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ABSTRACT

The environmental condition that brings about réidncin the value and marketability of property asmmetimes
those adjacent it is known as stigmatization. lildalso be considered as diminution of value dased with increased
environmental risk and Residential properties ledan close proximity to dump sites are mostly ctffe. This paper
studies the impact of stigma on the value of regideproperties located adjacent to a waste duynpebiewing relevant
literature and surveying Estate Surveyors and Vfalwnd property occupants near the Rumuolumeni dsitepin
Obio/Akpor local Government area of River stateteDaere obtained from the respondents and wereyzathlusing
descriptive statistics, the results showed thapg@uriies in close proximity to waste dump site suffediminution in value
due to the impact of the dump and recommend amooihsr things the need for government to constauctell

engineered sanitary landfill to reduce or possétiginate health and environmental risk associatithl waste dumps.
KEYWORDS: Residential Property, Stigma, Waste Dump, Valugji@nment
INTRODUCTION

The location of a property has a great influencé®ralue especially in urban areas and refethdqosition of
one site relative to that of another. The physioahtion of a property is sometimes referred toaasessibility and
proximity (Fanning, 1994). Location influence or thalue of residential property may arise from aanynber of sources,
such as accessibility to shopping centre, educati@and leisure facilities. In Port Harcourt Nigerieesidential
developments are characterized by a proliferatisygoatter settlements, a breakdown of waste dadppsliution (air and
water), insufficient power and water supply etcindah (1996) posited that because of continuouseas® in city
development and greater use of disposable prodetthe years has resulted to high demand of sfpaidand fill. Most
often, people feel that landfill and other solidsteafacilities do have adverse impact on surroupgioperties. Studies by
different researchers have proven otherwise. Fstante, a study by Nelsat al (1992) confirmed that the value of
property decreases within the distance of 3.2kmnmftandfill. Whereas Parker (2003) study revealedt,tthere is no
statistical relationship between landfill proximiyd the price of houses stating with evidence ltratfills need not have
negative impacts on nearby property values. Theoon¢ of this study generated controversy betweepgsty owners

and solid waste industry representatives.

From appraiser’s perspective, a property that e tpolluted by contamination from hazardous suss is
not different from uncontaminated property. The that the property is contaminated requires aaraio have a thorough
understanding of land contamination issues inclydiagulations under relevant environmental laws tature of

contamination on land, the type of remediation nexgly and the market condition, etc. It is estdda that stigma is an
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environmental condition that affect the value ohteaninated property. If the property is not affelctey stigma, the
method of valuing such property is uncomplicated do not require any value adjustment. Where tiemvidence to
show the existence of stigma (waste dump sitelieralneed to take the stigma impact into accowtivig (1992) defines
it as “a market imposed penalty that can affectaperty that is known or suspected to be contamhagiroperty that was
once contaminated but is now considered clean,r@var contaminated property located in proximityatcontaminated
property.” In Australia, the Australian Propertystitute (API1 1999) as cited in Chan 1999 defineasit‘an intangible
factor that may not be measurable in terms of tmsture but may have real impact on market valuarises from the
effect of present or past contamination upon thekats perception of the property and represerdseount, beyond the
direct and indirect costs likely to be incurredquiged to compensate for the risks associated wdthtaminated or
previously contaminated property”. For the purpokthis paper, stigma is defined as “the detrimeim@act on property
value due to the presence of a risk perceptionedrimarket resistance”. Several property researcbach as Patchin
(1991), Mundy (1995), Roddewig (1996), Sanders §)9@eustein and Bell, 1998) and (Bond, 2000) hstuelied and
confirmed the impact of stigma on the value of eamihated property. Stigma may have an Impact otaocainated land
value before, during or after the cleanup proc&sd@ewig 1996). Moreover, it is well accepted thdgma may also

affect properties within close proximity to the taminated land or waste dump sites. Stigma has mefiyitions.

This study would concentrate on stigmatization weéhpect to residential properties based on praxitai waste
dump site though there are other factors which seyse a property to be stigmatized such as murdsuicide in the
home, or the home was subject to a drive-by shgaimused as part of an illegal operation such beothel and what
have you. In real estate, stigmatized propertyop@rty which buyers or tenants may shun for reasloat are unrelated to
its physical condition or features, in this caseamess of the property to waste dump site. Whigrctégg a property to
buy, most often the physical appearance of a ptpped the location will be obvious. If a buyer l@scerns about the
less obvious structural and mechanical aspectsmbperty, the buyer can have a property inspedtiome. However,
consumers may have other areas of concern thatdwealse them to avoid a property. Certain eventg caaise a
property to be described as a ‘“stigmatized progeror a “psychologically impacted property”. T@se terms are
sometimes applied to a property that has had samentstance occur in or near it of such could bexjnity to waste
dump site which does not in any way affect the apgece or function of the property itself. The #igance of this or any
other occurrence can be affected by a person'sfeelalues and perceptions, ethnic backgroundjioel gender, age,
and other individual concerns. Therefore, to detieemvith any certainty all the possible circumsesithat might cause a

property to be considered “stigmatized” is daugj if not impossible.

Further, in the event of a lawsuit resulting from @ndisclosed stigma, the buyer would have to pnhat
harmful effect the stigma had because these isseesften personal ones that do not affect theaxppee, function or use
of the property — the usual tests for determiningaterial latent defect. Even though the “stigmatzevent” does not
directly affect the appearance or use of the ptgpirhas such a negative psychological effecthanpotential buyer that
they decide not to purchase the property. The ptpfecomes known as“atigmatized propertydr a“psychologically
impacted property’potentially making it much more difficult to selhd ultimately adversely affecting its market value
Clearly, the significance of the stigmatizing eveiit vary with a buyer’s values, perceptions, bé&ji age, religion, ethnic
background, gender and other concerns personhbtdtyer. Several factors have generally beertifizhas predictors

of properties stigmatization. Apart from death af @acupant, murder, suicide, serious illness si&chI®S, murder or
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suicide in the home, or the home was subject tova-thy shooting or used as part of an illegal agien such as a brothel
and belief that a house is haunted, variable @ikaximity of the property to waste dump sites) exhich also affects the
market value of the property. However, researchiqaarly in the Nigeria context is being silentoai them. It is against
this background that this study critically examirteé stigmatization of residential properties dogtoximity to waste

dump. The study will focus on the stigmatizatiomafste dump on the value of the residential prgpesar dump site.
LITERATURE REVIEW

In recent years a number of researches have stwu@gistablish the various forms of stigmatizatiotnessed by
Estate Valuers when trying to dispose a propeety)(iMany internal and external factors influengagpprty value. Despite
varying methodologies, a majority of the previoiierature found that property value was signifibamfluenced by

nearby waste dump site.

Waste is any solid or liquid substance which hasenbthrown away by its original owner, which mayobenay
not be found useful by any other person but cartstihuisance to people’s health and the environmvben left untreated.
Waste could be explained to mean leftovers, usedymts whether liquid or solid having no econonmatue or demand
and which must be disposed or thrown away (Isirin2002). The issue of waste disposal and managemer not
problems to early humans, due to the fact thaketiesre no population explosion and technologicabhadement at that
time. However with the growing population at anradang rate coupled with technological advancemengrtime waste
disposal and management began to constitute ausepimblem. Open waste dumps refer to the uncovareas of the
earth surface that are used to dump waste ofradiskiAccording to Mundy (1995) a clean (uncontateidaproperty has a
value equal to full market value and a dirty (comitzated) property which poses health or finandst (which might be
either real or perceived to have significantly irigal on the value. He further posited that requénetnfior disclosure by
sellers and his agents, lender and valuer mayhalge a noticeable impact on the marketability efphoperty. He added
that when a property loses its marketability, $ioalloses its value. He opined that “income effe¢he present value of the

difference between the property value as if unaoirtated and the property value as if contaminated.”

Adeniran et al (2014) examined the impact of selakte management on Ado Ekiti property values. §thdy
seeks to assess the implication of the dangersdpmgdaphazard disposal of solid wastes on the boilironment and
property values. Findings show that improper mamege of solid waste leads to a reduction in reritsesidential
properties. Wokekoro and Uruesheyi (2014) also gotedl study on the impact of waste dump on theevafuresidential
properties, their study revealed diminution in refitesidential property using dump site at Timoklane in Rumuola and
Rumuolumeni Road but failed to show the regressamfficients for the distance to the landfill andation. Akinjare et al
(2011) focused on the price effects of landfillsremidential Housing in Lagos, Nigeria. The stuggraines four Landfill
sites in Lagos which differ in size, operating ssaand history. The relationship between each lihaadid property values
were measured based on distances of 1.2Km rady &em the Landfill Locations and the measurememdse based on
the interval of 300meters up to 1200 meters in eatrc rings. The result of the study indicated theross four Landfill
sites, increase in property values were evidendistance away from the Landfill increased indicgtthat residential
houses in close proximity to the Landfills sufferemlue loss. Property appreciates relative to distaaveraged 5.75%
within the concentric rings for all four landfillBello and Bello (2008) conducted a research oniitisngness to pay for

environmental amenities in Akure, Nigeria. The sgtudcluded environmental amenities such as refuseste water
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disposal, water and electricity supplies, neighbood roads and other locational services. The stusiy a two-staged
hedonic model to examine the willingness to paybfetter environmental services by residents of meghbourhoods in
Akure, Nigeria. They combined multiple regressiamsl predictive model to determine property valugs dunction of

housing attributes and logistic model as willinghés pay. The study revealed that households’ imcadistance from
landfill and regularity of electricity supply areime factors that influenced household’s willingeds pay for better
environmental services. The study recommended esicnempowerment of the people, diligent consideratin the

location of dumpsites and adoption of public-prévanitiative in the provision of public infrastrusce. The study
established that real estate values are readilyeinéed by resident’s willingness to pay for bottuctural as well as
neighbourhood characteristics where the real esdtecated but failed to relate property valueshvdistance from the
waste dump site as an environmental disamenityoB2009) conducted another research on the imgfagiste dump on
the nearby residential properties and found thatethvas a weak linear relationship between remtilevand satisfaction

of residents in the neighbourhood where the wastepd is sited.

Adewusi and Onifade (2006) carried out study onithgact of municipal solid waste on physical enmirent.
The study revealed that rents paid on propertieddgse proximity to landfill were lower compared dimilar properties
further away. It also established that propertpgeation rates were quite slow and unattractivepaoed to those in close
proximity to waste dump. Ogedengbe and Oyedele§R@@arried out a study on the effects of waste mament on
property values in Ibadan, the study found outlatimship between the closeness of dump sitesttamdalue of rental
properties in the area. The study reveals thatréin¢al values placed on such properties were reflasea result of
presence of waste dumps. Richard (2005) carried@ttidy on the impact of landfill on value of rBaproperty value.
His study conclusively demonstrated small or nostexit property value impacts from a landfill. Tlesults showed that
the three landfills studied differ in their impawt nearby property values. While two of the thisafills have statistically
significant negative impacts on nearby propertyuga) the smallest, least prominent landfill doet &gith all the
aforementioned studies and case, it can be saigtbperty value impacts vary from landfill to Idililand are in some
cases small or nonexistent. Bouvier et al. (20069 aonducted a study on the impact of landfilllmmes near landfill
using hedonic regression for houses located ngdasdfills in Central and Western Massachussétis, of which were
open and active as at the time of the research.Wiank six landfills were differed in size, operatistatus and history of
accumulation. The effect of each landfill was estied by the use of multiple regressions. In fivetted landfills, no
statistically significant evidence of an effect wiasind, while the remaining one landfill revealdwtt homes near the

landfills suffered an average loss of approxima&yin value.

Reichert et al. (1991) focused on the impact okpnity to five municipal landfills in Cleveland, @ in the
United States. The extrapolated results showedathgpical house located half a mile from the ldlhdkperienced a 6%
rise in property value, while the same increasedaine by one percent when located two miles awés six percent
differential for a house valued at $120,000 (therage value for the study) was $7,200. Reicheal €1992) carried out
study still on the impact of landfill on housesciose proximity to Cleveland landfill in Ohio, tistudy revealed that the
estimated marginal implicit Price (MIP) for dist@nwas negative, implying that homes had higheregritear the landfill.
Further study using small and more homogeneousy sitel, revealed that residential properties irseclproximity to
landfill were sold for lesser than those away frima landfill. Cartee (1989) while investigating exft of landfills on

residential property values and community develaunie selected areas of Pennsylvania. The studptadomultiple
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regression technique to measure the impact ofilisndh value of residential properties. The stueyealed that proximity
to waste dump (landfill) can be useful in explagiproperty values since real estate property mar&st dynamic in
nature; the heterogeneous and varying size, \ityilsippearance as well as accessibility of wastagl(landfill) are likely
to affect study conclusion. Gamble et al. (1982¢ctiin Akinjare et al (2011) in their study to detne the impact of
landfill on nearby properties using hedonic priciegression for house sales and distance splitleded that estimated
coefficient for distance to landfills were not diiggant at the 5% level of confidence implying pesty close to landfills
have higher prices. This study however contradiciegeral other studies. For example, Havlicek gtL8B5) cited in
Akinjare et al (2011) investigated sales of sinfgmily houses in four landfills in Indiana betwe&®62 and 1970. The
study considered the linear distance of residengialperties from proximate landfill and deviatiororh prevailing
downwind direction from the landfill. Results shah#nat the value of the house for distances away tthe land fill was
increased by about $10.30 and by about $0.61 imemr distance. Zeiss and Atwater (1989) estimaohic price
regressions for three neighbourhoods located ndandfill in Tacoma, Washington. Though they do meport the
estimated MIP values, they do report that for tWiehe neighbourhoods, a statistically significarm#yationship between
house price and landfill proximity did not exisbrihe third, they find that houses located netirerlandfill have higher

prices, but attribute the result to new homes malir the landfill, and not to the landfill itself.
METHODOLOGY

This is a survey research design. The target ptpofa of this study are residents in close proxmtib
Rumuolumeni dumpsite and some Estate surveyingvahgition firms practicing within Obio/Akpor whethe waste
dump site is located, this constitute 60 resporsdéortthe study. 10 properties within the dump sreEre selected using
random sampling technique of residents in the stldya collected from the field were analyzed aresented with the

use of mean and standard deviation.
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This section deals with the presentation of analydata from the research questions stated in tinilysThe data

and result of each research questions were presintables.
Research Questiorl
What are the possible effects of waste dump oragbyeesidential property?

Table 1: Shows Mean and Standard Deviation of Resezdn Question One

SIN ITEMS Mean | SD | DECISION
1 Air pollution 4.90 0.30| Agreed
2 Odour nuisance 3.95 0.66 Agreed
3 Ground water contamination 3.57 0.65 Agreed
4 Proliferation of insects 4.18 0.6D Agreed
5 Environmental stigma 3.47 1.74 Agreed
Weighted mean and
standard deviation AU e

Note: Critenocut-off point=3

Table 1 show thenean and standard deviation on the possible effefctgaste dump on a nearby residential

property which indicates that the respondents vieragreement with all the items. However, Item Air“pollution
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(M=4.90, SD=0.30)" was rated the highest, this ¥edl®wed by item 4: “Proliferation of insects (M8, SD=0.60) and
the least was item 5: “Environmental stigma (M=3.8D=1.74). This implies that waste dump when sifede to landed

properties will have a negative effect, not justloa property but also the health of the residantsthe environment.
Research questior?
What are the stigmatizations on the value of regideproperty close to waste dump?

Table 2: Shows Mean and Standard Deviation of Resezn Question Two

SIN ITEMS Mean | SD | DECISION

1 Stigmatization due to waste dump site does not 158 1.21| Disagreed
affect the value of residential property
Stigmatization due to waste dump site have

2 significant effect on the value of residential pedy 4.80 0.40| Agreed

3 Stlgmauzg.uon due to waste dump site affects the 418 0.39| Agreed
marketability of residential property

4 Stlgmat|zat|on_due to waste dump site affect the 4.10 0.54| Agreed
demand of residential property
Weighted mean and standard deviation 14.66 | 2.54

Note: Criterion cut-off point=3

Table 2 shows thenean and standard deviation on stigmatizationshervalue of residential property close to
waste dump which indicates that the respondents imedisagreement with item 1 “Stigmatization doevaste dump site
does not affect the value of residential propey1.58, SD=1.21)", however, they were in one acowitth the rest of the
items; item 2 “stigmatization due to waste dumpe dilave significant effect on the value of residdnfpiroperty
(M=4.80, SD=0.40)", was rated the highest this vedlewed by item 3 “stigmatization due to waste qugite affects the
marketability of residential property (M=4.18, SD39) and lastly, item 4 “Stigmatization due to veadtimp site affect
the demand of residential property (M=4.10, SD=p'.5%hese implies that proximity of a residentiabperty to a waste

dump do have a negative effect on the value optbperty.
FINDINGS

The survey revealed significant difference betwtenvalues of properties located in close proxinmitywaste
dumpsite than those far away dumpsite. There wamdication that the highest property values wezeorded for

properties far away from the dump site while thioselose proximity dumpsite have lower rent dustigmatization.

The study examined the impact of stigma on to valueesidential property due to its proximity to sta dump.
The study revealed that open waste dump causeti@dwmn the value of surrounding properties. ItHer revealed that
out o all the attribute associated with waste duempjironmental stigma is the least that affect\hkie of residential

properties close to waste dump.
CONCLUSIONS / RECOMMENDATIONS

The result of this study revealed that establislinmp site is not enough but constant sanitary evgament on
the dump site must be carried out by environmeatal sanitary agencies, the study further revedlatl groperties in
close proximity to dump site suffers diminutionvialue due to stigma. The researcher recommendathatfirst step to

siting waste dump sites in urban cities, all treksholder, must be involved in the process. He ssommended that
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proper environmental impact assessment shouldred¢@ut before waste dump is sited in an area.
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