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PREFACE

L 4

This book is a product of my interest as an environmental sociologist and
my concern that the rights of people of color and poor communities be
protected. It has now been a decade since Dumping in Dixie was first pub-
lished. During this period, the terms “environmental justice,” “environ-
mental racism,” and “environmental equity” have become household
words. Out of the small and seemingly isolated environmental struggles
emerged a potent grassroots movement. The 1990s saw the environmen-
tal justice movement become a unifying theme across race, class, gender,
age, and geographic lines.

It is fitting that Dumping in Dixie, the first book on environmental justice,
examines the widening economic, health, and environmental disparities as
we enter the twenty-first century. Today, many Americans who range from
constitutional scholars to lay grassroots activists now recognize that envi-
ronmental discrimination is unfair, unethical, and immoral. The practice is
also illegal. I carried out this research under the assumption that all Amer-
icans have a basic right to live, work, play, go to school, and worship in a
clean and healthy environment. This framework became the working def-
inition of the environment for many environmental justice activists and an-
alysts alike. I made a deliberate effort to write a readable book that might
reach a general audience while at the same time covering uncharted areas
of interest to environmentalists, civil rights advocates, community ac-
tivists, political leaders, and policymakers.

The issues addressed center on equity, fairness, and the struggle for
social justice by African American communities. The struggles against
environmental injustice are not unlike the civil rights battles waged to dis-
mantle the legacy of Jim Crow in Selma, Montgomery, Birmingham, and
some of the “Up South” communities in New York, Boston, Philadelphia,
Detroit, Chicago, and Los Angeles. The analysis chronicles the environ-
mental justice movement in an effort to develop common strategies that
are supportive of building sustainable African American and other people-
of-color communities.

In the South, African Americans just happen to make up the region’s
largest racial minority group. This analysis could have easily focused on

xiff
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Latino Americans in the Southwest or Native Americans in the West.
People of color in all regions of the country bear a disproportionate share
of the nation’s environmental problems. Racism knows no geographic
bounds.

As a sociologist at the predominately African American Texas Southern
University in Houston, I was asked in 1979 by attorney Linda McKeever
Bullard (my wife) to conduct a study of the spatial location of all of the
municipal solid-waste disposal facilities in Houston. The request was
part of a class-action lawsuit (Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management) she
filed against the city of Houston, the State of Texas, and the locally head-
quartered Browning Ferris Industrics—the “Avis of Garbage.” The law-
suit stemmed from a plan to site a municipal landfill in a suburban,
middle-income neighborhood of single-family home owners. Bean v.
Southwestern Waste Management was the first lawsuit in the United States
that charged environmental discrimination in waste-facility siting under
the Civil Rights Act. The Northwood Manor neighborhood was an un-
likely location for a garbage dump-—except that over 82 percent of its res-
idents were African American.

In order to obtain the history of waste-disposal-facility sitings in Hous-
ton—the only major U.S. city that does not have zoning—government
records (city, county, and state documents) had to be manually retrieved
because the files were not yet computerized. On-site visits, windshield
surveys, and informal interviews, done in a sort of “researcher as detec-
tive” role, were conducted as a reliability check. The Houston case pre-
dates some important landmark studies and events: the 1983 U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office study of offsite commercial hazardous waste
landfills in the South, the 1987 Commission for Racial justice Toxic Wastes
and Race, the 1990 Gulf Coast Tenants Organization and Southwest Orga-
nizing Project letters to the “Big Ten” environmental groups accusing
them of elitism and racism, the 1990 University of Michigan conference
on “Race and the Incidence of Environmental Hazards,” the 1991 First
National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit, and the
1994 environmental justice Executive Order signed by President Bill Clin-
ton.

In the case of landfills in Houston, the task was made easier because of
the city’s flat terrain. Whenever a “mountain” was encountered-—and
quite a few were scattered across the urban landscape—I suspected an
old dump site.

After collecting the data for Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management and
interviewing citizens from other African American neighborhoods, we
realized that the siting of local waste facilities was not random. More-
over, this was not a chicken-or-egg (which came first) problem. In all
cases, the residential character of the neighborhoods had been estab-
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lished long before the industrial facilities invaded the areas. Many resi-
dents came to understand the research I was conducting and to recognize
the noble profession of sociology as a field in which grandiose theories
are developed, hypotheses formulated, and data collected that result in
the verification of the obvious: Most residents of segregated black Hous-
ton neighborhoods not only knew which days the garbage was collected
but also knew the addresses of the existing and abandoned landfills and
incinerators. Many of these same residents had spent much of their lives
escaping from waste sites, only to find waste-facility disputes following
them to their new neighborhoods.

[ was curious to know whether the Houston case was typical of other
African American communities in the South—a region in which over half
of all African Americans reside. The research focus was extended to
include four additional African American communities. I decided to
explore the thesis that African American communities in the South—the
nation’s Third World—because of their economic and political vulnera-
bilities, have been routinely targeted for the siting of noxious facilities; -
locally unwanted land uses, or LULUs; and environmental hazards. Peo-
ple in these communities, in turn, are likely to suffer greater environ-
mental and health risks than in the general population.

In this book, I seek to identify the major economic, social, and psycho-
logical impacts associated with the siting of noxious facilities (municipal
landfills, hazardous-waste facilities, lead smelters, chemical plants) anclw
their significance in mobilizing the African American community. The’
subjects were drawn from an array of mostly black areas, including
neighborhoods in Houston and Dallas, Texas, and the communities of
Alsen, Louisiana; Institute, West Virginia; and Emelle, Alabama.

Limited housing and residential options, combined with discrimina-
tory facility practices, have contributed to the imposition of all types of
toxins on African American communities through the siting of garbage
dumps, hazardous-waste landfills, incinerators, smelter operations,
paper mills, chemical plants, and a host of other polluting industries.
These industries have generally followed the path of least resistance,
which has been to locate in economically poor and politically powerless
African American communities.

Poor African American communities are not the only victims of siting
disparities and environmental discrimination, however. Middle-income
African American communities are confronted with many of the same
land-use disputes and environmental threats as their lower-income coun-
terparts. Increased income has enabled few African Americans to escape
the threat of unwanted land uses and potentially harmful environmental
pollutants. In the real world, racial segregation is the dominant residen-
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Lawyers Guild’s Sugar Law Center, American Civil Liberties Union, and
Legal Aid Society teaming up on environmental justice and health issues
that differentially affect poor people and people of color. Environmental
racism and environmental justice panels have become “hot” topics at
conferences sponsored by law schools, bar associations, public health
groups, scientific societies, and social science meetings.

Environmental justice leaders have also had a profound impact on
public policy, industry practices, national conferences, private founda-
tion funding, and academic research. Environmental justice courses and
curricula can be found at nearly every university in the country. It is now
possible to build an academic career—and get tenure, promotion, and
merit raises—studying environmental justice issues.

A half-dozen environmental justice centers and legal clinics have
sprung up across the South—four of these centers are located at histori-
cally black colleges and universities, or HBCUs: Environmental Justice
Resource Center (Clark Atlanta University—Atlanta, Ga.}, Deep South
Center for Environmental Justice (Xavier University of Louisiana—New
Orleans, La.), Thurgood Marshall Environmental Justice Legal Clinic
(Texas Southern University-—Houston, Tex.), and Environmental Justice
and Equity Institute (Florida A&M University-Tallahassee, Fla.).

Environmental justice groups are beginning to sway administrative
decisions their way. They even have a few important court victories.
Groups have been successful in blocking numerous permits for new pol-
luting facilities and have forced the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to permanently relocate an African American community away
from a toxic-waste dump that was dubbed “Mount Dioxin.”

Environmental justice has trickled up to the federal government and
the White House. Environmental justice activists and academicians were
key actors who convinced the EPA (under the Bush administrations} to
create the Office on Environmental Equity. The Reverend Benjamin F.
Chavis Jr. (who at the time was executive director of the United Church
of Christ Commission for Racial Justice) and I were selected to work on
President Bill Clinton’s Transition Team in the Natural Resources Cluster
(the EPA and the Departments of Energy, the Interior, and Agriculture).
Environmental justice leaders quickly got the Clinton administration to
establish the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC)
to advise the EPA. President Clinton signed Environmental Justice Exec-
utive Order 12898. Yet we are a long way from achieving a fair and just
society in the environmental and other arenas.

This book is divided into seven chapters. I explore the barriers to envi-
ronmental and social justice experienced by African Americans in Chap-
ter 1 and also lay the foundation for understanding the factors that con-
tribute to environmental conflicts, distributive impacts, and growing



xviii & Preface

militancy among African American community residents. An overview
of the sociological and ccological changes that have taken place in the
Southern region of the United States is presented in Chapter 2. Sociohis-
torical information on the individual case studies is outlined in Chapter
3, which also includes detailed community profiles and background data
on environmental dispute-resolution mechanisms.

The results of the household surveys are discussed in Chapter 4. These
environmental surveys were used to supplement the more descriptive
and qualitative analysis obtained from archival records and in-depth in-
terviews with local opinion leaders. In Chapter 5, I examine the role of
environmental racism in creating inequities between whites and people
of color and the extent to which some at-risk populations, neighbor-
hoods, and communities are unequally protected by the government. In
Chapter 6, I analyze the driving forces behind the fast-growing environ-
mental justice movement and its emergent leadership. I also explore re-
cent environmental justice victories and successful grassroots strategies,
and I delineate a model environmental justice framework for decision-
making, equal protection, and pollution prevention.

In Chapter 7, I draw from the interviews conducted with local opinion
leaders, the empirically based household surveys, and firsthand observa-
tions and use the work of grassroots environmental justice groups to
form generalizations on both concern with environmentalism in the
African American community and activism in that same community. In
this final chapter, I delineate action strategies and recommendations for
building consensus and mobilizing African Americans and other people-
of-color groups, organizations, and networks on environmental justice is-
sues. Finally, I offer prescriptions for diversifying mainstream environ-
mental groups—strategies that can enhance the larger environmental
movement in the United States and around the world.

Robert D. Bullard
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CHAPTER ONE
.

Environmentalism
and Social Justice

The environmental movement in the United States emerged with agen-
das that focused on such areas as wilderness and wildlife preservation, re-
source conservation, pollution abatement, and population control. It was
supported primarily by middle- and upper-middle-class whites. Al-
though concern about the environment cut across racial and class lines,
environmental activism has been most pronounced among individuals
who have above-average education, greater access to economic resources,
and a greater sense of personal efficacy.!

Mainstream environmental organizations were late in broadening their
base of sypport to include blacks and other minorities, the poor, and
working-class persons. The “energy crisis” in the 19708 provided a major
impetus for the many environmentalists to embrace equity issues con-
fronting the poor in this country and in the countries of the Third World.?
Over the yearglgnyli_r_ogmentalism has shifted from a “participatory” to a

“power” strategy, where the “core of active environmental movement is
focused on litigation, pohtxcal lobbying, and teehnical evaluation rather
than on mass mobilization for protest marches.(” /

An abundance of documentation shows blacks, lower-income groupss;
and working-class persons are subjected to a disproportionately Iarggj /
amount of pollution and other environmental stressors in their neighbor:
hoods as well as in their workplaces.* However, these groups have only
been marginally involved in the nation’s environmental movement. Prob-
lems facing the black community have been topics of much discussion in
recent years. (Here, we use sociologist James Blackwell’s definition of the
black community, “a highly diversified set of interrelated structures and

1



2 e Environmentalism and Social Justice

aggregates of people who are held together by forces of white oppression
and racism.”*} Race has not been eliminated as a factor in the allocation of
community amenities.

Research on environmental quality in black communities has been min-
imal. Attention has been focused on such problems as crime, drugs, pov-
erty, unemployment, and family crisis. Nevertheless, pollution is exacting
a heavy toll (in health and environmental costs) on black communities
across the nation. There are few studies that document, for example, the
way blacks cope with environmental stressors such as municipal solid-
waste facilities, hazardous-waste landfills, toxic-waste dumps, chemical
emissions from industrial plants, and on-the-job hazards that pose ex-

_treme risks to their health. Coping in this case is seen as a response to

stress and is defined as “efforts, both action-oriented and intrapsychic, to
manage, i.e., master, tolerate, reduce, minimize, environmental and inter-
nal demands, conflicts among then, which tax or exceed a person’s re-
sources.””® Coping strategies employed by individuals confronted with a
stressor are of two general types: problem-focused coping (e.g., individual
and/or group efforts to directly address the problem) and emotion-focused
coping (e.g., efforts to control one’s psychological response to the stressor).
The decision to take direct action or to tolerate a stressor often depends on
how individuals perceive their ability to do something about or have an
impact on the stressful situation. Personal efficacy, therefore, is seen as a
factor that affects environmental and political activism.”

Much research has been devoted to analyzing social movements in the
United States. For example, hundreds of volumes have been written in the
past several years on the environmental, labor, antiwar, and civil rights
movements. Despite this wide coverage, there is a dearth of material on
the convergence (and the divergence, for that matter) of environmental-
ism and social justice advocacy. This appears to be the case in and out of
academia. Moreover, few social scientists have studied environmentalism
among blacks and other ethnic minorities. This oversight is rooted in his-
torical and ideological factors and in the composition of the core environ-
mental movement and its largely white middle-class profile.

Many of the interactions that emerged among core environmentalists,
the poor, and blacks can be traced to distributional equity questions. How
are the benefits and burdens of environmental reform distributed? Who
gets what, where, and why? Are environmental inequities a result of rac-
ism or class barriers or a combination of both? After more than two de-
cades of modérii environmentalism, the ®quity issues have not been re-
solved. There has been, however, some change in the way environmental
problems are presented by mainstream environmental organizations.
More important, environmental equity has now become a major item on
the local (grassroots) as well as national civil rights agenda.®
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Much of the leadership in the civil rights movement came from histori-
cally black colleges and universities (HBCUs). Black college students were
on the “cutting edge’ in leading sit-in demonstrations at lunch counters,
libraries, parks, and public transit systems that operated under Jim Crow
laws. In The Origins of the Civil Rights Movement, Aldon D. Morris wrote:

The tradition of protest is transmitted across generations by older relatives,
black institutions, churches, and protest organizations. Blacks interested in
social change inevitably gravitate to this “protest community,” where they
hope to find solutions to a complex problem.

The modern civil rights movement fits solidly into this rich tradition of
protest. Like the slave revolts, the Garvey Movement, and the March on
Washington, it was highly organized. Its significant use of the black religious
community to accomplish political goals also linked the modern movement
to the earlier mass movements which also relied heavily on the church.’

*

Social justice and the elimination of institutionalized discrimination
were the major goals of the civil rights movement, Many of the HBCUs are
located in some of the most environmentally polluted communities in the
nation. These institutions and their students, thus, have a vested interest
in seeing that improvements are made in local environmental quality. Un-
like their move to challenge other forms of inequity, black student-activ-
ists have been conspicuously silent and relatively inactive on environmen-
tal problems. Moreover, the resources and talents of the faculties at these
institutions have also been underutilized in assisting affected communi-
ties in their struggle against polluters, including government and private
industries.

The problem of polluted black communities is not a new phenomenon.
Historically, toxic dumping and the location of locally unwanted land
uses LULUS) have followed the ”pathof least resistance,” meaning black
and poor communities have been disproportionately burdened with these
types of of externahtles However, organized black resistance to toxic dump-
ing, mumapal waste facility siting, and discriminatory environmental
and land-use decisions is a relatively recent phenomenon.'” Black environ-
mental concern has been present but too often has not been followed up
with action.

Ecological concern has remained moderately high across nearly all seg-

ments of the population. Social equity and concern about distributive im-;

pacts, however, have not fared so well over the years. Low-income an

minority communities have had few advocates and lobbyists at the na-
tional level and within the mainstream environmental movement. Things
are changing as environmental problems become more “potent political

issues [and] become increasingly viewed as threatening public health.”"! _

X
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The environmental movement of the 1900s and 1970s, dominated by the
middle class, built an impressive political base for environmental reform
and regulatory relief. Many environmental problems of the 1980s and
1990s, however, have sovial impacts that differ somewhat from earlier
ones. Specifically, environmental problems have had serious regressive

impacts. These impact«e h.wv been widvly publid;rod in the media as in |

The plight of polluted mmonty mmmummw is nnt as well known as the
New York and Missouri tragedies. Nevertheless, a disproportionate bur-
den of pollution is carricd by the urban poor and minorities. '

Few environmentalists realized the sociological implications of the not-
in-my-backyard (NIMBY) phenomenon. " Given the political climate of
the times, the hazardoiis wastes, gatbage dumps, and polluting industries
‘were likely to end up in somebody’s backyard. But whose backyard?
More often than not, these LULUs ended up in poor, powerless, black
communities rather than in affluent suburbs. This pattern has proven to
be the rule, even though the benefits derived from industrial waste pro-
duction are directly related to affluence.' Public officials and private in-
dustry have in many cases responded to the NIMBY phenomenon using
the place-in-blacks’-backyard (PIBBY) principle."

Social activists have begun to move environmentalism to the left in an
effort to address some of the distributional impact and equity issues.'
‘ Documentation of civil rights violations has strengthened the move to
& make environmental quality a basic right of all individuals. Rising energy
]} costs and a continued erosion of the economy’s ability to provide jobs (but
i not promises) are factors that favor blending the objectives of labor, mi-

norities, and other “underdogs” with those of middle-class environmen-
talists."”” Although ecological sustainability and socioeconomic equality
have not been fully achieved, there is clear evidence that the 1980s ush-
ered in a new era of cooperation between environmental and social justice
groups. While there is by no means a consensus on complex environmen-
tal problems, the converging points of view represent the notion that “en-
vironmental problems and ... material problems have common roots.”'®
hen analyzing the convergence of these groups, it is important to note
melatwe empbhasis that environmental and social justice organizations
glve to “instrumental”’ versus “expressive’” activities.'” Environmental or-
| ganizations have relied heavily on environmentally oriented expressive
activities (outdoor recreation, field trips, social functions, etc.), while the
social justice movements have made greater use of goal-oriented instru-
mental activities (protest demonstrations, mass rallies, sit-ins, boycotts,
_etc.) in their effort to produce social change.”
The push for environmental equity in the black community has much in
common with the development of the modern civil rights movement that
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began in the South. That is, protest against discrimination has evolved
from “organizing efforts of activists functioning through a well-devel-
oped indigenous base.”” Indigenous black institutions, organizations,
leaders, and networks are coming together against polluting industries
and discriminatory environmental policies. This book addresses this new
uniting of backs against institutional barriers of racism and classism.

Race Versus Class in Spatial Location

Social scientists agree that a multidimensional web of factors operate in
sorting out stratification hierarchies. These factors include occupation, ed-
ucation, value of dwellings, source and amount of income, type of dwell-
ing structures, government and private industry polic®  -~d racial and
ethnic makeup of residents.”> Unfortunately, American socie - has not
reached a color-blind state. What role does race play in sorting vur 1and
uses? Race continues 10 be a potent variable in explaining the spatial lay-
out of urban areas, including housing patterns, street and highway config-

T T —— e T T . - s polt :
urations, commetcial development, and industrial facility siting.

Houston, Texas, the nation’s fourth largest city, is a classic example of an
area where race has played an integral part in land-use outcomes and mu-
nicipal service delivery.® As late as 1982, there were neighborhoods in
Houston that still did not have paved streets, gas and sewer connections,
running water, regular garbage service, and street markers. Black and
Hispanic neighborhoods were far more likely to have service deficiencies
than their white counterparts. One of the neighborhoods (Bordersville)
was part of the land annexed for the bustling Houston Intercontinental
Airport. Another area, Riceville, was a stable black community located in
the city’s sprawling southwest corridor, a mostly white sector that ac-
counted for nearly one-half of Houston’s housing construction in the
1970s.

The city’s breakneck annexation policy stretched municipal services
thin. Newly annexed unincorporated areas, composed of mostly whites,
often gained at the expenses of older minority areas. How does one ex-
plain the service disparities in this modern Sunbelt city? After studying
the Houston phenomenon for nearly a decade, I have failed to turn up a
single case of a white neighborhood (low- or m1ddle~mc0me) in the city
that was systematically denied basic municipal services. The significance
of race may have declined, but racism has not d1sappeared when it comes
to allocating scarce resources.

Do middle-income blacks have the same mobility options that are avail-
able to their white counterparts? The answer to this question is no. Blacks
have made tremendous economic and political gains in the past three de-
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cades with the passage of equal opportunity initiatives at the federal level.
Despite legislation, court orders, and federal mandates, institutional rac-
ism and discrimination continue to influence the quality of life in many of
the nation’s black communities.*

The differential residential amenities and land uses assigned to black

and white residential areas cannot be explained by class alone. For exam- .,

ple, poor whites and poor blacks do not have the same opportunities to
“vote with their feet.”” Racial barriers to education, employment, and
housing reduce mobility options available to the black underclass and the
black middle class.”

Housing is a classic example of this persistent problem. Residential op-
tions available to blacks have been shaped largely by (1) federal housing
policies, (2) institutional and individual discrimination in housing mar-
ket$, (3) geographic changes that have taken place in the nation’s urban
centers, ~.nd (4) limited incomes. Federal policies, for example, played a
key role in the development of spatially differentiated metropolitan areas
where blacks and other visible minorities are segregated from whites, and
the poor from the more affluent citizens.”® Government housing policies
fueled the white exodus to the suburbs and accelerated the abandonment
of central cities. Federal tax dollars funded the construction of freeway
and interstate highway systems. Many of these construction projects cut
paths through minority neighborhoods, physically isolated residents
from their institutions, and disrupted once-stable communities. The fed-
eral government is the “proximate and essential cause of urban apart-
heid” in the United States.”” The result of the nation’s apartheid-type poli-
cies has been limited mobility, reduced housing options and residential
packages, and decreased environmental choices for black households.?®

Environmental degradation takes an especially heavy toll on inner-city
neighborhoods because the “poor or nearpoor are the ones most vulnera-
ble to the assaults of air and water pollution, and the stress and tension of
noise and squalor.”® A high correlation has been discovered between
characteristics associated with disadvantage (i.e., poverty, occupations be-
low management and professional levels, low rent, and a high concentra-
tion of black residents [due to residential segregation and discriminatory
housing practices]) and poor air quality.® Individuals that are in close
proximity to health-threatening problems (i.e., industrial pollution, con-
gestion, and busy freeways) are living in endangered environs. The price
that these individuals pay is in the form of higher risks of emphysema,
chronic bronchitis, and other chronic pulmonary diseases.”

Blacks and-other economically disadvantaged groups are often concen-
trated in areas that expose them to high levels of toxic pollution: namely,
urban industrial communities with elevated air and water pollution prob-
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lems or rural areas with high levels of exposure to farm pesticides.
Kruvant described these groups as victims:

Disadvantaged people are largely victims of middle- and upper-class pollu-
Hon because they usually live closest to the sources of pollution—power
plants, industrial installations, and in central cities where vehicle traffic is
heaviest. Usually they have no choice. Discrimination created the situafion)
and those with wealth and influence have political power to keep polluting ./

facilities away from their homes. Living in poverty areas is bad enough. Hig
pollution makes it worse 3 —j

Air pollution in inner-city neighborhoods can be up to five times
greater than in suburban areas. Urban areas, in general, have “dirtier air
and drinking water, more wastewater and solid-waste problems, and
greater exposure to lead and other heavy metals than nonurban areas.””*
The difference between the environmental quality of inner-city and subur-
ban areas was summarized by Blum:

Suburbanites are exposed to less than half of the environmental health haz-
ards inner-city residents face. ... The inner-city poor—white, yellow, brown,
and black—suffer to an alarming degree from what are euphemistically
known as “diseases of adaptation.” These are not health adaptations, but dis-
eases and chronic conditions from living with bad air, polluted water, and
continued stress.>*

All Americans, white or black, rich or poor, are entitled to equal protec-
tion under the law. Just as this is true for such areas as education, employ-
ment, and housing, it also applies to one’s physical environment. Environ-
mental discrimination is a fact of life. Here, environmental discrimination
is defined as disparate treatment of a group or community based on race,
class, or some other distinguishing characteristic. The struggle for social
justice by black Americans has been and continues to be rooted in white
racism. White racism is a factor in the impoverishment of black communi-
ties and has made it easier for black residential areas to become the dump-
ing grounds for all types of health-threatening toxins and industrial pollu-
tion.

Government and private industry in general have followed the "path of
least resistance” in addressing externalities as pollution discharges, waste
disposal, and nonresidential activities that may pose a health threat to
nearby communities.® Middle- and upper-class households can oftén
shut out the fumes, noise, and odors with their air conditioning, dispose
of their garbage to keep out the rats and roaches, and buy bottled water
for drinking.* Many lower-income households (black or white) cannot af-___
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ford such “luxury” items; they are subsequently forced to adapt to a
lower-quality physical environment.

Minority and low-income residential areas (and their inhabitants) are
often adversely affected by unregulated growth, ineffective regulation of
industrial toxins, and public policy decisions authorizing locally un-
wanted land uses that favor those with political and economic clout.”
Zoning is probably the most widely applied mechanism to regulate land
use in the United States. Externalities such as pollution discharges to the
air and water, noise, vibrations, and aesthetic problems are often segre-
gated from residential areas for the “public good.” Negative effects of
nonresidential activities generally decrease with distance from the source.
Land-use zoning, thus, is designed as a ”protectionist device” to insure a

“place for everything and everything in its place.”*® Zoning is ultimately -

intended to influence and shape land use in accordance with long-range
local needs.

[~ Zoning, deed restrictions, and other protectionist land-use mechanisms
have failed to effectively protect minority communities, especially low-in-
come minority communities. Logan and Molotch, in their book Urban For-
tunes: The Political Economy of Place, contend that the various social classes,
with or without land-use controls, are “unequally able to protect their en-
vironmental interests.””* In their quest for quality neighborhoods, indi-
viduals often find themselves competing for desirable neighborhood ame-
nities (i.e., good schools, police and fire protection, quality health care,
and parks and recreational facilities) and resisting negative characteristics
(i.e., landfills, polluting industries, freeways, public housing projects,

drug-treatment facilities, halfway houses, etc.).

Zoning is not a panacea for land-use planning or for achieving long-
range development goals. Implementation of zoning ordinances and
land-use plans has a political, economic, and racial dimension. Competi-
tion often results between special interest groups (i.e., racial and ethnic
minorities, organized civic clubs, neighborhood associations, developers,
environmentalists, etc.) for advantageous land use. In many instances, ex-
clusionary zoning, discriminatory housing practices by rental agents, bro-
kers, and lending institutions, and disparate facility siting decisions have
contributed to and maintained racially segregated residential areas of un-
equal quality.”’ These practices persist in spite of years of government in-
tervention.

Why has this happened and what have blacks done to resist these prac-
tices? In order to understand the causes of the environmental dilemma
that many black and low-income communities find themselves in, the the-
oretical foundation of environmentalism needs to be explored.
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The Theoretical Basis
of Environmental Conflict

Environmentalism in the United States grew out of the progressive con-
servation movement that began in the 18gos. The modern environmental
movement, however, has its roots in the civil rights and antiwar move-
ments of the late 1960s.*' The more radical student activists splintered off
from the civil rights and antiwar movements to form the core of the envi-
ronmental movement in the early 1970s. The student environmental activ-
ists affected by the 1970 Earth Day enthusiasm in colleges and universities
across the nation had hopes of bringing environmental reforms to the ur-
ban poor. They saw their role as environmental advocates for the poor
since the poor had not taken action on their own.*? They were, however,
met with resistance and suspicion. Poor and minority residents saw envi-
ronmentalism as a disguise for oppression and as another “elitist” move-
ment.*?

Environmental elitism has been grouped into three categories: (1) com-
positional elitism implies that environmentalists come from privileged class
strata, (2) ideological elitism implies that environmental reforms are a sub-
terfuge for distributing the benefits to environmentalists and costs to
nonenvironmentalists, and (3) impact elitism implies that environmental
reforms have regressive distributional impacts.*

Impact elitism has been the major sore point between environmentalists
and advocates for social justice who see some reform proposals creating,
exacerbating, and sustaining social inequities. Conflict centered largely on
the “jobs versus environment” argument. Imbedded in this argument are
three competing advocacy groups: (1) environmentalists are concerned
about leisure and recreation, wildlite and wilderness preservation, re- ' v .
source conservation, pollution abatement, and industry regulation, (2) so- ( p
cial justice advocates’ major concerns include basic civil rights, social equity,
expanded opportunity, economic mobility, and institutional discrimina;}
tiE)EAand (3) economic boosters have as their chief concerns maximizing
profits, industrial expansion, economic stability, laissez-faire operation,
and deregulation.

Economic boosters and pro-growth advocates convinced minority lead-
ers that environmental regulations were bad for business, even when loca-
tional decisions had adverse impacts on the less advantaged. Pro-growth
advocates used a number of strategies to advance their goals, including
public relations campaigns, lobbying public officials, evoking police
powers of government, paying off or co-opting dissidents, and granting
small concessions when plans could be modified.*® Environmental reform
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proposals were presented as prescriptions for plant closures, layoffs, and
economic dislocation. Kazis and Grossman referred to this practice as “job
blackmail.” They insisted that by “threatening their employees with a
‘choice’ between their jobs and their health, employers seek to make the
public believe there are no alternatives to ‘business as usual.””"*®

Pro-growth advocates have claimed the workplace is an arena in which
unavoidable trade-offs must be made between jobs and hazards: If work-
ers want to keep their jobs, they must work under conditions that may be
hazardous to them, their families, and their community. Black workers
are especially vulnerable to job blackmail because of the threat of unem-
ployment and their concentration in certain types of occupations. The
black workforce remains overrepresented in low-paying, low-skill, high-
risk blue collar and service occupations where there is a more than ade-
quate supply of replacement labor. Black workers are twice as likely to be
unemployed as their white counterparts. Fear of unemployment acts as a
potent incentive for many blacks to stay in and accept jobs they know are
health threatening.

There is inherent conflict between the interest of capital and of labor.
Employers have the power to move jobs (and sometimes hazards) as they
wish. For example, firms may choose to move their operations from the
Northeast and Midwest to the South and Sunbelt, or they may move the
jobs to Third World countries where labor is cheaper and there are fewer
health and environmental regulations. Moreover, labor unions may feel it
necessary to scale down their demands for improved work safety condi-
tions in a depressed economy for fear of layoffs, plant closings, or reloca-
tion of industries (e.g., moving to right-to-work states that proliferate in
the South). The conflicts, fears, and anxieties manifested by workers are
usually built on the false assumption that environmental regulations are
automatically linked to job loss.

The offer of a job (any job) to an unemployed worker appears to have
served a more immediate need than the promise of a clean environment.
There is evidence that new jobs have been created as a direct result of envi-
ronmental reforms.” Who got these new jobs? The newly created jobs are
often taken by people who already have jobs or by migrants who possess
skills greater than the indigenous workforce. More often than not, “new-
comers intervene between the jobs and the local residents, especially the
disadvantaged.”*®

Minority residents can point to a steady stream of industrial jobs leav-
ing their communities. Moreover, social justice advocates take note of the
miserable track record that environmentalists and preservationists have
on improving environmental quality in the nation’s racially segregated in-
ner cities and hazardous industrial workplaces, and on providing housing
for low-income groups. Decent and affordable housing, for example, is a
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top environmental problem for inner-city blacks. On the other hand, envi-
ronmentalists” continued emphasis on wilderness and wildlife preserva-
tion appeal to a population that can afford leisure time and travel to these
distant locations. This does not mean that poor people and people of color
are not interested in leisure or outdoor activities. Many wilderness areas
and national parks remain inaccessible to the typical inner-city resident
because of inadequate transportation. Physical isolation, thus, serves as a
major impediment to black activism in the mainstream conservation and
resource management activities.

Translating Concern into Action

A considerable body of literature show that the socioeconomic makeup of
environmental activists and the environmentally concerned are markedly
different. Activists tend to be drawn disproportionately from the upper
middle class, while environmentally concerned individuals tend to come
from all socioeconomic strata.* Since our focus is on activism rather than
concern, social participation models seem most appropriate in explaining
the varying levels of environmental activity within the black community.
Two of the most prevalent perspectives on social participation rates are
expressed in the “social psychological” and “resource mobilization”
models.

The basic assumption of the social psychological perspective is that per-
sonal characteristics, such as deprivation, status inconsistencies, griev-
ances, and alienation, are useful in explaining motivation for social move-
ment involvement.” The resource mobilization perspective, on the other
hand, places greater confidence in structural conditions that make indi-
vidual participation more accessible, including economic resources, orga-
nization affiliation, leaders, communication networks, and mastery skills
gained through wearing “multiple hats.””' Given the issues that have
drawn minorities into the environmental movement (e.g., social justice
and equity issues) and the indigenous black institutions that have initi-
ated and sustained the movement, an integrated model is used to explain
the emergence of environmentalism in black communities.”” That is, both
psychological factors (e.g., environmental quality rating, deprivation and
sense of inequitable treatment, personal efficacy, and acceptance of trade-
offs) as well as structural factors (e.g., social class and organization affilia-
tion) are important predictors of environmental activism that is emerging
in black communities.

There is no single agenda or integrated political philosophy in the hun-
dreds of environmental organizations found in the nation. The type of is-
sues that environmental organizations choose can greatly influence the
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type of constituents they attract.> The issues that are most likely to attract
the interests of black community residents are those that have been
couched in a civil rights or equity framework (see Table 1.1). They include
those that (1) focus on inequality and distributional impacts, (2) endorse
the “politics of equity” and direct action, (3) appeal to urban mobilized
groups, (4) advocate safeguards against environmental blackmail with a
strong pro-development stance, and (5) are ideologically aligned with pol-
icies that favor social and political “underdogs.”’

Mainstream environmental organizations, including the “classic” and
“mature” groups, have had a great deal of influence in shaping the na-
tion’s environmental policy. Classic environmentalism continues to have
a heavy emphasis on preservation and outdoor recreation, while mature
environmentalism is busy in the area of “tightening regulations, seeking
adequate funding for agencies, occasionally focusing on compliance with
existing statutes through court action, and opposing corporate efforts to
repeal environmental legislation or weaken standards.”** These organiza-
tions, however, have not had a great deal of success in attracting working-
class persons, the large black population in the nation’s inner cities, and
the rural poor. Many of these individuals do not see the mainstream envi-
ronmental movement as a vehicle that is championing the causes of the
“little man,” the “underdog,” or the “oppressed.’”

Recently emerged grassroots environmental groups, some of which are
affiliated with mainstream environmental organizations, have begun to
bridge the class and ideological gap between core environmentalists (€.8.,
the Sierra Club) and grassroots organizations (e.g., local activist groups in
southeast Louisiana). In some cases, these groups mirror their larger
counterparts at the national level in terms of problems and issues selected,
membership, ideological alignment, and tactics. Grassroots groups often
are organized around area-specific and single-issue problems. They are,
however, more inclusive than mainstream environmental organizations
in that they focus primarily on local problems. Grassroots environmental
organizations, however, may or may not choose to focus on equity, distri-
butional impacts, and economic-environmental trade-off issues. These
groups do appeal to some black community residents, especially those
who have been active in other confrontational protest activities.

Environmental groups in the black community quite often emerge out
of established social action organizations. For example, black leadership
has deep roots in the black church and other voluntary associations. These
black institutions usually have a track record built on opposition to social
injustice and racial discrimination. Many black community residents are
affiliated with civic clubs, neighborhood associations, community im-
provement groups, and an array of antipoverty and antidiscrimination or-
ganizations. The infrastructure, thus, is already in place for the emergence
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TABLE 1.1 Type of Environmental Grouy, .
ps and Issue Charactenisti
Appeal to Black Community Residents ristics That

Type of Environmental Group

Social Emergent

Issue Characteristic Mainstream Grassroots Action Coalition

Appeal to urban mobilized

groups - + +
Concern about inequality and "
distributional impacts /+ /
. -+ +
Endorse the "politics of "
equity” and direct action -/ + + + -1+
Focus on economic-
environment trade-offs - -1+ +
Champion of the political *
and economic "underdog” - -1+ + +

-: Group is unlikely to have characteristic.
+: Group is likely to have characteristic.
-/+: Group in some cases may have charactenstic.

Source: Adapted from Richard P. Gale, "The Environmental Movement and

the Left: Antagonists or Allies?" Sociologi - !
Table 1, p. 194. ciological Inquiry 53 (Spring 1983):

of a sustained environmental equity movement in the black communi
?Lack sociologist Aldon Morris contends that the black community :

possesses (1) certain basic resources, (2) social activists with strong ties g
mass-based indigenous institutions, and (3) tactics and strategies that can
be eff(?cﬁvely employed against a system of domination.”*

Social action groups that take on environmental issues as part of their
agenda are often on the political Left. They broaden their base of support
and sphgre of influence by incorporating environmental equity issuez as
ager.lda_ items that favor the disenfranchised. The push for environmental
ec‘1u1ty is an extension of the civil rights movement, a movement in which
d}llrect con‘fronta.tion and the politics of protest have been real weapons. In
figc;:‘tt; ?g:ézlr'actlon environmental organizations retain much of their civil

cher environmental groups that have appealed to black communit
residents grew out of coalitions between environmentalists (mainstrean{
and grassroots), social action advocates, and organized labor.”” These

13
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somewhat fragile coalitions operate from the position that social justice
and environmental quality are compatible goals. Although these groups
are beginning to formulate agendas for action, mistrust still persists as a
limiting factor. These groups are often biracial with membership cutting
across class and geographic boundaries. There is a down side to these
types of coalition groups. For example, compositional factors may engen-
der less group solidarity and sense of “control” among black members,
compared to the indigenous social action or grassroots environmental
groups where blacks are in the majority and make the decisions. The ques-
tion of “who is calling the shots” is ever present.

Environmentalists, thus, have had a difficult task convincing blacks and
the poor that they are on their side. Mistrust is engendered among eco-
nomically and politically oppressed groups in this country when they see
environmental reforms being used to direct social and economic resources
away from problems of the poor toward priorities of the affluent. For ex-
ample, tighter government regulations and public opposition to disposal
facility siting have opened up the Third World as the new dumping
ground for this nation’s toxic wastes. Few of these poor countries have
laws or the infrastructure to handle the wastes from the United States and
other Western industrialized nations.™ Blacks and other ethnic minorities
in this country also see their communities being inundated with all types
of toxics. This has been especially the case for the southern United States
(one of the most underdeveloped regions of the nation) where more than
one-half of all blacks live.

Environmentalism and Civil Rights

The civil rights movement has its roots in the southern United States.
Southern racism deprived blacks of “political rights, economic opportu-
nity, social justice, and human dignity.”* The new environmental equity
movement also is centered in the South, a region where marked ecological
disparities exist between black and white communities.®” The 1980s have
seen the emergence of a small cadre of blacks who see environmental dis-
crimination as a civil rights issue. A fragile alliance has been forged be-
tween organized labor, blacks, and environmental groups as exhibited by
the 1983 Urban Environment Conference workshops held in New Orle-
ans.®! Environmental and civil rights issues were presented as compatible
agenda items by the conference organizers. Environmental protection and
social justice are not necessarily incompatible goals.®*

The Commission for Racial Justice’s 1987 study Toxic Wastes and Race in
the United States is a clear indication that environmental concerns have
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reached the civil rights agenda. Reverend Ben Chavis, the commission’s
executive director, stated:

Race is a major factor related to the presence of hazardous wastes in residen-
tial communities throughout the United States. As a national church-based
civil rights agency, we believe that time has come for all church and civil
rights organizations to take this issue seriously. We realize that involvement
In this type of research is a departure from our traditional protest methodol-
ogy- However, if we are to advance our struggle in the future, it will depend
largely on the availability of timely and reliable information.®®

A growing number of grassroots organizations and their leaders have
begun to incorporate more problem-focused coping strategies (e.g., pro-
tests, neighborhood demonstrations, picketing, political pressure, litiga-
tion, etc.) to reduce and eliminate environmental stressors. The national
black political leadership has demonstrated a willingness to take a strong
pro-environment stance. The League of Conservation Voters, for example,
assigned the Congressional Black Caucus high marks for having one of
the best pro-environment voting records.**

Many black communities, however, still do not have the organization,
financial resources, or personnel to mount and sustain effective long-term
challenges to such unpopular facilities as municipal and hazardous-waste
landfills, toxic waste dumps, incinerators, and industrial plants that may
pose a threat to their health and safety. Some battles are being waged on
“shoestring”” budgets. The problem is complicated by the fact that blacks
in many cases must go outside their community to find experts on envi-
ronmental issues. Lawyers, toxicologists, hydrologists, and environmen-
tal engineers in today’s market are not cheap.

Institutional racism continues to affect policy decisions related to the
enforcement of environmental regulations. Slowly, blacks, lower-income
groups, and working-class persons are awakening to the dangers of living
in a polluted environment. They are beginning to file and win lawsuits
challenging governments and private industry that would turn their com-
munities into the dumping grounds for all type of unwanted substances
and activities. Whether it is a matter of deciding where a municipal land-
fill or hazardous-waste facility will be located, or getting a local chemical
plant to develop better emergency notification, or trying to secure federal
assistance to clean up an area that has already been contaminated by
health-threatening chemicals, it is apparent that blacks and other minority
groups must become more involved in environmental issues if they want
to live healthier lives.

Black communities, mostly in the South, are beginning to initiate action
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(protests, demonstrations, picketing, political pressure, litigation, and
other forms of direct action) against industries and governmental agen-
cies that have targeted their neighborhoods for nonresidential uses in-
cluding municipal garbage, hazardous wastes, and polluting industries.
The environmental “time bombs” that are ticking away in these commu-
nities are not high on the agendas of mainstream environmentalists nor
have they received much attention from mainstream civil rights advo-
cates. Moreover, polluted black communities have received little national
media coverage or remedial action from governmental agencies charged
with cleanup of health-threatening pollution problems. The time is long
overdue for placing the toxics and minority health concerns (including
stress induced from living in contaminated communities) on the agenda
of federal and state environmental protection and regulatory agencies.
The Commission for Racial Justice’s Toxic Wastes and Race has at least
started government officials, academicians, and grassroots activists talk-
ing about environmental problems that disproportionately affect minority
communities.

Nevertheless, the “Black Love Canals” exist and many go unnoticed. A
case in point is the contamination of Triana, a small, all-black town in
northern Alabama. Barbara Reynolds in National Wildlife described Triana
as the “unhealthiest town in America.””®® Residents of this rural town of
about 1,000 people were tested by the Center for Disease Control and
were found to be contaminated with the pesticide DDT and the highly
toxic industrial chemical PCB (polychlorinated biphenyl). Some of the res-
idents were contaminated with the highest levels of DDT ever recorded.
The source of the PCBs was not determined. However, the DDT was pro-
duced at nearby Redstone Arsenal Army missile base from 1947 to 1971 by
Olin Chemical Company. DDT was banned in the United States in 1971.
The manufacturing plant was torn down and over 4,000 tons of DDT resi-
due remained buried in the area and eventually worked its way into In-
dian Creek, a popular fishing place of the Triana residents. Indian Creek is
a tributary of the Tennessee River and is under the jurisdiction of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority (TVA).

While the elevated level of contamination of these black residents was
documented as early as 1978, actions on the part of the U.S. Army or the
federal government did not materialize. Clyde Foster, then mayor of
Triana, spoke to this lack of concern and inaction on the part of govern-
ment:

I did not want a confrontation. I just wanted the scientific investigation to
speak for itself. Why did the TVA suggest Triana be studied if DDT was not at
all dangerous? How can it kill insects, fish, and birds and not be potentially
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harmful to people? I knew the stuff was real stable, that it stays in a body for
years, Who knows what effects massive doses could have over a long period
of time? The TVA has known about the presence of DDT in the fish of Indian
Creek for years, and I found later that the Army checked in 1977 and found a
fish with one hundred times the safe DDT level. We received the TVA analy-
sis of the fish from our freezers. Qur fish had even higher DDT levels than
those they had first tested. ... Many of us eat its [Indian Creek’s] fish every
day. Already there is a hardship among the very poor people who custom-
arily derive sustenance from the river. OQur whole community is upset. We
needed some help.®

It was not until Mayor Foster filed a class-action lawsuit in 1980 against
Olin Chemical Company that the problems of these citizens were taken se-
riously.®” After many delays and attempts to co-opt the local citizens, the
lawsuit was settled out of court in 1983 for $25 million. The settlement
agreement had three main points. Olin Chemical Company agreed to (1)
clean up residual chemicals, (2) set aside $5 million to pay for long-term
medical surveillance and health care of Triana residents, and (3) pay
“cash-in-pocket” settlements to each resident. The legal claim against the
federal government was withdrawn in order to make the settlement with
Olin. The tragedy at Triana is not an isolated incident. There are numerous
other cases of poor, black, and powerless communities that are victimized
and ignored when it comes to enforcing environmental quality standards
equitably. These disparities form the basis for this study and the environ-
mental equity movement.

A Note on the Research Approach

This study examines how community attitudes and socioeconomic char-
acteristics influence activism and mobilization strategies of black resi-
dents who are confronted with the threat of environmental stressors. The
research on which this study is based was carried out in 1987 and 1988.
Initial contact, however, had been made with local opinion leaders in sev-
eral of the study communities as far back as 1979, after the author had
served as a consultant, adviser, workshop lecturer, and guest speaker at a
number of community events. A good rapport had been built up over sev-
eral years with key community actors. This familiarity with the communi-
ties greatly enhanced the data-gathering phase of the project. Several data
sources were used in order to develop an understanding of the complexi-
ties of black environmental mobilization. Three data sources were used:
(1) government documents and archival records, (2) in-depth interviews
with local opinion leaders, and (3) household surveys.
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Community Case Studies

Descriptive case studies were developed on each of the five communities
selected for investigation. This analysis included demographic and eco-
nomic profiles of the population as well as the socio-historical context in
which the environmental disputes arose. Local black leaders and commu-
nity organizations were identified through the reputational approach (i.e.,
asking a group of influentials “who were the most important leaders on
the local environmental problem, excluding themselves”) and newspa-
pers articles, editorials, and feature stories. In-depth interviews (unstruc-
tured) were conducted with fifteen black opinion leaders. These inter-
views were used to supplement archival documents and the more
structured interviews that were conducted in the household surveys.

Newspaper article clip files from local public libraries were especially
helpful in tracking local problems, including their discovery, local reac-
tions {citizens, government, and industry}, and government and industry
responses. The analysis also chronicled the efforts made by local citizen
groups to reduce the threats, including political pressure, court action,
disruptive and violent action, and indirect methods.

Household Surveys

The sample consisted of 120 black household heads randomly selected
from each of the five study communities (6oo households in all). A total of
523 household interviews were completed, an 87 percent response rate.
Data were collected in the spring and summer of 1988. Interviewers were
recruited from local colleges and universities and trained by the author.
They were instructed on how to gain entry, establish rapport, and handle
common problems that arise in interview surveys. The training of the stu-
dent interviewers also involved practicing role-playing as both inter-
viewer and respondent to sensitize them to the interview process. The
student-interviewers were supervised by the author and a faculty repre-
sentative from the local university, with the exception of Emelle, where
the author supervised the interviewing because there was not a histori-
cally black college or university in the area. Student-interviewers were
used from Texas Southern University (Houston), Bishop College (Dallas),
Southern University (Baton Rouge), West Virginia State College {(Insti-
tute), and Livingston University (Livingston, Alabama).

Interviewers were assigned a randomly generated list of addresses and
area maps of the sampling subareas. The small number of nonblacks who
entered the sampling frame were not interviewed. Because this is a study
of black mobilization, only black household heads were interviewed. Each
respondent was given a letter that explained the purpose of the survey
and contained information on where the author and the local faculty su-
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pervisor could be contacted if there were questions. As a precautionary
measure, local police commanders from the neighborhood districts were
informed of the survey and the time period that interviewers would be in
the field. This practice has proven to be a useful strategy in urban commu-
nities where crime and fear of victimization may deter people from
cooperating {opening their doors) in face-to-face surveys. Two follow-up
visits were made to the residence before contacting the next household on
the list.

The interview schedule was developed and pre-tested in a Houston
neighborhoed that was similar to the one used in this study. All five case
study communities received the same survey instrument. In addition to

-basic demographic data, information was gathered on residents’ rating of

environmental pollution, environmental deprivation, and economic
trade-offs. We were also interested in assessing social participation and
environmental activism rates of the respondents.

After a systematic review of the related literature and studies on envi-
ronmentalism (locational conflict, distributive impacts, social justice and
equity, and mobilization factors), six research questions were formulated.
They were:

1. What factors are important in explaining black mobilization on envi-
ronmental issues?

2. What types of dispute-handling techniques and mechanisms do
black community residents use to resolve environmental conflicts?

3. Are the strategies used in the civil rights movement readily adapt-
able to an environmental equity movement?

4. Doindigenous black institutions and organizations possess the lead-
ership, resources, and communication infrastructure to plan, initi-
ate,-and sustain an environmental equity protest movement?

5. What role do outside elites play in environmental protest move-
ments in black communities?

6. How effective are economic incentives, compensation, and other
monetary inducements in mitigating environmental disputes and lo-
cational conflict in black communities?

The six research questions form the basis of the analysis and provide the
foundation on which the investigation rests. The descriptive case histories
provide basic socio-demographic profiles of the communities and back-
ground material on the local environmental disputes and remedial actions
that were taken by citizens, government, and private industry. The intent
of this analysis is not to assign blame for a specific environmental prob-
lem. The aim is to provide insights into the economic and political dynam-
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ics of environmental decision making and impacts on minority communi-
ties.

The next chapter outlines the social, geopolitical, and ecological
changes that have fucled the “growth machine” in the southern region of
the United States. While the environmental problems and concerns dis-
cussed in our analysis are not unique to the South, the region provided an
ideal laboratory for studying the growth-environment dilemma. More im-
portant, if black environmental mobilization is the focus, as was the case
in this inquiry, one should go to the source. The southern United States
appears to be the center of the black environmental equity movement.

CHAPTER TWO
.

Race, Class, and
the Politics of Place

The southern United States, with its unique history and its plantation-
economy legacy, presents an excellent opportunity for exploring the envi-
ronment-development dialectic, residence-production conflict, and resid-
ual impact of the de facto industrial policy (i.e., “any job is better than no
job”’) on the region’s ecology. The South during the 19505 and 1960s was
the center of social upheavals and the civil rights movement. The 1970s
and early 1980s catapulted the region into the national limelight again, but
for different reasons. The South in this latter period was undergoing a
number of dramatic demographic, economic, and ecological changes. It
had become a major growth center.

Growth in the region during the 1g70s was stimulated by a number of
factors. They included (1) a climate pleasant enough to attract workers
from other regions and the “underemployed’’ workforce already in the re-
gion, (2) weak labor unions and strong right-to-work laws, (3) cheap labor
and cheap land, (4) attractive areas for new industries, i.e., electronics, fed-
eral defense, and aerospace contracting, (5) aggressive self-promotion and
booster campaigns, and (6) lenient environmental regulations.! Beginning
in the mid-1gy0s, the South was transformed from a “net exporter of peo-
ple to a powerful human magnet.”” The region had a number of factors it
promoted as important for a “good business climate,” including “low
business taxes, a good infrastructure of municipal services, vigorous law
enforcement, an eager and docile labor force, and a minimum of business
regulations.””?

The rise of the South intensified land-use conflicts revolving around
“use value” {neighborhood interests) and “exchange value” (business in-
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terests). Government and business elites became primary players in af-
fecting land-use decisions and growth potentialities. The “growth ma-
chine,” thus, sometimes pitted neighborhood interests against the inter-
ests of industrial expansion. However, economic boosters could usually
count on their promise of jobs as an efficient strategy of neutralizing local
opposition to growth projects. Harvey Molotch emphasized the impor-
tance of jobs as a selling point in growth machine politics:

Perhaps the key ideological prop for the growth machine, especially in terms
of sustaining support from the working-class majority, is the claim that
growth “makes jobs.” This claim is aggressively promulgated by developers,
builders, and chambers of commerce; it becomes part of the statesman talk of
editorialists and political officials. Such people do not speak of growth as use-
ful to profits—rather, they speak of it as necessary for making jobs.*

Competition intensified as communities attempted to expand their
work force and lure new industries away from other locations. There was
a “clear preference for clean industries that require highly skilled workers
over dirty industries that use unskilled workers.”” Many communities
could not afford to be choosy. Those communities that failed to penetrate
the clean industry market were left with a choice of dirty industry or no
industry at all. These disparities typify the changing industrial pattern in
the South.

Before moving to the next section, we need to delineate the boundaries
of the South. We have chosen to use the U.S. Bureau of the Census South
Region, sixteen states and the District of Columbia, as the study area (see
Figure 2.1). The South has the largest population of any region in the
country. More than 75.4 million inhabitants, nearly one-third of the na-
tion’s population, lived in the South in 1980.° All of the southern states
experienced a net in-migration during the 1970s. The South, during the
1970s and 1980s, also grew at a faster rate than the nation as a whole—a
factor that had important economic, political, and ecological implica-
tions.

The South also has the largest concentration of blacks in the country. In
1980, more than 14 million blacks lived in the region. Blacks were nearly
one-fifth of the region’s population. In the 1970s the region’s black popu-
lation increased by nearly 18 percent. In 1980, six of the southern states
had black populations that exceeded 20 percent (35.2 percent of the popu-
lation in Mississippi, 30.4 percent in South Carolina, 29.4 percent in Loui-
siana, 26.8 percent in Georgia, 25.6 percent in Alabama, and 22.4 percent
in North Carolina).
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FIGURE 2.1 Locations of industrial facilities in the study area

Consequences of Uneven Development

The South has gone to great lengths to shed its image as a socially and eco-
nomically “backward” region. However, slick public relations and image
management campaigns have not been able to hide decades of neglect
and underdevelopment. Many of the old problems remain, while new
problems were created as a direct result of the new growth. Migrants to
urban areas and incumbent residents who had marginal skills generally
found themselves in the growing unemployment lines.” Individuals who
do not have the requisite education often become part of the region’s ex-
panding underclass.

The South’s new prosperity was mainly confined to metropolitan areas.
Growth in the urban South heightened status differences between rich
and poor and between blacks and whites. Poverty coexisted amid afflu-
ence. Poverty, however, represented a source of cheap labor. The large
pool of docile and nonunionized labor was part of the so-called “good
business climate.””®

William Falk and Thomas Lyson described the uneven economic devel-
opment and plight of rural southerners in their book High Tech, Low Tech,
No Tech. The authors wrote:
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Not all citizens have benefited from the upturn in the southern economy. In
fact, many may not have benefited at all. Blacks, women, and people living in
rural areas have, in varying degrees, received little or none of the job oppor-
tunities and economic affluence that has washed over the region. The quality
of life and opportunity for improvement for these “people left behind” have
remained essentially unchanged over the last fifty years.®

Development disparities are heightened by business policies that direct
jobs away from minority communities through the systematic avoidance
of urban ghettos and rural blackbelt counties. The blackbelt represents
geopolitical power (or the potential for empowerment). It also represents
the epitome of American apartheid with its rigid segregation practices,
second-class status for blacks, and staunch white resistance to black ma-
jority rule. Falk and Lyson studied 147 southern blackbelt counties (a band
of counties with 40 percent or more black population extending from
North Carolina to Louisiana) and discovered these areas lagging far be-
hind other counties in the region, partly because of the concentration of
unskilled, poorly educated workers. The authors summed up their find-
ings by writing:

If the SMSA counties are seen as the “pride of the South,” the Black Belt can
be viewed as the “Sunbelt’s stepchild.” The industrial growth and develop-
ment that has washed over the region has left the 147 Black Belt counties with
aresidue of slow growth and stagnant and declining industries. ... High tech
industries have virtually ignored the Black Belt. ... In short, by any yardstick
of industrial development, the Black Belt remains mired in the backwater of
the southern economy.’

The persistent problem of uneven development and economic dispari-
ties caused many writers to challenge the existence of a “New” South.
Chet Fuller, a black journalist, traveled across the region in the late 1970s
and discovered that “the much touted progress of some southern cities is
more illusion than reality.””" The region was portrayed as booming with
industrial growth and expanding employment opportunities that were
once closed to the black masses. The New South was promoted as a
changed land where blacks could now share in the American Dream.
Fuller argued that “power has not changed hands in the South, not from
white hands to black hands.””’* What is “new’” about an area where blacks
are systematically denied access to jobs, housing, and other residential
amenities?

Black communities still suffer from institutionalized discrimination.
Discriminatory practices occur at various levels of government and affect
the location of polling places, municipal landfills, and toxic-waste dumps.
Discrimination, thus, involves a “process of defending one group’s privi-
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lege gained at the expense of another.””" Black communities and their in-
habitants must defend themselves against hostile external forces that
shape land-use decisions and environmental policies.

Why focus on the South? The South has always been home for a signifi-
cant share of the black population. More than go percent of black Ameri-
cans lived in the southern states at the turn of the century. A little more
than one-half (53 percent) of all blacks were living in the region in 1980,
the same percentage as in 1970.'* In an effort to improve their lives, mil-
lions of rural blacks migrated from the South to other regions of the na-
tion. From the mid-1g40s to the late 1960s, nearly 4.5 million more blacks
left the South than migrated to it. Beginning in the mid-1970s, however,
the number of blacks moving into the South exceeded the number depart-
ing for other regions of the country. For the period 1975-1980, over
415,000 blacks moved into the South, while 220,000 left the region (or a net
in-migration of 195,000 blacks), thereby reversing the longstanding black
exodus. More than 411,000 blacks migrated to the South during the 1980
1985 period while 324,000 moved out of the region, a net in-migration of
87,000 blacks."®

As industry and jobs relocated to the region, job seekers followed. More
than 17 million new jobs were added in the South between 1960 and 1985,
compared to 11 million jobs added in the West, and a combined total of 13
million jobs added in the Midwest and Northeast.'® The challenges that
the South must face rest with how its resources—housing, jobs, public ser-
vices, political representation, etc.—are shared with blacks who histori-
cally have not gotten their fair share of the region’s amenities. The major
reason for this discrepancy has been the location preferences of busi-
nesses. Industries that relocated to the South generally built new factories
where they could find surplus white labor and “avoided places with a
high ratio of poor and unskilled blacks.””” The plight of millions of blacks
has been exacerbated by the combination of economic recession (and de-
pression-like conditions in many black communities), federal budget cuts,
growing tension among individuals competing for limited jobs and other
scarce resources, and the federal retreat on enforcement of civil rights and
antidiscrimination laws."®

The social climate of the South was changed dramatically by the civil
rights movement. Some gains were also made in the political arena. Most
of these gains were made after the passage of the Voting Rights Act of
1965. There were 1,469 black elected officials in 1970, 4,912 in 1980, and
5,654 in 1984."” The number of black officeholders increased to 6,681 in
1987. There were twenty-three blacks in the U.S. Congress in 1989. This
number represented only 5.3 percent of the 435 members of the U.S.
House of Representatives. There were no blacks in the U.S. Senate.
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Only four blacks from the Deep South were serving in Congress
(Harold Ford of Memphis, Mickey Leland of Houston, John Lewis of At-
lanta, and Michael Espy of Yazoo City, Mississippi) in 1989. Espy and
Lewis were first elected in 1986. Espy became the first black elected to
Congress from Mississippi since Reconstruction. Although some 53 per-
cent of the nation’s blacks live in the South, 62 percent of the black elected
officials were found in the region.”® In spite of the progress that has been
made since the civil rights movement of the 1960s and 1g70s, blacks re-
main underrepresented as political officeholders.”! They are also under-
represented in policy-making boards and commissions, including indus-
trial and environmental regulatory bodies. The interests of all-white
industrial boards, zoning commissions, and governmental regulatory
bodies may run counter to those of the black community. Until these pol-
icy-setting institutions are made more inclusive, we are likely to find an
intensification of locational conflicts and charges of racial discrimination.

Endangered Environs

Millions of urban and rural blacks are physically trapped in inner cities
while the job centers, especially for white-collar and service occupations,
are moving to the suburbs. Housing discrimination, residential segrega-
tion, and limited public transportation severely limit the access of urban
blacks to the job-rich suburbs. Many black workers must settle for nearby
manufacturing jobs—the ones that have not moved out of the inner city.
Because of their proximity to polluting industries, black communities
have the most to gain from effective environmental enforcement mecha-
nisms.?

Unlike their white counterparts, black communities do not have a long
history of dealing with environmental problems. Blacks were involved in
civil rights activities during the height of the environmental movement,
roughly during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Many social justice activists
saw the environmental movement as a smoke screen to divert attention
and resources away from the important issue of the day—white racism.
On the other hand, the key environmental issues of this period (e.g., wild-
life and wilderness preservation, energy and resource conservation, and
regulation of industrial polluters) were not high priority items on the civil
rights agenda.

Social justice, political empowerment, equal education, fair employ-
ment practices, and open housing were major goals of social justice advo-
cates. It was one thing to talk about “saving trees”” and a whole different
story when one talked about “saving low-income housing” for the poor.
As a course of action, black communities usually sided with those who

Race, Class, and the Politics of Place & 2

took an active role on the housing issue. Because eviction and displace-
ment are fairly common in black communities (particularly for inner-city
residents), decent and affordable housing became a more salient issue
than the traditional environmental issues. Similarly, unemployment and
poverty were more pressing social problems for African Americans than
any of the issues voiced by middle-class environmentalists.

In their desperate attempt to improve the economic conditions of their
constituents, many civil rights advocates, business leaders, and political
officials directed their energies toward bringing jobs to their communities
by relaxing enforcement of pollution standards and environmental regu-
lations and sometimes looking the other way when violations were dis-
covered. In many instances, the creation of jobs resulted in health risks to
workers and residents of the surrounding communities.

Industrial policies remained paternalistic toward those who were less
well-off. Polluting industries were brought into poor communities with
little input from local community leaders.”® When questions were raised
by concerned citizens, the argument of jobs for local residents was used to
quell dissent. Environmental risks were offered as unavoidable trade-offs
for jobs and a broadened tax base in economically depressed communi-
ties. Jobs were real; environmental risks were unknown. This scenario
proved to be the de facto industrial policy in “poverty pockets” and job-
hungry communities around the world.

The South’s unique history, traditions, and laws institutionalized em-
ployment, education, housing, and other forms of discrimination. A
plethora of civil rights legislation was enacted to remedy inequities of Jim
Crow laws and de facto segregation. Beginning in the 1970s the region was
transformed into an economic “mecca.””** Industrial growth was hailed as
a panacea for the decades of neglect and second-class status accorded the
region.

Even with the economic transformation, many of the region’s old prob-
lems that were related to underdevelopment (e.g., poor education, large
concentrations of unskilled labor, low wages, high unemployment, etc.)
went unabated. New environmental problems were created with the in-
flux of polluting industries. For example, in the 1970s four of the five
states that led the nation in attracting polluting industries such as paper,
chemical, and waste disposal firms were located in the South. These four
states, Texas, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Florida, are not known
for having strong environmental programs.?

Many industrial firms, especially waste disposal companies and indus-
tries that have a long history of pollution violations, came to view the
black community as a “pushover lacking community organization, envi-
ronmental consciousness, and with strong and blind pro-business poli-
tics.”?* These communities were ripe for exploitation. Residents of eco-
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nomically impoverished areas—intimidated by big corporations and
deserted by local politicians—were slow to challenge private and govern-
mental polluters of their neighborhoods. Moreover, the strong pro-jobs
stance, a kind of “don’t bite the hand that feeds you’” sentiment, aided in
institutionalizing risks at levels that are unacceptable in the larger soci-
ety

According to nearly every quality-of-life indicator, black communities
are worse off than their white counterparts. Environmental and land-use
regulations are enforced on a less-than-routine basis in black communi-
ties. Because a large share of inhabitants in these communities are renters
(many from low-income households) rather than home owners, it is diffi-
cult to organize and mobilize residents. This marginality also makes it
hard for people to donate their time or money to fend off threats to the
community. Logan and Molotch summarized this problem:

Ghettos are organized less as attempts to defend the ongoing structure and
institutional patterns of a specific neighborhood and more as assaults on the
larger social order that denies basic resources to all deprived places and the
people in them. It is organization around victimization. ... [T]he special vul-
nerability of black neighborhoods to outside penetration and the difficulties
of organizing around turf issues are caused by racist patterns of exploitation,
exclusion, and stigma.”®

There is, of course, a “direct historical connection between the exploita-
tion of the land and the exploitation of people, especially black people.”’?
Southern historian David R. Goldfield sees southern ecology as being tied
to the race issue. Goldfield predicted that “as race relations continue to
improve, so will Southern ecology.”* Southern ecology has been shaped
largely by excessive economic boosterism, a blind pro-business climate,
lax enforcement of environmental regulations, and industrial strategies
that had little regard for environmental cost.

Rapid and unrestrained development has ruined or threatened the re-
gion’s unique habitat. A classic example of this ecological destruction is
the transformation of the life-giving Mississippi River into a “deadly mix-
ture of sewage, industrial waste, and insecticides below fire-belching
Baton Rouge.””*' Public Data Access, Inc., in a study commissioned by the
environmental group Greenpeace, discovered some startling facts on the
pollution problem in the East Baton Rouge parish, as counties are called in
Louisiana:

East Baton Rouge parish had more violators of emissions permits, commer-
cial toxic waste facilities, employees in petrochemicals, and toxic waste gen-
eration than any other county along the [Mississippi] River, and, in addition,
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ranked second or third for 6 toxic emissions measures, 3 toxic discharges
measures, and for toxic waste landfills and incinerators.*

The entire Gulf Coast region, especially Mississippi, Alabama, Louisi-
ana, and Texas, has been ravaged by “lax regulations and unbridled pro-
duction.”” Polluting industries exploit the pro-growth, pro-jobs sentiment
exhibited among the poor, working-class, and minority communities.*
Industries such as paper mills, waste disposal and treatment facilities, and
chemical plants, searching for operation space, found these communities
to be a logical choice for their expansion. Polluting smokestacks, to some
individuals, were visible signs that plants were operating and employing
people.

The smell of industrial operations was promoted as economic “prog-
ress.” What civic-minded individual would advocate against economic
progress? For example, a paper mill spewing its stench and poison in one
of Alabama’s poverty-ridden blackbelt counties led Governor George
Wallace to declare: “Yeah, that’s the smell of prosperity. Sho’ does smell
sweet, don't it.”** Similar views have been reported of public officials in
West Virginia’s, Louisiana’s, and Texas’s “chemical corridor.”"*

Growing Black Militancy

Blacks did not launch a frontal assault on environmental problems affect-
ing their communities until these issues were couched in a civil rights con-
text beginning in the early 1980s. They began to treat their struggle for en-
vironmental equity as a struggle against institutionalized racism and an
extension of the quest for social justice.” Just as black citizens fought for
equal education, employment, and housing, they began to include the op-
portunity to live in a healthy environment as part of their basic rights.
Moreover, they were convinced that disparate enforcement of environ-
mental policies and regulations contributes to neighborhood decline
much like housing discrimination, redlining practices, and residential seg-
regation do.

Black resistance to environmental threats in the 1970s was confined to
local issues and largely involved grassroots individuals. In the 1980s some
changes occurred in the way black community groups and national advo-
cacy groups dealt with the toxics issue. This new environmental activism
among blacks did not materialize out of thin air nor was it an overnight
phenomenon. It did, however, emerge out of the growing hostility to facil-
ity siting decisions that were seen as unfair, inequitable, and discrimina-
tory toward poor people and people of color.

Toxic-waste disposal has generated demonstrations in many communi-
ties across the country.® The first national protest by blacks on the hazard-
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ous-waste issue occurred in 1982. Demonstrations and protests were trig-
gered after Warren County, North Carolina, which is mostly black, was
selected as the burial site for more than 32,000 cubic yards of soil contami-
nated with highly toxic PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls), which had
been illegally dumped along the roadways in fourteen North Carolina
counties in 1978.

What was the source of the PCBs? The PCBs originated from the Ra-
leigh-based Ward Transfer Company. A Jamestown, New York, trucking
operation owned by Robert]. Burns obtained PCB-laced oil from the Ward
Transfer Company for resale. Faced with economic loss as a result of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ban on resale of the toxic oil in
1979, the waste haulers chose the cheap way out by illegally dumping it
along North Carolina’s roadways. Burns and Ward were subsequently
sent to jail for the criminal dumping of the tainted oil.*

This dumping was the largest PCB spill ever documented in the United
States. More than 30,000 gallons of PCB-laced oil was left on 210 miles of
roadway in the state for four years before the federal EPA and the state of
North Carolina began clean-up activities. In 1982, after months of deliber-
ations and a questionable site selection exercise, North Carolina Governor
James B. Hunt decided to bury the contaminated soil in the community of
Afton located in Warren County. Local citizens later tagged the site
“Hunt’s Dump.”

The Afton community is more than 84 percent black. Warren County
has the highest percentage of blacks in the state and is one of the poorest
counties in North Carolina. The county had a population of 16,232 in 1980.
Blacks composed 63.7 percent of the county population and 24.2 percent
of the state population. Per capita income for Warren County residents
was $6,984 in 1982 compared with $9,283 for the state. The county ranked
ninety-second out of 100 counties in median family income in 1980. The
county unemployment rate was 13.3 percent in 1982 and 1983. More than
42 percent of the county’s workforce commute out of the county for em-
ployment. Although the county lags far behind the rest of the state on a
number of economic indicators, over three-fourths of Warren County resi-
dents own their homes. More than 78 percent of the whites and 64 percent
of the blacks own their homes (nationally only 45 percent of blacks are
home owners).*

Why was Warren County selected as the PCB landfill site? The decision
made more political sense than environmental sense. In Science for the Peo-
ple, Ken Geiser and Gerry Waneck described the Warren County PCB sit-
ing decision:

The site at Afton was not even scientifically the most suitable. The water table
of Afton, North Carolina, (site of the landfill) is only 5-10 feet below the sur-
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face, and the residents of the community derive all of their drinking water
from local wells. Only the most optimistic could believe that the Afton land-
fill will not eventually leach into the groundwater. Unless a more permanent
solution is found, it will only be a matter of time before the PCBs end up in
these people’s wells. !

Black civil rights activists, political leaders, and area residents marched
and protested against the construction of the Warren County PCB landfill.
Dr. Charles E. Cobb, who was director of the United Church of Christ’s
Commission for Racial Justice in 1972, voiced his strong opposition to the
Warren County PCB landfill and other siting decisions that make blacks
and the poor bear a heavier burden than other communities. His directive
to blacks was clear:

We must move in a swift and determined manner to stop yet another breach
of civil rights. We cannot allow this national trend to continue. If it means that
every jail in this country must be filled, then 1 say let it be. The depositing of

toxicﬂwastes within the black community is no less than attempted geno-
cide.

Local county residents did-organize. They formed the Warren County
Citizens Concerned About PCBs. This time local citizens were not stand-
ing alone. Grassroots groups were joined by national civil rights leaders,
black elected officials, environmental activists, and labor leaders. For ex-
ample, Reverend Leon White of the United Church of Christ’s Commis-
sion for Racial Justice, Reverends Joseph Lowery and Ben Chavis and Fred
Taylor of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, District of Co-
lumbia Delegate Walter Fauntroy of the Congressional Black Caucus, and
some 500 loyal supporters were able to focus the national limelight on the
tiny black town of Afton.

The protests, however, did not stop the trucks from rolling in and
dumping their loads. The state began hauling more than 6,000 truckloads
of the PCB-contaminated soil to the landfills in mid-September of 1982.
Just two weeks later, more than 414 protesters had been arrested. The pro-
test demonstrations in Warren County marked the first time anyone in the
United States had been jailed trying to halt a toxic waste landfill

The Warren County protesters even got encouragement from the chief
of EPA’s hazardous waste implementation branch, William Sanjour. He
urged the demonstrators to “keep doing what you are going.””** The EPA
official questioned the disposal method selected over the alternatives (in-
cineration and on-site neutralization). Sanjour’s remarks at a rally at John
Graham School in Warrenton reinforced what many of the protesters had
suspected all along:
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Landfilling is cheap. It is cheaper than the alternative. The people who like to
use landfills such as chemical industries are very powerful. No amount of sci-
ence, truth, knowledge or facts goes into making this decision. It is a purely
political decision. What they listen to is pressure.45

Residents of Warren County were searching for guarantees that the
state was not creating a future “superfund” site that would threaten
nearby residents. Of course, no guarantees could be given since thereis no
such thing as a 100-percent safe hazardous-waste landfill—one that will
not eventually leak. The question is not if the facility will leak but when the
facility will leak PCBs into the environment.

Waste Facility Siting Disparities

Although the demonstrations in North Carolina/were not successful in
halting the landfill construction, the protests brought a sharper focus to
the convergence of civil rights and environmental rights and mobilized a
nationally broad-based group to protest these inequities. The 1982 dem-
onstrations prompted District of Columbia Delegate Walter E. Fauntroy,
who had been active in the protest demonstrations, to initiate the 1983
U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) study of hazardous-waste landfill
siting in the region.*®

The GAO study observed a strong relationship between the siting of
offsite hazardous-waste landfills and race and socioeconomic status of
surrounding communities. It identified four offsite hazardous-waste land-
fills in the eight states that compose EPA’s Region 1V (i.e., Alabama, Flor-
ida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and
Tennessee). The data in Table 2.1 detail the socio-demographic characteris-
tics of the communities where the four hazardous-waste landfill sites are
located.

The four hazardous-waste landfill sites included Chemical Waste Man-
agement (Sumter County, Alabama), SCA Services (Sumter County, South
Carolina), Industrial Chemical Company (Chester County, South Caroli-
na), and Warren County PCB landfill (Warren County, North Carolina).
Blacks composed the majority in three of the four communities where the
offsite hazardous-waste landfills are located. Blacks make up about one-
fifth of the population in EPA’s Region IV. The GAO study also revealed
that more than one-fourth of the population in all four communities had
incomes below the poverty level, and most of this population was black.*”
The facility siting controversy cannot be reduced solely to a class phenom-
enon because there is no shortage of poor white communities in the re-
gion. One only has to point to southern Appalachia to see widespread
white poverty in America. Nevertheless, poor whites along with their

Race, Class, and the Politics of Place e 33

TABLE 2.1 1980 Census Population, Income, and Poverty Data for Census
Areas”? Where EPA Region IV Hazardous-Waste Landfills Are Located (1983)

Median family Population below
Population income ($) poverty level
% %

Landfill (State) Number Black All Races Blacks Number % Black
Chemical Waste

Management

(Alabama) 626 90 11,198 10,752 265 42 100
SCA Services

(South Carolina) 849 38 16,371 6,781 260 31 100
Industrial

Chemical Co.

(South Carolina) 728 52 18,996 12,941 188 26 92
Warren County

PCB Landfill

(North Carolina) 804 66 10,367 9,285 256 32 90

9Areas represent subdivisions of political jurisdictions designated by the census
for data gathering.

Source: U.S. General Accounting Office, Siting of Hazardous Waste Landfills
and Their Correlation with Racial and Economic Status of Surrounding
Communities (Washington, D.C.; General Accounting Office, 1983), p.4.

more affluent counterparts have more options and leveraging mecha-
nisms (formal and informal) at their disposal than blacks of equal status.

When the entire southern United States is studied, even more glaring
siting disparities emerge. For example, there were twenty-seven hazard-
ous-waste landfills operating in the forty-eight contiguous states with a
total capacity of 127,897 acre-feet in 1987.*® One-third of these hazardous-
waste landfills were located in five southern states (i.e., Alabama, Louisi-
ana, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Texas). The total capacity of these
nine landfills represented nearly 60 percent (76,226 acre-feet) of the na-
tion’s total hazardous-waste landfill capacity (see Table 2.2).

Four landfills in minority zip code areas represented 63 percent of the
South’s total hazardous-waste disposal capacity. Moreover, the landfills
located in the mostly black zip code areas of Emelle (Alabama). Alsen
(Louisiana), and Pinewood (South Carolina) in 1987 accounted for 58.6
percent of the region’s hazardous-waste landfill capacity—although
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TABLE 2.2 Operating Hazardous-Waste Landfills in the Southern United States
and Ethnicity of Communities (1987)

Percent of Population

Current in Zip code Area
Capacity in

Facility Name Acre-Feet® Minority Black Hispanic
Chemical Waste Management

(Emelle, AL) 30,000 79.5 78.9 0.0
CESCO International, Inc.

(Livingston, LA) 22,400 23.8 21.6 1.8
Rollins Environmental Services

{Scotlandville, LA) 14,440 94.7 93.0 1.5
Chemical Waste Management

{(Carlyss, LA) 5,656 6.8 4.6 1.7
Texas Ecologists, Inc.

{Robstown, TX) 3,150 78.2 1.6 766
GSX Services of South Carolina

{Pinewood, SC) 289 71.6 70.5 1.1
US Pollution Control, Inc.

{Waynoka, OK) 118 37.3 232 12.3
Gulf Coast Waste Disposal

Authority

(Galveston, TX) 110 4.3 0.0 3.8
Rollins Environmental

Services, Inc.

{Deer Park, TX) 103 7.3 0.3 6.2

% Acre-feet is the volume of water needed to fill one acre to a depth of one foot.
The total capacity of the nation’s 27 hazardous-waste landfills was 127,989 in
1987.

Source: Commission for Racial Justice, Hazardous Wastes and Race in the
United States: A National Report on the Racial and Socio-Economic
Characteristics of Communities with Hazardous Waste Sites (New York:
Commission for Racial Justice, 1987) Table B-10,
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blacks make up only about 20 percent of the South’s total population.
These same three sites accounted for about 40 percent of the total esti-
mated hazardous-waste landfill capacity in the entire United States.*” Na-
tionally, three of the five largest commercial hazardous-waste landfills are
located in areas where blacks and Hispanics compose a majority of the
population. These siting disparities expose minority citizens to greater
risks than the general population.

It is not coincidental that the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People (NAACP) passed its first resolution on the hazardous-
waste issue in 1983 after the national protest demonstration in Warren
County, North Carolina. Subsequent protest actions were instrumental in
getting the New York-based Commission for Racial Justice to sponsor its
1987 national study of toxic waste and race.™ This national study, like the
1983 GAO report, found a strong association between race and the loca-
tion of hazardous-waste facilities. Race was by far the most prominent fac-
tor in the Jocation of commercial hazardous-waste landfills, more promi-
nent than household income and home values. For example, the
commission study found:

Household incomes and home values were substantially lower when com-
munities with hazardous-waste facilities were compared to communities in
the surrounding county without such facilities. Mean household income was
$2,745 less and mean value of owner-occupied homes was $17,301 less. The
minority percentage of the population remained the most significant factor
differentiating these groups of communities.”

Growing empirical evidence shows that toxic-waste dumps, municipal
landfills, garbage incinerators, and similar noxious facilities are not ran-
domly scattered across the American landscape. The siting process has re-
sulted in minority neighborhoods (regardless of class) carrying a greater
burden of localized costs than either affluent or poor white neighbor-
hoods. Differential access to power and decision making found among
black and white communities also institutionalizes siting disparities.

Toxic-waste facilities are often located in communities that have high
percentages of poor, elderly, young, and minority residents.” An inordi-
nate concentration of uncontrolled toxic-waste sites is found in black and
Hispanic urban communities.” For example, when Atlanta’s ninety-four
uncontrolled toxic-waste sites are plotted by zip code areas, more than
82.8 percent of the city’s black population compared with 60.2 percent of
its white population were found living in waste-site areas. Despite its im-
age as the “capital of the New South,” Atlanta is the most segregated big
city in the region. More than 86 percent of the city’s blacks live in mostly
black neighborhoods. As is the case for other cities, residential segregation
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and housing discrimination limit mobility options available to black
Atlantans.

Siting disparities also hold true for other minorities and in areas outside
the southern United States. Los Angeles, the nation’s second largest city,
has a total of sixty uncontrolled toxic-waste sites. More than 6o percent of
the city’s Hispanics live in waste-site areas compared with 35.3 percent of
Los Angeles’s white population. Although Hispanics are less segregated
than the black population, more than half of them live in mostly Hispanic
neighborhoods. The city’s Hispanic community is concentrated in the
eastern half of the city where the bulk of the uncontrolled toxic-waste sites
are found. 7

On the other hand, large commercial hazardous-waste landfills and dis-
posal facilities are more likely to be found in rural communities in the
southern blackbelt.” Many of these facilities that are located in black com-
munities are invisible toxic time bombs waiting for a disaster to occur.

Finally, the burden, or negative side, of industrial development has not
been equally distributed across all segments of the population. Living
conditions in many communities have not improved very much with new
growth. Black communities became the dumping grounds for various
types of unpopular facilities, including toxic wastes, dangerous chemi-
cals, paper mills, and other polluting industries.

The path out of this environmental quagmire is clearly one that involves
more communities in activities designed to reclaim the basic right of all
Americans—the right to live and work in a healthy environment. A politi-
cal strategy is also needed that can draw from a wide cross-section of indi-
viduals and groups who share a common interest in preservation of envi-
ronmental standards. In his keynote address to the 1983 Urban
Environment Conference on toxics and minorities, Congressman John
Conyers of Detroit pinpointed this strategy. The black congressman saw
broad-based groups (e.g., similar to those attending the New Orleans
meeting) as having an “opportunity to raise the fairness issue in all di-
mensions, including the toxic threat to the poor, minority and working
class Americans.”>

CHAPTER THREE
.

Dispute Resolution
and Toxics:
Case Studies

Most Americans encounter some type of unwanted land uses in or f’
near where they live. Decisions surrounding the placement of needed (but |
unwanted) public facilities such as sewage treatment plants or municipal |
landfills, for example, have been hotly debated in community forums, /
planning boards, and city government. The usual consensus of these |
meetings is that few people want noxious facilities near their homes. Lo- |
cational conflict involving unwanted land uses is inevitable. The question %
is, How will such conflicts be resolved? Unwanted land uses engender a
sense of unfairness because they “gravitate to disadvantaged areas: poor, .
minority, sparsely populated, or politically underrepresented communi-
ties thatlcarmot fight them off and become worse places to live after they
arrive.”

i
{
|
|

Defining and Defending Against a Threat

White communities (middle- and lower-income areas) have been mote
successful than black communities in defending against unwanted indus-
trial encroachment and outside penetration. Environmental organizations
have won numerous siting concessions from government and private in-
dustry. However, the resolution of many environmental disputes has not ‘1
affected all segments of the population in the same way. Some outcomes !
have had regressive impacts. The cumulative effect of not-in-my-back-
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yard (NIMBY) victories by environmentalists appears to have driven the 7
unwanted facilities toward the more vulnerable groups. Black neighbor-
hoods are especially vulnerable to the penetration of unwanted land
uses. ,

In the 1g70s, environmentalists were able to institutionalize the commu-
nication networks, influence environmental policy, shape resolution tech-
niques, and design dispute resolution mechanisms that reached d.eep int'o
their communities. A decade later, blacks slowly began to move into this
area—after much of the environmental damage had been inflicted.

The heightened level of environmental activism that emerged among
blacks in the early 1980s served as a backdrop for this study. Bec.ause
blacks do not have a lopg\bigtqu_gf\acrtivism within mg@gtm environ-
mental organizations, they were left to invent their own organlzfatxqis\or“"
adapt their longstanding institutions to the envirQnmental quahty issue.
Our analysis focuses on how black community residents defined the local

disputes and the actions they used to eliminate the threat.”

Issue Crystallization and Focus

issue crystallization refers to the main ideological focus taken by the citi:
zen opposition and the opposition’s perception of the relevant agd1ence§
reaction. The citizen-defined issue areas included (1) conservahon-env;-
ronment, (2) public health, (3) equity and social justice, and {4) economic
trade-offs.

Leadership Type

Regarding leadership type, we were interested in the "mo?’ers and shak-
ers.”” Who spearheaded the local citizen opposition in the dlspute' and res-
olution process? Leadership types were grouped under (1) malgsﬁgam
environmental organization, (2) grassroots environmental organization,
(3) civil rights or social justice organization, and (4) emergent coalition or-
ganization. We were especially interested in the role (pnmar}f or second-
ary) played by outside groups in the mobilization and resolution phases.

Opposition Tactics

Citizen groups have pressed their opponents with a w.ide range of tactics
and on many fronts. The most commonly used tactics lqclude {1) govern-
mental legal action, (2) governmental administrative action, (3) prlYate le-
gal action, (4) demonstrations, (5) petition and referenda, (6) lobby}ng, {7
press campaigns, and (8) violence. A special effort was taken to discover
why local residents used certain tactics and not others.
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Resolution Mechanisms

We emphasized the various methods and “appropriateness” of the dis-
pute-handling mechanisms in resolving the problem. Resolution mecha-
nisms come in a variety of sizes and shapes. However, we have used
seven groupings: (1) legislation, (2) vote, (3) public hearing, (4) autocratic
government decision, (5) adjudication, (6) arbitration and mediation, and
(7) private bargaining and negotiation.

Outcomes

Citizens mobilized with the ultimate goal of defeating the opposition. In
environmental disputes—as in other disputes—there are winners and los-
ers. Sometimes it is not easy to declare clear-cut victories even after all the
battles have been waged and the casualties counted. Nevertheless, out-
comes of the environmental disputes were classified in three broad
groups: (1) those having greater benefit for the opponents, i.e., resulting in
closure, capacity reduction, or postponement; (2) those having benefits for
the competing parties (these would be considered compromises), i.e.,
technical modification, relocation, compensation or fine; and (3) those
having benefits that accrue largely to the industrial firm, i.e., approval.

Environmental dispute and resolution mechanisms were observed in
five mostly black communities. Although different in some respects (size,
density, housing occupancy, etc.), the areas share common barriers of insti-
tutional racism that limit mobility (physical and social) options. Urban,
suburban, and rural black communities are not safe from the penetration
of unwanted land uses. Land-use decisions involving the black commu-
nity are usually made by individuals external to the community. Decision
makers have few vested interests in establishing watchdog groups to
monitor environmental quality in the urban ghettos or rural poverty areas
in the blackbelt. Government inaction reinforces a system of exploitation,
creates siting inequities, and exposes low- and middle-income black
neighborhood residents to potential health risks.

It is no accident that the areas selected for this study are urban, subur-
ban, and rural communities. The study areas also represent an economic
mix, ranging from a low-income urban ghetto to a middle-class suburban
neighborhood. The study areas are Houston’s (Texas) Northwood Manor
neighborhood (problem of municipal landfill siting), West Dallas (Texas)
neighborhood (problem of lead contamination from a nearby smelter),
Alsen (Louisiana) community (problem of toxic pollution from a hazard-
ous-waste landfill and incinerator), Institute (West Virginia) community
(problem of chemical emissions from a nearby industrial plant), and
Emelle (Alabama) community (problem of living near the nation’s largest
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hazardous-waste landfill). Summary characteristics of the study areas are
presented in Table 3.1.

When looking at the various types of neighborhoods (e.g., urban versus
rural), one runs the risk of comparing apples and oranges. It is quite ap-
parent that somewhat different hurdles of organizing the community
must be overcome in rural, sparsely populated areas from those in
densely populated urban ghettos. When compared with rural community
residents, urban residents, for example, may have (1) more resources at
their disposal, i.e., finances, personnel, skills and communication net-
works, (2) easier access to voluntary organizations and action-oriented
groups, (3) a larger pool of potential volunteers from which to draw sup-
porters, and (4) their own elected or appointed representatives to lobby
local government officials and policy makers. These hurdles, though diffi-
cult, are not impossible for rural community residents to overcome.

Many rural areas may not be able to match urban neighborhoods on a
number of mobilization and organization resources. However, rural areas
have not been without their pool of activist-leaders and dedicated follow-
ers. It was the action of the people in rural Warren County, North Caro-
lina, in 1982 that focused national attention on toxics in the black commu-
nity. Racism has forced African Americans to live apart from the larger
society. It has also forced them to adapt strategies and institutions for
their survival. This is true in urban and rural America—and the commu-
nities under investigation in this study.

The discussion now turns to descriptions of the case studies, the nature
of the environmental disputes, and the strategies used by residents to re-
solve their problems.

Houston’s Northwood Manor Neighborhood

In the 1970s, Houston was dubbed the “golden buckle” of the Sunbelt and
the “petrochemical capital” of the world. The city experienced unparal-
leled economic expansion and population growth during the 1970s. By
1982, Houston emerged as the nation’s fourth largest city with a popula-
tion of 1.7 million persons spread over more than 585 square miles.” In
1980, the city’s black community was made up of nearly a half million resi-
dents, or 28 percent of the city’s total population. Black Houston, how-
ever, remained residentially segregated from the larger community. More
than 81 percent of the city’s blacks lived in mostly black areas with major
concentrations in northeast and southeast sections of the city.

Houston is the only major city in the United States that does not have
zoning. The city’s landscape has been shaped by haphazard and irrational
land-use planning, a pattern characterized by excessive infrastructure

TABLE 3.1 Profile of Study Areas and Nature of Environmental Problems

Nature of Problem

Facility Owner

Community Size®

City/State

Municipal landfill
Lead pollution
Chemical emission
Hazardous waste
Hazardous waste

Rollins Environmental Services
Chemical Waste Management

Browning Ferris Industries

RSR Corp.
Union Carbide

8,449
13,162
1,450
1,104
626

Northwood Manor (Houston, TX)
West Dallas (Dallas, TX)

Institute (West Virginia)

Alsen (Louisiana)
Emelle (Alabama)

a . . '
Community size refers to 1980 census areas--census tracts and enumeration districts--that are used by the census for

data gathering.
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chaos.? In the absence of zoning, developers have used renewable deed re-
strictions as a means of land-use control within subdivisions. Lower-in-
come, minority, and older neighborhoods have had difficulty enforcing
and renewing deed restrictions. Deed restrictions in these areas are often
allowed to lapse because individuals may be preoccupied with making a
living and may not have the time, energy, or faith in government to get the
needed signatures of neighborhood residents to keep their deed restric-
tions in force. Moreover, the high occupancy turnover and large renter
population in many inner-city neighborhoods further weaken the efficacy
of deed restrictions as a protectionist device.

Ineffective land-use regulations have created a nightmare for many of
Houston’s neighborhoods—especially the ones that are ill equipped to
fend off industrial encroachment. Black Houston, for example, has had to
contend with a disproportionately large share of garbage dumps, land-
fills, salvage yards, automobile “chop’’ shops, and a host of other locally
unwanted land uses. The siting of nonresidential facilities has heightened
animosities between the black community and the local government. This
is especially true in the case of solid-waste disposal siting.

Public officials learn fast that solid-waste management can become a
volatile political issue. Generally, controversy centers around charges that
disposal sites are not equitably spread in quadrants of the city; equitable
siting would distribute the burden and lessen the opposition. Finding
suitable sites for sanitary landfills has become a critical problem mainly
- because no one wants to have a waste facility as a neighbor. Who wants to
live next to a place where household waste—some of which is highly
toxic—is legally dumped and where hazardous wastes may be illegally
dumped?

The burden of having a municipal landfill, incinerator, transfer station,
or some other type of waste disposal facility near one’s home has not been
equally borne by Houston’s neighborhoods. Black Houston has become
the dumping grounds for the city’s household garbage.” Over the past
fifty years, the city has used two basic methods of disposing of its solid
waste: incineration and landfill. The data in Table 3.2 show the location of
the city-owned waste disposal facilities. Thirteen disposal facilities were
operated by the city from the late 1920s to the mid-1970s. The city oper-
ated eight garbage incinerators (five large units and three mini-units), six
of which were located in mostly black neighborhoods, one in a Hispanic
neighborhood, and one in a mostly white area.

All five of the large garbage incinerators were located in minority
neighborhoods—four black and one Hispanic. All five of the city-owned
landfills were found in black neighborhoods. Although black neighbor-
hoods composed just over one-fourth of the city’s population, more than
three-fourths of Houston’s solid-waste facilities were found in these
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TABLE 3.2 City of Houston Garbage Incinerators and Municipal Landfills

_ Target  Ethnicity of
Neighborhood Location Incinerator Landfill Area® Neighl

Fourth Ward Southwest 1 1 Yes Black
Cottage Grove Northwest 1 - Yes Black
Kashmere Gardens Northeast 2 - Yes Black
Sunnyside Southeast 1 Yes Black
Navigation Southeast 1 - Yes Hispanic
Larchmont Southwest 1 - No White
Carverdale Northwest 1 - Yes Black
Trinity Gardens Northeast - 1 Yes Black
Acres Homes Northwest - 1 Yes Black

“Target areas are designated neighborhoods under Houston’s Community
Development Black Grant (CDBG) program.

A’f:‘thuicity of neighborhood represents the racial/ethnic group that constitutes a
numerical majority in the census tracts that make up the neighborhood.

neighborhoods. Moreover, lower-income areas, or "pockets of poverty,”
have a large share—twelve out of thirteen—of the city-owned garbage
dumps and incinerators.

These environmental stressors compound the myriad of social ills (e.g.
crowding, crime, poverty, drugs, unemployment, congestion, infrastruc-
ture deterioration, etc.) that exist in Houston’s Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) target area neighborhoods.

The Texas Department of Health (TDH) is the state agency that grants
permits for standard sanitary landfills. From 1970 to 1978, TDH issued
four sanitary landfill permits for the disposal of Houston’s solid waste.
The data in Table 3.3 illustrate that siting of privately owned sanitary
landfills in Houston followed the pattern established by the city. That is,
disposal sites were located in mostly black areas of the city. Three of the
four privately owned landfill sites are located in black neighborhoods.

Controversy surrounding landfill siting peaked in the late 1g70s with
the proposal to build the Whispering Pines landfill in Houston’s North-
wood Manor neighborhood. In 1980, the suburban neighborhood had a
population of 8,449 residents, of whom 82.4 percent were black. The sub-
division consists primarily of single-family home owners. It also sits in the
midst of the predominately black North Forest Independent School Dis-
trict—one of the poorest suburban districts in the Houston area.

Northwood Manor residents thought they were getting a shopping cen-
ter or new homes in their subdivision when construction on the landfill
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TABLE 3.3 Privately Owned Houston Sanitary Landfills Permitted by the
Texas Department of Health, 1970-1978

Year Ethnicity of
Site Location  Permitted Neighborhood Neighborhood
Holmes Road Southeast 1970 Almeda Plaza Black
McCarty Northeast 1971 Chattwood” White
Holmes Road Southeast 1978 Almedsa Plaza Black

Whispering Pines Northeast 1978 Northwood Manor  Black

“This predominately white neighborhood is located just north of the McCarty
landfill. The Chattwood neighborhood lies within Houston's Settegast Target
Area. The Settegast Target Area has undergone a dramatic racial transition
from 40 percent black in 1970 to more than 70 percent black in 1980.

site commenced. When they learned the truth, they began to organize
their efforts to stop the dump. It is ironic than many of the residents who
were fighting the construction of the waste facility had moved to North-
wood Manor in an effort to escape landfills in their former Houston
neighborhoods.

Local residents formed the Northeast Community Action Group
(NEC AG)—a spinoff organization from the local neighborhood civic asso-
ciation—to halt the construction of the facility. They later filed a lawsuit in
federal court to stop the siting of the landfill in their neighborhood. The
residents and their black attorney, Linda McKeever Bullard, charged the
Texas Department of Health and the private disposal company (Browning
Ferris Industries) with racial discrimination in the selection of the Whis-
pering Pines landfill site.® Residents were upset because the proposed site
was not only near their homes but within 1,400 feet of their high school.
Smiley High School was not equipped with air conditioning—not an in-
significant point in the hot and humid Houston climate. Windows are
usually left open while school is in session. Moreover, seven North Forest
Schools—also without air conditioning—can be found in Northwood
Manor and contiguous neighborhoods. (See Figure 3.1.)

The lawsuit that was filed in 1979 finally went to trial in 1984. The fed-
eral district judge in Houston ruled against the residents and the landfill
was built. The class-action lawsuit, however, did produce some changes
in the way environmental issues were dealt with in the city’s black com-
munity. First, the Houston city council, acting under intense political
pressure from local residents, passed a resolution in 1980 that prohibited
city-owned trucks carrying solid waste from dumping at the controversial
landfill. Second, the Houston city council passed an ordinance restricting
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EIGURE 3.1 Location of Houston’s Northwood Manor neighborhood and the Browning Fer-
ris Industries Whispering Pines sanitary landfill

the construction of solid-waste sites near public facilities such as schools.
This action was nothing less than a form_ of zoning. Third, the Texas De-
partment of Health updated its requirements of landfill permit applicants
to include detailed land-use, economic, and socio-demographic data on
areas where they proposed to site standard sanitary landfills. Fourth, and
probably most important, black residents sent a clear signal to the Texas
Department of Health, city government, and private disposal companies
that they would fight any future attempts to place waste disposal facilities
in their neighborhoods. The landfill question appears to have galvanized
and politicized a part of the Houston community, the black community,
which for years had been inactive on environmental issues.

West Dallas (Texas)

F)a!!as is the seventh largest city in the nation with a population of 904,078
in 1980. The 265,594 blacks who live in Dallas represent 2g.4 percent of the
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city’s population. Dallas remains a racially segregated city with more than
eight of every ten blacks living in majority black areas. West Dallas is just
one of these segregated enclaves. The population of the West Dallas study
area is 13,161 of whom more than 85 percent are black.” The neighborhood
developed primarily as a rural black settlement on the fringe of the city.
The area was one of the early dumping grounds for the city’s solid waste.
For years, West Dallas residents lived in squalor and had few basic ser-
vices because they were outside the city boundaries.

One of the oldest institutions in the neighborhood is Thomas A. Edison
School built in 1909. One of the oldest industries in the neighborhood is
the 63-acre Murph Metals secondary lead smelter (later known as RSR
Corporation). The company began operations in the neighborhood in 1934
near Thomas Edison School. West Dallas was annexed by the city in 1954.
Two years later, a 3,500-unit public housing project covering more than
500 acres opened just north of the smelter. Many of the residents’ homes
were torn down as a “slum clearance” effort to make way for the massive
public housing development. (See Figure 3.2.)

The Dallas Housing Authority is the chief landlord in the West Dallas
neighborhood. Most of the privately owned housing near the public hous-
ing project is absentee-owned. Less than one-third of the housing in the
area is owner-occupied. In the census tracts where the barracks-like public
housing units are located, families are typically black, female-headed, and
poor. More than two-thirds of the households have incomes below the
poverty level.® The demand for privately owned housing in this low-in-
come area that lies some four miles west of the sparkling ”Big D"’ (as Dal-
las is affectionately tagged) skyline has been dampened by the concentra-
tion of public housing, systematic neglect by the city government,
deteriorating infrastructure, and industrial pollution from the nearby RSR
lead smelter.

The housing project, which was built in the mid-1950s, was located just
fifty feet from the sprawling West Dallas RSR lead smelter’s property line
and in a direct path of the prevailing southerly winds. The secondary
smelter recovered lead from used automobile batteries and other materi-
als. During peak operation in the mid-1960s, the plant employed more
than 400 persons. However, it pumped more than 269 tons of lead parti-
cles each year into the West Dallas air.” Lead particles were blown by pre-
vailing winds through the doors and windows of nearby residents and
onto the West Dallas streets, sidewalks, ballparks, and children’s play-
grounds. Few West Dallas residents can afford the luxury of air condition-
ers to contend with the long and hot Texas summers. People usually leave
their windows open, sit underneath shade trees, or socialize outside on
their porches to keep cool.
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FIGURE 3.2 The West Dallas neighborhood and the nearby RSR Corporation lead smelter

The toxicity of lead has been known at least since the Roman era when
the metal was widely used and lead poisoning cases were first docu-
mented. However, West Dallas residents were exposed to this environ-
mental poison for five decades. Moreover, several generations of young
children were subjected to unnecessary health risks associated with lead
poisoning. In 1968 the city of Dallas enacted one of the strongest lead ordi-
nances in the country. The ordinance prohibited the emission of lead com-
pounds in excess of 5 ug/m’ (micrograms per cubic meter) over any
thirty-day period, and prohibited any particulate concentration greater
than 100 pg/m?’. The ordinance, however, proved to be a worthless piece
of legislation because city officials systematically refused to enforce its
lead emission standards.

Dallas officials were informed as early as 1972 that lead was finding its
way into the bloodstreams of the children who lived in two minority
neighborhoods (West Dallas and East Oak Cliff) near lead smelters.'° The
Dallas Health Department study found that living near the smelters was
associated with a 36 percent increase in blood lead level. Children near the
smelters were exposed to elevated levels of lead in the soil, air, and house-
holds. The city was urged to restrict the emissions of lead to the atmos-
phere and to undertake a large screening program to determine the extent
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of the public health problem. The city failed to take immediate action on
this matter.

After repeated violations of the lead ordinance, the city in 1974 sued the
local smelters to force compliance. The suits were settled a year later after
the firms agreed to pay fines of $35,000 and install pollution equipment.
The city later amended its lead ordinance in 1976. The amended ordi-
nance, however, was a much weaker version than its 1968 predecessor.
The new ordinance—like the old version—was not enforced consistently,
while lead companies in Dallas chronically and repeatedly violated the
law. The Dallas Alliance Environmental Task Force, a citizen group ap-
pointed by the Dallas City Council in 1983 to address the health concerns
of West Dallas, highlighted this point in its study:

We believe that the City has missed many opportunities to serve and protect
the community-at-large and two neighborhoods in particular in relation to
the lead problem we now address. It is clear that the State and Federal gov-
ernments have also failed in their opportunities to regulate an industry of this
type with regard to the general welfare of citizens."

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1978 es-
tablished the National Ambient Air Quality Standard, limiting airborne
lead—an average of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter of air averaged over a
ninety-day period. Two years later the EPA—concerned about health risks
associated with the Dallas lead smelters—commissioned another lead
screening program. The 1981 study confirmed what was basically found a
decade earlier: Children living near the lead smelters were likely to have
greater lead concentrations in their blood than children who did not live
near smelters. Soil-lead concentrations near the RSR smelter in West Dal-
las, for example, averaged nine times that in the control area, while the av-
erage near the Dixie Metals smelter in East Oak Cliff was thirteen times
the norm.

Federal officials received the report in February 1981. The city and com-
panies had the report three months later. West Dallas and East Oak Cliff
residents, however, did not receive formal notification of the health risks
associated with living so close to the lead smelters. It was not until June
1981 that the Dallas Morning News broke the headline-grabbing story of
the “potentially dangerous” lead levels discovered by EPA researchers.
The series of lead-related articles presented in the local newspapers trig-
gered widespread concern, public outrage, several class-action lawsuits,
and legal action by the city of Dallas and the state of Texas against the
smelter operators.

Soil levels found around the West Dallas Boys Club—located just a
short distance from the 300-foot smokestack of the RSR smelter—forced
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the directors to suspend outdoor activities. The first city-sponsored tests
of soil at the Boys Club showed one sample that was sixty times the level
considered potentially dangerous to children.

RSR voluntarily removed and replaced the soil at the Boys Club and at
the nearby school. The West Dallas Boys Club, a program that enrolled
more than 1,200 youths between ages 6 and 28, and the Maro Booth Day
Care Center, a facility that served children from seventy-five low-income
families, were later forced to close in 1983 because of the lead problem."?

After all of the publicity exposed the health threat, no immediate action
was forthcoming by the EPA or the city to alleviate the lead contamination
problem in West Dallas. Local opposition mounted against the company.
At one meeting in the spring of 1983 more than 150 angry citizens packed
a room in the George Loving Place public housing project to voice their
opposition to a plan to move them out rather than close the lead smelter.
Residents felt their plight was being ignored because they were poor,
black, and politically powerless. Patricia Spears, a home owner, commu-
nity leader, and operator of a West Dallas funeral home, summed up her
community’s dilemma: “If we lived in Highland Park or Northeast Dallas
[affluent white areas], the lead plant would have been closed in 1981. In-
stead of them moving us, why don’t they pull together and shut the lead
plant down?”’"?

It was later revealed in the March 1983 hearings conducted by U.S. Rep-
resentative Elliott H. Levitas (D-Ga.) that former EPA Deputy Administra-
tor John Hernandez needlessly scrapped a voluntary plan by RSR to clean
up the lead-contaminated “hot spots” in West Dallas. But Hernandez
blocked the cleanup and called for yet another round of tests to be de-
signed and conducted by the federal Centers for Disease Control {CDC)
with the EPA and Dallas Health Department. The results of this study
were available in February 1983. Although the new study showed a lower
percentage of children affected than the earlier study had shown, it estab-
lished the smelter as the dominant source of elevated lead in the children’s
blood."*

EPA officials from the Dallas regional office were especially critical of
Hernandez’s handling of the local lead issue and the general design of the
1983 Dallas lead study. The testimony of Dr. Norman Dyer, regional EPA
chief of toxic substances, and Dr. William McAnalley, a former EPA toxi-
cologist who resigned over the mismanagement of the Dallas lead prob-
lem, at the Levitas hearing sent shock waves through the federal EPA.
They characterized the study findings as misleading and encompassing
too large a study area. Moreover, the study did not look at blood lead
levels of the children who lived downwind from the smelters, where the
highly contaminated soil was found. This design was proposed by Dr.
Dyer, but was turned down by the EPA in Washington as not “cost effec-
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tive.” In May 1983, the Dallas Times-Herald conducted this very analysis in
West Dallas. The newspaper found that 34 percent of the children living in
the areas where soil levels were above 1,000 parts per million (ppm) had
elevated blood lead levels. More than 18 percent of the children who lived
in areas where soil levels were above 300 ppm had elevated blood lead
levels.”” Hernandez’s delay of cleanup actions in West Dallas was tanta-
mount to “waiting for a body count.”¢

The Levitas hearings and the subsequent departure of EPA’s top admin-
istrators thrust the handling of the Dallas lead problem into the national
limelight. In March 1983, the Texas Air Control Board staff recommended
that the state sue RSR for violating lead emission standards. One month
later, the city of Dallas joined Texas Attorney General Jim Mattox in suing
RSR in state district court in Dallas. The lawsuit did not seek to close the
smelter but only sought the removal of tainted soil and reduced airborne
emissions.

The lawsuit was settled out of court in June 1983 with RSR agreeing to a
soil cleanup in West Dallas, a blood-testing program for children and
pregnant women, and the installation of new antipollution equipment.
The pollution control equipment, however, was never installed. In May
1984, the Dallas Board of Adjustments—an agency responsible for moni-
toring land-use violations—requested the city attorney to order the
smelter permanently closed for violating the zoning code. Four months
later, the Dallas Board of Adjustments ordered the West Dallas smelter
permanently closed.'” Although the smelter is now closed, much of the
contaminated soil removed from “hot spots”” remains on the site along
with the contaminated equipment. West Dallas residents still have ques-
tions about the contaminated site itself and future land use in their neigh-
borhood.

It is ironic that in its fifty years of operation the smelter had not ob-
tained all of the necessary use permits for operating in the West Dallas res-
idential neighborhood. The city not only had the legal means of forcing
the company to comply with its lead emission ordinance but also had the
legal power to close the smelter for violating its zoning ordinance. Slowly,
it became apparent that the Dallas “secondary lead smelters are incompat-
ible with residential neighborhoods.”*® It is unfortunate that many of the
local residents had to pay a high health price for the city’s ineptness in
dealing with its black citizenry.

If nothing else, the plant closure was a tribute to the tenacity of the low-
income black neighborhood to withstand the assaults of pollution, inept
government officials, and institutionalized discrimination. D. W. Nauss, a
Dallas Times-Herald reporter, captured the change in West Dallas residents:

Once united only by poverty and powerlessness, the community has been
brought together by the shared trauma of living with the lead smelter and the
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need to save what little they have. The pollution problem also has awakened
the community to other concerns, such as industrial development and hous-
ing redevelopment, and has made many residents for the first time cast a
hard, distrusting eye toward city plans for the area.®

One of the long and bitter legal battles of the West Dallas residents who
have lived in the shadow of the RSR lead smelter was finally resolved in
an out-of-court settlement in the summer of 1985. The settlement, esti-
mated at $20 million, was reached between RSR and Dallas Attorney
Frederick M. Baron who sued on behalf of 370 children—almost all of
whom were poor and black residents of West Dallas public housing—and
40 property owners. The agreement is one of the largest community lead-
contamination settlements ever awarded. The settlement (with interest ac-
cruing over a thirty-year period) will funnel nearly $45 million to the chil-
dren in periodic payments. Although no amount of money can ever repay
the harm caused by lead poisoning of several generations of West Dallas
children, the settlement does reveal that poor black communities are no
longer willing to accept other people’s pollution.

Another class-action lawsuit, Annie Young et al. v. RSR Corp. et al., by
residents of West Dallas and East Oak Cliff neighborhoods has not been
resolved. Residents of these two mostly black Dallas neighborhoods are
charging the city and the lead smelter companies with discrimination in
the placement of the plants and in enforcing local environmental stan-
dards. As in the case of Houston’s Northwood Manor residents, the Dallas
residents may discover that environmental discrimination is easier to doc-
ument empirically than it is to prove in a court of law.

Institute (West Virginia)

Institute is located in Kanawha County, West Virginia. The county’s popu-
lation was 231,400 persons in 1980. The county’s major population concen-
tration is located in Charleston, the state capital.*® Institute is located ap-
proximately six miles west of Charleston along Interstate 64 and West
Virginia Route 25. It is an unincorporated community that lies between
the cities of Dunbar on the east and Nitro on the south. Institute is con-
fined on the south by the Kanawha River and mountains on the north.
Institute had a population of 1,450 inhabitants in 1980, down from 2,055
in 1970. Blacks compose over go percent of the community’s population.
The community has long been an area identified with black landowners.
In 1891, the settlement was selected by the West Virginia State Legislature
to be the site for the West Virginia Colored Institute—organized for blacks
under the Second Morrill Act of 189go. Black citizens were influential in
convincing the governor’s site inspection committee to locate the school
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in the black community found on the Kanawha River, near what is now
Institute.” The school’s name was changed to West Virginia State College
in 1928.

Although the Institute community has remained mostly black since its
founding, West Virginia State College has undergone a dramatic demo-
graphic transition. The historically black college now enrolls a predomi-
nately white student population. This transition began with the landmark
1954 Brown v. Board of Education U.S. Supreme Court decision that
desegregated public schools. During the days of “Jim Crow”’ and segrega-
tion, both West Virginia State College and the nearby West Virginia Reha-
bilitation Center—a facility for handicapped individuals—were black in-
stitutions. West Virginia State College now enrolls more than 4,500
students, mostly white commuters from the Charleston area. Between 250
to 300 blind and disabled patients are enrolled in the Rehabilitation Cen-
ter. A large share of the college’s blacks students will live on campus or in
the Institute community. (See Figure 3.3.)

The college and rehabilitation center are located adjacent to the Insti-
tute Union Carbide chemical plant. This plant is just one of the many
chemical firms found along the 25-mile long Kanawha River Valley. The
valley has more than twenty chemical plants that produce compounds
used to make explosives, fertilizer, plastics, pesticides, automobile anti-
freeze, and other toxic and carcinogenic materials.>* Some of the other
well-known firms in the valley include American Cyanamid, Diamond
Shamrock, Dupont, Monsanto, FMC, and Olin. Union Carbide, however,
is the largest employer in the valley with some 7,000 workers in 1985.
Statewide, more than 10,000 West Virginians were employed in the chemi-
cal industry.?

The Union Carbide chemical plants have been in the valley for six de-
cades dating back to World War L. Dirty air and odors have long been a
fact of life in the Kanawha Valley and in Institute. To some residents of the
valley, Union Carbide has meant prosperity in an economically impover-
ished state. Without Union Carbide, some feel the area would be a “ghost
valley.”"* The company represents the “sight and smell of money.”* The
average salary of a worker at the three local Union Carbide plants is more
than $600 a week. To others, the polluting industries represent a potential
health threat—a future Bhopal.

Local fears were heightened after the 1984 poison-gas leak at the Union
Carbide plant in Bhopal, India, that killed more than 3,400 persons and
maimed another 100,000. People became concerned that such an accident
could happen in their community. This was especially the case for resi-
dents of Institute who live so close to and downwind from the Union Car-
bide plant. The plant also manufactured the same methyl isocyanate
(MIC) responsible for the Bhopal disaster. The world’s deadliest indus-
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FIGURE 3.3 The community of Institute and the location of the Union Carbide chemical plant

trial accident was still fresh on the minds of the Institute residents when
they first learned that the nearby plant made the same chemical a few
hundred yards from their schools, homes, and churches. In the aftermath
of the Indian tragedy, Union Carbide temporarily shut down the MIC unit
at its Institute plant and spent more than $5 million on a safety and emer-
gency warning system.” Federal officials subsequently inspected the
plant and declared it safe for renewed operation.

The new safety and emergency system installed at the plant proved to
be flawed. This fact was borne out on August 11, 1985, when a toxic mix-
ture of aldicarb oxime—a mixture used to produce a pesticide called
Temlik (used mostly on potatoes and bananas)—sent a poisonous plume
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of gas over Institute and sent 135 people to the hospital.”” The leak contin-
ued for about fifteen minutes causing residents to experience breathing
problems, burning eyes, chest tightness, headaches, nausea, and dizzi-
ness. It was only because of the change in the batching process—the chem-
ical batching that ends with MIC was cut off at the aldicarb oxime step,
one step from the final product—that Institute did not become another
Bhopal. Plant officials did not sound a public alarm until twenty minutes
after the leak began because of human error and incorrect readings on its
new safety system’s computers—instruments that measure such things as
wind direction and velocity. The EPA subsequently ruled that Union Car-
bide’s emergency notification took too long. EPA’s investigation of the In-
stitute plant revealed that this incident was not the only time the deadly
MIC had leaked from the plant. The government investigation showed
that 61 MIC leaks had occurred over the previous five years. These leaks
ranged from one pound to more than ten pounds.?®

These emissions are some of the more than 300 chemicals—at least 8o
percent of them suspected to be injurious to health—that are continuously
released into the air in the Charleston area. Most of these leaks are not ac-
cidents but are “allowable routine emissions.”” The Institute plant in 1981
alone, emitted “nearly 146 tons of butadiene, 11 tons of ethylene oxide, 50
tons of chloroform, 17 tons of propylene oxide, 10 tons of benzene, and, al-
though it was not reported then, a harmless whiff of methyl isocyanate, or
MIC—the lethal stuff of Bhopal.”?

Local residents had become concerned about chemical emissions in the
aftermath of Bhopal. Shortly after this tragedy, Edwin Hoffman, a history
professor at West Virginia State College, organized a group called People
Concerned About MIC. The group’s credibility was enhanced when the
aldicarb oxime leak occurred in Institute in the summer of 1985. On Au-
gust 18, 1985, more than 300 angry residents marched against the Institute
plant demanding an explanation from Union Carbide officials about the
leak and the safety assurances they had been given earlier. Most of the
people who participated in this protest were not “environmental types,”
but were ordinary citizens who were fed up with the “stink” in the Kana-
wha Valley. Anger against the Institute plant had been building for years.
The 1985 leak made a bad situation worse. Claire Smith, whose family was
hospitalized as a result of the leak, summed up the general feelings of the
Institute residents: “We feel very fearful and very angry. This is family
property passed down from my great-great-grandfather, but now I don’t
feel safe here anymore.”* The residents wanted justice, i.e., protection
from the threat posed by the nearby chemical plant. They demanded bet-
ter emergency notification, more escape routes than the single two-lane
road currently available to them, and relocation of the plant’s most toxic
chemicals out of their community.
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The 1985 chemical leak heightened an already uneasy relationship that
had existed for years between Union Carbide and the mostly black town.
The community receives few economic benefits from the plant’s location
in its midst. Fewer than 10 percent of the Institute plant workforce are lo-
cal residents. For years, officials at the Institute plant hired blacks in only
the low-paying menial jobs, while whites were hired into the better-pay-
ing positions. Since the community was not incorporated, it received no
direct tax benefits from the plant. Some Institute residents actually accuse
Union Carbide of using its clout to keep the area unincorporated as a
means to keep from paying taxes. Local residents often point to action by
Kanawha County officials who authorized an incorporation election that
left the plant outside the proposed Institute city limits—a position consis-
tent with that held by Union Carbide but opposed by Institute residents.
A group of local citizens appealed to the courts and the company offered
to make payments to the city in lieu of taxes.”® The Institute plant was sub-
sequently sold to Rhone Poulenc, a French-owned chemical company.
Change in ownership has not calmed the fears of local residents because
the risks from toxic chemical leaks are still present.

Alsen (Louisiana)

Alsen is an unincorporated community located on the Mississippi River
several miles north of Baton Rouge, Louisiana’s state capital. The commu-
nity had a population of 1,104 individuals in 1980 of whom ¢8.9 percent
were black. Alsen developed as a rural community of black landowners to
its present status as a stable, working-class suburban enclave. The median
income for families in 1980 was $17,188. A total of 19.4 percent of Alsen’s
residents are below the poverty level, a percentage well below that of
blacks nationally and in Louisiana. Typical homes in the area are
woodframe or brick-veneer style. More than three-fourths (77.4 percent)
of the year-round occupied homes in the community are occupied by
owners and 22.6 percent by renters.* The community still maintains much
of its small-town flavor. Many of the local residents have roots in the com-
munity dating back several generations.

Alsen lies at the beginning of the 85-mile industrial corridor where one-
quarter of America’s petrochemicals are produced. The chemical corridor
begins in Baton Rouge and follows the Mississippi River down to the
southeastern rim of New Orleans. The tiny town of Alsen sits in the
shadow of Huey Long’s skyscraper-capitol building and the towering
petrochemical plants that dot the Mississippi River. This area also has
been dubbed the “cancer corridor’’ because the air, ground, and water are
full of carcinogens, mutagens, and embryotoxins. The area has been de-
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scribed as a “massive human experiment” and a “national sacrifice
zone.””

The petrochemical industry has played an important role in Louisiana’s
economy, especially south Louisiana. More than 165,000 persons were em-
ployed in the state’s petrochemical industry at its peak in 1982. This single
industry accounted for one out of every three tax dollars collected by the
state.™ The Baton Rouge area has paid a high price—industrial pollu-
tion—for the concentration of so many chemical companies in its midst.
These companies discharge more than 150,000 tons of pollutants into the
city’s air each year. The bulk of these air pollutants are in the form of sul-
fur dioxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxides, and hydrocarbons. (See
Figure 3.4.)

Louisiana is not a large state. It ranks thirty-one in land area of all states.
Despite its relatively compact size, it managed to import more than 305.6
million pounds of hazardous waste in 1983. Much of this waste was
shipped into south Louisiana. In 1986, the state had 33.2 percent of the na-
tion’s total permitted hazardous-waste landfill capacity among active
sites. Much of Louisiana’s hazardous waste generated by the petrochemi-
cal industries is dumped in the Baton Rouge area. The only commercial
hazardous-waste site in the Baton Rouge area is the Rollins Environmen-
tal Services facility, located adjacent to the Alsen community.

The Rollins site was the fourth largest in the nation, representing 11.3
percent of remaining permitted capacity in 1986.* The Rollins hazardous-
waste landfill and incinerator have been a constant sore point for the
nearby Alsen residents. The waste site has been the source of numerous
odor and health complaints from nearby community residents and work-
ers at the plant. The plant was cited for more than 100 state and federal vi-
olations between 1980 and 1985 but did not pay any penalties. Mary
McCastle, a y2-year-old grandmother and Alsen community leader,
summed up her community’s running battle with Rollins:

We had no warning Rollins was coming in here. When they did come in we
didn’t know what they were dumping. We did know that it was making us
sick. People used to have nice gardens and fruit trees. They lived off their gar-
dens and only had to buy meat. Some of us raised hogs and chickens. But not
after Rollins came in. Our gardens and animals were dying out. Some days
the odors from the plant would be nearly unbearable. We didn’t know what
was causing it. We later found out that Rollins was burning hazardous
waste.”

Air quality in the Alsen community became a cause for alarm. Local
residents began to question the company’s right to spew pollutants on
their community. Complaints were filed with the Louisiana Department
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FIGURE 3.4 The community of Alsen and other communities contending with industry along
the Lower Mississippi River Corridor

of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) with no immediate results. Although
local citizens registered their displeasure with the waste facility’s opera-
tion, they got little attention from state environmental officials. Annie
Bowdry, the director of the Alsen Community Center—a nonprofit human
services program—described the state’s response (or lack of response) to
Alsen’s needs:

Alsen is black and a nowhere place stuck out in the parish. It’s not incorpo-
rated. It didn’t count. It was not until after state environmental officials vis-
ited the community that citizen complaints were taken seriously. State offi-
cials could not believe that people endured everyday the terrible odors from
the Rollins plant.*®

In late 1980, residents began organizing to stop the contamination of
their community. Local leaders recognized the fact that they were going
up against a giant corporation. The annual revenue in Rollins from haz-
ardous waste alone was more than $69g million. Citizens were also aware
that the company provided jobs—although few Alsen residents worked at
the company. Alsen residents were determined to take a stand based on
what was best for the health and welfare of their community. In early
1981, local citizens filed a multimillion dollar class-action lawsuit against
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Rollins. The lawsuit and subsequent state monitoring of the air quality
problem in Alsen forced the company to reduce the pollutants from the
waste site. Public opposition to the Rollins hazardous-waste facility inten-
sified in the mid-1980s when citizen groups and environmentalists
(Greenpeace, Sierra Club, and some local grassroots groups) turned outin
force to oppose an application by the firm to burn PCBs at its incinerator.
This protest was successful in blocking the PCBs burn.

Alsen residents were outraged that their lawsuit against Rollins
dragged on for so long. Local citizens were angry that Louisiana DEQ offi-
cials took so long to believe the horror stories of Alsen’s air pollution
problem. They wondered why it was so difficult to resolve this problem.
Admon McCastle, a native of Alsen, saw racism as the root of his commu-
nity’s dilemma:

More than 15 years ago, a wealthy white property owner next to Rollins re-
ceived a half million dollar settlement from the company for the death of his
cattle after water spilled onto his pasture. Yet, Rollins has failed to recognize
it is harming people, not cows, in the Alsen community. When I look at this,
have to say racism has played a big part in the company’s actions and the
state’s inaction.

After dragging on for more than six years, the lawsuit was finally set-
tled out of court in November 1987. The settlement, however, splintered
the community. Residents were polarized into “money versus health” fac-
tions. Each plaintiff in the lawsuit received “an average of $3,000 the day
before Christmas.””*° There was a “take the money and run” atmosphere
that prevailed in the battle-weary community. Opponents of the secret-
settlement agreement point to the need for continual health monitoring in
the community. This is not a small point since the plaintiffs were required
to sign away their right to sue Rollins for any future health-related prob-
lems. Annie Bowdry lodged her opposition to the settlement:

We wanted to establish a health clinic in Alsen that would be administered by
the state [Louisiana] and paid for by Rollins. Since Rollins made the people
sick, they should have to pay for the operation of the clinic. All at once, some-
one mentioned money and the health clinic proposal went out the window.
My feelings about the whole thing is a dollar cannot buy my health. But if 1
knew I was contaminated in time, then maybe a cure for me could be found. If
not for me, then maybe for my children.*!

Overall, life in the Alsen community has improved since residents have
become more informed on the hazardous-waste problem and convinced
state officials to closely monitor air quality in their community. Although
economic concessions were extracted from Rollins through an out-of-
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court settlement, the community was left without a health facility of its
own. Moreover, the settlement agreement shielded the waste disposal
company from any future health-related lawsuits by the Alsen plaintiffs.
Alsen residents still must drive to Baton Rouge for health care services.

The community’s pollution problem is far from over because numerous
chemical plants are still clustered along the Mississippi River just a short
distance from their homes. This problem will likely remain as long as the
backbone of Louisiana’s economy remains heavily dependent on its
“chemical corridor.” More important, increased public opposition and
tougher environmental regulations have made it more difficult to site new
hazardous-waste facilities. The Rollins hazardous-waste landfill and in-
cinerator, thus, take on added state and regional importance.

Louisiana, dubbed the “sportsman’s paradise,” has become an environ-
mental nightmare as a result of lax regulations, unbridled production of
toxic chemicals, and heavy dependence on the petrochemical industry as
the backbone of the state’s economy.

Emelle-Sumter County (Alabama)

Sumter County is located in the heart of west Alabama’s economically im-
poverished “blackbelt.” The county’s population in 1980 was 16,908,
down from 27,000 in 1940 (a more than 40 percent decline). Blacks make
up 69 percent of Sumter County. More than 33 percent of the county’s
population live below the poverty line. Blacks compose more than go per-
cent of the county residents who live in poverty. The median family in-
come for blacks in the county was only $11,015 in 1980.%

Sumter County has a legacy of farming and cotton production dating
back to the plantation system of slavery and the sharecropper (tenant
farmer) system that followed. Farming, a mainstay of the region, began to
decline beginning in the 1970s. Many farmers were forced off their land,
and others chose to sell their land for nonfarm uses. Land prices in the
county, for example, decreased by 15-20 percent since 1981.** By the mid-
1980s, cattle and timber had replaced the row crop form of agriculture in
the county.

Sumter County and its neighboring blackbelt counties have been
treated as a Third World region in our own backyard. Sumter County’s
per capita income ranks near the bottom (64th out of 67) of the state’s
counties. The area has been largely avoided by industry and failed by ag-
riculture. The demise of agriculture has left a 20 percent countywide un-
employment rate and a significantly higher black unemployment rate. It
is not uncommon in many black communities in the county to have one-
third of the workforce unemployed. These bleak economic conditions and
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cheap land made the county a likely candidate for polluting industries—
especially waste disposal companies. (See Figure 3.5.)

In 1978, Chemical Waste Management (Chemwaste) opened the na-
tion’s largest hazardous-waste treatment, storage, and disposal facility in
Sumter County. Chemwaste is a subsidiary of Waste Management, Inc.—
a global conglomerate with gross receipts of $2 billion in 1986. Chemwaste
is just one of the half-dozen firms that share the lucrative hazardous-waste
disposal business with such firms as Browning Ferris Industries, Allied
Signal, IT, IV International, and Rollins Environmental Services.

The Chemwaste facility was built near Emelle, a small, rural black com-
munity. The Emelle community study area consists of 626 residents.
Blacks compose more than go percent of the community’s population.
About 42 percent of Emelle’s population lived in poverty in 1980. Most
residents live in single-family, woodframe houses. However, a sizable
share of the people live in trailer homes scattered along the rural gravel
and unpaved roads. This sleepy little town sits next to what has been
dubbed the “Cadillac of dumps.”* Booth Gunter and Mike Williams, two
award-winning environmental reporters, described the Emelle facility:

Chemical Waste Management, Inc., which runs the facility, boasts that it is the
nation’s Cadillac of toxic waste landfills—a claim confirmed by some geolo-
gists familiar with the site. Much of west Alabama is underlined by a layer of
limestone called Selma chalk, which here averages 700 feet in thickness. The
chalk is highly impermeable. The company claims it would take 10,000 years
for waste escaping from the landfill’s trenches to penetrate to the aquifer be-
low the site. But for people living in the area, the aquifer, which provides
drinking water for much of western Alabama, is the primary concern.*?

The hazardous-waste operation was brought to the Emelle community
without the input from local residents. The facility was “forced on the
people.””*¢ No blacks held public office or sat on governing bodies, includ-
ing the state legislature, county commission, or industrial development
board (an agency that promotes industrial operation in the county) from
predominately black Sumter County in 1978. It was not until 1984 that
blacks took the majority of seats on the Sumter County Commission.*’
One year later, the first black was elected to the Alabama state legislature
from the area.

Few residents knew that they were about to become the host commu-
nity for the nation’s largest hazardous-waste dump. Rumors circulated
throughout the community about a “new industry” coming to town. The
Sumter County Record, a local newspaper, touted the economic benefits of
the industry with a banner headline that read “Unique New Industry
Coming: New Use for Selma Chalk to Create Jobs.”*® Local residents mis-
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FIGURE 3.5 Sumter County, Alabama, and the Chemical Waste Management hazardous-
waste landfill and racial composition of surrounding area

takenly thought the new job-generating industry moving into the area
would be a brick factory.

It was more than two years after the site opened that residents learned
that Alabama Governor George Wallace’s son-in-law acquired the 2,400
acres of land, obtained the necessary permits with surprising ease, and
immediately sold the package to Chemwaste. The deal is estimated at
$15-%30 million over the lifetime of the agreement.** Chemwaste has sub-
sequently purchased additional parcels of land, bringing its total to 3,200
acres in Sumter County.
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The Emelle hazardous-waste site has not brought about an economic re-
naissance to this poor blackbelt county. Chemwaste, however, is the larg-
est employer in Sumter County, providing more than 400 jobs with a pay-
roll of nearly $8 million. The company pumps millions of dollars into
Sumter and adjacent Greene counties with the goods and services it pur-
chases. Chemwaste also pays Sumter County a user tax ($5 per ton) for
hazardous waste disposed of at the site. The waste tax benefits a number
of public services including schools {(whose pupils are virtually all black),
libraries, ambulance, and law enforcement. The waste disposal company
also provides financial support and contribution for local charities such as
the Boy Scouts and youth sports leagues.

The Chemwaste site in Emelle receives some of the most hazardous ma-
terial in the nation including heavy metals, industrial solvents, and PCBs.
It also receives hazardous wastes collected from the Superfund cleanup
sites and from forty-eight states. It received more than 700,000 tons of
waste in 1989. As in the case of all landfills, no one can really guarantee
that buried wastes will not leak and return to cause future health prob-
lems.* The Chemwaste site is no exception. Wendell Paris, a black civil
rights activist, contended that sending so much Superfund wastes to
Emelle is “turning Sumter County into the pay toilet of America and local
residents into hazardous waste junkies.””' He summed up his communi-
ty’s concerns:

People in this community have mixed emotions about the Chemwaste facil-
ity. Those that are more informed are clearly concerned about the health as-
pects of Sumter County residents, the water supply, and the overall pollution
question. But the concerns from the general public of Emelle, we deal more
with the economics, people being able to work and provide for their families.
Our community needs jobs, but we also don’t want to be poisoned. Jobs are
scarce in this area. This trusting community was deceived. Of the 400-500
workers at the plant, roughly fifty Emelle and Geiger [another black commu-
nity in the area] residents work at the plant. The large number of cars with
out-of-state license plates at the plant tells the story of what this community is
getting. We were promised jobs, but what we got was a giant hazardous-
waste headache.”

Local concerns expressed by community leaders about the controver-
sial landfill were not without merit. For example, Chemwaste has been
fined for violations on a number of occasions. In June 1983, the Alabama
Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) fined the company
$150,000 for failing to complete a lining system. In December 1984, state
and federal officials fined the company $600,000 for poor management
procedures, PCB problems, and inadequate groundwater monitoring sys-
tem at the site. The federal EPA temporarily suspended shipments of
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Superfund wastes to the site after a March 1985 test sample showed possi-
ble contamination of the aquifer with industrial solvents. The ban was
later lifted after further tests were made. Superfund wastes were again al-
lowed to be dumped at the Emelle landfill even after EPA officials discov-
ered that “one of the site’s groundwater monitoring systems did not meet
federal regulations and was incapable of detecting leaks.”>*

Opponents view the landfill as a “poison pill for Sumter County, a sym-
bol of industrial profligacy, and a superficial Band-Aid over the nation’s
toxic waste cancer.””* Local opposition to the waste operation has come
mainly from two organizations: the Minority People’s Council (MPC), a
black grassroots community group that was founded to assist blacks who
worked on the Tennessee-Tombigee Waterway, and Alabamians for a
Clean Environment (ACE), a mostly white umbrella environmental group
led by Kaye Kiker. Centuries of strained race relations and a “plantation”
power arrangement have kept blacks and whites apart and limited com-
munication channels between the races. It is important to note that it was
the MPC who first raised the question of the potential threat posed by
Chemwaste. Despite the numerous racial hurdles that limit coalition poli-
tics, there are a few signs of change.

The toxic-waste issue appears to be one area of agreement among local
activists—black social justice advocates and white environmentalists—
who would not ordinarily sit down together in the same room as
“equals.” Of course, there is not a ground swell of Sumter County resi-
dents poised to overrun Chemwaste nor is there a mass movement of
color-coordinated grassroots activists waiting in line to join mainstream
environmental organizations. There is, however, a small (but growing)
segment of local community residents who are joining forces in challeng-
ing the nation’s largest waste disposal company. More than anything else,
this emergent coalition symbolizes a convergence of social justice and en-
vironmental goals and an erosion in the apartheid-type political and eco-
nomic arrangements that typified the “Old South.””* This is the first such
alliance in Sumter County history.

Summary of Disputes and Resolutions

The five case studies have provided a detailed account of the problems
and dispute-handling mechanisms used by black residents who were con-
fronted with a threat from industrial facilities. The problems included
risks from a secondary lead smelter, chemical manufacturing plant, haz-
ardous-waste disposal facilities (landfill and incinerator), and a municipal
landfill. Table 3.4 details the conflicts, tactics, and resolutions in the five
study communities.
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TABLE 3.4 Distribution of Environmental Conflict, Tactics, and Resolution in

Five Black Communities

Assessment Dimension

West

Houston’s
Northwood
Emelle Dallas Alsen  Manor

Institute

Issue Crystallization
Environment

Public health

Equity and social justice
Economic trade-off

Type of Opposition Tactics
Government administrative
Government legal action
Private legal action
Demonstration/protest
Petition/referenda

Press lobbying

Type of Leadership Group
Mainstream environmental
Grassroot environmental
Social action

Emergent coalition

Resolution Mechanisms
Legislation
Government decision
Adjudication

Private negotiation

Outcomes

Closure

Capacity reduction
Fine or compensation
Technical modification
Approved
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“Reprqsenmtives from mainstream environmental organizations, though not
providing a leadership role, did take part in the local environmental disputes.
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We were especially interested in discovering how the community threat
was defined by local opinion leaders. That is, was the threat viewed as an
environmental or health issue or something else altogether? Four of the
disputes involved existing industrial facilities, while the Houston landfill
dispute involved a proposed facility. Only in Emelle and Institute did
community leaders view the threat as an “environmental” problem. Opin-
ion leaders were more likely to define the community threat in terms of a
public health problem and an equity issue. The idea of economic trade-offs
was a real issue in Emelle. This is not surprising since the Chemwaste fa-
cility is the largest employer in the county. Otherwise, economic-environ-
ment trade-offs were seen as having little or no bearing on the disputes—
mainly because a small number of local black residents actually benefited
(jobs or tax payments) directly from the physical location of the facilities.

What type of opposition tactics were used by the residents? Local citi-
zen opposition to the unwanted facilities came in a number of forms. Al-
though the tactics varied somewhat across communities, there were some
common strategies used by opposition leaders in the affected areas. For
example, all of the communities adopted action strategies that were in-
strumental in getting the various levels of government involved in the
disputes. Opposition leaders in all five communities used direct action—
including protests, demonstrations, and press lobbying—in tandem with
petition drives. West Dallas, however, was the only study community that
was successful in getting the city and state government to pursue legal ac-
tion against the polluting industry. Three of the communities (West Dal-
las, Alsen, and Houston’s Northwood Manor) filed class-action lawsuits
against the unwanted industrial facilities using their own private attor-
neys.

Who spearheaded the local citizen opposition against the polluting in-
dustries? There is clear evidence that indigenous social action groups pro-
vided the leadership for the citizen opposition. As was expected, preexist-
ing institutions and their leaders played a pivotal role in the beginning,
planning, and mobilization stages of the movement.”® There was some
overlap among the leadership of the indigenous social action groups,
neighborhood improvement associations, and the grassroots groups (usu-
ally organized around a single issue of equity or sense of unfair treat-
ment). For example, several officers in Houston’s Northeast Community
Action Group (NECAG]) held leadership positions in the Northwood
Manor neighborhood association.

Community leaders in West Dallas were able to extend their influence
beyond the neighborhood in convincing the Dallas mayor to appoint a
government-sanctioned citywide study group (Dallas Alliance Environ-
mental Task Force) to work on the lead contamination problem. Much of
the impetus for creating the citywide task force emanated from the local
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lead pollution awareness group. Similarly, residents in Institute organized
themselves into the People Concerned About MIC to protest the threat
from the nearby Union Carbide plant.

In Emelle, the problem was initially attacked on two fronts, with race
being the major divider. Whites were in one camp and blacks were in an-
other. Blacks were the first to voice opposition to Chemwaste. Later, black
civil rights activists and white environmentalists joined forces—but still
maintaining their separate organizations—to work on the hazardous-
waste problem. This is not a small point given the history of race relations
in Alabama’s blackbelt.

Overall, there were few whites among the citizen opposition groups.
However, the attorneys for the West Dallas and Alsen residents were
white. The attorney for the residents from Houston’s Northwood Manor
was black. Citizen protesters in Alsen, Institute, and Emelle were able to
elicit some involvement from outside groups—mainly from national envi-
ronmental groups, including Greenpeace, Citizen's Clearinghouse for
Hazardous Waste, and the Sierra Club. Although these nationally con-
nected environmentalists did not play a pivotal leadership role in the local
dispute, they were effective in getting media attention focused on the lo-
cal problem.

What were the dispute-resolution mechanisms used by citizen groups?
The resolution mechanisms fell into four categories. Houston was the only
area under study that dealt with the problem through legislation—with
the passage of several ordinances dealing with dumping at the controver-
sial landfill and spatial location of future landfill sites. Disputes resolution
in all five communities called for some type of governmental decision.
The government actions included improved monitoring systems, upgrad-
ing safety and emergency programs, compliance with zoning codes and
emission standards, and adjudication.

Three of the communities (West Dallas, Alsen, and Houston) filed law-
suits against the companies. However, the Houston case was the only one
that actually went to trial. The other two cases were settled out of court.
Private negotiation and bargaining were used to address (though not re-
solve) the ongoing environmental disputes in Emelle, Alsen, and Institute.

By sitting down with the company representatives, community leaders
were able to extract concessions as victims. On the other hand, these same
concessions may be viewed by community residents as “selling-out.”
There are citizen winners in the case of the West Dallas neighborhood; the
only study area that was successful in forcing the polluting industry to
completely shut down—but not dismantle and clean up the site. Addi-
tionally, capacity reductions placed on the industries in Dallas (prior to it
shutting down), Alsen, Houston, and Institute all can be viewed as move-
ment in a positive direction.
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Houston’s Northwood Manor residents protesting the construction of the
Whispering Pines sanitary landfill, which was located near their homes and
schools, 1980. (Photo by Robert D. Bullard)

Warren County protesters line the highway in an attempt to block the dump
trucks loaded with PCB-tainted dirt, 1982. {Photo by Jenny Labalme)
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A cemetery and nearby petrochemical
industries located along River Road,
Hahnville, Louisiana, 1993. (Photo by
Robert D. Bullard)
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The Reverend Benjamin F. Chavis, Jr. (at podium) at the National Press Club in i
Washington, D.C., where he released the national study by the Commission for §
Racial Justice concerning toxic wastes and race, 1987. (Photo by Gene Young) iy

v

Activists show solidarity at a rally on the nation’s capitol during the meeting of

the First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit, 1g991. Atlanta school children participate in 1990 Earth Day tree-planting ceremony at
(Photo by Robert D. Bullard) the Martin Luther King, Jr, Community Center, 1990. {(Photo by Sulaiman Mahdji)
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Crews begin cleanup of lead-tainted soil in West Dallas, Texas, neighborhood, Citizens Asai . ) o ‘ )
1992. (Photo by Luis D. Sepulveda, president of West Dallas Coalition for Envi- 1izens Against Toxic Exposure present their case to EPA’s Superfund Relocation
ronmental Justice) Hearing, Pensacola, Florida, 1996 (Photo by Robert D. Bullard)

Environmental Justice leaders witness President Clinton signing Environmental Citizens Against Nuclear Trash and their allies celebrate win over Louisiana
Justice Executive Order 12898 (Photo by White House Press Bureau, 1994) Energy Services, 1997 (Photo by Environmental Justice Resource Center)



72

Children playing in park across from Shell Oil Refinery in Norco, Louisiana, 1998
{Photo by Robert D. Bullard)

St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment voice their opposition to Shintech,
1998 (Photo by Environmental Justice Resource Center)
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Litigation brought by citizens in West Dallas and Alsen resulted in
multimillion dollar, out-of-court settlement agreements in favor of the
plaintiffs. Fines were also imposed on the industries by governmental reg-
ulatory agencies. Government officials fined the Institute and Emelle facil-
ities for safety violations. Although citizen groups were unsuccessful
(with the exception of West Dallas residents} in closing the facilities, they
were able to force the firms to make technical modifications in plant oper-
ations, update safety and pollution monitoring systems, and reduce emis-
sion levels. These outcomes amount to a compromise, benefits that accrue
to both the community {concessions) and the industry (keeping the plant
in operation).

Houston residents also won a number of concessions from the state and
local government on solid waste. Many of these changes have benefits
that extend beyond the local neighborhood. Nevertheless, the landfill was
built. The judge ruled against the citizen plaintiffs in the lawsuit brought
by the Northwood Manor residents. This was clearly a victory for the in-
dustry. Nevertheless, the concessions won by NECAG are historic. They
mark a turning point in the way Houston allocates land use, with its
antizoning, pro-development priority. Waste facility siting restrictions are
tantamount to zoning—still a dirty word in Houston.”” Moreover, the
Texas Department of Health—the state permitting agency for solid-waste
sites—in modifying its rules requiring socioeconomic, demographic, and
land-use data be incorporated into future permit applications, tacitly ad-
mitted the utility of “nontechnical” data in site evaluation.

Finally, the results from these case histories clearly show that black
community leaders are not only concerned about their physical environ-
ment but are willing to actively pursue strategies designed to improve the
quality of their neighborhoods. These community leaders have not waited
for “outsiders” to rush to their rescue—outside assistance has been slow
in coming. Black community activists have taken on this fight largely as
an extension of the human rights struggle. Dumping on the black commu-
nities is seen as environmental racism.

Pollution and environmental degradation in black communities pose a
threat to life, health, and well-being. Many residents are trapped in pol-
luted environments with no real hope of escape. Racism continues to limit
mobility options available to black families. Because there are few places
for them to run—compared with lower- and middle-income whites—it is
not surprising that black activists have begun “drawing lines in the dirt”
and resisting industrial polluters.

What factors motivate black community residents to take actions
against these industrial giants? Are lessons learned from the mainstream
civil rights movement readily adaptable to blacks” quest for environmen-
tal equity? These questions are addressed in the next chapter where the re-
sults of the household surveys are examined.
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CHAPTER FOUR

*

The Environmental
Justice Movement:
Survey Results

Public support for environmental reform has remained strong over the
years. This has been the case even during the energy crisis, economic re-
cession, tax revolts, and the Reagan era.! Numerous public opinion polls
have clearly documented that “environmental protection, like issues such
as health care and education, has become one of the lasting concerns of the
public.”* Moreover, minority and low-income groups have begun to orga-
nize against the toxic threat. Although this movement is in its infancy
stage, it has the potential of snowballing into a larger force.

The literature is replete with surveys on environmental attitudes, orga-
nization membership, and citizen resistance. A growing body of studies
now documents that minority and poor communities have been targets
for unwanted land uses.? However, little is known about how minority
residents are coping with environmental threats—whether from govern-
ment or private industry. These problems did not spring up overnight, as
many threats have been around for years. It is just recently that minority
communities have begun to challenge the industrial firms.

In an attempt to assess the nature of the environmental dispute-resolu-
tion strategies used by black residents, a series of surveys were conducted
with household heads in the five study areas. The household surveys
were used to supplement the data gathered in interviews with local opin-
ion leaders. The analysis is based on the responses of 523 residents who
were randomly selected from black household heads in Emelle (Ala-
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bama), West Dallas and Houston (Texas), Alsen {Louisiana), and Institute
(West Virginia). These data provide a comparative analysis of black resi-
dents” views on the local disputes and the actions taken to alleviate the
problems.

Before 1 detail the way local household heads responded to the ques-
tions, I will describe the sample. A more detailed profile of the residential
areas was presented in the preceding chapter. The respondents were pri-
marily home owners from low- to middle-income neighborhoods (see Ta-
ble 4.1). Seven of every ten households surveyed owned their home. This
percentage is substantially higher than the 44 percent national black home
ownership rate. Most of the households {75.3 percent) surveyed lived in
single-family detached homes. A larger share of the West Dallas (41.3 per-
cent) and Institute households (30.7 percent) lived in multifamily dwell-
ings. The multifamily dwellings in West Dallas were largely public hous-
ing developments; while the multifamily units in Institute were mainly
off-campus apartments located adjacent to West Virginia State College.
The housing is used by students and faculty. Because of the rural and
somewhat isolated nature of Emelle, over one-fourth (27 percent) of its
residents lived in mobile homes. The population density in Sumter
County is only 18.7 persons per square mile compared with 77.6 persons
per square mile in the state of Alabama.

Six of every ten household heads surveyed were employed in blue col-
lar occupations {occupations where polluting industries are more likely to
be found), making them likely targets of environmental blackmail by
manufacturing industries. More than 6o percent of the respondents had
earned incomes less than $15,000. One out of every four individuals sur-
veyed had at least one year of college. The household heads from West
Dallas and Emelle were the least educated. Household heads from Hous-
ton’s Northwood Manor neighborhood were the most affluent of all areas
studied. The West Dallas residents were the most economically disadvan-
taged (based on home ownership, education, percentage in white-collar
occupations, and income of household heads). The West Dallas neighbor-
hood comes closest to the classic urban ghetto, an area dominated by a
massive public housing project, widespread poverty, and a large under-
class.

Given the background of community residents surveyed, how did these
individuals rate their community in terms of environmental quality?

Rating of Environmental Problems

An effort was made to obtain the respondents’ evaluation of the environ-
mental quality in their respective communities. They were asked to rate
the severity of selected environmental problems. Overall, air pollution,
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TABLE 4.1 Selected Demographic Characteristics of the Study Subsamples
{percent)

Houston’s
West Northwood
Total Emelle Dallas Alsen Manor Institute

Characteristics (N=523) (N=100) (N=104) (N=105) (N=113) (N=101)
Occupancy

Own 7.1 790 423 91.4 94.7 48.5
Rent 283 210 517 8.6 5.3 515
Type Residence

Detached 75.3 640 56.7 90.5 96.5 66.3
Mobile home 7.6 27.0 1.9 7.6 0.0 3.0
Multifamily 17.0 9.0 413 1.9 35 30.7
Education

High school orless 74.7  86.0  92.3 75.2 64.6 55.4
Some college 25.3 14.0 7.7 24.8 35.4 44.6
Occupation

White collar 400 2335 18.1 40.2 54.4 62.8
Blue collar 60.0 76.5 819 59.8 45.6 37.2
Income

< $15,000 62.1 832 875 63.8 23.0 517
$15,000+ 37.9 16.8 12.5 36.2 71.0 43.3
Sex

Male 38.6 150 442 41.9 345 57.4
Female 61.4 850 558 58.1 65.5 42.6
Age

<40 46.8 465 510 39.0 41.6 571.0
40+ 53.2 535 490 61.0 58.4 43.0

closeness of industry to homes {a form of industrial encroachment), and
pollution of lakes and streams were rated the three most “severe’ envi-
ronmental problems (see Table 4.2). Nearly three-fourths (73.8 percent) of
those sampled rated air pollution as a severe problem, 68.1 percent rated
industry’s proximity to their homes as a severe problem, and 61.6 percent
indicated that they felt the pollution of local lakes and streams was a se-
vere environmental problem. Air pollution and closeness of industry to
homes were rated the top environmental problems by four of the five
communities sampled.
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Institute
(N=101)

Houston's

Northwood
Manor
N=113)

Alsen

(N=105)

Dallas
(N=104)

West

Emelie
(N=100)

Total
(N=3523)

“The response categories for the sbove items included "no problem,” "small problem,” "somewhat severe,” and

*severe.” The combined "somewhat severe” and "severe” categories are reported above.

TABLE 4.2 Rating of Local Environmental Problems by Study Area (percent)

Pollution of lakes and streams

Air pollution

Litter and solid waste
Industry too close to homes

Severe Problem®
Noise in the area
Hazardous waste
Toxic chemical leaks

|
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The response pattern from the local residents did not turn up any sur-
prises. For example, respondents from Houston’s Northwood Manor
neighborhood and the West Dallas neighborhood rated pollution of lakes
and streams as one of the most severe environmental problems encoun-
tered by local residents. Respondents from Emelle and Alsen, on the other
hand, rated hazardous waste as a major problem. The problem of toxic
chemical leaks (emissions from the nearby chemical plant) was judged to
be the most severe environmental threat in the Institute community. Al-
though worlds apart economically, residents from Houston and West Dal-
las were the only groups where a majority listed solid waste and excessive
noise as severe problems, a response pattern reflective of the urban, or big
city, nature of the two neighborhoods.

The environmental ratings from the black community residents have
been summarized below.

Emelle

The environmental rating in Emelle can be explained by the respondents’
perception of a “threat” posed by the nearby Chemwaste hazardous-
waste landfill, the nation’s largest commercial hazardous-waste dump.
Emelle respondents, thus, rated hazardous waste, toxic chemical leaks,
and closeness of industry to their homes as the three most severe environ-
mental problems in their community.

West Dallas

Residents in West Dallas, confronted with pollution from the nearby RSR
lead smelter for more than five decades, rated air pollution, pollution of
lakes and streams, and noise (associated with industry operation) as ma-
jor environmental problems in their neighborhood.

Alsen

Pollution and emissions from the Rollins hazardous-waste disposal facili-
ties have been a major sore point and contributor to this community’s
poor air quality. Residents also expressed the view that hazardous waste
and toxics from the petrochemical industries that line the Mississippi
River were severe environmental problems facing their community.

Houston’s Northwood Manor

Respondents from the Northwood Manor neighborhood rated air pollu-
tion as the number one environmental problem; the situation is exacer-
bated by the heavy concentration of industry in the city’s northeast sector.
This problem was closely followed by residents’ dissatisfaction with the
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location of industry near their homes (the siting of the Whispering Pines
municipal landfill). The city does not have zoning, but has allowed a pre-
ponderance of industrial firms to locate in black and low-income residen-
tial areas. The litter and solid-waste problem and water pollution problem
were assigned equal severity ratings by respondents from the Houston
neighborhood. Both of these problems are tied to residents’ fears associ-
ated with the municipal landfill—risks of contamination of ground water,
illegal dumping, and neighborhood stigma as the “dumping grounds.”

Institute

[t is quite understandable why residents from this community rated toxic
chemical leaks, air pollution, and closeness of industry to their homes as
the most severe environmental problems. Institute and its residents are
tucked away in the Kenawha River Valley along West Virginia’s “chemical
corridor.” They live in the shadow of the nearby Union Carbide chemical
plant and toxic emissions that routinely escape from the plant.

A rural-urban difference was detected in the environmental ratings.
Noise and solid-waste problems were assigned higher severity ratings by
residents who live in the two large cities (Houston and Dallas). Black
neighborhoods, whether rural or urban, are not randomly scattered over
the landscape. They are, however, a result of the interplay between
wealth, real estate practices, and other institutional barriers. Conversely,
environmental externalities (from landfills, garbage dumps, incinerators,
or smelters) are not randomly scattered between poor and affluent citi-
zens. David M. Smith observed:

The location of every facility favours or disfavours those nearby, and thus re-
distributes well-being or ill-being. Any development of land has similar af-
fects. How people in different areas establish differential claims on society’s
resources depends on the spatial exercise of political power. ... Ultimately,
who §ets what where and how must be viewed as a question of equity or fair-
ness.

Overall, air pollution appears to be a problem that was consistently
given high severity ratings by the residents surveyed. All of the industries
involved in the disputes are close to the residential areas; their location is
not unrelated to the pollution problems identified by the local residents. It
is safe to assume that few of these residents want to live near a toxic time
bomb. The problem is not a “chicken or egg” argument—the question of
which came first—because the neighborhoods were in place before the in-
dustries selected their sites. Minority and low-income neighborhoods,
however, are especially vulnerable to industrial encroachment and the en-
vironmental risks associated with their operation.
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Zoning, deed restrictions, and other “protectionist” land-use devices
have been ineffective in segregating industrial uses from residential uses.
especially in low-income, minority, and older areas. Rich neighborhoods
routinely use lawsuits to block unwanted land uses that would sully their
area, while the poor who cannot afford lawyers must put up with all kinds
of nonresidential uses next to their homes.” Exclusionary zoning has been
the major control of unwanted activities and undesirable land uses. Even
s0, black neighborhoods (poor and affluent) end up with a large share of
unwanted land uses. Those living nearby are hurt most by these land uses
since the adverse effects generally fall off with distance from the source.®

It is not unusual for land-use decisions to flow from zoning boards that
are top-heavy with developer and real estate interests. Siting decisions
may make more political sense than economic sense. Low-income and mi-
nority neighborhoods in many cases find themselves in the direct path of
expanding industrial markets. More often than not these same neighbor-
hoods lack the political clout to direct the expansion away from their resi-
dential areas.” For those residents whose property values are lowered and
health threatened by such decisions, the issue amounts to one of equity.
Do black community residents view these siting decisions as another form
of discrimination?

Siting Conflict and the Question of Equity

Each of the communities surveyed was confronted with a major problem
involving an industrial facility located in a residential area. How did resi-
dents feel about the industry being placed in their midst and close to their
homes? An attempt was made to get the local residents’ views on this very
question. Without a doubt, this question goes to the heart of the fairness
and equity issue. Three-fourths of the residents surveyed felt it was not
fair for the industrial firms to locate the facilities in their neighborhoods
(see Table 4.3). Residents from Institute, by far, gave a more favorable rat-
ing on the fairness question than any of the communities surveyed. Just
under one-half (46.5 percent) of the residents felt it was fair for Union Car-
bide to locate the chemical plant in Institute. On the other hand, a little
over one-fourth of the respondents in Emelle (28 percent) and West Dallas
(26 percent) gave a similar favorable response to the industrial siting deci-
sion.

A majority (55 percent) of the households surveyed also felt that their
community had been singled out, or targeted, to receive the industrial fa-
cility. The sentiments of environmental discrimination, disparate treat-
ment, and deprivation were strongest among the Houston, Alsen, and
Emelle residents. For example, 82 percent of Houston’s Northwood
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TABLE 4.3 Residents’ Attitudes on Facility Siting Equity (percent)

Houston's
West Northwood

Attitudinal Total Emelle Dallas Alsen Manor Institute
Items (N=523) (N=100) (N=104) (N=105) (N=113) (N=10h)
Feel it was fair
to locate facility
in community

Yes 24.9 280 26.0 15.2 6.2 46.5

No 76.1 72.0 740 84.8 93.8 53.5

Feel community was
singled out 10

receive facility
Yes 549 510 413 533 82.3 431.6
No 45.1 490 587 46.7 17.7 56.4

Feel angry to have

Sfacility in community
Yes 73.6 57.0 76.0 83.8 95.6 52.5
No 26.4 430 240 16.2 4.4 47.5

Have become less

angry over time
Yes 41.7 22.6 61.6 46.2 36.6 34.5
No 58.3 77.4 384 53.8 .

Have come to accept

the idea that the

Jacility will likely

be in the community

for some time
Yes 76.5 88.0 74.0 15.2 55.8 9
No 23.5 12.0  26.0 24.8 44.2

it
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Manor residents felt their neighborhood was targeted for the municipal
landfill. Discontent and anger were most pronounced among residents
from Houston’s Northwood Manor neighborhood, Alsen, and West Dal-
las. Residents from these three neighborhoods translated this anger into
litigation against the polluting industries. On the other hand, residents
from Institute and Emelle expressed markedly less anger than their coun-
terparts.

The unequal sharing of benefit and burden engenders feelings of unfair
treatment and reinforces racial and class distinctions. Michael Edelstein,
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in his book Contaminated Communities, addressed this very issue: “The fact
the one is asked to bear the risks for others without sharing the benefits
provides a sufficient basis for the perception of inequality. Given this, it is
unlikely that siting of a facility will be seen as fair and just.””®

Concern about equity appears to be the key to black community resis-
tance to the industrial siting. There is always an imbalance between costs
and benefits. Costs are more localized, while benefits are more dispersed.
David Morell, a political scientist and expert on hazardous-waste facility
siting, summarized this dilemma:

The [industrial] facility’s costs, are, without exception concentrated within
the local area. Noise, odors, air emissions, groundwater leachate—what-
ever—all threaten the facility’s immediate neighbors, not people hundreds of
miles away who may well benefit from its daily operations.’

Anger does not necessarily translate into action. As most of us realize,
anger alone wili not close a garbage dump. There is never a guarantee that
citizen opposition will result in changing the condition or problem. This is
true for all social movements. Because of competing points of view, indi-
viduals may disagree about outcomes, whether a clear-cut victory or com-
promise. In the case of black community residents, an overwhelming ma-
jority expressed little hope of seeing an immediate solution to their
environmental dilemma. Three-fourths of the residents had resigned
themselves to the idea that the facility would probably remain in their re-
spective areas in the foreseeable future. This sentiment was strongest in
Institute and Emelle, the two communities where concessions were made
without resolving the environmental disputes. This was even true in West
Dallas where the RSR Corporation lead smelter was forced to close, and
where residents won a multimillion dollar settlement against the com-
pany. West Dallas residents are able to stand on any neighborhood street
and see the 3o00-foot-tall lead smelter smokestack as a reminder of the
problem. The plant may be closed, but it is still in the neighborhood. More
important, the plant site has yet to be cleaned up. In a sense, local resi-
dents have learned to live with the threat.

What is the root of these disparities? Both race and class are important
elements in environmentally based disparities. Racial discrimination in-
volves “behavioral processes aimed at maintaining the privileges of the
dominant group.”’ By successfully defending their neighborhoods
against the intrusion of unwanted facilities, whites have contributed to
the environmental problems in minority areas. The results, whether in-
tended or not, reflect the wishes of the larger community and promote ac-
tion strategies reflective of the not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) syndrome. It
is impossible to go inside the heads of individuals making land-use deci-
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sions and determine their intentions. Whether intentional or not, the re-
sults of land-use decisions are quite revealing of status hierarchies (race
and class) favoring whites and the affluent over the poor and people of
color.

Racial discrimination is a real problem. Many of the overt forms of dis-
crimination have disappeared, but the more subtle forms achieve the
same results. There was agreement among a sizable share of residents that
their communities had been “picked on” by polluting industries (see Ta-
ble 4.4). Why were these communities chosen and not some other commu-
nities? This was one of the questions addressed in our survey. By far, resi-
dents saw race as the dominant factor. Nearly two-thirds (63.4 percent) of
the residents who felt their neighborhood had been singled out said it was
because their neighborhood was black. This view was strongest among
the Institute, Houston, and Alsen residents.

Residents from West Dallas and Emelle, the two poorest communities,
were less convinced of the racial dynamics involved in the industrial sit-
ing decisions. About 8o percent of those surveyed in West Dallas and 70
percent in Emelle gave nonracial explanations (e.g., poverty and need for
jobs, lack of power and organization among community residents, and
land values) for the decision to locate the facilities in their respective
neighborhoods. Nearly one-third of the household heads from West Dal-
las and one-fourth of the Emelle respondents gave purely economic rea-
sons—the need for jobs—as a major reason for the facility siting decision.
Employment was viewed as a possible trade-off for having the industrial
facility nearby. It should be noted that having an industry nearby does not
automatically guarantee local residents jobs.

Economic Versus Environmental Trade-offs

The application of economic trade-offs in mitigating siting disputes and
environmental conflict continues to generate a wide range of discussion.
This is especially true for poor communities that are beset with rising un-
employment, extreme poverty, a shrinking tax base, and decaying busi-
ness infrastructure. Compensation, economic incentives, and monetary
inducements have been proposed, for example, as an alternative strategy
to minimize citizen opposition to hazardous-waste facility siting." The
endorsement of trade-offs usually emanates from city leaders rather than
from local citizens.

How does compensation operate? Communities that agree to host haz-
ardous-waste and other noxious facilities are promised compensation in
an amount such that the perceived benefits outweigh the risks. The eco-
nomic inducements are supposed to serve as equalizers to redress the im-
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TABLE 4.4 Reasons Respondents Feel Their Community Was Singled Out in
the Facility Siting Process (percent)

Houston’s
West Northwood
Total Emelle Dallas Alsen Manor Institute
Reasons® (N=279) (N=47) (N=40) (N=55) (N=93) (N=44)

Race of residents 634 298 200 78.2 78.5 88.6
Residents are poor

and need jobs 12.2 23.4 30.0 3.6 7.5 4.6
Residents are

powerless 6.8 8.5 10.0 9.1 6.5 -
Residents are

unorganized 3.6 10.6 2.5 - 4.3 -
Land values and

location 14.0 21.5 37.5 9.1 3.2 6.8

“The above categories represent the responses to an open-ended item asked only
of those individuals who believed their community had been singled out for the
facility.

balance. There are, however, risks and potential inequities associated with
a policy of compensation. Moreover, the moral question surrounding
compensation has not been adequately addressed. That is, should society
pay those who are less fortunate to accept risks that others can afford to
escape? Obviously, compensation taken to the extreme can only exacer-
bate existing environmental inequities. The Commission for Racial Justice
cautions us on the use of compensation in environmental disputes: “To
advance such a theory [compensation] in the absence of the consideration
of the racial and socioeconomic characteristics of host communities and
existing forms of institutionalized racism leaves room for potential dis-
crimination.”'?

A voluminous body of research now exists on public concern about nox-
ious facilities, risks, and mitigation strategies.”” However, few of these
studies have looked at this problem in minority and low-income commu-
nities. Given the nature of economic booster campaigns and “growth ma-
chine” politics, city leaders may endorse trade-offs, while local citizens
who live nearby may object to the siting decision. Although citizen atti-
tudes may have little impact on local decision making, they are important
elements in defining disputes and structuring resolution strategies.

The issue of trade-offs was addressed by asking the residents an array
of questions about health risks, jobs versus environment, employment op-
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portunities, tax breaks, and overall benefit of having the industrial facility
in their community. The data in Table 4.5 show that over half (56.3 per-
cent) of the respondents believed that residents in their community were
accepting health risks as a trade-off for jobs. This represented a kind of
“environmental blackmail.”" It is not just low-income neighborhoods
that are paying a health price for nearby jobs; residents in the middle-in-
come Houston neighborhood gave a similar response. Although these
findings do not indicate citizen endorsement of health risks, they do un-
derscore the dilemma confronting individuals who have employing (and
polluting) industries as neighbors.

Given the economic conditions of the black community, is there an
antienvironment bias among its residents? Overall, the data did not reveal
such a bias. As a matter of fact, the opposite was true. Two-thirds of the
households surveyed rated concern for the environment as more impor-
tant than jobs. There was some variation in the way community residents
responded to this issue. As expected, the greatest pro-jobs sentiment was
registered by residents from West Dallas and Emelle, the two poorest
communities. More than 67 percent of the household heads from West
Dallas and 41 percent of those from Emelle rated jobs as more important
than environmental concerns. West Dallas is an economically impover-
ished neighborhood located in the growth-driven Dallas-Fort Worth
Metroplex. On the other hand, Emelle typifies the rural poverty found in
the Alabama blackbelt. Requiring people to choose between jobs or the en-
vironment is inherently unfair. The solution to this dilemma lies in mak-
ing workplaces safe for workers. Anything short of this goal places work-
ers at an unfair disadvantage.

We were interested in the types of employment gains residents felt their
community derived from the industrial facility. Was there an improve-
ment in employment opportunities? Overall, some 62 percent of the
household heads saw no improvement in employment of local residents
as a direct result of the nearby industrial facility. Just under three-fourths
(70.5 percent) of the residents in Institute and nearly one-half (49.5 per-
cent) of the residents from Emelle saw their communities deriving em-
ployment from the nearby facilities. Residents in West Dallas, Alsen, and
Houston’s Northwood Manor were less inclined to view the industries as
employment-generators for local neighborhood residents. This was espe-
cially the case for the Houston respondents, where only 9 percent of the
residents felt that the Whispering Pines landfill would actually translate
into jobs for Northwood Manor residents. Because the facilities under
study are not labor-intensive industries, it was not surprising that few jobs
actually “trickled down” to local community residents. Failure of indus-
try to deliver on its promise of jobs appears to have hardened local citizen
animosity toward the facilities.
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TABLE 4.5 Distribution of Responses to Items Assessing Economic Versus
Environmental Trade-offs (percent)

Houston’s
West Northwood
Total Emelle Dallas Alsen Manor Institute
Htems (N=523) (N=100) (N=104) (N=10%) N=113) N=10D

Individuals in this

community accept

health risks as a

trade-off for jobs
Agree 56.3  49.5 50.0 58.3 67.6 55.0
Disagree 43,7 50.5 50.0 41.7 32.4 45.0

We should think of
Jjobs first and
environment second
Agree 33.3 410 673 19.0 23.0 16.9
Disagree 66.7 590 327 81.0 71.0 83.1

Employment

opportunities for

local residents have

improved with the

Sacility
Agree 384 495  36.9 28.3 9.
Disagree 61.6 50.5 63.1 71.7 91

oo

The facility has

generated needed

tax dollars for

the community
Agree 499 61.6
Disagree 50.1 38.4
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The benefits that the

community derive from

the facility far out~

weigh the negatives
Agree 304 382 49.0
Disagree 69.6 61.8 51.0
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Industries sometimes use the potential for expanding the local tax base
as a selling point and incentive to gain entry into a community. Few com-
munities can afford to turn down money destined for their coffers, espe-
cially if tax revenues are shrinking. Who benefits from such arrange-
ments? Residents had mixed feelings on the tax benefits derived from the
local facility. For example, individuals from the two unincorporated areas
(Institute and Alsen) felt that they were getting shortchanged in the form
of taxes paid by the nearby industry. Nearly 77 percent of the Alsen resi-
dents indicated that the Rollins hazardous-waste facility had not gener-
ated needed tax dollars for the community; and 55 percent of the Institute
residents gave a similar response regarding the local Union Carbide
chemical plant’s contribution to the local tax base. Unincorporated areas
by nature offer industries the advantage and locational incentive of mini-
mizing tax liabilities.

Conversely, a majority of the residents from the incorporated areas
(Emelle, West Dallas, and Houston) felt they were at least receiving some
tax benefits from having the industrial facilities in their communities and
nearby. Whether the tax benefits outweigh the costs is a topic of consider-
able debate. Charles Streadit, president of Houston’s Northeast Commu-
nity Action Group, addressed the tax benefits and liabilities associated
with the Whispering Pines landfill in his neighborhood:

Sure, Browning Ferris Industries [owner of Whispering Pines landfill] pays
taxes, but so do we. We need all the money we can get to upgrade our school
system. But we shouldn’t have to be poisoned to get improvements for our
children. When my property values go down, that means less for the schools
and my children’s education. ... A silent war is being waged against black
neighborhoods. Slowly, we are being picked off by the industries that don't
give a damn about polluting our neighborhood, contaminating our water,
fouling our air, clogging our streets with big garbage trucks, and lowering
our property values. It’s hard enough for blacks to scrape and save enough
money to buy a home, then you see your dream shattered by a garbage
dump. That's a dirty trick. No amount of money can buy self respect.'®

After all of the health, environmental, and economic factors associated
with the industrial facilities were taken into account, residents were asked
if they felt the “positives outweigh the negatives.” An overwhelming ma-
jority (70 percent) of the residents saw the industrial facilities as more of a
“burden” than a “benefit” to their communities. These findings under-
score the uneven benefits and questionable economic rewards for commu-
nities that host noxious facilities. Local residents had little, if any, say in
the facility siting process. In most cases (except Houston), black commu-
nity residents became relevant actors after the fact. Residents seem to be
saying that the minimum payoffs these companies could make is to hire
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local residents and pay tax revenues to improve local health, education,
fire, and police services—all of which are underfunded in minority areas.

No doubt, compensation will continue to be used as a lure in the facility
siting war, particularly in controversial siting proposals. Some communi-
ties are more amenable to accepting economic trade-offs, while others will
aggressively resist such proposals. Compensation is not a panacea for mit-
igating public opposition and resistance to facilities that are perceived by
local citizens to be a risk to their health and safety, community image, and
economic investment (property values).

Environmental Activism

There is convincing evidence that black and low-income communities
have borne a large burden of pollution and poor environmental quality.'®
The reason behind this disparity cannot be blamed on lack of environmen-
tal concern. Concern for the environment cuts across social and class stra-
ta'” and in some cases is directly correlated with pollution levels. Minority
and poor communities, with high levels of pollution, often exhibit higher
levels of concerns than communities with low levels of pollution.” Con-
cern about environmental pollution and participation in activities that are
designed to change the problem are two distinct dimensions of environ-
mentalism. Very little is known about the linkages between pollution
levels and black environmental activism or about the factors that propel or
impede black mobilization against environmental threats.

We do know that blacks have affiliated with a wide range of “expres-
sive” and “instrumental” voluntary associations."” Black involvement in
environmental activities can best be understood when their participation
in other voluntary associations is explored. Although the residents polled
in this study held membership in diverse organizations and groups, few
of them were members of environmental organizations—only 16.3 per-
cent were members of environmental groups (see Table 4.6). One-fourth of
the respondents from Alsen belonged to an environmental organization,
while less than one in ten household heads from West Dallas was a mem-
ber of an environmental organization. As is true in the larger society, envi-
ronmental organizations have not attracted a large following of black
community residents. The households surveyed appear to mirror the un-
derrepresentation of blacks in the mainstream environmental movement.

There are more than 3,000 environmental organizations in the United
States. Some 250 of these organizations operate at the national or multi-
state level. The nine largest environmental organizations have a combined
membership of more than 4 million people.? Blacks and other minorities
make up a small share of the membership in mainstream environmental




Institute
49.5
18.8
10.9
15.8
11.5
20.8
16.8
37.6
14.9
17.8

(N=101)

Northwood

Manor

N=113)
85.0
19.5
28.3
17.7
21.2
21.2
34.5
21.2
32.7
16.8

Houston’s

N=105)
83.8
16.6
30.5
17.1

9.5
57
7.6
15.2
50.5
26.7

Alsen

West
Dallas
(N=104)
68.3
9.6
15.4
6.7
8.7
5.8
14.4
12.5
26.9
10.6

25.0
30.0
9.0
4.0
12.0
6.0
13.0
13.0
9.0

95.0

Emelle
(N=100)

Total
(N=523)
76.5
17.8
23.1
13.4
11.5
13.2
16.3
19.9
27.9
16.3

TABLE 4.6 Distribution of Membership in Voluntary Associations (percent)

Organization Membership
Sports and leisure group
Community improvement group
Egvironmental group

Service club or lodge
Labor union

Parents group
Political group
Civic club

Civil rights group

Church
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organizations. They are also severely underrepresented among the profes-
sional staff of these organizations. In 1984, there were just four blacks
among the 200 professionals who worked for the ten major environmental
groups in Washington, D.C.*! Clearly, it is not enough to have environ-
mental advocates for poor and minority communities. There need to be
more of these individuals on the staffs and boards of the environmental
organizations.

As was expected, voluntary association membership was concentrated
in the black church; over 76 percent of the black household heads were
church members. Church affiliation was followed by community im-
provement groups (28 percent) and parents groups (23 percent). About
one-fifth of the respondents held membership in civil rights groups. The
black church remains a solid cultural institution in these communities.
Church leaders in black communities have a long tradition of meshing so-
cial and political issues in their religious services. Black churches served
as the organizing cornerstone of the civil rights movement and appear to
be a useful vehicle for black communities fighting toxics.

There are many organizational advantages associated with having an
active environmental group within the black community. it is not, how-
ever, a prerequisite for mobilizing black citizens on the toxics issue. Preex-
isting organizations have moved in to fill the void by piggybacking the
toxics issue onto the local social action agendas, including neighborhood
associations, civic clubs, political groups, and labor unions. Organized la-
bor has only been marginally involved in the local environmental issues
as reflected by the low union participation rates among the residents. This
low membership, only 11.5 percent, reflects the region’s antiunion charac-
ter and proliferation of “right-to-work’” states in the South.

The residents were affiliated with a number of community-based orga-
nizations such as community improvement groups, civic clubs, civil rights
organizations, and parents groups. Overlapping membership was the
dominant pattern among the residents. Communication appears to be en-
hanced for those groups that had overlapping memberships and common
goals, making mobilization a possibility. Mobilization goals become even
more difficult to achieve when individuals have been kept in the dark.
Valuable time is expended making the victims aware of their problem and
the similarities they have with other minority and low-income neighbor-
hoods.

What type of actions did local residents take in resisting the threat? The
distribution of activities taken by the residents in opposition to the indus-
trial facilities is presented in Table 4.7. The most commonly used opposi-
tion tactic involved signing petitions opposing the industrial firm. More
than one-half (54 percent) of the respondents had signed a petition favor-
ing closure of the polluting industry. Just under one-half (46.5 percent) of
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’ the household heads had attended a public hearing, 41.3 percent had at-
| tended a meeting in someone else’s home, and 38 percent had discussed
the dispute at a church meeting,.

It is this reliance on nonenvironmental organizations (for leadership
and followers) that separates black environmental activism from main-
stream environmentalism. The nonconventional nature of the citizen op-
| position groups may even serve as a deterrent in gaining the support and
Houston’s l‘ acceptance of these grassroots activists by mainstream environmental and

West Northwood . resource conservation groups, which tend to be more traditional and con-

Environmental Total Emelle Dallas  Alsen Manor Institute ‘ servative. Black community activists and environmentalists are worlds
Activity (N=523) (N=100) (N=104) (N=105) (N=113) ON=10D | apart on nonenvironmental matters. Coalition politics has been used to
| bridge this gulf. No matter how much agreement is reached, racial and

class barriers remain. For example, when the coalition meetings are over,

TABLE 4.7 Participation in Opposition Activities Designed to Resolve the
Local Environmental Problem (percent) ‘

Wrote a letter to

i ial i : ; T .
:r:’guenm 255 8.0 34.6 2.9 11.0 19.8 _ blacks and whites return to their respective neighborhoods, which are
Telephoned an usually separate.
influential person  33.8 7.0 375 514 381 337 ‘ Just how committed are black community activists to environmental re-
Signed a petition form? One way of determining commitment is willingness to support a
o sing the i 3 1 - ’ ¢ [
fa‘g;?ity g 539 260 519 65.7 69.0 54.5 ; cause with money, or “putting one’s money where' one’s mouth is.
Circulated or Money becomes especially important when communities choose litiga-
a petition 23.9 50 39.4 28.6 4.5 9.9 ‘ tion as a resolution strategy. Civil lawsuits involving health and environ-
Organized a meeting ; mental disputes can by very costly and protracted. This fact alone may act
in own home 16.6 3.0 385 13.3 21.2 59 | as a deterrent to litigation initiated by communities of limited financial
Attended a meeting means. Corporations have deep pockets and can usually outspend and
in someone else’s ; 6.8 549 277 \ outlast grassroots organizations. Nevertheless, grassroots groups do chal-
Shome 4.3 100 471 ’ ’ ) , lenge corporate polluters.
D ':‘:m:f: matter ! Participation in fund-raising activities was greatest among the house-
meeting 379 18.0 45.2 58.1 425 23.8 holds in communities where litigation was chosen as an opposition strat-
Went door-to-door to ‘,l egy. More than half (56 percent) of the respondents from Houston’s
talk to neighbors  24.5  10.0 433 21.0 381 . 79 Northwood Manor neighborhood (the most affluent of the five communi-
Prepared handouts, ties studied), 37.5 percent from West Dallas (the poorest area surveyed),
fliers, and and 31.4 percent from Alsen had engaged in some type of fund-raising ac-
Ieaﬂ:ctls. 2.8 9.0 346 2.8 319 12.9 tivity in their efforts to resolve the dispute. Local citizen groups used a va-
M:;:h '::alt’;;:“t 212 7.0 12.7 16.2 36.3 11.9 riety of fund drives, including bake sales, raffles, door-to-door soliciting,
Attended public ) and collecting donations in church gatherings. Neighborhood churches l
hearing 46.5 22.0 423 67.6 48.7 50.5 i were used extensively in eliciting donations. The practice of “passing the ;
Helped raise funds , i plate” for worthy causes is common among black churches. These local |
to fight the s efforts were the major funding sources in support of the class-action law- |

facility 302 90 375 314 558 139 suits brought against the industrial firms. On the other hand, only 9 per-

cent of the Emelle residents and 14 percent of the Institute residents had
actually helped raise funds in opposition to the local hazardous-waste fa-
cility.

Residents of Emelle, the only rural community studied, exhibited the
least participatory behavior on all twelve of the opposition activities.
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Community organizing, never an easy task, is even more difficult when
people are hard to reach. Emelle was typical of a community with low
density and rural character. Community organizers ran into similar prob-
lems in mobilizing Sumter County residents during the height of the civil
rights movement. Lingering political and economic arrangements of the
Old South (i.e., white minority rule and a plantation economy) did little to
promote black-white equity in Alabama’s blackbelt. White racism has lim-
ited social and economic mobility options and environmental choices for
Alabama’s blackbelt residents. The much-touted progress of the New
South has bypassed this area. The plight of Emelle and Sumter County
residents is now being publicized by outside groups such as the United
Church of Christ’'s Commission for Racial Justice, Southern Christian
Leadership Conference (SCLC), Citizen’s Clearinghouse for Hazardous
Waste, and Greenpeace.

In light of the meager gains made by environmental groups in the black
community, the greatest potential for legitimating equity concerns ap-
pears to lie within the preexisting social institutions (church groups, com-
munity improvement and neighborhood associations, civil rights groups,
and other grassroots organizations). The question comes down to trust.
Who can black community residents trust? These indigenous groups al-
ready have active members and an informed leadership.”? Many of them
have a long history of mobilizing their constituents against social injustice
(as environmental inequities are now perceived) and institutional barriers
in such areas as employment discrimination, housing and school segrega-
tion, redlining, exclusionary zoning, and other unfair land-use practices.

The task of mobilizing local citizens on an environmental issue is en-
hanced when the community has the leadership, knowledge, tactical
skills, and communication networks to challenge the system of domina-
tion, including giant corporations. Skills are often acquired in institutions
that are indigenous to the black community and where blacks are in deci-
sion-making positions.” The black church and community improvement
groups typify this sort of training ground for black leadership. Few blacks
are being trained in mainstream environmental organizations. Similarly,
few blacks hold leadership positions in mainstream environmental orga-
nizations.

Black environmental activism is linked to feelings of deprivation—com-
munity residents equate their condition with institutionalized discrimina-
tion. This growing sense of environmental inequity (unfair treatment)
contributes to the endorsement by many black community residents of
collective actions (protests, lobbying, media attention, “equal protection”
arguments, and litigation) that are closely aligned with the social justice
movement. The environmental dispute becomes a unifying point around
which individuals rally. Environmental equity, thus, becomes a compati-
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ble goal within the community’s quest for social justice. Until environ-
mentalists begin to link ecological and equity issues, black social justice
activists will continue to view mainstream environmental organizations
as elitist and suspect.

The offer of jobs, expanded tax revenues, and economic incentives
(monetary and others) may on the surface appeal to individuals who are
desperate to change their depressed economic state. However, there are
limits to the risks that even poor people are willing to tolerate. Health
risks are quite difficult to compensate. Moreover, there is a larger ethical
issue involved. For many black community residents, the sort-term eco-
nomic gains of having employing industries nearby do not outweigh the
potential health and environmental threats from these industries.

Finally, the credit for mobilizing black residents around toxics issues
rests with indigenous black community leaders, not outside elites. The re-
source mobilization theory emphasizes the importance of outside elites
(e.g., governmental leaders, courts, liberals, and philanthropic founda-
tions) in organizing and sustaining social movements in minority commu-
nities.” In the case of environmental conflicts involving minority commu-
nities, outside elites were drawn into the disputes later in the process—
usually after the disputes were publicized in the media.

Black protest against environmental threats can be seen as rational col-
lective action that emerged out of preexisting social structures and institu-
tions within the racially segregated and politically oppressed black com-
munity. Overall, the actions taken by residents were planned and carried
out by black activist leaders who have strong ties to indigenous commu-
nity organizations. The battle for environmental equity has been waged
by those who stand the most to gain from a victory—indigenous commu-
nity residents themselves.




CHAPTER FIVE

*

Environmental
Racism Revisited

The South has always been thought of as a backward land, based on its
social, economic, political, and environmental policies. By default, the re-
gion became a “sacrifice zone,” a sump for the rest of the nation’s toxic
waste.! A colonial mentality exists in the South, where local government
and big business take advantage of people who are politically and eco-
nomically powerless. Many of these attitudes emerged from the region’s
marriage to slavery and the plantation system, which exploited both hu-
mans and the land.?

The Deep South is stuck with this unique legacy—the legacy of slavery,
Jim Crow, and white resistance to equal justice for all. This legacy has also
affected the region’s ecology. Southerners, black and white, have less edu-
cation, lower incomes, higher infant mortality rates, and lower life expec-
tancy than Americans elsewhere. It should be no surprise that the envi-
ronmental quality Southerners experience is markedly different from that
of other regions of the country.

The South is characterized by “look-the-other-way environmental poli-
cies and giveaway tax breaks.””* It is the U.S. Third World, where “political
bosses encourage outsiders to buy the region’s human and natural
resources at bargain prices.”* Lax enforcement of environmental regula-
tions has left the region’s air, water, and land the most industry befouled
in the United States.

The Role of Racism

Many of the differences in environmental quality between black and
white communities result from institutional racism, which influences lo-
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cal land use, enforcement of environmental regulations, industrial facility
siting, and the locations in which people of color live, work, and play. The
roots of institutional racism are deep and have been difficult to eliminate.’

Discrimination is a manifestation of institutional racism and results in life
bemg very different for ‘whites and blacks. Hlstoncally, racism has been
and continues to bea “conspicuous part of the American sociopolitical
system, : and as a result, black people in particular, and ethnic and racial

minority groups of color, find themselves at a disadvantage in contempo-
_rary society.’”

Environmental racism is real; it is not merely an invention of wild-eyed
sociologists or radical environmental justice activists. It is just as real as
the racism found in the housing industry, educational institutions, the em-
ployment arena, and the judicial system. What is environmental racism,

and how does one recogniz,e it? Em:z'ronmental mcz’sm refers to any policy, .

mtended or J,m_mtende@)_mdlvxduals, groups, or commumtles based on
race or ¢ r color. Environmental racism combines With public policies and in-
dustry practices to prowde benefits for whites while shifting industry costs
to people of color.” It is reinforced by governmental, legal, economic, po-
litical, and military institutions. In a sense, “Every state institution is a ra-
cial institution.”®

Environmental decision making and policies often mirror the power
arrangements of the dominant society and its institutions. A form of ille-
gal “exaction” forces people of color to pay the costs of environmental
benefits for the public at large. The question of who pays for and who ben-
efits from the current environmental and industrial policies is central to
‘this .analysis of environmental racism and other systems of domination

‘and exploitation.

Racism influences the likelihood of exposure to environmental and
health risks as well as of less access to health care.” Many U.S. environ-
mental policies distribute the costs in a regressive pattern and provide dis-
proportionate benefits for whites and individuals at the upper end of the
education and income scales.”” Numerous studies, dating back to the
1970s, reveal that people-of-color communities have borne greater health
and environmental risk burdens than the society at large.!

Elevated public health risks are found in thﬂs even when

social class is held constant. For example, race has been found to be inde-
pendent of class in the distribution of air pollution,? contammated fish
Whon of mumCIpaI landfills and incinerators,'* aban-

.Qg@dwmdumfs ' cleanup of of Superfund mtes,v and lead poi-
soning in children."”

Lead poisoning is a classic example of an environmental health problem
that disproportionately affects African American children at every class
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level. Lead affects between 3 and 4 million children in the United States—
most of whom are African Americans and Latinos who live in urban ar-
eas. Among children five years old and younger, the percentage of Afri-
can American children who have excessive levels of lead in their blood far
exceeds that of whites at all income levels.’

The federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
found that in families earning less than six thousand dollars a year, 68 per-
cent of African American children had lead poisoning, compared with 36
percent of white children. In families with an annual income exceeding fif-
teen thousand dollars, more than 38 percent of African American children
suffered from lead poisoning, compared with 12 percent of whites.!” Even
when income was held constant, African American children were two to
three times more likely than their white counterparts to suffer from lead
poisoning.

Virtually all of the studies of exposure to outdoor au;pollutlon have

found significant differences in exposure according to income and race.
Afrlcan Americans and Latinos are more likely than are whites to live in’

areas with reduced air quality. For example, National Argonne Labora-
tory researchers D. K. Wernette and L. A. Nieves found:

In 1990, 437 of the 3,109 counties and independent cities failed to meet at least
one of the EPA ambient air quality standards. ... Fifty-seven percent of
whites, 65 percent of African Americans, and 8o percent of Hispanics live in
437 counties with substandard air quality. Out of the whole population, a
total of 33 percent of whites, 50 percent of African Americans, and 60 percent
of Hispanics live in the 136 counties in which two or more air pollutants ex-
ceed standards. The percentages living in the 29 counties designated as
nonattainment areas for three or more pollutants are 12 percent of whites, 20
percent of African Americans, and 31 percent of Hispanics.*®

The public health community has insufficient information to explain the
magnitude of some of the air pollution—related health problems. How-
ever, we do know that persons suffering from asthma are particularly sen-
sitive to the effects of carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxides, particulate mat-
ter, ozone, and nitrogen oxides.”’ African Americans, for example, have a
significantly higher prevalence of asthma than the general population.??
Environmental problems are endangering the health of communities all
across the United States.

Unequal Protection

The nation’s environmental laws, regulations, and policies are not applied
uniformly; as a result, some individuals, neighborhoods, and communi-
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ties are exposed to elevated health risks. A 1992 study by staff writers
from the National Law Journal uncovered glaring inequities in the way the
federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) enforces its laws:

There is a racial divide in the way the U.S. government cleans up toxic waste
sites and punishes polluters. White communities see faster action, better re-
sults and stiffer penalties than communities where blacks, Hispanics and
other minorities live. This unequal protection often occurs whether the com-
munity is wealthy or poor.?

In their study, these writers examined census records, civil court dockets,
and the EPA’s own record of performance at 1,177 Superfund toxic-waste
sites. The report revealed the following:

1. Penalties imposed under hazardous-waste laws at sites having the
greatest percentage of whites were 500 percent higher than penalties
in areas with the greatest minority populations, averaging $335,556
for white areas compared to $55,318 for minority areas.

2. The disparity under the toxic-waste law occurred by race alone, not
by income. The average penalty in areas with the lowest income
levels was $113,491, 3 percent more than the average penalty in areas
with the highest median income.

3. When all of the federal environmental laws aimed at protecting citi-
zens from air, water, and waste pollution were considered, penalties
imposed in white communities were 46 percent higher than those in
minority communities.

4. Under the giant Superfund cleanup program, it took 20 percent
longer to place hazardous-waste sites in minority areas on the na-
tional priority list than it took for those in white areas to be placed on
the list.

5. In more than half of the ten autonomous regions that administer
EPA programs around the country, action on cleanup at Superfund
sites took from 12 to 42 percent longer to initiate at minority sites
than at white sites.

6. At minority sites, the EPA chose “containment,” the capping or
walling off of a hazardous-waste dump site, 7 percent more fre-
quently than the cleanup method preferred under the law: perma-
nent “treatment”’ to eliminate the waste or rid it of its toxins. At
white sites, the EPA ordered treatment 22 percent more often than it
did containment.*

These findings suggest that unequal protection is placing communities
of color at special risk. The study also supplements the findings of earlier
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studies and reinforces what grassroots leaders have long been saying: Not
only are people of color differentially affected by industrial pollution, but
they can also expect different treatment from the government.

Environmental decision making operates at the juncture of science, eco-
nomics, politics, special interests, and ethics. The current environmental
model places communities of color at special risk. African American and
other communities of color are often victims of land-use decision making
that mirrors the power arrangements of the dominant society. Histori-
cally, exclusionary zoning (and rezoning) has been a subtle form of using
government authority and power to foster and perpetuate discriminatory
practices. Generally, planning and zoning commissions are not racially
and ethnically diverse.

Exclusionary and restrictive practices that limit participation of African
Americans and other people of color in decision-making boards, commis-
sions, regulatory bodies, and management staff are all forms of environ-
mental racism. The various governmental agencies charged with protect-
ing the public are far from achieving a racially and ethnically diverse
work force. The demonstration of a strong commitment to fostering diver-
sity in the work force is essential to achieving the government’s mission of
protecting human health and the environment.

Limiting the access of African Americans, Latino Americans, Asian
Americans, and native Americans to management positions has no doubt
affected the outcomes of some important environmental decisions in at-
risk communities. In order to get balanced and just decisions, the decision
makers (managers) must reflect the diversity—cultural, racial, ethnic, and
gender—of the United States.

At the federal EPA there are over eighteen thousand employees; one
third are assigned to headquarters offices in the metropolitan Washington,
D.C,, area, and two thirds work in regional and laboratory offices scat-
tered throughout the United States. The EPA work force is about evenly
divided between men (51 percent) and women (49 percent), and just over
one fourth (26 percent) are members of minority groups. However,
women and minorities continue to be underrepresented in EPA’s manage-
ment staff. In 1992, women and minorities constituted 28 percent and 9.7
percent, respectively, of the management staff.”

Data from a 1992 EPA report, Women, Minorities and People with
Disabilities, show that the agency missed numerous opportunities to fur-
ther diversify its work force. In fiscal year 1991, for example, a total of 412
management hires were made, with only 33 positions (8 percent) going to
minorities and 142 (34 percent) going to white women. In fiscal year 1992,
354 management hires were made, with 42 positions (11.9 percent) going
to minorities and 126 (35.6 percent) going to white women.
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EPA’s 1991 Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) re-
port reveals that the agency lagged behind many other federal agencies in
hiring and promoting racial and ethnic minorities to professional posi-
tions. Of the fifty-six federal agencies that have five hundred or more em-
ployees, the EPA ranked thirty-fifth in the percentage of African Ameri-
cans in professional positions, twenty-second in the percentage of Latino
Americans in professional positions, and thirty-ninth in the number of na-
tive Americans in professional positions. Clearly, work force diversity is
an essential component in any strategy to combat environmental racism.

Environmental Apartheid

Apartheid-type housing, development, and environmental policies limit
mobility, reduce neighborhood options, diminish job opportunities, and
decrease choices for millions of Americans.*® Race still plays a significant
role in the distribution of public “benefits” and public “burdens” associ-
ated with economic growth. Why do some communities get dumped on
and others do not? Why do some communities get cleaned up whereas
others have to wait? Waste generation is directly correlated with per cap-
ita income; however, few waste facilities are proposed and actually built
in the mostly white suburbs.

The Commission for Racial Justice’s landmark study, Toxic Wastes and
Race, found race to be the single most important factor (i.e., more impor-
tant than income, the percentage of people who own their homes, and
property values) in the location of abandoned toxic-waste sites.”” The
study also found that (1) three of five African Americans live in communi-
ties with abandoned toxic-waste sites; (2) 60 percent (15 million) of Afri-
can Americans live in communities with one or more abandoned toxic-
waste sites; (3) three of the five largest commercial hazardous-waste land-
fills are located in predominately African American or Latino communi-
ties, accounting for 40 percent of the nation’s total estimated landfill ca-
pacity; and (4) African Americans are heavily overrepresented in the
population of cities with the largest number of abandoned toxic-waste
sites, which include Memphis, St. Louis, Houston, Cleveland, Chicago,
and Atlanta.”®

Communities with hazardous-waste incinerators generally have large
minority populations, low incomes, and low property values. A 1990
Greenpeace report, Playing with Fire, found that (1) the minority portion of
the population in communities with existing incinerators is 89 percent
higher than the national average; (2) communities in which incinerators
are proposed have ratios of minorities to whites that are 60 percent higher
than the national average; (3) average annual income in communities with
existing incinerators is 15 percent lower than the national average; (4)
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property values in communities that have incinerators are 38 percent
lower than the national average; and (5) in communities in which inciner-
ators are proposed, average property values are 35 percent lower than the
national average.”

Waste facility siting imbalances that were uncovered by the U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) in 1983 have not disappeared.* The GAO
discovered that three-quarters of the offsite commercial hazardous-waste
landfills in Region IV (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee) were located in predomi-
nately African American communities. A decade later, African Ameri-
cans still made up about one fifth of the population in EPA Region IV. In
1993, all of the offsite commercial hazardous-waste landfills in the region
were located in two mostly African American communities.

Some residents of the region suspect that their communities are rapidly
becoming “sacrifice zones” because of the placement there of garbage
dumps, landfills, incinerators, and petrochemical plants. Nowhere is this
more apparent than in southeast Louisiana, where unincorporated Afri-
can American communities are especially vulnerable to industrial pollu-
tion.

Louisiana as ““Paradise’ Lost

African Americans have always constituted a sizable share of the popula-
tion of southern states, where the plantation economy was dominant—as
in Louisiana. Louisiana has tagged itself a “sportsman’s paradise.” The
state’s economy slowly began to change in the early 1900s from an agricul-
tural and fishing economy—based on its cypress swamps, waterways,
and fertile soil—to one based on oil. Oil exploration led to the construc-
tion of a refinery in Baton Rouge. The Mississippi River served as a mag-
net for petrochemical companies because of its capacity for carrying
barges and its access to disposal of chemical waste.

With the collapse of the sugar plantation system after World War II,
Louisiana became a prime location for the petrochemical industry. In the
1940s, the state’s population shifted in the direction of jobs created by this
new oil-based economy, and by 1956, some 87,200 residents were directly
employed by the petrochemical industry. Growth in the 1960s was related
to a generous tax exemption and other inducements offered by then Gov-
ernor John McKeithen. By the 1970s, the Louisiana industrial corridor
along the Mississippi River was producing 6o percent of the U.S. vinyl
chloride and nitrogen fertilizer and 26 percent of its chlorine.

In 1990, African Americans constituted nearly 31 percent of Louisiana’s
population. How has this group fared under the system in which the pet-
rochemical industry is king? Amos Favorite, a World War II and civil
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rights veteran and resident of Geismer, Louisiana, agrees that the petro-
chemical industries are the new masters: “We are the victims. ... We are all
victimized by a system that puts dollars before everything else. That’s the
way it was in the old days when the dogs and whips were masters, and
that’s the way it is today when we got stuff in the water and air we can't
even see that can kill us deader than we ever thought we could die.”

A May 1993 report by the EPA focused on the Lower Mississippi River
industrial corridor—the eighty-five-mile stretch from Baton Rouge to
New Orleans. The study confirmed what many environmental activists
and local residents already knew:

1. Many of the facilities emitting large amounts of TRI {toxic release inventory)
chemicals are located in areas with predominately minority populations.

2. Populations within two miles of facilities releasing go percent of total indus-
trial corridor air releases feature a higher proportion of minorities than the
state average; facilities releasing 88 percent {of TRI] have a higher propor-
tion [of minorities] than the Industrial Corridor parishes” average.

3. Although no connection between TRI emission and health risks has been
clearly demonstrated, numerous studies and media reports have high-
lighted the potential for significant risks to these populations from chemical
releases.

4. Several historically black rural communities have been bought out by chem-
ical or petroleum refining facilities as plant buffers.?

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) officials re-
sponded to the findings of the EPA report as an “image’” and ”attitude”
problem. In a review of the EPA report, Gary Johnson of the LDEQ wrote:

I feel that if the data is published as presented this would place a negative
connotation on the state of Louisiana regarding our on-going efforts toward
toxics reductions in [the] Baton Rouge-New Orleans corridor. Reporting data
without applying a positive connotation would not be beneficial to what is
planned to change perception and attitudes. ...

I want to clearly point out that how regulatory agencies present data in the
future will clearly impact the cooperation we receive in return from industry
and industry associations. Industry is seeking and expects “fairness” from
the regulatory community. Anyone working in the environmental field today
should be extremely cautious in publishing information regarding “environ-
mental equity’” and specific geographic regions, specifically the Lower Mis-
sissippi Corridor.”

LDEQ officials need only visit the unincorporated African American
communities (the ones that are left) along River Road to discover that
these residents are more concerned about pollution prevention than about
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public relations. The current and former residents of Geismer, St. Gabriel

Lions, Good Hope, Morrisonville, Reveilletown, and Sunrise also deservé

“fair” treatment from regulatory agencies. However, Johnson's letter to

the. federal EPA questions “environmental equity”” and also demands

;’lfalr” treatment of industry along the Baton Rouge-New Orleans corri-
or.

Many of the polluting industries are located next to African American
communities that were settled by former slaves—areas that were unincor-
porated and in which the land was cheap. Local residents had few politi-
C‘al rights (most blacks were denied the right to vote or to hold public of-
hce): Although the promise of jobs was the selling point for industries
coming to towns along the Mississippi River, only a few jobs were offered
to African American residents—and these were usually the lowest-paying
and the dirtiest jobs.

Louisiana is a poor state. However, many of the giant corporations that
operate there get special tax breaks. For example, thirty large corpora-
tions—many of which are major polluters—received $2.5 billion in Louisi-
ana property-tax exemptions in the 1980s. Only a few permanent new jobs
resulted from these exemptions.™

In 1992, the Institute for Southern Studies’ Green Index ranked Louisiana
forty-ninth of the fifty states in overall environmental quality. The Green
Index is based on seventy-seven federal and state policy indicators.® Loui-
51:a‘n.a ranked fiftieth in toxic release to surface water, high-risk cancer fa-
cilities, per capita toxic underground injection, and oil spills into state wa-
ters. In the areas of community and work force health, it also ranked near
th.e bottom: rate of infant mortality (forty-ninth), number of households
without plumbing (forty-third), number of households with just septic
t?mks (forty-fourth), number of doctors delivering patient care (forty-
first), and number of workers in high-risk jobs (fortieth). Toxic-waste dis-
cbarge and industrial pollution are correlated with poorer economic con-
ditions. The state could improve its general welfare by enacting and en-
forcing regulations to protect the environment.®

Nearly three fourths of Louisiana’s population—more than 3 million
people—get their drinking water from underground aquifers. Dozens of
these aquifers are threatened by contamination from polluting industries
the three biggest of which are Dow Chemical, Vulean, and PPG.”” Some of
the state’s residents fear they will ultimately be forced to depend upon
bottled drinking water, which would be cost-prohibitive for many low-in-
come and moderate-income households.

The Lower Mississippi River industrial corridor contains some 125 com-
panies that manufacture a range of products, including fertilizers, gaso-
line, paints, and plastics. More than 2 billion pounds of toxic chemicals
were emitted from these plants between 1987 and 1989. This corridor has
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been dubbed “cancer alley” by environmentalists and local residents.®®
Linda King of the Environmental Health Network, a grassroots group
based in Louisiana, described the area as follows: “We don’t live in areas
that spew out only copper, only benzene. ... We live in chemical stews.””
Free-lance writer Conger Beasley, writing in Buzzworm, described some of
the health threats posed by the petrochemical industry in “cancer alley.”

People living within a mile of the plants have a 4.5 percent greater chance of
contracting lung cancer than those who live one to three miles away. They are
[the] least knowledgeable about hazardous waste effects. A quarter-century
after enactment of major civil rights laws, they remain distrustful of politi-
cians, black and white, who historically have manipulated the system for
their own benefit *°

Ascension Parish typifies what many people refer to as a toxic “sacrifice
zone.” The rural, mostly African American parish lies ten miles south of
Baton Rouge. In two parish towns of Geismer and St. Gabriel, eighteen
petrochemical plants are crammed into a nine and a half square mile area.
Companies such as BASF, Vulcan, Triad, CF Industries, Liquid Airbonic,
Bordon Chemical, Shell, Uniroyal, Rubicon, Ciba-Geigy, and others dis-
charge 196 million pounds of pollutants annually into the water and air.*!
Discharges include the carcinogens vinyl chloride and benzene, mercury
(which is harmful to the nervous system), chloroform, toluene, and
carbon tetrachloride (which can cause birth defects).

Amos Favorite described the hellish nightmare in his hometown of
Geismer—a small, mostly African American river town. “You ought to
see this place at night. ... When these companies burn off their waste the
air lights up like a battlefield. I'm telling you it’s scary. Nighttime around
here is like an evil dream.”*? Favorite is convinced that government offi-
cials have written off entire communities along the river. In his view, pub-
lic policy makers appear to feel the lives of black people and poor people
are expendable.

Government has often cooperated with industry in disenfranchising
African American communities. A prime example of this practice is seen
in Wallace, a small community located on the east bank of the Mississippi
River in St. John the Baptist Parish. The town is g5 percent African Ameri-
can. As an unincorporated area, the community does not have a govern-
ing body but relies upon the St. John the Baptist Parish Council to protect
its health, welfare, and environment. The white parish officials have not
provided equal protection for all citizens. (See Figure 5.1.)

Wallace is a close-knit community of home owners whose land holdings
have been in their families for several generations. The community had al-
ways been zoned as residential—until the Parish Council voted to make
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An agricultural island, St. John's West Bank on the verge of industrialization. Source: Gulf Coast Industrial Hand-

book, Port of South Louisiana, linois Central Railroad, Times Picayune. Reprinted by permission.

FIGURE 5.1
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way for a proposed industrial plant. In 1990, Formosa Plastics Corpora-
tion asked the Parish Council to rezone 1,800 acres of land (which in-
cluded Wallace) from residential to industrial.**> Wallace residents were
surprised and angered by the Parish Council decision. Kelly Colquette
and Elizabeth Robertson, writing in the Tulane Environmental Law Journal,
voiced suspicion of the parish officials” decision:

First, residential property usually receives the utmost protection from parish
zoning commissions. ... Second, because other industrially zoned properties
already existed on the west bank [of the Mississippi River], the Parish Coun-
cil could have allowed Formosa to use the industrial land already available.
... Third, and most offensive, it is widely known that Formosa has a well-
earned reputation as a world class environmental outlaw.**

After intense grassroots organizing by the Gulf Coast Tenants Organi-
zation (GCTO)—an alliance of grassroots environmental and social justice
groups in Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana—and a lawsuit filed by
the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Formosa was forced to withdraw its
proposal in 1992, and the plant was not built. This represented a victory
for the local organizers. Wallace residents refused to trade their health and
the life of their community for a few unsafe, low-paying jobs.

Important organizing work is underway in southern Louisiana’s river
communities, some of which are under siege from nearby industries.
Many of these threatened communities existed long before the petro-
chemical industry came to the region. A number of chemical companies
have begun to take aggressive steps to limit their liability by buying out
nearby communities; several such buyouts have occurred in recent years.
For example, Reveilletown was bought out by Georgia Gulf, Mor-
risonville by Dow Chemical, and Sunrise by Placid Refining Company.

Reveilletown. This sleepy little African American community, located on
the Mississippi River, dates back to the plantation era. After traces of vi-
nyl chloride were found in the blood of local children in 1987, thirteen
Reveilletown property owners filed a lawsuit against Georgia Gulf. The
case was later settled out of court. Twenty other families subsequently
agreed to sell their land and homes to Georgia Gulf for a reported $1.2
million. In 1990 the company completed a program to move fifty Re-
veilletown families away from its vinyl chloride plant.**

Morrisonville. Morrisonville was founded in the 1870s by former slaves.
The town’s founder, Robert Morrison, was a minister who struggled to
create this community around the church he led, the Nazarene Baptist
Church. The community survived Mississippi River flooding and Jim
Crow, but it could not survive Dow Chemical. Some Morrisonville resi-
dents can still recall when the land Dow stands on was part of a huge sug-

|
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arcane empire owned by the Mayflower and Union Plantation. The plan-
tation house is still standing and can be seen inside the fence owned by
Dow. In 1959, the community sold some land to Dow. Many of the resi-
dents now see this transaction as the mistake that marked the beginning of
their community’s demise. The land that was sold to Dow created a green-
belt, but Dow expanded and built on the land—up to the property lines of
some Morrisonville residents.*

The Morrisonville chemical plant is Dow’s largest facility in Louisiana.
“Dow built right out to the fence until they were on top of us,” says Jack
Martin, a longtime Morrisonville resident. The buyout has brought sad-
ness to the community; Doretha Thompson sums up its demise. “It's like a
big death taking place. ... I always thought I'd spend the rest of my life in
Morrisonville with my relatives. But it seemns like what Dow wants, Dow
gets.”"%

The chemical conglomerate spent more than $10 million in a voluntary
buyout of the town’s 250 home owners—the first of its kind without a law-
suit. Dow compensated people for their homes, but the “community”’ is
lost forever. The town's residents have moved upriver, downriver, and to
Baton Rouge. Many of them return every Sunday to worship in the Naza-
rene Baptist Church—the only surviving symbol of the Morrisonville
community.

Sunrise. The community of Sunrise was purchased in 1874 from a white
landowner by Alexander Banes, a former slave. In 1904, Banes sold the
property to Benjamin Mayer, a white businessman from Baton Rouge.
Mayer subsequently subdivided the land and sold parcels to individuals.
In the 1930s, Sunrise was inhabited by mostly white residents; in 1970, the
community was 17 percent white and 83 percent black. Sunrise is the
home of Placid Refining Company, an independent oil refining and mar-
keting company. Placid takes crude oil and material resources produced
in Louisiana and converts these products into gasoline and diesel and jet
fuels. In the area closest to the Placid refinery, 48 percent of the residents
are white and 52 percent are black.*

In 1979, Placid initiated a program to purchase the property of Sunrise
refining company employees, through which Placid acquired more than
one hundred parcels of land—about one third of the lots in Sunrise. By
1985, the company had purchased $947.000 worth of property in the com-
munity. However, the town’s African American residents were not of-
fered the same opportunities for being bought out that were given to their
white counterparts. White residents who lived closest to the plant at the
time of the buyout and other white residents were bought out first. In
1990, the remaining residents of the community filed a lawsuit against the
company. The suit listed 241 individuals who owned thirty-six houses
and 8g residents who were renters as plaintiffs. In response to the lawsuit,
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in March 1991 Placid initiated its Sunrise program, under which it offered
to buy the homes of any nonplaintiff home owners in Sunrise. In addition
to the purchase price, owners were given five thousand dollars per house-
hold.

Under this program, Placid acquired more than go percent of the homes
of the nonplaintiff owners. Plaintiffs in the lawsuit were not eligible, nor
did they want to participate in the Sunrise program. Placid and the plain-
tiffs finally reached an out-of-court settlement under which Placid would
purchase all property of the plaintiffs.

From American Dream to Nighimare

Texarkana is a twin city that straddles the Texas-Arkansas state line. In
1990, the population of the Texas side of the city was 31,656, of which
about one third were African Americans. Residential patterns were
shaped by Jim Crow. Carver Terrace was one of the few neighborhoods
where upwardly mobile middle-income African Americans could own
homes in racially segregated Texarkana. The all-black Carver Terrace
neighborhood was built in a one hundred-year flood plain and on an old
wood-treating site—with the full knowledge of city officials.

Koppers Company, a wood-treating firm, operated on the site until
1961. Carver Terrace was built in the 1g60s and served as “strivers row” (a
residential enclave for upwardly mobile middle-class families) for the sev-
enty-nine African American home owners, who included teachers, minis-
ters, mail carriers, and factory workers. Over the vears, residents” homes
have been flooded repeatedly. In 1980, the state of Texas discovered that
the soil and groundwater were contaminated with chemicals commonly
used in wood preserving: pentachlorophenol (PCP), arsenic, and creosote.
The neighborhood became a Superfund site in 1984, and a health assess-
ment was conducted at the site that same year. The EPA concluded that
the Koppers Superfund site posed a “potential risk to human health re-
sulting from possible exposure to hazardous substances at concentrations
that may result in adverse health effects.””

Clean soil and sod were placed on some of the yards. A Record of Deci-
sion (ROD) was made by the EPA in 1988 that called for a cleanup of the
community. Residents were instructed not to let their children play out-
side and not to dig in their yards or eat food from their gardens. Some of
the residents were not satisfied with the EPA’s handling of the contamina-
tion problem and turned to their local congresspersons. In fact, it took an
act of Congress for Carver Terrace residents to be heard. The EPA was
mandated by Congress to amend its 1988 ROD on the site and to buy out
and relocate the affected residents.
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The EPA contracted with the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to handle
the %5 million federal buyout. On April 23, 1991, COE official Richard O.
Murray, chief of the Real Estate Division, mailed letters to Carver Terrace
residents informing them of the buyout. Some residents were confused
and many were intimidated by the content and tone of the Jetters and by
subsequent visits from COE officials who explained the property apprais-
als. For example, one paragraph in Murray’s letter was especially trou-
bling to home owners:

Your property is being acquired on behalf of the EPA. If we are unable to ne-
gotiate a direct purchase from you, it will be necessary to acquire the prop-
erty through condemnation proceedings. This information is not to be consid-
ered a threat, but in our opinion, it is necessary that we provide it to you so
that you are fully informed of the laws and procedure applicable to this ac-
quisition program. Please be assured that we will make every effort to negoti-
ate a fair settlement with you. Should it be necessary to acquire your property
through condemnation proceedings, the property will by reappraised. The
Department of Justice, who will represent the United States, has directed that
the reappraisal be based on the value of the property in its actual condition,
which would necessitate consideration of the fact that the property is located
within an environmentally unsafe area. This, in all probability, would lower
the appraised value of your property.”!

In a June 25, 1992, “citizen accountability hearing,”” sponsored by the
Southwest Network for Environmental and Economic Justice in Dallas,
EPA and COE officials were queried about the language and origin of the
controversial statement in the letter. The hearing panel was made up of
representatives from the Southwest Organizing Project, the National As-
sociation for the Advancement of Colored People’s Legal Defense Fund,
the Panos Institute, and the Texas Network. A COE representative in-
formed the panel that “an official from the Justice Department” insisted
that the paragraph be included. To date, the government representatives
have been unable to determine which Justice Department official autho-
rized the statement.

In addition to being threatening, insensitive, and, some residents felt,
racist, the COE letter failed to grasp the socio-historical significance of a
community like Carver Terrace. Because of institutional racism, housing
and residential options are more restrictive for Texarkana’s African Amer-
ican residents than for their white counterparts.

These problems are compounded by the fact that many of the Carver
Terrace residents are elderly, retired, disabled, or living on fixed incomes.
After enjoying nearly three decades of home ownership, which is still an
integral part of the American dream, many Carver Terrace residents are
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being involuntarily uprooted from their homes, social institutions, and
community and dispersed throughout the greater Texarkana area.

Some of the residents asked to be relocated as a community. This pro-
posal was rejected by the COE. The $5 million government buyout had no
provisions for compensating the residents for the “loss of community.”
The federal buyout will likely turn some of the owners into renters, push
some of the residents back into Texarkana's ghetto, and otherwise worsen
the economic conditions and overall quality of life (mental health and psy-
chological well-being) for some individuals who thought they had
planned for their retirement in a safe, quiet neighborhood near family and
friends.

The last residents in Carver Terrace signed an agreement to sell their
homes on August 6, 1992.°* Once the residents are relocated from the con-
taminated community, the COE and the EPA have no further contact with
them. However, the trauma of the move may manifest itself six months, a
year, or even longer after COE and EPA officials have closed the files on
the Koppers Superfund site.

The federal government is mandated to provide a resident with “com-
parable’” housing under the Uniform Relocation Act. Since Carver Terrace
was the premier African American neighborhood in the city, in which
neighborhoods will the residents be able to secure comparable housing?
How will they cope with the move and with their new physical surround-
ings?

A community is more than merely houses and yards; it is made up of
homes, families, neighbors, friends, churches, civic clubs, and other social
institutions. What government body will protect residents of unincorpo-
rated communities, many of whom are often members of the most vulner-
able groups in society—namely, the elderly, the disabled, and persons
living on fixed incomes? Will these individuals and families become envi-
ronmental refugees? It is fairly safe to assume that neither government
nor industry buyouts should worsen residents’ situations after their
move. The results (and mistakes) from these buyouts will likely have
broad implications for future grassroots organizing and environmental
education campaigns in the South and in other regions of the country.

Clearly, the time is long overdue for the United States to provide equal
protection for all of its people—in their homes, workplaces, and play-
grounds—and places (e.g., rural, urban, suburban, reservations, and simi-
lar locales). Environmental justice and pollution prevention must become
overarching principles of environmental protection if we are to eliminate
existing inequities.

CHAPTER SIX

*»

Environmental Justice
as a Working Model

COmmunities all across the United States have come to realize that the
environmental protection apparatus is broken and needs to be fixed.
Many of these same communities are engaged in life-and-death strug-
gles; consequently, they cannot wait another two decades for the federal
Environmental Protection Agency or some other governmental agency to
develop a new environmental protection arrangement. In this chapter I
explore the current environmental protection model and offer an alterna-
tive framework for addressing the needs and concerns of disenfranchised
communities.

Waiting for Government Action

Environmental justice activists have targeted disparate enforcement,
compliance, and policy formulation as they affect public health decision-
making. Several events in the 1990s brought environmental justice con-
cerns into the national public policy debate:

1. A dialogue was initiated in 1990 among social scientists, social
justice leaders, national environmental groups, the federal EPA,
and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) around disparate impact;

2. Letters were written in January 1990 from the Gulf Coast Ten-
ants Organization, Southwest Organizing Project, Commission
for Racial Justice, Southern Organizing Committee for Economic
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and Social Justice, and several dozen other grassroots groups to
the “Big Ten” environmental groups challenging them to end
their racism and elitism;

Letters from the “Michigan Coalition” in 1991 prompted the
federal EPA to form the Work Group on Environmental Equity.
The agency later created the Office of Environmental Eguity, the
Environmental Equity Cluster (coordinated by an assistant ad-
ministrator for enforcement), issued the Environmental Equity re-
port, and agreed to meet with environmental leaders on a quar-
terly basis;

ATSDR established a minority health initiative (after some prod-
ding from environmental, health, and social justice ad\stocates),
the Minority Environmental Health Conference held in ?991,
and initiation of a study of minority communities near National
Priority List (NPL) hazardous-waste sites;

The 1991 First National People of Color Environmenta} Leader-
ship Summit was held in Washington, D.C. The summit was at-
tended by over 650 delegates from all fifty states (including
Alaska and Hawaii), Puerto Rico, Mexico, Canada, and as far
away as the Marshall Islands. This summit galvanizgd grass-
roots and national support for strategies to combat environmen-
tal racism and set groups on a course for building a multiethnic
movement; .
The 1992 People of Color Environmental Groups Directory provided
a major organizing and networking tool for grassroots groups;
the expansion of the 1994-1995 Directory included groups in the
United States, Puerto Rico, Canada, and Mexico.

The 1992 EPA/ATSDR/NIEHS (National Institute for Envi.ron—
mental Health Sciences) jointly sponsored the “Equity in Environ-
mental Health: Research Issues and Needs” workshop in Re-
search Triangle, North Carolina; papers from the work'shop are
published in a 1993 special issue of Toxicology and Industrial Health;
The “Environmental Justice Act of 1992” was introduced into
Congress by Congressman John Lewis (D-Ga.) and Senafor Al-
bert Gore (D-Tn.); the act was redrafted and reintroduced in 1993
by Congressman Lewis and Senator Max Baucus (D‘—Mont.); .
The Southern Organizing Committee for Economic and Social
Justice held its 1992 post-summit;

The EPA published the 1992 report entitled ”Environmenta.l Eq-
uity: Reducing Risk for All Communities”; the EPA appointed
members to its National Environmental Justice Advisory Coun-
cil, or NEJAC, in 1993.
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11. The 1994 “Health and Research Needs to Ensure Environimental
Justice” interagency symposium was convened by the National
Institute for Environmental Health Sciences;

12. President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 12898 on February
11, 1994;

13. The EPA in 1997 established the National Advisory Council on
Environmental Policy and Technology (NACEPT), Title VI Im-
plementation, to examine facility permitting; and

14. The Institute of Medicine issued its 1999 report on environmen-
tal justice and health threats to people.

Current government practices reinforce a system in which environ-
mental protection is a privilege and not a right. White communities re-
ceive special benefits and privileges by virtue of their residents’ skin
color. The dominant environmental protection paradigm emphasizes
probability of fatality as the model for decisionmaking. However, envi-
ronmental stressors often result in health effects that fall short of death—
including developmental, reproductive, respiratory, neurotoxic, and psy-
chological effects.

As a consequence, the assignment of “acceptable” risk and the use of
“averages” often result from value judgments that legitimate existing in-
equities. A case in point is the impact of cultural, class, and geographic
differences in fish consumption in the United States.: Some subpopula-
tions—people living along waterways, persons who depend upon fish
for their subsistence, Asian Americans, Native Americans, and African
Americans—consume more fish than does the general population. The
EPA’s definition of an “average” fish consumer and its current water-
quality standards for dioxin fail to reflect the exposure of subpopulations
that consume large quantities of fish.

The dominant environmental protection paradigm reinforces rather
than challenges the stratification of people (race, ethnicity, status, power),
place (central cities, suburbs, rural areas, unincorporated areas, Native
American reservations), and work (e.g., office workers are afforded
greater protection than farm workers). The paradigm exists to manage,
regulate, and distribute risks. As a result, the dominant paradigm has (1)
institutionalized unequal enforcement; (2) traded human health for

profit; (3) placed the burden of proof on the “victims” and not on the pol-
luting industry; (4) legitimated human exposure to harmful chemicals,
pesticides, and hazardous substances; (5) promoted risky technologies,
such as incinerators; (6) exploited the vulnerability of economically and
politically disenfranchised communities; (7) subsidized ecological de-
struction; (8) created an industry around risk assessment; (9) delayed




116 o Environmental Justice as a Working Model

cleanup actions; and (10) failed to develop pollution prevention as the
overarching and dominant strategy.

The mission of the federal EPA was never designed to address envi-
ronmental policies and practices that result in unfair, unjust, and in-
equitable outcomes. EPA and other government officials are not likely to
ask the questions that go to the heart of environmental injustice: Who is
most affected? Why are they affected? Who created the problem? What
can be done to remedy the problem? How can the problem be prevented?

The impetus for changing the dominant environmental protection para-
digm has not come from within regulatory agencies, the polluting indus-
try, or the “industry” that has been built around risk management. The
environmental justice movement is led by a loose alliance of grassroots
and national environmental and civil rights leaders who question the
foundation of the current environmental protection paradigm.

In recent years, much attention has been devoted to environmental jus-
tice and equity. Equity can be distilled into three broad categories: proce-
dural, geographic, and social equity.

Procedural equity refers to the "fairness” question: the extent to which
governing rules and regulations, evaluation criteria, and enforcement are
applied in a nondiscriminatory manner. Unequal protection results from
nonscientific and undemocratic decisions, such as exclusionary practices,
conflicts of interest, public hearings held in remote locations and at in-
convenient times, and use of English-only material as the language to
communicate with and conduct hearings for non-English-speaking
publics.

Geographic equity refers to the location and spatial configuration of
communities and their proximity to environmental hazards, noxious fa-
cilities, and locally unwanted land uses (LULUs), such as landfills, incin-
erators, sewer-treatment plants, lead smelters, refineries, and other nox-
ious facilities. For example, hazardous-waste incinerators are not
randomly scattered across the landscape.

Social equity assesses the role of sociological factors (race, ethnicity,
class, culture, lifestyles, political power, and similar factors) on environ-
mental decisionmaking. Poor people and people of color often work in
the most dangerous jobs and live in the most polluted neighborhoods,
and their children are exposed to many kinds of environmental toxins on
the playgrounds and in their homes.

Unequal protection may result from land-use decisions that determine
the location of residential amenities and disamenities. Unincorporated
and poor communities and communities of color often suffer a triple vul-
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nerability in noxious facility sitin i
/i g, as occurred in the rezoni -
lace, Louisiana. zoning of Wal

Executive Order 12898

The mission of the federal EPA was never designed to address environ-
mental policies and practices that result in unfair, unjust, and inequitable
outcomes. The federal EPA only took action on environmental justice
concerns in the 1990s after some prodding from people-of-color grass-
roots environmental justice activists, educators, and academics %n re-
sponse to growing public concern and mounting scientific evi.dence
fremdent Clinton on February 11, 1994, signed Executive Order 128 8’
'Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Po gl)a’
tions and Low-Income Populations.” P
Execut.ive Order 12898 reinforces Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, which prohibits discriminatory practices in programs receiving fed-
efal funds. The order also focuses the spotlight back on the Nationgl En-
vironmental Policy Act, or NEPA, a law passed in 1969 that set polic
goals for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the eniiron}—’
men?. To comply with Executive Order 12898, government agencies must
cqnmder environmental justice concerns in their analysis through identi-
fy1gg and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health
i?aﬁir:;ronmental effects on minority populations and low-income pop-
.Executive Order 12898 instructs federal agencies to conduct en-
vuionmen‘tal human health analysis, whenever practicable and appro-
priate, to identify multiple and cumulative exposure. An environngr)ltal

justice assessment under NEPA might incl i
et ght include the following com-

i{isk Assessnf’ent. Examine risk, consumption patterns, and impact on
vulnerable” populations (i.e., children, the elderly, etc.) and on minor-

ity and low-income off-site po i
. pulations and factor these i i
into the assessment. considerations

Risk Communication.- Design culturally sensitive methods to communi-
cate hurpan health risks to minority and low-income populations and
populations that have a language barrier.

Diets and Consumption of Natural Resources. Design methods to assess
cultura'l variations in human health risks from the ingestion of plants
and animals near contaminated sites or polluted rivers and streams and
other pathways presenting potential health risk. For example, some
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people grow gardens, hunt, and fish and consume what they grow or
catch.

Cultural Resources. Develop strategies and methods to protect sacred
sites and cultural lands that need to be protected.

Cleanup Priprities. Set priorities to ensure that environmental risks to
adjacent populations are addressed in a timely manner and that com-
munity concerns are considered in the cleanup process.

Community Health Data. Factor in epidemiological and health data re-
flective of the community that may show high incidence of dlsea§es and
illnesses (i.e., abnormal cancer rates, infant and childhood mortality,
low birth rates, blood-lead levels, childhood asthma, etc.).

Occupational Exposure. Assess occupational exposures experienced. by
minority and low-income populations that may exceed those experi-
enced by the general population.

Multiple and Cumulative Exposure. Assess human health risl.<s and ag-
gravated susceptibility of minority and low-income populahons thaet
may result from multiple sources of pollution, including both permitted
and nonpermitted facilities.

Community Impact Assessment. Include in some of ffhe Categgﬂes used
to assess community impacts: social and psychological, physmal,‘ land

use, economic conditions, mobility and access, provision of public ser-
vices, safety, and displacement features.

Several major tools are now available to assist analysts and community
residents in identifying multiple sources of pollution. For ex?mple, Geo-
graphic Information Systems (GIS) combined with the EPA’s TRI dgta-
base can serve as a baseline analysis of multiple sources of pollutlor'L
EPA’s Landview III GIS software can be used to identify the geographic
location and emission levels of various types of polluting facilities. Land-
view III can be supplemented with several other commercial GIS pack-
ages. . « - - .

Many of the environmental justice principles delmgated in Executive
Order 12898 are embedded in NEPA’s existing requirement to assess
socioeconomic impacts in environmental assessments (EAs) or environ-
mental impact assessments (EISs). In the past, many of the soc:oeconon:us
impact assessments (SIAs) have given more weight to the “economic
side of the assessment and less attention to the “socio” aspects of tl.le
equation. An environmental justice analysis of community impacts will
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need to bring the “socio” part of the assessment on par with the “eco-
nomic” assessment part.

The environmental justice analysis should be used to prevent the po-
tential for discrimination against people of color and low-income popu-
lations. Nondiscrimination is a crosscutting concern of Executive Order
12898 and NEPA. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related
statutes assure that individuals are not excluded from participation in,
denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination on the basis of race,
color, national origin, age, sex, disability, and religion.

Embedded in the environmental justice impact assessment are a set
of important questions that will need to be addressed by government.
Government analysts should examine how differing impacts relate to
each other—understanding direct and indirect impacts as well as the cu-
mulative or counterbalancing impacts of various effects. Indirect im-
pacts are those that are caused by direct impacts. Indirect impacts often
occur later in time or farther in distance than direct project impacts. A
third type, cumulative impacts, represent “incremental impacts of an
action added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future ac-
tions.” All three types of impacts, especially cumulative impacts, have
special significance for people-of-color and low-income communities,
where a disproportionately large share of LULUs and polluting facilities
are located.

States have had more than three decades to implement NEPA and Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. They need to do a better job in assess-
ing and mitigating community impacts and assuring nondiscrimination
in the application and implementation of facility permits, enforcement,
and investment decisions.

_ Remedying Past Inequities

The use (although unsuccessful) by states of the “fair share” argument to
stem the interstate transport of municipal and hazardous wastes is an eq-
uity issue. Millions of Americans live in physical environments that are
overburdened with a multitude of environmental problems, including
older housing with lead-based paint, congested freeways that crisscross
their neighborhoods, and industries that emit dangerous pollutants into
the area. Environmental justice advocates have sought to persuade the
various levels of government {federal, state, and local) to adopt a frame-
work that addresses distributive impacts, concentration, enforcement,
and compliance concerns.

In 1990, New York City adopted a “Fair Share” legislative model de-
signed to ensure that every borough and every community within each
borough bear their fair share of noxious facilities. Public hearings have
begun to address risk burdens in New York City’s boroughs. Proceedings
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from these hearings on environmental disparities in the Bronx point to
concerns raised by African Americans and Puerto Ricans who see their
neighborhoods threatened by garbage transfer stations, salvage yards,
and recycling centers.

In 1992, Congresswoman Cardiss Collins (D-11.) of Chicago offered an
amendment to the bill that reauthorized the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), which would require “community information
statements” that would assess the demographic makeup of the proposed
waste-site areas and the cumulative impact a new facility would have on
the existing environmental burden. Similarly, Congressman John Cony-
ers’s (D-Mich.) Department of Environmental Protection Act and Con-
gressman John Lewis’s (D—Ga.) Environmental Justice Act failed to pass.
Both would have required the EPA to collect and publish a list, in rank
order, of the total weight of toxic chemicals present in designated envi-
ronmental high-impact areas.

Several Southern states passed environmental justice laws and pro-
grams in the 1990s, including Texas and Louisiana. However, the new
laws and environmental justice programs did not eliminate citizen com-
plaints and charges of environmental racism. It is ironic that Texas and
Louisiana (both located in EPA Region VI) have the largest share of Title
VI environmental discrimination complaints registered with EPA in 199g.

In 1993, the Texas Air Control Board and Texas Water Commission es-
tablished the statewide Task Force on Environmental Equity and Justice,
the first state panel to examine the politically explosive environmental
racism issue. The task force focused on the following areas:

1. Factors that have traditionally tended to cause risk to be concen-
trated in lower-income and minority communities in Texas

2. Statutes, policies, and procedures used by the Texas Water Com-
mission and the Texas Air Control Board that relate to the loca-
tion of facilities that pose environmental risk

3. Data and methodologies by which the state might become more
specifically aware of situations in which neighborhoods are at
particularly high risk and might incorporate environmental-
equity considerations into the risk-assessment process

4. Enforcement practices to determine if alternative methods of al-
locating resources would more equitably serve minority or other
high-risk communities, as well as outcomes to identify any ten-
dencies toward more lenient policies in communities of color

5. The role played by local government in influencing siting and
location decisions, which often pose significant elements of risk

6. The efforts of the agencies to ensure equitable representation of
people of color in their own workforces and to help minority
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zliolléth learn about career opportunities in the environmental

e

7. Methodfs by which the state environmental agency communi-
cates with communities of color and can become more “user
friendly” to persons of color

8. A}f}proaches to institutionalizing a focus on lower-income and
minority communities when formulating and implementing
policies, procedures, and legislation.s

Historically, the impetus for social change has come from outside the
government. Discrimination in housing, employment, education, public
accommodations, and municipal service delivery had to be attacked
tbrough legislative mandates after considerable agitation from civil
rights organizations. Unequal environmental protection and environ-
mental racism cannot likely be addressed without special initiatives un-
dertaken to enforce the current laws and regulations and the enactment

of new laws and regulations that target unequal environmental protec-
tion.

A Model Envfirgnmenlcilqusﬁce figmework

Urb.fm environmental inequities were identified in a 1971 Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) report. However, it took more than two
decades for environmental-equity and environmental justice issues to
b’e resurrected by a coalition of people-of-color academicians and ac-
tivists. The question of environmental justice is not anchored in a de-
bate about whether decisionmakers should tinker with risk-based man-
agement. The environmental justice framework rests upon an ethical
a.nalysis of strategies to eliminate unfair, unjust, and inequitable condi-
tions and decisions. The framework seeks to prevent the threat before it
occurs.4

The environmental justice framework incorporates other social move-
ments that seek to eliminate harmful practices {(discrimination harms the
victim) in housing, land use, industrial planning, health care, and sanita-
tion services. The impacts of redlining, economic disinvestment, infra-
structure decline, housing deterioration, lead poisoning, industrial pollu-
tion, poverty, and unemployment are not unrelated if one lives in an
urban ghetto or barrio, a rural hamlet, or a reservation.

.The environmental justice framework attempts to uncover the under-
lymg assumptions that may contribute to and produce unequal protec-
tion. This framework brings to the surface the ethical and political ques-
tions of “who gets what, why, and how much.” Some general
characteristics of the framework include the following:
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1. The environmental justice framework incorporates the principle of the right of
all individuals to be protected from environmental degradation. This will re-
quire legislation creating a Fair Environmental Protection Act modeled
after the various federal civil rights acts that promote nondiscrimination
(with the ultimate goal of achieving a zero-tolerance threshold) in such
areas as housing, education, and employment. This act would need to
address both the intended and the unintended effects of public policies,
land-use decisions, and industry practices that have disparate impacts on
racial and ethnic minorities and other vulnerable groups. The purpose of
this act is to prohibit environmental discrimination based on race. The
precedents for this framework are the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which at-
tempted to address—both de jure and de facto—school segregation, the
Fair Housing Act of 1968 and as amended in 1988, and the Voting Rights
Act of 1665.

2. The environmental justice framework adopts a public health model of pre-
vention (elimination of the threat before harm occurs) as the preferred strategy.
Affected communities should not have to wait until causation or conclu-
sive “proof” is established before preventive action is taken. For example,
the framework offers a solution to the lead problem by shifting the pri-
mary focus from treatment (after children have been poisoned) to preven-
tion (elimination of the threat by abating the incidence of lead in houses).

Overwhelming scientific evidence exists on the ill effects of lead on the
human body. However, little action has been taken to rid the nation of
lead poisoning caused by housing—a preventable disease. Former
Health and Human Services Secretary Louis Sullivan tagged it the “num-
ber one environmental health threat to children.”s

There are a few signs that the environmental justice framework is tak-
ing shape among broad coalitions of environmental, social justice, and
civil libertarian groups. The Natural Resources Defense Council, the
NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund, the American Civil Liberties
Union, and the Legal Aid Society of Alameda County joined forces in
1991 and won a $15-20 million out-of-court settlement for a blood-lead
testing program in California. The Matthews v. Coye lawsuit involved the
state of California not providing the federally mandated testing of some
557,000 Medicaid children for lead. This historic agreement will likely
trigger similar actions in other states that have failed to provide federally
mandated screening.®

Lead screening is an important element in this problem, but it is nof the
solution. Prevention is the solution. New government-mandated lead
abatement and enforcement initiatives are needed. For example, an ag-

gressive lead cleanup program is needed under Title X housing legisla-
tion (provisions of the Affordable Housing Act). To be successful, this fed-
eral legislation will require a coordinated working relationship among
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governmental agencies (e.g., the EPA, Housing and Urban Development
?md Health and Human Services). In 1993, the federal EPA did not havé
in place the mandated safety standards for lead dust in homes.

If termite inspections can be mandated to protect individual home in-
vestments, a lead-free home can surely be mandated to protect public
health. Ultimately, the lead abatement debate—public health (who is af-
fected) versus property rights (who pays for cleanup)—is a value conflict
that will not be resolved by the scientific community.

3. The environmental justice framework shifts the burden of proof to pol-
lzfters and dischargers who do harm, discriminate, or do not give equal protec-
tion to racial and ethnic minorities and other "protected” classes. Under the
current system, individuals who challenge polluters must “prove” that
!:hey have been harmed, discriminated against, or disproportionately
impacted. Few affected communities have the resources to hire the
lawyers, expert witnesses, and doctors needed to sustain such a chal-
lenge. The environmental justice strategy would require the parties that
are applying for operating permits (for landfills, incinerators, smelters
refineries, chemical plants, and similar structures) to “prove” that their’
operations are not harmful to human health, will not disproportionately
affect racial and ethnic minorities and other protected groups, and are
nondiscriminatory. ’

4- The environmental justice framework would allow disparate impact and
sta£z§tical weight, as opposed to “intent,” to infer discrimination. Proving in-
tgnhonal or purposeful discrimination in a court of law is nearly impos-
sible, as demonstrated in Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management (dis-
cussed previously). Since this case, not a single landfill or incinerator has
been sited in an African American neighborhood in Houston.

It‘took nearly a decade after Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management for
environmental discrimination to resurface in the courts. A number of re-
cent cases have challenged siting decisions using the environmental dis-
crimination argument: East Bibb Twiggs Neighborhood Assoc. v. Macon-Bibb
County Planning & Zoning Commission (1989), Bordeaux Action Comm. v.
Metro Gou't of Nashville (1990), R.LS.E. v. Kay (1991), and El Pueblo para EI
Azre‘y Agua Limpio v. Chemical Waste Management, Inc. (1991). To date, no
environmental discrimination lawsuit using civil rights laws has pre-
vailed because of the “intent” test. Proving “purposeful” discrimination
in waste-facility siting cases has been next to impossible.

5. The environmental justice framework redresses disproportionate impact
through “targeted” action and resources. This strategy would target re-
sources in which environmental and health problems are greatest (as de-
terrpmed by some ranking scheme but not limited to risk assessment).
Reliance solely on “objective” science disguises the exploitative way the
polluting industries have operated in some communities and condones a
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passive acceptance of the status quo.” The EPA already has geographic
targeting that involves:

(a) selecting a physical area, often a naturally defined area such as a hydro-
logic watershed, (b) assessing the condition of the natural resources and
range of environmental threat—including risks to public health, (c) formu-
lating and implementing integrated, holistic strategies for restoring or pro-
tecting living resources and their habitats within that area, and (d} evaluat-
ing the progress of those sirategies toward their objectives.®

In the 1992 EPA report Securing Our Legacy, the agency describes geo-
graphic initiatives as “protecting what we love.”? Again, human values
are involved in determining which geographic areas deserve public in-
vestments. The strategy emphasizes “pollution prevention, multimedia
enforcement, research into causes and cures of environmental stress,
stopping habitat loss, education, and constituency building.”** Geo-
graphic initiatives are underway in the Chesapeake Bay, the Great Lakes,
the Gulf of Mexico, and the Mexican border regions.

Environmental justice targeting would channel resources to the “hot
spots,” communities that are burdened with more than their fair share of
environmental problems. For example, EPA’s Region VI has developed a
Geographic Information System and comparative risk methodologies to
evaluate environmental-equity concerns in the region. The methodology
combines susceptibility factors (e.g., age, pregnancy, race, income, preex-
isting disease, and lifestyles) with chemical release data (e.g., the Toxic
Release Inventory and monitoring information), geographic and demo-
graphic data (e.g., site-specific areas around hazardous-waste sites, cen-
sus tracts, zip codes, cities, and states), and state health department vital
statistics data in developing a regional equity assessment.

Regions VI's Gulf Coast Toxics Initiatives project, developed in 1992, is
an outgrowth of the equity assessment. The project targets facilities on
the Texas and Louisiana coasts, a “sensitive . . . ecoregion where most of
the releases in the five-state region occur.” Inspectors will spend 38 per-
cent (I do not know how this percentage was determined) of their time in
this “multi-media enforcement effort.”"* In order for this project to move
beyond the first-step phase and begin to address real inequities, it will
need to channel most of its resources (not just inspectors) to the areas
where most of the problems occur.

By using the EPA’s Region VI Gulf Coast Toxics Initiatives equity as-
sessment, it comes as no surprise that communities along the Houston
ship channel and petrochemical corridor to the Louisiana communities
that line the eighty-five-mile stretch of the Mississippi River from Baton
Rouge to New Orleans were ranked at or near the top in terms of health
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risks from industrial pollution. Similar rankings would likely be
achieved using the environmental justice framework. However, the ques-
tion that remains is one of resource allocation—the level of resources Re-
gion VI will channel into solving the pollution problem in communities
that have a disproportionately large share of poor people, working-class
people, and people of color. Health concerns raised by residents and
grassroots activists who live in Louisiana communities such as Alsen, St.
Gabriel, Geismer, and Lions—all of which are located in close proximity
to polluting industries—have not been adequately addressed by local
parish supervisors, state environmental and health officials, and the fed-
eral and regional offices of the EPA or ATSDR.12

Winniqg at the Grass Roots

There is clear evidence that institutional barriers severely limit access to
clean environments. Despite the attempts made by the government to
level the playing field, all communities are still not created equal. Envi-
ronmental inequities are created and maintained by institutional
arrangements—policies that favor one group over another. Such environ-
mental policies are unjust, unfair, and in many cases racist in their appli-
cation. Studies of differential impacts and exposures are studies of jus-
tice.

Environmental justice leaders are now challenging the policies and
practices that force individuals, workers, and communities to accept en-
vironmental risks others can avoid by “voting with their feet.” In addi-
tion, they are questioning the practice of dominating the natural world,
rather than respecting and nurturing it. They are demanding that the
problems of pesticides and farm workers, of workers in “sweat shops”
(mostly women and immigrants in the garment industry, in poultry and
catfish processing plants, and in computer assembly operations), and of
lead and inner-city children be elevated to the national environmental ac-
tion agenda.

Environmental justice activists have not limited their focus to toxics or
racism. Their movement is inclusive, cutting across race, ethnicity, class,
region, and political affiliation. Environmental justice leaders are de-
manding justice for everyone. The same guiding principles that chal-
lenge the ecological destruction and threat to public health in West Dal-
las also apply in Appalachia, on Native American reservations, in our
urban centers, and on both sides of the U.S.-Mexican border.

Some activists question the ethical implications of the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). More than twenty years of experience
with the twin plants in the maquiladora zone located along the U.S.-
Mexican border, in which workers—the majority of whom are young
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women—are paying a high price in terms of their health in exchange for
low-paying jobs and unsafe working conditions, serves as a prelude to
NAFTA. Texas occupies a nine-hundred-mile border with Mexico. This
zone is home to the manufacturing and assembly plants of many large
U.S. and Japanese corporations.

People-of-color groups were the ones who endured hardship and
struggle in order to bring environmental justice issues to the forefront;
these groups now deserve to be recognized and supported. The 1992 Peo-
ple of Color Environmental Groups Directory profiled more than 205 groups
from thirty-five states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
Canada.”s People-of-color groups in the South and other regions of the
country continue to provide the leadership in struggles to address prob-
lems of sustainable development, economic blackmail, industrial policy,
land rights and sovereignty, occupational health and safety, grassroots
empowerment, urban land use, equal protection laws, environmental
paradigm shifts, and ethics and values in science.

A dilemma has emerged on how to prioritize grants needed by grass-
roots organizations that serve communities of color. The needs of the na-
tional foundations of these groups have a long track record of funding.
Clearly, strengthening the capacity of people-of-color organizations and
indigenous institutions is the preferred strategy for empowering these
people’s communities.

There are clear signs that a “new” environmental movement is alive
and well in the United States. Grassroots groups in communities of color
are making their voices heard in the halls of Congress, the state houses,
and city halls. Some groups have begun to form working relationships
with national environmental and social justice organizations. The First
National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit, discussed
under “Impetus for Changing the System” earlier in this chapter, is an ex-
ample of this heightened activism.

Grassroots activism increased in communities of color following the
summit. Many delegates left Washington, D.C., with the goal of changing
conditions when they returned to their respective communities. For ex-
ample, black and white residents in Sumter County, Alabama, have con-
tinued their struggle against Chemical Waste Management’s hazardous-
waste landfill. Local grassroots groups have had some success in getting
state officials to use the “faimess,” or equity, argument in Alabama’s at-
tempt to address the out-of-state hazardous-waste issue.

Institute, West Virginia, residents are still concerned about emissions
from the nearby chemical plant. These fears were not allayed by the sale
of the Institute Union Carbide plant to the French chemical conglomerate
Rhone Poulenc. Local grassroots groups have had some success in hav-
ing their story told in a film on the chemical industry in the Kanawha
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Biver Valley.4 Local groups have also enlisted the support of several na-
Flon;il environmental groups, including Greenpeace, the Citizens’ Clear-
X}gr é})t.xse for Hazardous Waste, and the National Toxics Campaign

Alsen, Louisiana, residents have continued to monitor air emissions
from the Rollins Environmental Services hazardous-waste incinerator. In
additiqn to the incinerator problem, the grassroots group in Alsen has fo-
cusgd its attention on a Superfund site near Devils Swamp. The Alsen
environmental group recently received a technical assistance grant (TAG)
from the federal EPA in recognition of the public input in the site
cleanup.

Several historically black colleges and universities have begun to con-
fiuct research and to work with Alsen residents and other African Amer-
1can.communities along the Mississippi River industrial corridor. In 1993,
Xa\‘ner University, under the leadership of sociology professor Beverly
Wright, established the Deep South Center for Environmental Justice
(DSCE]) in New Orleans. The DSCE] works closely with grassroots envi-
ronmental justice groups—a dozen groups serve on the DSCEJ’s advi-
sory board—and community leaders from impacted communities. It also
collaborates with local area universities such as Dillard University,
Southern University in New Orleans, and Tulane Law School in building/
a community-university partnership to improve the quality of life of res-
idents in “cancer alley.”

Three other environmental justice centers are found at historically
blaq( colleges and universities in the South: Environmental Justice and
Equ%ty Institute at Florida A&M University (FAMU) in Tallahassee, FL;
Environmental Justice Clinic at Texas Southern University’s (TSU)!
Thurgood Marshall School of Law in Houston, TX; and the Environ-
mental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University (CAU) in
Atlanta, GA. All of the centers were founded in the 1990s. The centers
work to assist, support, train, and educate people-of-color students
faculty, professionals, and grassroots community leaders with the goai
of facilitating their inclusion into the mainstream of environmental de-
cisionmaking.

‘ In December 1991—twenty years after the first government study was
issued on the West Dallas RSR Corporation smelter (Murph Metals)—the
federal EPA ordered a comprehensive cleanup of the West Dallas neigh-
borhood. The cleanup called for the removal of 30,000-40,000 cubic yards
{roughly 1800 truckloads) of lead-contaminated soil from several neigh-
borhood sites, including schoolyards and about 140 private homes. The
project cost the EPA around $4 million. After mounting community pres-
sure, the West Dallas neighborhood was eventually placed on the EPA
Superfund list in 1995. The West Dallas Superfund site is one of the
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largest in the nation, covering 13.6 square miles and a population of
17,000 residents. s .

In 1999, the West Dallas New Start Community Group began the' Mmgr-
ity Worker and Brownfields Training Program with Xavier University
DSCEJ and Clark Atlanta University Environmental Justice Respurce Cen-
ter. This program trains and finds jobs for West Dallas youths in environ-
mental restorations, hazardous waste cleanup, and general cons’cructlon..

The Houston case points to the long-lasting impact. of'a community
saying “no” to waste-facility siting. Not a single lan.dﬁll,.mcm.erator, or
waste facility has been sited in Houston since the Whispering Pines land-
fill was built in 1979. Residents of Northwood Manor and other Houston
neighborhoods remember the long city hall sessions, the protests, and the
litigation involved in that case.

As a concession to the residents of Northwood Manor, and as a way
to redress some of the injustices detailed in the Bean v. Southwestern
Waste lawsuit, in the early 1980s the Houston city council passed an or-
dinance regulating solid-waste-facility siting. This action wasa prelu‘de
to zoning, in a city that takes pride in being the only major U.S. city
without zoning. The memories of past siting battles were Fekmdled by
a 1992 proposal by the Ohio-based WPF Corporation to build a garbage
composting plant in a mostly African American Housto'n. neighbor-
hood. The company applied for a permit to build a $15 mllhgn Type.: \Y%
(composting) municipal solid-waste facility on a 31.6-acre site, which
would service about 120 trucks and receive 750 tons of household

arbage a day.™¢
s Thegpropos);d site lies within a mostly African Americ':an neighborhood
that has a long history of landfills dating back to the dlsputgs sgrr.ound-
ing the notorious Holmes Road dump and its poorly operating incinera-
tor. The home owners who live near the southeast Houston waste facili-
ties are predominantly African American. . .

Dolores Sandling, a retired school principal, along w1.th the Austin-
based chapter of the Environmental Defense Fund, organized the oppo-
sition that derailed the composting proposal.’7 Mrs. Sandling’s church,
Blueridge United Methodist Church, is building a new structure just a
mile from the proposed composting facility.

A number of civic club representatives joined in the protest to block the
composting facility—including the Sugar Valley Civic Club, the Central
City Civic Club, and the Meridith Manor Civic Club. In an l‘m‘expected
twist, local residents got a boost from a business ally. Officials ‘from
Houston’s AstroWorld—a popular amusement park and major tourist at-
traction—voiced their strong opposition to the proposed municipal com-
posting facility operating just a mile from their gates.*® The broad cogh-
tion of civic, environmental, and business leaders defeated the composting
proposal.
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Relocation from “Mount Dioxin”

Low-income individuals and people of color have borne greater health-
and environmental-risk burdens than the society at large. A 1999 Institute
of Medicine study concluded that government, public health officials,
and the medical and scientific communities need to place a higher value
on the problems and concerns of environmental justice communities.9
The study also confirmed what most impacted communities have known
for decades: People-of-color and low-income communities are (1) ex-
posed to higher levels of pollution than the rest of the nation, and (2) ex-
perience certain diseases in greater number than the more affluent, white
communities.

Margaret Williams, a seventy-three-year-old retired Pensacola, Florida,
schoolteacher, led a five-year campaign to get her community relocated
from the environmental health hazards posed by the nation’s third-
largest Superfund site. The Escambia Wood Treating site was dubbed
“Mount Dioxin” because of the sixty-foot-high mound of contaminated
soil dug up from the neighborhood. The L-shaped mound holds 255,000
cubic yards of soil contaminated with dioxin, one of the most dangerous
compounds ever made. Ms. Williams led Citizens Against Toxic Expo-
sure, or CATE, a neighborhood organization formed to achieve reloca-
tion, into battle with the U.S. EPA officials, who first proposed to move
only the sixty-six households most affected by the site.2 After prodding
from CATE, EPA then added thirty-five more households, for a total cost
of $7.54 million.

The original government plan called for some 2 57 households, includ-
ing an apartment complex, to be left out. CATE refused to accept any re-
location plan unless everyone was moved. The partial relocation was tan-
tamount to partial justice. CATE took its campaign on the road to the
EPA’s National Environmental Justice Advisory Council, or NEJAC. The
group was successful in getting the EPA’s National Environmental Jus-
tice Advisory Council Waste Subcommittee to hold a Superfund Reloca-
tion Roundtable in Pensacola. At this meeting, CATE’s total neighbor-
hood relocation plan won the backing of more than one hundred
grassroots organizations. The EPA nominated the Escambia Wood Treat-
ing Superfund site as the country’s first pilot program to help the agency
develop a nationally consistent relocation policy that would consider not
only toxic levels but welfare issues such as property values, quality of
life, health, and safety.

On October 3, 1996, EPA officials agreed to move all 358 households
from the site, at an estimated cost of $18 million. EPA officials deemed
the mass relocation as “cost efficient” after city planners decided to re-
develop the area for light industry rather than clean the site to
residential standards.>* This decision marked the first time that an
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African American community had been relocated under the EPA’§ Su-
perfund program and was hailed as a landmark victory for environ-
mental justice.

Citizens Against Nuclear Trash Chalk Up Major Victory

Beginning in 1989, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) h_ad
under review a proposal from Louisiana Energy Services (LES) to build
the nation’s first privately owned uranium enrichment plant.22 A na-
tional search was undertaken by LES to find the “best” site for a plant
that would produce 17 percent of the nation’s enriched uranium. LES
supposedly used an objective scientific method in designing its site-se-
lection process. The Southern United States, Louisiana, and Clmboyne
Parish ended up being the dubious “winners” of the site-selection
process.

Residents from Homer and the nearby communities of Forest Grove
and Center Springs, the two communities closest to the proposed site,
challenged the site-selection process and outcome. They organized them-
selves into a group called Citizens Against Nuclear Trash, or CANT.
CANT charged LES and the NRC staff with practicing environmental
racism. CANT hired the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund (the organiza-
tion later changed its name to Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund) and sued
LES.

The lawsuit dragged on for more than eight years. On May 1, 1997, a
three-judge panel of the NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing Board is-
sued a final initial decision on the case. The judges concluded that
“racial bias played a role in the selection process” and denied the per-
mit.3 The precedent-setting federal court ruling came some two years
after President Clinton signed Executive Order 128¢8. In a thirty-eight-
page written decision, the judges also chastised the NRC staff for not
addressing the provision called for under Executive Order 128¢8. LE?S
appealed the ruling. The NRC decision was upheld on appeal on April
4, 1998.24

A clear racial pattern emerged during the so-called national search and
the multistage screening and selection process. For example, African
Americans compose about 13 percent of the U.S. population, 20 percent
of the Southern states’ population, 31 percent of Louisiana’s popu}ation,
35 percent of Louisiana’s northern parishes, and 46 percent of Qlalbome
Parish. This progressive trend, involving the narrowing oif the sﬁe-sglec—
tion process to areas of increasingly high poverty and African American
representation, is also evident from an evaluation of the actual sites that
were considered in the “Intermediate” and “Fine” screening stages of the
site-selection process. The aggregate average percent of black population
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for a one-mile radius around all of the seventy-eight sites examined (in
sixteen parishes) is 28.35 percent. When LES completed its initial site cuts
and reduced the list to thirty-seven sites within nine parishes, the aggre-
gate percentage of black population rose to 36.78 percent. When LES then
further limited its focus to six sites in Claiborne Parish, the aggregate av-
erage percent of black population rose again, to 64.74 percent. The final
site selected, the “LeSage” site, has a 97.10 percent black population
within a one-mile radius.

The plant was proposed to be located on Parish Road 39 between two
African American communities—just one-fourth mile from Center
Springs (founded in 1910) and one and one-fourth mile from Forest
Grove (founded in the 1860s just after slavery). The proposed uranium
enrichment plant is in a Louisiana parish that has annual per capita earn-
ings of only $5,800 or 45 percent of the $12,800 national average. Over 58
percent of the parish’s African American population is below poverty.
The two African American communities were rendered “invisible” since
they were not even mentioned in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
draft environmental impact statement.s

Only after intense public comment did the NRC staff attempt to ad-
dress environmental justice and disproportionate impact implications, as
required under the National Environmental Policy Act and called for
under Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898. For example, NEPA
required that the government consider the environmental impact and
weigh the costs and benefits of the proposed action. These include health
and environmental effects, the risk of accidental but foreseeable adverse
health and environmental effects, and socioeconomic impact.

The NRC staff devoted less than a page to addressing environmental
justice concerns of the proposed uranium enrichment plant in its Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Overall, the FEIS and Environ-
mental Report (ER) were inadequate in the following respects: (1) they
inaccurately assessed the costs and benefits of the proposed plant, (2)
they failed to consider the inequitable distribution of costs and benefits
of the proposed plant to white and African American populations, and
(3) they failed to consider the fact that the siting of the plant in a com-
munity of color follows a national pattern in which institutionally biased
decisionmaking leads to the siting of hazardous facilities in communities
of color and results in the inequitable distribution of costs and benefits to
those communities.

Among the distributive costs not analyzed in relation to the nearby
communities of Forest Grove and Center Springs were the dispropor-
tionate burden of health and safety, property values, fire and accidents,
noise, traffic, radioactive dust in the air and water, and dislocation by a
road closure that cormects the two communities. Overall, the CANT legal
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victory demonstrated that it is possible for low-income residents—blacks
and whites, working together—to use the courts to organize, mobilize,
and mount a successful campaign to keep a polluting plant out of their
community.

In addition to the remarkable victory over LES, a company that had the
backing of powerful U.S. and European nuclear energy companies,
CANT members and their allies won much more. They empowered
themselves and embarked on a path of political self-determination. Dur-
ing the long battle, CANT member Roy Madris was elected to the Clai-
borne Parish Police Jury (i.e., county commission), and CANT member
Almeter Willis was elected to the Claiborne Parish School Board. The
town of Homer, the nearest incorporated town to Forest Grove and Cen-
ter Springs, elected its first African American mayor, and the Homer
town council now has two African American members. In fall 1998, LES
sold the land on which the proposed uranium enrichment plant would
have been located. The land is going back into timber production, as it
was before LES bought it.

Corporate Welfare and Environmental Racism:
The Case of Shintech

A growing body of evidence shows that environmental regulations do
not kill jobs. On the contrary, the data indicate that “states with lower
poliution levels and better environmental policies generally have more
jobs, better socioeconomic conditions and are more attractive to new
business.”2¢ Nevertheless, some states subsidize polluting industries in
return for a few jobs. States argue that tax breaks help create jobs. How-
ever, the few jobs that are created come at a high cost. Nowhere is the
polluter-welfare scenario more prevalent than in Louisiana (see Table
6.1).

Louisiana could actually improve its general welfare by enacting and
enforcing regulations to protect the environment. However, Louisiana
citizens subsidize corporate welfare with their health and the environ-
ment. Corporations routinely pollute the air, ground, and drinking water
while being subsidized by tax breaks from the state. The state is a leader
in doling out corporate welfare to polluters. In the 1990s, the state wiped
off the books $3.1 billion in property taxes for polluting companies.27
Louisiana’s top five worst polluters have received $111 million over the
past decade. A breakdown of the chemical releases and tax breaks in-
cludes:

¢ Cytec Industries (24.1 million pounds of releases/$19 million tax
break)

Environmental Justice as a Working Model o 133

TABLE 6.1 Corporate Welfare in Louisiana

The Biggest Recipients (companies ranked by total industrial-property tax
abatements, 1988-1997)

Company Jobs Created Total Taxes Abated

1. Exxon Corp. 305 21

2. Shell Chemical/Refining 167 gmgﬁgggﬁggg
3. International Paper 172 $103,000,000
4. Dow Chemical Co. 9 $96,000,000
5. Union Carbide 140 $53,000,000
6. Boise Cascade Corp. 74 $53,000,000
7. Georgia Pacific 200 $46,000,000
8. Willamette Industries 384 $45,000,000
9. Procter & Gamble 14 $44,000,000
10. Westlake Petrochemical 150 $43,000,000

The Costliest Jobs (companies ranked by net cost of each new job (abatements
divided by jobs created))

Company Jobs Created Cost per Job
1. Mobile Oil Corp. 1 $29,100,000
2. Dow Chemical Co. 9 $10,700,000
3. Olin Corp. 5 $6,300,000
4. BP Exploration 8 $4,000,000
5. Procter & Gamble 14 $3,100,000
6. Murphy Oil USA 10 $1,600,000
7. Star Enterprise 9 $1,500,000
8. Cytec 13 $1,500,000
9. Montell USA 31 $1,200,000
10. Uniroyal Chemical Co. 2 $900,000

SOURCE: Donald L. Barlett and James B. Steele, “Paying a Price for Polluters?” Time
Magazine, November 23, 1998, p-77.

* IMC-Agrico Co. (12.8 million pounds of releases/$1 5 million tax
break)

* Rubicon, Inc. (8.4 million pounds of releases/$20 million tax
break)

* Monsanto Co. (7.7 million pounds of releases/ $45 million tax
break)

¢ Angus Chemical Co. (6.3 million pounds of releases/$12 million
tax break)
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Subsidizing polluters is not only bad business but it does not make en-
vironmental sense. In the two small towns of Geismer and St. Gabriel,
eighteen petrochemical plants are crammed into a nine-and-one-half-
square-mile area. In Geismer, Borden Chemicals has released harmful
chemicals into the environment, which is a health hazard to the local res-
idents. These chemicals include ethylene dichloride, vinyl chloride
monomer, hydrogen chloride, and hydrochloric acid.?

In March 1997, Borden Chemicals paid a fine of $3.5 million, the single
largest in Louisiana history. The company has been accused of storing
hazardous waste, sludges, and solid wastes illegally; failing to install
containment systems; burning hazardous waste without a permit; ne-
glecting to report the release of hazardous chemicals into the air; conta-
minating groundwater beneath the plant site (thereby threatening an
aquifer that provides drinking water for residents of Louisiana and
Texas); and shipping toxic waste laced with mercury to South Africa
without notifying the EPA, as required by law.

In 1996, battle lines were drawn again in Louisiana over a corporate-
welfare and environmental-racism case. The case involved Japanese-
owned Shintech and the tiny community of Convent, Louisiana.?® Shin-
tech applied for a Title V air permit to build an $8co million polyvinyl
chloride plant in mostly black and poor Convent. The Shintech plant
would have been located in St. James Parish—a parish that ranked third
in the state for toxic releases. Over 17.7 million pounds of toxic releases
were reported there in 1996.3°

The average American is exposed to about ten pounds of toxic releases
per year. St. James Parish residents are exposed to a whopping 4,500
pounds of toxic releases per year without the Shintech plant.3* The Shin-
tech plant would have added 600,000 pounds of air pollutants annually.
The community already has a dozen plants nearby. Few Convent resi-
dents work at these plants.32

On September 11, 1997, Convent community residents and their allies
won a major victory by getting EPA administrator Carol Browner to put
the Shintech PVC air permit on hold.3? One year later, on September 17,
1998, and after eighteen months of intense organizing, legal maneuver-
ing, and public hearings, St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment
along with Tulane University Law Clinic and their team of technical, sci-
entific, health, environmental, and civil rights experts (Greenpeace, Deep
South Center for Environmental Justice, Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund,
Environmental Justice Resource Center, Commission for Racial Justice,
Louisiana Environmental Action Network, and a host of other grassroots
groups) from around the state and nation forced Shintech to scrap its
plan to build the PVC plant in Convent.34 The driving force behind this
victory was the relentless pressure and laserlike focus of the local Con-
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vent residents and the mounting empirical evidence pointing to dis-

parate impact, unequal protection, and a slam-dunk case of environmen-
tal racism.35

Conclusion

Institutional research and environmental decisionmaking have failed to
address the “justice” questions of who gets help and who does not, who
can afford help and who cannot, why some contaminated communities
get studied and others are left off the research agenda, why industry poi-
sons some communities and not others, why some contaminated com-
munities get cleaned up and others do not, and why some communities
are protected and others are not. The solution to the problem of unequal
protection lies in the realm of environmental justice for all Americans. No
community—rich or poor, black or white, urban or suburban—should be
allowed to become a sacrifice zone. The lessons learned from the civil
rights struggles over housing, employment, education, and public ac-
commodations over the past four decades suggest that environmental
justice will need to have a legislative foundation. It is not enough to
demonstrate the existence of unjust and unfair conditions: The practices
that caused the conditions must be made illegal—and ultimately be elim-
inated.

Both race and class factors place low-income and people-of-color com-
munities at special risk. Although environmental and civil rights laws
have been on the books for more than three decades, all communities
have not received the same economic benefits from their application, im-
plementation, and enforcement. Unequal political power arrangements
have also allowed poisons of the rich to be offered as short-term eco-
nomic remedies for poverty.

There is little or no correlation between proximity of industrial plants
in communities of color and employment opportunities of nearby resi-
dents. In short, having industrial plants in one’s community or one’s
backyard does not automatically translate into jobs for nearby residents.
Many industrial plants are located at the fence line—so close that local
residents could walk to work. However, the jobs are not there for local
residents. More often than not, fence-line communities are stuck with the
pollution and poverty, while other people commute in for the industrial
jobs.

Similarly, tax breaks and corporate-welfare programs have produced
few new jobs by polluting firms. However, state-sponsored pollution and
lax enforcement have allowed communities of color to become the pre-
ferred dumping grounds. Louisiana is the poster child for corporate wel-
fare and environmental racism. The state is mired in both poverty and
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pollution. It is no wonder that Louisiana is a hotbed for environmental
justice activity.

How can environmental justice be incorporated into decisionmaking?
First, the environmental justice framework demands that the current
laws be enforced in a nondiscriminatory manner. Second, a legislative
initiative is needed. Unequal protection must be attacked through a fed-
eral Fair Environmental Protection Act that makes protection a right
rather than a privilege. Third, legislative initiatives will also need to be
directed at states. Since many of the decisions and problems lie with state
actions, states will need to model their legislative initiatives (or develop
stronger initiatives) on the federal legislation.

Noxious facility siting, permitting, and cleanup decisions involve
more politics than science. Federal, state, and local initiatives are needed
to target resources into the areas with the greatest environmental and
public health problems. States that are initiating “fair share” plans to ad-
dress interstate waste conflicts (siting equity) need also to begin to ad-
dress intrastate siting equity concerns being raised by affected communi-
ties.

Benefits and burdens are not randomly distributed. Sole reliance on
“objective” science for environmental decisionmaking in a world shaped
largely by power politics and special interests often masks institutional
racism. A national environmental justice framework is needed to begin
addressing environmental inequities that result from procedural, geo-
graphic, and societal imbalances.

CHAPTER SEVEN

*

Action Strategies for
the Twenty-First
Century

I n this concludin

g chapter I hope t i jor findi
peopleoh e p pe to summarize the major findings on

nvironmentalism and delineate some action strategies

i ot ough the nation’s
people-of-color communities are extremely diverse and mgay differ on a

pumber of socioeconomic or class dimensions, they still have a great deal
In common and may find these action plans easily adaptable.

Lessons Learned
People-of-Color Environmentalism
It is time for people to stop asking the question “Do minorities care about

the environment?” The evidence is clear and irrefutable that white middle-

class iti
communities do not have a monopoly on environmental concern

regulators.1
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Clearly, a "new” form of environmentalism has taken root in Ameri.ca
and in communities of color. Since the late 1970s, a new grassroots §Qc1al
movement has emerged around the toxics threat. Clt'lzens mobl.hze.d
around the antiwaste theme. These social activists acquired new skills in
areas where they had little or no prior experience. They soon became res-
ident “experts” on toxics issues. The new grassroots env1r(?nr_xxenta}118ts
burst on the scene in a “toxic burst.” However, they did not limit their e}t—
tacks to well-publicized toxic-contamination issues l:xut sou_ght remedial
actions on problems like housing, transportation, air quality, and even
economic development—issues the traditional environmental agenda

ad largely ignored.

" gnvix%:mgg?tal justice embraces the principle that all people and com-
munities are entitled to equal protection of environmental, hgglth, em-
ployment, housing, transportation, and civil rights laws. AC?VI?tS even
convinced the EPA to develop a definition of environmental justice. The

EPA defines environmental justice as:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardles§ of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the deve:'lopment, m“t—
plementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulatmn§ and po’h—
cies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including racial, ethnic,
or socio-economic group should bear a disproportionate share of the nega-
tive environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, fmd
commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal

programs and policies.2

A major paradigm shift occurred in the 199os. This shift c;‘eated a new
framework and a new leadership. Women led much of this grassroots
leadership. The impetus behind this change included grassroots ac-
tivism, redefinition of environmentalism as a "’right,”. research dlocu-
menting disparities, national conferences and‘syr.np'oaa, .emphasxs.on
pollution and disease prevention, government initiatives, interpretation
of existing laws and mandates, and grassroots alliances and coalitions.

Environmentalism has been too narrowly defined. Concern has l?eta:n
incorrectly equated with check writing, dues paying, and membfershlp in
environmental organizations. These biases have no doxfbt ?ontnbuted to
the misunderstanding of the grassroots environmental‘]u'shce‘ movement
in people-of-color communities. People-of—clolor activists in this new
movement focused their attention on the notion of deprlvahon.‘ For ex-
ample, when people of color compare their gnvironmental quality with
that of the larger society, a sense of deprivation and unequal treatment,
unequal protection, and unequal enforcement emerges. Once again, in-

stitutional racism and discriminatory land-use policies and practices of

government—at all levels—influence the creation and perpetuation of
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racially separate and unequal residential areas for people of color and
whites. Too often the disparities result in groups fighting another form of
institutional discrimination.

All communities are not created equal. Institutional barriers have
locked millions of people of color in polluted neighborhoods and haz-
ardous, low-paying jobs, making it difficult for them to “vote with their
feet” and escape these health-threatening environments. Whether in the
ghetto or barrio, on the reservation, or in rural “poverty pockets,” envi-
ronmental injustice is making some people sick. Government has been
slow to take these concerns as legitimate environmental and health prob-
lems. Mainstream environmentalists have also been slow in recognizing
these grassroots activists as “real” environmentalists.4

The environmental justice movement is an extension of the social jus-
tice movement. Environmental justice advocates should not have to apol-
ogize for this historical fact. Environmentalists may be concerned about
clean air but may have opposing views on public transportation, high-
way construction, industrial-facility siting, or the construction of low-
income housing in white, middle-class suburban neighborhoods. On the
other hand, environmental justice advocates also want clean air. People
of color have come to understand that environmentalists are no more en-
lightened than nonenvironmentalists when it comes to issues of justice
and social equity. But then, why should they be more enlightened? After
all, we are all products of socialization and reflect the various biases and
prejudices of this process. It is not surprising that mainstream environ-
mental organizations have not been active on issues that disproportion-
ately impact people of color, as in the case of toxics, workplace hazards,
rural and urban housing needs, and the myriad of problems resulting
from discriminatory zoning and strains in the urban, industrial complex.
Yet people of color are the ones accused of being ill-informed, uncon-
cerned, and inactive on environmental issues.

Environmental decisionmaking operates at the juncture of science,
economics, politics, and ethics. It has been an uphill battle to try to con-
vince some government and industry officials and some environmen-
talists that unequal protection, disparate impact, and environmental
racism exist. Nevertheless, grassroots activists have continued to argue
and in many instances have won their case. Working together, commu-
nity stakeholders can assist government decisionmakers in identifying
"at-risk” populations, toxic “hot spots,” research gaps, and action plans
to correct existing imbalances and prevent future threats.s In order to
accomplish their mission in an era of dwindling resources, environ-
mental policymakers are increasingly turning to strategies that incorpo-
rate a community-empowerment approach. For example, community en-
vironmental protection (CEP) is being touted by the EPA as a “new”
way of doing business.

H
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Strengthening grassroots community groups can build a supportive
social environment for decisionmaking. Residents and government au-
thorities (local, state, and federal), often working togethgr thrpygh cre-
ative partnerships with grassroots community groups, universities, non-
profit agencies, and other institutions, can begin solving enwronmentfﬂ
and health problems and design strategies to prevent future p~roblems in
low-income areas and communities of color. But the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and other governmental agencies cannot'resolve a}l
environmental problems alone. Communities also need to be in the posi-
tion to assist in their own struggle for clean, safe, healthy, livable, and
sustainable communities.

The Right to Breathe Clean Air

Before the federal government stepped in, issues related to air pollution
were handled primarily by states and local governments. Because states
and local governments did such a poor job, the federal government es-
tablished national clean-air standards. Congress enacted the Clean Air
Act (CAA) in 1970 and mandated the EPA to carry out this law. Subse-
quent amendments (1977 and 1990) were made to the CAA that for.m. the
current federal program. The CAA was a response to states’” unwilling-
ness to protect air quality. Many states used their lax enforcement of en-
vironmental laws as lures for business and economic development.®

Transportation policies are also implicated in urban air—pgllutign prob-
lems. Automobile-choked highways create health-threatening zflr'pollu-
tion.” Freeways are the lifeline for suburban commuters, ?md m11119ns qf
central-city residents are dependent on public transportation as‘thelr pri-
mary mode of travel.® Are people of color concerned about air quality
and transportation? The answer is yes. The air-quality impacts of trans-
portation are especially significant to people of color, who are more likely
than whites to live in urban areas with reduced air quality. African Amer-
icans and Latinos are more likely to live in areas with reduced air quality
than are whites.

Asthma is an emerging epidemic in the United States. The annual age-
adjusted death rate from asthma increased by 40 percent betweer} 1982
and 1991, from 1.34 to 1.88 per 100,000 population,’ with the highest
rates being consistently reported among blacks between tl‘le ages of 15
and 24 years during the period 1980-1993.1° Poverty‘and minority status
are important risk factors for asthma mortality. Children are at special
risk from ozone.' Children also represent a considerable share of the
asthma burden, that affliction being the most common chronic disease of
childhood.

Asthma affects almost 5 million children under 18 years of age. Al-
though the overall annual age-adjusted hospital discharge rate for
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asthma among children under 15 years old decreased slightly from 184 to
179 per 100,000 between 1982 and 1992, the decrease was slower than in
other childhood diseases,* resulting in a 70 percent increase in the pro-
portion of hospital admissions related to asthma during the 1980s. Inner-
city children have the highest rates for asthma prevalence, hospitaliza-
tion, and mortality.s In the United States, asthma is the fourth leading
cause of disability among children under 18 years old.+

The public health community has insufficient information to explain
the magnitude of some of the air pollution-related health problems.
However, they do know that people suffering from asthma are particu-
larly sensitive to the effects of carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxides, particu-
late matter, ozone, and nitrogen oxides.s Ground-level ozone may exac-
erbate health problems such as asthma, nasal congestion, throat
irritation, respiratory-tract inflammation, reduced resistance to infection,
changes in cell function, loss of lung elasticity, chest pains, lung scarring,
formation of lesions within the lungs, and premature aging of lung tis-
sues. 6

African Americans, for example, have significantly higher prevalence
of asthma than the general population.7 A 1996 report from the federal
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention shows hospitalization and
death rates from asthma increasing for individuals 25 years old or
younger.’® The greatest increases occurred among African Americans.
African Americans are two to six times more likely than whites to die
from asthma.? Similarly, the hospitalization rate for African Americans is
3.4 times the rate for whites.

A 1994 CDC-sponsored study showed that pediatric emergency de-
partment visits at Atlanta Grady Memorial Hospital increased by one-
third following peak ozone levels. The study also found that the asthma
rate among African American children is 26 percent higher than the
asthma rate among whites.2° Since children with asthma in Atlanta may
not have visited the emergency department for their care, the true preva-
lence of asthma in the community is likely to be higher. Air pollution, for
many environmental justice advocates, translates into poor health, loss of
wages, and diminished quality of life.

The Threat of Economic Extortion

Why were people-of-color organizations late in challenging the environ-
mental imbalance that exists in the United States? People-of-color orga-
nizations and their leaders have not been as sensitive to the environmen-
tal threats as they have been to problems in education, housing, jobs,
drugs, and, more recently, the AIDS epidemic. In some cases, they have
operated out of misguided fear and speculation that environmental jus-
tice will erode hard-fought civil rights gains or thwart economic devel-
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opment in urban core neighborhoods. There is no evidence that environ-
mental justice or the application of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
has hurt business or “brownfields” (abandoned properties that may or
may not be contaminated) redevelopment opportunities in communities
of color.2* On the other hand, we do not have to speculate about the harm
inflicted on the residents from racial red-lining by banks and insurance
companies and the targeting of communities of color for polluting indus-
tries and locally unwanted land uses, or LULUs. The harm is real and
measurable.

Grassroots groups in communities of color are beginning to take a
stand against threatened plant closure and job loss as a trade-off for en-
vironmental risks. These threats are tantamount to economic extortion.
This extortion has lost some of its appeal, especially in those areas where
the economic incentives (jobs, taxes, monetary contributions, etc.) flow
outside of the host community. People can hardly be extorted over eco-
nomic benefits they never receive from the local polluting industry. There
is a huge difference between the promise of a job and a real job. People
will tell you, “You can’t eat promises.” Because of the potential to exac-
erbate existing environmental inequities, community leaders are now
questioning the underlying assumptions behind so-called trade-offs as
applied in poor areas.

In their push to become acceptable and credible, many mainstream en-
vironmental organizations adopted a corporate model in their structure,
demeanor, and outlook. This metamorphosis has had a down side. These
corporatelike environmental organizations have alienated many grass-
roots leaders and community organizers from the larger movements. The
environmental justice movement—with its egalitarian worldview and
social justice agenda—offers an alternative to the more staid traditional
environmental groups.

Local community groups may be turned off by the idea of sitting
around a table with a waste-disposal giant, a government regulator, and
an environmentalist to negotiate the siting of a toxic-waste incinerator in
their community. The lines become blurred in terms of the parties repre-
senting the interests of the community and those of business. Negotia-
tions of this type fuel residents’” perception of an “unholy trinity,” where
the battle lines are drawn along an “us-versus-them” power arrange-
ment. Moreover, overdependence on and blind acceptance of risk-assess-
ment analysis and “the best available technology” for policy setting
serves to intimidate, confuse, and overwhelm individuals at the grass-
roots level.

Talk of risk compensation for a host community raises a series of moral
dilemmas, especially where environmental imbalances already exist.
Should risks be borne by a smaller group to spare the larger groups? Past
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discriminatory facility-siting practices should not guide future policy de-
cisions. Having one polluting facility makes it easier to site another in the
same general area. The “one more won't make a difference” logic often
becomes the dominant framework for decisionmaking. Any saturation
policy derived from past siting practices perpetuates equity impacts and
environmental injustice. Facility siting becomes a ritual for selecting “vic-
tims for sacrifice.”

Mobilizing the Grass Roots

It is unlikely that the environmental justice movement will ever gain
unanimous support in communities of color. Few social movements can
count on total support and involvement of their constituent groups. All
social movements have “free riders,” individuals who benefit from the
efforts of a few. Some people shake the trees, while others pick up the ap-
ples. For example, people-of-color environmentalism has been and will
probably remain wedded in a social-action and social-justice framework.
The issues raised by environmental justice advocates challenge the very
core of privilege in our society. Some people make money and profit off
the misery of poisoning others. Some communities are spared environ-
mental assaults because of industrial-siting practices of concentrating lo-
cally unwanted land uses in communities with little or no political power
and limited resources. After all, American society has yet to achieve a
race-neutral state where race- and ethnic-based organizations are no
longer needed.

Although the color barrier has been breached in most professional
groups around the country, blacks still find it useful to have their own or-
ganizations. The predominately black National Bar Association (NBA),
National Medical Association (NMA), National Association of Black So-
cial Workers (NABSW), Association of Black Psychologists (ABP), and
Association of Black Sociologists (ABS) are examples of race-based pro-
fessional organizations that will probably be around for some time in the
new millennium.

Grassroots environmental organizations have the advantage of being
closer to the people they serve and the problems they address. Future
growth in the environmental movement is likely to come from the bot-
tom up, with grassroots environmental groups linking up with social-
justice groups for expanded spheres of influence and focus.

Dispute-Handling Mechanisms

Communities of color do not have a long track record in challenging gov-
ernment decisions and private industries that threaten the environment
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and health of their residents. Many of the organizations and institutions
were formed as a reaction to racism and dealt primarily with social-
justice issues. Groups such as the NAACP, Urban League, Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, and Commission for Racial Justice op-
erate at the multistate level and have affiliates in cities across the nation.
With the exception of Reverend Joseph Lowery of the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, Benjamin F. Chavis Jr. of the United Church of
Christ’s Commission for Racial Justice, and Reverend Jessie Jackson of
the National Rainbow Coalition, few national black civil rights leaders
and organizations embraced an ideology that linked environmental dis-
parities with racism.>> It was not until the 198os that national civil rights
organizations began to make such links. This linking of institutional
racism with the structure of resource allocation {clean environments) has
led people-of-color social-action groups to adopt environmental justice
as a civil rights issue, an issue well worth “taking to the street.”

IMBY has operated to insulate many white communities from the lo-
calized environmental impacts of waste facilities while providing them
the benefits of waste disposal. NIMBY, like white racism, creates and per-
petuates privileges for whites at the expense of people of color. Citizens

¢ see the siting and unequal protection question as an all-out war. Those

communities that can mobilize political influence improve their chance

. of “winning” this war. Because people of color remain underrepresented
. in elected and appointed offices, they must, most often, rely on indirect

representation, usually through white officials who may or may not un-

- derstand the nature and severity of the community problem. Citizen re-

dress often becomes a political issue. Often the only science involved in

the government response and decisionmaking is political science.

The Frontline Warriors

Who are the frontline leaders in this quest for environmental justice? The
war against environmental racism and environmental injustice has been
waged largely by people of color who are indigenous to the communities.
People-of-color grassroots community groups receive some moral support
from outside groups, but few experts are down in the trenches fighting
alongside the warriors. On the other hand, it was the mothers and grand-
mothers, ministers from the churches, and the activist leaders from com-
munity-based organizations, civic clubs, neighborhood associations, and
parents’ groups who mobilized against the toxics threat. Few of these lead-
ers may identify themselves as environmentalists or see their struggle
solely as an environmental problem. Their struggles embrace larger issues
of equity, social justice, and resource distribution. Environmental justice ac-
tivists question the fairness of the decisionmaking process and the outcome.
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Many environmental justice disputes revolve around siting issues, in-
volving government or private industry. Proposals for future sites are
more likely to attract environmentalists’ support than are existing sites. It
is much easier to get outside assistance in fighting a noxious facility that
is on paper than one that is in operation. Again, plant closure means eco-
nomic dislocation. Because communities of color are burdened with a
greater share of existing facilities—many of which have been in opera-
tion for decades—it is an uphill battle of convincing outside environ-
mental groups to support efforts to close such facilities.

Toward the Politics of Inclusion

No More Excuses

It makes a lot of sense for the organized environmental movement in the
United States to broaden its base to include people-of-color, low-income,
and working-class individuals and issues. Why diversify? People of color
now form a potent voting bloc. Diversification makes good economic and
political sense for the long-range survival of the environmental move-
ment. However, it is not about selfishness or “quota filling.” Diversifica-
tion can go a long way in enhancing the national environmental move-
ment’s worldwide credibility and legitimacy in dealing with global
environmental and development issues, especially in Third World na-
tions.3

The nation’s major environmental organizations mirror the national
picture of a severe underrepresentation of people-of-color professionals
at all levels. A 1991 survey of 110 people-of-color environmental groups
revealed that these groups tend to be small and understaffed. Around
one-third of the groups had operating budgets under $10,000, and just
over half had paid staff. Many environmental organizations make the
same excuses as American corporations. Corporate recruiters’ fallback
position has been “they can’t find blacks and other minorities.” Or they
halt their search after finding one minority—the “we-have-one-minority
(WHOM) syndrome”—a malady commonly observed in corporate
America and academia.

Why should environmental organizations recruit people of color? Be-
cause the inclusion of more people-of-color professionals among the
ranks of environmental, occupational, and health and safety organiza-
tions would have far-reaching benefits beyond the organizations and
groups served. Such an inclusion strategy would infuse egalitarian prin-
ciples into the larger environmental movement—something it has lacked
up to the present time. The 1990s saw some encouraging signs pointing
to a shift in the approach mainstream environmental organizations used
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to diversify their constituency. Most of the “Big Ten” environmental
groups added a little “color” to their staff and boards. A few embarked
on special environmental justice initiatives. Today, many of the nation’s
environmental groups look a lot like they did at the beginning of the
1990S.

Nearly everyone can agree on the need for more people-of-color lead-
ers in the environmental and conservation movement.2¢ Enlarging this
pool is not likely to be an easy or overnight task. The nation’s academic
institutions must pitch in and carry their share of the work. American
colleges and universities have a miserable track record in recruiting and
turning out people of color in the environmental fields.

Organizing Neighborhoods

The environmental justice movement has elements of the three domi-
nant approaches to organizing neighborhoods: social work, political ac-
tivism, and neighborhood maintenance. First, the social work approach
uses “enablers” and “advocates” to secure needed community services.
Environmental protection is a public service not unlike fire and police
protection or garbage collection. Second, the political activist approach
views the organizing of communities as a means of empowering local
residents to defend their space and develop a political power base to in-
fluence decisionmaking. Policymakers and government officials seldom
respond to environmental complaints from an individual, but com-
plaints originating from organizations generally receive a more favor-
able response.

Third, the neighborhood maintenance approach, usually associated with
middle-class and upper-class neighborhoods, organizes around improv-
ing and maintaining residential areas while opposing external and inter-
nal threats from hostile forces. The toxic war is a classic example of com-
munity residents drawing closer together in their defense of “turf” and
their struggle against encroachment from noxious facilities and un-
wanted land uses.

Grassroots organizing within communities of color will likely continue
to blossom as communities become aware of health and environmental
threats. This is especially true for threats to children. Children’s health is
a major organizing theme that cuts across race, class, and political lines.
It is not politically correct, or "PC,” to be for poisoning children. As an aid
in the future organization of neighborhoods, however, there is a clear
need to:

* Link people-of-color, working-class, and middle-class environ-
mental activists on issues that cut across geographic boundaries
and political jurisdictions
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* Create organizing channels that cut across the political spectrum

¢ Develop leader-exchange programs designed to break down the
legacy of mistrust and artificial barriers that separate people and
hinder mobilization

* Design training and leadership development programs for
emergent grassroots environmental justice groups

* Institute “adopt-a-community” programs at historically black
colleges and universities (HBCUs) and minority institutions
(MI) around environmental justice and resource-allocation
areas—targeting communities of color threatened by environ-
mental hazards

* Develop new interorganizational linkages that cut across racia
and class boundaries ‘

Communication Networks

It is important for the victims of environmental injustice to know that
there have been citizen victories. For grassroots groups, especially un-
derdog groups, knowing that others in similar circumstances have tri-
umphed gives them an added incentive to keep up the struggle. Ghetto
residents, for example, are routinely bombarded with messages reinforc-
ing their powerlessness and marginal status. Positive feedback is needed
as a counteractive measure. Grassroots communication networks can
maximize output when they are channeled into a larger information sys-
tem such as the environmental justice centers and networks such as the
Southern Organizing Committee for Economic and Social Justice, South-
west Network for Environmental and Economic Justice, Indigenous En-
vironmental Network, Farmworker Economic and Environmental Net-
work, Asian Pacific Environmental Network, and so on. Some strategies
for enhancing communication across networks include:

* Disseminating information that highlights the community’s
strength and power (potential) base; people-of-color groups
should not be timid or shy when it comes to the use of their power

* Exposing the impact of NIMBY by having policymakers deal
with this phenomenon not as an exaggerated or irrational fear

* Instilling self-confidence in community leaders and residents

* Communicating environmentalism as a universal justice and eq-
uity issue

* Teaching people when they have won—as a way of diminishing
citizen victories, the opposition will seldom admit defeat

* Getting environmental organizations to accept social justice and
urban industrial issues as legitimate environmental-agenda
items
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¢ Dispelling prevailing myths and stereotypes on both sides (envi-
ronmentalists and social justice activists) with interorganiza-
tional communication

¢ Helping people of color, the working class, and the poor under-
stand that they have a stake or vested interest in wilderness and
conservation programs, while not jeopardizing their support
and credibility on urban and industrial policy areas

Government Initiatives

Despite significant improvements in environmental protection over the
past several decades, millions of Americans continue to live in unhealthy
physical environments. Nationwide, over 36,000 hazardous-waste sites
were listed by the EPA. In 1995, the EPA removed 25,000 sites from the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act Information System (CERCLIS) list in an effort to clean up the prob-
lem. The sites requiring long-term remedial action are listed on the Na-
tional Priorities List. Over 1,300 NPL sites are currently listed.

Millions of low-income and people-of-color communities are also bur-
dened with a large share of small-quantity waste generators such as au-
tomotive repair shops, salvage yards, dry cleaners, equipment-repair
shops, photo shops, laundromats, gas stations, small manufacturing
companies, and construction firms. Nearly a half million “brownfields”
are scattered across the American landscape. Many cities are now grap-
pling with cleanup strategies under brownfields initiatives. The problem
is how to “turn brownfields into greenbacks”2s for the community stake-
holders.

In 1993, the EPA established the twenty-five-member National Envi-
ronmental Justice Advisory Council, or NEJAC, under the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act. The NEJAC divided its environmental justice work
into six subcommittees: Health and Research, Waste and Facility Siting,
Enforcement, Public Participation and Accountability, Native American
and Indigenous Issues, and International Issues. The NEJAC is com-
posed of stakeholders representing grassroots community groups, envi-
ronmental groups, nongovernmental organizations, state, local, and
tribal governments, academia, and industry.

In February 1994, seven federal agencies, including the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), National Institute for
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS), Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH), National Institutes of Health (NIH), Department of Energy
(DOE), and Centers for Disease Control (CDC) sponsored a national
health symposium, “Health and Research Needs to Ensure Environmen-
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tal Justice.” The conference planning committee was unique in that it in-
cluded grassroots environmental justice leaders, impacted community
residents, academicians, and federal agency representatives. The 1994
health symposium brought 1,100 diverse stakeholders and those most af-
fected by pollution to the decisionmaking table around health issues in
communities of color.

.The Symposium was instrumental in getting the NIEHS to fund the In-
stitute of Medicine (IOM) environmental justice health study. In 1999, the
IOM released its report on environmental justice research, education ’and
health policy needs. The study recommended what many lay env’iron-
mental justice leaders have been advocating all along: government pub-
li_c health, and the medical and scientific communities need to piace a
higher value on the problems and concerns of environmental justice com-
munities. The IOM report also showed that low-income people-of-color
communities experience certain diseases in greater numbers than more-
affluent white communities.26

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations ané
Low-Income Populations. Executive Order 12898 requires each federal
agency to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies
and activities on minority populations and low-income populations 1r{
the United States and its territories and possessions.” The executive
order reinforced two existing laws: the Civil Rights Act of 1964—which
prohibits discriminatory practices in programs receiving federal funds—
and the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act, a law that set goals “to
ensure for all Americans a safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing environment.”

Region 1V Environmental Justice Partnership Project

Beginning in the mid-1990s, the Environmental Justice Resource Center
(EJRC) at Clark Atlanta University initiated an Environmental Justice
Partne_:rship Project in EPA Region IV. The target audience for the part-
nership project included community residents, students, faculty, and
government officials who work on Superfund and hazardous-waste
problems in the eight states that comprise EPA Region IV (Alabama
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina’
and Tennessee). ’

The objectives of the partnership project were as follows: (1) to en-
hange .critical thinking among impacted low-income and minority com-
munities in assessing impacts of environmental pollution; (2) to facilitate
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community-focused problem solving, environmental risk communica-
tion, and pollution prevention; (3) to enhance the communication chan-
nels among grassroots groups, professional associations (i.e., legal, pub-
lic health, education, etc.), scientific groups, health care providers, and
public policymakers on environmental justice; (4) to develop and field
test environmental education/training materials to reach low-income
and minority populations; (5) to develop mechanisms for the inclusion of
environmental justice leaders from impacted and underrepresented
groups in the pool of advisers and peer review panelists on policy stud-
ies and research grants; and (6) to assist community stakeholders and
public decisionmakers in identifying “at-risk” populations, toxic “hot
spots,” and research gaps and to work with community and government
stakeholders to correct these problems.

The project assisted economically and politically disenfranchised indi-
viduals and communities to speak for and do for themselves. It also
reached an audience that historically had been underrepresented in envi-
ronmental decisionmaking, namely, African American residents who live
near Superfund and hazardous-waste sites.

Community Needs Assessment. In 1996, the Partnership Project conducted
a preliminary community-needs assessment by surveying community-
based environmental justice groups in Region IV. The survey population
was composed of grassroots environmental justice groups identified in
the People of Color Environmental Groups Directory 1994-95 and groups
identified through the Southern Organizing Committee (SOC) databases.
Questionnaires were mailed to fifty-two groups. The survey focused on
two major areas: (1) environmental problems facing the community, and
(2) technical-assistance needs.

Groups were asked to identify the “number one environmental prob-
lem facing their community.” A total of forty-seven of the fifty-two
groups responded to the survey. Over one-half of the respondents (57.7
percent) identified toxic chemicals/pesticides, hazardous-waste and fa-
cility siting as the number one problem facing their community. The
other priority problem areas included health/health assessments, water
contamination, and air pollution.

Environmental justice groups in Region IV identified a number of
areas where the EJRC could assist them in their work. Assistance in con-
ducting research was ranked first. The number-two ranked areas in-
cluded assistance with community training workshops, health surveys,
Geographic Information Systems mapping, and impact assessments. The
groups identified the need for assistance with EPA’s TRI database (third),
followed by assistance in conducting town hall meetings (fourth) and
Superfund updates (fifth). Other areas of need included assistance with
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Community Advisory Groups (CAGs), job training in environmental
restoration and cleanup connected to Superfund sites, grant opportuni-
ties, Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs), media and press support, and
proposal writing.

The survey results assisted the partnership project in targeting technical-
outreach and technical-assistance services to impacted communities
based on needs identified by the environmental justice groups and the
residents they represent. The results also served as the foundation for
follow-up data retrieval via informal environmental justice focus-group
sessions.

Community Workshops. Environmental justice community workshops
were conducted in the four case-study communities. The meetings were
all held in 1996. Typically, the community workshops lasted three to six
hours. The workshops included workbooks that covered a range of top-
ics, including Superfund and Resource Recovery and Conservation Act
(RCRA) requirements, site characterization, EPA site updates, report of
health effects and risk assessment, status report of technical assistance
grants (TAGs), Community Advisory Groups, brownfields, GIS/TRI
analysis, and implications of Executive Order 12898. Workshops were
conducted in African American communities in Brunswick, Georgia;
Charleston, South Carolina; Ft. Lauderdale, Florida; and Anniston, Al-
abama. The four community meetings were attended by at least twenty-
five people per workshop. All workshops were open to the public. The
workshops utilized community and government-resource individuals as
presenters. Crosscutting community issues and stakeholder concerns
were discussed at all the workshops.

The community workshops highlight some of the important envi-
ronmental justice issues involved in African American communities in
EPA Region IV. Although many of the concerns in the communities
were different, there were some central themes and crosscutting is-
sues:

* Environmental justice is relatively new to many EPA personnel
who are charged with implementing Superfund, RCRA, and Ex-
ecutive Order 12898. New community outreach and communi-
cation methods are needed to address environmental justice is-
sues in low-income and people-of-color communities.

* Effective environmental justice community outreach extends be-
yond public relations.

¢ Community empowerment can be attributed to community res-
idents educating each other about environmental/health prob-
lems surrounding waste sites.
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* Initiating and sustaining partnerships among diverse stakehold-
ers such as with the EPA, universities, community-based organi-
zations (CBOs), and impacted residents take time, effort, hard
work, and resources. Resource imbalances and mistrust con-
tinue to be major obstacles. Residents need to be compensated
for their time and work.

¢ The EPA and the community should be prepared to remain in
environmental justice struggles for years and possibly genera-
tions to come.

s There is no “cookbook” recipe for involving impacted commu-
nity residents and other community stakeholders in Superfund
or other forms of environmental decisionmaking.

* Getting people-of-color and low-income populations to become
involved is especially challenging. Many of these challenges re-
sult from a historical legacy of exclusion, racial discrimination,
and mistrust of government.

¢ In order for public participation to be effective, the public must
be involved early and throughout the decisionmaking process.

A few innovative communication and outreach strategies are being
tried to reach populations that historically have not been at the decision-
making table. More work is needed in building trust and “good-neigh-
bor” arrangements between the EPA, industry, and impacted residents
who live near hazardous-waste sites and polluting industries.

EPA Region IV Summit

For many observers, EPA Region IV was tagged as a problem region. It is
the same Southern region of the nation that gave birth to the environ-
mental justice movement and the modern civil rights movement. Because
of this legacy, grassroots groups across the region have had problems
with industrial dumping and federal enforcement of environmental-
protection mandates. In May 1997, EPA Region IV Waste Division con-
vened an environmental justice summit. Two dozen grassroots groups
attended the summit.

It was not surprising that many of the community concerns voiced at
the EPA summit were similar to those voiced by residents who partici-
pated in the partnership project training workshops and focus-group
meetings. Environmental justice leaders who attended the EPA summit
represent diverse interest groups and impacted communities in the
South. Many of the environmental concerns expressed by the groups
may or may not relate to the EPA’s Waste Division’s domain (i.e., many
concerns revolve around enforcement and health) or the EPA’s broad
mandate. However, impacted communities and their leaders are crying
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out for assistance from anyone at the EPA. In some cases, the EPA sum-
mit was the first time impacted community residents had met with a
high-ranking EPA official.

There are positive signs that the EPA is doing some things right. Envi-
ronmental justice leaders viewed this EPA summit as a positive first step
toward resolving some of their problems. The biggest hurdle may be get-
ting the right mix of community stakeholders to the table and keeping
them engaged. Seeking impacted residents’ input, advice, help, and co-
operation before undertaking significant planning of “special initiatives”
can foster respect and trust for the EPA and its staff among residents. For
example, the EPA Region IV made a big mistake when it undertook spe-
cial initiatives in Brunswick and Tifton, Georgia, without minimal input
or knowledge of the local environmental justice communities. Perhaps
the EPA has learned its lesson from this oversight. Creating partnerships
between the EPA and community-based organizations, community
stakeholders, and academic institutions (especially historically black col-
leges and universities) can help provide valuable training, education,
and empowerment of impacted communities.

Community representatives complained about residents not being
hired on clean-up jobs around Superfund sites. This problem extended to
brownfields sites. They argue that since they have had to live with the
pollution, at least they should receive some of the benefits via job train-
ing and actual jobs. This reasoning appears to be embedded in the new
EPA Superfund Job Training Initiative Pilot, or Super JT1, and brown-
fields worker-training programs where residents are trained and hired to
work at brownfields sites.

Environmental justice is relatively new and unknown to many EPA
and state officials who are charged with implementing Superfund,
RCRA, and other environmental regulations. Government officials
have not received adequate training on implementing the principles of
environmental justice as specified in Executive Order 12898. There is no
systematic mechanism of getting environmental justice information
and training to the appropriate personnel. Part of the problem rests
with the fact that some EPA officials lack the understanding or sensi-
tivity to deal with institutionalized discrimination in impacted commu-
nities. The general recommendations made by the groups include the
following;:

¢ Fund an Environmental Justice Working Group in Region IV to
coordinate and follow up on problems, implementation strate-
gies, and evaluation
* Integrate principles of environmental justice (i.e., Executive
grder 12898) into the EPA Region IV Waste Division’s Strategic
an
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* Produce an Annual Environmental Justice Progress Report that
outlines the specific goals, projects, and accomplishments

* Devise criteria for grant applications that incorporate community-
based organization histories, track records, and accomplishments

* Provide case studies, “success stories,” “best practices,” and
community profiles that can be shared with environmental jus-
tice leaders; solicit examples from the environmental justice
community and distribute via fact sheets and electronic newslet-
ters

* Work with community-based organizations, networks, and en-
vironmental justice centers to identify locations to house EPA
public documents beyond the public library archive

* Contract with environmental justice organizations and people-
of-color institutions to conduct training, community outreach,
and communication plans

.The l‘ev‘el of trust on all sides was probably enhanced by the EPA sum-
mit. It is important that follow-up actions, updates, and communication

continue with those groups that need to see forward movement at the
agency.

Cancer Alley People’s Testimonial

One principle that emerged from the 1991 First National People of Color
Environmental Leadership Summit is that “people must speak for them-
selves.” In December 1998, two hundred Louisiana citizens, including
fiozens of children and youth, spoke out about the environmental crisis
in their communities. The People’s Testimonial on Environmental
Racism, Civil Rights Violations, and Injustice in Louisiana (or People’s
Testimonial) was held at a union labor hall in Baton Rouge. In prepara-
tion. for the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council, several
Louisiana communities sponsored the People’s Testimonial, attended by
NEJAC members and EPA officials. Citizens from Alsen, White Castle

Romeville, Convent, Plaquemine, New Orleans, Baton Rouge, Lakel
Charles, Mossville, Amelia, Morgan City, and Sulfur gathered at a day-
long forum to describe their problems, propose solutions, and demand
action from the EPA.

Citizens in Southwest Louisiana attended the meeting to show EPA Re-
gior} V1 officials, NEJAC members, and representatives from national or-
ganizations the environmental devastation caused by the fifty industrial
facilities in Calcasieu Parish. These industries discharge wastes into the

lakes, river, and bayous in the parish and light the night sk ith hi
flares from smokestacks. & & y gh
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A highlight of the meeting was a toxic tour sponsored by the Mossville
Environmental Action Network, Mothers of Mossville, Calcasieu League
for Environmental Action Now, and the Louisiana Committee for Citizen
Participation in the NEJAC. The first stop on the tour was the African
American community of Mossville in Westlake. Over a hundred resi-
dents turned out as children and adults greeted visitors with signs and
pictures detailing the excessive pollution and contamination in their area.
The gathering took place at the Mossville Community Center, where res-
idents demanded environmental justice from Condea Vista, an industrial
firm that has contaminated private wells with ethylene dichloride.

The communities of Vincent Settlement and Fisherville were also
toured. Residents from these two small communities carried signs show-
ing high levels of dioxin had been found in the blood of area residents.
Fisherville community leaders have to contend with chemical spills from
rail cars that are stationed within fifty feet of their homes. During the
tour, residents expressed their dissatisfaction with the Louisiana Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality and demanded that the EPA step in to
protect the health and safety of their communities. The Louisiana Citizen
Committee for Participation in the NEJAC urged NEJAC members to re-
turn to Louisiana to observe firsthand the state’s lax enforcement of toxic
polluters.

Activists Tuke Their Case to the United Nations

Grassroots groups, after decades of struggle, have become the core of the
multi-issue, multiracial, and international environmental justice move-
ment. Diverse community-based groups have organized and linked their
struggles to issues of civil and human rights, land rights and sovereignty,
cultural survival, racial and social justice, and sustainable development.

In the spring of 1999, an eight-member delegation of African American
environmental justice organizers, activists, lawyers, and educators trav-
eled to Geneva, Switzerland, and appeared before the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights. The environmental justice leaders pre-
sented findings that highlight environmental racism in Louisiana’s petro-
chemical corridor or “cancer alley.”

Environmental racism is a human rights violation and illegally de-
prives U.S. citizens of color and indigenous people of their economic, so-
cial, and cultural rights. The groups sought support from the interna-
tional community to combat the evils of environmental racism in the
United States. The delegation included the following environmental jus-
tice leaders and community activists: Elodia M. Blanco, Concerned Citi-
zens of Agricultural Street Landfill (New Orleans, La.), Monique Harden,
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund (New Orleans, La.), Margie Richard,
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Concerned Citizens of Norco (Norco, La.), Deborah Robinson, Interna-
tional Possibilities Unlimited (Washington, D.C.), Douglas Scott, Interna-
tional Human Rights Law Group (Washington, D.C.), Haki M. D. Vincent,
Concerned Citizens of Mossville (Lake Charles, La.), and Beverly Wright,
Deep South Center for Environmental Justice, Xavier University of
Louisiana (New Orleans, La.).

The groups drew clear links between environmental practices in the
United States and their counterparts in developing nations. For example,
the mostly African American community of Norco, Louisiana, sits in the
shadow of and has a fence line next to the giant Shell Oil refinery. The re-
finery has caused tremendous pain and suffering for the nearby resi-
dents. This same Shell Oil has wreaked havoc and devastation on the
Ogoni people of Nigeria. The issues of industrial accountability and en-
vironmental racism are invoked in both cases.

The U.S. delegation brought this example to Geneva because it epito-
mized the interconnectedness of environmental racism and human rights
violations. The General Assembly of the United Nations adopted the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948 to guarantee the
protection of human rights. Such areas as quality of life, health, and
safety—major concerns of the environmental justice movement—are in-
corporated into the UDHR. There can be little doubt that environmental
racism as practiced by governments and industry is covered under the
UDHR.26

In addition to the UDHR, the delegation argued its case against envi-
ronmental racism under other provisions of international law. The Con-
vention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD)
recognizes that racial discrimination in any form is a human rights viola-
tion. CERD requires that governments take effective measures to dis-
mantle public policies, regulations, and laws that foster racial discrimi-
nation.

Margie Richard, a longtime Norco resident and environmental justice
activist, presented a graphic description of what it is like living next to
Norco’s Shell Oil refinery. Her United Nations testimony follows:

My name is Margie Eugene Richard, I am president of Concerned Citizens of
Norco. My hometown is located in the southeastern section of Louisiana along the
Mississippi River. In 1926 the Royal Dutch Shell Company purchased 460 acres of
the town called Sellers and began building its oil refinery. When Shell purchased the
town of Sellers, which is now Norco, they displaced African American families from
one section to another.

We are now surrounded by 27 petrochemical and oil refineries (and counting), re-
fineries for which Norco received its name: Norco is an acronym for New Orleans
Refinery Company. Our town is approximately one mile in radius and home to
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5,000 residents. There are four streets near the plants occupied by African Ameri-
cans: Washington, Cathy, Diamond, and East. My house is located on Washington
Street and is only 3 meters away from the 15-acre Shell chemical plant expanded in
1955. Norco is situated between Shell Oil Refinery on the east and Shell Chemical
plant on the west. The entire town of Norco is only half the size of the oil refineries.

Nearly everyone in the community suffers from health problems caused by in-
dustry pollution. The air is contaminated with bad odors from carcinogens, and ben-
zene, toluene, sulfuric acid, ammonia, xylene and propylene—run-off and dumping
of toxic substances also pollute land and water.

My sister died at the age of 43 from an allergenic disease called sarcoidosis, a dis-
ease which affects 1 in 1,000 people in the United States, yet in Norco there are at
least 5 known cases in fewer than 500 people of color. My youngest daughter and
her son suffer from severe asthma; my mother has breathing problems and must use
a breathing machine daily. Many of the residents suffer from sore muscles, cardio-
vascular diseases, liver, blood and kidney toxicant. Many die prematurely from poor
health caused by pollution from toxic chemicals.

Please indulge me while 1 share with you a few stories that embody some of our
fears, because these tragedies can happen at any moment without notice. In the early
70s a pipeline at Shell Chemical Company exploded and killed Mrs. Helen Wash-
ington and Joseph Jones. Mrs. Washington was inside her home asleep and her fel-
low neighbor, Joseph, was cutting grass in his backyard; they both died from burns
sustained from the explosion.

In 1988 an explosion at the Shell Oil Refinery plant created a nightmare. Houses
collapsed, people suffered from numerous health problems and many lost their lives.
The Shell explosion affected people up to 60 kilometers away. In 1994 an acid spill
at Shell Oil Refinery plant caused property and health damage. May 10, 1998, a
lime truck inside Shell Chemical plant exploded and spilled the lime into the com-
munity. And, on December 8, 1998, the Shell Chemical plant spilled methyl ethyl
ketone and other harmful substances into the community. There have been many
other accidents.

Daily, we smell foul odors, hear loud noises, and see blazing flares and black
smoke that emanates from those foul flares. The ongoing noisy operations and the
endless traffic of huge trucks contributes to the discomfort of Norco citizens. We
know that Shell and the U.S. government are responsible for the environmental
racism in our community and other communities in the U.S. and many communi-
ties throughout this world. There must be an end to industry pollution and envi-
ronmental racism.

Even as ULS. citizens, we are not protected from environmental racism in the
United States of America by our government. I would like to see justice in action
that leads to an end to this struggle. Norco and many other communities of color
across our nation suffer the same ills. We are not treated as citizens with equal
rights according to the U.S. law and international human rights law, especially the
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, which our
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government ratified as the law of the land in 1994. I am bringing these issues before
you to increase international support to end support of these human rights viola-
tions by the United States, and: (1) to propose actions that protect communities of
color from being dumping places for industrial waste, because these deadly toxic
substances cause poor health and problems which contribute to low-poor social eco-
nomical conditions; and (2} to change the way human beings are mistreated by
multinational corporations worldwide. Thank you.?”

The U.S. government is not only bound to uphold the federal laws and
Constitution, but it is also bound to uphold these international laws.
Monique Harden, a lawyer with the Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund,
summed up the situation in her oral argument:

As local, state, and federal agencies continue to ignore the public’s plea for
cleaner and safer living conditions in their communities, the United Nations
becomes the last available forum for effectuating positive change. In numer-
ous instances where the U.S. government refuses or otherwise fails to pro~
tect the health and safety of its people, the global community must step in
and guarantee that no person’s fundamental rights are abridged.?

History has taught us that the U.S. government seldom acts on issues
pertaining to race and racism unless forced to do so from the outside.
This was true for all social movements. Environmental justice leaders are
demanding that the federal government do the right thing and force the
states to enforce existing laws. They want the states to protect all of their
citizens. The trend toward devolution—giving more powers back to
states—is a dangerous one. All states are not created equal. Similarly, all
states do not have the same track record on environmental enforcement
and compliance. Individuals who suffered under the era of “states
rights” (during the height of “Jim Crow”) are leery of the federal govern-
ment’s delegating more responsibility for environmental protection, en-
forcement, and permitting to the states that routinely disregard the rights
of their citizens.

Conclusion

The environmental movement has proven that it can make a difference in
the quality of life we enjoy in the United States and around the world.
Environmentalists and conservationists alike wield substantial power
and influence from city halls to the U.S. Congress to the White House.
They also have a significant role in shaping the nation’s development
patterns, particularly when it comes to environmental impacts and land
use.
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The 1990s offered some challenging opportunities for the environmen-
tal movement to embrace social justice and other people-of-color con-
cerns. There can be no environmental justice without social justice. Pop-
ulation shifts and demographic trends all point to a more diverse
America. It is time for the environmental movement to diversify and
reach out to the “other” America—communities that have borne a dis-
proportionate burden of the nation’s pollution problem. It is time for
these groups to share in the benefits.

Progress has been made in getting the environmental justice message
to a broader audience, especially to colleges and universities. Environ-
mental justice leaders now have a major part in shaping the message and
the messenger. They are telling their own stories in books, articles,
videos, and web pages. Government policymakers and industry officials
are beginning to listen.

Grassroots leaders organize and participate in conferences, seminars,
and forums. Colleges and universities have responded by holding envi-
ronmental justice forums and lecture series. Nearly every major law
school in the country has held some type of environmental justice forum
at some time during the 1990s. Several law schools (i.e., Tulane Univer-
sity and the University of Oregon) sponsor annual forums, and environ-
mental career conferences have been held in major urban centers
throughout the United States with large people-of-color student popula-
tions.

Institutional barriers still limit residential choices and mobility options
for millions of working-class people, poor community residents, and peo-
ple of color. Although much progress has been made in bringing people-
of-color groups into the mainstream, all Americans do not have the same
opportunities to escape the ravages of environmental toxins. Conse-
quently, those communities that have the least economic means—people-
of-color communities are overrepresented in these groups—have become
victims of the toxic wars.

Environmental racism is difficult to prove in court—as is true with
other forms of discrimination. Nevertheless, there is mounting empirical
evidence that people-of-color and low-income communities suffer dis-
proportionately from environmental threats and unequal protection by
government. Since risks generally increase with proximity to the noxious
facilities, it is the poor and people-of-color communities that are paying
a high price in terms of their health. The richest nation on earth can no
longer afford to sacrifice any of its people and communities to environ-
mental pollution. The solution is environmental justice for all.
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The environmental justice movement came of age and blossomed in the 1990s.
All signs point to continued growth and development of a multiracial grassroots
movement. Grassroots groups represent the fastest-growing segment of a global
movement for environmental and economic justice. Hundreds of grassroots envi-
ronmental groups are working on an array of problems and issues. Many of these
groups do not have the word environment in their name, nor do they focus exclu-
sively on environmental issues. Some work alone, whereas others have formed
loose alliances, coalitions, and networks with other grassroots and mainstream
environmental groups.

Some of the national environmental groups have taken steps to diversify their
boards and staffs and to incorporate environmental justice into their action agen-
das. However, grassroots groups continue to provide the critical leadership and
organizing needed in defending people-of-color communities that are threatened
by toxins and other hazards. Communities of color look to their own organiza-
tions to shoulder the responsibility of leading their struggle. This was also the
case in the push for open housing, equal-employment opportunities, voting
rights, and school desegregation.

A list of regional and national groups that are working on environmental jus-
tice issues follows. In addition, a list of grassroots groups of color is included to
demonstrate the diversity of the environmental justice movement in the South.

Other resources listed include selected videos and web sites. These lists are by
no means exhaustive.

National and Regional Groups

Asian American Legal Defense Fund
99 Hudson Street, 12th Floor

New York, NY 10013

Margaret Fung (212) 9665932

Asian Pacific Environmental Network (APEN)
220 25th Street
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198 « Appendix: Resources and Contacts

Richmond, CA 94804
Peggy Saika (510) 834-8920

Center for Constitutional Rights
666 Broadway Street

New York, NY 10012

Ron Daniels (212) 614-6480

Center for Policy Alternatives

1875 Connecticut Avenue, NW, #710
Washington, DC 20009

Darold Johnson (202) 3876030

Center for Third World Organizing
1218 East 21st Street

Qakland, CA 94606

Rinku Sen (510) 533-7583

Center for Health, Environment, and Justice
119 Rowell Court, Box 6806

Falls Church, VA 22040

Lois Gibbs (703) 2372249

Children’s Environmental Health Network
5900 Hollis Street, Suite E

Emeryville, CA 94608

Jackie Schwartz (510) 540-3657

Commission for Racial Justice

700 Prospect Avenue

Cleveland, OH 44115-1110

Bernice Powell Jackson (212) 8702077

Congressional Black Caucus Foundation, Inc.

1004 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20003
Ramona Edelin (202) 675-6730

Conservation Law Foundation

3 Joy Street

Boston, MA 02108

Stephanie Pollack (617) 742-2540

Appendix: Resources and Contacts

Earth Island Institute

P.O. Box 29908 Presidio Station
San Francisco, CA 94129

Carl Anthony {415) 561-3329

Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund
400 Magazine Street, Suite 401
New Orleans, LA 70130

Monique Harden (504) 522-1394

EcoNet

Institute for Global Communications
P.O. Box 22904

San Francisco, CA 94129

Marci Lockwood (415) 5616100

Environmental and Energy Study Institute
122 C Street, NW, Suite 700

Washington, DC 20001

Diane Schwartz (202} 628-1400

Environmental Defense Fund

Los Angeles Project Office

10951 West Pico Boulevard, 37 Floor
Los Angeles, CA goo64

Robert Garcia (310} 441-5604

Environmental Law Institute
1616 P Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Tobie Bernstein {202) 9393869

Environmental Support Center
1731 Connecticut Avenue, NW, #200
Washington, DC 20009

James Abernathy (202) 328-7813

Farmworkers Economic and Environmental Network
1221 Broadway Street

Toledo, OH 43609

Carol Fernando Cueves (419) 243-5655

Greenpeace
1436 U Street, NW
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Washington, DC 20009
Damu Smith (202) 319~2410

Health Watch

3020 Glenwood Road

Brooklyn, NY 11210

Norma Goodwin (718) 434-5311

Highlander Research and Education Center
1959 Highlander Way

New Market, TN 37820

Susan Williams (423) 933-3443

Indian Law Resource Center
602 North Ewing Street
Helena, MT 59601

Robert Coulter (406) 449—2006

Indigenous Environmental Network (IEN)
P.O. Box 485

Bermidji, MN 56601

Tom Goldtooth {218) 7514967

International Human Rights Law Group
1200 18th Street, NW, Suite 602
Washington, DC 20036

Douglas Scott (202) 822-4600

International Possibilities Unlimited
PO. Box 4430

Washington, DC 20017

Dr. Deborah Robinson (202) 723-5622

Institute for Environmental Studies
Louisiana State University

42 Atkinson Hall

Baton Rouge, LA 70803

Paul Templet (504) 3886428

Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies
130t Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20004

Eddie Williams (202) 626~3500

Appendix: Resources and Contacts

Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law
1401 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Thomas J. Henderson (202) 662-8332

Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF)
1115 North Gadsden

Tallahassee, FL. 32303

Suzie Ruhl (go4) 681-2591

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund
National Office

634 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90014

Sean Andrade (213) 629-2512

NAACP

Washington Bureau

1025 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 1120
Washington, DC 20005

Kweisi Mfume (202) 638-2269

NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund
99 Hudson Street, Suite 1600

New York, New York 10013

Paul Sonn (212) 219-1900

National Coalition Against the Misuse of Pesticides
701 E Street, SE, Suite 200

Washington, DC 20003

Jay Feldman (202) 543-5450

National Conference of Black Mayors
1430 West Peachtree Street, NW, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30309

Enca Simmons (404) 876-4597

National Council of La Raza
810 1st Street, NE, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20009
Magdalena Prada (202) 289~1380
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National Health Law Program
1815 H Street, NW, Suite 705
Washington, DC 20006

Jane Perkins (202) 887-5310

National Medical Association
418 Grant Street NE

Washington, DC 20001

Tracy M. Walton, Jr. (202) 371-1674

National Rainbow Coalition

1110 Vermont Avenue, NW, #410
Washington, DC 20005

Dr. John T. Wolfe, Jr. (202) 728-1180

New Mexico Environmental Law Center
1405 Luisa Street, Suite 5

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Lila Bird (505) 98g—go22

Northeast Environmental Network
271 West 125th Street, Suite 211
New York, NY 10027

Cecil Corbin-Mark (212) 961-1000

Pesticide Education Center
942 Market Street, Suite 409
P.O. Box 420870

San Francisco, CA 94142

Physicians for Social Responsibility
Dr. Marion Moses (415) 391-8511
1000 Sixteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Karen Perry (202) 898-0150

Preamble Center

1737 21st Street, NW
Washington, DC 20009

Ka Flewellen (202) 2653263

Public Interest Law Center of Philadelphia
125 South Ninth Street, Suite 700

Appendix: Resources and Contacts

Philadelphia, PA 19107
Jerome Balter (215) 6277100

Puerto Rican Legal Defense & Educational Fund
99 Hudson Street, 14th Floor

New York, NY 10013

Juan Figueroa (212) 2193360

Southern Christian Leadership Conference
334 Auburn Avenue, NE

Atlanta, GA 30303

Martin Luther King I1l (404) 522-1420

Southern Organizing Comumittee for Economic and Social Justice (SOC)
P.O. Box 10518

Atlanta, GA 30310

Connie Tucker (404) 755~2855

Southwest Network for Environmental and Economic Justice (SNEE]
PO. Box 7399

Albuquerque, NM 87194

Richard Moore (505) 242-0416

Southwest Research and Information Center
P.O. Box 4524

Albuquerque, NM 87106

Chris Shuey (505) 3461455

Surface Transportation Policy Project
1100 17th Street, NW, Tenth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Don Chen (202) 4662636

Sugar Law Center for Economic Justice
645 Griswold Street, Suite 1800

Detroit, M1 48226

Julie Hurwitz (313) 962-6540

The Environmental Leadership Program
281 Willow Street

New Haven, CT 06511

Paul Sabin (203) 7879853
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Tulane Environmental Law Clinic
6329 Freret Street

New Orleans, LA 70118

Alicia Lyttle (504) 865-5789

Working Group on Community Right-to-Know
218 D Street, SE

Washington, DC 20003

Paul Orum (202) 5469707

Environmental Justice Centers

Environmental Justice Resource Center
Clark Atlanta University

223 James P, Brawley Drive

Atlanta, GA 30314

(404) 8806911

(404) 880—6909

E-mail: ejrc@cau.edu

Contact: Robert D. Bullard, Ph.D.

Deep South Center for Environmental Justice
Xavier University of Louisiana

7325 Palmetto Street

New Orleans, LA 70125

(504) 5816598

(504) 488-3081

E-mail: dscej@aol.com

Contact: Beverly Wright, Ph.D.

Environmental Equity Information Institute
53 Wythe Creek Road, Suite B

P.O. Box 189

Hampton, VA 23669

(757) 865-8950

(757) 766-8492
E-mail: fadesanya@e2ziz.eeii.org

Contact: Babafemi Adesanya, Ph.D,

Thurgood Marshall School of Law
Texas Southern University

3100 Cleburne Avenue

Houston, TX 77004

Appendix: Resources and Contacts o 205

(713) 3137287
(713) 313-1087
E-mail: ghankins@hti.net
Contact: Grover Hankins

Environmental Justice and Equity Institute
Florida A&M University

1520 South Bronough 5t.

Tallahassee, FL 32307-6600

(850) 599-8549

(850) 561-2248

E-mail: rdgragg@aol.com

Contact: Richard Gragg III, Ph.D.

People-of-Color Groups in the Southern United States
Alabama

Federation of Southern Coops/Land Assistance Fund
P.O. Box g5

Epes, AL 35460

Cleo Askew (205) 6529676

Miles College Program for Environmental Justice
5500 Myron Massey Boulevard

Birmingham, AL 35208

Dr. Charles C. Woods (205) 92g-1552

Pine Grove Concerned Citizens
Bennett Road 13-865

York, AL 36925

Elijah Ivory (205) 652-2754

Society of Folk Arts and Culture
P.O. Box 566

Eutaw, AL 35462

Carol P. Zippert (205) 3723344

Sweet Valley/Cobb Town Environmental Taskforce
PO. Box 531

Eastaboga, AL 36260

Cassandra Roberts (256) 8317600
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The Coalition for Environmental Consciousness
44 Main Street

Ridgeville, AL 35954

Charles Adair, Jr. (256) 5700386

Arkansas

Arkansas Land and Farm Development Corp.
Route 2, Box 291

Brinkley, AR 72021

Calvin King (870) 734-1140

Arkansas Public Policy Panel, Inc.
103 W. Capitol, #1115

Little Rock, AR 72201

William Kopsky (501) 376-7913

District of Columbia

Concerned Citizens of Brentwood
2202 13th Street, SE

Washington, DC 20018

Alice Walker (z02) 260-1919

D.C. ACORN

739 8th Street

Washington, DC 20003
Melanie Marcus (202) 547-9292

River Terrace Community Organization
3393 Blaine Street, NE, #3D

Washington, DC 20019

George Gurley (202} 399-1722

Women Like Us

3008 24th Place, SE

Washington, DC 20020

Brenda Lee Richardson (202) 678-1978

Florida

Bass Dillard Neighborhood Issues and Prevention, Inc.
1750 NW 24 Terrace

Appendix: Resources and Contacts

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33311
Leola McCoy (954) 735-0865

Bethune-Cookman College: PEJER 11
640 Dr. M. M. Bethune Boulevard
Daytona Beach, FL 32114

Dr. Frank Ekpo (go4) 255~1401 ext. 1532

Black Rhine Vegetarian Society
Route 3, PO. Box 292

American Beach, FL 32034
MaVynee Betsch (go4) 261-3468

Center for Urban Transportation Research
University of South Florida

4202 E. Flower Avenue CUT 100

Tampa, FL 336205375

Beverly Ward (813) 974—9773

Citizens Against Toxic Exposure
6400 Mariana Drive
Pensacola, FL. 32504
Margaret Williams (850) 494-2601

Concerned Citizens League of America
701 Hill Point Way
Brandon, FL 33510

Virginia Lang (941) 533-0604

Farmworker Association of Florida
815 S. Park Avenue

Apopka, FL 32703

Tirso Moreno (407) 8865151

Housing Opportunities Project for Excellence, Inc. (HOPE)
Lincoln Square Building

18441 NW 2nd Avenue, Suite 218

Miami, FL 33169

Bill Thompson (305) 651-4673

Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF)
1114 Thomasville Road, Suite E

Tallahassee, FL. 32303

Cynthia Valencic (850) 681-2591
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Georgia

Albany State University

Toxic Communication and Assistance Project (T-CAP)

Department of Natural Sciences
504 College Drive

Albany, GA 31705

Louise Wrensford {912) 4304828

Atlanta Urban Garden Program
1757 Washington Road

East Point, GA 30344

Bobby Wilson {404) 762-4077

Carver Hills Neighborhood Association, Inc.

P.O. Box 93947
Atlanta, GA 30377
Arnold D. Weathersby, Sr. (404) 7995382

Citizens for Environmental Justice
1115 Habersham Street

Savannah, GA 31401

Dr. Mildred McClain (912} 233-0907

Community Watershed Project (CWP)
264 N. Jackson Street

Athens, GA 30601

Douglas P. Haines (706) 546-9008

Disabled in Action

P.O. Box 566

Atlanta, GA 30301

Rev. Calvin Peterson (404) 292-7153

Environmental Awareness Foundation
P.O. Box 77116

Atlanta, GA 30357

Bill Burns (404) 817-9500

Environmental Community Action, Inc.
1776 Peachiree Street, Suite 340

South Tower

Atlanta, GA 30309

Carol Williams (404) 873-2474

Appendix: Resources and Contacts

GOD’S Earth Stewardship Ministries, Inc.
2948 Keats Drive, SW

Atlanta, GA 30311

Rev. James Richie (404) 699-0470

Hyde Park Improvement Committee
3417 Sutton Place

Augusta, GA 30906

Charles Utley (706) 798-7833

Journal of the Interdenominational Theological Center
700 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive, SW

Atlanta, GA 30310

Dr. John C. Diamond (404) 5277727

Morehouse School of Medicine
720 Westview Drive, SW
Atlanta, GA 30310

John Smith (404) 752-1973

Newtown Florist Club
1067 Desota Street

P.O. Box 908403
Gainesville, GA 30501
Faye Bush (770) 718-1343

People Working for People
P.O. Box 1214

Tifton, GA 31794

Shirley Jordan {g12) 3877893

Southern Center for Studies in Public Policy
Clark Atlanta University

223 James P. Brawley Drive

Atlanta, GA 30314

Bob Holmes (404} 8808085

The Center for Community Development
111 Broad Street, P.O. Box 572

Sparta, GA 31087

Lillie Webb (706) 444-8811

Youth Task Force
P.O. Box 11078
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Atlanta, GA 30310
Angela Brown (404) 752-8275

Louisiana

Ascension Parish Residents Against Pollution
12102 Highway 73

Geishmar, LA 70734

Edward Jackson (225) 6736939

Calcasieu League for Environmental Action Now (CLEAN)
1607 Griffith Street

Lake Charles, LA 70601

Beth Zilbert (318) 433-0222

Citizens Against Nuclear Trash
Route 4, PO. Box 229

Homer, LA 71040

Elmira Wafer (318) 927-3367

Coalition for Community Action
332 Old Rafer Mayer Road

Baton Rouge, LA 70807

Mary McCastle (225) 775—9607

Concerned Citizens of Agriculture Street Landfill, Inc.
59 Gordon Plaza Drive

New Orleans, LA yo126

Peggy Grandpre (504) 947-1882

Fisherville Environmental Action Now (FEAN)
P.O. Box 66323

Baton Rouge, LA 70896

Lois Booker Malvo (318) 436-4972

Gulf Coast Tenants Organization
1866 N. Gayoso Street
New Orleans, LA 70119

Pat Bryant (504) 9494919

Louisiana Environmental Action Network (LEAN)
PO. Box 66323

Baton Rouge, LA 70896

Mary Lee Orr (504) 928-1315

Appendix: Resources amd Contincls

Mossville Environmental Action Now (MEAN)
4132 E. Burton Street

Sulphur, LA 70663

Marlene J. W. Ross (318) 882-6892

North Baton Rouge Environmental Association (NBREA)
490 Old Rafe Mayer Road

Alsen, LA 70807

Juanita Steward (225) 764-8135

Norco Concerned Citizens

28 Washington Street

Norco, LA 70079

Margie Richard (504) 764-8135

Saint James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment
P.O. Box 331

Convent, LA 70723

Emelda West (225) 562-3582

Southern University

Office of Research and Strategic Initiatives
Elton Harris Drive

Harris Hall, Room 115

Baton Rouge, LA 70813

Robert Ford (225) 771-38g0

Maryland

Environmental Research Foundation
P.O. Box 5036

Annapolis, MD 21403

Dr. Peter Montague (888) 272-2435

Environmental Health Education Center
655 W. Lombard Street, Suite 402
Baltimore, MD 21209

Barbara Sattler (410) 706—1849

Jobs with Peace

100 South Washington Street
Baltimore, MD 21231

Sr. Katherine Corr (410) 342-7404
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National Center for Lead-Safe Housing
10227 Wincopin Circle, Suite 205
Columbia, MD 21044

Nick Farr (410) 9920712

University of Baltimore

Law Clinic

40 West Chase Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-5409
Jane Schukoske (410) 8375713

Mississippi
African Americans for Environmental Justice
P.O. Box 8

Macon, MS 39341
John Gibson (601) 7265411

African American Network for Environmental Justice (AAEJ})
Star Route, P.O. Box 7A

Brooksville, MS 39739

John Gibson (601) 738-4568

Brickfire

101 North Jefferson Street
Starkville, MS 39759

Helen Taylor (601) 323-5321

Center for Constitutional Rights
Southern Regional Office

213 Main 5t., PO. Box 428
Greenville, MS 38701

Latoya Davis {(601) 334-1122

Concerned Citizens of Choctaw
401 Oswald Road

Philadelphia, MS 39350

Linda Farve {(601) 6567664

Jesus People Against Pollution
P.O. Box 765

Columbia, MS 39429

Charlotte Keys (601) 736—0686
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Rural Organizing and Culture Center
103 Swinney Lane

Lexington, MS 39095

Louise McKinney (601) 834—3080

Rust College Program on Environmental Justice Education
#117 BCS Building

Box 719, Rust College

Holly Springs, MS 38635

Dr. Nnamdi Anosike (601) 252-8000, ext. 4302

North Carolina

Clean Water Fund of NC, Inc.
29" Page Avenue

Ashville, NC 28801

David Herbert (828) 251-1291

Democracy South

605A NC 54 West
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
Stan Goff (919) 9679942

Enviro 1st, Inc.

PO. Box 25460

Durham, NC 27702

Patrick Johnson (g19) 688-9836

Environmental Federation of North Carolina
P.O. Box 196

Durham, NC 27702

Keith Burwell (919) 6874840

Environmental Poverty Law Project
North State Legal Services

P.O. Box 670

Hillsborough, NC 27278

Melany Earnhardt Breen (919) 732-8137

Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention (HELP)
PO. Box 61

Tillery, NC 27887

Gary R. Grant (252) 826~3244
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Institute for Southern Studies
P.O. Box 531

Durham, NC 27702

Isaiah Madison (919) 419-8311

Land Loss Prevention Project
PO. Box 179

Durham, NC 27702

Stephon Bowens (919) 682-5969

Leadership Initiative Project
Route 1, Box 119

Kittrell, NC 27544

Angela Brown (919) 496-7830

Native American Cultural Center
P.O. Box 2410

Pembroke, NC 28372

Donna Chavis (252) 521~2433

North Carolina Fair Share
P.O. Box 12543

Raleigh, NC 27605

Lynice Williams (919) 832~7130

North Carolina Rural Communities Assistance Project, Inc.
PO. Box 941

Pittsbon, NC 27312

Peter Kittany {919} 542~7227

Shiloh Coalition for Community Control and Improvement
Route 2, PO. Box 77

Shiloh in Morrisville, NC 27560

Angaza Laughinghouse (919) 941-5716

Southeast Regional Economic Justice Network
P.O. Box 240

Durham, NC 27702

Leah Wise (919) 683—4310

Southern Environmental Law Center
137 E. Franklin Street, Suite 404
Chapel Hill, NC 27514

Donnell Van Noppen (919) 9696744

TN

A Ry

Southerners for Economic Justice, Inc.

331 W. Main Street, Suite 305
Box 38

Durham, NC 27701

Cynthia Brown (919) 682—6800

United Church of Christ
Commission for Racial Justice
Office of Rural Racial Justice
P.O. Box 187

Enfield, NC 27823

Erving Milton {252) 437-1723

United Farmers Organization
P.O.Box 176

Oak City, NC 27857

Debbie Strickland (252) 7981235

Warren County Concerned Citizens
P.O. Box 254

Warrenton, NC 27589

Dollie Burwell (252) 7588800

Oklahoma

Cherokee Nation
Environmental Services Office
P.O. Box 948

Tahlequah, OK 74465

Ron Osburn (918) 458-5496

Citizens Against Toxics (CAT)
220 SE Queenstown

Bartlesville, OK 74006

Melissa Mohundro (918) 333-7989
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Garden Community Environmental Citizen Group

4216 NE 16th Terrace
Oklahoma City, OK 73121
Nanna M. Mason (405) 427—2121

Native Americans for a Clean Environment (NACE)

P.O. Box 1671
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Tahlequah, OK 74465
Lance Hughes (918) 458—4322

Otoe-Missoullia Tribe of Oklahoma
Route 1, PO. Box 62

Red Rock, OK 74651

Willis Robedeaux (580) 723~4466

South Carolina

Benedict College PEJER Coalition
1600 Harden Sreet

Columbia, SC 29204

Dr. May Samuel (803) 253-5250

Concerned Citizens for Hopkins
PO. Box 5

Hopkins, SC 29061

Joseph H. Neal (803) 7760353

Penn Center, Inc.

P.O. Box 126

16 Penn Center Circle West

St. Helena Island, SC 29920
Emory Campbell (843) 838-2432

S.C. Environmental Watch
P.O. Box 372

Gadsden, SC 29052

Mildred Myers (803) 353-8423

Tennessee

Alton Park, Piney Woods Neighborhood Improvement Corporation (APPCorp)

P.O. Box 24853
Chattanooga, TN 37409
Debra Matthews (423) 266—2751

DDMTCCC

1458 E. Mallory Avenue
Memphis, TN 38106

Doris Bradshaw (go1) 2420329
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Knoxville Legal Aid Society
502 S. Gay Street, Suite 404
Knoxville, TN 37g02

David Yoder {(423) 6370484

Mid-South Peace and Justice Center
499 Patterson Street, P.O. Box 11428
Memphis, TN 38111-0428

Bill Akin (901) 452-6997

Race Relations Institute of Fisk University
1000 17th Avenue

Nashville, TN 37208

Raymond A. Winbush (615) 329-8575

Scarboro Community Environmental Justice Council
233 Tusculum Drive

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

James B. Hill, Jr. {423) 481-0027

Service Training for Environmental Progress (STEP)
VUMC Station 17

P.O. Box 567

Nashville, TN 37232-8180

Angelia Hill (615) 322-4848

Students, Mothers, and Concerned Citizens, Inc.
1249 Cannon Street

Memphis, TN 38106

Mary D. Taylor {go1) 458-3677

Texas

Audubon Society, Sabal Palm Grove Sanctuary
P.O. Box 5169

Brownsville, TX 78528

limmy Paz (956) 541-8034

Border Agricultural Workers Union
201 East Ninth Avenue

El Paso, TX 79901

Carlos Marentes (915) 532—0921
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Centro de Salud Familiar La Fe, Inc.
700 South Ochoa Street

El Paso, TX 79901

Salvador Balcortea (915) 545-4550

Concerned Citizens
102 Vera Cruz Street
Rosenberg, TX 77471
Alice Flores (713) 342-5598

Diocese of El Paso Diocesan Migrant and Refugee Services

1117 N. Stanton Street
El Paso, TX 79902
Quisa Davis {g15) 532~3975, ext. 13

Huston-Tillotson College Biology Dept.
goo Chicon Street

Austin, TX 78702

Kathy Wiley Schwab (512) 505~3103

Indigenous Women's Network
13621 FM 2769

Austin, TX 78726

Marsha Gomez (605) 3990867

Jarvis Society for Environmental Awareness
Jarvis Christian College

Highway 8o

PO. Box 1470

Hawkins, TX 75765-9989

Dr. Mohson Patwary {9o3) 769~5758

League of United Latin American Citizens
Task Force on Toxics and Latinos

1214 Montana Street

El Paso, TX 79602

Carlos Calderon (915} 5440441

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund
Regional Office

140 E. Houston Street, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78205

Guadalupe T. Luna (512) 224~5476
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Migrant Clinicians Network
P.O. Box 164285

Austin, TX 78716

Paige Pozzi (512) 327-2017

Mothers Organized to Stop Environmental Sins (MOSES)
13231 Wittmore Circle

Dallas, TX 75240

Phyllis Glazer (972) 9601421

Pan American Health Organization El Paso Office
6006 N. Messa Street, Suite 600

El Paso, TX 79912

Enrique Paz (915) 581-6645

PODER (People Organized in Defense of Earth and Its Resources)
1207 E. 2nd Street

Austin, TX 78702

Susana Almanza (512) 482-0503

Project Hope-USA/Mexico Border Regional Office
1002 Chihuahua Street

Laredo, TX 78040

Alberto H. Colorado (956} 729~1030

Rural Development and Finance Corporation
=11 Navarro Street, Suite 350

San Antonio, TX 78205

Gordon Goodwin (210) 2124552

Shape Community Center
3903 Almeda Road

Houston, TX 77004

Delloyd Parker (713) 521-0629

Southwest Public Workers’ Union
P.O. Box 830706

San Antonio, TX 78283

Chavel Lopez (210) 2992666

Texas Center for Policy Studies
P.O. Box 2618

Austin, TX 78768

Cyrus Reed (512) 4740811
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Texas Network for Environmental and Economic Justice
P.O. Box 52341

Houston, TX 755341

Arthur Shaw (713) 691-6809

Texas Rural Legal Aid

P.O. Box 1658

Plainview, TX 79072

Benito Gonzalez (806) 293-2625

United East Austin

1000 Glen Qaks Court

Austin, TX 78702

Gilberto Rivera (512) 4772352

West Dallas Coalition for Environmental Justice
5101 Goodman Street

Dallas, TX 75211

Luis D. Sepulveda (214) 330-7947

Wiley Environmental Club

711 Wiley Avenue

Marshall, TX 75670

Dr. Obadiah Njue (903} 927-3250

Virginia

Center for Health, Environment and Justice
P.O. Box 6806

Falls Church, VA 22040

Larry Yates (703) 237-2249

First Nations Development Institute
11917 Main Street

Fredricksburg, VA 22408

Sherry Salway Black (540) 371-5615

Program for Environmental Justice Education and Research (BES)
Saint Paul College

Office for Sponsored and Federal Programs

115 College Drive

Lawrenceville, VA 23868

Dr. Stanley Johnson (804) 848-3797
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Program for Environunental Justice Education and Research
Virginia Union University

1500 N. Lombardy Street

Richmond, VA 23220

Dr. Phillip Archer (8o04) 2575692

Southern Environmental Law Center
201 W. Main Street, Suite 14
Charlottesville, VA 22902-5065
Richard Parrish (8c4) 977—-4090

The College Fund/UNCF

8260 Willow Oaks Corporate Drive
Fairfax, VA 22031-4511

Sue Veres (703) 205-3460

Selected Environmental Justice Videos

American Agenda: Environmental Racism. Running time: 4 minutes. WABC-TV Ch
7 ABC News. New York, New York (1991).

Brownfields Redevelopment: Tools for Environmental Justice. Running time: 17 min-
utes. International City/County Management Association, Washington, D.C.
{1998).

Clark Atlanta University Lecture Series: What is Environmental Justice? Running
time: 68 minutes. Environmental Justice Resource Center, Clark Atlanta Uni-
versity (1998).

Coming to the Light. Running time: 31 minutes. Jesus People Against Pollution.
Columbia, MS (1998).

Documentary Video Highlights of the First National People of Color Environmental
Leadership Summit. Running time: 106 minutes. United Church of Christ, Com-
mission for Racial Justice (1991).

Environmental Justice. Running time: 17 minutes. U.S. Justice Department, Wash-
ington, D.C. (1997).

Global Dumping Ground. Running time: 58 minutes. Films and Videos for a Safe &
Sustainable World. Oakland, CA (1990).

Healthy and Sustainable Communities. Running time: 30 minutes. Clark Atlanta
University, EJRC-CAU Television {1998).

Just Transportation. Running time: 45 minutes. Clark Atlanta University: EJRC-
CAU Television (1996).

Justice on the Border. Running time: 27 minutes. United Church of Christ. Cleve-
land, OH (1993/94).

Laid te Waste: A Chester Neighborhood Fights for Its Future. Running time: 55 min-
utes. DUTYV, Philadelphia Cable Channel 54 (1996).
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NBC News: Environmental Racism. Running time: 3 minutes. WXIA 11 NBC, At-
lanta, Georgia (1992).

People of Color Environmental Leadership Conference Resource Tape. Running time:
115 minutes. United Church of Christ. New York, New York (1992).

Prism #64 Justice for All. Running time: 27 minutes. Presbyterian Church. USA
(1995).

Talking Trash. Running time: 45 minutes. Nomad Productions. New York, New
York (1994).

Times Beach, Missouri. Running time: 57 minutes. Films and Videos for a Safe &
Sustainable World. Oakland, CA (1994).

Toxic Racism. Running time: 60 minutes. WGBH Boston Educational Foundation,
Films for the Humanities and Sciences (1994).

Transportation, Environmental Justice and Social Equity. Running time: 18 minutes.
Center for Neighborhood Technology (1994).

Voices from the Frontlines. Running time: 38 minutes. Labor Community Strategy
Center, Los Angeles, CA (1998).

What's Killing the Neighborhood (Wingate Superfund Site). Running time: 19 min-
utes. NBC Channel 6. Fort Lauderdale, Florida (1997).

Wiedner University Performance and Lecture Series: Race, Class, and Environmental
Quality with Dr. Robert D. Bullard. Running time: 84 minutes. Environmental
Justice Resource Center-Clark Atlanta University (1994).

Unequal Exposure: A Fight for Environmental Justice in Los Angeles. Running time: 35
minutes. UCLA Environmental Coalition. Los Angeles, CA (1994).
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Related Web Sites
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Nongovernmental Sites
Environmental Justice Resource Center

<http:/ / www.ejrc.cau.edu>

Deep South for Environmental Justice
<http:/ /www.xula.edu/dscej/>

Indigenous Environmental Network
<http:/ /www.alphacde.com/ien/>

Labor Community Strategy Center
<http://www.igc.apc.org/lctr />

Urban Habitat Program
<http://www.igc.apc.org/uhp/>

Environmental Health Coalition
<http:/ /www.environmentalthealth.org/design /home html>

Econet
<http://www.igc.org/envjustice/>

Environmental Defense Fund
<http:/ /www.scorecard.org>

Thurgood Marshall School of Law Environmental Justice Clinic
<http://www.tsulaw.edu/environ/environ. htmi>

Governmental Sites

ATSDR
<http:/ /www.atsdr1.atsdr.cdc.gov.8o80>

EPA
<http:/ /www.es.epa.gov>

NIEHS
<http:/ /www.niehs.nih.gov>
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CDBG. See Houston, Community
Development Block Grant
program of
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Clark Atlanta University, xvii, 128, 149
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130, 131, 149
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First National People of Color
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Fisherville (Louisiana), 155

Ford, Harold, 26

Forest Grove (Louisiana), 130, 131, 132
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Hernandez, John, 49, 50
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