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Introduction 

One of the more pressing problems facing communities, cities and 

metropolitan areas is that of handling and disposing of solid wastes. 

An average of over a ton per person of various types of solid wastes-· v 

is collected annually in the United States. In addition to garbage and 

other househo_ld wastes, solid wastes include the solid residuals from 

commercial, industrial, demolition, and municipal sources. There are 

no apparent forces which suggest that the quantities of s_olid wastes 

which will have to be handled and disposed of in the future will diminish 

or even remain constant. 

The acquisition by a public body or private individual of si tea 

for solid waste disposal facilities is no easy task. Generally, there is 

strong adverse reaction of communities to having any type of solid waste 

:facility located nearby. One of the major objections raised against 

*Contributed paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Agricultural Economics Association, Car"?ondale, Illfooia, August 15-18,,1971. 

**Havlicek is a professor and Richardson -and Davies a:re research assistants 
in the Department ot Agricultural Economics at Purdue University, 
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having a disposal site located nearby is that the values of surrounding 

properties will be advers.ely affected. The objections to the location 

of a solid waste disposal site nearby_may not be without basis since 

generally no provision_is made to compensate those in a community who 

may suffer loss. or pear risk of loss because of externaliti~s!/ which 

may emanate from the solid waste facility. 

Solid waste problems are frequently relevant to rural and smaller 

town c-ommunities. 

"Solid waste problems are by: no means confined to cities and 
large metropolitan areas. Failure to recognize solid waste 
problems in rural areas mey be one reason why open dumps, 
open-dump burning, and littering occur and are making many 
rural areas lose their advant~ge over cities in environmental 
quality. As urban frontiers penetrate deeper into rural 
areas, solid waste problems in rural areas will become more 
critical. To add to the problems, sparsely populated rural 
areas are becoming prime candidates for location of disposal 
sites tor wastes generated in large metropolitan areas. 
The need for attention to solid wastes is accentuated by the 
fact that· governments in rural areas are not as well equipped 
in manpower, expertise, and other resources to deal with solid 
waste problems as are governmental units for cities and_ larger 
metropolitan areas. " [ 2, p. 1598] • 

Little is known about whether solid waste disposal sites give rise to 

· external effects and if' so the magnitude and distribution of such external 

.effects. 

The objective of this paper is to present a prediction type of model 

for.evaluating the composite of external effects on property prices 

in the proxiJ!lities of solid waste disposal sites. Emphasis is ib~}providing 

11Externalities arise whenever the value of individuals' consumption 
functions or utility functions or firms' production functions depend 
directly upon the activities of others_ and are altered by effects which 
a.re not deliberately created but are unintended or incidental by-products · 
of some otherwise legitimate activities. For a comprehensive treatment 
of externalit:i.essee [4]. 
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policy information with respect to both the location of disposal sitefi 

and the basis for, comp'ensa~ion of bearers of e~ernal et':fect1:1 • 

• 
The Model 

.·. Exposure to the external effects. ot <solid waste disposal sites is 

Just one set ot variables which determine the values ot residential pro

perties. Other sets of variables relevant to the determination of 

prices evolve :f:rom the supply and demand structures for residential 

properties. There is ~a separate but related structure of demand and 
' ' 

' ' 

supply for newly constructed housing, and tor the stock of existing housing. 

This pa.per is concerned only with the market for, and value of, existing 
' ,· ,v, : __ ", ·._ ' . " .. -. '-·_., _'. ' ', _.•:' 

housing.· The supply I and. demand structure for this stock of housing is 

relevant only in that it indicates the relevant variables. , Focus is on 

a reduced form relationship for estimating the prices of resfd~ntial 

properties (for a similar treatment of aircraft nuisance effects see [l]) • 

. Particular emphasis is placed on price of residential property with 

respect to solid waste disposal site lo.cation. 

The price of.residential property is hypothesized to be functionally 

:related to three general categories of variables - physical attributes 

of the resi(}.ential property, general level of cost of housing, and factors 

representing amenities and disamenities associated with solid wa.£1te 

disposal site and neighborhood characteristics • .Y The ho~ing unit and 

accompanying land are considered together with no attempt to separate 

21A similar categorization of variables was used by Ridker [6] in 
evaluating the ef'fects_o:f air pollution, and by Penn [5] in a model 
t~r measuring residential property ¥alues. 
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the value of the housing service trom. site value. The basic resi_dential property 
' . . -

price_ relationship considered in this study is as follows: 
·' 

where 

Y is the ,transaction price in current 7 dollars'~ 

·· x1 is the siz-e of the house in square feet. 

x2 is the number of bedrooms • 

x3 is . the number of bathroo»is. 

x4 is the age of the house to the nearest whole yea.r. · 

x5_ i~ the.siz~ of lt>t in square feet~ 

x6 'is · the amount or··. encumberance in dollars : · 
. . • . 

. x7 is a zero-one variable representing owner {O) or tenant (1) 

.. .• ' • ! •.. • 

. occupancy. 
- . --~ . . ... 

Xe is the year of sale measured in terms of the last two digits. of 

the year. 

x9 is the absolute degrees that the residential property is away 

·. from downwind (prevailing) of the solid waste disposal site. 

x10 is the distance in feet that , the residential pr?perty is . from · 

the nearest solid waste disposal site. 
. . 

X11, X12 , x13, X14 are zero-one variables representing tout solid 

waste.disposal sites. 
I 

The first~even exogenous var;ia.bles represent'the physical characteristics 

of the hoU$ing unit and the lot •. · They represent some of the key ljjp.tures 

of the.quantity 11.11d quality of the living service ot ~,p;iece of residential 
.. . ' 

property. X1 , the size of the house,. is hypothesized t~ be positiv~ly 
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related to the price of the· property. x2 , the number ot bedrooms, and 

x3, the number of bathrooms., are assumed to be indicators of the quality 

of the house and are hypothesized to be positively related to the price of 

the residential property. x4, the age of the house, is an indicator of 

the remaining service of the structure and the older the house the less 

service remains; thus the variable is hypothesized to be negatively 

related to the price of the residential property. x5, lot size, is 

hypothesized to be positively related to the price of residential property" 

on the basis that larger lots are considered a desirable attribute of a 

residential property contributing both to the living service and site value. 

x6, the amount of encumbera.nce, is viewed as.Sa proxy for the amount of 

mortgage which a buyer may be able to assume and is hypothesized to positively 

relate to the price of the residential property. Finally, x7, a measure 

of owner-tenant occupancy, is hypothesized to be inversely related with 

the price of the residential property on the basis that individual 

dwelling rental properties tend to be of a lower price level and owner 

occupied houses are assumed to be better maintained and in better condition· 

in general than tenant occupied houses. 

The year of sale, x8, is a proxy for a measure of changes in the 

general price level and cost of housing. Such changes affect the cost of 

construction of' new houses and the transaction prices of the existing 

stock of houses. In analyzing a time series of residential property 

prices it would be desirable to adJust for changes in the general price 

level; however, such a "deflator" was not .available for the geographical 

area in which the residential properties were being investigated. On 

the assumption that for the time period being investigated the general 
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price level was · montonic~l¥ increasing, th~· year o, sale was incorporated 

as a serrogate and is hypothesized to be positively related to the price 

of residential property. 

· The absolute angle variable, x9 , and the distance that the residential 

property is from the nearest solid waste disposal site, x10 , are variables 

of special interest in the model. They represent measures of the external 

effects of solid waste disposal sites U' such external effects exist. 

The impacts which solid waste disposal sites might have on nearby pro

perties are not· as clearcut as it m~ first appear. The· effects. of a 
. . . 

solid waste disposal site operated according to high stande.J:"ds could be 

neutral. Neutral effects ~ arise because there really are no effects 

on property prices or there~ be adverse effects which are being offset 

by discounted future benefits which m&iY occur B&iY after a landfill is 
. . 

completed. In rare cases the solid waste disposal site could have appreciative 

effects on surrounding properties. This could occur if previous activities 

at the location were more adverse or hazardous than the solid waste disposal 

site. Also, some solid waste disposal sites such as s·anitary landfills 

might immediately provide land reclamation services or add to the stability 

of an area with ravines and gullies and positively effect property prices. 

However, more frequently solid waste disposal sites are potential sources 

of ex~ernalities which adversely ef'fect the prices of nearby properties)/ 

Underiying the particular formulation of the absolute angle and 

distance variables is the notion of a diffusion type of phenoinena. The 

'JI For :further discussion of this issue see Havlicek [3, pp. 5-6 ]. 
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greit~~t expos'1fe and will.· be most · adverseq affected.. · The externalities· 

. are ~ssl)mecl•toC'·aiss.p-.'I.~ with distance from tlie diSJ>Osai site •. ~her- . 

more', since .SOJ11$ or the :potential. sources bt adverse ixterhal effects .· ... 
. . 

· SlaCh ~ nolse·.::6d.or, dtlSt tmd strewn paper are llind &i:t:i:-if!d,'the p:re-

yai:Ling; \H.nds arlan integrai• element of the diffusion pro~eJs; . Res,idential 

.Ptopei-t:Les.directiy,ciownwind will be most adver1Jelya:tf'ected.and the 

.. l!le~erit:r ot the adverse affects is assumed to clirainfsh tor propertie~ . 
. . . ' 

. iocated further ·away·· .. train ··downwind. or·•.,thesolid··wa~tJ. at~posil' site. C 

Both th~ ailg:Le. and distance variables are hypt>thesizec£ to be positively . 

:related..tothe pri6e of resid~ntial properties~ . 
. . - . . . ' 

.. The amounts of severity of external effects which. JD~ be 'emitted 

by splid. waste disposal sites depend onthe qtiallt:, of .site operation 
. . , ' 

an,d va.rio~ ch.;acte:1istfcs c>:f' the site. • The comp~s:lte Of the attributes 

of ~he eolid ~~te clisposal. sites are incorporated ·. ini the/ model as zero

oner discrete variables •.. in the stud¥ area'there are five solid Waste 

c11spbsal, sit~s which ~re incorporated in·. the model as x11 , X12 , X13 and 

x14 • Since one of the ~olid waste disposal si.tes was arbitrarily omitted 
. '. . . . . , '. .. ' 

for statistical p'1rposes and the included 1:1ites measure shi:f'ts iri the 

resid,.ential propertyP,rfce surface relative. to -t;he omitt~cl site, no 

11.ypothesesar~ma.de about the relationship of thedj.scre:te sqlid'!l~ste 
. I 

dlspoeal eite variables and the pr:ice ot residential prope~y. 
' ·.. ' 

caution ne.ecis to. be ex:rcised in interpreting these discrete variables 

since. they ma,y. no.t only be representing solid waste disposal sit~ . . ., . 

attributes, but also neighborhood chara.cteristics of the area in which 1 . 

di.sposal sites are located. For example, if< poorly operated 
. . ' 
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~e loca~ed in lowqueJ,ity neighborhood~andwell. operated eites 
•,'-:•,, •' •, ..... ',··,-·,-'✓, "'· ,, ,· •• ". ", ,'·_, •• ,- ,· "·· -·. ' .- •• : •••• ·, ' " ' • '·,' '. • • 

. . ' . . 

' be\rep"sf!Dting be>th, wi.th no way .. ,of sep~at:f.11~.the .tvo 

•.' Data used·. in·. this st Udy were; obtained :r~m the. re~ofd:$ 
- . . ' 

Multiple Listing Se:rvice(MIS) in Fo;t Wayne; In·clie.nS:': Thls is> a se:rvi6e · 
. . . 

providttd jOilltly by real'estate agents iil the clt)'" to iiden tli~'mark.et :ror 
. . ' . . 

ho\1$iils. It'• pr~Yidil!··•·a• fitandardized;'.i~--t··•·rofi:l.sting •ho\lsesfor'sai~ 

and .pf6v-ides in:rormatlon on lo~atfon anci dwelling Cbtlt~ct~ristics in. detail, . 

The;•~ ... t~' of sa.l~ 'and saie price ar~ also recorded. 

The sampler data tor this study is a mixture o:f' t1Jne series and ' 

cross sectional data. The data include,;, a total of 182 single unit 

house··siues ... dlll'ing,the.per:f.od 1962 tol970 .... , .in .. the.~eighborliood . 

afoun.4 .each ot ti ve soli4 waste diaposal si 1;.es in . the . Jl'ort Wayne area .. 

Ttle ML~ d~te.prpvidef .information· <>~ ... ·the dwelling chara~teristics·•· (varlabl.es. 
·.- ' ' ,..,....-. ,\· •,,': ': _.,., ' • • ,-_ .• - • ,. ''. : ~ :- "_,' •:- _., - ·• - .• 

x1 te> x8 ). and the selling .price (Y). 
' . 

Dwelling locations were then visited 

to rec;ord the dit:tusion and neighborhood eite variables used in the. E1tu~y'. 
·- -- .. ·_ _ ·.__ · ··_ _ .. -_ . · · .- · _ . · _ --- __ - . . _· -·: - .- .- v-:i:'·.f:'. .·-_ · · _ -' .· 

The,prevailingwinde in the area are trom the eouthw~st~alndw:ere used 

to. c:c,mpute the angl,e variable for each 

The p:rice estimating equation specitiedearlier and tw<> alternative 
. . . : .<' " 

models which contain add:l.tione.l neighborhQod characteristic 'V'll"iabl.es ·• 

we:re estlmatedbfileastsquares techniques. Allthreem,;,dels are linear 
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) 

; i ' . . ; ··, ·. . , 

err<>rs I rmd co.ff'i,cients ot det~rmination tor the th.ree altemati ve models 

are p~sen:t.ed 1n· Table 1. The basic model is denoted .. as Model I; Model.II 

containti an aclditio~a.l variabl~ ·~epresenting dist11,11ce"'to the near~~t 1ndustry 

and Modt!l iII adds 'to M6d~l II a vax-iable measuring' the distiin~~ to tlie 

iie•re~t ~hopping center. · ... Th~ proportion ·ot· explained vari~tion. ot 

. residential property \prices (R2) for the three models ~e resJ)eotively:, . 

. 78, . 79~ flllcii.79~ 
Pml.phasls in the discussion o't th.e statistica.1, results .. is oh the basic 

pri~e estblatihg equation' Model I. Coe:f'tioients' ior each. ot the three ' 

.major group~ of v-&i-iables _as outlined earlier are discussed separately. 
. . 

'(1) i->by~io~l Attributes of the Property 
. . . 

~e coefficients of the varia.bles x1 through x7 are si.gniticantly 

dif'fe:rent troll zero at least . at ,the • 05 level ot significance) ancl som~ 
'.' . ,, ,, 

~ significant at the .01 level. Except tor the coefficient ot x2, the 

n1.l"1ber of bedrooms, all estimated coefficients of th,e physical attribute 
. -, 

yariables live the hypothesized signs. 
. . . 

The number of <bedrooms w-.s 

·hypothei:sized to be positively related to the price. of residential property 

whereas the sign of the estimated coefficient is negative. 
. ; . . . -~- . 

. · For, the ran.ges ot data used in e13timating the relationship, t~e coef ... 

ffcients indicate the tollowing relationships between ,physical attributes•. 

of the property and its selling price. An extra square foot o:f' house 
' . , .·:,,. 

space (x1) ls valued, ,-t $a.10, and an. additional sqUELre' foot e>:f' lot space 

(x5) is valued at l.2 cents. The value of .the residential property 

. declines .~ average of $120. 50 pez- year tor .each addi tiona+ yeax- ot 
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Table 1. Coetticients and A.ssociatedStflldard Errors tor Three Alternative 
Residential Property Price ~d,els. 

Model I Model II Model III 

Es.timated · Standard EstiD1ated SttLndard Estimated 
Coefficient·· Error Coefficient Error Coetticient 

Inter-· : 

cept .· -21247.9 8245.3 - 8692.0 8900.8 -11184.9 

:x:· ., 
1 8.1 0.9 7.1 1.0 6.T. 

X 2 - la52.2 466~4 - 998.8 · 46o.3 - .· 854.8• 

X ·•··· 
3 

3781.4 797.7 3510.8 780.3 3508.2 

X4 - · 120.,5 24.7 - 109.4 24.3 - io6.6 

x· 
5 

0.012 0.006 0.013 0.005 0.013 

x6 0.105 . 0.051 0.012 0.05· 0.13 

X7'. - 2208.8 886.5 - 2329.7 863.l - 2276.1 

X8 349.8 123.4 346.9 120.0 366.4 

X9· 10.3• 8.1 11.8• 7.9 12.1• 

XlO 0.61 0.28 0.82 0.28 0.69 

Xll -1382.7* 1130.2 -12~44.'7 
I 

3603.9 -10851.8 

Xl2 - 245.2•• 1175.1 -11610.5 3676.8 - 7979.6• 

.Xl3. - 4624.7 1577,4 -15426.2 3658.6 -13978.8 

Xl4 762.3•• 946.8 - 8170.0 2896.9 · - 5047.1• 

Xl5 o.48 0.15 0.37 

x16 0.18* 

R2 .77 .79 .79 

Standard 
Error 

8960.8 

1.0 

4611. 9 

775.6 

24.2 

0.005E 

0.05 

858.4 

119.8 

7.9 

0.29 

. 3710 .6 

4203.6 

3729.4 

3284.6 

0.16 

0.10 

Coetticients marked with asterisks are not significant at the 5 percent level· 
(•) end not significant a.t t}).e 10 percent level(••) tor the appi-opriate 
t test. 
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age"i~'t't!ie h<>use --~41'~. ·The··· .• ~o~t __ bt:encwiiberwice;'{ii). i'~"po~i.tive:Lf •: 

' ~i,l•a to 'the price ot the residential property aiid vaiu~d 'at 10:~ cents 
, , , I • • 

. . . · p,r d.oll~ . o't: encumberance. Occu~cY1· by f ten~t ra~her thfltl ail owner 

te~'qd'~s 'the price on the average by: $~~08.80. The es~:ba.ated 'coetficieht· 
,, .. '·· ·•:· '·.· .. ·. < . .::· .. · .. • ... ' .· .:- .·· j;_,'.]. ·.,·:.· ... ' .. · .. ··: .. :,:,:·, .. , .. · ... · .· .• . : ·. . : 
f'or x3, the nuitber ot bathro~, 111~ .. -~s that ail acldi:t;,~onal bathroom 

is'v&lu.ed at $3781;40;· '?his estimate sho~ld'b~ view~d with c~uit:l'.on 
' • • • > • • : • " • ; i : ) : . . . . ·. , -. '' . . . ~~ .-

't> ecaus ~ the ~iable. JDaY. also be· ac~ounting •··tor the· ettecta ot•·other 

. qualiti factors :,sa·ociatecf with houses. he.vine; mor~ than a. si~gle bathroom~ 

The estimated coefficient ot x2~ n\mlber' of· 'beciro0111S, is opposite 

. ir{ sign troi that hypothesized and indicate~ that the price of residential 

property changes inverl!lelyby$2152.20 tor each one room change in the 

number ·ot 'bedrooJDS in the house. This unexp,ct~d. I"esul.t •~ have c:,ccv.rred, 

bece.use ot an. excess supply ot llouses wit:ti a certain number of: bedro~ ·. 
,.,;. • •• ; •• • • • ·:· • • '. .,,., ' < ··.·, ,' \ 

dµr:f.ng the s~ple time p!!riod. Also, our da.~a g~nerally pertain to 
•· .. ;. •,•-. ' . " .. , . · .. '.•·', -.. . ' . ... '· 

C • • 

lower pr~c:ed. he>'1Sing (the mean ,price is. $16,297), ar,id a greater number: . 
. . . ·. -. - . . ... . . . . ' - ., .· ···:. 

of beclre>91DS,:.~ result, i~ smaller. sized rooms which red\1ces ;th,e ~uali:t;y 

o.t· li~ng ,er~!c.e,.~d is ~sc:~nmted bf prospec:tive ~~ers. ';rh• beha,vior' 
. . 

ot thi.s va:ri.able tor altenl&tive- prope~ty characteristics and market . 

co~ditions ~erit.s further investigation. 

(2) •• Cost of Housing Veu-iable 

· The yefJX of saltt, x8, ls. used. as ·a serrogate te> account tor che.nges 
- .. - .. , 

in: the general. price · ;evel ·.and • the general le'!el of cost·. or hotusi11g. The 

sign. c,f the esti-.tecl coefficient is ._as hypothesized, and the ce>etticient : 
'•' . . . . ' ; ~· ' ~ _, 

is r;Jigniticantl.f ,p-eater th~ zero at the .01 level c,f signiticance-•. ·. 
' . ,. 

The estimated coefficient 1.ndicates that the annual rise in the coat ot~ 

housing. tor the sample e.rea ~d time pe:riodJ.ncluding ln~ation is $3.49.80.· 
'! • -, : ,• ' - '• r' ,: ' 
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(i)? :. Di:t~i~~ ~t;'stte: \r~i~bles ,: ; : ,' 

,.·This :gro\.\p o:f' ~ariab.lesi inclu~s x9 thrc,µgb'),Ci4 in Model I. ' In the 

. . ;r-;~:~·:;tt;;::'. ::;~:;.:~;:t;";;f ~r~{ii:•e 
· to the nearest shopping qent.er,·were analyzec,,. '. Th•:se two'variablea·were' .. . ........ ' .. .. .· . .. . . . . .. . . . .· . . . . , ... ' .· . . . . 

. ·fii~i~~~o..··iri•~'.att~ ·t~:uaaure ameniti~s· afa~/Q~,,~~ajaeriities.ot.~esi~nti~l · 

' property )oca~ion relatin to indust~ ~d s'.b,opping &lC>llg°wi~h· the solid 

·llait'i1.iiipo;if'~1te:1;aif.~~on.mid ·.~ft~····ch'r~t~~is,fciv~iibie~''·!••··. ' 
·, ... V~ia~ie9. :x9 arid Xia' are• the k~ poli~' rir'iables i~,the ~tteL ·.·· .. 

Bot~idt'th,se estimat~d'•~~etticients,; are positi~e't·~s':'hri,ot!ie~i;;d-;' ,, 

S~gt,stlngthat .• prendum' in· price 1l·place'ci on b'&ihg: ivay from <lO'in,;ind· 

•. ~t;i;xt::1.:i:::~;l?i~. b:g.:.:::::::t::-:; .· .·.• 
' 'v~i~ble: is sign!ti~antli greater than' zero at' the · •• i6'1e~l ,or' significance~ 

~(tli~ co~f'ri~i~nt ot the distallce variable is signftic.antly ueat:e~- . 

. tb.&11 zero at the .05 levei of significance ... ·. The estimated coetticient ot 
.. · . . ' ·.·. . . .·· ... ' . . . . . . . ··' . . . . . '· , 

· ·· th~ aj1gle 'l&l"+:a~ie iiulic-.tes that. tor each ciegre.e a;way trom d~vi11d. · · · 

o, .a,'. -~lid wast~ cU.spos~l aite., the value ot a piec• or residenti.~Lprope~)i' ,''' 

• ~~es'.ts;,t>Jat ,the price ot residential pr~e~y in~reases $o.6t per foot 
•. ·.· ... '•\, ... < : . ; i' .· . <' · .. ' ,' ···•. . ·.·. " : :: , >_' ;::\. \-.<· '>' .·· 
ot;.cUst.U1ce aw,q · trom a itu,lid waste disposal site •. ,itie_ .. · ei.ti•ted co,t- • 
···:· . 

.lre ·rsources· o't adve~se .extern~ ettects which are bo~e by 0W?1e:ra of.·.·· 

surJ"Q1lllding p1"()perties. ·· .. The. e,stimateci coet~cients pt9vide:.a·b~is tor 
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. . b~tte:r ~sti~ting the costs or solii waste disposal and t~r compensating 

.. thij recipients· or the nega,ti ve external et:f'ects ot solid was~e disposal 

site10 16~atioh}' 
• • • • •' • , • ,\ \ ' ' ' .' I 

The estimated coetticienta ot tbe :zero-one variables indicate 
' '' . ,·· ' ' . ; .. , 

· dittererice~ between th~ sites~ 'l-'liese ditterences ir~present· ettects which 

chara~teristics anti' que.iity or operation ~t the n \re solid wast~ disposal ' 

. ~ftes ia:ve] on' hh, price ~t' re~idential prop'ertles '. ' The ettects ire 
Jn~asured in teX'DIS ot ditt~rences in. the position o,t the price surface . 
'tor ,each ot the tour :l.rtcluded' sites relative tci the arbitrar:f.l)i:' Olllitted . / . ' . ' . . . ' -

1S1tt .. '1, 1'!~d~l I two of tlle tour 'estimated. coetticienta ~ere not 

signiticant~ ctl:tterent tr'om zero at the .io le\l'el ot significance, one 

t:~6 ~isniticantly di:rteren't :from zero 'at the ·.10 ievel and one was 

signiticant'ly different· troa zero at the .05 level. 
. '. . ,· . -

In both Model II and Model III the estimated coet:ticients · ot the 

vari~ble measuring distance to t~e nearest industry (~15> are negative' 

a:zid' signifi~e.ntly <34.tf'erent trom ,·ero at the, .05 level ,of significance. 

In Model III the ~~timated coefficient of the variable measuri~g distanc:e 

to the n,eS:rest ;h_opping center ~x16 ) is negative and signitica.ntly dit:t'erent 
- ' . . , ' 

:f'rom zero at the .10 level of significance. The estimated coetticients 

of these two variables basically indicat.e that this residenth,l property 

market is evaluating proximity to the industry and shopping as an.amenity. 
I , - . . 

Also, when these two distance variables are incluq.ed tn · the equation< 
·, . ' _. '. ' '.· . . ,· -. ' 

' .. ,. . 

, some 1substQ.ntial changes occur in the estimated coe:f'ticie~ts of other 

variables in the model. This raises some fq.estions about whe:t these two 

. Jist~ce variables are measuring ai,.d sugge_sts that additional<research 

on the 4isaggregation ~t amenities and disamenities included in these 

.variables isneededi 
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Conclusions ··• .. ·· 

', ·/>,~~·'~filyll'ia ~f~s:~~t~4'ls ~· rir~~- .ttenq,t',-t ~.~flllitin'g 'th;~t"i~~1;s · . 

. . · ~liicii s~l:ld .·11.ste dispos..i' si tea have on values Of' surroupding J?rOperti~s • 

. •.. The ~~timat~d :~~dei ·~r~t~~~: a starlin~ pb;1~f tdr': ~-~:e,,in,s' th~;,, i~~cts .. · ' 

'' ·:ir>~~e~i"' ;:tfe:~ts:'"o't;' '$()lta:.•rwte dis~sai: ~ile 'io'c~tlbzi /:'ifrb~''te~ults 

. :·s~•it'. some'•i,q;~rt.'..iit' •1mi,i1c_-.tions t~r · community de~eiopm~ht -~ :·· s~ciai 

-w~lf~, :and local goverrunent poli1:7 markirig. ln thi. c:ase ot decision$ · 

_ '.c&ic&rii~d :wj_th'isoli~f w~tedispose.l ~ite l.oc•t10ll~: thr:ext~rn•r social':,, 
>'. :,. : :, •.: .',:, ;•.:,i\ ,(, ~ .-• (•. <t: '.~ <: . \ .:,,.•:'. ',, :.•,., •I•. _., ', , ... • •' :• • • .' ,': : ', ... < ,••:,-. :: ( •.(. ,,_._• • ... '<,~,_.' : .. :. >- ' :'•. ,-,/ . 

. cos:ts· ·and· bEtneti ts · are ari\ integral and perhaps m&JOl" f8'CtOr iii the' a,ecisiop •.. · 

·_ :lrh~'(,e~iricai es':timates 11,kge11t the magnitude'' ot' CC>B·t• i~bsed'. ~d in;... 
_· dicate the nattU-e ot theit distribution (or,dif~ionl .:rotui'd\ih~\16'.Ud .· 

, ~ ~· .. '.•:'._: .-,,· ; . ,., ': . ;- -.~.: . _,_ .•..... 

waste disposal slte.location. 

~h~~ rese•arch is needed iz,, ~'.eve:ral related JeJ ~ .· . Tbeii•t~ 0

& . 

.. neeJ\o ,re~ri~- the meas~ements of- varj.ables particul"19ly meas~es of 
th~'-~u.ality of operatim{ or the disposal sites and neighborhQOd chare.cter!Eltics. ·. 

,, , . . . . . ' .,,. .· .. - . . . . : .. 

Sepatatioo of these two sets ot effects may be 'ci-it:i.cal~ Al~O,;"tbe ' 

so~ces ot both amenitieEI .arid dfsamenitfes·.need to be ·conside~d; tor 

e.xalllple, .proximity to school.a~ churches, indwtry, sttopp:l~g, et:c. · .. It 
. . . .·_' . . . . . . ·. ' .. ,• . •'. .· 

wo1.1ld ·aiso be d~sirable :to expand the s~le .to in~iwS:e a_ wi!fer r.&n,~f! 
•of pro~~ty to sowrc·e~ ot ~ities an,i disam~ities. ··I~ t~ia:::~i~~.· ; 
only inq,~cts on ,t:r-an1:1acti,()n pr~·ce were a;n&q:Zf!d a.pd> ~ne:rgetic ;t"~B-arch, 

1_ .. -·· • 
" . " . 

tocusi~g. C?P, 1.he rent.~ .Dl.&l"ket may be. r"arclipg. Eapiri,ca.1 ·~ntormatipti'',_ C 

·abo~t these; tactors will facilitate· decisic,n making· in the area .·ot- fJOlid.· . 

w.aste ID81lag~erit and pol!, e. ch$11enge for ecopo~st.: in the ~ea o,.t 

~yi~o~eiit94 qualttr~ 
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