ABSTRACT

LI NDA KEENER WEST. Utilizing Public Risk P?rce%Ei T

Strategies For Medical Waste Incinerators. (Und
ALVI S G TURNER)

e'd
A tel ephone survey was conducted in a comunity facing a proposed
medi cal waste incinerator (Hall County, Georgia) to identify
concerns that shape the overall opinion toward the facility. The
results indicate Hall County respondents:

1) acknow edge the need for a facility in CGeorgia, but oppose one
for Hall County;

2) perceive that the newspaper is the main source of informtion
about the plant, is primarily unbiased and has nore influence on
t hei r opi ni on;

3) have not been previously involved in public nmeetings but believe
they can influence private industry;

4) are concerned about potential health, aesthetic, economc, and
environnental effects, including proper transportation of untreated
nmedi cal waste and adequate operation and inspections of the plant;

5) believe environnental groups are nore credible than other
officials involved in the siting process;

6) recogni ze conponents and generators of medical waste;

7) oppose conpensati on;

8) believe the state should first reduce waste; and

9) are aware of possible consequences of not building a treatnent
facility.

I nvol ving the public early in the siting process through increased
educat i on/ commruni cation, using the nedia to increase the public's
know edge about nedical waste treatnent technol ogies and risks,

enforcing environnmental regulations, and funding ideas on
reduction/reuse of nedical waste will help to foster credibility of
the siting process and those involved and will help facilitate the

siting process.
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I NTRODUCTI ON

There is a strong opinion in this country that infectious as well as
hazardous waste materials should be controlled, regulated, and disposed of
properly. Yet when sites for these facilities are sought, there is often
a strong public expression of "not in ny backyard" (NIMBY) or "not in ny
communi ty". This strong reaction, increasingly being encountered by state
agencies and private industries, is a direct result of the Anerican
peopl e demandi ng greater know edge of potential risks involved and
i ncreased participation in the siting process of such facilities. As a
result, citizens across the country have politically organized to block
permts for such facilities (Amaral, et. al, 1990; G aberson, 1988
Lichtveld, et. al., 1990; Wight, 1991).

Many factors, besides the two above, influence the acceptance of or
opposition to treatment and disposal facilities. These may include the
siting strategy used (Amaral et. al., 1990; Robbins, 1989; and Susskind,

1990), the lack of community involvenent in the siting process (Hance et.

al ., 1988), citizens' distrust and perceived lack of credibility of
private industry and federal and state officials (Health and Wl fare
Canada, 1984; Slovic, 1987; Wyte and Burton, 1982; Wight, 1991), and the
i ncreased environmental contam nation of water, soil, and air despite
billions of dollars spent for clean up (Wight, 1991) . Coverage of the
siting process by the nedia, coupled by current environnental events, may
also be a factor (Health and Welfare, 1984 and Wight, 1991). Additiona

factors that serve to catal yze public opposition are the perceived inpacts
of the facility on the host comunity (including health, aesthetics, and
econom ¢ issues) and perceived nanagement of medical waste (Amaral et.

al., 1990, G aberson, 1988; Kreski, et. al., 1987; and Lichtveld, et. a

1990) .

Wth those factors in mnd, a telephone survey was designed and conducted
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to characterize the opposition to and support for a treatnent facility in
a county recently considered as the location for a nedical waste facility.
(oj ectives of this thesis are the fol |l ow ng:

1) identify the overall opinion towards the proposed facility;

2) classify which type(s) of information squrces have the
great ést influence on the respondents' opinion toward the
pl ant ;

3) determne the survey respondents' involvenent in and perceived
i nfl uence on the 'siting process;

4) characterize which uncertainties/issues about nedical waste
treat ment/di sposal nost concern the public;

5) identify concerns and attitudes reflected toward environnent
groups, private industry, and federal and state officia

?
Involved in the siting process;

S

6) eval uate public awareness of the conmponents and generators of
medi cal wast e;

7) determne existing attitudes toward sone types of
compensati on;

8) classify opinions toward types of treatnent nethods; and

9) determ ne public awareness of possible consequences of not
building this facility.

G ven the exploratory nature of this survey, several general hypotheses

relating to opposition/acceptance of the proposed facility will be tested.

Studies presented in the literature review section lead nme to expect the

fol |l owi ng:

1) Respondents who have heard about the facility will be nore opposed
to it than those who have not heard about it.

2) Respondents residing in Gainesville will be nore opposed to the
facility than residents living in other communities in Hall County.

3) Wrren will be nore opposed to the facility than men

4) Respondents who are young (in their twenties) and niddl e aged (in

their forties and fifties) wll be nore opposed to the facility than
ot her ages.

5) Blacks will be nmore opposed to the facility than other races.

6) Residents in the occupatignal catqury of "professionals" wll| be
nore opposed to the tacility than those in the remaining categories.

7) Respondents with ch

h | dren in their household will be npre opposed to
he facility than

those that do not have children in their
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househol d.

8) Respondents with a college education or higher education will be
more opposed than those™wi thout a col | ege education.

9) Residents with mddle to high incomes will be nore opposed than
those with | ower incones.

10) ResEondents who are homeowners will be nore opposed to the facility
t

an renters.

The results of this study will be used in conjunction with previous risk

perception studies to suggest ways to inmprove the siting strategy for
medi cal waste incinerators and simlar projects.

REPORT ORGANI ZATI ON

The first section will provide a literature review of pertinent
i nformation about nedical waste and previous public opinion surveys. The
next two sections will explain howthis study was conducted and furnish
the results of this study, followed by summaries of the main findings. A
final section lists the conclusions and recomendations pertaining to

improving the siting strategy for the nanagement of nedical waste.
Ref erences and appendi ces then foll ow.
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L1 TERATURE REVI EW

Concern for Managenent of Medical Waste

Since the early 1980's, the public has become increasingly concerned about
medi cal waste due to a specific fear of AIDS (Acquired Inmuno-Deficiency
Syndrone), coupled with a general fear of spread of disease and an intense
dislike of body parts, fluids, and used bandages (Lichtveld, et. al.
1991). This concern escal ated during the sumrers of 1987 and 1988 when
various nedical-related material washed up along several beaches. A flood
of nedical waste, (including syringes, bandages, and vials of blood)
common garbage, and sewage polluted mles of beaches from New Jersey to
Massachusetts. Besides the northeast, other areas were involved. Medica
debris washed up on beaches al ong Lake Erie and Lake M chigan; syringes
were found on several beaches in Spain; and in the Soviet Union, health
officials were forced to close beaches on the Baltic, Pacific, and Bl ack

Sea because of poor sanitary conditions (Reynolds, 1989).

However, nedical waste was but a small portion of the total waste that
appeared on the east coast beaches. According to Bl eckman, Doucet, and
Sal es (1989) , the medical waste that washed up on our beaches cane
primarily fromsix sources: msmanagenent of nunicipal solid waste,
i ncludi ng medical waste; sewer discharge and conbi ned sewer overfl ows;
il11egal drug use; beach litter, including reflotables; commercial and
mlitary shipping and pleasure boating; and illegal dunping activities.

The Medi cal Waste Tracki ng Act

These occurrences caused the public, and subsequently the congress, to
question the adequacy of current nedical waste management practices as
well as the public health inplications of nedical waste. In response.

Congress passed the Medical Waste Tracking Act of 1988 (MATA) (Lichtveld,

et. al., 1990). It required the Admnistrator of the U S. Environnenta
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Protection Agency (EPA) to create regulations establishing a demonstration
program for tracking nedical waste (including separating, packaging, and
| abeling) and listing the types of medical waste to be tracked under this
program Under this program the EPA is the sole federal agency
responsi bl e for enforcement and nonitoring activities. Participating in
this programwere the States of Connecticut, New Jersey, New York, and
Rhode Island, and the Conmonweal th of Puerto Rico. The program becane
effective beginning July 24, 1989 and continued for two years. At that
time, EPA was to evaluate the success of the program present the results
to the Congress, and determ ne whether such a program shoul d be extended
nationwi de. The final report has not yet been rel eased.

The MAMTA created a conprehensive tracking systemfor the collection

treatment, and disposal of infectious waste from"cradle to grave", or
fromits generation to disposal. This system simlar to the one used for
hazardous waste, features detailed shipping records, called "manifests"
and are to be conpleted by the generator of the medical waste, along with
the waste transporters, and the operators of treatment and di sposa

facilities. Once the waste is properly disposed of, everyone along the
tracking route nust return a copy to the generator. Generators producing
| ess than 50 pounds of infectious waste per nmonth are exenpt fromthese
requirements, although they nust follow rules on packaging and treatment.
Generators must keep a log book of waste treated on-site; once sterilized,
the waste can be sent to a landfill wthout a manifest (U S. EPA 1989A

1989D).

Component s of Medical Waste

Medi cal waste has been historically regul ated as general refuse under
Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle D (Lichtveld, et. al.,
1990) . The Medical Waste Tracking Act of 1988 (Section 3) defines nedica
waste as "any solid waste which is generated in the diagnosis, treatnent.
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or inmmunization of human beings or animals, in research pertaining
thereto, or in the production or testing of biologicals" (US. EPA
19 89D). Wth this definitionin mnd, it gives one a better appreciation
for how nedi cal waste perneates all of our lives and the amounts we al

indirectly generate. The ten categories of solid waste itens that

conprise nedi cal waste include:

"(1) CULTURES AND STOCKS: Cultures and stocks of infectious agents and
associ ated biologicals, including cultures from nedical and pathol ogi ca
| aboratories, cultures and stocks of infectious agents fromresearch and
industrial laboratories, wastes fromthe production of biologicals,
discarded live and attenuated vaccines, and culture dishes and devices

used to transfer, inoculate, and m x cul tures.

(2) PATHOLOG CAL WASTES: Pat hol ogi cal wastes, including tissues,

organs, and body parts that are renoved during surgery or autopsy,

(3) WASTE HUVMAN BLOOD AND BLOOD COVPONENTS: Waste hunman bl ood and

products of blood, including serum plasnma, and other bl ood conponents.

(4) SHARPS:. Sharps that have been used in patient care or in medical
research, or industrial |aboratories, including hypoderm c needles,

syringes, pasteur pipettes, broken glass, and scal pel bl ades.

(5) ANI MAL WASTE: Contam nated ani mal carcasses, body parts, and
beddi ng of animals that were exposed to infectious agents during research,

production of biologicals, or testing of pharmaceuticals.

(6) SURGERY OR AUTOPSY WASTE: Wastes from surgery or autopsy that were
in contact with infectious agents, including soiled dressings, sponges,

drapes, l|avage tubes, drainage sets, underpads, and surgical gloves.
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(7) LABORATORY WASTES: Laboratory wastes from medical, pathological,
pharmaceutical, or other research, comrercial, or industrial |aboratories
that were in contact with infectious agents, including slides and cover
slips, disposable gloves, |aboratory coats, and aprons.

(8) DIALYSIS WASTE: Dialysis wastes that were in contact with the blood
of patients undergoing henodial ysis, including contam nated di sposabl e
equi pment and supplies such as tubing, filters, disposable sheets, towels,

gl oves, aprons, and | aboratory coats.

(9) DI SCARDED MEDI CAL EQUI PMENT: Di scarded nedical equipnent and parts

that were in contact with infectious agents.

(10) | SOLATI ON WASTE: Bi ol ogi cal waste and discarded naterials
contam nated with bl ood, excretions, exudates, or secretions from human

beings or animals who are isolated to protect others from comunicabl e
di seases" (U.S. EPA, 1989D).

Approxi mat el y 500,000 tons of these regul ated wastes are generated
annual ly in the United States by about 380,000 regul ated generators
(Lichtveld, et. al., 1990). This amount of nedical waste fromregul ated
generators represents 0.3 percent of the 158 mllion tons per year of
muni ci pal solid waste that Americans annual |y produce. The prinmary
generators of medical waste are the 7,118 hospitals in the United States
whi ch annual |y produce 77 percent of the total regulated nedical waste.
Besi des hospitals, individuals potentially involved with nedical waste
treatment and disposal include health care providers and workers, waste
handl ers, and the general public (Lichtveld, et. al., 1990). These
occupational groups are discussed in greater detail in Appendix 1 (in
Table 7) , and the nethods of treatment enployed by these groups are

sunmari zed below in Table 1.
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POPULATI ONS POTENTI ALLY | NVOLVED W TH MEDI CAL WASTE:
TREATMENT AND DI SPCSAL METHODS USED
TABLE It

Met hods Used
Popul ati on

Decont am nati on* Sanitary Sewer” I nci neration’ Landfill"

Heal th Care Provi ders/Wrkers x x x X

Vet eri nari ans/ Ani mal Care

wor ker s x x

Laboratory Workers x x

Jani torial Workers X X x x
X

Laundry Workers % X x

Ref use Wor ker s x

Wast e Water Workers x

Mai nt enance Pl ant

Qperators/ Repairers x x

Morti ci ans X x X

Source: The Public Health Inplications of Medical Waste: A Report to Congress (Lichtveld, et. al., 1990

Decont ari nat i on usual ly includes three general categories: heat treatment (autoclaving), chemcal treatment, and much |ess used, radiation treatment. — However,
autoclaving i s the most widely used nethod. . . . . )

Medical wastes typically discharged to this sYstemmclude blood and blood products and pat hol ogical and aninmel wastes. These constitute a small portion of vestes
discharged to this systemand are diuted bY arge anounts of residential sewage to well below the concentration needed for bl oodborne disease transm ssion.

For hospitals, incineration has traditional g been their primary method of disposal. This process converts combustible materials into noncombustible residue or ash
and can effectively reduce waste volure by 90 percent or more.” Approximately 5,000 medical waste incinerators are operating in US. hospitals,

Landfil1's have been traditional Iy used for solid vaste disposal and include dunps and sanitary landfills. Dunps are open pits with very I|tl|e,rmn|t0r|n?, vector control,
or mai ntenance, whereas sanitary landfills are specifically designed and constructed for Tong-termstorage and degradation; groundwater is generally monitored and

| eachate collected.
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Previ ous Public Opinion Studies

Previous studies have been conducted to better understand public
perception and its influence on devel cprvent projects such as hazardous
waste incinerators. Sane studies have focused en determning attitudes
toward devel cpnnent projects. Public risk perc*ticn studies have provided
useful insight into viiy certain people are nore likely to cppose these
projects and vrtiich sociological factors influence their perception. In
addition, other researchers have been interested in inproving siting
strategies and have provided recarrrendaticns to acccitplish this. Al of
these studies nnenticned above have contributed toward better understanding

of public perception.

Hazar dous Waste Management/ Tr eat nent

A group of students attending the graduate School of Public Ifealth at I1C
Chapel H Il ccnducted a telephcne survey to characterize public attitiades
toward hazardous waste managat Ent and the |ocation cf a pixposed hazardous
waste incinerator (Atnaral, et. al, 1990) . lheir survey was ccnducted in
Johnston County, North Caixjlina, and their results indicated that Jchnscn
County residents: (1) acknow edged the need for a facility in North
Carolina, (2) would cppose the facility in Jchnstcn County, (3) generally
knew VvAi i ch househol d substances were hazardous, (4) were aware of some
risks of not building a treatment facility, and (5) felt that the state
shoul d work first to reduce waste. Cross-tabul ations were generated to
estimate associations between responses to various questions and

denographics of the sanple. They found that:

(1) Managers expressed the strangest acknow edgnent of the need for a
facility in North Carolina but also the strongest cppositiai to one in
Johnston County and strongest preference for waste reduction.
(2) Men acknow edged the need for a facility more often than wonen.

(3) Vttiites more often acknow edged the need for a facility and more often

14
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expressed acceptance of a local facility than bl acks.

(4) Htler educaticn |evels showed increased acceptance of a facility in
Johnston County.

(5) Singles were more willing to live close to a facility and preferred

building the facility, whereas menbers of couples preferred waste

reducti on.

(6) Htler inocmes showed increased pero™Jticn of reed for a facility, but
no increased acceptance of one in Jchnsten County. This was interpreted
by the authors to be a strong "NIMBY" effect. A though these residents
may acknow edge a need for the facility and may approve of incinerators as

a viable nethod of treatment, they do not want it in Johnston County.

Opposition to Devel opnent

@ aberscn (1988), also interested in the factors that influence the NI MBY
Syndrome, wote an article which sunmarized such studies. H's paper
presented and discussed findings froma r”xart prepared for the California
Waste Managenent Board in 1984 by Cerrell Associates which listed a
breakdown of grxxps most |ikely to oppose devel cpnent projects in their
nei ghbor hoods. This breakdown, provided belowin Table 2, was based on
the analysis of Cerrell Associates and a variety of polls and academc
research. The study concluded that those nost resistant to devel cpnent
projects were persons residing in urban cctnmunities, |arge popul ations
(>249, 000 persons) , or the northwest, west, and Califoma. O her
characteristics of those cpposed to such projects also included the young
and nmiddle aged, liberal in political beliefs, democrats, and of a
religion other than Catholicism They also tended to have a col | ege
educaticxi, have a professional occL”jaticn or be a housew fe, and have

mddle to high incones.

15
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TRYI NG TO PREDI CT THE NI MBY SYNDROVE

TABLE 2
1 Least Mbst
JI C%ngtrgﬂhsltq c Resi st ant Resi st ant [
REG ON South; M dwe st Nort heast; West; Calif.
SES Smal | (<25, 000 pop.) Large (>249,999 pop.) |

COVIVUNI TY

Rur al

Ur ban ||

l PG_' TlCS Conservative - -Free Li beral --Wel fare State
Market Orientation Orientation
AGE Above niddl e age Young and m ddl e age

EDUCATI ON H gh School or Less Col | ege

PARTY Republ i can Denocrati c

1 OCCUPATI ON Rancher / Far ner ;
Busi ness, Technol ogy- Housewi f e; Prof essi onal
Rel at ed; Nature
Expl oitive

I NCOVE Low M ddl e and high

1 RELI G ON Cat hol i ¢ Q her

Source: "Coping in the Age of 'NIMBY'" (d aberson, 1988)

Piiblic R sk Perception Studies

In addition, various studies have been conducted to explore which
soci ol ogi cal, psychol ogical, and cultural factors shape public risk
perception. In particular, those studies describe the credibility of
i nformation sources, know edge of risk, and how the public processes

i nformati on about ri sk.

Informati on Sources and Their Credibility

A nunber of studies have been conducted to explain the sociological and
psychol ogi cal factors influencing risk perception. To exam ne the sources
fromwhi ch individuals obtain their information on risk, a study was
conducted by Health and Wl fare Canada (1984, as cited in Krewski, Soners,
and Birkwood, 1987). They asked respondents to identify their primary
source of information and then rank the credibility of each source. The

||
1
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majority of respondents in their survey identified the news media as being
their primary source of information on health risk, however they also
ranked the news nedia lowest in credibility. The credibility of
physi ci ans and government agencies appeared to rank the highest. Wyte
and Burton (1982) discovered the Ievel of trust the public places in the
governnent is inportant, as the public tends to believe warnings of

danger, but not reassurances of safety.

Wight's paper (1991) investigated the perceived credibility of corporate
and governnent |eaders. H's paper discussed the results froma survey of
residents in Dayton, Texas, a small comunity about 45 mles northeast of
Houst on. A conpany had proposed storing hazardous wastes in a salt done
inthis community, and this study was conducted to measure reactions to
the proposed site fromthe earliest stages of the project. Mst
respondents tended to trust scientists and technical experts, while
di strusting industry representatives and government officials. Sixty-six
percent of the public said they would believe assurances given to them by
scientists or technical experts, while only 26% woul d bel i eve gover nment
officials. Even fewer (22% would believe industry representatives. This
study further revealed that the mpjority of respondents (52% felt that
federal governnent |egislation had not inproved waste management practices
in recent years, 32% believed they had, and 16%di d not know.

Slovic (1987) concluded that risk perception is influenced by both socia
and cultural factors. Slovic's study found that the opinions and actions
of friends, famly, co-workers, and respected public officials al

contribute to an individual's perception of risk

According to Whyte and Burton, (1982) know edge of and attitudes about
risk appear to be related to socioeconom ¢ and denographi ¢ variabl es.
Know edge of the technical, scientific, and medical aspects of hazards
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tends to be | ow anongst the population as a whole, but is generally higher
for males, younger adults, and better educated individuals. Despite their
limted know edge, most individuals feel capable of making risk decisions.
Attitude, especially concern about risk, is less clearly defined than is
know edge, al though ol der individuals and wonen, particularly those with

young children, generally express the nmost concern

How t he Public Processes Risk Information

The way the public processes information they are given about their risk
to sone particular project can also heavily inpact their acceptance or

opposition to a that project.

Krewski, Somers, and Birkwood, (1987) concede that concern is heightened
if the process or mechanisms |eading to the risk in question is not
understood or if the individual has little or no control over the risks.
Li kewi se, involuntary risks are less likely to be accepted than those
which are voluntary. Unfamliar risks are of greater concern than
famliar ones. Concern is also heightened when there is little know edge
about the risk, although this issue is conplex. Initial awareness may
cause alarm which decreases once understanding is gained; however when
more know edge i s obtained, the uncertainty associated with scientific
know edge becones nore significant than the gain in reassurance. Risks
for which the information source is not perceived as credible tend to be
viewed with greater concern than those for which the source of information
is reliable. Concern may al so be increased when there is much nedia
attention, although the net effect depends on the kind and contents of

cover age.

Whyte further contends (1984, as cited in Krewski, Soners, and Birkwood,
1987) that people tend to overestimate the frequency of rare events and

underestimate the frequency of common events. Specifically, low
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probability high consequence events tend to be evaluated nmore in ternms of
consequences than probability, to the point that what is possible becones

nore inportant than what is probable.

Two studies (Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein, 1982 and Slovic, 1987)
concl uded that many factors lead individuals to deny uncertainty, msjudge
risks, and naintain unwarranted confidence in judgenents of fact. Those
factors include difficulty in understanding probabilistic processes,
bi ased nmedi a coverage, m sl eading personal experiences, and anxieties
caused by life's ganbles. Fischhoff (1985) believes that individuals tend
to sinplify conplex and uncertain information and tend to rely on rules of
thunb and tradition to shape perceptions. Simlarly, Slovic (1987) found
that despite difficulties in assessing risk, individuals may use existing

information to formstrong views about risks.

Siting Strategies
O her studies have suggested ways to inprove siting strategies. The

results fromthree inportant studies are discussed bel ow.

On COctober 27, 1989, a workshop on facility siting was held at
Massachusetts Institute of Technol ogy (Susskind, 1990). Twelve facility
siting experts fromacross the U S. met to establish guidelines to inprove
siting strategies to be eventually tested by practitioners and government
officials who had been successful and unsuccessful in siting past
facilities. In determning this policy, participants felt the siting
process shoul d produce: 1) a predictable, tinely siting and comencenent
of facility operations, 2) terms of siting and operation freely accepted
by I ocal or regional governnent, private devel opers and operators, and
community residents, and 3) trust between city-w de or regional government
and community residents, devel oped thorough a siting perceived as

equitable to all parties. They devel oped goals for the three phases
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involved in facility siting: problemidentification, process, and

out cone.

The problemidentification goals include: 1) The siting of a facility
shoul d be part of an answer to a universally accepted probl em acknow edged
by all affected parties, and 2) Establish that the proposed facility is

necessary and appropriate for addressing the identified problem (Susskind,

1990) .

The process goals include: 1) Establish broad participation and vol untary
deci si on maki ng enphasi zing as much consensus as possible at all stages of
the siting process. Represent all stakeholders in the dialogue on an
early and continuing basis; 2) Consider all available sites; analyze the
consequences of each site (econom c, psychological effects), making trade-
of fs between benefits and burdens across sites wherever possible; 3)

Devel op trust anong different interested parties; 4) Make sure that the
process is an iterative one with opportunities for suggestion and revision
at all points in the process; 5) The siting process should be designed in
such a way that the comunity believes the process is fair and equitable
according to siting criteria, identification of suitable sites,

conmposition of the siting comm ssion, and issues of enpowerment and the
sharing of risk (Susskind, 1990).

The outcome goal s shoul d be: 1) Assure the community that the facility
will neet safety standards now and in the future; 2) Provide an attractive
package for the host comrunity; 3) Qutcome is perceived to be fair to both
host conmunity and other interested parties; 4) Final outcome should be an
i mprovenent over the current situation; and 5) Stakehol ders shoul d be
confortable with future projections of howthe site will be managed and

how liability issues will be handl ed (Susskind, 1990).
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Amaral et. al. (1990) have al so provi ded recomendati ons specific to
i nproving the siting of hazardous waste managenent strategies. Their
recomendations were for an unsolicited report for the North Carolina
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Conmi ssion (NCHWMC) and they include the

f ol | owi ng:

1) "State waste nmanagenent officials need to address the public's
perception of the risks rather than rem nding citizens of what "experts"
bel i eve are the actual risks;

2) Due to their general support, environnental groups should play a nore
significant role in the negotiations between the community and the NCHWC
in order to gain the public's trust in the process;

3) In addressing the public's anxiety about possible effects, the state
needs to do further study to determni ne whether any negative economic
impacts will result fromthe facility's site;

4) In easing the public's fears, the siting process would be nore
successful if the state would acknow edge its responsibility to mtigate
any negative inpacts caused by the facility;

5) To further address econom c concerns, the facility should be sited in
alocality in a healthy, local economy to mnimze the chances of possible
negati ve i npacts;

6) Because of greater acceptance with higher |evels of education, the
siting process would be nore successful if the facility were sited near a
uni versity or research conmunity where significant opposition is |ess
likely to occur;

7) In accordance with the public's desire to reduce waste, state agencies
and private industry should fund extensive waste mninization studies;

8) In order to place the burden on those responsible for the waste, a
| arge portion of the fees collected fromhazardous waste generators needs
to be used to fund waste m nim zation prograns;

9) Based on relative hazard (degree of hazard), a generator fee discount
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systemcan be refined in a pilot study and phased in across industry on a
voluntary basis to provide nmore conmpel ling incentives to reduce both the

hazard and vol unme of hazardous waste".

Hance, Chess, and Sandman (1988) have devel oped nmanual s about how to
I nvol ve comunities to help solve environnental problens and respond to
the public's needs and concerns. Fromtheir experience, they discuss
I deas on earning trust and credibility, deciding when to rel ease
information, interacting with the conmunity, and explaining risk.

Significant ideas include the follow ng: be aware of the factors that
inspire trust (does the agency seem caring, encourage meaningful public
i nvol venment, and pay attention to outrage factors when dealing with the
public?); be forthcomng with information and involve the public fromthe
outset; get the facts straight; listen to what various groups are telling
you; avoid offending any group; enlist the help of organizations that have
credibility with conmunities; and avoid secret neetings. They al so
suggest that persons shoul d: acknow edge uncertainty, don't confuse
peopl ' s understanding of the risk with their acceptance of it; be carefu

about attenpting to use monetary benefits to conpensate for an inposed
risk; recognize that peoples' values and feelings are a legitimte aspect
of environmental health issues, and that such concerns may convey val uabl e
information; provide a forumfor people to air their feelings; and respond
to their emotions. They also recomend that |arge public neetings are not
al ways the best way to comunicate with the public; smaller, informal

meetings may be better in certain situations.

Conpensation and Mtigation

Gregory and Kunreuther (1990), Shuff (1988), MMhon et. al. (1982) and
Hawt hor ne (1988) suggest that neasures can be offered to the host
conmunity to nmake projects equitable when faced with the NIMBY Syndrone of
public opposition to siting treatnent/disposal facilities. The two ngjor
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areas of concern for citizens seemto be for issues of risk and equality
or trust (Gegory and Kunreuther, 1990). These concerns, researchers have
di scovered, can be lessened by utilizing conpensation in various forms,
however a careful pairing between a specific siting situation and an
incentives strategy is needed for facility acceptance. Hawt horne's study
(1989) noted that "use of conpensation and public participation in genera
is concentrated in the nost densely popul ated area of the country", thus
smal | er comunities may not be as accepting of these measures as the nore
denser, industrialized cities. Although these researchers categorize
conpensatory neasures differently, a few of them are additiona
environnental nonitoring, health nonitoring, terns of
construction/operation, road maintenance, energency training/equipnent,
site beautification, direct paynment, property val ue guarantees, funds for
public inprovenents, inposing fines for accidental releases, enforcing
standards through nonitoring and control procedures, establishing |oca
community representation on a facility's governing board, and setting
asi de contingency funds for the facility to meet future financia

obligations if an accident would occur.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Since the purpose of this thesis was to characterize the opposition to and
support for a medical waste incinerator. Hall County, Georgia was selected
as the sanple comunity due to its geographical |ocation, the assistance
of local representatives, and its proposal as a siting location. The
intent was to interview individuals who had al ready been thinking and
reacting to the types of questions and issues related to siting

treat ment/di sposal facilities.

A tel ephone survey was chosen as the survey tool because it allows for
extensive coverage of the population of interest and it is |ess costly and
time-consunmng than face-to-face interviewing. It also has a higher
response rate, |ower cost per return, and a qui cker method of return than

mai | out/nmail back questionnaires.

Several instrunental resources were used to design and inplenment this
survey. These resources include 1) Inmproving the Strategies for Managing
Hazar dous Waste in North Carolina, (Amaral, et. al., 1990) 2) Attitudes of
the Public and the Departnent of Environnmental Protection Toward
Envi ronnental Hazards, (Winstein, 1988) 3) Siting of Hazardous Waste
Facilities and Public Opposition, (Centaur Associates, 19 79) 4) A Handbook
of Survey Research, (Kingery et. al., 1989) 5) Jntervleivers Qi de,

(Kingery et. al., 1989A) , and 6) Optimal Call Scheduling for a Tel ephone
Survey (Weeks, Kul ka, and Pierson, 1978).

Questions were designed to acconplish nine specific objectives. Questions

designed to meet specific objectives are provided bel ow

1) identify the overall opinion towards the proposed facility;
Questions 7, 8
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2) classify which tvpe(s) of information sources have the
greatest influence on the respondent’'s opinion toward the
pl ant :

Questions 2A-6

3) determine the survey respondents' involvenent in and perceived
i nfl uence on the siting process;

Questions 9, 26

4) characterize which uncertainties/issues about nedical waste
t reat ment/ di sposal nost concern the public; _
Quest zi ons 10- 13, 17-22, 29 (Questions 14-16 provi de
addi ti onal concerns.)

5) identify concerns or attitudes reflected toward environnmenta
groups, private industry, and federal and state officials
involved in the siting process;

Questions 14-16, 23, 27, 28

6) eval uate public awareness of the conponents and generators of

nedi cal wast e;
Questions 38, 39
7) determ ne existing attitudes toward sone types of

conpensati on;
Questions 30-34

8) classify opinions toward types of treatnent nethods; and
Questions 24, 25, 35

9) determ ne public awareness of possible consequences of not

building this facility.
Questions 36, 37

The remai ning questions {Questions S1-S8, and 1-2) are used to obtain

denogr aphi cs for survey respondents.

Prior to its inplenentation, this survey design was reviewed by a nunber
of individuals in various disciplines (a list of reviewers is provided in
Appendi x 2) and pretested. Based on the fornula of Schaeffer, Mendenhal

and Ot (1979, as cited in Kingery, 1989) which assunmes a 50% response
rate, the sanple size required for a sinple random sanple was determ ned
to be 398. To obtain a pool of approximately 1,000 randomy sel ected
t el ephone nunbers, a table of random nunbers and the 1990-1991 Hall County
phonebook (Southern Bell, 1990-1991) was used (Appendix 3 lists the
avai | abl e nunmber of residential lines for Hall County). The survey was

adm ni stered from August 1 through Cctober 31, 1990 and yi el ded 402
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conpl eted surveys (cal culations of the conpletion rate is provided in
Appendi x 4) . The survey responses were then coded for data entry and

anal yzed using SAS. A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix 5.

Frequenci es and percents were generated to address the objectives of this
thesis. Chi-square tests of statistical significance were used in the
cross-tabul ati ons of the denographic variables and the survey question
about acceptance/opposition to the nmedical waste treatnent plant (Q7)

Cramer's V was used to estimate the strength of the relationship of those

cross-tabul ati ons.
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HALL COUNTY,  GECRG A LOCATION OF  SURVEY PCPULATI ON

Figure 1:

HAL L
COUNTY

ATLANTA

Source: Map Maker
The total population for Hall County was estimated to be 96,065 in 1990.
(US.  Bureau of the Census, 19 88).
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RESEARCH FI NDI NGS AND DI SCUSSI ON

This portion of the thesis will present and discuss the results of
univariate analysis and results of the bivariate (cross-tab) analysis,
whi ch describes significant associations between denographic variables and
responses to opposition/acceptance to the facility (Qr).

Denogr aphi cs

As can be seen in Table 3, the Hall County survey participants are very
di verse in occupation, education, age, and income |evel as well as their
opinions toward a medical waste treatnent plant. The denographics of the
sanple is conpared to that of Hall County in Appendix 6.

Tabl e 3: Denopgraphics of the Sanpl e:

1. GENDER: Mal es Femal es
San‘p| e . 38% 62%
Hal | County 49% 51% .
2. AGE: <20 20- 30 31-40 41-50 51-60 >60
Sanpl e 3% 20% 29% 20% 11% 17%
Hal | County <20 20- 29 30- 39 40- 4) 50- 59 60 +
28% 16% 16% 13% 13% 14%
3. RACE: Wi t e Bl ack O her s
Sanpl e 94. 50% 5.20% 0. 00%
Hal Count y» 87. 10% 8. 60% 4. 30%

3A. HI SPANI C:

Sanmpl e 0. 30%

Hal | County 4. 60%
4. OCCUPATI ON:  Pro. Ser v Non- pr o. Unconp. | nact . Ref .
Sanpl e 33% 17% 20% 17% 12. 5% 0.5%
Hal I Count/-' 20% 33% 47% NA NA NA

5. HOUSEHOLDS
W TH CHI LDREN:
Sanpl e 52. 5%
Hal | County 39. 4%
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EDUCATI ON;

( in year S) <11 12 13- 16 17+
Sanpl e 14% 33% 37% 16%
<11 12 13- 16 17+

Hal | Count y*_* 49. 0% 27. 6% 19. 2% 4. 2%

7. HOUSEHOLD

I NCOVE;
{in $1, 000) <10 10- 30 30-50 50-75 >75 Ref used
Sanpl e’ 8% 33% 31% 14% 10% 4%
<10 10- <30 30- <50 50- <75 75 +
Hal | County* 30. 2% 54. 6% 11. 5% 2. 3% 1.4%

STATUS OF
RESI DENCE; Own Rent Ref used

Sanpl e 85. 3% 14. 4% 0. 3%
Hal | County* 71. 5% 28. 5% NA
COVMUNI TY
OF RESI DENCE; Gai nesville Fl owery Branch d ernont Lul a
Sanpl e 73. 6% 13 4% 8. 296 4. 7%
Hal | County* 76. 0% 11. 3% 7.4% 5.3%

Source: Wonder Data Base, U.S. Census Data for 1970-1990

NA= not avail abl e
* = 1980 Census Information

Since Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any Race, Percentages
W1l Not Add to 100.

1980 Census Information; Qccupation based on Persons 16 years ol d

and over

1980 Census Information; Education based on Persons 18 years ol d and

over

1980 Census Information; Income based on Persons 18 years ol d and

over

Based on Rel ative Numbers of Residential Phone Lines, Provided
by a Southern Bell Representative [Appendix 3]
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Results of Univariate Anal ysis

For ease of explanation, the results fromi ndividual questions will be
grouped according to the objective they were designed to acconplish.
Di scussions of the findings will follow each question. (Results are

provi ded by consecutive question nunber in Appendix 7.)

1) Questions 7 and 8 identify the overall opinion towards the
proposed facility.

FAVOR OR OPPGCSE MEDI CAL WASTE TRT PLANT

Curul ati ve Curul ati ve
Q7 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
ST =R A AN\/COO= a4 2.7 11 2.7
— 2SN\ < OoOF—= T <= 18.9 87 21. 6
e g Sd el — —— T = 19.7 166 41. 3
STR OFPPCSsSE 1r== 30.3 288 71. 6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 114 28. 4 402 100.0

Exactly half of the respondents oppose this treatnment plant (50% and
21. 6% are in favor of the plant. Nearly 30% of the respondents are
undeci ded, which amounts to 114 individuals that have either not received
enough information to form an opinion or may be uninterested in this
i ssue. During the conpletion of the survey, the location of the plant in
Gai nesvill e | ooked doubtful. This mght account for the |lack of interest

in this topic.

DOES GEORG A NEED PLANT TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Cumul ati ve Cinmulative
B Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 233 58 0 233 58 0
NO 49 12 2 282 70 1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 120 29 9 402 100 0

Al t hough 58% of the respondents feel that Georgia needs this plant to
manage its nedi cal waste, about 12% do not. Again, nearly 30% are

undeci ded, which nay indicate that the siting conpany is not adequately
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addressing the concerns about the facility or is not stressing the nerits
of the facility. (The first public nmeeting was held on Good Friday, April
1990, and | could only locate one article witten by the siting facility
in The Tines--"No alternatives yet surpass incineration” included in
Appendi x 7. The only information the siting conmpany woul d send me was the
annual report for the conpany.) The nunber of undeci ded respondents may
also indicate that there isn't a lot of organized opposition to this
facility or that there isn't a lot of interest in this particular issue.
However, it is interesting to note that although 58% of the respondents
acknow edge a need for the plant, only 21% of the respondents favor the

pl ant.

2) Questions 2A-6 classify tvpe(s) of informati on sources that
have the greatest influence on the respondents' opinion toward
t he pl ant.

HEARD ABOUT TRT PLANT FOR GAI NESVI LLE

Cunul ati ve Curmul ati ve
Q Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
~Ee== = T = S 77 . 7 = = S 7 . 7
N 1 =2 0O = =. = =T O = 1T OoO0O0. O

Qut of 402 participants, 272 individuals (68% had already heard about the
proposed treatnent plant, whereas 130 (32% had not. Since this survey
was purposely conducted in this type of comunity (after an announcemnent
of the proposed site, but before a decision had been reached), it is not

surprising that alnmost 70% had in some nanner heard about the proposal

REVEVMBER WHERE YOU HEARD ABOUT | T
Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve

QRA Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent

AN T RENENEBEER = a . = a .
AN RENVEINVBER 269 o8. O 272 100. O
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For those people who had heard about the proposed plant, only 1% coul d not
remenber how they had heard about it, whereas al nost 99% coul d renenber.
Sumrari zed in Table 4 are the results to Questions 3x1 through 6x10 which

ascertain how respondents heard about the facility and their overal

reaction to that informati on source. Sunmmari zed in Table 5 are the
results to Questions 6x7 and 6x11 which determ ne those i nformation
sources perceived to have the nost influence on their opinion towards the

plant. Data fromthese tables are di scussed bel ow.

In Table 4, the sources of infornmation are ranked according to perceived
coverage of the proposed facility. Alarge najority (84% heard about the
proposed facility through the newspaper. Al nost 35% heard about it
t hrough the radi o and about 22% heard about it through a friend or
nei ghbor. The nedi um of television was surprisingly fourth fromthe top
(about 15%, followed by petition (8.9%, |ocal environnental group(s)
(4.5%, hearing and or neeting (4.5%, and nagazi ne and or newsl etter
(0.7% . Since | expected that either the newspaper or television would be
the nost relied upon source of information, it was interesting to note
that television cane in fourth place. That may be due to hi gher coverage
in the newspaper, radi o, and obviously through word-of-nouth, or those
medi a (newspapers and radi o) nmay have been consulted nore for information
due to reliability. In either case, those nedia should be used nore often

to communicate with the public.
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OVERALL REACTI ON TO DI FFERENT SOURCES

Tabl e 4:

HEARD ABOUT | T

1 THROUGH MEDI UM

Newspaper

Radi o

Fri end/ Nei ghbor

Tel evi si on

Petition

Local Environnent al

Gr oups

Hear i ng/ Meet i ng

Magazi ne/ Newsl et t er

Media are |isted

Per cent ages wil |

PERCENTAGE"

84. 0%

34. 9%

21. 9%

14. 5%

8. 9%

4. 5%

4. 5%

0. 7%

in order of highest to | ownest

OVERAL L
REACTI ON /

Bot h
Sl ant ed
Can't Rem

Bot h
Sl ant ed
Can't Rem

Bot h
Sl ant ed
Can't Rem

Bot h
Sl ant ed
Can't Rem

Sl ant ed

Bot h
Sl ant ed

Bot h
Sl ant ed

M ssi ng

Bot h
M ssi ng

100% - - -

PERCENTAGE

49%
36% - - -
15%

48%
34% - - -
18%

14%
81% - - -
5%

44%
38% - - -
18%

33%
67% - - -

13%
67% - - -
20%

50%
50%

reacti on.

( Agai

{ Agai

( Agai

{ Agai

( Agai

( Agai

( Agai
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nst= 82%
nst = 88%
nst= 79%
nst= 87%
nst= 100%
nst= 88%
nst= 62%

not add to 100 because partici pants coul d choose
nore than one nedi um
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SOURCES W TH THE MOST | NFLUENCE

Tabl e 5:

1 HAD MOST | NFLUENCE per cent age’
News paper 40. 1%

1 Friend/ Nei ghbor 11. 9%
Radi o 10. 8%

1 Petition 3.7%
Tel evi si on 3. 3%
Hear i ng/ Meet i ng 3. 0%

1 Local Environnental G oup(s) 1. 9%

1 Magazi ne/ News| et t er 0.7%
Can't Renenber 0. 4%
Earlier Opinion Had Most |nfluence 22. 7%

1 Opinion Still Being Forned 5. 9%

Percentages wll not add to 100 because the survey

participants could choose nore than one response.

When survey partici pants were asked about perceived coverage of the
facility, (Table 4) the newspaper, radio, television, and nagazines and or
newsl etters were nostly perceived as unbi ased. Sources believed to be
sl anted (agai nst the facility) include friends and or nei ghbors,
petition (s), local environnmental group(s), and hearings and or neetings
(responses ranged from 62%to 100%; no sources were found to be slanted
for the plant. Newspaper articles taken from The Ti nes--Gai nesville,
Ceorgia (Appendix 8) indicate they were fair in their coverage of the
proposed plant. In fact, citizens were accusing the paper of favoring the

pl ant, when npst articles were expressing opinions against the plant.

In Table 5, responses fromparticipants are sumari zed for perceived
i nfluence on their opinion about the plant. Newspaper (40.1%, friends
and or neighbors (11.9%, and the radio (10.8% are perceived to have the

greatest influence, as perceived by the respondents, which may be due to
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t hese sources providing the nbost coverage about the plant. Petition(s),
tel evision, hearing and or neeting, |ocal environnental group(s), and
magazi ne and or newsletter are perceived to have the | east anpunt of
i nfluence. A few individuals could not pinpoint which source has nore
i nfluence on their opinion (0.4%, whereas others think their earlier
opi nion has the nost influence (22.7%, and others indicate their opinion
is still being formed (5.9%

3) Questions 9 and 26 determine the survey respondents
i nvol vemrent in and perceived influence on the siting process.

EVER BEEN TO MEETI NG ABOUT MED WASTE/ ENV | SSUE

Cunul ati ve Curul ati ve
@ Frequency- Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 73 18. 2 73 18.2
NO 329 81.8 402 100. 0

The question concerning attendance at a neeting about nedical waste and/or
environnental issues is asked to ascertain comunity invol venent and
interest in the proposed plant. Nearly 82% have never been to a neeting
about an environnental issue, which indicates the community as a whole is
not very vocal about environnental issues or the plant is not generating

alot of interest at the tinme of the survey.

I HAVE NO AFFECT ON | NDUSTRY' S DECI SI ON

Cunul ati ve Curul ati ve
Q26 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 5 1.2 5 1.2
AGREE 85 21.1 90 22.4
DI SAGREE 243 60. 4 333 82. 8
STR DI SAGREE 54 13. 4 387 96. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 15 3.7 402 100.0

This question is asked to deternine if respondents think they could
i nfluence private industry decisions, such as the location of this

facility. Overwhelmngly, the majority (73.8% believe they can have an
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affect on private industry, while 22.3% feel they do not. It is
interesting to note that while 73. 8% believe they could influence the
deci sions of private industry, nearly 82% respondents have never attended

a neeting pertaining to nedical waste and/or environnental issues.

4) Questions 10-13. 17-22 and 29 characteri ze which uncertainties
and/ or i ssues about nedical waste treatnent/di sposal npst
concern the public. (Questions 14-16 al so provi de additi onal
concerns and are di scussed bel ow.

I P PLANT BUI LT, VWHAT ABQUT HEALTH

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
QO Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 184 45. 8 184 45.8
CONCERNED 163 40.5 347 86. 3
UNCONCERNED 40 10.0 387 96. 3
STR UNCONCERNED 2 0.5 389 96. 8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC i3 3.2 402 100.0

Questions 10-16 are asked to obtain conmunity concerns for this facility.
The foll owi ng set of questions (Q s 17-22) are asked as an internal
consi stency check because they ask about specific effects expected to

occur if this plant were built. Results will be conpared bel ow.

Question 10 asks about the respondents concern for their health if this
pl ant were built. Most respondents, 86.3% are concerned about their
health if this nmedical waste treatnment plant were built in Hall County,

wher eas 10. 5% were unconcerned. Overwhel m ngly, nost partici pants woul d

be strongly concerned about their health if this facility were built.

I F PLANT BUI LT, WHAT ABQUT RES PROP VALUE

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
qQl Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 150 37.3 150 37.3
CONCERNED 167 41.5 317 78.9
UNCONCERNED 65 16. 2 382 95. 0
STR UNCONCERNED 4 1.0 386 96. 0
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 16 4.0 402 100. O
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This question is asked to deternine if respondents are concerned for
property values if this plant were built. About 79% are concerned and
17. 2% are unconcerned about property values. Since 85% of those surveyed
are honeowners, one woul d expect a greater portion of the respondents to
be concerned about possible factors affecting property value. Mre
respondents in Q 10 (86.3% appear to be concerned about possible health
effects, conmpared to only 79% that are concerned for property val ues

(Q1)-

I'F PLANT BUI LT, VJHAT ABOUT ENVR EFFECTS

Cunul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Q2 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 188 46. 8 188 46. 8
CONCERNED 157 39.1 345 85. 8
UNCONCERNED 43 10. 7 388 96. 5
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 14 3.5 402 100.0

Regardi ng environnmental effects, 75.9% of those interviewed would be
concerned and 10. 7% woul d be not be concerned if this plant were built.
Al though the majority of respondents are highly concerned about possible
environnental effects this plant may contribute to, nore respondents
appear concerned about possible health effects (QQCG-86.3 % and property
value effects (Q1--78.8%, as conpared to this question, Ql2.

I F PLANT BU LT, WHAT ABOUT LOSS OF LOCAL JOBS

Curul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q3 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 86 21.4 86 21.4
CONCERNED 112 27.9 198 49. 3
UNCONCERNED 137 34.1 335 83. 3
STR UNCONCERNED 5 1.2 340 84.6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 62 15. 4 402 100.0

This question is asked to deternmine if respondents are concerned about
possible loss of local jobs, if this plant were built. Approximately 49%

are concerned and about 35% are unconcerned about |oss of jobs. In
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sumary, nore respondents appear to be concerned about possible health
effects (86.3%, property values (78.8%, and environnmental effects
(75.9%, as conpared to this issue, |loss of jobs (49.3%. Oher issues
that illicit strong concern fromrespondents, although not di scussed under
this objective, include proper transportation of nmedical waste (QL6--
86. 19, proper governnent inspections (Ql4--82.8%, and proper operation
of these facilities (Q15--78.1% . (lssues concerning transportation of
medi cal waste, proper operation of the plant, and proper and tinely
governmental inspections are first discussed under objective 5, since they
are nore related to that objective. However, they are displayed here as

a conparison to other general concerns.)

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT AFFECT MY HEALTH

Cumul ati ve Curmul ati ve
Q7 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 2 0.5 2 0.5
AGREE 76 18.9 78 19. 4
DI SAGREE 131 32.6 209 52.0
STR DI SAGREE 95 23.6 304 75. 6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 98 24. 4 402 100. O

As previously discussed. Questions 10-16 are asked to obtain ideas about
community concerns for this facility, whereas these questions (Q s 17-22)
ask about specific effects expected to occur if this plant were built,
therefore Questions 17-22 are an internal consistency check. The results
i ndicate that 56.2%believe this treatnment plant would affect their health
and 19.4% believe it would not; 24.4% are unsure about health effects that

coul d occur due to the presence of this plant.

Conpared to results from Q O above, 86% are concerned about health effects
fromthis facility, whereas 10% are not. Thus, although 86% woul d be
concerned about this plant, only 56% believe the plant woul d adversely
affect their health, if built. There were also npre respondents (24.4%

conpared to 3% who are undecided to this question, as conpared to its
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counter-question, QL2, thus indicating that residents acknow edge their
concern but are unsure about possible health effects associated with these
pl ants. Verbal responses fromrespondents at the end of the survey
i ndicate they desire to | earn nore about incineration and its possible
risks. In glancing at the articles provided in Appendix 8, there seemto
be a lot of comunity concerns that the facility hasn't adequately
addressed. For instance, in the article titled "THE REAL ENVI RONVENTAL
QUESTI ONS, " one author clearly spells out her concerns. Two ot her

articles with simlar concerns (al so provided in Appendix 8) are "WE NEED

MORE FACTS BEFORE MAKI NG DECI SI ON' and " HOW TO HANDLE. "

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT POLLUTE ENVI RONMENT

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
QL8 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 3 0.7 3 0.7
AGREE 60 14.9 63 15. 7
DI SAGREE 159 39.6 222 55. 2
STR DI SAGREE o7 24.1 319 79. 4
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 83 20. 6 402 100. 0

Concerni ng environnmental effects, 63.7% believe this treatnent plant wll
pollute the environnent and 15.6% believe it will not; 20.6% are unsure.
Results from question 12 above indicate 75.9% are concer ned about
environnental effects fromthis plant and 3.5% are not, if this plant were
built. In conparison, just 63. 7% believe that the plant woul d affect
their environnent, although nearly 76% are concerned that this plant wll
pollute the environnent. In addition, there are nore respondents (20.6%
conpared to 3.5% who are undeci ded about this type of question, thus
i ndi cating that nore educati on about these types of facilities (through

i ncreased conmuni cati on) are warranted.
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TRT PLANT WOULD | NCREASE LOCAL PROP VALUES

Cunul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Qo Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
AGREE 15 3.7 15 3.7
DI SAGREE 220 54.7 235 58.5
STR DI SAGREE 122 30.3 357 88. 8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC a5 11.2 402 100. 0

Concerning | ocal property values, 85%believe this treatnent plant wll
not increase |ocal property values, whereas 3.7%believe it will. Results
fromquestion 11 and this question (QL9) indicate, respectively, 78.8%are
concerned about property values but only 3.7%think this plant wll
i ncrease | ocal property values. About 85% believe either that this plant

wi |l decrease or will not affect |ocal property val ues.

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT DECREASE NATURAL BEAUTY

Cunul ati ve Curul ati ve
Q0 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 4 1.0 4 1.0
AGREE 131 32.6 135 33.6
DI SAGREE 133 33.1 268 66. 7
STR DI SAGREE 59 14.7 327 81.3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 75 18. 7 402 100. 0

Relating to aesthetics, this question is asked to discover if respondents
believe this plant will adversely affect the natural surroundings of Hall
County. More respondents (47.8% think this plant woul d detract fromthe

county's overall natural beauty; 33.6% believe the plant would not, and

18. 7% ar e undeci ded.
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TRT PLANT WOULD HELP CREATE MORE JOBS

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
1 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE aga 1.2 5 1.2
AGREE 185 46. 0 190 47.3
DI SAGREE 100 24.9 290 72.1
STR DI SAGREE 28 7.0 318 79.1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 84 20.9 402 100. 0

This question is asked to determne if respondents think this plant wll
create nore jobs for the county. Mdrre respondents (47.2% recognize this
plant will create nore jobs, but 31.9%feel that it will not. Sone
respondents are undeci ded about this issue (20.9% . Conpared to question
13, 49% of the respondents are concerned about the possibility of |oss of
jobs due to this plant, but about the same nunber respondents think the

plant will create nore jobs.

The hi gh nunber of respondents concerned about |oss of jobs nay feel this
way in general, since a recession was occurring during the tine of the
survey. From verbal responses to these questions after the survey was
conpleted, quite a few of respondents feel the people managi ng the plant
woul d bring in their own managerial people and then hire for nonmanageria
positions fromthe county. At any rate, nmany respondents made the comment
that even if the plant did hire fromthe county, it would not be enough to

make a big difference.

TRT PLANT W LL ENCOURAGE BUSI NESS/ DEVELOPMENT

Curmul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q22 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 2 0.5 2 0.5
AGREE 81 20. 1 83 20. 6
DI SAGREE 174 43. 3 257 63.9
STR DI SAGREE 37 9.2 294 73.1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 108 26.9 402 100. 0

Questions 13, 21, and 22 (this one) are related in that they are asking
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about perceived economic inpacts of this facility on the county. Wile
47. 2% of the respondents feel this plant will create nore jobs in the
county (31.9%did not), a larger portion feel (52.5% this plant woul d not
encour age busi ness and or devel opnent (20.6% feel it would). There
obviously is not a |ot community consensus on this issue; there are many
different opinions. Simlarly, some respondents feel this plant would not
create nore jobs (31.9%, conpared to those who feel the plant would
encour age busi ness and or devel opnent (20.6% . There al so were nore
i ndi vi dual s who were undeci ded (26.9% about the plant encouragi ng nore

busi ness, than creating nore jobs.

MED WASTE CAN BE TRANSPORTED W NO HEALTH PROBLEMS

Curmul ati ve Curul ati ve
[ > =4 = ] — [uency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 3 0.7 3 0.7
AGREE 133 33.1 136 33. 8
DI SAGREE 111 27. 6 247 61. 4
STR DI SAGREE 31 7.7 278 69. 2
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 124 30. 8 402 100. 0

Thi s question asks about the safety of transportation of nedical waste
t hrough communities to treatnment plants. Sone respondents (35% think
nmedi cal waste cannot be transported without adverse health effects, 34%
reply that it can; 31%are undecided. A large majority of respondents in
Ql4 (86.19% are concerned about the proper shipping of nedical waste;

however, only 34% of the respondents believe nedi cal waste cannot be
shi pped wi t hout produci ng adverse health effects. Conversations with
respondents after the survey was conpl eted indicate that even those people
sonewhat accepting of the facility regi ster concern about the

transportati on of untreated wastes through comunities.

In sumary, nore respondents believe the plant will either decrease or not

affect property values (85%, pollute the environment (63.7%, adversely
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affect their health (56.2%, and encourage busi ness and/ or devel opnent
(52.5%, as conpared to the believing the plant would detract fromthe
natural beauty of Hall County (47.8%, believing it would create nore jobs
(47.2%, and thinking nedical waste cannot be transported w t hout adverse
health effects (35.3%.

5) Questions 14-16. 23. 27. and 28 identify concerns or attitudes

refl ected toward environnental groups, private industry, and
federal and state officials involved in the siting process.

I'F PLANT BUI LT, VHAT ABOUT GOV' T | NSPECT

Cumul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q4 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 205 51.0 205 51.0
CONCERNED 128 31.8 333 82.8
UNCONCERNED 44 10.9 377 93. 8
STR UNCONCERNED 2 0.5 379 94. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 23 5.7 402 100. 0

This question is asked to deternmine attitudes reflected towards inspectors
of these plant and al so about the adequacy of the current standards. If
this plant were built, the majority of respondents, 82.8% are concer ned

about inspections that should occur to nmaintain proper operation. Only

11. 4 are unconcerned and 5.7 are undeci ded.

I'F PLANT BUI LT, VJHAT ABOUT PROPER OPERATI ON

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q5 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 161 40. 0 161 40.0
CONCERNED 153 38.1 314 78. 1
UNCONCERNED 52 12.9 366 91.0
STR UNCONCERNED 3 0.7 369 91.8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 33 8.2 402 100. 0

The question of proper operation of the plant, if built, is asked to
determine attitudes reflected toward those managi ng these plants. Exactly

78. 1% are concerned about inadequate operation, 13.6 are unconcerned, and
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8. 2% ar e unsur e.

I F PLANT BUI LT, VWHAT ABOUT PROPER SHI PPl NG

Cunmul ati ve Cunmul ati ve
Q6 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR CONCERNED 217 54.0 217 54.0
CONCERNED 129 32.1 346 86. 1
UNCONCERNED 38 9.5 384 95.5
STR UNCONCERNED 1 0.2 385 95. 8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 17 4.2 402 100. 0

Concerni ng proper transportation, results indicate that 86.1% of the
respondents are concerned that this is not occurring, 9.7% were

unconcerned, and 4.2% were undeci ded that proper shipping would occur.

ST. GOV T IS DA NG I TS BEST TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Currul ati ve Currul ati ve
Q3 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 5 1.2 5 1.2
AGREE 116 28. 9 121 30.1
DI SAGREE 99 24.6 220 54.7
STR DI SAGREE 31 7.7 251 62. 4
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 151 37.6 402 100. 0

There appears to be | ess of a consensus on this issue as conpared to the
other issues relating to proper transportation and operation. Mbore
respondents are undeci ded (37.6% about this issue; there does not seemto
be a consensus fromthe comunity. Sone individuals (30.1% think state
government is doing its best to manage nedi cal waste, while others have no

opi nion (32.3%

PRI VATE | NDUSTRY CAN SAFELY OPERATE PLANT

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Q7 Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
AGREE 155 38.6 155 38.6
DI SAGREE 94 23.4 249 61.9
STR DI SAGREE 20 5.0 269 66.9
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 133 33.1 402 100. 0
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This question is included on the survey to determne attitudes toward
private industry and their ability to safely operate nedical waste
incinerators. Mst of the respondents say they can (38.6%, 28.4% say
t hey cannot, and 33.1%are unsure. Follow ng the questions on this
survey, respondents also had many conments about this question. There is
not a question in people's mnds that private industry CAN operate these
type of facilities safely, but will they? The public does not seemto
have much trust for these industrial operators, due to the huge amounts of
profit these facilities are believed to make and past operators that have
evaded regul ations concerning inspections and adequate protection for

wor ker s.
I F ENV GROUPS APPROVE, | DO TOO
Cumul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

Q28 uency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 11 2.7 11 2.7
AGREE 222 55. 2 233 58. 0
DI SAGREE 86 21. 4 319 79. 4
STR DI SAGREE 19 4.7 338 84. 1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 64 15.9 402 100. 0

Concerning environmental groups, this question is asked to determ ne how
much credibility the public gives environmental group(s). Most

participants (57.9% indicate they would be nore willing to approve of the
facility if environmental groups approved of this facility. About 26%
woul dn't approve of this facility even in light of approval by

envi ronmental groups, and 15.9% were not sure how they woul d answer this

questi on.
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\ngléc awar eness of the

DI SP OF PLAS RESRCH CONTAI NERS AS MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
298 74 1 298
21 5 2 319
83 20 6 402

DI SP CF ADM N PAPERS AS MED WASTE

Cumul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
54 13. 4 54
315 78. 4 369
33 8.2 402

DI SP OF SURG GLOVES AS MED WASTE

Cumnmul ati ve

Frequency Per cent Fr equency
381 94. 8 381
10 2.5 391
11 2.7 402

DI SP OF RES CADAVERS AS MED WASTE

Cumnmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Frequency
359 89. 3 359
22 5.5 381
21 5.2 402

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

74 1
79 4
100 O

Curmul ati ve
Per cent

13. 4
91. 8
100. O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

94. 8
97. 3
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

89. 3
94. 8
100.0

Questions 38X1 - 38X4 are asked to identify what type of wastes conprise
medi cal waste. The responses to these questions show that generally the
public is generally aware of the conponents and generators of nedical
waste. For instance, 74.1%of the respondents think "research containers"
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are medical waste, 94.8% believed surgical gloves are nedical waste, and
89. 3% bel i eve "research cadavers" are another conponent of nedical waste.
Most individuals (78.4% did not believe "adm nistrative papers" are

nmedi cal waste.

DO HGOSPI TALS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cumnmul ati ve Cumul ati ve

QBOX1 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 393 97.8 393 97.8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 9 2.2 402 100. 0

DO PRI V DENTAL PRACT GENERATE MED WASTE

Cumnmul ati ve

Cumnmul ati ve

QBIX2 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 350 87.1 350 87. 1
NO 17 4.2 367 91. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 35 8.7 402 100. 0

DO MED RES LABS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Cunul ati ve

QB9X3 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 376 93. 5 376 93. 5
NO 5 1.2 381 94. 8
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 21 5.2 402 100. 0

DO DRY CLEANERS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunmul ati ve

Curmul ati ve

QB9X4 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent
YES 81 20.1 81 20.1
NO 209 52.0 290 72.1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 112 27.9 402 100.0
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DO PRIV MED CLI NI CS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunmul ati ve Cunul ati ve

QBIOX5 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 378 o94. O 378 94. O
NO 5 1. 2 383 95. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 19 a. 7 402 100. O

Questions 39X1-39X5 are asked to determine if the public is aware of types
of busi nesses that generate nedical waste. O these questions,

"hospital s", "nedical research | aboratories”", "private nedical clinics"

and "private dental practices" are readily identified as generators of
medi cal waste (87.1% 93.5% 94% and 87.1% respectively). About 79%
realize "adm nistrative papers" are not nedical waste, and about half of
the respondents believe "dry cl eaners” generate nedical waste, so there
appears to be sone confusion about what type of waste dry cl eaners

pr oduce.

7) Questions 30-34 deternmi ne existing attitudes toward sone types
of conpensati on.

M GHT ACCEPT PLANT I F I T ONLY HANDLES GA WASTE

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
B0 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 27 6.7 27 6.7
AGREE 221 55. 0 248 61.7
DI SAGREE 95 23. 6 343 85. 3
STR DI SAGREE 16 4.0 359 89. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 43 10.7 402 100. 0

Nearly 62% of the participants indicate they m ght accept the facility if
it only treated medi cal waste generated in Georgia. About 2 8% reply they
still would not want the facility for Hall County, and al nbst 11% are
unsure about how they feel. This seens to nean that the host conmunity is
nmore willing to accept responsibility for the state's waste, but not waste

from ot her states.
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HOW CLOCSE WOULD YQU LI VE & STILL PEEL SAFE

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve

@B1 uency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
1 M LE AVWAY 37 9.2 37 9.2
10 M LES AVAY 92 22.9 129 32. 1
3 0 M LES AVAY 63 15. 7 192 47. 8
50 M LES AVWAY 24 6.0 216 53. 7
>50 M LES AVAY 136 33. 8 352 87. 6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 50 12. 4 402 100. O

Al'though there does not appear to be a clear consensus on this issue, nost
individuals (87.6% reply that being | ocated greater than 50 mles from
the facility would nmake them feel safe. The next two favored responses
are 30 nmles away (47.8%, followed by 10 mles away (32.1%. Therefore,
the two favored responses would be between 30 and 50 miles away. There

are 50 persons who do not have an opinion (12.4%

WANT PLANT | F PRIV | NDUSTRY | MPROVED ROADS

Cunmul ati ve Cunmul ati ve
QB2 Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 83 20 .6 83 20 6
NO S 169 42 0 252 62 7
NOT  SURE/ UNDEC 150 37 3 402 100 0

These next set of questions are used to deternmine attitudes toward
di fferent methods of conpensation. Mst respondents (42% indicate that
conmpensation woul d not affect their decision about the facility. About
2 0% say they would accept the plant if inmproved roads were also given to
the comunity by private industry, and al nost 38%are unsure, but this may
be due to mi sunderstanding of the question. It is interesting to note
that as respondents answered questions 32-33, those that are unsure about
their opinion kept decreasing, which mght mean that by question 33, they

better understood the neaning of each question
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VWANT PLANT |F PRIV I ND PROV PROP TO AFFECTED RES

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
B3 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent
YES 143 35 6
NO 148 36 8 ;gi‘ :;’Z) S
NOT  SURE/ UNDEC 111 27 © 402 100 o

Concerning this formof conpensation, nearly 36%of those surveyed
indicate they would be more willing to accept the facility if private
industry provided property to residents immediately affected by the siting
of the facility (i.e., those owning property imediately at the edge of
the facility. About the same percentage of respondents do not accept the

facility even if property were provided to those residents affected by
this plant. About 28%are unsure.

WANT PLANT |F PRIV | ND WOULD BUI LD/ | MPROVE PARKS

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve

B4 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent
YES 99 24 6
No s s 204 B
NOT  SURE/ UNDEC 108 26 9 402 100 o

Alnost hal f of the participants (48.5% do not want the facility, even if
the siting facility officials would invest money into building and
i mproving parks. Fromverbal responses, many respondents did not approve
of these questions and many feel these conpensation questions are a form
of bribery by "buying off" people in the comunity. One respondent thinks
the money for these "conpensation projects” should go toward making the
plant safer, such as better emssion controls and enmergency response

pl ans.
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8) Questions 24. 25. and 35 classify opinions toward types of treatnent
met hods.

I NCI NERATOR | S GOOD WAY TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Curul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Q4 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 14 3.5 14 3.5
AGREE 178 44. 3 192 47.8
DI SAGREE 41 10.2 233 58. 0
STR DI SAGREE 12 3.0 245 60.9
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 157 39.1 402 100. 0

Most respondents (47.8% recognize an incinerator is a good way to manage
nmedi cal waste, while only 13. 2% di sagree. A rather | arge nunber of
respondents, 40% are undeci ded about this type of treatnment for nedica

waste, which is alnpbst as many as those who feel incinerators were a good
way to manage nedi cal waste. The responses to these questions indicate

that this type of treatnment is not well understood.

INCIN. IS BETTER THAN A LANDFI LL FOR MED WASTE

Curul ati ve Cumul ati ve
25 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 43 10. 7 43 10.7
AGREE 235 58. 5 278 69. 2
DI SAGREE 17 4.2 295 73. 4
STR DI SAGREE 5 1.2 300 74.6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 102 25.4 402 100. 0

Whil e nearly 70% think an incinerator is a better way to manage nedi ca

waste than a landfill, 5.4%feel it is not. It seens that many of the
respondents feel that incinerating the waste is a better alternative than
landfilling it. Fromverbal responses to these questions after surveys
were conpl eted, there seens to be a quite a few participants who woul d
like to know nore about these technol ogi es. Many respondents are unsure
about opinions toward either process, but wanted to know nore about ot her
types of treatnment nethods and their advantages and di sadvantages, or the

ri sks associated with both technol ogi es.
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These next set of questions ((@B5X1 - 35X13) are used to ascertain from
citizens how we shoul d be managi ng our nedi cal waste. Below, Table 6
summari zes the frequency and percent of respondents who chose which
option(s) . This data is provided in table formfor ease of understanding

Most respondents (52.5% feel Georgia should "work first to reduce" the
amount of medi cal waste we generate. Others believe the state of CGeorgia
should "hold a vote" (43.5% on locating it in Gainesville, and the next
three favored responses were "other" (27.6%, "build the plant as soon as
possi ble" (14.9% , and "each county should be responsible for their
medi cal waste" (13.2% . The other category evokes nany responses, nhotably

the foll ow ng:

1. "W can't reduce all of the nedical waste we have."

2. "Conpensation has no bearing on the safe operation of these

pl ants. "
3. "Treat the waste on site; this will elimnate the need for
massi ve transportation.” "Main concern is transportation.”

4. "We shouldn't accept waste from other states."
5. "lIt's easy to disagree, it's hard to cone up with a solution."

6. "They shouldn't rush into building a plant, we don't know
enough yet."

7. "Why is it a problem now? Each hospital incinerated its own
waste and it stayed controlled."

8. "The governnent can't do anything right, and private industry
is only out to make noney."

9. "The siting conpany tried to sneak the plant into Hal
County. "

10. "Main concern is operation/nonitoring standards and actual
conditions at the site."”

11. "Ensure the public of its safety."

12. "There is a need to show the past track record as evidence of
managenent of past facilities."”

13. "Fund a study for future reduction of nedical waste." "W
need research to i nprove technology." " Need to | ook
seriously at alternatives, nore bi odegradabl e products are
needed.” "Need non-biased groups to conduct studies."
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SUMR1ARY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTI ONS 35X1 - 35X13

Tabl e 6:
QUESTI ON PCSSI BLE RESPONSES FREQUENCY PERCENT
Wrk First To Reduce YES 211 52.5
NO 191 47. 5
Hol d Vot e YES 175 43.5
NO 227 56. 5
< her YES 111 27. 6
NO 291 72. 4
Build As Soon As Possi bl e YES 60 14.9
NO 342 85. 1
Each County Shoul d Be Responsi bl e YES 53 13.2
NO 349 86. 8
Plant OK If I nspected Properly YES 49 12.2
NO 353 87.8
Build In More |solated Area YES 43 10. 7
NO 359 89. 3
More Educati on |s Needed YES 37 9.2
NO 365 90. 8
Uilize Existing Facilities YES 26 6.5
NO 376 93.5
Each State Shoul d Be Responsi bl e YES 19 4.7
NO 383 95. 3
No Opi ni on YES 12 3.0
NO 390 97.0
Enforce Stringent Penalties YES 5 1.2
NO 397 98. 8
Conpensati on Wul d Hel p YES 4 1.0

NO 398 99. 0
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14. "To burn is better than to bury."

15. "G ve out booklets to informpublic about facility before a

state vote." "Sitings are handl ed poorly, education is
needed. "
16. "The nedia is not always informative." "W need inforned

opinions fromthe nedia."

17. "These facilities should be open to the public.”

18. "EPD, EPA are swayed by public opinion, the public is not
educated, and their fears and hysteria are unfounded."

19. "It's the fault of the people seeking the nedical waste
facility to educate the public."” "Need clear presentation of
what safety controls exist."

20. "These facilities are not inspected enough."”
21. "I'm not a NI MBY person.”
22. "Peopl e are opposed to change and are afraid of AIDS."

23. "I have nore faith in private industry." "The government is
nore answerable for its m stakes."

24. "The biggest problemis untrained personnel in incineration."
"Hire chem cal engineers to run the plant."

25. "It would be worse for the environnent if we didn't have a
facility."

26. "The state needs it, but NIMBY for nmy county."

These responses nostly indicate the fear associated with the itens that
conpri se nedi cal waste and the publics' desire and need for information
about its managenent. (These types of concerns are also evident in the
articles fromThe Tines in Appendix 8.) Along with these responses, other
survey participants feel Georgia needs to "properly inspect these
facilities" (12.2%, "build in a nore isolated area" (10.7%, "educate the
public" (9.2%, and "utilize existing facilities" (6.5%. Some of the
| east favored responses were the followi ng: "each state should be
responsible for their own waste" (4.7% and "enforce stringent penalties

(1.29%; only a fewindividuals (1% thought conpensation woul d hel p.
About 3% had no opini on about what Georgia should do about its nedical

wast e.
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9) Questions 3 6 and 37 determ ne p\iblic awareness of possible
conseqgfuences of not buildincf this facility.

W LL NO PLANT | NCREASE MEDI CAL COSTS

Curul ati ve Cunul ati ve
B6 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
DEFI NI TELY 124 30. 8 124 30. 8
MAYBE 138 34. 3 262 65. 2
NOT LI KELY 76 18.9 338 84. 1
DEFI NI TELY NOT 22 5.5 360 89. 6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 42 10. 4 402 100.0

W LL NO PLANT | NCREASE | LLEGAL Dt MPI NG

Cumul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q7 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
DEFI NI TELY 96 23.9 96 23.9
MAYBE 147 36. 6 243 60. 4
NOT LI KELY 71 17.7 314 78. 1
DEFI NI TELY NOT 21 5.2 335 83. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 67 16.7 402 100. O

Questions 36 and 37 are asked of respondents to determine what effects
they think may occur if the plant is not built. For the nost part, the
responses are al nost identical. Mst respondents think that not building
the plant "may" result in increased medical costs (34.3% and illegal
dunping (36.6% ; the next favored responses are, respectively,
"definitely"” (30.8%conpared to 23.9%, "not |ikely" (18.9% conpared to
17.7%, "undecided" (10.4% conpared to 16.7% and "definitely not" (5.5%
conpared to 5.2% . However, sone respondents acknow edge, from verbal

comrents to the survey, that these events nay occur anyway.

Summary of Univariate Anal ysis
The anal ysis of data indicate the follow ng:

1) Al'though a large mgjority of respondents (58% acknow edge the
need for this proposed facility, half of the respondents (50%
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are opposed, 28.4% are undecided, and 21.6%are in favor of
t he proposed nedical waste incinerator

2) A vast majority of respondents (84% renenber the newspaper as
the source of information fromwhich they heard about the
plant; of these respondents, nost feel it is unbiased and has
the most influence on their opinion. Two other inportant

sources may be the radio (34.9% and friends or neighbors
(21.9% .

3) Nearly 82%of those interviewed have never attended a meeting
pertaining to nedical waste or other environnental issues, but

an overwhelmng majority (73.8% believe they can influence
private industry's decisions.

4). If this plant were built, respondents woul d be concerned about
potential health effects (86.3%, transportation of nedical
waste (86.1%, inspections (82.8%, residential property
val ues (78.8%, environmental effects (75.9%, operation of
these facilities (78.1%, and the | oss of |ocal jobs (49%.
As an internal check, specific questions find that 56.2%t hink
the treatment/di sposal would affect their health, 63.7%
believe the plant would pollute the environment, 47.8%feel it
woul d detract fromthe natural beauty of Hall County, 52.5%
think it woul d not encourage business or devel opment, and 35%
feel medical waste could not be transported without adverse

health effects.

5) Mbst respondents (37.6% are undeci ded about the adequacy of
the state's current/past management of medical waste, however,

38.6% believe private industry can safely (have the
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t echnol ogy) operate these facilities. In addition, nopst
participants (57.9% indicate they would be more willing to

approve of the facility if environmental groups approved of

the pl ant.

6) Al though there does appear to be some confusion about the type
of waste that dry cleaners generate (nearly half of the
respondents indicate that dry cleaners generate nedical

wast e), nost respondents readily recognize various conponents

and generators of nedical waste

7) Nearly 62% of the respondents indicate they m ght accept the
facility if it only treated nedical waste fromthe state
(Georgia). Mst respondents (87.6% think that a safe
di stance fromthe proposed plant would be 50 mles; 30 mles
is the next favored response (47.8% . For questions (30-34)
i nvol ving types of conpensation (which were inproving roads,
provi ding property to affected residents, and building or

i nproving parks) , nost respondents woul d oppose those options.

8) While nearly 70%think incineration is better for managi ng
medi cal waste than landfills, only 47.8%recognize that an
incinerator is a good way to nmanage nedical waste. However
most Hall County respondents feel Georgia should first work to
reduce nedi cal waste, followed by holding a vote (43.5%.

About 30%want to build a treatnment plant as soon as possible.

9) Most respondents believe there are sone possible consequences
of not building this facility, nanely the increase of medical

costs and illegal dunping.
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Hypot heses of Bivariate Analysis (Cross-Tabul ations)
G ven the exploratory nature of this survey, several hypotheses relating
to opposition/acceptance to the facility were tested. The foll ow ng

respondents were expected to be nore opposed to the facility:

1) Those who have already heard about the facility;
2) Residing in Gainesville;

3) Wbonen;

4) Young and M ddl e Aged;

5) Bl acks;

6) Prof essional s;

7) Househol ds with Chil dren;

8) Coll ege Education or Hi gher Educati on;

9) Mddle and Hi gh I nconmes; and

10) Honeowners.

Resul ts of Bivariate Analysis

The following are the results of the cross tabul ati ons of the
denographi cal factors (Q 1,2, S1-S8) with the Question 7 which asks
whet her the respondent is in favor or opposition to the proposed nedica

waste incinerator in Hall County.

Have Heard About It
* Those who have al ready heard about the plant are nore opposed.

(p= 0.000); (Cramer's V= 0.358; npderate associ ation)

Communi ty
* Conmunity residence has no significant effect on favoring or

opposi ng the proposed pl ant.
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Gender

* Wonen are nore opposed. (p= 0.099); (Craner's V= 0.139; weak

associ ati on)

Age

* Younger ages are nore opposed. (p= 0.002) ; (Cramer's v= 0.164;

weak associ ati on)

= =< -_——

* Race does not appear to be related to favoring or opposing the

pl ant .

Cccupati on

* Housew ves and Students are nore opposed. (p= 0.038);

(Cranmer's V= 0.241; weak associ ati on)

Househol ds Wth Children

*

Havi ng children in one's househol d does not appear to be

related to favoring or opposing to the proposed plant.

Educati on

* Education does not appear to be related to favoring or

opposi ng the proposed plant.

I nconme

* Inconme has no significant effect on favoring or opposing the

pl ant .

Home owne r/Rente r

* Renters are nore opposed to the proposed plant. (p= 0.016);

(Cramer's V= 0.174; weak associ ation)
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Surmary of Bivariate Anal ysis

Thus, those respondents found to be nore opposed to the proposed facility
1) Those who have al ready heard about the plant,

2) Venen,

3) Younger ages,

4) Housew ves and Students, and

5) Renters.
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CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

Concl usi ons

The results of this study will be used in conjunction with previous risk

perception studies to determine howto inprove the siting strategy for

nmedi cal waste incinerators and other such projects.
The anal ysis of data indicate that Hall County respondents:

1. acknow edge the need for a nedical waste incinerator in Georgia, but

woul d oppose the facility for Hall County;

2. perceive the newspaper to be the primary source of information about
the plant; of these respondents, nost feel it is unbiased and has
the nost influence on their opinion; data al so indicate other

i mportant sources may include the radio and friends/ nei ghbors;

3. indicate they have not been involved in public neetings pertaining
to nedical waste or environnental issues, but feel they could have

an influence on private industry's decisions;

4. woul d be concerned about potential health effects, residential
property val ues, proper inspections and operation of the proposed
plant, environmental effects, transportation of nedical waste, and
the loss of local jobs; if plant was built, they also feel the
treat ment/di sposal plant would affect their health, pollute the
environment, detract fromthe natural beauty of Hall County,
woul dn't encourage business or devel opnent, and medi cal waste coul d

not be transported w thout adverse health effects;

5. are undeci ded about the adequacy of the state's current/ past

managenent of medi cal waste, believe private industry can safely
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(have the technol ogy) operate these facilities, and indicate they
woul d be nmore willing to approve of the facility if environnenta

groups approved of the plant;

6. are generally aware of the various conponents and generators of

nmedi cal wast e;

7. indicate they mght accept the facility if it only treated medica
waste fromthe state (Georgia), think that a di stance between 30 and
50 miles would be a safe distance fromthe proposed plant to their

resi dence, and woul d oppose conpensati on

8. think incineration is a good way to manage nedi cal waste, but

bel i eve Georgia should first work to reduce nedical waste,

9. believe that nedical costs and illegal dunping nmay increase if this

facility is not built.

In addition, respondents found to be nore opposed to the proposed facility
tend to be:

1) Those who have already heard about the plant,

2) Wonen,

3) Younger ages,

4) Housew ves and Students, and

4) Renters.

Reconi nendations for Inproving Siting Strategies

Al t hough Amaral et. al. (1990), Susskind (1990), and Hance, Chess, and
Sandman (1989) have provided invaluable insight into inproving siting
strategies for projects related to siting treatnment and di sposa

facilities, this thesis has validated as well as created additiona
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recommendat i ons.

1. Local governments/siting conm ssions and other such siting officials
need to involve the public (the host conmmunity) in early stages of
the siting process to help foster trust. Specifically, siting
officials need to target those individuals nost likely to oppose
such projects (identified by this study and several others
previously discussed), possibly using sone of these individuals to
conprise a citizen advisory board to hel p conmuni cati ons and/ or
negotiations with the community. Research has shown that increased

know edge will give one a feeling of nore control over risks.

2. Inmproved risk conmunication skills of those involved in the siting
process, especially comrmunication addressing the perceived risks of
the public, are badly needed when comunicating with the public. An
excel l ent source, discussed earlier in the literature review, is a
ri sk manual which was witten for the governnent and is entitled
"I'mproving Dialogue with Communities: A Ri sk Communi cation Manua
for Governnent" (Hance, et. al., 1988). This manual could be used
for yearly courses to help siting officials (including private
i ndustry, federal and state officials) better involve and explain
risks to potential host commnities. |nportant concerns to address
i ncl ude health, environnental, econonic, and aesthetic issues

di scussed in the conclusions section as well as concerns voiced in

the articles taken from The Ti nes (Appendi x 8).

3. Early in the siting process, states and |ocal governnments need to
target the populations nost |ikely to oppose the facility and
involve themin the siting process. Since npbst respondents tend to
place quite a bit of confidence in environnental groups, they should
be involved very early in the siting process and possibly utilized

to gather conmunity concerns
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4. Since the newspaper and radi o appear to be inportant sources of
i nformati on, these nedia should be used to announce community
meetings for such projects and di ssemnate information fromthose
involved in the siting process. Comrunity concerns invol ving
heal t h, environnental, econonic, and aesthetic issues could be
addressed in these nedia, although this nethod of conmunication
shoul d never replace direct discussions with the community either

through public neetings or small gatherings.

Anot her alternative is to have a general neeting with the community
first and then later break into smaller informational neetings used
to generate concerns fromthe community that the siting officials
will need to address. Siting personnel may al so want to obtain
comruni ty concerns from newspaper articles in the area proposed for
the pl ant.

5. Conduct a survey to look into suitable areas for the location of a
medi cal waste incinerator. One study could target medical waste
incinerators currently operating to devel op a econonic profile as
wel |l as siting techni ques which were used to | ocate the plant.
O her questions could ascertain conmpensation techni ques used,
di stances to the nearest residence, and the overall opinion of the

facility.

6. Conduct a study to determine if such treatnment/disposal facilities
negatively affect the |ocal econom es of the host community. A
starting point would be to conpare snall, rural communities to

| arger, urban communities possessing such nedi cal waste

i nci nerators.

7. Consider making each state responsible for the treatment/disposal of

its own waste. States that couldn't financially support an
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incinerator could formregional pacts with other states. This wll
ensure that each state/states in a region are taking responsibility
for adequately treating and disposing of such waste and giving then
a reason to find ways to reduce/reclaimthese wastes.

Al t hough conpensation has been shown to enhance negotiations between

the siting party and the host community, it should never replace
comuni cations with the public. Again, Haw horne (1988) has
suggested that conpensation neasures tend to be nostly used in urban
areas, so this may not be appropriate for small, rural comunities.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency need to eval uate

the Medical Waste Tracking Act of 1988 and present the findings
(they were directed by Congress to conplete this task in 1991) .
These results are needed to identify problems with the tracking

system

10. Future studies should only focus on neeting three to four

obj ectives; this survey had nine which was too nuch material for a
t el ephone survey. This would shorten the survey length and the
amount to time needed to conplete each survey. | would al so
increase the interviewing staff and would elimnate Question 3 6 and
37 because these will occur whether or not the facility is built.

In sunmary, involving the public early in the siting process through
i ncreased education/ communication, using the nmedia to increase the
public's know edge about nedical waste treatnent technol ogies and
ri sks, enforcing environnental regulations, and funding i deas on
reduction/reuse of nedical waste will help to foster credibility of
the siting process and those involved and, in the long term help

facilitate the siting process.
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APPENDI X 1:

Popul ations Involved Wth Medical Waste

Popul ations potentially involved with nedical waste can be divided into
t hree broad categories: health care providers and workers, waste
handl ers, and the general public. These three categories are further
di vided i nto occupation subgroups and are di scussed bel ow (Lichtveld, et.

al ., 1990)

Hurman Heal th Care Providers and Wrkers:

Human Heal th Care Providers and Wrkers

This category includes health care providers involved in direct patient
care-- such as physicians, dentists, and nurses--engaged in an individual
or group practice or working in a hospital or nursing care facility. The
term "hospital" neans general, surgical, and other specialty hospitals.
Thi s group al so i ncorporates persons that work in nedical or dental
| aboratories or other allied health professional settings, including blood
banks and bl ood donor stations. Groups within this category are human
health care providers and workers, |aboratory workers, |aundry workers,
i n-honme health care providers, emergency response personnel, norticians,

and veterinari ans and ani mal care workers. Table 7 has further

i nformati on about this category.

Laboratory Wrkers

In 1985, about 200, 000 | aboratory workers were enployed in private
di agnostic and dental | aboratories. However, this estimte does not
i ncl ude research | aboratories, publicly supported clinics and hospitals,
or university-based research facilities. Hospitals enpl oy approxi mately

250, 200 | abor at ory workers.
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Laundry Wbrkers

Laundry workers clean dirty |linen produced in hospitals, clinics,
| aboratories, and private health care facilities. The nunber of |aundry
wor kers enpl oyed solely in hospitals is not readily avail abl e, because
t hese enpl oyees are normally included in the janitorial staff. The
private sector enployed approxi mately 484,000 people in this occupational

subgroup during 1987.

I n- Home Heal th Care Providers

This group includes visiting nurses, physical therapists, and rel ated
personnel who treat patients at home or in a hospice. Persons treated in
these settings suffer froma broad range of diseases, including rena

failure, diabetes, disorders of the cardiovascul ar systemand respiratory
tract, cancer, and AIDS. In-hone health care providers' duties include
mai ntai ning |ife-support devices, adm ni stering drugs, and changi ng
dressings. No estinates are avail abl e concerning the nunber of workers in

thi s group.

Ener gency Response Personnel

These workers respond to energency situations such as chem cal spills,
natural disasters, and nedical energencies. O these, energency nedica
personnel have the greatest chance of contacting nedical waste. The
Nat i onal Safety Council (NSC) approxi mates 400, 000 energency nedi ca

personnel in the United States.


NEATPAGEINFO:id=436D6C05-9161-4B78-8B4F-0C6A7C0F53C4


72

HUVAN HEALTH CARE PROVI DERS

Tabl e 7:
DENTAL
OCCUPATI ON SUBGROUP LI CENSED HOSPI TALS FACI LI TI ES

Physi ci ans 773, 300
Regi st ered Nurses 2, 365, 700 841, 400
Li censed Practical Nurses 924, 200 201, 200
Denti sts 187, 100 126, 000
Dent al Assi stants 181, 000
Physi ci ans/ Denti sts/ | nterns 131, 300

Sour ce: "The Public Health Inplications of Medical Waste: A Report to

Congress"” (Lichtveld, et. al., 1990)

Morti ci ans

As of 1987, there were 73,000 individuals working in establishnents
primarily engaged in preparing corpses for burial, conducting funerals,
and cremating bodies. The vast nmgjority in this occupational subgroup are
nmorticians. The procedure of enbal m ng involves renoving the body's bl ood
and replacing it with a preservative/restorative solution. Renmpbved bl ood

is routinely disposed of through the sanitary sewer system

Vet eri nari ans and Ani nal Care Wrkers

The group includes veterinarians involved in the practice of veterinary
medi ci ne, surgery, and dentistry for |ivestock and pets. Al so included in
this group are aninmal care technicians assisting veterinarians in private
practice or in animal hospitals. As of July 1989, the American Veterinary

Medi cal Association (AVMA) reported 63,300 veterinarians and 10, 000 ani nal

technicians in the United States.

Wast e Handl ers:
Members in this category nornally are responsi ble for segregation,

handl i ng, and storage of nedical waste. Goups within this category

include janitorial workers, refuse workers, wastewater workers.
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mai nt enance plant operators and repair workers, and waste site clean-up

(renedi al) workers.

Janitorial Workers
The duties of janitorial workers includes cleaning and waste col |l ection
primarily within hospitals, clinics, and doctors' offices. Approxi mately
281,500 janitorial and laundry workers are estimated to be enployed in
hospitals. In 1987, there were an estimated 3,382,000 janitorial workers

in the private sector throughout the United States.

Ref use Worker s
Wrkers in this group are those enpl oyed at public and private
establishnents prinmarily involved in waste col |l ecti on and di sposal by
processi ng or destruction. Individuals in this category coll ect
residential and industrial solid waste; work at landfills, transfer
stations, and recycling centers; and operate incinerators. In 1987,

200, 000 refuse workers were enployed in the United States.

WAst ewat er Wor ker s

These workers are enployed in establishnents primarily engaged in waste
collection and disposal through a sanitary sewer system Sone nedi cal
waste (primarily blood, blood products, and other body fluids) is disposed
of through the sanitary sewer system In 1989, the Water Poll ution
Control Federation approxinmated that 75,000 persons are enployed in this

i ndustry.

Hospi tal Engi neers (Maintenance Plant Operators and Repair Wrkers)

This group of enpl oyees operates and repairs a variety of nechanica
equi prent including incinerators. It is estimted that approxi mately
198, 100 buil di ng engi neers are enployed in facilities that generate

medi cal waste. An estimated 675,000 buil di ng engi neers worked in the
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private sector in 1986.

Waste Site C ean-up (Renedial) Wrkers

These workers are usually involved in clean-up operations at hazardous
chem cal waste sites (for exanple, Superfund sites) that do not usually
cont ai n nedi cal waste. However, nedical waste has been found at a few
hazar dous chem cal waste sites. The National Safety Council has

approxi mated that 12,000 individuals are enployed as waste site cl ean-up

wor ker s.

General Public:

Under normal circunstances, the popul ation at | arge does not cone in
contact with nmedical waste unless it is generated through in-honme health
care and then inproperly discarded. In addition, the public may encounter

di scarded needl es generated by illegal intravenous drug use.

Li f eguar ds

Al t hough this group is not included in the three maj or categories
di scussed previously, the nmay cone in contact with nmedi cal waste while
wor ki ng at a pool, |ake, or ocean beach, especially while perform ng
clean-up duties. According to the National Safety Council, approxinately

10, 000 individuals are enpl oyed as |ifeguards.

Post al Wbr ker s

Post al workers are another occupational group that m ght contact nedica
waste, which is infrequently sent through the regular mail systemin the
United States. According to the U S. Postal Service, there were 785, 000

postal workers at the end of fiscal year 1988.
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Reviewers O The Tel ephone Survey

NAME/ Tl TLE

Al Turner, Envr. Myt. & Prot.,
Don Fox, Envr. Mgt. & Prot.,
Pete Andrews, Envr. Mjt. & Prot.
Angel | Beza, Statistician

9997

Dr. Elnmer Akin, Waste Mgt. Div.
Betty WIllis, Waste Mygt. Div.
Bruce Pruitt, Waste Mgt. Div.

Dr. Kevin Koporec, Waste Mgt. Div.
Becky Fox, Waste Mgt. Div.

Chuck Pietrosew cz, Reg. Rep.
Bob Safay, Reg. Rep.
Wendy Kaye, Epi deni ol ogi st

Di ck Levi nson, Soci ol ogi st

Nancy Thonpson, Psychol ./ Epi dem
Kat hl een M nor, Heal th Educat or
John Ri chardson,

7997

Lil Smith
Gary Rush

Kay Nel son, Forner Director,
Dr. Jack Martin,

AGENCY/ ORGANI ZATI OV SCHOOL

UNC School of Public Health
UNC School of Public Health
UNC School of Public Health
UNC School of Public Health

U sS. EPA
u S. EPA
u S. EPA
u S. EPA
u S. EPA
ATSDR* *
ATSDR
ATSDR

Enory University
Enory University
Enory University
Enory University

Research Triangle Institute
Research Triangle Institute

Survey Research Center
Survey Research Center

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry
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APPENDI X 3:

Phone Service For Minicipalities O Hall County

AREA OF COVERAGE NUVBER OF NUVBER OF PERCENTAGE OF
RESI DENCE LI NES' BUSI NESS LI NES* COVERAGE | N
SERVI NG AREA

Gai nesville 24, 500 76, 000 90%
i ncl udes: Gai nesville

Murrayvill e, New Hol |l and,

Chi copee, Cotton MIIs,
GCakwood

PREFI XES: 287, 531, 532, 534-536
Fl ower v Br anch 3, 650 420 90% - 91%
i ncl udes: Flowery Branch
Chest nut Mbount ai n
PREFI X: 9 67

Cl er nont 2,375 210 89%
i ncludes: C ernont only

PREFI X: 983
Lul a 1, 710 150 85%
i ncludes: Lul a

Gllsville

PREFI X: 869

Source: Larry Pool e, (Phone Conversation June 6, 1990), Forecast Manager, Southern Bell, Athens, Georgia

*

These nunbers many al so include duplicate Iines; for instance, some businesses may have as many as 10 different Iines.

The municipalities of Hall County are Cakwood, Lula, Flowery Branch, Clernont, Gllesville, and Gainesville. The five remaining towns are incorporated.
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APPENDI X 4;

Cal culation O The Survey Conpletion Rate

C (Conpl et ed) 402
R (Refused) 269
U (Unr eachabl e) 39
D (D sconnect ed) 56
B (Busi ness) 22
NE (Not Eligible)

UNL (Unli sted) 2
L (Language Barri er) 1
NS (Not -1 n-Service) 11

UC (Unreachabl e, Survey- 26

Was Conpl et ed)
836

Rat e= 4 02 Conpl eted Surveys 48. 1% Conpl eti on Rate
83 6 Total Calls NMade

Note: A "U' was assigned after 7 attenpts were nade to reach the
househol d.

Note: A total of 9 03 niiinbers were generated for the pool of nunbers, but
67 tel ephone nunbers were not needed.
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SURVEY | NTRODUCTI ON

Hello, this is Linda Wst-, anti |-ait- a-student working on. a s-urve-y for one
of By college courses. This is not a sales call! | aa conducting a
survey of Hall County residents to find out their opinions about
environaental issues. Al of Kour resgonses wll be confidential, and I
woul d greatly appreciate your help! This survey will take about 10-15

ai nut es.

[ I NTERVI EMER: AT START OF SURVEY: | F YOU SUSPECT A CHILD I'S ON THE LINE,
ASK TO SPEAK W TH THEI R MOTHER OR FATHER, AFTER BEG NNING I NI TI AL
CONVERSATI ON- - - THEN REPEAT | NTRO! 3

Wuld you be willing to participate in the survey?

CIF "YES'--ASK | F THEY ARE 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER!'!]

YES [Skip to Q: _ _
NO CASK TO SPEAK Wth Soi eone 18 years or ol der / REPEAT INTRO ]

ClF ELI G BLE RESPONDENT 'S NOT HOVE, DETERM NE WHEN BEST TO CALL

BACK. ]

Cl F "NO'—USE PERSUADERS on separate sheet]

Wul d you be willing to participate in the survey?

YES CSkip to on
NO CPolitely Term nate—=Well, thank-you for your tiieiD

1990 MEDI CAL WASTE SURVEY

Q. Wiich COanunity or town do you live in?

01----

(E. Before this phone call, have you heard about the aedical waste
treataent plant that is proposed for Gainesville?

I . Yes

— . I~Jdc> << - - -


NEATPAGEINFO:id=7F5AD9FA-BD69-4CC0-8348-B203EDA56BD8


80

i ?
one or_more of the fol | owng sour ces’
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-SKIP 7O (6

-0f the ssue equal ly?--
-of the issue?

P t
.S[anted Tomargs e S|de---oF the issue?

I
£
3.
4
5

Renenber

-of the issue?

Advocated One Side--
-SKI'P TO D6

Sl des- -
al waste treatment plant?

RZnenber --

For TRt SHERUTRRR 0% HEROREY Moo SRl
g

.Presented Bot
Advocated One Side--

FeEan' t

. \t/\V1h|I gh sauree had the aost influence on your current opinions about

.Stron

.Can't

(. Ws the source nostly for or against the ledical waste incinerator?
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. Radr o =
£. Tel evi si on Report
3. Newspape. r-. Act.icle.s (si-

4. Local Environnental- Grou Cs’\}e o
| ghbor

5, Conversation with Friend/
6. Can't Reneaber

7. her

0. prox favor 0ppose 1] the ledical vaste treataent plant whichis

osed for Gal n

1.Strongly Favor

£. Favor

3. Oppose
A. St rongl ose
5. Not S%r%/%ﬁ%e0|ded

Q7____

(. Do you think Geor rq|a needs this medical waste treatment plant to

nanage its |edical waste?

IR o= - - —

3. Not Sure/ Undeci ded

(. Have you ever been to a meeting about nedical vaste or any other

envi ronnental issue?

= . NO CCG—55 —

ldds\%é f g hthveau IDI ”
%'taulvéa% B%g@@ M F%\EM%\AERQ %?epg; il er“@Ng dise
categories” as neeae !

AL B L o T, e
QC ...about the health of yourself or your faiily?

1. Strongly Concer ned
2. Concer ned

3. Unconcer ned

5% 'R0t S e/ Undeci ded Q10- - - -
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Ql. ...about residential property val ues?

1. Strongly Concerned
2. Concer ned o .

3. Unconcer ned

4. Strongly Unconcerned
5. NNot Sur e/ Undeci ded a1l - - — -

Ql2. ...about environnental effects?

1. Strongly Concerned
2. Concer ned

3. Unconcer ned

4. Strongly Unconcer ned
5. NOt Sur e/ Undeci ded o1l 22- — — —

QL3. ...about the loss of lIocal jobs and business?

1. Strongly Concerned
2. Concer ned
3. Unconcer ned

4. Strongly Unconcer ned
5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded t OL3- — — —

Ql4. ...about the ability of the governient to aake appropriate yearly
i nspections?

1. Strongly Concerned
2. Concer ned

3. Unconcer ned
4. Strongly Unconcer ned

LS No t Sur e/ Undeci ded o1 a4- — — —
Q5. ...about the ability of private industry to properly operate the
facility?

1. Strongly Concerned
2. Concer ned
3. Unconcer ned

4. Strongly Unconcer ned

LS No t© Sur e/ Undeci ded Ol 5 -
QL6. ...about the ablity of the transportation industry to safely ship the
2edical waste to treatnent facilities?

1. Strongly Concer ned
2. Concer ned

3. Unconcer ned

4. Strongly Unconcerned
LS No t Sur e/ Undeci ded Ol - — — —
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Thank you. These next questions have a different perspective. Please
listen carefully and indicate whether you fi GREE or DI SAGREE.
CINTtRVIEVER :. Repeat', the "r.e.saonse.. categ-ories" as .needed. 1 .e

QL7.

Q a.

QL9.

Q0.

Q1.

fi ledical waste treat«ent facility built in By coiiunity would
not affect Iy health or Iy faiily's health.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Di sagr ee

4. Strongly Di sagree
5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded " QOlL7 - - — —

A ledical waste treatient plant would not pollute the environ«ent.

1.Strongly Agree
£. Agr ee
3. Di sagree

A. Strongly D sagree
L No t Sur e/ Undeci ded A S— — — —

A ledical waste treatieat facility would increase the val ue of
| ocal property.™

1.Strongly Agree
£. Agree
3. Di sagr ee

4. Strongly Di sagree
L No t Sur e/ Undeci ded OL9- — — —

A treatient plant would not take away the natural beauty of Hall
County.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagr ee

4. Strongly D sagree
S. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded 0oZ20- - - —

| believe that a treatment plant would help create lore jobs in
Hal | County.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagree

4. Strongly Di sagree
5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded o211 - - - -
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1.Strongly Agree

£. Agree

3. Disagree

A Strongly Disagree

5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded «C,22- - - -

@3. | think the state governient is doing it's best to develop a plan
to Manage aedi cal waste.

1.Strongly Agree

£. Agree

3. Di sagree

A Strongly Disagree

5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded -- E3-- - -

@4. An incinerator is a good way to |anage |edical waste.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagr ee

A Strongly Disagree ' i
5. i\lot Sur e/ Undeci ded C;CA- - — -

@5. When it coies to lanaging ledical waste, an incinerator-is better

than a landfill.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Di sagree

A Strongly Disagree
5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded OOZ25- - - -

All right. For this next set of questions, we'll use the saie choices for
answers, but these questions will also have a different perspective

@6. People like Ie have no affect on private industry's decision to build
this treatnment plant.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagree

A Strongly Disagree i
5. I\?ot Sur e/ Undeci ded C,CZ6- - - -

@7. Private industry can safely operate these plants.

1.Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagree

A. Strongly Disagree
5. I\?oyt %ur e/ Undeci ded O,27- - - -
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028. If environiental groups approved this treatnment plant, then | would,

t oo.

1. Strorigl vy,. Agree,
£. Agree
3. Di sagree

4. St ly Di
5.r?Q?oyt Sa%ielr e/ Undeci ded 4O28- - - -

Q9. Medical waste can be safely transported through Iy coiiunity without
causing hariful health effects.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agr ee
3. Di sagree

4. Strongly Di
5 Not Sur e/ Undeci ded AR29O- - - -

0. | would be lore willing to accept this plant, if it accepted waste
ONLY froi our state.

1.Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. D sagr ee *

A Strongly Disagree ) .

5. Not~ Sur e/ Undeci ded 3 BO- - - -

Just a few lore questions about |edical waste to go. The next question

has several responses. Let [e ask the question and read all the possible
responses before you choose one.

031. How close woul d you live to this treatment plant and still feel safe?

1) 1 lile away froi |y house
2) 10 Biles away froa ay house
3) 30 liles away froa ay house
,%) 50 ailes away froa ay house
) More than 50 ailes away froa ay house (@B1----

Wul d you want this facility to be built in your town:
Repeat for QS 32-34

@2. ...if private industry iaproved or partly aaintained soae of the

r oads?

I . Yes

3. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded B2- - - -

Bt B VAL bS5t LRI P BOLePPhc, O0L hORgL PGPy 10
adj acent to the facility)
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1. Yes
2. No

3. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded EB3- - - -

@4 ...if private industry would either provide land and build a coaiunity
park err inprove ones already in place?

I . Yes

2. No
3. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded 34- - - -

5. Wat do you think Georgia shoul d do about |edical waste?:
[ RE ALL RESPONSES!'

Build the treataent plant as soon as possible

1
2) Hold a statew de vote to get the public opinion
3) Work first to reduce waste

A) QG her (specify)

Now | would like to read a question fol | owed by three statements. After
each statement, please respond with: DEFINITELY, MAYBE, NOT LIKELY,
DEFI NI TELY NOT, or NOT SURE

|f this ledical waste treatient facility is NOT built in Gainesville, Do
you think that: ---READ FCR D's 2b, 37

@B6. ...there will be an increase in the cost of ledical services and

products, due to increased costs of transporting |edical waste
out of Georgia?

1.Definitely

£. Maybe

3. Not Likely

A Definitely Not .
5. Not Sur e/ Undeci ded 36- - - -

7. ...there will be an increase in illegal duaping to avoid high costs
of ledical waste disposal?

1.Definitely
£. Maybe
3. Not Likely

%D.efimlt\ellcgt'\IOt Sur e/ Undeci ded 037- - - -
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038. Wiich of the follow ng do you believe should be di sposed of as
2edi cal waste?

1. Plastic .containers, used.-in. 2edical.research. YES NO . NOT' SURE
2. fldBinistrati ve papers and records YES NO NOT SURE

3. d oves used i n surgery YES NO NOT SURE

A Bodi es of aniials used to test YES NO NOT SURE
phar maceutical s

039. Which of the followi ng generate |edical waste?
a. Hospi t al s YES NO NOT SURE
5. Private Dent al Pr acti ces YES NO NOT SURE
3. Medi cal Research Labor atori es YES NO NOT SURE

g . Dry d4d eaners YES NO NOT SURE

6. Pri vate M=edi cal Cli nics YES NO NOT SURE

Finally, 1"d like to finish with a few brief questions about you. The
answers you give will only be used to help |l e better understand the
results of the study. Please reieiber that I don't have your naie, and
all of your answers are confidenti al

SI. What is your occupation? [Record exact response]

e e P
Sl----
S2. Do you own or rent the residence you are currently living in?
I . O
£. Rent
S2----

S3, fire there any children in your househol d?

T T (Record Ages)
= _ M = — —_— —_ —_
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ST.

Sa.
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VWhat is your race?

1.VWte".”

£. Black. -

3. Hlspanlc

A Oriental /flsian or Pacific Islander

5. her (specify)

R A T ?ﬁﬁgp&@setr%j HEC%? AT R

|.Soie eleientary school (K-7) "
2. Finished elelentary school (Sth)
S. Soi e high school (9-11)

A. Fini shed hi gh school

S.Soi e col | ege/ £-yr. col | ege

6. Fini shed 4-yr. college

7. So«e graduate schoo

8. G aduat e degree

S5-- - -
Record  (BY CBSERVFiTLON)  Respondent's sex;

I. Ml e S6- - - -

S. Fei al e

i ?
what T's your age: Offer themranges if no response.
Less than £0
£0- 30
30- AO
40- 50
50- 60 S7- - -
Over 6)0

helt 6ot Pt Yot DREABL0 JER1Fy' o 11 oMo Beloré (e ™™

o arhpE

1. Less than $5, 000

2. $5-%10, 000

3. i10-$20, 000

4. $£0-»30, 000

5. $30- $40, 000

6. <40-i50, 000

7. $50- $75, 000

8. Mre than <75, 000 ==

TH'S COVPLETES THE | NTERVIEW  TH I NK- YOU RGITN FDR YOUR TIME AND YOUR
HELP! YOUR RESPONSES Hf | vE PROVI DED | MPCRTANT | NFORMATI ON FOR MY STUDY |
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APPENDI X 6:

Denogr aphi cs of the Survey Popul ation

The sanple seenms to be nore diverse than the actual denographics of Hal
County; however, overall the sanmple is fairly representative of the
county. Conparison between people in this sanple and persons in the
county in some cases is difficult, because sonme information is not readily
avail abl e or has been categorized differently. The denographics for Hal

County were obtained fromthe Wnder Data Base which obtains U S. Census

Data for 1970-1990.

The sanple is conprised of 38% nales and 62% fenmales (QS6) , 11% nore
femal es than the actual popul ation of Hall County; however the county is
conmprised of more fenal es than nmen, and usually wonmen are nore willing to

participate in surveys than nen, which may explain this finding.

Hal | County's three | argest age groups in years (QS7) are <20, 31-40, and
>60. The three largest age groups of the sanple popul ation are 31-40 and
both 20-30 and 41-50 were tied for second and third place; the >60
category cane in fourth place. Overall, the age of the respondents is
evenly distributed with the exception of the <20 category. This is
because the County includes all ages |ess than 20 years old in this
cat egory, whereas, only individuals 18 or older could qualify as a
respondent in the survey, so the category <20 only includes individuals

who are ages 18 and 19 years ol d.

Concerning racial make-up (Q54) of the respondents, nmost (94.5% are white
and about 5% are black. Very few (0.30% are hispanic. However, the
raci al representation of the respondents seens to approxinmate the actua

raci al make-up of the county.


NEATPAGEINFO:id=66FC3AFD-957A-43BB-B1F9-6FDACDEF4E35


90

The respondents have a wide variety of occupations (QSl) . Mst of the
respondents (33% are "professionals", 20% are "nonprofessional s", and
there are 17% of both "service" and "unconpensat ed” worKkers.
Approxi mately 12.5%are inactive in the work force and 0.5%refused an
answer. For Hall County, data are available for all categories except the
"unconpensat ed" and "inactive" categories. However, 1980 census figures
show that nost of Hall County individuals are "non-professionals" (47%,

followed by "service" (33% and "professional" workers (20%

The occupations of survey participants were categorized according to U S.
Census Soci oeconom ¢ I ndex Scores for Major Cccupation Goups. These are

l'i sted bel ow

U S. Census Qccupational Categories

Tabl e 8:

Census G oup Cat egory

07 Professional, technical, and kindred workers

06 Managers, officials, and proprietors, except farm
05 d erical, sales, and kindred workers

04 Craftsnen, forenen, and ki ndred workers
03 Operati ves and ki ndred wor kers

02 Service workers, including private househol d
01 Laborers, except farm and m ne

After surveys were conpleted, the occupation of the respondent was
categorized as one of the seven possible categories, but some occupations
of the participants were not listed (i.e. volunteer). For clarity, the
categories were then collapsed into four possible groups. The
"professional s" are made up of census groups 07 and 06. "Service workers"
conprise groups 05 and 02. The "non-professional s" were defined as groups
04, 03, and 01. Participants who were "unconpensated" include housew ves,
students, and volunteers. "lInactive" participants were either retired,

unenpl oyed, or refused.

O the 402 respondents, 52.5% of them have children. Conparatively,
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al nost 40% of Hall County househol ds have children. The category of
children (QS3) was included to observe if any differences are found in

parents and those with no children in later cross-tabul ation data.

Concerni ng education (QS5), the largest category is 13-16 years of
education (some college and col |l ege degree) with 37% followed by 12 years
wth 33% 17+ years with 16% and 0-11 years with 14% As of 1990, the
majority (49% of the Hall County popul ation (based on 18 years of age and
ol der) have 11 years of |ess of education, 27.6%a high school degree, and

the renmining 13.4% have 13 years or nore of educati on.

Concerning the respondents' income, (QS8), the largest groups are 10-30
with 33%and 30-50 with 31% These categories appear evenly distributed.
Compar atively, nost househol ds have incones of $10,000 to 29,999 (54.6),
followed by | ess than $10,000 (30.2% and $30,000 to 49,999 (11.5%. The

remai ni ng househol ds have incones of $50,000 or nmore (3.7% .

O the 402 respondents, the sanple has a hi gher nunber of honmeowners
(85.3% conpared to Hall County homeowners (71.5%. The category of

resi dence (QS2) was used to observe if any differences are found in

renters and honeowners in |ater cross-tabul ati on dat a.

The majority of the participants are residents of Gainesville (73.6%,
then fol l owed by Flowery Branch (13.4%, Clernont (8.2%, and Lula (4.7%,
respectively. Conpared to the nunber of available phone lines for these
mai n exchanges, Gainesville has 24,500 residence lines (76%, Flowery
Branch has 3,650 (11.3%, Cernont has 2,375 (7.4%, and Lula has 1,710
(5.3%. These figures are sunmarized in Appendix 5 and illustrate that
the relative nunber of survey participants fromnmajor calling areas within
Hal | County tend to correlate to the percentage of phone lines for each

maj or calling area.
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APPENDI X 7

2 DEMOGRAPHI CS- -

sl

LABORER
SERVI CE WORKER
OPERATI VE
CRAFTSNMVAN
CLERI CAL/ SALES
MANAGER/ PROPR
PROFESS/ TECH
HOUSEW FE

RETI RED
VOLUNTEER
STUDENT

UNEMPL OYED
REFUSED

RENT
REFUSED

YES

Survey Results

OCCUPATI ON

Cumul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
8 2.0 8
16 4.0 24
32 8.0 56
30 7.5 86
64 15. 9 150
52 12.9 202
80 19.9 282
52 12.9 334
48 11.9 382
2 0.5 384
14 3.5 398
2 0.5 400
2 0.5 402

OWN RENT RESI DENCE YQU LI VE I N

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
343 85. 3 343
58 14 .4 401
1 0.2 402

ANY CHI LDREN I N YOUR HOUSEHOLD

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
211 52.5 211
191 47.5 402

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

N

OO UWORrRRERNWDMNOODO

13.
21.
37.
50.
70.
83.
95.
95.
99.
99.
100.

Currul ati ve
Per cent

85. 3
99. 8
100. 0

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

52.5
100. 0

92
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VHI TE
BLACK
HI SPANI C

K-7

8TH

9-11

12

SAOVE COLL
COLLEGE GRAD
SOVE GRAD SCH
GRAD DEGREE

NMALE
FEMALE

Qs7

<20

20- 30
31-40
41- 50
51- 60
OVER 60

Cunmul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Frequency

380 94. 5 380
21 5.2 401
1 0.2 402

EDUCATI ON

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
1.0 4
9 2.2 13
45 11.2 58
134 33.3 192
89 22.1 281
58 14. 4 339
19 4.7 358
44 10. 9 402

SEX

Currul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
151 37.6 151
251 62. 4 402

AGE

Curul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
10 2.5 10
81 20.1 91
117 29.1 208
81 20.1 289
44 10. 9 333
69 17. 2 402

93

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

94. 5
99. 8
100. O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

14.
47.
69.
84.
89.
100.

OFr WO ®OANO

Curul ati ve
Per cent

37.6
100. 0

Cunul ati ve

Per cent
2.5
22.6
51. 7
71.9
82.8
100. O
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I NCOVE LEVEL

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Qs8 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
< $5, 000 10 2.5 10 2.5
$5, 000 - 10, 000 20 5.0 30 7.5
$10, 001 - 20, 000 51 12.7 81 20. 1
$20, 001 - 30, 000 79 19.7 160 39. 8
$30, 001 - 40, 000 70 17. 4 230 57. 2
$40, 001 - 50, 000 58 14. 4 288 71.6
$50, 001 - 75, 000 58 14. 4 346 86. 1
> $75, 000 38 9.5 384 95. 5
REFUSED 18 4.5 402 100. 0

COVMUNI TY/ TOWN YQU LI VE I N

Cunul ati ve Cumul ati ve
a Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
GAI NESVI LLE 296 73. 6 296 73. 6
FLOWNERY BRANCH 54 13. 4 350 87.1
CLERMONT 33 8.2 383 95. 3
LULA 19 4.7 402 100. 0

HEARD ABOUT TREATMENT PLANT FOR GAI NESVI LLE

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
07 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 272 67.7 272 67.7
NO 130 32.3 402 100. O

- - QUESTI ONS CONCERNI NG THE PROPCSED MEDI CAL WASTE TREATMENT
PLANT- -

REVMEMBER VWHERE YOU HEARD ABOUT | T

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
QA Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
CAN T RENMEMBER 3 o 7 3 0.7
CAN REMEMBER 296 66 9 272 67 7

I NAP 130 32 3 402 100 O
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Qx|
YES
NO
I NAP

@BX1A
BOTH
SLANTED

CAN T REMEMBER
I NAP

@BX1B
FOR
AGAI NST
I NAP
QBX2
YES
NO
I NAP

HEARD ABOUT | T ON RADI O

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
94 34.9 94
175 65. 1 269

133

RADI O PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
45 47.9 45
32 34.0 77
17 18.1 94

308

WAS RADI O MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST

Cumul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
a 12.5 a
28 87.5 32

370

HEARD ABOUT | T ON TELEVI SI ON

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
39 14.5 39
230 85.5 269

133

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

34.9
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

47.9
81.9
100.0

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

12.5
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

14.5
100. 0
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rs

@BX2A

BOTH

SLANTED

CAN T REMEMBER
I NAP

@X2B
FOR
AGAI NST
I NAP

QBX3
YES
NO
I NAP

QBX3A
BOTH
SLANTED

CAN' T REVMEMBER
I NAP

TELEVI SI ON PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cumul ati ve Cumnmul ati ve

Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
17 43. 6 17 43. 6
15 38.5 32 82.1
7 17. 9 39 100. 0

363

WAS TELEVI SI ON MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST

Cumnmul ati ve Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
- 2 13.3 2 13. 3
13 86.7 15 100. 0

387

HEARD ABOUT | T FROM NEWSPAPER

Cumul ati ve Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
226 84.0 226 84.0
43 16.0 269 100.0

133

NEWSPAPER PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cunul ati ve Cumul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
111 49. 2 111 49. 2
81 35.8 . 192 85.0
34 15. 0 226 100. 0

176

96
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@BX5A

BOTH

SLANTED

CAN T REMEMBER
I NAP

@BX5B

FOR
AGAI NST
I NAP

QX7
YES
NO
I NAP

@BX7A
SLANTED
I NAP

@BX7B
AGAI NST
I NAP

C amul ati ve

Frequency- Per cent Frequency-
8 13.6 8
48 81. 3 56
3 5.1 59

343

WAS FRI END/ NEI GHBOR MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
10 20.8 10
38 79. 2 48

354

HEARD ABOUT | T FROM PETI TI ON

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
24 8.9 24
245 91.1 269

133

PETI TI ON PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cunmul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

24 100. 0 24
378

WAS PETI TI ON MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST

Cumnmul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

24 100. O 24
378

98

FRI ENDY NEI GHBOR PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

13. 6
94. 9
100. 0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

20. 8
100. O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

8.9
100. 0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

100. 0
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HEARD ABQUT | T FROM MAGAZI NE/ NEWSLETTER

Cummul ati ve Cxonul ati ve
@Bx8 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 2 0.7 2 0.7
NO 265 98. 6 267 99. 3
M SSI NG 2 0.7 269 100. 0
I NAP 133
MAG LETTER PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY
Curmul ati ve Cunul ati ve
@BXBA Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent
BOTH 2 50.0 2 50. 0
M SSI NG 2 50. 0 4 100. 0
I NAP 398
WAS MAG LETTER MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST
Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
BX8B Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
M SSI NG 2 100. 0 100. 0
1 NAP 400
HEARD ABQUT I T FROM PUBLI C HEARI NG MEETI NG
Cunul ati ve Currul ati ve
@BX9 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 12 4.5 12 4.5
NO 254 94. 4 266 98. 9
M SSI NG 3 1.1 269 100.0
I NAP

133
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QBX9A
BOTH
SLANTED
M SSI NG
I NAP

B X9B
FOR
AGAI NST
M SSI NG
I NAP

QX1
YES
NO
I NAP

Qex2
YES
NO

I NAP

Fr equency

10

387

Frequency

(o]

389

DI D RADI O HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Fr equency

29
240
133

DI D TV HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Fr equency

260
133

Per cent

13. 3
66. 7
20.0

Per cent

15. 4
61. 5
23. 1

Per cent

10. 8
89. 2

Per cent

3.3
96. 7

HEARI NG/ MEETI NG PRESENTED BOTH SI DES EQUALLY

Cunul ati ve
Frequency

12
15

WAS HEARI NG/ MEETI NG MOSTLY FOR OR AGAI NST

Curmul ati ve
Fr equency

10
13

Cumul ati ve
Fr equency

29
269

Curmul ati ve
Fr equency

269

100

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

13. 3
80. O
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

15. 4
76. 9
100.0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

10. 8
100. 0

Curmul ati ve
Per cent

3.3
100. O
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DI D NEWSPAPER HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Cumul ati ve Cunmul ati ve
Q6X3 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent

YES A0S 40O . AL 103 40O . 1L
NO 16 10 590, O 269 1 00. O
1 N~ a ==

DI D ENV GROUP(S) HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q6X4 Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
~SrEe== — . > — A . =
NO 264 9O98. A 269 100. O

| ~LA— a ==

DI D FRI ENDY NEI GHBOR HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
QBX5 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent

~ES=s == aa. o == a -
NIO =233 7 SsS. A 269 1 00. O
1 N~ a ==

CAN T REMEMBER WHO HAD MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
QBX6 Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
~SrEe==—= a O e - O 1
NO 268 99. 6 269 100. O

| ~AAA— A ==

DI D EARLI ER OPI NI ON MOST | NFLUENCE ON CURRENT OPI NI ON

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve
QX7 Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent

~MESsS S 1L =2=_. T S 1L =2=_. T
NO 203 7 I . = 269 1 0O00. O
1 N~ a ==


NEATPAGEINFO:id=11289073-9856-4D17-8002-28816030FA3B


YES

I NAP

YES

I NAP

YES

I NAP

YES

I NAP

06X8

QBX9

DI D PETI TI ON HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Fr equency

10
259
133

Per cent

3.7
96. 3

Cumul ati ve
Fr equency

10
269

DI D MAGAZI NE HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Fr equency

267
133

Per cent

0.7
99. 3

Curul ati ve
Frequency

269

102

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

3.7
100. O

Curmul ati ve
Per cent

0.7
100. 0

DI D HEARI NG MEETI NG HAVE MOST | NFLUENCE ON OPI NI ON

Q6X10 Frequency

QBX11

261
133

I'S YOUR CURRENT OPI NI ON STI LL BEI NG FORVED

Fr equency

16
253
133

Per cent

3.0
97.0

Per cent

5.9
94. 1

Cumul ati ve
Frequency

269

Cumul ati ve
Fr equency

16
269

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

3.0
100. 0

Curmul ati ve
Per cent

5.9
100. 0
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Qr

STR FAVOR
FAVOR

OPPCSE

STR OPPCSE

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

YES
NO
NOT  SURE/ UNDEC

YES

QcC

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED

STR UNCONCERNED

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

103

FAVOR OR OPPGCSE MEDI CAL WASTE TRT PLANT

quency

11
76
79
122
114

Cumul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

Per cent Frequency Per cent
2.7 11 2.7
18, 9 87 21.6
19.7 166 41. 3
30.3 288 71.6
28. 4 402 100. O

DOES GEORG A NEED PLANT TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Fr equency

233
49
120

Cunul ati ve Cunul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency Per cent
58 0 233 58 0
12 .2 282 70 1
29 .9 402 100 O

EVER BEEN TO MEETI NG ABOUT MED WASTE/ ENV | SSUE

Fr equency

73
329

Cumul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency Per cent
18 2 73 18 2
81 8 402 100 O

I F PLANT BUI LT, WHAT ABOUT YOUR HEALTH

Fr equency

184
163
40

13

Cumnmul ati ve Cunul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency Per cent
45. 8 184 45. 8
40.5 347 86. 3
10.0 387 96. 3

0.5 389 96. 8
3.2 402 100. 0


NEATPAGEINFO:id=1E341830-F778-4B8C-A1B4-0D671E7410A1


al

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED
STR UNCONCERNED
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

QL2

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q3

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED

STR UNCONCERNED

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

QL4

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED

STR UNCONCERNED
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

I F PLANT BU LT. WHAT ABOUT RES PROP VALUE

Fr equency

150
167
65

16

I F PLANT BUI LT,

Fr equency

188
157
43
14

Fr equency

86
112
137

62

I F PLANT BUI LT,

Fr equency

205
128
44

23

Per cent

37.
41.
16.

OONn W

Cumul ati ve
Frequency

150
317
382
386
402

104

Cunul ati ve

Per cent

37.
78.
95.
96.
100.

VWHAT ABOUT YOUR ENVR EFFECTS

Per cent

46.
39.
10.

aNPF®

Per cent

21.
27.
34.

15.

VHAT ABOUT GOV' T | NSPECT

ANPR OP

Per cent

51.
31.
10.

N o © oo

Cunul ati ve
Fr equency

188
345
388
402

Cunmul ati ve
Fr equency

86
198
335
340
402

Cunul ati ve
Fr equency

205
333
377
379
402

Q00w

Cunul ati ve

Per cent

46.
85.
96.
100.

IF PLANT BU LT, WHAT ABOUT YOUR LOSS CF LOCAL JOBS

ocwm®

Cunmul ati ve

Per cent
21. 4
49. 3
83. 3
84. 6

100. 0

Cunul ati ve

Per cent
51.0
82.8
93. 8
94. 3

100. 0
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QL5

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED

STR UNCONCERNED
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q6

STR CONCERNED
CONCERNED
UNCONCERNED

STR UNCONCERNED

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q7

STR AGREE
AGREE

DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q18

STR AGREE
AGREE

DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

I F PLANT BUI LT,

Fr equency

161
153
52

33

VWHAT ABOUT

Per cent

40.
38.
12.

NN ORO

Cunul ati ve
Fr equency

161
314
366
369
402

105

YOUR PROPER OPERATI ON

Cunul ati ve

Per cent
40. O
78. 1
91.0
91. 8

100. O

I F PLANT BU LT, WHAT ABOUT YOUR PROPER SHI PPl NG

Fr equency

217
129
38

17

Per cent

54.
32.

cov
NNGO RO

C onul ati ve
Fr equency

217
346
384
385
402

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT AFFECT My HEALTH

Fr equency

76
131
95
98

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT POLLUTE ENVI RONMENT

Fr equency

60
159
97
83

Per cent
0.5
18. 9
32.6
23. 6
24. 4

Per cent

0.7
14.9
39. 6
24. 1
20. 6

Currul ati ve
Fr equency

78
209
304
402

Curmul ati ve
Fr equency

63
222
319
402

Cunul ati ve

Per cent
54. 0
86. 1
95. 5
95. 8

100. 0

Cunmul ati ve

Per cent
0.5
19. 4
52.0
75. 6
100. O

Cumul ati ve

Per cent
0.7
15. 7
55. 2
79. 4
100. 0
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AGREE
DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

@0

STR AGREE
AGREE

DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

@1

STR AGREE
AGREE

DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

TRT PLANT W LL ENCOURAGE BUSI NESS/ DEVELOPMENT

@2

STR AGREE
AGREE

DI SAGREE

STR DI SAGREE
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

TRT PLANT WOULD | NCREASE LOCAL PROP VALUES

Fr equency

15
220
122

45

TRT PLANT WOULD NOT DECREASE NATURAL BEAUTY

Fr equency

131
133
59
75

Per cent

54
30.
11.

N W N

Per cent

1.0
32.6
33. 1
14.7
18. 7

Cui mul ati ve

Fr equency

15
235
357
402

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency

135
268
327
402

TRT PLANT WOULD HELP CREATE MORE JOBS

Fr equency

185
100
28
84

Fr equency

81
174
37
108

Per cent
1.2
46. O
24. 9
7.0
20. 9

Per cent
0.5
20. 1
43. 3
9.2
26. 9

Cunul ati ve
Fr equency

190
290
318
402

Curmul ati ve
Fr equency

83
257
294
402

106

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

58.
88.
100.

o m U N

Curmul ati ve
Per cent

33.
66.
81.
100.

Ow~NO®O

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

47.
72.
79.
100.

or P WN

Cunul ati ve

Per cent
0.5
20. 6
63. 9
73. 1
100. 0
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ST. GOVT IS DO NG ITS BEST TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Curmul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q3 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 5 1.2 5 1.2
AGREE 116 28. 9 121 30. 1
DI SAGREE 99 24. 6 220 54.7
STR DI SAGREE 31 7.7 251 62. 4
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 151 37.6 402 100. O

I NCI NERATOR | S GOOD VWAY TO MANAGE MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve Cumul ati ve
Q4 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 14 3.5 14 3.5
AGREE 178 44. 3 192 47. 8
DI SAGREE 41 10. 2 233 58.0
STR DI SAGREE 12 3.0 245 60. 9
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 157 39.1 402 100. 0

INCIN. IS BETTER THAN A LANDFI LL FOR MED WASTE

Cunmul ati ve Cunmul ati ve
Q5 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 43 10. 7 43 10. 7
AGREE 235 58.5 278 69. 2
DI SAGREE 17 4.2 295 73. 4
STR DI SAGREE 5 1.2 300 74.6
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 102 25. 4 402 100. O

I HAVE NO AFFECT ON | NDUSTRY' S DECI SI ON

Curmul ati ve Curul ati ve
Q26 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 5 1.2 5 1.2
AGREE 85 21.1 20 22. 4
DI SAGREE 243 60. 4 333 82. 8
STR DI SAGREE 54 13. 4 387 96. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 15 3.7 402 100. 0
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PRI VATE | NDUSTRY CAN SAFELY OPERATE PLANT

Curmul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q7 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
AGREE 155 38.6 155 38. 6
DI SAGREE 94 23. 4 249 61.9
STR DI SAGREE 20 5.0 269 66. 9
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 133 33.1 402 100. 0
I F ENV GROUPS APPROVE, | DO TOO
Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
28 Fr equency Per cent Frequency Per cent
STR AGREE 11 2.7 11 2.7
AGREE 222 55. 2 233 58. 0
DI SAGREE 86 21. 4 319 79. 4
STR DI SAGREE 19 4.7 338 84.1
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 64 15.9 402 100. 0

VED WASTE CAN BE TRANSPORTED W NO HEALTH PROBLEMS

Cumul ati ve Curmul ati ve
Q9 [uency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 3 0.7 3 0.7
AGREE 133 33. 1 136 33.8
DI SAGREE 111 27. 6 247 61. 4
STR DI SAGREE 31 7.7 278 69. 2
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 124 30. 8 402 100. 0

M GHT ACCEPT PLANT IF I'T ONLY HANDLES GA WASTE

Cumul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Q0 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
STR AGREE 27 6.7 27 6.7
AGREE 221 55.0 248 61.7
DI SAGREE 95 23. 6 343 85. 3
STR DI SAGREE 16 4.0 359 89. 3
NOT SURE/ UNDEC 43 10.7 402 100. 0
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@1

1 M LE AWAY

10 M LES AVAY
30 M LES AWAY
50 M LES AWAY
>50 M LES AVWAY
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

YES
NO
NOT  SURE/ UNDEC

YES
NO

NOT  SURE/ UNDEC

YES
NO

NOT  SURE/ UNDEC

109
HOW CLOCSE WOULD YQU LI VE & STILL FEEL SAFE

Cunul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

uency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
37 9.2 37 9.2
92 22.9 129 32.1
63 15. 7 192 47. 8
24 6.0 216 53.7

136 33. 8 352 87. 6
50 12. 4 402 100. O

WANT PLANT | F PRIV | NDUSTRY | MPROVED ROADS

Cunmul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
83 20 6 83 20 .6
169 42 0 252 62 7
150 37 3 402 100 0

WANT PLANT | F PRIV | ND PROV PROP TO AFFECTED RES

Cumul ati ve Cunmul ati ve

Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
143 35 6 143 35 6
148 36 8 291 72 4
111 27 6 402 100 ©

WANT PLANT |IF PRIV | ND WOULD BUI LD/ | MPROVE PARKS

Cunmul ati ve Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
99 24 6 99 24 6
195 48 .5 294 73 .1
108 26 .9 402 100 .0
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YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

@B5X1

@5X2

B5X3

Q5X4

@B5X5

GA SHOULD BUI LD TRT PLANT ASAP

Cunmul ati ve

Frequency- Per cent Fr equency
60 14 .9 60
342 85. 1 402

GA SHOULD HOLD VOTE TO GET PUBLI C OPI NI ON

Cunmul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

175 43. 5 175
227 56. 5 402

GA SHOULD WORK FI RST TO REDUCE WASTE

Cumul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

211 52.5 211
191 a47. S 402

NO OPI Nl ON ON WHAT GA SHOULD DO

Cunul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

12 3 0 12
390 97 0 402

EACH COUNTY SHOULD BE RESP FOR OWN WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

53 13. 2 53
349 86. 8 402

110

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

14.9
100. 0

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

43. 5
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

52.5
100. 0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

3 0
100 O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

13. 2
100. 0
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EACH STATE SHOULD BE RESP FOR OWN WASTE

Cumnmul ati ve Cumul ati ve
QB5X6 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 19 4 .7 19 4.7
NO 383 95. 3 402 100. O

GA SHOULD BUI LD PLANT I N MORE | SOLATED AREA

Cumul ati ve Curmul ati ve
@B5X7 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 43 10. 7 43 10. 7
NO 359 89. 3 402 100. O

GA SHOULD UTI LI ZE EXI STI NG FACI LI TI ES

Curnul ati ve Curnul ati ve
@SXS Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 26 6.5 26 6.5
NO 376 93. 5 402 100. 0

PLANT O K. | F OPERATED/ | NSPECTED PROPERLY

Cunmul ati ve Cunmul ati ve
QB5X9 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 49 12.2 49 12.2
NO 353 87.8 402 100. O

GA SHOULD ENFORCE STRI NGENT PENALTI ES

Cumul ati ve Cumul ati ve
@B5X10 Fr equency Per cent Fr equency Per cent
YES 5 1.2 5 1.2
NO 397 98. 8 402 100.0
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Q@35X11
YES
I K)

Q@35X12
YES
NO

@35X13
YES
NO

@6

DEFI NI TELY
MAYBE

NOT LI KELY
DEFI NI TELY NOT

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

MORE | NFQ' EDUCATI ON NEEDED FOR PUBLI C

Cunmul ati ve

Fr ec[ uency Per cent Fr equency
37 9 2 37
365 90 8 402

COVPENSATI ON WOULD HELP

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Frequency
4 1.0 4
398 99. 0 402

OTHER

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Frequency
111 27 6 111
291 72 4 402

W LL NO PLANT | NCREASE MEDI CAL COSTS

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
124 30.8 124
138 34. 3 262

76 18.9 338
22 5.5 360
42 10. 4 402

112

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

9 2
100 O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

1.0
100. 0

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

27 6
100 O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

30.
665.
84.
89.
100.

cokrN®
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;7

DEFI NI TELY
NVAYBE

NOT LI KELY
DEFI NI TELY NOT
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q@38x1

YES
NO
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

@8X2

YES
NO
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

Q38X3

YES
NO
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

W LL NO PLANT | NCREASE | LLEGAL DUMPI NG

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
96 23.9 96
147 36. 6 243
71 17.7 314
21 5.2 335
67 16.7 402

DI SP OP PLAS RES CONTAI NERS AS MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
298 74.1 298
21 5.2 319
83 20.6 402

DI SP OF ADM N PAPERS AS NMED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
54 13. 4 54

315 78. 4 369
33 8.2 402

DI SP OF SURG GLOVES AS MED WASTE

Cumul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
381 94. 8 381
10 2.5 391
11 2.7 402

113

Currul ati ve
Per cent

23. 9
60. 4
78. 1
83. 3
100. O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

74. 1
79. 4
100. O

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

13. 4
91. 8
100. 0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

94. 8
97. 3
100. O
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QB8Xx4

YES
NO

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

QB9x1

YES
NOT SURE/ UNDEC

QB9X2

YES
NO

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

QB9X3

YES
NO

NOT  SURE/ UNDEC

QB9X4

YES
NO

NOT SURE/ UNDEC

DI SP OF RES CADAVERS AS MED WASTE

C anmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
359 89. 3 359
22 5.5 381
21 5.2 402

DO HGOSPI TALS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Per cent Fr equency

Fr equency

393 97. 8 393
9 2.2 402

DO PRIV DENTAL PRACT GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Frequency
350 87.1 350
17 4.2 367
35 8.7 402

DO MED RES LABS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunmul ati ve

Fr equency Per cent Fr equency
376 93 5 376
5 1.2 381
21 5 2 402

DO DRY CLEANERS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cunul ati ve

Frequency Per cent Frequency
81 20.1 81
209 52.0 290
112 27.9 402

114

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

89. 3
94. 8
100. 0

Cunmul ati ve
Per cent

97. 8
100. 0

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

87.1
91. 3
100. O

Cumul ati ve
Per cent

93 5
94 .8
100 O

Cunul ati ve
Per cent

20. 1
72. 1
100. O
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DO PRIV MED CLI

Q@B9I9X5 Fr equency
YES 378
NO 5

NOT SURE/ UNDEC 19

115

NI CS GENERATE MED WASTE

Cumul ati ve Cunul ati ve
Per cent Frequency Percent

94. O 378 94. O
.2 383 95. 3
.7

1
4 402 100. 0
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APPENDI X 8:

Articles Taken From The Ti nes

The following articles were taken fromApril to June of 1990 which is when
the comunity concern over the incinerator was the greatest.
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>be | o<v>tcd In I e Easte rn sec |on 0f0||r Mthe gover nor laced ' morat ori um on’
f county . A lmedi ately, ;/an avxareness AbU||d| ng any medi ical waste tndneratoni

o' <roup was_ formed by concerned citl- | In Tennessee.’;
AeB» to H]rowde Infarmanon and fact '“?A K %fttFx/M A
[nci nerat Pol [(}] pThe P'r Tive <' M Iet ter Is 0

0Se
?ITE E?p »ute an natlonaI[J ( |,Inesvl)rmns on S owa 10t her. Vco
{ dto ether to conuct OVen a- b ought the A medi cal \Aaste v
fagencies_and provide inforation to the \clncr tors. | would urge ou to get the
| pubUe. “The concerned ci tizens fgroupS »t S, %et i nvol ved}\ san rrake youri
&Iaoed%adlo | nd neuepaner | o1, about ™ § $pro mf a0l ngwa
ement's oogosethelnm or ana rtn nt

3] 89uSPOKofBabl 1, 61 Yanand, nLLen, e >u§M«ébP"vmeR'pEpE by
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tended J thej- pub||cA hear|n?| |v0|dnq
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can Stop medical incinerator?

N Wth retrd to' the Eéo osed m cal

viste Ircineritor to uilt in Hall'
County (three niles from Gainesville's
Downt own Square), | have asked Curtis
ASegars, chairman of the Hall2 County\'
/Commi ssion, to call a special mating U .
|V]aall blethe d()om1|1|55|ton Tenh%rs[ IndI|
ual Iy and COll €ctively ussute pos
J] onaon Ym sproject. /)JA PN« t-
f the Georgia \)cpar fnent of Natural ',
Resources aut hopzes this facility to be"
sbuilt, medical waste will be brought by '
-the truckload" from as far-south' as*
Giffin and beyond .the northern and"
eastern borders of Georgia®- acircle *
-which I's 140 niles across (for starters).-*'-

"Pleas4 call Chalrihan Segarsat 6i 4-
BO 19 or 635-8288 and expréss to hime.

ouf feelln s about bringing medical '
vgaste fromgout5|de Hal Ig] C%unty for>

9\/ i bo.i" pleasetwrite: G * Leonarg
Idbetter).: Director, *Department o

; NLtur»l Reaoarcea 205 But‘er S n&|
Suite. 1252, East Towerr”Atl antad. Ga

busl j : woxd
Fl owery Branch
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depend upon continued technol ogyW
devel op ways to overcone those j
adangers. That means testing new f
new products, new nethods J
; Mncineration may be ol d |
" new technol ogy for this partrcul ar fieldS
I't 13 so hew that operating regulatio
and s"tanda]"haven't even been
,P N N
«A "re IorPUfadUt rvTi1gTi Sie tfiwd
"third of a stated population sholildn't
Mesrope'rat|phT Anytwistrauldl ™
smich SRl | er SesLl pAf i annar v

nr HC[? assdgsrrcm oq potential t

ibut'the5' "can be forgiven their''
Iokﬁfchcnslon%l Ven the reca
regor dSl theyye' geenr sdT


NEATPAGEINFO:id=9A29C1E3-5207-4890-949B-D2AAAC24F824


3rv

sol utiorfsTt of

' K fat "V t
riliiJHtt ?I-U<>armd[ t HI I\Ml ﬂ| l%bru%?rﬁlgugan | oacralt%sns || ss f

{1t h||||nt iircomiin <)t a fedi cal
N JI XM HCX ¢ rmncerhe chtml |n»§)ll«§l «aulnya f
fi, -, NI @AMSN TASEK rrf"Xondl\/onl I'n thel
[lcantiliThertfiarftino' fedfmregu a.;s ;' u vu_iiul

nai VUK | t<| 0 all bl odj S F.'!."J.I'."V"'**.
pFC%H i ‘{ SKTO tnnxiwﬁﬂacei ng rrﬁ >&exposure toAbI ooaa
‘feﬁpga s FE
dC )
%\Aﬁ%{ elln(}/t |t§ |||r%dlﬁdnpo an()j/D H? &)&/
A iteﬂt‘rom ‘

ewow sfrnlcrecors uJ ash a,. | aden
rlEclso' |"a' ||o hof* i
hearj n e -|.“
| %t P CHO| rcafl 1 Wi L,
Wraﬁr ' p ot of Wawt ta
t% C
| rTCIa ancaSyi That r(]\vpuld ‘be linterfering
IntiTitate’ commerce, Al AL | Ayt Pﬁw
' I Tcarne it the':

g2 Nea

DNR hiefi'lncin

t on. ---fmw fcu gt enr|T\mlc7M39bu|tT fAN

TBzegggstanbert i ael 4 E@ H hH eﬁJmHBdlcal vxaseo[t(%ﬂ 0Vlvnr}g i,
WTLACTA'! fflAGM|g| ay \Md]H | unt ’U It esva ELEdbet ET}]IU%{E?

mastiaor, of gnhvgggngﬁggggayoggfa @hgrggma“y Jcoura Qn”P rrgr?f{;ﬁe,\ltate o 3a mie it gl allow

iflall County delegatTon I ooking for ,;reionl ng that ai- P Un \[ K Wf dg "og 03|n The Incmerator be oret e'
rvays to prevent construction of s' "Towed the Incln- J ‘J Of bey Cld Thv I mnl “ |ve K
medlcalvastel ngl nerator, PV "erator In - Lhe |-t er told thed el F |
SRR E L %%an'&”c“;?%a“‘s' i “”eai‘e'q'éﬁ Hhs el

2ment o Na(’,taural Re 5 rces Bos! tioii o RE! and;he i say Iege|nss||z\1lte|lon80kn0vm as, IheACO
nﬂmer nalod rter, tnivel e< to eD rhass w eggttcr A =50l Ut | ong UrB7 LK b

V'AtTanta toaiscuss the unpdpul ar bal | an people ! hey || requ 3 (‘gcm Overen"aen

ré)rm.Kmal \MI’H-C ﬂrdwK %tcr? eE Ie<||y avF m%edé)%tlﬂ ua 1o at gJy @5 eqe utug

JiaTlLooreet VIRl e, SRR A R r%o Sy o biild the [nchers oer ”? ol °°'Pt

b il ?Is% 0t e#>pﬁ \?Hohp P T O L M a och Sl e ap geSA“” sl pA A
;¥>o|u i kor 13 yHn(ﬂs [T pr enfl S plam " (}/ec R RTCAY: ;R arney - el eglslatlond reqlfl f' »V

’ ool that %
A

|rHrye'f
cUi Miteaul rementsnriiarol K

. Jnefai TOF flciarid ~wnied
ALirste &ap ||c»t|0n3|t0r"the|

n‘e I N
hrrﬂme’ye <h>r as%fer P- thet-

N
%\”10 %Sos%??a’ss \ Hﬁé 6ee}ce?Pl S|H|er{otr?l
Infccuf)l|a wastes rroin, th e %er
I nr et ouslvxastes; i “>f\[L

Th oge {ner J Jy SEryes

%al Volﬁnetobe d{sFos?d 0o (AnE 5]
sharplycu mto%seﬁl ntl [ o

;vmnldv

aut ocl avi g But

prontii
I&Aut(r eg

00 hng
qe thlr%F ReF
!

b
hehug art-bu
e

il

tﬁ'gugjigf o

OTM

t| seThl ¢

scturers farel
| ntt* e lnc stpons
gt |f\4neqd no?q pgg auI|F|)c ave

/\/\ E/\/\/\I BB l

( AMMJ, orfgoméonel
ke %q%
%}e ﬂ Zm’i@ g;; éfw@“m

e &/ lisinfA-

o
SRR
|(Ij\esé ALt agr ‘p?getox

01T


NEATPAGEINFO:id=30F9F303-B2E9-4EA5-B353-E09809641FE5


131


NEATPAGEINFO:id=59C9542B-8EC9-407A-A4B4-0E22043AA92B


132

HaUJCoi i ng*
Sof 18891
"V il VRG2S

RS ¢pLsprtert]
al
>
[
edf
%& Gl
C; g
¢
f
i
C
v

- .mwlaA.IV.tlnlﬂ[lDl.lh.kﬁ/AAﬂ\u.kaﬂ| i

M eys™Ral | Tal

ragamst incinerator pl”
| Cacid :
1| na N

:

b

)

él

n

/&

i

S

:

|

g

i

i

1

!

<| NkLl Al . N_AN

NiisMajD mt A

Q\/\: /\M A*M ANN


NEATPAGEINFO:id=9B677351-C886-4927-BA38-4386D3BD8962


