; compensation payments to the community; ang limits on
how the company may operale.

| believe lhal a company's ability to make a profit should be imporlanl in making community
environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #3:
Scientific Risk Estimates

Scientific experts in government and industry claim that they can scientifically measure risk to human
health and the environment. To estimate the risk that may result from a harmful event, they multiply
he serousness of the potential harm by how likely it is that the harm may happen.

[ believe that scientific risk assessments should be important in making community enviconmental
cleanup decisions,

CARD #4:
Personal Judgements of Risk

People often make judgments abcut whelher to accept or avoid risks. Factors that may be importanl
in judging environmental risk include: personal familiarity and understanding of the risk involved;
whelher the risks are voluntary and controfiable; whether experts agree on the amount of risk;
whelher chilgren or future generations are affected; and whether the risks are reversible or have
gdelayed effecls.

| believe thal citizens' judgments of risk should be important in making community environmental
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cleanup decisions.

CARD #S:
Access to Information

The abilily 1o obtain relevant information easily in a timely manner and in an understandabie way can
help people make informed decisions. This is especially true if the decision involves complex issues
where it is important to consider al! of the facts.

| beltieve Ihat assurance of citizens’ timely access to relevani information should be imporiant in
making community environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #6:
Personal Views Toward Technology

Some people claim that continuing advances in technology are important to improving qualily of hfe.
Others gqueslion whether reliance on technology is always a good thing. For example, some people
believe (hat some technologies creatle more harm than good and shoufd not be used.

{ believe thal citizens' views toward a techrology should be importanl in making community
environmenta) cleanup decisions.

CARD #7:
Fairness

Even though a decision may produce a community benefit when all costs and benefits are added u,
some cilizens or neighborhoods may experience more harm than good and olher citizens or
neighborhoods may experience more good than harm. Some people may consider that an unequal
distribulion of costs, benefits, and risks in a communily is unfair.

| believe lhat Ihe fairness of the distribution of benefits, costs, and risks should be important in making
community environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #8:
Trust in Government and Industry

Trust has different meanings. For example, acling in the community’s best interesis (bsing 2 good
neighbor), credibility (truthfulness, believability), and openness (accessibility, forthrightness), may
each be importanl 1o judgments about whether a person or organization is trustworthy.

| believe lhat citizens' level of trust in government and industry should be important in making
community environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #9:
Understanding Local Culture

Communilies vary in their traditions, customs, values, attitudes, and identities. Decisions thal can
affect a communily may require that decision-makers be knowledgeable about the local culture.
Since different communities and regions of the nalion have differ_enl cultures, it is not always easy 10

know what local values may be.
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| believe that an adequate consideralion of the local cemmunity's culture and values should be
important in making community environmental cleanup decisions.
CARD #10:
Community Disruption

Environmental cleanup aclivilies may disrupt the normal flow of a community. For example, rerouting
of traffic, separation of one neighborhood from another, and loss of reputation may cause a decline
N a sense of community and an interruption of long-held tradilions.

[ believe that consideration of the potential for community disruption should be important in making
communily environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #11:
Citizen Involvement

Some cilizens choose to become aclively involved in decisions Ihat affecl thewr community or them
personally. The amounl of involvement not only depends on their wilingness and ability to participate,
but also on (he opporiunities (hat the decision process offers for parlicipation.

| believe that the provision of adequate opportunities for citizen involvemnent should be important in
making community environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #12:
Technical and Legal Education

Decisions aboul the cleanup of community environmental contamination involve varlous techrical and
legal issues. Technical issues may include the proper measuremenl of long lerm heailh risks,
whether a technology will operate as it was designed, and what the odds are of a ptant upset or spill
that wouid result in 3 major environmental threat to the community. Legal issues may include how
to understand complicated laws and regulations and what procedures apply in Ihe decision making
process. Many of these issues are difficult to understand without lechnical and legai training.

| believe that assurances of adequate training in relevant technical and legal areas should be
importanl in making community environmental cleanup decisions.

CARD #13:
Alternative Technologies

it used lo be commonplace for waste to be disposed of by dumping it into landfills and open pits.
Recently, there have been efforls to find alternatives to lang disposal. One approach is {o develop
new manufacturing and processing techniques that do not generate toxic waste, for example, by
recycling wastes back into the process or by the use of less dangerous raw materials. For those toxic
wastes that cannot be eliminaled, new and innovalive waste lreatment methods are being developed
lhat can convert them into non-toxic forms without creating emissions or discharges to the
environment,

| believe that preference for alternative technologies such as recycling and non-emitting waste
treatmenl should be important in making communily environmental cleanup decisions.
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DECISION CRITERIA RANKING RESULTS

APPENDIX G

PARTICIPANT
CRITERION
R1T | R2| R3| R4 | R5 |  RB|R7 | RB|R9 R10|R11 | R12|R13|R14 |R15 | R16 | R17

Economic Impact on the Community 10 5 11 7 7 12 7 2 9 4 10 | 12 3 11 1 1 10
Economic Impact on the Company 11 13 | 13 9 13 7 8 8 8 11 i3 |13 | 13| 10 | 13 2 13
Scientific Risk Estimates 9 6 9 2 4 6 12 | 13 13|12 | 5 | 11 8 5 7 8 6
Personai Judgments of Risk 2 7 5 12 | 1 4 2 11 4 10 | 4 8 7 6 9 6 5
Access to Information 4 1 2 3 2 9 1 1 3 2 2 6 2 2 2 4 1
Personal Views Toward Technology 1 8 7 131 9 11 5 10 | 10 9 6 8 9 9 8 7 4
Fairness 8 11112 (10 [ 10 | 8 1 5 11 6 1 3 5 7 5 5 9

Trust in Government and Industry 6 4 6 1 1 3 13 8 5 7 3 5 12 1 10 8 8
Understanding Local Culture 5 3 |10 ]| 4 5 |10 |10 | 12| 6 5 9 7 6 12 | 4 12 | 12
Community Disruption 131 12| 8 6 12 | 13 8 3 12 8 12 2 4 13 3 13 | 1
Citizen Involvement 7 2 1 5 6 5 3 4 1 1 8 1 1 8 1 11 7
Technical and Legal Education 12 | 10| 3 8 8 2 4 9 7 13 1 10| 10 | 4 6 10 2
Alternative Technologies 3 9 4 1 3 1 6 7 2 3 7 4 11 3 12 3 3




APPENDIX H

CARD DECK #2

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION STRATEGIES CARD INSTRUMENT

CARD #1:
Preemption

The expertise of governmenlt officials is relied on to make cleanup decisions. The public is effectively
excluded from parlicipating direclly in the decision making process.

| believe that community environmental cleanup decisions should be made by experts in government
and industry.

CARD #2:
Public Comment and Hearing

The government makes a tentative cleanup decision, announces it to the public, considers comments
received from the public, and then makes a final decision.

I beheve thal community environmenial cleanup decisions should be made by the government, but
only after the public has had a chance to comment on the proposals.

CARD #3:
Consultation

Government conducts public meetings, distributes informalion, conducts surveys, and asks for
comments throcughoul the entire cleanup decision process. Governmeni considers all public
comments before making cleanup decisions.

| believe that communily environmental cleanup decisions shouid be made by lhe government, bul
the public should be allowed to voice its concerns throughout the entire decision making process.

CARD #4:
Non-Binding Negotiation

Company officials are required to enter into preliminary negotialion with citizen representatives of the
community. Any agreement that may be reached will be delivered to government decision makers
for their consideration. However, the final cleanup decision will be made by the government. lts
decision may or may not include any or all of the agreement.

I believe hat Ihe citizens of a communily and the company should be allowed to try to reach an
agreement before the government makes community environmental cleanup decisions.
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CARD #5:
Third Party Mediation

A neutral third party attends all meelings between citizen representatives of the community and (he
company conceming the environmental cleanup of the communily. The megiatos attemnpts to help
the parties 1o reach an agreement. This agreement is then forwarded lo the government for their
consideralion: however, the government is free to include none, part, or all of the agreement in its
decision.

| believe that a mediated agreement between the communily and the company should be reached
befare the government makes communily environmental cleanup deacisions; however, the
government may pick and choose which, if any, parts of the agreement to include in its decisions.

CARD #6:
Binding Arbitration

A fixed period of time (e.g., one year) is provided to allow community and industry representatives
to try to reach a voluntary agreement on how environmental cleanup of a community would be
accomplished. {f no agreement is reached during this time, an experienced arbitrator will consider
the positions of both parties and develop a document that binds both parties. (ndustry is required to
pay for, but the citizens select, the arbitrator. Subjsct 1o verification of legality, the government is
required lo atlach the agreement to its permit and enforce it as part of its oversight duties.

| believe that an independent arbitrator shouid be brought in to resolve any disputes between cilizens
and industry concerning community environmenial cleanups and that the government should be
required to enforce he arbitrator’s decisions.

CARD #7:
Oversight Board

An oversight board composed of an equal number of cilizens (selected by a consensus of public
interesl groups in the community), induslry representatives, and government ragresentatives provides
continuous control of the entire decision making process. All parties agree to abide by lhe oversight
board's decisions.

| believe that an oversight board, composed of equal numbers of representatives from government.

industry, and self-selecled citizens, should be used lo oversee the enlire decision making process
concerning community environmental cleanups.

CARD #8:
Refereandum

Any community environmental cleanup proposa! must be approved by a vote of Ihe majerily of the
community before it can lake effect.

| believe thal community environmenilai cleanup proposals should be approved by a majorily vole of
the citizens of a community before they can lake effect.
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CARD #9:
Citizen Control

The communily itself controls the community environmental cleanup decision process. A citizens'
committee, whose representatives are chosen by members of various enviroanmental, community
action, neighborhcod development, and other citizens' groups, make all decisions. The government
and industry are bound by the decisions of the committee and must provide whatever funds are
necessary to comply with the decisions of the committee.

i believe that community environmental cleanup decisions should be made sotely by Ihe citizens of
a community and thal industry and government should be bound by those decisions.
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APPENDIX |

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION STRATEGIES RANKING RESULTS

PARTICIPANT
STRATEGY
R1T | R2 | R3 | R4 | R5 | R6 | R7 | R8 | R9 | R10 | R11 | R12 | R13 | R14 | R15 | R16 | R17
Preemption 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 6 9 9 9 8 7 2
Public Comment and Hearing | 1 3 6 8 8 1 7 2 6 7 2 2 3 8 S 8 4_

Consultation 2 2 2 6 7 2 4 1 3 4 3 1 7 1 1 1 1
Non-Binding Negotiation 7 5 7 7 3 4 8 5 5 8 4 7 6 4 9 5 6
Third Party Mediation 8 4 8 5 5 6 3 4 4 6 5 5 4 5 2 4 3
Binding Arbitration 3 7 5 4 6 5 2 6 7 5 1 6 8 2 7 2 7
Oversight Board 5 1 4 3 4 8 1 3 2 3 7 4 5 3 3 3 5
Referendum 6 6 1 1 1 3 8 7 1 1 8 3 i 7 6 9 8
Citizen Control 4 8 3 2 2 7 5 8 8 2 9 8 2 6 4 6 9
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APPENDIX J

Q SORT CONCOURSE

Waste facilily siting means economic growih and prosperity for the community.
Offering cash payments to a community is the same as a bribe.
When jobs are scarce, an increase in employment is good even if there is resulting pollution.

If environmental restriclions limit the ability of a company to make a profit, the restrictions should
be relaxed.

Industry works with communities 1o maintain a good public image.

Scientific risk assessment should be the major consideration in siting decisions.
Citizens need to control which risks they have to put up with.

We should not take any chances with the environment.

| tolerate risk as a fact of life, but { don't like il.

. It doesn't matter how much we pollute foday because lomorrow's technology will solve the

problem,

The world would be a better place to live if we could go back to the good old days.

Itis belter to put facilities in communilies with high unemployment; the people there need the jobs.
The people who benefit the mosl from a waste facility are not lhe ones who bear the risk.
Government and industry know what they are doing; they are the experis.

Cosl effectiveness is morse important to industry and government than environmenial issues.
The government adequately enforces environmental laws to prolect human heallh ang salely.
Industry usually complies with environmenial laws even when il costs lhem money.
Environmenta! faws are full of loopholes for indusiry advantage.

The character of a community changes after a waste facility 15 located Ihere.

Allowing a waste facility to locate in a community divides a community.

Waste facililies give a community a bad reputation.

Citizens should be invoived in every step of a siting decision.

Citizens have ample opportunily to be involved in siting decisions in their community.

Industry, governmenl, and lhe public should decide together what level of pollution should be
allowed.

All information should be shared in easily understood language as soon as it is available.
Who provides information makes a difference to me; the person must be honest.
Il is really hard lo know If decision-makers have the same values as | do.

It is impossible to know whether or not a process is really safe wilhout adequale technical
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30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41

43.

44.
45,
46.
47.

education.

If the public were more familiar with the operation of a waste facility, they would be more willing

to consider it.

Citizens should have their own experts.

We would all be better off if the legal procedures were easier to foliow.
Government shouldn't be trusted in making siling decisions.
Governmeni uses citizen opinion against them.

Economic special interests have too much influence in siting decisions.
The people living in a3 community know besi what is good for them.
Citizens should initially oppose all proposals for sifting by industry.

It is better to be active today than to be radicactive tomorrow.

If you have enough money, you can get away with polluting.

Conflict in decision making is necessary and healthy.

Consensus is impossible when activists become involved in environmental decisions.

. The chief funclion of government is to support the economy.

42. Just being physically present in situations where environmental decisions are made 1S not

enough.

The siting process is unfair because the results provide greater risks to the people who are

ethnically different or poor.
Environmental radicals are necessary to bring balance to ihe issues.
There are clean technologies availabie that must be used now to reduce pollution.

Government and industry skew their risk estimates to suit their own purposes.

Industry must be required to recycle, reduce wasles, and use safer lechniques and raw materials.
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