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out in conformance with the standard regulations and 
manual. Exceptions arise only in cases of 
variations between the regulations of different 
federal departments and agencies. Some of these 
exceptions, including those for HUD, have been 
incorporated more recently into Marylands manual. 

The City of Baltimore developed a uniform 
relocation and property acquisition manual for the 
city in cooperation with state officials and the 
federal departments and agencies represented on the 
FRC for Region 3 (Philadelphia). This manual 
provides completely uniform procedures for 
everything within the city and was agreed to by 
everyone through the FRC level. The mayor pledged 
to make all purely local projects, as well as those 
with federal or state aid, subject to these standard 
procedures. However, upon submission of these 
procedures to Washington headquarters, the project 
was abandoned after failing to receive DOT or HUD 
approval. 

Virtually the same thing is now being tested in 
Louisiana. Several drafts have been prepared and 
reviewed, but statewide agreement has not yet been 
obtained. When such an agreement is reached, it is 
planned to take the standard procedures to the 
states congressional delegation for support at the 
national level. While standard procedures for the 
state are desperately desired, there is not a great 
deal of optimism about the chances for their 
ultimate success. 

The conclusion from these cases is that it is 
quite difficult to work toward uniformity at the 
state or local levels when such uniformity has not 
been achieved at the federal level. All such 
efforts require a substantial amount of flexibility 
in the federal regulations and that is not available 
yet. The differences between the regulations of one 
federal department and another are especially 
troublesome in this effort. 

A final topic discussed was the concept of 
certification acceptance. Under this concept, state 
and local governments subject to state or local 
regulations for relocation and property acquisition 
that are substantially equivalent to the federal 
requirements would be certified as meeting the fed-
eral requirements without having to make specific 
showings of compliance on each project. Opinions 
among participants split on the advantages. it 
would be most difficult to obtain such certifica-
tions now, given the diversity among federal re-
quirements. A separate certification would probably 
be required for each federal department and agency, 
and the existing specificity of federal requirements 
would allow little if any leeway for incorporating 
state and local factors. Nevertheless, if federal 
regulations are unified, others felt that certifica-
tion acceptance might have significant potential for 
streamlining the process by using a performance 
standard approach with some built-in flexibility. 

In brief, greater uniformity is needed. However, 
the seriousness of this need is debatable, and work-
shop participants differed significantly on their 
prescriptions for achieving greater uniformity. At 
this moment, there appears to be no solution in 
sight. 

Property Acquisition 

(Cochairmen, Walter A. McFarlane and Peter Levine) 

The topic in this workshop was the legislation that 
is pending before Congress and would overhaul the 
existing Uniform Relocation and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act. While Congress is looking 
at five separate bills, the one that appears to have 
taken the forefront is S. 1108. 

SECOND APPRAISALS 

S. 1108 provides that the landowner may ask for and 
receive a second appraisal if he or she disagrees 
with the condemnors first appraisal. The majority 
of the conferees were against allowing the second 
appraisal. For the most part, most agencies use two 
appraisers on large parcels. They then use a review 
appraiser to balance the two and decide what theac-
tual offer for the property will be. Consequently, 
in many. instances, providing the second appraisal 
will result in four appraisals for the property. 
Participants in this workshop expressed a variety of 
opinions on the requirement for the second appraisal: 

Several felt that it was necessary to provide 
the second appraisal as a benefit to the landowner. 

Because more than 50 percent of takes are 
under $5000, the cost of an appraisal could outweigh 
the cost of the parcel taken. 

Quality control should be placed on the 
second appraisal. That is, a limitation on costs 
and time for completion, along with a standard of 
ability of the second appraiser should be 
established. 

Agencies should not require that the second 
appraiser be a member of an appraisal association 
such as the Appraisal Institute. There are 
independent appraisers who are excellent. 

Second appraisals will cause problems. For 
example, (a) they will be used as a tool against the 
acquiring agency in trial; (b) they will cause 
negotiation problems inasmuch as they will give the 
landowner another tool to use in the negotiations; 
(c) they will cause delays in the projects; (d) 
there is no assurance that appraisers chosen by the 
landowners will be competent (as to this question, 
it was suggested that a certified list of appraisers 
be established so that the landowner could choose 
from that list or, in the alternative, that the 
agency itself provide the second appraisal); and (e) 
the landowner should not be allowed to advise the 
jury or the commission as to who paid for the 
appraisal. If it is known that the agency paid for 
the appraisal, then it could give an improper 
inference. 

One person argued that every appraisal should 
be reviewed by the federal government to be certain 
that the agency is giving the landowner fair market 
value or just compensation. The majority opposed 
this approach and felt that the acquiring agencies 
were just as competent and trustworthy as the 
federal government. 

In order to cut down on delays, second 
appraisals should be done simultaneously with agency 
appraisals. 

BUSINESS RELOCATION 

The next major concern of the conferees was business 
relocations, and the most prominent question was 
whether government could make a business whole" in 
the same manner as it can a residential displacee. 
The great majority felt that businesses cannot be 
made whole and that to try to do so would be very 
costly. The majority did feel, however, that 
additional help should be given to businesses 
because, under existing law, you can take a persons 
home and pay for it, but, if you take that persons 
livelihood (i.e., business), he or she receives 
little payment. Several suggestions were made: 
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In relocating a business, a replacement 
facility should be required before the business is 
forced to move; 

The business must have been acquired as a 
going concern; 

Loans, with a substantial reduction in the 
interest rate, would be very helpful; 

The in-lieu-of payment should be increased; 
and 

The interests and aid of the relocation 
assistant specialists should be expanded. 

Of these five suggestions, the last three received 
the most emphasis with the loan provision favored by 
the majority. 

NEED FOR NEW LEGISLATION 

The great majority of the conferees thought that no 
new legislation is required because, it was felt, 
the existing system for acquisition is working. 
Some of the conferees suggested that, if legislation 
were necessary, it take the form of a pilot program 
in order to test its theories. 

OTHER FACTORS 

A number of other factors were cited during the 
workshop that related to property acquisition. 
These are noted below. 

Current legislation under study has dropped the 
relocation assistance for those displacees who had 
no property taken but were forced to relocate 
because the traffic pattern changed. The great 
majority of the conferees agreed that this indirect 
compensation would have been a very difficult matter 
to administer and that the cost factor would have 
been tremendous. 

Others felt that the cost of the acquired 
property could be kept to the actual just 
compensation if the offer for the take was made at 
the same time as the offer for the relocation 
assistance. Use of this "package approach" has 
proven successful in a number of states. 

Most felt that the magic ingredient in a 
successful program was an efficient and dedicated 
relocation assistance staff. They felt that the 
better the program is administered, the more 
satisfied the landowner will be and the more prone 
he or she will be to settle without litigation. 
Also, relocation assistance provisions have 
substantially reduced the number of condemnation 
cases. Only about one-third of displacees were 
dissatisfied with the payments and the treatment 
that they received. 

Impact of Relocation on People, Businesses, 

and Communities 

(Co chairmen, Evan Iverson and Raymond Wardwell) 

Even though the comments varied considerably, 
several major subjects were discussed at each 
workshop. Those involved expressed a strong desire 
to take whatever action was possible or make 
statutory changes, if necessary, to achieve equity 
and justice for those displaced by highway 
projects. Many felt it was necessary to update and 
revise federal, state, and local statutes to achieve 
this objective. 

The evaluation of relocation impacts in the proj-
ect planning stage was also examined. More weight  

should be given to displacement and relocation prob-
lems in determining which corridor or alternative is 
selected. Although participants emphasized that 
this should be a major factor, they recognized that 
numerous other variables had to be considered in 
making an acceptable decision. Relocation is only 
one of these important decision-making considera-
tions. Emphasis was placed on improved evaluations 
in the preparation of environmental impact state-
ments. Authority for such action exists under envi-
ronmental statutes, but some indicated that more em-
phasis is placed on physical environmental factors 
than on social and economic issues. Hence, reloca-
tion problems are sometimes not given adequate at-
tention. 

STATUTORY CHANGES 

A number of recommendations were made by 
participants concerning legislation now under 
consideration by Congress. These are noted here. 

Definition of displacees should be 
restricted to those involuntarily displaced as a 
result of programs or projects. However, 
participants expressed a desire to retain existing 
flexibility to determine properties that are being 
adversely affected economically and to work out 
individualized solutions. Strong sentiment to 
preserve existing merits of the act were expressed. 
It was pointed out that statutory authority was now 
hazy regarding expenditure of funds for properties 
adversely affected that are not part of the neces-
sary right-of-way. If a good case can be made for 
providing funds, approval is usually possible. 

Need was expressed for a better working 
definition of a project. In the planning and design 
phases of project development, those individuals or 
institutions adversely affected should be included 
in project development to enable agencies to take 
appropriate action to achieve community objectives. 

The financial maximum should be removed from 
federal statutes because of the greatly increased 
property and relocation costs. Such action would 
simply extend existing practices because agencies 
are now forced into last-resort housing due to the 
fact that current limits do not cover costs for 
satisfactory housing. 

Federal statutes should standardize require-
ments among agencies concerning such matters as eli-
gibility (tenure), property tax, and choice of hous-
ing. 

Provisions should be made for a supplement 
to businesses that are displaced. This would not 
necessarily mean the same treatment as for residents 
displaced from homes, but matters such as the cost 
of acquiring a new business site should receive 
attention in legislation. If necessary, criteria 
for applying assistance to businesses could be 
established within the proposed statute. 

A desire was epressed to replace services 
in low-income neighborhoods when these essential 
services are removed as a result of projects or 
programs. 

Provisions should be made in state statutes 
to remove any uncertainty about the ability to 
acquire uneconomic remainders. 

If loans cannot be provided by the U.S. 
Small Business Administration to assist businesses 
that lose revenue and experience problems during the 
relocation process, then other funding should be 
made available by some process to be established by 
statute. 

In the project planning phase, more adequate 
social, economic, and land use evaluations should be 
made to determine the feasibility of pursuing a 


