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Environmental Justice “Debates” 

1)  Evidence and Methodology:  
 Do environmental disparities exist? How important are they? 
Perhaps we didn’t measure them right? 

2)  Race vs. Class:  
 If disparities do exist, are they a natural outcome of the 
marketplace, not racism? And can the marketplace be a 
solution? 

3)  Which came first, the people or the pollution?:  
 Who’s responsible? How do we solve the problem? 

4)  Proof of harm: 
 If environmental disparities exist, can you prove the extra 
pollution causes harm? 

5)  Policy: 
 How do we solve the problem? 
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Comparing	Results	of	Past	Studies	Using	Unit-Hazard	Coincedence	Method	with	Results	Using		
Distance-Based	Methods	
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Are present-day disparities the result of: 
• A pattern of disproportionately placing hazardous waste 

facilities and other LULUs in people of color and poor 
communities? 

• Demographic changes after siting?  





Implications 
• Theoretical: 

•  What explains present-day racial and socioeconomic disparities in 
the distribution of hazardous waste facilities and other LULUs? 

• Policy: 
•  How much effort should be given to managing the siting process 

vs. other actions to avoid disparities, e.g, fully informing buyers 
about risks and eliminating discrimination in the housing market? 

• Political: 
•  Who is responsible for the disparities and what role should they 

play in reducing them? 



Explanations: Disparate Siting 
Industry seeks to minimize costs of doing business and 

looks to see where land values are low and where sources 
of raw materials and industrial labor pools are available. 
These are where people of color and the poor live. 

Industry anticipates local opposition and seeks the “path of 
least resistance”. These are not where affluent whites live. 

Institutionalized discrimination, e.g., past discriminatory 
zoning may lead to disparate siting of facilities, even if 
industry is not intending to discriminate. 



Explanations: Post-Siting Demographic Change 

Negative effects of LULUs cause affluent whites to move 
out. People of color and the poor are left behind.  

Additional people of color and the poor move in because 
housing becomes more affordable. 



Methodology 
• Hazardous waste TSDFs are sorted based on how close 

in time they were sited to each of the following census 
years: 1970, 1980, and 1990. 

•  3 km circular neighborhoods are constructed around 
facility locations using areal apportionment. 

• Demographic disparities are examined within and beyond 
3 km of facility locations at the time the facilities were 
sited.  

• Demographic changes are tracked before and after facility 
siting up to the 2000 census. 
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Figure 1 -  White and Minority Percentages within and beyond 3.0 km of  
81 TSDFs Sited from 1966 to 1975 
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Figure 2 -  White and Minority Percentages within and beyond 3.0 km of 
156 TSDFs Sited from 1976 to 1985 
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Figure 3 - White and Minority Percentages within and beyond 3.0 km of 84 
TSDFs Sited from 1986 to 1995 
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Figure 4 - White and Minority Population Totals within 3.0  
km of 81 TSDFs Sited from 1966 to 1975 
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Figure 5 - White and Minority Population Totals within 3.0  
km of 156 TSDFs Sited from 1976 to 1985 
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Figure 6 - White and Minority Population Totals within 3.0 
km of 84 TSDFs Sited from 1986 and 1995 
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Logistic Regression Results 
• Applying 50% areal containment method to tracts within 

3km of TSDF   





Summary 
Present-day demographic disparities in the distribution of 
hazardous waste TSDFs appear to be largely the result of 
disparate siting 

•  Facilities tend to be sited where racial and ethnic minorities 
and the poor are concentrated at the time of siting.  

•  In addition, facilities tend to be sited where the numbers of 
racial and ethic minorities and the poor are increasing and 
whites are leaving. Although demographic disparities 
increase after siting, the changes appear to occur before 
siting. 

•  The above patterns tend to support “path of least 
resistance” arguments rather than arguments that facilities 
trigger white “move-out” and minority “move-in”. 



Paths of Least Resistance 
•  Why people of color and poor 

communities? 
•  Constrained resources, lack of 

representation where and when 
siting decisions get made, lack of 
political clout 

•  Why communities that are 
undergoing change (i.e., whites 
moving out, people of color 
moving in)? 
•  Disrupted social bonds/networks, 

weakened organizations, loss of 
community leaders, i.e., reduced 
“social capital” 



Thank You! 


