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Everyone a f f ec t ed by a pub l ic i m p r o v e m e n t should be compensated so that he i s no 
w o r s e o f f than he was b e f o r e the i m p r o v e m e n t was c rea ted and perhaps he i s be t t e r o f f . 
A new t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f a c i l i t y a f f ec t s not only those ac tua l ly d i sp laced but a lso the c o m ­
m u n i t y i t s e l f . Not a l l of the d e t r i m e n t a l e f f ec t s of the i m p r o v e m e n t a r e compensable 
because many e f f ec t s cannot be measu red and c e r t a i n inheren t r i s k s a r e i nvo lved i n 
opera t ing a f r e e e n t e r p r i s e sys tem. 

Re loca t ion i s a dynamic p rocess , and an a t t empt to evaluate m e r e l y the e f f ec t s b e ­
f o r e and a f t e r the i m p r o v e m e n t may not r e f l e c t the ac tua l e f f e c t s o f t h i s dynamic p r o ­
cess. The re a r e a number of steps i n the p rocess of d i sp lacement : the an t i c ipa t ion 
and p lann ing , the ac tua l d i sp lacement , the r e l o c a t i o n , the cons t ruc t ion of the new i m ­
provemen t , the i m p a c t of comple ted i m p r o v e m e n t , and the c u m u l a t i v e e f f ec t s of the 
i m p r o v e m e n t on the c o m m u m t y and r eg ion . W i t h the passage of t i m e the re may be 
t remendous impac t s on the i nd iv idua l s and c o m m u n i t y that a r e not pe r ce ived i f we 
s i m p l y make a s ta t ic c o m p a r i s o n b e f o r e and a f t e r the cons t ruc t i on p rocess . The m e r e 
announcement that an a r ea i s be ing cons idered f o r a new highway o r u rban r enewa l 
p r o j e c t has a g r ea t impac t on l i f e and inves tmen t i n the a rea to be a f fec ted . I t causes 
a subs tant ia l degree of unce r t a in ty of the f u t u r e of the a rea and reduces the w i l l i n g n e s s 
of o ther people to inves t t he re because they a r e not sure what p r o p e r t y i s going to be 
taken and what the e f f e c t w i l l be on the r e m a i n i n g commun i ty . L i k e w i s e , owners a r e 
u n w i l l i n g to spend necessary money to p r o v i d e adequate maintenance and r e p a i r s b e ­
cause they th ink that t h e i r bu i ld ings a r e going to be t o r n down. T h i s unce r t a in ty as to 
the f u t u r e o f the i n d i v i d u a l p r o p e r t y and the c o m m u n i t y o f t e n r e s u l t s m a dec l ine i n 
p r o p e r t y values even b e f o r e there i s ac tua l a c q u i s i t i o n of p r o p e r t y f o r the i m p r o v e ­
ment . Thus , the announcement of the p lanmng of a new t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f a c i l i t y o r u r b a n 
r e n e w a l p r o j e c t causes an inves tmen t and mamtenance gap w h i l e people w a i t t o f i n d out 
what I S going to happen to the commun i ty . 

D u r i n g th i s t i m e when people a r e f o r c e d to s e l l t h e i r p r o p e r t y b e f o r e the g o v e r n ­
m e n t I S w i l l i n g to buy i t , buye r s a r e f r e q u e n t l y d i f f i c u l t t o f i n d , and i f one i s found he 
may discount f u t u r e unce r t a in t i e s i n t e r m s of l o w e r m a r k e t value f o r the p r o p e r t y . I n 
t u r n , when the government i s ready to purchase p r o p e r t y f o r the r enewa l p r o j e c t , c o m ­
parab le sales values i n the a r ea ind ica te a m u c h l o w e r m a r k e t value and t h e r e f o r e a l l 
p r o p e r t y owners may be adverse ly a f fec ted . 

The opposite e f f e c t can occur i f the i m p r o v e m e n t i s expected to r a i s e the gene ra l 
m a r k e t va lue of p r o p e r t y w i t h i n the a rea a f fec ted . I n t h i s s i t ua t i on annoimcement o f 
the i m p r o v e m e n t t r i g g e r s l and specula t ion and f o r c e s up the value of p r o p e r t y w i t h i n 
the v i c i n i t y w i t h the e f f e c t tha t a new p r i c e l e v e l i s es tabl ished at wh ich the government 
m u s t a cqu i r e the land. 

The ac tua l p rocess of d i sp lacement imposes costs on the owners and r e n t e r s f o r 
m o v m g and ad jus t i ng to new env i ronments . Under the 1968 F e d e r a l - A i d Highway A c t , 
a l lowances a r e made f o r r e l o c a t i o n costs f o r owners and r e n t e r s of p r o p e r t y t aken f o r 
the i m p r o v e m e n t However , the A c t ignores c e r t a i n costs f o r compensat ion that a r e 
r e a l l y t r u e costs of the i m p r o v e m e n t , such as the loss of equity b u i l t up by a con t rac t 
buyer i f t i t l e r e v e r t s to the s e l l e r because s u f f i c i e n t equity has not been pa id on the 
p r o p e r t y . 
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The 1968 Federal-Aid Highway Act recognizes that displaced persons often cannot 
find new qviarters at the same prices as those from which they are displaced, and it 
provides for nominal relocation payments. Displacement costs are increased partly 
because the quality of dwellings is upgraded and partly because the market forces re­
flect increased demand for limited facilities. This is especially true for low-income 
households. Unless there is an equal number of replacement units for the same income 
level, displacement caused by the new improvement forces low-income families out of 
existing housing without comparable replacement units and forces market prices up 
because there are more bidding for fewer units. The effect on the rental and owner 
market especially for low-income households is to raise rents and prices for the total. 
Thus everyone in the area pays the higher cost induced by the new improvement for 
which they receive no compensation at all. 

Displacement for transportation or urban improvements, therefore, has an impact 
not merely on those displaced but, in a housing shortage area, on the total housing 
market. When housing is in short supply for al l or for just those in a limited-income 
level, the takmg of housing for public improvements wi l l affect the total housii^ struc­
ture within the affected area. 

Because of the high mobility of the population throughout the United States, there is 
a high turnover in the housing market Many units are always becoming vacant, and 
these can be used for relocation housing purposes. This does not compensate, how­
ever, for the fact that there are fewer housing units in an area to house the same num­
ber of people. 

Between 1937 and 1967 the Douglas Commission estimated that federal programs 
destroyed over 1 million housing units in cities. That is more than all the public hous­
ing ever built in the United States. Of this number 404,000 were destroyed by urban 
renewal and 330,000 by highways. In the 74 cities studied, the number of houses de­
stroyed by federal programs or federally financed programs exceeded the number of 
new units built for public housing so that low-income households were worse off in net 
terms as a result of federal programs. 

Housing costs and rents increase because of a number of factors and not merely be­
cause of displacements by public improvements. Factors such as general inflation, 
higher income levels, stricter code enforcements, and influx of population cause a rise 
in housing costs and rents. It is impossible to separate that part attributable to dis­
placement from that part caused by all other factors. People, therefore, cannot be 
compensated for such losses. Because the entire market cannot be compensated for 
such losses, for every housing unit destroyed by a public improvement, a new unit 
should be built and made accessible to the same income group, thoi^h not necessarily 
to the same individuals who are displaced. Then the upward pressure on rents and 
housing costs caused by destroying one unit would be offset by the downward pressure 
of rents by making additional units available. For every new public improvement that 
requires the destruction of housing, particularly housing for low-income households, 
part of the cost of the construction of the improvement ought to include the cost of 
building new housing facilities to replace housing destroyed by the project. Private 
enterprise may be attracted to finance some of the costs for such new housing by the 
government's funding the gap between the present high construction cost and the ability 
of low-income households to pay for these units. 

The construction process itself imposes costs on individuals and the community that 
are mvisible if one merely evaluates the before-and-after situation. Blockmg access 
to businesses for long periods of time, slowii^ down people's movements throughout 
the neighborhood, and creating traffic congestion, construction noise, vibration, and 
pollution are negative factors for which the community is not currently compensated. 
The division of neighborhoods, the shifting of travel patterns, the elimination of markets 
for transportation-oriented businesses, the increased costs and time of circuitous travel 
are also not compensated for. The benefits accruii^ from the facilities often do not go 
to the same ones who pay the costs, either directly or mdirectly. It is not possible, 
however, to pay cash for all adverse effects caused by the introduction of a public im­
provement. Some must be accepted as the price for living m a dynamic society. 
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The cumulative effects of the individual project in conjunction with other public 
works projects and private enterprise activities must be considered. Displacement 
I S focused on certain areas of an urban environment and not spread evenly throughout 
the entire city. Displacement concentrated in a racial or cultural minority section has 
an impact substantially different from that of displacement in other sections of the city. 
Although the number of houses destroyed may be small in terms of the total housing 
supply, the impact on the persons and community affected by the improvement is more 
severe because income limitations and racial discrimination may restrict certain 
groups from the normal patterns of consumer mobility within an urban area. 

The cost-benefit analysis typically done for most public improvement programs 
usually considers only the aggregate effects on the whole community and does not look 
at the distribution of costs and benefits among various subgroups. The benefits of the 
projects frequently do not accrue to the same people who must bear their costs. Bene­
fits and costs accrue both to the users of the improvement and to the community as a 
whole. Historically, we have been far more concerned with the costs and benefits to 
the users of the facility than with those affecting surrounding communities. 

I t is unjust to consider each public improvement project separately and in isolation. 
We must consider the total social and economic situation of the urban area to be af­
fected. In view of the racial, social, and economic problems in many low-income urban 
neighborhoods, the additional location of an improvement project there imposes a tre­
mendous additional cost of living on people who are already economically and socially 
disadvantaged. The intrusion of a highway or urban renewal project through such a 
neighborhood can no lo i ter be considered an isolated event but must be considered in 
light of the total economic and social structure of the city. Between 1951 and 1964 
almost 90 percent of the households displaced in Baltimore were Negro, even though 
less than one-half the population of Baltimore is Negro. There were many reasons 
for this; for example, much of the housing was in old neighborhoods or slums, near 
the center of town, and on low-cost land. It looked, however, like a very deliberate 
design to direct the highway through Negro neighborhoods instead of white neighbor­
hoods where there is greater political power. Such perceptions are goii^ to have a 
substantial influence on other resistance to more highway and urban construction in 
disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

It seems easier to substitute rhetoric for action because talk is cheaper than deeds, 
and the economic costs and social costs for really correcting our urban problems are 
staggerii^. Social and economic justice is not cheap. Mere relocation payments wi l l 
not pay for the misery inflicted on people under the present conditions by public im­
provements in urban areas. The public is now recognizing this. That is why there is 
growing opposition to urban highways and other public improvement projects that 
callously displace people without providing them with equal or better alternative en­
vironments and accommodations. 


