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Economics of Waste Management and NIMBY
(BB & NIMBY DEFENHT)
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This study addresses NIMBY (not in my backyard) problems relating to (1) the wide area
treatment of disaster waste, and (2) the locational concentration of waste disposal sites. In the
former, we investigate the characteristics of municipalities that responded to requests for accepting
disaster waste from the Great East Japan Earthquake, as well as the factors that prevented and
promoted the residents agreement for accepting the disaster waste from affected areas. In -particular,
we focus on the role of social factors such as altruism, measured as the amount of donations to
disaster victims, and reciprocity, i.e. whether accepting municipalities themselves face risk of a
similar situation. These YIMBY (yes in my backyard) motivations might contribute to a decision to
accept disaster waste, even though there is a negative perception relating to the risk of
environmental contamination. The contribution of this analysis is to understand the pro-social
behavior of residents and community characteristics that would facilitate recovery from future
naturai disasters.
We also focus on the location of industrial waste disposal sites in Japan and investigate the

characteristics of communities that host these sites: We examine the characteristics of communities

in which conflict over the location of disposal sites is likely to occur and estimate the impact of

conflict and policy on making these location decisions. The results of our analysis may have policy’

implications for the efficient and equitable management of unwanted facilities.

Our conclusions can be summarized as follows. Firstly, inadequate risk communication
exacerbates NIMBY issues. In Chapter 2, we investigated the determinants for the municipalities’
acceptance of disaster waste resulting from the Great East Japan Earthquake. As a result, we found
that municipalities with a larger share of agricultural workers and longer distance from the affected
area tended to refuse disaster waste from.the affected areas, but at the same time wished them a
quick recovery from the earthquake damage. In these municipalities, due to less knowledge and
information of risk, residents feared that acceptance of tsunami waste could c':reate a negative image
of their agricultural products by rumors of pollution. This conclusion is also supported by the
results in Chapter 3 that investigated the community characteristics where conflict with residents
over construction of disposal sites is likely to take place. It is evident from Chapter 3 that conflict
with residents is likely to take place in areas where there is higher possibility of receiving
environmental or economic damage from the inappropriate operation of disposal sites, such as in
areas where dependence on the use of groundwater is higher. These results show that the opposition,
to some extent, comes from the residents’ anxiety over risk stemming ) from the policy
implementation. Information disclosure and risk communication are important to implement policy
related to NIMBY problems, especially for municipalities that are susceptible to external
diseconomy.

Secondly, social preference might play a role in mitigation of NIMBY. In Chapter 2, we

- focused on the role of social factors such as altruism, measured as the amount of donations to

disaster victims, and reciprocity, i.e. if accepting municipalities themselves face risk of a similar
situation. It is extremely important not to ignore such psychological aspects in regard to the
NIMBY issue. The results indicate that social preferences are a more important factor for decision
to acceptance of disaster waste, tl}an economic reasons. This may suggest that understanding how

pro-social behavior can positively affect cooperation is important for policy interventions on

s



NIMBY problems and support feelings of YIMBY (ves in my backyard). Furthermore, it would also
be helpful for the ministry in the central government to understand when it comes to coordinating
the decision making of municipalities in different areas and at different levels.

Thirdly, it is important to pay attention to the equitable distribution of unwanted facilities such
as waste disposal sites. The results from Chapter 4 indicate that there has been a spatial
concentration of disposal sites over the last two decades to areas with other waste-related facilities,
large input markets, and transport infrastructure, while the total number of disposal sites decreased
by half during this period. Thus, more attention should be paid to the fact that-the pursuit of
efficiency in location decisions of disposal sites causes the inequitable distribution of unwanted
facilities. In this connection, in Chapter 4, we also found that municipalities with publicly supported
disposal sites tend to decrease the number of private disposal sites in the following 10 years. In this
respect, in the long run the development of publicly supported disposal sites might lead to a

decrease in the number of private disposal sites.
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