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ABSTRACT
Hundreds of studies conclude that, generally, ethnic minorities, indigenous persons, people of color, and low-income communities confront a higher burden of environmental exposure from air, water, and soil pollution from industrial facilities. 
This is due to entrenched segregation, racially motivated decisions in the zoning
ordinances, eminent domain, (lack of) government regulations, and urban renewal.
However, most Environmental Justice research has focused on proximity to hazardous
waste sites and facilities (landfills, incinerators, superfund sites, etc.) 
In the Fall of 2021, Compute North (a Minnesota-based technology firm) sought a special use permit to operate a cryptocurrency mining facility in Belvoir, Pitt County. The project prompted protests when it became clear the proposed site was close to an elementary school in the predominantly Hispanic and African American community.
This case study examined what aspects of (or lack thereof) of the proposal for Compute North to build a crypto-currency facility in Pitt County that reflected transparency; how community members were able to participate in the process and if this participation was full and equitable; and lastly, the case study examined community members’ perceptions of fairness regarding their participation and access to support and information during this process.
Cryptocurrency has gained significant attention in recent years as a decentralized digital currency that uses cryptography to secure transactions and control the creation of new units. Crypto-mining and blockchain are relatively new technologies that hold promise for the future of digital finance and the internet of things (IoT). Even though cryptocurrency is a virtual currency, its production is not done in isolation. Cryptocurrency has spatial and social implications for the communities where mining occurs.
Some studies have explored the energy consumption and carbon emissions of cryptocurrency mining. The noise pollution associated with crypto mining is also an emerging environmental justice issue. There is also concern about the slew of electronic wastes created by the specialized hardware required to mine crypto. One key area that has not gotten any attention in academic scholarship is the environmental justice dimensions of crypto-mining facilities siting. 
Using the theoretical frameworks of procedural justice, I analyzed the primary and secondary data (interviews, news articles, minutes of public hearings, etc.) through the lens of narrative analysis to identify themes and patterns within the stories and to understand the social and cultural context in which the stories are situated. 
The case study serves as a potent reminder of the need for continued vigilance and activism to ensure that all communities, regardless of race, have equal access to environmental benefits and protections. It also underscores the importance of ensuring that these communities are genuinely empowered with the necessary resources, information, and support to contribute meaningfully to environmental decision-making. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

In the Fall of 2021, Compute North, a cryptocurrency mining firm, applied for a Special Use Permit to build an 89-module crypto-mining facility in Belvoir Township, NC. A Special Use Permit (SUP) allows for a deviation from the standard zoning regulations and is typically granted for uses considered to have a significant impact on the community (like a cryptocurrency mining facility). Because these uses are not always compatible with the surrounding neighborhood because of traffic, noise, or other issues, certain proposed developments must obtain a special use permit to ensure their compatibility among neighboring land uses. The process for obtaining a SUP involves public hearings and approval from a zoning or planning board (University of North Carolina, 2007).   
Environmental justice concerns often intersect with issues of race and racism, particularly in cases where industrial developments are proposed in predominantly minority communities. The proposed cryptocurrency mining facility in Pitt County offers a vivid illustration of how racial dynamics can influence environmental policies and their impacts. This case study also explores the role of race, the perpetuation of systemic racism, and elements of white supremacy in environmental decision-making. 
Compute North’s proposal included the purchase of 20 acres (about the area of Chicago's Millennium Park) from Strata Land Holdings LLC and leasing another 30 acres (about half the area of The Vatican) of vacant land from William H. Brown and John I. Brown Trust, to install the cryptocurrency facility. The facility would include 89 shipping containers that would house high-speed data processors or computers and 14 industrial fans to cool the equipment 24 hours a day, requiring 150 megawatts of energy (Livingston, 2021a). The amount of energy required to operate the facility could generate an estimated $34.4 million in annual revenue (Sorg, 2022). Compute North also touted the potential to add an additional 27 new jobs and up to $3 million annually in tax revenues for the county (Livingston, 2021b).   
However, the noise generated by the industrial fans was a significant concern to those living or working near the facility. In particular, the proposed site for the crypto-mining facility was located within a half mile of Belvoir Elementary School, which raised significant concerns for parents; the majority of whom are Black and Latinx. In the end, parents and residents united to oppose the proposal alongside community organizations like the Association of Mexicans in 
North Carolina (AMEXCAN), Citizens Advocating for Racial Equity and Equality (C.A.R.E.E), Daughters of Worth, North of the River Association (NOTRA), and a local ministerial group in the area. The opposition raised issues that ranged from racially- motivated siting decisions to noise pollution, as well as an increase in electricity tariffs for the community (Personal Communication, 2022).  
The opposition cited the grave health concerns that usually accompany noise pollution. Noise pollution is a significant environmental and health concern associated with industrial projects like cryptocurrency mining facilities. The combined noise from the constant operation of servers and cooling fans can contribute to substantial ambient noise levels, which poses several challenges and risks to nearby communities, particularly in residential areas like those around Belvoir. And this has been proven to be true in other places where crypto mining operations are carried out.  
 One resident of Hood County in Texas says that a nearby crypto mine “sounds like you’re being on a runway with jets taking off 24/7, nonstop. You hear it in your home, it penetrates the walls, it shakes your windows.”  And because of the noise, she said “None of us can sleep at night” (Willard, 2024)
A resident of Bono in Arkansas described the noise from a crypto mine in the vicinity “like torture. Like a form of military-grade torture.” Another Bono resident takes frequent decibel readings. “Eighty-two was the highest number,” he said (Pogue, 2024). [Note. A hairdryer is 90 decibels.] He went on to say that the noise has caused problems with his hearing, his blood pressure, and migraine headaches (Pogue, 2024). 
The Pitt County Noise Ordinance stipulates a maximum noise level of 55 and 75decibels for Residential and Industrial Areas respectively.
[image: A close-up of a document
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Fig 1 Pitt County Noise Ordinance (Pitt County Government) 
Although Compute North eventually withdrew their application, the process of obtaining the SUP and the events that followed showcase the tensions between so-called ‘economic development’ and environmental justice concerns, and particularly how these processes are resisted by local communities.   
This thesis investigates the attempt by Compute North and local allies, between July 2021 and December 2021, to build a cryptocurrency mining facility in a low-income, community of color in northwest Pitt County. Utilizing a case study method, I draw on environmental justice, specifically focusing on procedural justice and urban planning frameworks to analyze the decision-making processes embedded within the crypto mining facility case. My overarching goal is to understand what mechanisms exist to enable full and equitable community participation and transparency in the process and where did this process fell short. Toward that end, I endeavor to address three questions:   
What aspects of (or lack thereof) of the proposal for Compute North to build a crypto-currency facility in Pitt County reflected transparency?  
How were community members able to participate in the process and was this participation full and equitable?  
What were community members’ perceptions of fairness regarding their participation and access to support and information during this process? 
The following chapter presents a review of the literature on environmental justice, urban land use and zoning, and cryptocurrency. I also provide the background necessary to understand the failed attempt to bring a crypto mining facility to Pitt County. Chapter 3 details the case study method I utilized, provides information about the community located near Belvoir Elementary, and details the steps I took to analyze my data. Chapter 4 presents the findings of this research and Chapter 5 concludes the thesis.
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW
Even though cryptocurrency is a virtual currency, its production is embedded in specific physical locations. Cryptocurrency has spatial and social implications for the communities where the mining occurs (Atkins et al., 2021). This literature review section will provide a framework for understanding the theoretical bases of Environmental Justice and its relevance to my research. In addition, the review also considers the issue of race, the historical context of racism and environmental policy, as well as white supremacy in the context of zoning laws.  Additionally, this review explores the existing body of research concerning cryptocurrency within geography and other social sciences. The review also considers noise as an emerging Environmental Justice issue. Lastly, the section investigates the zoning practices in the United States and the historical roots contributing to the disproportionate placement of hazardous industrial facilities within communities of color, providing a crucial context for understanding environmental injustice. This case study serves as a call to action for researchers, policymakers, and communities to consider emerging technologies like cryptocurrency's broader environmental and social implications. It also emphasizes the need for a proactive and inclusive approach to environmental justice, ensuring that the benefits of technological advancements are equitably shared, and their burdens are not disproportionately borne by the most vulnerable communities.  
2.1 Environmental Justice Origins & Key Concepts  
Environmental Justice (EJ) is rooted in the US Civil Rights movement of the 1960s, highlighting the disproportionate burden of environmental pollution on low-income communities and communities of color (Bullard, 1983; 1996). Cole et al. (2000) concedes that it is hard to pinpoint one specific date or event that started the Environmental Justice movement because it grew naturally from many local struggles and social movements. However, some incidents are critical moments in the movement's history. For example, many people consider the protest by African Americans in 1982 against a harmful waste site in Warren County, North Carolina, as the starting point of the movement (Cole & Foster, 2000).  
Credited as a key figure in the development of EJ as a distinct field of study and advocacy, Robert Bullard in his foundational work, "Dumping in Dixie: Race, Class, and Environmental Quality," showed that the siting of toxic waste facilities and other polluting industries was biased against communities of color and low-income communities (Bullard, 1990). Over time, it became clear that addressing environmental injustices required a broader movement. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) initially utilized the term "environmental equity" to summarize the principle of fairness in distributing environmental risks among various population groups. This concept aimed to ensure that environmental hazards, risks, and burdens were shared fairly among different communities, without any group bearing a disproportionate impact (U.S EPA, 1992). Over time, "environmental equity" evolved into the more comprehensive concept known as "environmental justice." Environmental Justice has since evolved into a broad-based social movement that seeks to address environmental harm through collective action and advocacy. This movement has been fueled by academic research documenting the disproportionate pollution burden on marginalized communities (Pulido, 1996).  
Several EJ scholars demonstrate that this unequal distribution of environmental benefits and risks is not a coincidence but a result of historical and ongoing processes of power and domination, specifically white supremacy and structural racism (Boer et al. 2001; Cole and Foster, 2000; Pulido 1996; Bullard, 1996; Bullard et al, 2008). White supremacy isn't limited to overt racism but includes the structural advantages that policies and practices accord to white individuals and communities. Zoning laws, as discussed by scholars like Pulido (2000), have been tools in maintaining racial segregation and ensuring that non-white communities bear industrial burdens. As a result of racially-biased zoning laws and land use policy decisions, communities of color face a disproportionate share of environmental burdens—toxic waste facilities, polluting industries, or loud infrastructures like cryptocurrency mines as I will demonstrate (Bullard, 1993; Bullard, 2008; Pulido 2000). 
2.2 Noise as an Emerging Environmental Justice Issue 
Noise pollution, frequently overlooked in environmental justice discourse, has recently gained recognition as a significant public health and social issue. As industrial and technological activities expand, the impact of noise on historically marginalized communities has garnered increasing scrutiny. Research has consistently shown that noise pollution is not just an annoyance but a serious health hazard. According to Hammer et al. (2014), extended exposure to high noise levels can result in a variety of adverse health outcomes, including hearing loss, cardiovascular diseases, and sleep disturbances. These health risks disproportionately affect low-income and minority communities, often situated near industrial zones or busy highways (Basner et al., 2014). The case study presented here also explores the intersection of noise pollution and environmental justice, particularly in industrial developments such as cryptocurrency mining facilities.
2.2.1 Cryptocurrency Mining and Noise Concerns  
The rise of cryptocurrency mining operations, such as the proposed facility in Pitt County, exemplifies modern sources of noise pollution. The primary sources of noise pollution used to be steam engine-powered trains and airplanes in the 19th and 20th centuries. These crypto-mining facilities, which operate extensive banks of computer servers, generate significant noise due to cooling fans and other mechanical equipment (Mora et al., 2018). The case of Pitt County, as discussed by residents and community organizations, highlights the intrusion of such noise into daily lives, disrupting local communities' peace and potentially affecting property values and well-being (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/19/2023]). 
2.2.2 Regulatory and Ethical Considerations 
The regulatory landscape for noise pollution is often fragmented and inadequately enforced, particularly in contexts where industrial activities are involved. According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), effective noise pollution regulation requires integrating scientific understanding with public health advocacy (EPA, 2021). However, as Goines & Hagler (2007) argue, the lack of stringent regulatory frameworks for noise pollution in industrial planning often leaves communities vulnerable to its impacts, with little recourse for mitigation or compensation. 
Considering these perspectives of environmental justice, it is essential to delve into the different expressions and forms of Environmental Justice. I will expound on three interrelated aspects of justice: Distributive, Procedural, and Recognition. However, the analysis of this case study is framed by Procedural Justice.
2.3 Environmental Justice and its Forms  
2.3.1 Distributive Justice  
According to Kuehn (2000), Distributive Justice is a concept rooted in ethics and social philosophy that concerns the fair allocation and distribution of resources, goods, opportunities, or benefits within a society or community (Kuehn, 2000). This aspect of justice primarily concerns ensuring that outcomes or results are distributed fairly or equitably among individuals or groups within a society. Unlike other forms of justice that focus on the fairness of the processes leading to these outcomes, distributive justice centers on the fairness of how the rewards or burdens are shared among people.   
In an environmental context, distributive justice revolves around the fair distribution of the negative impacts (burdens) and positive aspects (benefits) resulting from various activities that threaten the environment. This includes activities carried out by government or private entities. Within the environmental justice framework, distributive justice predominantly addresses the unequal distribution of environmental risks and public health hazards faced by marginalized communities, especially people of color and those with lower incomes (Kaswan, 1997). Communities disproportionately affected by pollution, hazardous waste sites, or other environmentally harmful activities often experience adverse health effects and economic burdens at higher rates than more affluent or privileged communities (Kaswan, 1997).   
Hird (2013) considers the issue of environmental justice to be a deeply political issue, and environmental justice requires not only a redistribution of environmental risks and benefits but also an overhauling of the economic and political systems that produce these environmental inequalities (Hird, 2013). Distributive Justice in environmental justice aims to rectify these disparities by advocating for a fairer allocation of ecological benefits and risks, ensuring that vulnerable and marginalized communities do not bear a disproportionate burden of environmental harm while gaining equal access to environmental benefits and protections (Kuehn, 2000).  
Bullard (1994) refers to this facet of Environmental Justice as "geographic equity."  The term underscores the significance of communities' geographical location and spatial arrangement regarding their proximity to undesirable or harmful land uses and ecological hazards. "Geographic equity" emphasizes the spatial aspect of environmental injustices. It points out that specific communities, often marginalized or disadvantaged ones, are disproportionately exposed to and affected by unwanted or hazardous environmental conditions. These conditions might include the siting of polluting industries, toxic waste disposal sites, landfills, or other facilities that pose risks to public health and the environment. The rules and procedures that influence the distribution of these environmental costs and benefits are investigated by Procedural Justice.  
2.3.2 Procedural Justice   
Kuehn (2000) cites Ronald Dworkin, the American legal philosopher, to define Procedural Justice as, "the right to treatment as an equal. That is the right, not to an equal distribution of some good or opportunity, but to equal concern and respect in the political decision about how these goods and opportunities are to be distributed" (Kuehn, Pg. 30 ELR 10688).  Bullard (1994) describes this facet of Environmental Justice as "procedural equity," emphasizing the requirement for democratic decision-making processes. This idea stresses that all stakeholders, especially those affected by environmental decisions, should have an equal say and opportunity to participate in the discussions and decisions that impact their lives and communities.  
Achieving Environmental Procedural Justice goes beyond granting impacted communities the formal right to participate in environmental decision-making (Skinner-Thompson, 2022). It requires ensuring that these communities can engage as equal partners in all stages of decision-making processes related to the environment. Procedural Justice means empowering these communities with the necessary resources, information, and support to meaningfully contribute and have their voices heard, ultimately ensuring their fair and equitable representation in environmental decisions that affect their well-being and surroundings. Been (1993) argues that in various cases, a community's assessment of whether an outcome was justly distributed heavily relies on the perceived fairness of the procedures that led to that outcome. According to Rawls (2011), the fairness of Procedural Justice can be assessed by examining whether the individuals whom a decision will impact have agreed beforehand on the process used to make that decision. In other words, Procedural Justice entails more than just participation in a process; it involves evaluating whether the process itself is structured in a manner that is likely to result in an equitable and fair outcome for all parties involved. Another form of environmental justice is Recognition.  
2.3.3 Recognition as Environmental Justice  
Schlosberg (2004) argues that one of the primary limitations of liberal justice theory is its exclusive emphasis on ensuring fair procedures for distributing resources and advantages. Liberal Justice theory tends to prioritize equitable methods and mechanisms for allocating goods and benefits, often overlooking, or giving less attention to addressing systemic inequalities or disparities in the distribution of these resources among different groups or communities within society (Schlosberg, 2004). According to Schlosberg (2004), many theorists have critiqued this idea that solely focuses on the distributive conceptions of Justice. Schlosberg (2004) cites American political theorist Iris Young, who makes a straightforward yet radical assertion that injustice isn't solely rooted in the unequal distribution of resources. More importantly, unequal distribution occurs because specific individuals or groups receive more than others. Injustice arises from a failure to recognize and respect the differences among various social groups. This lack of recognition of diverse group identities contributes significantly to unjust distributions of resources and opportunities within society (Schlosberg, 2004).   
Fraser (1998) contends that acknowledging (mis)recognition as an issue of Justice offers a vital benefit—it views (mis)recognition as a form of status injury rooted in social relationships, not just individual psychology. To be misrecognized, according to this perspective, isn't merely about others having negative thoughts or beliefs about someone. It signifies the deprivation of the status of being an equal participant in social interactions due to established cultural values that institutionalize patterns of devaluation. It prevents one from engaging as an equal in social life, as these cultural norms portray them as comparatively unworthy of respect or esteem, impacting their status and participation in society (Fraser, 1998). Thus, arguments for recognition and participation emphasize the need to change the underlying structures of dominance that produce environmental injustice in the first place.  One of the many systems that produce these environmental inequalities is land use planning and racially motivated decisions in zoning. 
2.4 Land Use Planning and Zoning Laws   
American city neighborhoods are not distributed randomly across the urban landscape. The social and spatial groupings that emerge in urban areas are a result of the patterns of racial and economic discrimination, the distribution of wealth, access to jobs, housing, real estate practices, and many other variables. Black and lower-income neighborhoods often occupy the "wrong side of the tracks" and receive different treatment (Bullard and Wright, 1986). There is a long history of how government initiatives have undermined inner-city neighborhoods. Redlining, urban renewal, building highways that destroyed housing for people of color, and many other such policies have been built into public policy, which leaves Black African communities deprived of social capital (Bennet, 1999).   
Zoning laws have been extensively utilized in America to promote and enforce segregation. Originally, these laws were designed to separate land uses, regulate building heights, and preserve the aesthetic quality of neighborhoods. During the early twentieth century, zoning ordinances evolved, and many cities used the built environment as exclusionary devices which are racially restrictive (Schindler, 2015).  Hirt (2014) explains that U.S. zoning rules are more than just technical guidelines; they are influenced by cultural beliefs and conditions within specific historical and geographical contexts. These rules weren't just a result of market forces, but were also shaped by cultural issues (Hirt, 2014). Silver (1991) notes how zoning laws have historically been employed to maintain property values, which subsequently served as a pretext for excluding racial and ethnic minorities from predominantly white neighborhoods. Furthermore, Silver calls to mind Yale Rabin's concept of 'expulsive zoning,' the practice of introducing disruptive elements into Black neighborhoods, thereby deteriorating their quality and destabilizing these communities (Silver 1991). 
 Even though the courts invalidated racially exclusive zoning laws many years ago, the persistent impact of these laws is still noticeable. This is because zoning laws were coupled with strong institutional tools and practices intended to manage residential and industrial land use and promote segregation (Taylor, 2014). Entrenched biases and the discriminatory behavior of individuals and communities reinforce these tools. Aside from Bullard et al. (1986), other scholars such as Maantay (2002) also argue that zoning laws have far-reaching effects on where harmful land uses are located and the environmental and health impacts of such uses, raising important questions for EJ scholars and activists.   
  Arnold (2007) tackles land use planning as an environmental justice strategy. The author uses several case studies to show how grassroots efforts in low-income and minority communities now focus on shaping land use plans and practices. According to Arnold (2007), low-income and minority communities can use planning, zoning amendments, flexible zoning techniques, and exactions as regulatory mechanisms to seek environmental justice. The author outlines how zoning and land use planning policies have historically failed to safeguard low-income and minority communities or provide them with equitable treatment compared to other neighborhoods. While he concedes that scholars have largely focused on EJ as a response to inadequate environmental protections, Arnold (2007) asserts that the next phase of the fight is land use planning by communities of color. Local neighborhoods can utilize land use planning to articulate visions for what they want their communities to be and negotiate land use regulations to implement these visions. In other words, they would not be merely late participants in using existing rules to stop or attempt to stop current proposals for unwanted land uses but also active participants in developing the rules that will determine what will and will not go in their neighborhoods. This is important as the need for facility siting for emerging industries has increased with the increasing emergence of new technologies. One of these relatively new technologies is cryptocurrency and the computational mines where cryptocurrency is produced.  
2.5 Cryptocurrency, the Environment & Economic Costs   
Cryptocurrency has become increasingly popular as a decentralized digital currency that uses cryptography to protect transactions and regulate the creation of new units. The concept of cryptocurrency has its roots in the late 20th century. As the world entered a digital age in the 1980s and personal computers began to play a prominent role in homes and workplaces, some people felt that the introduction of computers would make societies move towards a complete surveillance state (Ramiro and Queiroz, 2022). The desire for personal freedom and privacy on the Internet from government intrusion inspired the creation of cryptocurrency. Bitcoin (BTC) is the first and most widely recognized cryptocurrency (Nakamoto, 2008). Since inception as the first viable cryptocurrency in 2009, the demand for bitcoin has skyrocketed. Today, there are more than 10,000 cryptocurrencies, collectively valued at approximately $1 trillion (about $3,100 per person in the US) in total (Howarth, 2021). A 2021 Pew Research study found that one in six Americans use crypto (Perrin, 2021). Past studies of cryptocurrency are primarily focused on the high energy consumption of cryptocurrency mining, its environmental impacts, and how the carbon emissions from the process affect climate change. One of cryptocurrency's most significant sustainability challenges is the energy consumption required for crypto mining. Critics of bitcoin have long been skeptical of its environmental impacts (De Vries, 2019). Much of the energy consumption of bitcoin comes from the process it is mined.    
 Bitcoin transactions are not recorded in a central database like traditional banks. Instead, a distributed network of miners records these transactions and are rewarded for their efforts through block rewards. The reward is a new bitcoin. These miners use specialized computers to race against each other to record new blocks, which can only be generated by solving cryptographic puzzles (Wright & De Filippi, 2015). Cryptocurrency supporters say this system offers significant benefits over centralized currencies because it does not rely on a trusted intermediary, like traditional banking (Berentsen and Schar, 2018). However, solving the cryptographic puzzles to mine crypto needs several energy-intensive computations. There has also been attention from academia on the impact of crypto mining on carbon emissions and climate change. The enormous amounts of electricity required to complete the bitcoin mining process releases copious amounts of CO² into the atmosphere. That high energy demand is often met by fossil fuel sources, which pollute air and water and generate greenhouse gas emissions that negatively affect climate change (Badea and Mungui-Pupazan, 2021). Using fossil fuels to generate the energy required for cryptocurrency mining may threaten environmental treaties like the Paris Agreement (Inacio, 2021). A study by Mora et al. (2018) has shown that the CO² emissions from Bitcoin mining alone could raise global warming above 2ºC within the next three decades (Mora et al., 2018). When we consider the environmental harm caused by cryptocurrency mining and the fact that miners are not responsible for the costs of environmental consequences (they only bear the costs of electricity and equipment), it becomes clear that there is an imbalance between the private interests of these miners and the public interest of having a healthy and sustainable environment.  
Goodkind et al. (2020) coined the term "Cryptodamages” to describe the combined environmental and social harm caused by cryptocurrency mining. When crypto miners seek locations with cheaper electricity to maximize their profits, they often end up moving to locations that rely heavily on non-renewable energy sources. This contributes to the overall Cryptodamages, which is detrimental to both the environment and society. Goodkind et al. (2020) estimated that, in 2018, every 1 USD of Bitcoin value created resulted in 0.49 USD of health and climate damages in the US and 0.37 USD in China (Goodkind et al., 2020). This means that the harm caused by Bitcoin to human health and climate change alone accounted for almost half of the wealth generated by mining in the US (Goodkind et al., 2020). These trends 
are even more interesting against the backdrop that many financial experts still consider bitcoin a speculative asset at best (Yermack, 2015).  
De Vries (2018) conducted a study on the various methods used in determining the current and future electricity consumption of the bitcoin network. The methods show that the bitcoin network currently consumes at least 2.55 GW of electricity per year and could reach a consumption of 7.67 GW in the future (De Vries, 2018). As of August 2022, experts estimate that the total amount of electricity used globally for cryptocurrency is somewhere between 120 and 240 billion kilowatts per year. This is more electricity than many countries, such as Argentina or Australia, use in an entire year (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2021; International Energy Agency, 2022). The United States' share of Bitcoin mining has increased significantly from 3.5% in 2020 to 38% today. Although the amount of electricity used for cryptocurrency mining in the US is still relatively small, it has tripled since January 2021 (The White House Crypto-assets and Climate Report, 2022). This high energy consumption raises questions about the sustainability of bitcoin mining and the economic costs associated with mining.   
Aside from the energy and environmental impacts of crypto mining, another important part is its economic cost. The high demand for electricity caused by cryptocurrency mining can also result in higher power prices for people living in the area. It is estimated that about one-third of all crypto-mining operations take place in the United States. These operations consume around 0.9% to 1.7% of the country's total electricity usage. This amount is comparable to the electricity usage of all home computers or residential lighting in the United States (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2021).  In upstate New York, cryptocurrency mining caused an increase of $82 in annual household electric bills and an increase of $164 in annual small business electric bills. This resulted in an estimated net loss of $179 million for local consumers and businesses between 2016 and 2018 (Benneton et al., 2021). In a study by Lee et al. (2023), the authors investigated how cryptocurrency mining affects the wholesale price of electricity on the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) grid. They discovered that for every gigawatt of electricity consumed by cryptocurrency mining on the grid, the wholesale price of electricity went up by 2%. The authors also estimated that if cryptocurrency mining increases rapidly, energy prices in Texas could skyrocket to massive heights (Lee et al., 2023). The high energy demands of cryptocurrency mining have caused opponents of cryptocurrency to become concerned about its economic cost (Benneton et al., 2021).
2.6 Cryptocurrency & Public Perception  
More than 100 million people around the world own cryptocurrency, primarily as a speculative investment (Howson and De Vries, 2022). Bitcoin's anonymity of transactions has made it a popular tool for facilitating illegal transactions, such as selling drugs and other prohibited goods and services (Baron et al., 2015). This has led experts to worry that cryptocurrencies could eventually become criminal currencies, highlighting the need to regulate it (Badea & Mungui-Pupazan, 2021). Also, crypto holds a substantial risk of losing value and a prospect of significant gain simultaneously.  As a result of this, Zook and Mccanless (2021) contend that the difficulty in understanding new technologies like blockchain, and bitcoin arises from their constantly fluctuating and virtual nature. In the case of Bitcoin, the media hype and expectations associated with it often fail to reveal the complications and nuances that come with it. To better understand Bitcoin, it is important to ground its practices in the physical world of geography (Zook & Mccanless, 2021).  In a similar vein, Atkins (2021) evaluated the connection between Bitcoin and the popular conception. Bitcoin is largely considered a symbol of rebellion against traditional financial systems, and this populist narrative is reflected in the language often used to promote Bitcoin.    
Atkins (2021) analyzed some of the claims made about cryptocurrency, especially Bitcoin, such as its energy efficiency and use of renewable energy sources and argued that these claims are often exaggerated or based on faulty assumptions. Much like Zook & Mccanless (2021), Atkins agrees that the ecological impact of Bitcoin is more complex than it is commonly portrayed. The author also points out that Bitcoin can be used for illegal activities, and just like Badea & Mungui-Pupazan (2021) also suggested, Bitcoin’s lack of regulation can make it a tool for fraud and financial speculation (Atkins, 2021).   
Atkins et al. (2021) drive this point home by exploring the relationship between the rise of Bitcoin and the physical environments where cryptocurrency is produced. The authors used Quebec, Canada, as a case study to illustrate how the interaction of the tools necessary for crypto mining (supercomputer hardware, cool air, and cheap energy) interact with each other to create a connection between digital currencies, the economic rhetoric of crypto, and the physical environments where crypto mining is situated. This physical and tangible environment of crypto mining can leave lasting impacts on the communities where they are located. And cryptocurrency mining operations are highly mobile and often move from place to place in search of cheap energy that supports private accumulation (Atkins et al., 2021).  
This literature review provided a framework for understanding cryptocurrency and how the siting of a cryptocurrency mining facility could exacerbate existing environmental inequalities in the Belvoir community, particularly for its predominantly Hispanic and Black residents. The review also explored three main forms of environmental justice: Distributive, Procedural, and Recognition. However, Procedural Justice will form the basis for the analysis of this case study. In addition, the review also highlighted the importance of considering the historical and ongoing processes of power and domination that shape environmental inequality and the need to address the root causes of social and economic inequality to achieve environmental justice.  The next chapter builds on the ideas in this literature review and outlines my methods for investigating and addressing my research questions in this study.



CHAPTER 3 – RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY
This study employs the case study method as its research methodology. The case study method is a qualitative research approach recognized for its ability to provide in-depth exploration and understanding of complex phenomena within their real-life context (Yin, 2018). The case study approach enabled me to investigate the details surrounding the crypto-mining project. I sought to uncover patterns, relationships, and underlying mechanisms that may not have been apparent through other research methods. The emphasis on context is crucial, as it allowed for a holistic analysis that considered the broader environment in which the case operated. Case studies are useful for exploring complex phenomena, such as environmental justice (Gerring, 2004). The case study method proved instrumental in exploring the perspectives and experiences of residents, community organizations, and decision-makers. This approach was crucial for thoroughly investigating my research questions:  
What aspects of (or lack thereof) of the proposal for Compute North to build a crypto-currency facility in Pitt County reflected transparency?  
How were community members able to participate in the process and was this participation full and equitable?  
What were community members’ perceptions of fairness regarding their participation and access to support and information during this process? 
By focusing on these questions, the study facilitates a deeper understanding of the dynamics at play, particularly the impacts of procedural justice and community involvement on the decision-making process and its outcomes in and around Belvoir Township, NC.  
3.1 Study Site  
The focus of this case study is a proposed cryptocurrency facility near Belvoir Elementary in Belvoir Township, Pitt County (Figure 2.0). The school district for the elementary school includes part of Belvoir and Pactolus Townships (In-set in Fig. 2.0). During the 2021-2022 school year for which this case study takes place, Belvoir elementary had 377 total students, 54% of which were Hispanic, 34% were Black or African American, 9% were White, and 3% were Mixed Race (Pitt County Schools 2021). The school also receives Title 1 federal funding, which supports schools in low-income areas (Bouloubasis, 2021). During the 2022-2023 school year, 99% of students were eligible for the free lunch program as they had family incomes at or below 130% of the federal poverty thresholds for income (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.). The US Department of Agriculture sets the federal poverty guidelines for childhood nutrition programs, including school lunches each year, which are determined by income and household size. In 2024, the threshold for a family of four is $31,200 USD annually and for a family of two (which may include a single parent and child), the threshold is $25,820 (USDA- Child Nutrition Program, 2024). Because the school district overlaps both Pactolus and Belvoir townships, I collected demographic data for both townships. In both townships, roughly 66% of residents identify as non-white (US Census Bureau, 2020). In Belvoir Township, 5.5% of residents have a 4-year degree or higher and the median household income is $41,300 while 15.4% of residents have a 4-year degree or higher in Pactolus Township and the median income is $39, 977 (US Census Bureau 2022a, 2022b).    
  The proposed cryptocurrency site had Rural Agricultural (RA) as its existing land use zoning. While the Belvoir Elementary School is zoned Rural Residential (RR) (See Fig.2)
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Fig. 2. Case Study Area Zoning Map (Author: Victor Ihuka) 
 
3.2 Data Collection & Participants  
I conducted 14 semi-structured interviews with residents, members of community organizations, and key decision makers over the summer and fall of 2023 (Table 1). Semi-structured interviews allow for flexibility and enable participants to elaborate on their experiences and perspectives (Atkinson, 2017). The semi-structured interviews included open-ended questions related to the history of the study area, the understanding of the crypto-currency mining facility project, and the issues of environmental justice and economic growth surrounding the project. These questions helped elicit detailed responses from interviewees and allowed me to follow up with additional questions to clarify and explore their responses further. Before each interview, I obtained informed consent from each participant. I attached my IRB Approval in the Appendix section. 
Table 1: Research interview participants  
	Interviewee Category 
	Number Interviewed 

	Community Residents (COMR)  
	3  

	Community Organizations (COMO): leaders of organizations involved in the protests against the crypto facility. 
	3  

	Key Informants (KI): decision makers in the crypto-facility process. 
	8  


  
I recruited research participants based on a combination of purposive and snowball sampling. Using purposive and snowball sampling methods was strategic and contextually relevant. Purposive sampling was crucial in this research as it allowed for the deliberate selection of participants, ensuring that I only included residents, community organizations, and decision-makers involved in or affected by the cryptocurrency mining facility proposal. This targeted approach guaranteed that the selected cases aligned closely with my research objectives, provided depth to the investigation, and allowed for in-depth exploration of the perspectives of the key stakeholders.
Complementing purposive sampling, including snowball sampling, was valuable given the nature of the study (Palinkas et al., 2013). In a low-income community like Belvoir, where social networks and connections play a significant role, snowball sampling became essential in identifying additional participants through referrals. This method allowed me to reach individuals who may not have been initially identified but possessed valuable insights into the community’s sentiments, concerns, and the decision-making processes regarding the cryptocurrency mining facility.   
 To ensure that data remains rigorous, verifiable, and reliable, I also gathered and analyzed secondary data sources including public records newspaper articles, minutes of meetings and hearings, zoning ordinances, and policy documents (see full list in Appendix). Secondary data sources represent a key conduit in the interactions with the city government, the community, and respective discourses of environmental justice and economic growth surrounding the project. 














3.3 Transcription, Coding & Analysis
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Fig. 3: Procedural Justice Framework (Author: Victor Ihuka) 
Data analysis began with transcription of the interviews and a thorough review of the documents collected. For this case study, I utilized NVivo 14 software. NVivo is a qualitative data analysis software designed to help researchers organize, analyze, and find insights from unstructured data like interviews, surveys, and social media content (QSR International, 2023)   
I began by naming interview files according to the participant type to protect the participants’ identity: COMR(n) for Community Residents, COMO(n) for Community Organizations, and KI(n) for Key Informants. Each person was assigned a category comprised of their type and number (n). I uploaded the interviews to NVivo 14 and transcribed them in this application, ensuring a detailed and accurate representation of the spoken content. After transcribing the interviews, I then reviewed and edited the transcriptions to enhance accuracy, particularly for community-specific nuance, before diving into the coding and analysis. 
  I analyzed both primary and secondary data using narrative analysis. According to Nasheeda et al. (2019), narratives are more than just a collection of events; they are structured to convey meaning and purpose. Nasheeda (2019) suggests that narrative analysis can help researchers identify the themes and patterns within stories and understand the social and cultural context in which the stories are situated. This is important because stories reflect and shape cultural values, norms, and power dynamics, making them valuable tools for understanding societies (Jenkins, 2024). For this case study, I focused on the language and context related to my research questions.  
Before diving into detailed analysis, I immersed myself in the narratives, reading through them multiple times to familiarize myself with the content. This process allowed me to engage with the stories and understand my participants’ perspectives. As I read and immersed myself, I identified initial patterns, themes, and recurring motifs within the narratives. These preliminary insights lay the groundwork for the deeper analysis in the next chapter.  
 3.4 Ethical Considerations  
The research adhered to ethical principles, including informed consent, confidentiality, and anonymity. I ensured that participants understood the purpose of the research, the data collection process, and the implications of their participation. Before conducting the interviews, I obtained informed consent from all participants. I ensured confidentiality and anonymity were by assigning pseudonyms to participants and keeping all data secure and confidential. I attached my IRB Approval in the Appendix section.  
3.5 Opposition to the Crypto Project  
Opposition to the crypto project came from residents, parents of the students in the Belvoir elementary school, community organizations like the Association of Mexicans in North Carolina (AMEXCAN), Citizens Advocating for Racial Equity and Equality (C.A.R.E.E), Daughters of Worth, North of the River Association NOTRA), and a local ministerial group in the area. The opposition raised issues that ranged from racially- motivated siting decisions to noise pollution, as well as an increase in electricity tariffs for the community (Personal Communication, 2022).  
In the next chapter, I will present the findings from this case study. The study centers on three main questions:   
1. What aspects of (or lack thereof) of the proposal for Compute North to build a crypto-currency facility in Pitt County reflected transparency?  
2. How were community members able to participate in the process and was this participation full and equitable? 
3. What were community members’ perceptions of fairness regarding their participation and access to support and information during this process?



CHAPTER 4- EMPIRICAL FINDINGS (PROCEDURAL JUSTICE)
In analyzing the data for this case study, I focused specifically on procedural justice. I've organized my findings around different events that happened in the process and aspects of procedural justice surrounding the proposed crypto project.   
In my interviews with residents, community leaders and key informants, it became evident that the residents felt a lack of transparency and fairness and a gap in information throughout the project. According to (Skinner-Thompson, 2022), procedural justice involves ensuring that communities can engage as equal partners in all stages of decision-making processes related to their environment. This perceived disconnect between community engagement and decision-making within the crypto project draws attention to a broader issue that becomes apparent when examining Compute North's initial interactions with Pitt County authorities.  
4.1 Compute North Arrives in Pitt County – Differing Narratives  
In examining the procedural justice or its absence in the cryptocurrency project, it's essential to start from the beginning. There have been varied accounts of how Compute North first came to Pitt County and why it chose the site it did. During our interview, the Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) shared that Compute North initially contacted them about power availability. GUC conducted basic inquiries because it was a cold call. GUC responded to Compute North's questions about power load, quality, and potential sites and provided the requested information. Later, Compute North returned with a more serious inquiry about power availability and site suitability.  
The Pitt County Planning and Development Department (henceforth called the Pitt County Planning Department) offered a different narrative. The Pitt County Planning Department indicated they were the first to be contacted by the cryptocurrency firm, unaware that discussions with GUC had already occurred. The Planning Department also admitted they were unaware of the preliminary talks between Compute North and GUC. Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) considered various site factors, such as proximity to substations for easy linkage. GUC also confirmed that they had enough capacity to undertake the project, which was one of the conditions required for the project to take off.   
Talking about the initial communications with the community about the cryptocurrency facility, one community leader who also lives in Belvoir told me that they "didn't hear about [the crypto-mining facility] coming here or trying to come North of the River" until they heard it from the community members fighting the project, because "they didn't provide information." In the community leader’s own words: "There was no information provided. I hadn't even heard of it. And I'm on the Board of Education. I retired from the Sheriff's Office. I'm passing in the community. I've been passing there for 32 years. That was never brought to my attention until [the community members fighting against the project] brought it, and it was not by the county or the company. So, we were not informed. It was like, you know how you try to slip something in, that's what it was like. But then [we] got wind of it" (Community Leader, personal communication, [07/26/2023]).  
Procedural justice emphasizes not just the outcomes of decisions but critically, the fairness of the processes that lead to those decisions (Kuehn, 2000). This fairness is significantly impacted by how and when information is shared among all stakeholders involved, including community residents.   
The early engagement and transparency communicated through clear and accessible information are not merely procedural niceties but are necessary for ensuring that all voices are heard and considered equally. This is crucial in a project like the cryptocurrency facility that would have significant environmental, social, and economic impacts on the Belvoir community.  
When communities are not provided with accessible and timely information about projects that will affect them, it undermines the legitimacy of the entire decision-making process.  In this case, this led to skepticism regarding the motives behind the project, reduced trust in the institutions governing the process, as the community felt that their rights to fair participation were being ignored.  
The Association of Mexicans in North Carolina (AMEXCAN), a key community organization that supports Latinx residents in Pitt County and opposed the project, suggested another layer to the situation. AMEXCAN claimed that the ENC Alliance and GUC were actively involved in bringing Compute North to the area. Another community organization that joined in the resistance was the North of the River Association (NOTRA). NOTRA organized community meetings and outreach events to create awareness in the community about the crypto facility. NOTRA also believes the Eastern North Alliance “were behind this issue of allowing this [crypto-mining facility].” They believe ENC and the Pitt County Economic Development (PCED) Department were the two involved with the permitting of the crypto facility.  
 The Greenville Eastern North Carolina (ENC) Alliance is a public-private partnership that works to strengthen economic progress by bringing new capital investment and new well-paying jobs to the community. According to their website, they achieve this by "selling Pitt County to domestic and international markets to attract new industry while retaining and expanding existing industry" (ENC Alliance, n.d.).  
Regardless of the actual origin stories of how Compute North came to Pitt County and chose the site they did; the above narratives demonstrate two important facets of procedural justice lacking from the start. First, there was a clear lack of transparency regarding how Compute North decided to locate in Pitt County and how they selected the site they did. While the Pitt County Planning Department thought they were the first contact, GUC also had a similar assertion. At the same time, AMEXCAN understood that it was the ENC Alliance that had the first contact with Compute North. Such uncertainty was a direct result of the lack of transparency. Secondly, residents and community organizations were left out of the initial process. Instead of engaging the community as equal partners, key decisions regarding the initial project were made without adequate community consultation or involvement. Although there was also no requirement to include them in the beginning stages as county economic project information are classified during the negotiation phase, and there was certainly no requirement to be transparent from the start, doing so may represent an act of good faith and an effort to be more transparent and equitable in the process. Instead, the lack of inclusivity and transparency ultimately led to the community feeling sidelined and overlooked as I will demonstrate. The lack of direct contradiction to the principles of procedural justice that advocate for fair and equitable representation in environmental decisions.  
Once the site was selected, the Pitt County Planning Department faced the challenge of amending the county zoning ordinance to recognize cryptocurrency as a new land use, labeled "Large Scale Data Processing." To make this happen, the Pitt County Planning Department would need to create a new section in the zoning ordinance, determining which zones would permit this new use, and then undergo the two-step process of amending the ordinance to add Large Scale Data Processing to the Table of Permitted Uses in the zoning ordinance. This two-step process is discussed in detail in the next page. After the zoning amendment was approved, this is when the process for obtaining a Special Use Permit (SUP) began, which did require community involvement. However, as although Compute North met the requirements for communicating their proposal to community members with the informational session, the minimal effort on their part led to much more significant concerns among community members and intensified opposition to the project.
4.2 Zoning Amendment & Special Use Permit Application  
The amendment of the Pitt County zoning ordinance to accommodate large-scale data processing centers, under which cryptocurrency mining facilities like Compute North fall, reveals a complex interplay of procedural justice and community involvement. While technically open to public participation, the amendment process revealed significant gaps in how procedural justice was enacted and perceived by the community.  
The process officially began on August 18th, 2021, when the Pitt County Planning Board voted unanimously to recommend approval of an amendment, requested by Compute North, to add “Data Processing Facility (Large Scale)” to the Pitt County Zoning Ordinance Table of Permitted Uses (Table 1). At that time the board advised that the amendment is “consistent with the Pitt County Comprehensive Land Use Plan and other applicable plans, and it is reasonable and within the public interest” (Pitt County, North Carolina, 2021). This was the first step in the zoning ordinance amendment. The second step of the process involved the Board of Commissioners’ approval of the recommendation to add the permitted use from the Planning Board. On September 27, 2021, the Pitt County Planning Board approved this text amendment to add the proposed use to the Table of Permitted Uses in the Pitt County Zoning Ordinance and to establish specific development standards (Pitt County Board of Commissioners, 2021). The next stage from here was for the county Board of Commissioners to vote on the Special Use Permit application.  
The zoning ordinance amendments recommended by the Pitt County Planning Department were executed without explicitly naming cryptocurrency as the beneficiary. Even though the Planning Department said that Large Scale Data Processing is an umbrella term that includes cryptocurrency mining operations, some study participants perceived it as deceptive.   
This change, ostensibly presented as a generic update for data centers, masked the specific implications for cryptocurrency mining, which often has significant environmental and social impacts. This obfuscation can be seen as a deviation from the principles of procedural justice, which, as described by Skinner-Thompson (2022), demand that impacted communities engage as equal partners in environmental decision-making. This action contradicts the essence of procedural justice, which involves not only transparent and inclusive participation but also ensuring that all parties understand the implications of the decisions being made.   
However, seven days before the Pitt County Board of Commissioners approved the zoning ordinance amendment, on September 20th, the Pitt County Planning Department received an application from Compute North for a SUP to operate a ‘Large-Scale Data Processing’ facility in Pitt County. The Pitt County Planning Board members are appointed by the county commissioners, whereas the Board of Commissioners are elected by the public.  
The timing of the SUP application is interesting. Most of the community members I spoke to mentioned that they had first heard about the project through informal channels. One resident remembered getting a text from a friend asking if they were aware of a cryptocurrency facility that was going to be built “across the field from Belvoir Elementary”. It is also important to note that this happened less than two weeks before the county commissioners were going to hear and decide on the SUP. According to this community resident, their friend knew about the crypto facility only because a landowner had gotten a letter from the county advising them that this Crypto facility was requesting a SUP.  
Another resident participant in this study remembers that the first thing they realized at the way the project information was being communicated was that “somebody was being sneaky”, as if the actors would rather the community not know what was going on. Another resident thought that the county and the utilities company were trying to “slide [the crypto facility] into Belvoir without the awareness of the community” (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/10/2023]). 
4.3 Crypto Facility Information Notice & Compute North Open House  
On October 4th, the Pitt County Planning Department sent out a notice to adjacent property owners in Belvoir about a Quasi-Judicial Hearing scheduled for October 18th, for the SUP for Compute North, LLC (Data Processing Facility). According to the notice, the purpose of the hearing was to “establish facts related to the Special Use Permit prior to consideration by the Board of Commissioners, not to gather opinions about the desirability or popularity of the request.” The letter also advised the property owners that “the Board may not discuss particulars of the case with any party outside of the public hearing.”  However, according to a Belvoir resident participant in this study, “most of the people [in the community] did not know about the meeting” This was because the regulations and laws said that “only a certain amount of feet [from the proposed site] would have to be notified, but the ones outside the boundaries do not. But it’s still going to affect them, but they are not supposed to know about it. And so most people did not know about it.” (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/14/2023]).  
In addition to the notice to the adjacent property owners, there was a little sign (see fig. 4 below) right across the school that said it was up for a special use permit, to call the county with questions. A participant informed me that many in the community did not have a clue about what was happening. And “75% at least of the neighborhood did not speak English. So, [they] knocked on everybody’s door.” Another resident who participated in the study recalls calling up the number to speak with a county official who confirmed the meeting on October 13th, which was only a couple of days away at the time.  In the conversation, the county official described the scheduled hearing as a “public input session.” When the resident pressed for more information, they were informed that the county commissioners will be making a vote on the crypto project at the hearing. The resident also remembers that the county official “hedged a little bit” when asked if the county commissioners will be presented with the concerns that the community had about the crypto project before their meeting which was just 3 days away at the time. This was the point when the project opposition rallied the residents and other community organizations like AMEXCAN and NOTRA to print fliers and translate them into Spanish. The resident also remembers that in a bid to get the information out to the community in the little time they had, they “kind of just walked up to [Belvoir Elementary] school and handed out fliers to people on their driveways.”  
The Pitt County Planning Department did fulfill the legal requirements by putting up a small notice on the site and sending out notices to adjacent property owners about the quasi-judicial hearing. However, these efforts fell short in accessibility and inclusivity. The notice was not only physically small and hard to notice but also only in English, which is not sufficient in a predominantly Hispanic community. This lack of translation services and inadequate visibility of the notice could be seen as procedural negligence, which undermines the community’s ability to engage as informed, equal partners in the decision-making process as advocated by Skinner-Thompson (2022).   
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Fig. 4. Notice of a Special Use Permit (SUP) Request by Pitt County (Ginger Livingston, 2021)  
On October 13th, 2021, Compute North held a Community Open House event at Staton House Fire and Rescue at North Memorial Drive in Greenville. According to the event fliers that were shared in the community, the purpose of the Open House was to “learn about the development of a new data center facility in the Greenville Community.” The company also assured invitees that the company’s “team of experts will be on-hand to provide insight into their operations as well as address benefits and concerns.”    
On the day of the open house, one of the study participants recalled that Compute North “had posters and maps, and they had someone from the county and someone from GUC there, and food and it was not set up like a question-and-answer session, or like a public input meeting.” In attendance at the open house event were “probably 25 or 30 community members. There were a group of Latino moms, probably 7 or 8 of them. And just several community members who showed up and other Belvoir residents” (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/19/2023])   
Another community resident who also attended the open house recalled that when they arrived at the meeting: "There was all this fancy food and like catered food, and the tables...they had these posters that was like ‘Look this is how great it’s gonna be’. Everyone had a drink, and they were standing (like it was a reception of some kind). And I was like...excuse me, when is the question-and-answer gonna start? And they said what? There is no question and answer. And I was like, well I have questions...so we started telling everybody...move the chairs.... move the tables and we were like move everything" (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/19/2023]).  
Some of the residents in attendance at the open house whom I spoke to recalled the surprise from the company and GUC and county officials who apparently were not expecting any serious engagement about the project at the open house event.   
One resident recalled reading in the newspaper that Compute North was considering multiple sites in Pitt County and noted that "when the vice president Jeff Jackson got up there...I think he was so upset about this whole thing...anyway, he got up and he said NO, there is only ever been one place and that was on Belvoir school road, so that was lie number 1." The resident also recalls that maybe 30% of the attendees at the open house did not speak English, so they asked Jeff Jackson, Compute North’s Vice President of Development, "where is your interpreter? And he was like what do you mean? " I didn't know I needed one." In the end, the husband of one of the attendees translated the entire evening (Community Resident, personal communication, [07/19/2023]). It is very clear to see from these narratives that the tenets of transparency, inclusivity, and fairness, which are the bedrock of procedural justice, were not given any adherence in the proceedings of the proposed cryptocurrency facility in Belvoir.  
According to Bullard (1994), achieving procedural equity means that all communities, regardless of their economic status or racial background, have equal access to decision-making processes. This is achieved by ensuring that all actions and decisions are conducted openly, without secrecy, so that all stakeholders are well-informed and can participate knowledgeably. Another aspect of procedural justice articulated by Bullard (1994) is that the processes must be conducted in a manner that is just and impartial, giving all parties an equal opportunity to present their case and express their concerns. Which was far from the case in the Belvoir crypto facility project.
4.4 Pitt County Board of Commissioners Quasi-Judicial Hearing  
 On October 18th, 2021, the Pitt County Board of Commissioners held a quasi-judicial hearing to receive evidence and testimony on the Special Use Permit application made by Compute North LLC. Quasi-judicial procedures are legal processes that resemble judicial proceedings but differ in that they are not purely judicial (Joyce, 2023). Quasi-judicial procedures usually involve a structured and organized process, including hearings, presentations of evidence, and legal arguments. In a quasi-judicial process, statements given are treated as evidence. The board of commissioners can make judgments and determinations like a court in these procedures. However, it functions within an administrative framework rather than a traditional legal setting (Joyce, 2023).   
At the quasi-judicial hearing, Jeff Jackson, Vice President of Compute North, asserted that the necessity of bilingual materials had been made clear and they intended to have them prepared by the next hearing scheduled for November 1st. He claimed that the crypto mining project was estimated to contribute over $50 million in capital investment, $3 million annually in taxes, and would create 20-30 high-paying local jobs. Perhaps most important to this study, Mr. Jackson mentioned that there has been a lot of confusion that he would like to clear up. He explained much of the confusion will be addressed when reviewing the application; however, he especially wants to address the idea that somehow this project was a surprise. He affirmed Compute North first met with county staff on June 30th, 2021. He reported they then presented detailed information about the project to the Planning Board two months prior on August 18th, 2021. He noted that they were also present for the text amendment hearing on September 27th, 2021, where not a single question was asked by the Commissioners or public. He also revealed they voluntarily hosted a community meeting the previous week with notifications that went well beyond the required notification radius by the county. He emphasized that statements made that this was a surprise to the community are not accurate.  
One community resident who spoke at the quasi-judicial hearing admitted they were one of seven that co-own some of the property being considered. The resident argued they were in attendance to oppose the opposition. The resident also defended Compute North, stating the proposed project was welcomed by Greenville Utilities, Pitt County Planning, and Pitt County Economic Development. The resident highlighted the main issue of concern seems to be noise, especially for Belvoir Elementary School, and the fact that the school had not been notified. The resident pointed out Pitt County Planning requires notification of property owners within 500 feet, but Belvoir Elementary School was 2000 feet away and out of range for any noise concerns. The resident criticized some of the opposition as stemming from the “not in my backyard” syndrome.  
Another resident who spoke at the hearing voiced their greatest concern regarding the special use permit to be the noise that crypto mining operations spew out and the proximity of the school to the proposed project. They also observed among other things that no one from Compute North contacted Pitt County Schools or did any research on the school or the neighborhood.  
One other resident recalled they only became aware of the proposed crypto facility just 6 days before the hearing. They attended Compute North’s Open House skeptical only to find out things were worse than expected. They noted the area surrounding the site has a large Hispanic population, yet no Spanish language materials were available and there was no translator. They also stated several Spanish-speaking neighbors attended, not at Compute North’s invitation, but from outreach from other neighbors. The resident also recalled at that meeting Jeff Jackson openly admitted that he had no idea most Belvoir residents were Black and/or Hispanic, stating that this reflects a clear lack of effort made by the company to learn about the community or offer meaningful engagement. They also informed that they were advised by the State Department of Environmental Quality that in areas of significant minority populations, a company failing to go beyond the bare minimum to engage in the community meaningfully could open the relevant government body to a Title 6 complaint, and this could risk federal funding for Pitt County.  
Another resident spoke about the enormous amount of energy that Compute North would require to operate, as this would make GUC’s largest customer by fifty percent. Another resident discussed the environmental and social injustices the Belvoir community will experience should Compute North be granted the special use permit. Several other community leaders and residents opposed the special use permit.  
In their rebuttal to the opposition, Mr. Jackson stated that as he had mentioned at the community open house event, noise is the primary issue Compute North needs to address with their facilities. He also acknowledged there were a lot of comments around social injustice and community engagement. He confirmed they have been working with economic development, Greenville Utilities, and the County Planning Board as their local representatives early on. He promised they will continue to try to rectify some of the misinformation and be strong members of the business community for many years to come.  
Chris Padgett, Chief Administrative Officer, and Assistant General Manager with Greenville Utilities Commission confirmed that GUC had adequate electric capacity to serve the company’s planned site location and in so doing will not negatively impact their ability to serve existing customers and future development. He asserted Compute North needs to be near a transmission line and for various reasons they settled on the Belvoir location. He also stated that GUC is a locally owned, not-for-profit company whose mission is to serve the customers. He also clarified that GUC does not take positions on land use matters but wants to share this information so informative decisions can be made.  
One of the county commissioners, Tom Coulson, admitted he attended the open house meeting the previous week for information purposes only. He revealed he knew nothing about this type of business when the Commissioners passed the rezoning for data processing. He acknowledged he never envisioned something of this magnitude. He recalled he did not learn anything at the open house meeting that would influence his decision at the hearing. Commissioner Coulson mentioned among other things that when he was in the military, he went through psychological warfare and resistance if captured training. He explained one of the methods used to weaken resistance was a low constant drone in the background. He observed it becomes bothersome. He believed the citizens' concern with the level of noise is valid. He questioned whether it was true that the containers would be stacked three containers high. Mr. Jackson responded that he had just one container which is 10 feet tall.  
Commissioner McLawhorn said he represents North of the River and what he heard that evening was very disturbing. He supported the residents of the area. He found it disturbing that a facility of this magnitude could be 1,000 feet from Belvoir school. He also felt it is disturbing that a facility of this magnitude would be in an indigent, low-income, Black, Hispanic community. He expressed concern that the facility should be in an industrial environment. He also worried about the amount of energy the facility will use. He declared he cannot and will not support this facility being located North of the River.  
Commissioner Perkins-Williams thanked Mr. Jackson for hosting the community open house meeting. She appreciated the efforts in doing so. She reported her phone has been ringing constantly, even prior to the community meeting. She disliked the feedback and concern she received. She pointed out there are a couple of families of Eagles within a mile of the proposed facility. She described the residents as peaceful, and love where they live. She noted the residents already have the noise from the airport. She spoke of the functionality of the equipment at the proposed facility. She stated the residents want development that will support and be valuable to families. She asserted she cannot support the development of the facility.  
Following several other comments from all the parties involved, the Board of Commissioners voted 7-1 to continue the quasi-judicial hearing at the November 1st, 2021, meeting to receive additional evidence from acoustic experts only. As directed by the Board, no additional comments from the public will be received.  
The unfolding of events at the hearing and the broader interactions surrounding the Compute North proposal in Belvoir sums up the challenges of implementing procedural justice in environmental decision-making. The principles of procedural justice demand not only that procedures are followed but that these procedures are also fair, transparent, and inclusive. The evident disconnect between the project proponents and the community, the initial lack of necessary accommodations for non-English speakers, and the late mobilization of community response all indicate shortcomings in these areas.  
These events also highlight the critical need for decision-makers to not only follow procedural protocols but to actively ensure that these protocols are conducted in a manner that genuinely considers and respects the community’s needs and concerns. Effective procedural justice should facilitate an environment where community voices are not only heard but are also integral in shaping the outcomes of such significant projects.
4.5 Compute North Withdraws Application for Special Use Permit  
On November 1st, 2021, the quasi-judicial hearing was scheduled to continue with additional evidence and testimony from acoustic experts. After the opening statements, Mr. Jackson, Compute North’s Vice President of Site Development, announced the company’s desire to formally withdraw the permit request. He explained it remains clear to them that there is a significant amount of miscommunication and confusion about their company, industry, and project. He declared that statements have been made that this project site was somehow targeted to market a marginalized community or without regard to the community they planned to join. He asserted nothing could be further from the truth. He reminded the Board and the public that they purposefully hosted a voluntary open house and distributed invitations to a far wider radius than required by the county. He emphasized also that there is no better display of their commitment to quality and equity and their decision to withdraw from the site, despite the significant costs and negative impacts on their business. He noted among other things that blockchain is nearly regarded as the next internet. He commented that new technologies can often be misunderstood and confuse people until they are familiar with it. He urged the board to research blockchain and cryptocurrency, particularly some of the benefits to historically underbanked communities and to those communities where remittances are common. He formally withdrew their permit application at this point.  
 As evidenced above in the narratives surrounding the cryptocurrency facility, the handling of the Crypto Facility Information Notice and the subsequent quasi-judicial hearing reveal significant issues regarding procedural justice and community engagement. How information was communicated—or not communicated—to the community reflects deeply on the perceived transparency and fairness of the process.  
The county's approach to notifying residents about the hearing only exacerbated the situation. While technically meeting legal standards by notifying those within a specific radius, this method ignored the broader community impact. Also, the quasi-judicial hearing's restrictive communication rules further alienated community members and restricted discussions with county commissioners, which frustrated residents new to such processes. The hearing was designed to establish facts rather than gather community sentiments, which, while legally sound, can appear dismissive of community concerns. Community actions like handing out flyers door-to-door show a strong effort to overcome poor communication from the county and prove the community's resolve to make their voices heard. This kind of grassroots effort stresses the need for a fair process that not only allows people to participate but also truly empowers them to impact decisions that directly affect their lives.  
This situation reflects a broader issue noted in procedural justice theory: the importance of not just the availability but also the accessibility and relevance of procedural mechanisms. According to Been (1993), and as further analyzed by Rawls (2011), the fairness of a process greatly influences the perceived justice of its outcomes. In the case presented here, the procedural shortcomings—particularly the inadequate and inaccessible communication methods—likely contributed to a significant distrust in the process and a perception of procedural injustice among the residents.  
The response from the Pitt County Planning Department regarding their role in informing the community about the cryptocurrency mining facility highlights a critical aspect of procedural justice: the responsibility of different stakeholders in the communication process. According to the department, their role was limited to evaluating the land use aspects of the proposal, viewing the responsibility of community engagement and information dissemination as resting primarily with Compute North, the project proponent. Interestingly, Compute North said that they did not have any legal obligation to engage in and provide information to the community, as this was the responsibility of the Planning Department and, perhaps, the Pitt County Economic Development office.  
This delineation of responsibilities also raises essential questions about the effectiveness of procedural justice in environmental decision-making. While the Planning Department facilitated the formal processes of public hearings and meetings, their stance was that promoting understanding and addressing community concerns were outside their purview. This approach can lead to gaps in communication, especially if the project proponent does not have strong incentives to fully disclose negative impacts or is not effectively held accountable for ensuring comprehensive community engagement.  
From the procedural justice perspective, as outlined by Skinner-Thompson (2022), the process goes beyond formal participatory rights to require that communities engage as equal partners throughout the decision-making process. This means not only having the opportunity to attend meetings but also receiving clear, accessible, and complete information about potential impacts and benefits. The Planning Department's indication that they knew of some impacts but did not feel it was their responsibility to communicate these suggests a potential shortfall in ensuring that the community could meaningfully contribute to and influence the decision-making process.  
Connecting this to the earlier discussion about the Crypto Facility Information Notice, there appears to be a pattern of procedural shortcomings in how information was communicated and how community engagement was conducted. While legal requirements may have been met, the spirit of procedural justice—which emphasizes empowerment, equity, and genuine participation—was not fully upheld. This misalignment exacerbated community mistrust and perceptions of procedural injustice, as residents felt inadequately informed and insufficiently listened to.  
The Planning Department's reliance on the project proponent to adequately inform and engage the community, coupled with their own hands-off approach regarding community education on the project's impacts, highlights a significant issue in environmental governance. To truly adhere to the principles of environmental procedural justice, all stakeholders, including governmental bodies, should actively ensure that communities are not only aware of but also understand the complexities and potential impacts of projects that affect their environment and well-being. This would involve a more proactive approach to communication that goes beyond the minimum legal standards to foster an inclusive, transparent, and responsive decision-making environment.



CHAPTER 5 - CONCLUSIONS
The case study presented here exemplifies the complexities and challenges in ensuring that procedural justice is not merely a formalistic part of environmental decision-making but a substantive and equitable practice. As outlined by Skinner-Thompson (2022), achieving environmental procedural justice extends beyond merely granting communities the formal right to participate in decision-making; it requires the active engagement of these communities as equal partners throughout the process. This concept was evidently not adhered to in the initial stages of the Compute North project in Pitt County. In the research for this case study, I sought to answer three questions:  
What aspects of (or lack thereof) of the proposal for Compute North to build a crypto-currency facility in Pitt County reflected transparency?  
How were community members able to participate in the process and was this participation full and equitable? 
What were community members’ perceptions of fairness regarding their participation and access to support and information during this process? 
As for my first research question, Compute North attempted to demonstrate transparency by hosting a community meeting and extending the notification radius beyond requirements. However, their efforts fell short, evidenced by the surprise and confusion expressed by the community at the quasi-judicial hearing. This suggests a lack of effective communication and transparency in conveying the true nature and potential impacts of the project.  
For my second research question, community participation was facilitated through quasi-judicial hearings and an open house meeting. However, the participation was not fully equitable, as evidenced by the lack of bilingual materials at the initial stages and inadequate outreach to the entire community, particularly those who did not speak English or were unaware of the project until shortly before significant decisions were made. To my last question, the perceptions of fairness were largely negative among community members. Many felt that the project was a surprise, indicating a failure in procedural fairness. The lack of early, comprehensive, and accessible information led to perceptions that the process was not conducted equitably, particularly affecting non-English speakers and those living beyond the immediate notification area. 
There is a need for procedural justice to be more than a tokenistic inclusion of community voices in environmental decision-making. It should ensure that these communities are genuinely empowered with the necessary resources, information, and support to contribute meaningfully. This would involve restructuring decision-making processes to be transparent, inclusive, and genuinely considerate of the communities' needs and concerns, thereby aligning with the theoretical underpinnings of procedural justice to foster outcomes that are not only fair but also perceived as just by all stakeholders involved.  
From the procedural justice perspective, as outlined by Skinner-Thompson (2022), the process goes beyond formal participatory rights to require that communities engage as equal partners throughout the decision-making process. This means not only having the opportunity to attend meetings but also receiving clear, accessible, and complete information about potential impacts and benefits. The Planning Department's indication that they knew of some impacts but did not feel it was their responsibility to communicate these suggests a potential shortfall in ensuring that the community could meaningfully contribute to and influence the decision-making process.  The community's ability to contribute meaningfully was also undermined by the Planning Board not fully disclosing the intended use of the amended zoning categories.   
Connecting this to the earlier discussion about the Crypto Facility Information Notice, there appears to be a pattern of procedural shortcomings in how information was communicated and how community engagement was conducted. While legal requirements may have been met, the spirit of procedural justice—which emphasizes empowerment, equity, and genuine participation—was not fully upheld. This misalignment exacerbated community mistrust and perceptions of procedural injustice, as residents felt inadequately informed and insufficiently listened to.   
The Planning Department's reliance on the project proponent to adequately inform and engage the community, coupled with their own hands-off approach regarding community education on the project's impacts, highlights a significant issue in environmental governance. To truly adhere to the principles of environmental procedural justice, all stakeholders, including governmental bodies, should actively ensure that communities are not only aware of but also understand the complexities and potential impacts of projects that affect their environment and well-being. This would involve a more proactive approach to communication that goes beyond the minimum legal standards to foster an inclusive, transparent, and responsive decision-making environment.   
The interpretation of planning procedures can significantly impact procedural justice, either supporting or undermining it. In Pitt County, the Planning Department has interpreted these procedures to mean they are not responsible for directly contacting the community or informing them about new projects. Instead, this responsibility falls to the private companies applying for Special Use Permits. This approach can lead to conflicts of interest and may result in a lack of transparency. According to the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) Code of Conduct and Ethics—a guiding document for planners—there is no restriction against planning departments reaching out to communities. On the contrary, the code explicitly expects planning departments to: 
“Be conscious of the rights of others. Develop skills that enable better communication and more effective, respectful, and compassionate planning efforts with all communities, especially underrepresented communities and marginalized people, so they may fully participate in planning. Respect the experience, knowledge, and history of all people” (American Institute of Certified Planners, 2021). 
Moreover, guidance from the American Planning Association could help standardize interpretations of departmental roles and responsibilities across planning departments. The AICP Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct currently applies only to individual planners, with no equivalent standards for planning departments. 
5.1 Noise Pollution & Environmental Justice Implications 
The environmental justice movement argues for the fair distribution of environmental benefits and burdens.  
Noise pollution, particularly from emerging industries like cryptocurrency mining, presents a growing environmental justice challenge. As Schlosberg (2007) notes, environmental justice is not only concerned with the distribution of harm but also with procedural justice—ensuring all communities have a voice in environmental decision-making processes. The case of the cryptocurrency mining facility in Pitt County is a critical example of how procedural failures exacerbate the distribution of environmental burdens. Despite the clear guidelines by the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP, 2021), which advocates for proactive community engagement and respect for local contexts, the experiences in Pitt County reflect a significant gap between policy and practice. This case study underscores the need for comprehensive approaches incorporating noise mitigation into environmental planning and policymaking, ensuring that communities, especially historically marginalized ones, are protected from disproportionate impacts. Moreover, it highlights the importance of community involvement in regulatory processes to address potential injustices arising from industrial noise pollution. 
The strong opposition from the community, including organizations representing racial and ethnic minorities, underscores a growing awareness and refusal to accept environmentally unjust practices. This resistance is a form of pushing back against systemic racism, where communities demand not only the right to a clean and safe environment but also the right to participate fully in environmental decision-making processes. 
Increased awareness of environmental justice issues has led to more robust advocacy by and for people of color, influencing outcomes by bringing national and sometimes international attention to these cases. In Pitt County, the mobilization included not only local residents but also wider networks of environmental justice advocates, drawing attention to the racial implications of the siting decision. 
While the immediate outcome of the case reflected community resistance, the broader impact includes potential changes in how environmental policies are formulated and implemented. Highlighting the racial implications can lead to more equitable environmental policies that actively combat the legacy of racism and aim to dismantle structures of white supremacy in environmental decision-making. 
The entire cryptocurrency facility situation highlights a crucial gap between the theoretical goals of procedural justice and its practical application, as demonstrated by the zoning ordinance amendment in Pitt County, which aimed to facilitate projects like Compute North's but also illuminated the challenges in achieving truly participative and fair decision-making processes. 
The case also serves as a potent reminder of the need for continued vigilance and activism to ensure that all communities, regardless of race, have equal access to environmental benefits and protections. It also underscores the importance of incorporating an understanding of racial dynamics into environmental policy and planning to avoid perpetuating historical injustices.
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Appendix A
Table of Documents Analyzed for the Research
	- Proprietary emails of communication between the board of commissioners and ENC Alliance, owners of properties adjoining the proposed crypto facility site, and Belvoir Elementary school parents. 

	· Daily Reflector articles on Compute North and the entire Belvoir crypto project. 

	· Minutes & Video files of the Quasi-Judicial Hearing by the Pitt County Board of Commissioners (10/08/21) 

	· Minutes & Video of Pitt County Board of Commissioners meeting – 11/01/21 (Compute North withdrew their Special Use Permit at this meeting) 

	· List of property owners within 500’ of the subject property. 

	· Notice to Adjacent Property Owners; Quasi-Judicial Hearing for Special Use Permit Request for Compute North, LLC (Data Processing Facility) 

	· Planning Board presentation to County Commissioners. 

	· Statement of Justification in Support of Conditional Use Permit Compute North NC08, LLC 

	· Completed copy of Special Use Permit application form. 

	· Narrative describing the proposed facility and overview of the project. 

	· Flow chart that depicts the Special Use Permit process. 

	· Site plan of the proposed facility. 

	· Pitt County Planning & Development Special Use Permit Staff Report. 

	· Invitation to a Community Open House event by Compute North on October 13th, 2021, to meet with surrounding property owners. 

	· An email from GUC confirming that a Power Purchase Agreement has been executed with Compute North and GUC approves the installation of the facility. 

	· Notice of Withdrawal of Compute North Special Use Permit Application 

	· Copies of a purchase and sale agreement between Compute North and Strata Land Holding, LLC (Parcel 81621). 

	· Copy of a Term Sheet for Lease Agreement with the owners of Parcel 02776, which authorize Compute North to apply for the Special Use Permit. 

	· Letter from the head of economic development in Kearney Nebraska. 

	· Noise Impact Assessment from Urban Solution Group. 

	· Letter from GUC re benefit of the proposed project to electric system and customers. 

	· Letter and appraisal reports from two realtors. 






Appendix B
Timeline of Events of the Proposed Crypto Mining Facility in Belvoir
	August 18 
	Pitt County Planning Board is presented with an application from Compute North to amend Pitt County Zoning Ordinance to add Data Processing (Large Scale) to the Table of Permitted Uses. The amendment is unanimously recommended for approval by the Pitt County Planning Board. 

	September 20 
	The Pitt County Planning Department receives a Special Use Permit Application from Compute North NC 08, LLC. The purpose of the special use is listed as “Data Processing Facility (Large Scale)” 

	September 27 
	The Pitt County Board of Commissioners approved a text amendment request by Compute North, LLC to add the proposed use to the Table of Permitted Uses in the Pitt County Zoning Ordinance and to establish specific development standards.  

	October 4 
	Pitt County Planning Department sends out Notice of a Quasi-Judicial Hearing to Adjacent Property for a Special Use Permit Request from Compute North, LLC (Data Processing Facility). The hearing was scheduled for Monday, October 18, 2021. 

	October 13 
	Community Open House Event by Compute North at Staton House Fire and Rescue on 2501 N. Memorial Drive Greenville, NC 27834. 

	October 18 
	The Pitt County Board of Commissioners convened a quasi-judicial hearing to receive testimony and evidence on a proposed Class 1 Special Use Permit Request by Compute North NC08, LLC to operate a Data Processing Facility (Large Scale) as required in the Rural Residential district. During the hearing, several concerns were expressed regarding the possible noise generated by the proposed use. Subsequently, the Board voted 7-1 to continue the hearing at the November 1, 2021, meeting to receive additional evidence and testimony from acoustic experts only. As directed by the Board, no additional comments from the public will be received. 

	November 1 
	Continuation of the Quasi-Judicial Hearing proposed Class 1 Special Use Permit Request by Compute North NC08, LLC to operate a Data Processing Facility. Compute North withdrew their Special Use Permit Request, stating “a significant amount of miscommunication, and confusion about their company, industry and project,” as reasons for the withdrawal. 






Appendix C
Interview Guides
Residents:   
What is your connection to the community of Belvoir?  (Do you live in the community, do your children go to Belvoir Elementary School?)  
How did you first become aware of the proposed crypto-mining facility project in Belvoir?  (Were you contacted by Compute North, the Planning Department, through social media, News, etc.?)  
 Can you describe your initial thoughts and reactions to the proposal?      
What are your thoughts on the economic benefits that the crypto-mining facility project could bring to the community?    
In your opinion, what are the potential environmental impacts of the crypto mining facility project?    
Are there any other issues related to the crypto mining facility project that should be considered?   
Community Organizations:   
How did your organization first become involved in discussions about the proposed crypto-mining facility in the Belvoir community?   
What are your organization's primary concerns about the potential environmental impacts of the facility on the community and surrounding areas?   
Could you describe any community-organizing efforts your organization was involved in related to the proposed facility? What were the goals of these efforts?   
In your opinion, what kind of decision-making process would be most equitable and inclusive of community input regarding the proposed crypto-mining facility?   
How could the proposed crypto-mining facility be designed or operated to better align with principles of environmental justice?  
Key Informants:   
How did you become involved in the decision-making process regarding the proposed crypto-mining facility in the Belvoir community?   
What criteria were considered in evaluating the potential economic benefits and environmental impacts of the proposed facility?   
How were community input and feedback factored into the decision-making process?   
Could you describe any measures that were taken to address concerns about the potential environmental impacts of the facility on the community and surrounding areas?   
In retrospect, how could the decision-making process regarding the proposed crypto-mining facility have been improved to better align with principles of environmental justice?   
How do you see the future of economic development in the Belvoir community, and what role do you see crypto-mining or other similar industries playing in this development?
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