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RELOCATION-THE UNIFORM RELOCATION
ASSISTANCE AND REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION

POLICIES ACT OF 1970-AN EMPIRICAL STUDY*

I. INTRODUCTION

[T]he basic questions about all relocation involve issues of fairness, jus-
tice, and humaneness, as well as the responsibility of public agencies to
see that the weaker and less articulate groups in our society are not forced
to bear an unnecessary share of the human costs and hardships or urban
change and development.'

One of the most severe deficiencies in urban renewal and related govern-
mental programs causing residential and commercial displacement as they
existed in the twenty years preceding the enactment of the Uniform Relo-
cation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 19702 was
an inability to adequately and consistently provide "a decent home and a
suitable living environment ' 3 for those whom the multitude of programs
displaced.4 Several programs lacked any policies regarding displacement
and relocation; many others had inadequate or conflicting policies. 5

* The research reported herein was conducted pursuant to a grant from the American Bar
Foundation, Chicago, Illinois. The analyses, conclusions, and opinions expressed are those of
the authors, however, and not of the American Bar Foundation, its officers and directors, or
others associated with its work. The authors wish to express their sincere gratitude for the
invaluable assistance rendered by the following persons: Chester W. Hartmen, formerly Sen-
ior Planning Associate, National Housing and Economic Development Law Project, Univer-
sity of California (Berkeley) Law School; Mary B. Asbell, Director, Neighborhood Develop-
ment Department for the City of Macon, Georgia; Joseph A. Fogarty, Senior ROW Agent,
Property Services Bureau, New York State Department of Transportation, Albany, New
York; Allen F. Wallace, Law Clerk for the Honorable W. A. Bootle, Senior Judge, U.S.
District Court for the Middle District of Georgia; and Gloria D. Floyd, staff secretary. How-
ever, all except the principal authors are absolved of all responsibilities for any errors con-
tained in the report.

1. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON URBAN PROBLEMS, BUILDING THE AMERIcAN CITY 287 (1969).
2. 42 U.S.C. §4601 et seq. (Supp. 1971) [hereinafter cited as the Uniform Relocation Act

of 1970 or the 1970 Act].
3. The Housing Act of 1949, §2, 42 U.S.C. §1441 (1970).
4. In testimony during hearings on the 1970 Act Representative William H. Harsha ob-

served:
At the present time, over 50 Federal programs result in the condemnation of land
and the displacement of thousands upon thousands of people from their homes and
businesses each year. Hearings on H.R. 14898, H.R. 14899, and S. 1 Before the
House Comm. on Public Works, 91st Cong., 1st & 2d Sess. 55 (1970) [hereinafter
cited as 1970 Hearings].

5. As currently administered, there is no uniform policy regarding relocation
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Since passage of the Housing Act of 1949,1 Title I of which introduced
urban renewal and the beginning of large-scale population displacement,
federal and federally assisted programs have been responsible for uprooting
an enormous number of individuals, families, and businesses. A Library
of Congress analysis submitted to the House Committee on Public Works
during hearings on the Uniform Relocation Act of 1966 (H.R. 386) depicted
the magnitude, past and future, of federal displacement activities:

The governmental displacement of persons and businesses is substantial
at present, and all indications are that the rate of displacement will con-
tinue to grow. Displacement in the immediate past totaled 85,550 per
year, while such displacements in the future will amount to an estimated
132,600 per year.7

But the inequities attending forced population displacement did not,
and could not, stem from extensiveness alone. Developmental programs of
all sizes were ostensibly directed at improving the living conditions of those
in the affected areas through slum clearance and the elimination of blight.
On many local levels, however, the means often became the primary objec-
tive; relocation became the vehicle. Those most seriously hurt by non-
existent or chaotic relocation policies were the low- and moderate-income
families and individuals, the elderly, and minority groups. The National

payments and assistance to owners, tenants,, and other persons displaced by the
acquisition of real property in Federal and Federally assisted programs. The Gen-
eral Services Administration and the Post Office Department, for example, do not
provide any relocation payments or assistance to persons affected by their pro-
grams. Programs administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) (Urban renewal, public housing, and mass transportation) pay sub-
stantially more than the highway programs administered by the Bureau of Public
Roads under the multi-billion dollar highway programs, relocation payments are
optional with the States and only 32 States have elected to make payments. Of
these, only 22 provide payments up to the level authorized under the highway
program, and this level is below the HUD programs. Furthermore, the Federal
highway programs provide very little advisory assistance for those displaced by
highway projects. E. HEIDBREDER, THE UNIFORM RELOCATION ACT OF 1966 (S.1681)
SUMMARY, AS PASSED BY THE SENATE JULY 22, 1966, WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO ITS

EFFECT ON THE MASS TRANSIT PROGRAM, contained in Hearings on H.R. 386 Before
the House Comm. on Public Works, 90th Cong., 2d Sess. 390 (1968) [hereinafter
cited as HEIDBREDER REPORT].

6. 42 U.S.C. §1441 et seq. (1970).
7. HEIDBREDER REPORT, supra note 5, at 390. The accuracy of this forecast was demon-

strated in a 1973 report by the Comptroller General which observed:
During fiscal year 1972 Federal and federally assisted projects of FHWA, HUD, and
the Corps [of Engineers, Department of the Army] accounted for about 99 percent
of all government-wide displacements. About 119,000 people were relocated, at a
cost of about $106 million, by programs administered by the three agencies.
COMPTROLLER GENERAL, REPORT TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RE-

LATIONS, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES SENATE: DIFFER-

ENCES IN ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNIFORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND REAL PROP-

ERTY ACQUISITION POLICIES ACT OF 1970 (June 7, 1973).
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Commission on Urban Problems reported:

It has been primarily the poor, the near poor, and lower middle class
whose houses have been demolished. Public housing and most urban re-
newal sites naturally have been selected in areas with substandard hous-
ing, where by definition few if any of the upper income groups live and
where . . . at least 57 percent of the families are poor. The remaining 43
percent are primarily members of the near poor and lower economic mid-
dle class with a sprinkling of those above this level, particularly among
Negroes who find it difficult to find housing elsewhere.'

The displacement and relocation of individuals, families, and businesses
by federal or federally assisted programs has been the subject of numerous
studies and treatises.' Though disparities do exist in the findings and
conclusions of the various studies, especially between governmental and
private endeavors," it would not be unfair to conclude that a substantial
portion of the population which had been displaced prior to 19711 by the
more than 50 federal programs were not the immediate benefactors of such

8. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON URBAN PROBLEMS, BUILDING THE AMERICAN CITY 82 (1968).
9. See, e.g., C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF

PLANNERS 255 (1964); J. REICH, M. STEGMAN, AND N. STEGMAN, RELOCATING THE DISPOSSESSED
ELDERLY: A STUDY OF MEXICAN-AMERICANS (1966), D. THURSZ, WHERE ARE THEY Now? A STUDY

OF THE IMPACT OF RELOCATION ON FORMER RESIDENTS OF SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON WHO WERE

SERVED IN AN HWC DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (1966), House Comm. on Public Works, Highway
Relocation Assistance Study, 90th Cong., 1st Sess. (Comm. Print 1967); P. NEIBANCK, RELOCA-
TION IN URBAN PLANNING: FROM OBSTACLE TO OPPORTUNITY (1968); M. Posern, A. Goshin, and
L. Bellin. Evaluation of Housing Standards of Families Within Four Years of Relocation by
Urban Renewal, 58 AM. J. PUB. HEALTH 1256 (1968). Note, Family Relocation in Urban
Renewal, 82 HARV. L. REV. 864 (1969); NATIONAL COMMISSION ON URBAN PROBLEMS, BUILDING
THE AMERICAN CITY (1969); J. Williams, The Effects of Urban Renewal Upon a Black Com-
munity: Evaluation and Recommendations, 50 SOCIAL SCI. Q. 703 (1969); E. CAHN, T. EICHEN-
BURG, AND R. ROMBERG, THE LEGAL LAWBREAKERS: A STUDY OF THE NONADMINISTRATION OF

FEDERAL RELOCATION REQUIREMENTS (1970); M. STEGMAN, HOUSING AND ECONOMICS: THE

AMERICAN DILEMMA (1970); Handbook on Housing Law, Volume I, Guide to Federal Housing,
Redevelopment and Planning Programs, by National Housing and Economic Development
Law Project (copyright 1970 by National Housing and Economic Development Law Project,
Earl Warren Legal Institute, University of California; published by Prentice-Hall, Inc., En-
glewood Cliffs, New Jersey) [cited as 1 NATIONAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LAW
PROJECT, HANDBOOK ON HOUSING LAW (1970)1; C. Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and
No Relief, 57 VA. L. REV. 745 (1971); NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, TOWARD EFFECTIVE CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION IN URBAN RENEWAL: A FINAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE URBAN

RENEWAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (1974), all of which, in varying degrees, were relied upon
by the authors in the formulation and presentation of this report.

10. Many writers have been extremely critical of statistical abstracts provided by agencies
responsible for, or connected with, large-scale displacement programs. For a critique of some
of the deficiencies discovered in official relocation report see E. CAHN, T. EICHENBERG, AND R.
ROMBERG, THE LEGAL LAWBREAKERS: A STUDY OF THE NONADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL RELOCA-

TION REQUIREMENTS 1-14 (1970).
11. The effective date of the 1970 Act (with the exception of two specific sections) was

January 2, 1971, the day on which the President signed the measure.
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programs. In an excellent summary of the conclusions derived from a view
of the results of residential relocation in more than 30 follow-up studies
conducted during the 1950's and early 1960's, Professor Hartmen, formerly
Senior Planning Associate at the National Housing and Economic Devel-
opment Law Project, University of California at Berkeley, observed:

Increased housing costs were extremely wide-spread and of considerable
proportions, often irrespective of improvements in housing conditions or
the family's ability to absorb these increased costs. Relocatees generally
tended to cluster in the immediate vicinity of the displacement project, a
pattern which suggests at best marginal improvement in living conditions
and often gives rise to a repeat of the displacement experience within a
few years. Patterns of racial segregation became more pronounced. Relo-
cation assistance was utilized by only a minority of the displacees.
Changes in tenure patterns were not widespread, although some studies
did show an increase in ownership. While instances to the contrary ex-
isted, most studies did not show a decrease in overcrowing, and in some
cases overcrowding actually increased. Displacement and relocation often
occasioned severe social and personal disruption. Although some improve-
ment in housing quality was indicated (virtually inevitable from programs
which systematically move people out of the community's substandard
housing stock), the degree of improvement was far less than the displacees
and the general community had the right to expect from programs which
were devoted to the public welfare and which occasioned the costs asso-
ciated with displacement and relocation.12

Congress was not unmindful of the hardships and inequitable treatment
suffered by many displacees as a result of inadequate or conflicting reloca-
tion procedures. Unfortunately, congressional response came, for the most
part, in the form of piecemeal legislation aimed at specific programs.
Taken as a whole, the legislation did little to improve the overall process.
Indeed, "there was concern that additional legislation directed toward
particular programs would provide even greater inequities for persons af-
fected by programs not covered by such legislation."'"

In 1961 the Select Subcommittee on Real Property Acquisition was cre-
ated to study the effects of federal and federally assisted land acquisition
programs upon owners, tenants, and other persons affected by such pro-
grams. The staff report"1 issued by that subcommittee set forth the major

12. C. Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and No Relief, 57 VA. L. REv. 746-47
(1971). Subsequent studies tended merely to reaffirm the conclusions. In analyzing the find-
ings contained in 10 independent relocation studies conducted in the mid- and late 1960's,
Professor Hartman concluded: "It appears beyond doubt that forced residential relocation
produces net damage to the universe of displacees, as measured by both objective and subjec-
tive indices." Id. at 802.

13. 1970 Hearings, supra note 4, at 2 (statement of Representative George H. Fallon).
14. Staff of House Comm. on Public Works, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., Study of Compensation

and Assistance for Persons affected by Real Property Acquisition in Federal and Federally
Assisted Programs (1965).
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deficiences in land acquisition and relocation procedures, and recom-
mended changes in existing laws and regulations. This report and similar
studies led to the introduction and consideration of several bills proposing
a uniform land acquisition and relocation assistance policy, including the
Uniform Relocation Act of 1966,'" which was passed by the Senate on July
22, 1966. It was not until 1970, however, that both the House and Senate
were able to agree upon a single uniform policy "for the fair and equitable
treatment of persons displaced as a result of Federal and federally assisted
programs ... ""

Despite the Uniform Relocation Act's comparatively generous provisions
relative to the benefits granted and protections afforded those persons
displaced as a result of federal or federally subsidized programs, there is
some evidence that the legislature's avowed goal of establishing a uniform
policy applicable to all programs causing population displacement remains
unachieved. 17 The purpose of this study, however, is not to test the Act's
uniformity. Rather, this study is concerned primarily and directly with the
treatment accorded individuals and families displaced from a single neigh-
borhood development program pursuant to the provisons of the Uniform
Relocation Act of 1970 and the related administrative rules and regulations
of a single agency, the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD).

The next section of this report will briefly trace the development of
congressional standards regarding the relocation of persons displaced from
urban renewal programs. In succeeding sections the report will (1) delin-
eate some of the Uniform Relocation Act's more salient provisions includ-
ing any modifications which it effected in previously existing relocation
policy; (2) develop from the findings of previously reported studies observ-
able issues based upon the more frequently recurring abuses of legislative
intendment; (3) summarize the constituent elements of the relocation
program adopted by the local public agency in Macon, Georgia, for the
neighborhood development project under observation; (4) diagram the
characteristics of the population within the project area as well as the
housing conditions within the geographical area under study; (5) outline
the methodology employed in conducting the empirical study; (6) present
the most significant findings of the study and compare them with the
findings of other recent studies; and (7) draw conclusions from the analysis
relative to the efficacy of the 1970 Act.

15. S. 1681, 89th Cong., 2d Sess. (1966).
16. 42 U.S.C. §4621 (1970).
17. See COMPTROLLER GENERAL, REPORT TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL

RELATIONS, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES SENATE: DIFFERENCES IN

ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNIFORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION POLI-

CIES ACT OF 1970 (June 7, 1973).
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11. THE DEVELOPMENT OF LEGISLATIVE STANDARDS REGULATING THE

RELOCATION OF DISPLACEES FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS

The development of statutory standards relative to the relocation of
persons displaced from urban renewal projects prior to the enactment of
the Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 was rather sporadic at best. In the
embryonic stages of urban renewal little congressional guidance relative to
the relocation of displacees was provided the administrator." As a precon-
dition to the granting of federal financial assistance for community urban
redevelopment programs the Housing Act of 1949 required that responsible
local officials demonstrate the existence of

a feasible method for the temporary relocation of families displaced from
the project area, and that there are or are being provided, in the project
area or in other areas not generally less desirable in regard to public
utilities and public and commercial facilities and at rents or prices within
the financial means of the families displaced from the project area, de-
cent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal in number to the number of and
available to such displaced families and reasonably accessible to their
places of employment."

The administrator was authorized to make capital grants not to exceed
two-thirds of the aggregate net cost of the project, but he was not author-
ized to make such grants for projects which consisted of open lands." The
measure contained no provisions authorizing the reimbursement of moving
and related expenses incurred by those whom the various projects dis-
placed. Nor did the legislation require those primarily responsible for the
implementation of displacement programs to formulate comprehensive
relocation plans to deal effectively with the problems associated with dislo-
cation. The responsibility and burden of moving from a project area to
another suitable, permanent location rested, in large measure, with the
displacees themselves. These obvious inadequacies in the legislation
caused many low- and moderate-income families and individuals who were
forced to relocate to move from substandard quarters within the project
area to substandard dwelling units generally in proximity thereto.21

It was not until 1954 that the legislature took a meaningful step toward
strengthening the provisions of its 1949 urban renewal legislation as it
related to displaced individuals and families. Section 303 of the Housing
Act of 1954 amended Title I of the Housing Act of 1949 by providing that
no loan or capital grant would issue thereunder unless

18. The Housing and Home Finance Administrator, later redesignated the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development.

19. Sec. 105, 63 Stat. 416 (1949), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1455(c)(1)(1970).
20. Sec. 103, 63 Stat. 416 (1949), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1453(a)(1)(1970).
21. See C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 3 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS,

Chart 1 at 276 -77 (1964).
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there is presented to the Administrator by the locality a workable program
(which shall include an official plan of action, as it exists from time to
time, for effectively dealing with the problem of urban slums and blight
within the community....)."

The administrator's certification of a community's workable program was
made a prerequisite for its obtaining federal aid for slum clearance, urban
renewal, and other federal programs.n Federal funds and facilities were
also made available to assist local communities in the development of a
comprehensive plan for logical community growth and redevelopment. As
a result of the workable program requirement a more structured approach
to community planning, urban redevelopment, and relocation was
achieved.

The Housing Act of 1954 also contained a provision2 amending the Na-
tional Housing Act of 193425 by adding thereto sections 220 and 221. Sec-
tion 220 was designed to provide additional mortgage insurance to assist
"the financing required for the rehabilitation of existing dwelling accom-
modations and the construction of new dwelling accommodations"2 in
urban renewal projects. Certification of a community's workable program
by the administrator was also required for the mortgaged property to be
eligible for insurance under this program."

Section 221 established a supplemental Federal Housing Administration
mortgage insurance program to assist in relocating families displaced as a
result of governmental activity within a locality certified to be eligible for
such insurance. To be eligible a community had to request such assis-
tance and present for approval by the administrator a workable program
pursuant to section 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949.29 The general policy
of the section was to provide displaced families with a preference in the
purchase or rental of housing units.

In 1955 the legislature enacted a measure'O providing limited assistance
for the redevelopment of lands which were to be put to predominantly
nonresidential use. Prior to obtaining assistance the governing body of a
community must make'a determination that such redevelopment is nec-
essary and appropriate in light of its comprehensive plan. In no way, how-
ever, could such a determination serve to increase the supply of standard

22. 68 Stat. 623 (1954), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1451(c)(1970).
23. Id.
24. Sec. 123, 68 Stat. 596 (1954), as amended, 12 U.S.C. §§1715k,I(1970).
25. 12 U.S.C. §1701 et seq.(1970).
26. 12 U.S.C. §1715k(a)(1970).
27. 12 U.S.C. §1715k(d) (1970).
28. In 1961 this section was expanded to include low- and moderate-income families.

Housing Act of 1961, §101(a), 12 U.S.C. § 17151(a) (1970).
29. 12 U.S.C. §17151(d) (1970).
30. Housing Amendments of 1955, §106(c), 69 Stat. 637, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1460(c)

(1970).
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dwelling accommodations available for low- and moderate-income families
and individuals. Increased monetary authorizations were also provided in
the Housing Amendments of 1955, but these did nothing to enhance the
lot of those displaced from clearance areas.

Those displaced by urban redevelopment programs were not long forgot-
ten, however. In 1956 section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949 was amended
to authorize relocation payments for elderly individuals, families, and
businesses displaced by urban renewal projects.' The local public agency
involved was authorized to reimburse displacees for their reasonable and
necessary moving expenses for which reimbursement or compensation was
not otherwise made. Reimbursement of expenses and direct losses of prop-
erty (not including goodwill or profit) was not retroactive, and the amount
was limited to a maximum of $100 for individuals and families and $2500
for business establishments." Since the total amount of relocation pay-
ments made during the administration of any qualified project would be
added to the authorized federal capital grant, no local public agency was
required to contribute any part of the payments made as a local grant-in-
aid.

Irrespective of the amounts involved the authorization was an explicit
recognition on the part of Congress that displacees had theretofore borne
a disproportionate burden in the relocation process. Unfortunately the
legislation did not go far enough. Many studies demonstrated that in-
creased housing costs often followed relocation. In the case of a great many
displaced individuals and families there was a need for a subsidy pay-
ment-a readjustment cushion. However, this consideration had to await
future congressional action.

In the Housing Act of 1961 the legislature provided increased benefits
for business concerns and extended eligibility for relocation payments to
non-profit organizations.3 3 Additionally, financial assistance was author-
ized for urban renewal projects involving educational institutions or hospi-
tals without regard to the legislative requirement that land in a redevelop-
ment area be put to predominantly residential use.3 The use to which the
property in the redevelopment area was put, however, did have to accord
with the community's comprehensive plan or with a plan approved by
state or local law and found acceptable by the administrator. But local
plans, if any existed, for offsetting any resultant diminution in housing
stock were often inadequate, and there was no sense of immediacy in
tending to that problem.

In the late 1950's and early 1960's numerous official and semi-official

31. The Housing Act of 1956, §305, 70 Stat. 1099, repealed, §310(c), 78 Stat. 790 (1964).
32. Id. In the Housing Act of 1959 the amount of reimbursement was increased to $200

for individuals and families and $3,000 for businesses. Sec. 409, 73 Stat. 674 (1959).
33. Sec. 304, 75 Stat. 167 (1961), repealed, §310(c), 78 Stat. 790 (1964).
34. Sec. 309, 42 U.S.C. §1463(a) (1970).
35. Id.
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inquiries were made into the treatment of individuals, families,and busi-
nesses displaced by governmental action." The findings of those studies
showed that, with respect to displacees, the congressional objective of a
decent, safe, and sanitary living environment was not being fully realized.
Additional safeguards were needed to realize the long-sought congressional
goal. Measures were adopted in the Housing Act of 1964 which, it was
hoped, would serve to curb the abuses in relocation procedures.

To insure the availability of an adequate quanity of standard replace-
ment housing the legislature provided that

no workable program shall be certified or re-certified unless (A) the local-
ity has had in effect, for a least six months prior to such certification or
re-certification, a minimum standards housing code, related but not lim-
ited to health, sanitation, and occupancy requirements, which is deemed
adequate by the Administrator, and (B) the Administrator is satisfied
that the locality is carrying out an effective program of enforcement to
achieve compliance with such housing code.37

This legislation signalled a congressional awareness of the fact that many
families and individuals displaced from substandard housing within a pro-
ject area were relocating to other substandard units often in proximity to
the slum or blighted area from which they were forced to move. The provi-
sion for the existence and enforcement of an adequate local housing code
was intended to eliminate many such pointless moves. Unfortunately, the
effective date of this provision was, of necessity, postponed until three
years after passage of the legislation. 8

The 1964 Act also amended section 105 of the Housing Act of 1949 to
provide that rules and regulations should be issued by the administrator
to implement the congressional mandate relating to the relocation from
urban renewal areas of displaced families, individuals, and business con-
cerns. The legislation further directed the establishment of

a relocation assistance program which shall include such measures, facili-
ties, and services as may be necessary or appropriate in order (1) to deter-
mine the needs of such families, individuals, and business concerns for
relocation assistance, (2) to provide information and assistance to aide in
relocation and otherwise minimize the hardships of displacement, and (3)
to assure the necessary coordination or relocation activities with other
project activities and other planned or proposed governmental actions in
the community which may affect the carrying out of the relocation pro-
gram .3

With respect to relocation payments, the legislation retained the provi-

36. Many of the studies are reproduced in the 1970 Hearings, supra note 4.
37. Sec. 301(a), 78 Stat. 785 (1964), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1451(c) (1970).
38. Id.
39. Sec. 305(a), 78 Stat. 786 (1964), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1455(c) (1970).
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sion that the federal government would absorb the total amount of reloca-
tion payments made by any local public agency pursuant to an approved
urban renewal program. Additionally, the measure extended eligibility for
such payments to those displaced as a result of code enforcement or volun-
tary rehabilitation of buildings or other improvements made pursuant to
an urban renewal plan.4"

The amount of relocation payments previously authorized was also in-
creased by the enactment. In the case of small private businesses with
annual net earnings of less than $10,000 per year an additional $1,500
compensation was authorized if such businesses met several prerequis-
ites.4 In the case of families and displaced individuals sixty-two years of
age and older, compensation for moving expenses and actual direct losses
of property was not increased above the $200 maximum. However, the act
did authorize an additional "relocation adjustment payment, not to exceed
$500, to assist such displaced individual or family to acquire a decent, safe,
and sanitary dwelling. ' 42 The additional compensation was to be meted
out in accordance with an established formula based on the displacee's
income and the cost for one year of standard replacement housing suitable
for the displacee's needs." However, the payment was authorized only if
an individual or family were unable to secure dwelling accommodations in
a federally assisted low rent housing project, or similar state or locally-
supported facility.

The payments and protections which were authorized for displaced fam-
ilies and individuals by the 1964 enactment were significant. Still, there
were several exceptions and too many limitations to the benefits which the
legislation purported to grant. Moreover, studies had shown that enhance-
ment of relocation payments alone could not guarantee that displacees
would find their way to affordable, standard housing units. That result
could be achieved only if, in the first instance, an adequate supply of such
rehousing was in existence prior to displacement. But the 1964 legislation
was not specifically directed to this problem.

In 1965 Congress did turn its attention to the replacement housing prob-
lem. The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 sought to increase
further the availability of affordable, standard housing units by authoriz-
ing public housing agencies to provide low-rent housing in private accom-
modations "where such housing in private accommodations can be pro-
vided at a cost equal to or less than housing in projects assisted under other
provisions of this chapter."4 The measure also provided that each local

40. Sec. 310(a), 78 Stat. 788 (1964), creating 42 U.S.C. §1465(a) (1970), repealed,
§220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).

41. 42 U.S.C. §1465(b)(2) (1970), repealed, §220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).
42. Sec. 310(a), 78 Stat. 788 (1964), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1465(c)(2) (1970), repealed,

§220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).
43. Id.
44. 42 U.S.C. §1421 b (1970).
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public agency involved in an urban renewal program supply the secretary
with satisfactory assurances that "within a reasonable time prior to actual
displacement . . .decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings . . . are available
for the relocation of each such individual or family." '45

In 1966 Congress amended section 105 of the Housing Act of 1949 to
provide that a "substantial" number of any community's dwelling units
constructed in approved federally-assisted urban renewal programs
planned for predominantly residential uses must be standard units for low
and moderate income families or individuals. At least 20% of such units
were to be constructed for low-income families or individuals. The effec-
tiveness of these measures, designed to further increase the supply of stan-
dard affordable housing available to displacees, was muted somewhat in
that such provisions were not applicable to programs begun prior to August
1, 1968 .4 Further, the requirement that 20% of the units constructed be
for low-income families or individuals could be waived to the extent that
such units were not needed.'8 Again, exceptions and limitations made oth-
erwise progressive legislation much less effective.

Title V of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 made several
additions and modifications to existing legislation. Section 501 created the
neighborhood development program, an innovative concept in urban re-
development designed to "faciliate more rapid renewal and development
of urban areas on an effective scale, and to encourage more efficient and
flexible utilization of public and private development opportunities by
local communities in such areas. . . . " Neighborhood development pro-
grams had to meet all the requirements of standard urban renewal projects
but were to be planned and executed on the basis of annual increments."
This new program served to decrease the delays which were often encoun-
tered in carrying to completion urban renewal programs under previously
existing law.5" To provide a semblance of uniformity in the segmented
proceedings the relocation requirments contained in section 105(c) of the
Housing Act of 1949 were to apply to each annual increment of an approved
neighborhood development program.2

Section 512 of the 1968 enactment amended section 105 of the Housing

45. 42 U.S.C. §1455(c)(2) (1970) (emphasis added). A "reasonable time" was interpreted
by HUD as "not more than 60 days prior to the estimated date of the commencement of actual
displacement ...... U.S. DEFT. OF HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT, URBAN RENEWAL

HANDBOOK, RHA 7212.1, ch. 1 at 4 (1968).
46. 42 U.S.C. §1455 (f) (1970).
47. Id.
48. Id.
49. 42 U.S.C. §1469(a) (1970).
50. 42 U.S.C. §1469(b) (1970).
51. Under standard urban renewal programs it was not uncommon for projects to extend

beyond six years.
52. 42 U.S.C. §1469(b) (1970).
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Act of 1949 to require that a "majority" of dwelling units constructed
within an urban redevelopment area designated for predominantly resi-
dential use be standard units for low- and moderate-income families and
individuals." The requirement that 20% of such units be for low income
families and individuals was retained as was the provision that such re-
quirement could be waived where the need was not present .5

The total amount of reimbursement previously authorized for moving
expenses and direct loss of property was not affected by the 1968 legisla-
tion. However, the enactment did provide an additional "relocation ad-
justment" payment of $500 over a twelve month period for eligible families
and individuals 62 years of age and older. 5 A conditional $5000 payment
to displaced owners of single or two-family dwelling units located in project
areas and occupied for at least a year prior to the initiation of negotiations
for such property was also authorized.5

The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1969 was the last major
piece of legislation to deal with the relocation of persons displaced from
urban renewal areas prior to the enactment of the Uniform Relocation Act
of 1970. The 1969 Act amended section 105(c) to the Housing Act of 1949
to provide for a biannual review of every community's relocation plan to
determine the effectiveness with which such plan was being adminis-
tered. 5 An important subsection was also added to provide that for each
residential structure destroyed or removed from a project area

there shall be provided in the area within which the local public agency
has jurisdiction (by construction or rehabilitation) standard housing units
for occupancy by low and moderate income families... at least equal in
number to the number of units occupied by such families prior to demoli-
tion or removal of such structure or structures.Y

But the quoted provision, designed to insure the existence of an ade-
quate number of standard affordable units to which displacees could be
relocated, was lacking in two respects. First, it could be waived where the
vacancy rate for all existing housing units within the jurisdiction of the
local public agency was 5% or greater and where it was determined by the
secretary that there were "existing standard housing units in such area
. . .available for occupancy by low and moderate income families . . .
displaced by the urban renewal project." 5 Second, even assuming that the

53. 42 U.S.C. §1455(f) (1970).
54. Id.
55. 42 U.S.C. §1465(c)(2) (1970), repealed, §220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).
56. 42 U.S.C. §1465(c)(3) (1970), repealed, §220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).
57. 42 U.S.C. §1455(c)(3) (Supp. 1971).
58. 42 U.S.C. §1455(h) (Supp. 1971).
59. Id. The so-called one-for-one replacement housing requirement was considerably

strengthened by administrative regulation. See U.S. DEPT. or HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT

HANDBOOK, WORKABLE PROGRAM FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, MPD 7100.1, ch. 6, 3(c)
(1968).
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vacancy rate within a locality could be shown to be in excess of 5%, the
question remained as to what percentage of those reportedly vacant units
were less than standard.

III. THE UNIFORM RELOCATION ACT OF 1970

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Poli-
cies Act of 19700 was enacted on, and (with the exception of two specific
sections 1 ) made effective as of January 2, 1971. Two days after signing the
measure into law the President issued a memorandum"2 directing the es-
tablishment of a task force, chaired by the Office of Management and
Budget and composed of representatives of the various departments, to
formulate guidelines for the implementation of agencies' regulations re-
quired under section 213 of the 1970 Act. Interim guidelines were promul-
gated on February 27, 1971,63 and revised guidelines were issued on May
1, 1972.64 Responsibility for the development of criteria and procedures
relative to sections 206(a) and 215 of the 1970 Act was assigned to the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development." Additionally, the Office
of Management and Budget was directed to form a Relocation Assistance
Advisory Committee to include representatives of the major agencies
which sponsored federal or federally subsidized displacement programs.6

The committee was created for the purpose of monitoring the efficacy of
the relocation procedures carried on under the Act and recommending
modifications in the Office of Management and Budget's guidelines for
federal agencies.

The 1970 Act has two major titles, the first of which deals with relocation
assistance.67 It represents an attempt on the part of the legislature "to take
many of the best features of various relocation programs and combine
them all into a single uniform procedure which eliminates the irrational,

60. 42 U.S.C. §4601 et seq. (Supp. 1971).
61. Until July 1, 1972, sections 210 and 305 were applicable to states only to the extent

they were able to comply with the law. Thereafter all sections, including 210 and 305, would
apply in full force to all states.

62. PRESIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM TO THE HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, Jan. 4,1971,
contained in Hearing on S. 1819 Before the Subcomm. on Intergovernmental Relations of the
Senate Comm. on Governmental Operations, 92d Cong., 2d Sess., pt. 2 at 120 (1972)
[hereinafter cited as 1972 Hearing].

63. OMB MEMORANDUM TO THE HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, Feb. 27, 1971,
contained in 1972 Hearing, supra note 62, pt. 2 at 122.

64. See OMB Circular A-103 (May 1, 1972).
65. See MEMORANDUM TO THE HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, Jan. 4, 1971,

contained in 1972 Hearings, supra note 62, pt. 2 at 120. HUD regulations and procedures
issued under authority of the 1970 Act are contained in 24 C.F.R. pts. 42 & 43; and DEPT. OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT HANDBOOK, RELOCATION HANDBOOK (1371.1) (1972) as sup-
plemented by various circulars in that series.

66. Id.
67. The second, title III, deals with real property acquisition policy.
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inequitable, and confusing variations that have grown up between differ-
ent federal programs."" Though uniformity is the predominant theme of
the measure, it also contains several provisions expanding the benefits and
protections afforded displacees under previously existing procedures. It is
the latter aspect of the act with which this study is concerned.

A. Applicability And Eligibility

The provisions of the Uniform Relocation Act are applicable to any
person who

on or after January 2, 1971, moves from real property, or moves his per-
sonal property from real property, as a result of the acquisition of such real
property, in whole or in part, or as the result of the written order of the
acquiring agency to vacate real property, for a program or project unter-
taken by a Federal agency, or with Federal financial assistance .... 19

By definition displacement programs which are undertaken directly by
federal agencies on or after January 2, 1971, come within the ambit of the
Act's protections. Additionally, state or local displacement programs
which receive federal financial assistance are likewise subject to the provi-
sions of the Act. Federal financial assistance includes "a grant, loan, or
contribution provided by the United States, except any Federal guarantee
or insurance and any annual payment or capital loan to the District of
Columbia."7 While the 1970 Act was designed to encompass virtually
every federal or federally subsidized program causing population displace-
ment,7 there are several areas where the applicability of the Act remains
questionable." Of course the Act's provisions do not apply to strictly state
or local programs causing displacement which are conducted without fed-
eral financial assistance, nor to displacement caused by private action."

Eligibility for benefits conferred by the Act fall generally into three
broad interdependent classifications: (1) basic eligibility; (2) eligibility for
homeowner's replacement housing payments; and (3) eligibility for ten-
ants' replacement housing payments. Eligibility with respect to each of the
foregoing categories relates, for the most part, to time factors involved.'

With respect to urban renewal projects carried on pursuant to the
provisions of Title I of the Housing Act of 1949, a displaced person is

68. 1970 Hearings, supra note 4, at 371 (statement of Edgar S. Cahn).
69. 42 U.S.C. §4601(6) (Supp. 1971).
70. 42 U.S.C. §4601(4) (Supp. 1971).
71. See 1972 Hearings, supra note 62, pt. 1 at 2.
72. 1 NATIONAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LAW PROJECT, HANDBOOK ON Hous-

ING LAW, ch. X, pt. I at 18 (1970).
73. For a discussion of the impact of displacement caused by private action see C.

Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and No Relief, 57 VA. L. REv. 745, 771 n.102 (1971).
74. For a cogent criticism of this aspect of the 1970 Act see 1 NATIONAL HOUSING AND

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LAW PRoJEcr, HANDBOOK ON HOUSING LAW, ch. X, pt. VII at 59 (1970).
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eligible for the basic benefits authorized by the Act when he moves from
property or moves his personalty from within the project area

(i) on or after the date of the pertinent contract for Federal financial
assistance for a project . . . or (ii) on or after the date of HUD approval
of a budget for project execution activities resulting in displacement, pro-
vided that the contract for Federal financial assistance for the contem-
plated project is thereafter executed . . ..

In the case of displacement by acquisition within an urban renewal area
a move may not predate the local public agency's issuance of a written
order to vacate, a written notice of its intent to acquire the property within
the project area, or a firm offer to acquire such property.7" Thus, the timeli-
ness of a displacee's move conditions the benefit-premature dislocation
will result in a forfieture of benefits.

Displaced persons who meet the basic requirements outlined above are
thereby qualified to receive (1) actual reasonable moving expenses;" (2)
actual direct losses of personal property; 8 (3) actual reasonable expenses
in searching for a replacement business or farm;" (4) alternate payments;8
and (5) relocation advisory assistance.8'

A displaced owner of improved real property situated within a project
area may wish to avail himself of the provision authorizing a homeowner's
replacement housing payment."2 In addition to meeting the basic require-
ments, such displaced owner must also demonstrate that he actually
owned and occupied the dwelling for at least 180 days before negotiations
for its acquisition were commenced." This requirement would seem to
impose an undue hardship upon unsuspecting purchasers. Certainly a pro-
spective purchaser could not be expected to know when negotiations might
begin. But to him who purchases within the 180 days period the compensa-
tion authorized by section 203 of the Act does not apply.

A displaced tenant residing within a eligible project area may qualify for
the replacement housing payment authorized by section 204 of the Act"4

if, in addition to meeting the basic critieria, he also occupied the rental
dwelling for at least 90 days before negotiations for acquisition of such
dwelling were begun. Like the unsuspecting purchaser, a displaced tenant
who had moved to a rental dwelling in the project area within 90 days of

75. 24 C.F.R. §42.55(a)(1) (1974).
76. 24 C.F.R. §42.55(b)(3) (1974).
77. 42 U.S.C. §4622(a)(1) (Supp. 1971).
78. 42 U.S.C. §4622(a)(2) (Supp. 1971).
79. 42 U.S.C. §4622(a)(3) (Supp. 1971).
80. 42 U.S.C. §4622(b) (Supp. 1971).
81. 42 U.S.C. §4625 (Supp. 1971).
82. 42 U.S.C. §4623 (Supp. 1971).
83. 42 U.S.C. §4623(a)(1) (Supp. 1971).
84. 42 U.S.C. §4624 (Supp. 1971).
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the commencement of negotiations would be ineligible for such compensa-
tion.

Despite apparent shortcomings, the increased benefits of the 1970 Uni-
form Relocation Act would appear to be applicable to a proportionately
greater number of displacees than under prior relocation provisions.

B. Moving And Related Expenses

Section 202(a) of the Act" authorizes the reimbursement of actual rea-
sonable moving expenses, losses of tangible personalty, and the expenses
encountered in locating replacement property in the case of a business or
farm. Alternatively, persons eligible for such payment may elect a moving
expense allowance paid in accordance with a pre-established schedule, but
not to exceed $300, plus a dislocation allowance of $200.6 This represents
a substantial increase over the $200 maximum previously authorized by
statute87 for moving expenses and direct losses of property. Moreover, such
payment is not now limited by reimbursements or compensation otherwise
made." Increased compensation pursuant to a statutorily prescribed for-
mula is also optionally available to businessmen and farmers."

C. Replacement Housing Payment For Homeowners

Section 203(a) of the Act"O authorizes for eligible homeowners a replace-
ment housing payment not to exceed a combined total of $15,000. Compu-
tation of such payment in connection with urban renewal projects may be
made pursuant to an approved achedule to be submitted by a local public
agency,"1 a comparative method, or when "the State agency determines
that neither the schedule or the comparative method is feasible in a given
situation, by the use of such other method as may be approved by HUD.""2

The $15,000 figure represents a considerable increase over the previously
authorized maximum, but it should be observed that under previously
existing procedures the average replacement housing payment made to
both families and individuals displaced by urban renewal projects and
neighborhood development programs never attained the ultimate authori-
zation. 3 Nevertheless, sufficient flexibility in the method of computation
exists to permit a relatively realistic determination.

85. 42 U.S.C. §4622(a)(1) (Supp. 1971).
86. 42 U.S.C. §4622(b) (Supp. 1971).
87. See Sec. 310, 78 Stat. 788 (1964), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1465 (1970), repeated,

§220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1908 (1971).
88. Id.
89. 42 U.S.C. §4622(c) (Supp. 1971).
90. 42 U.S.C. §4623 (Supp. 1971).
91. See 24 C.F.R. §42.160 (1974).
92. 24 C.F.R. §42.9 (c)(1)(iii) (1974).
93. 1971 HUD STATISTMCAL YEAPBOOK Tables 73 & 74 at 79.

[Vol. 261344



SPECIAL RESEARCH STUDY

Expenses incurred by an owner-displacee in securing evidence of title
and other costs incident to the purchase of a replacement unit are recom-
pensable.'4 In addition, for the eligible homeowner who is forced to surren-
der a low interest mortgage the act authorizes compensation for any in-
creased interest costs which a displacee is required to pay to finance ac-
quisition of a comparable replacement unit." This provision would seem
to be of great significance in these times of spiralling inflation.

D. Replacement Housing Payment For Tenants

A most important provision of the Act, especially with respect to this
study, is the section" which authorizes payment to eligible displaced ten-
ants of a rental assistance payment not to exceed $4,000 over a four year
period. Previously, rental assistance payments could not exceed $1,000
over a two year period 7 and were limited to families, individuals sixty-two
years of age and over, and handicapped individuals who were "unable to
secure a dwelling unit in a low-rent housing project assisted under the
United States Housing Act of 1937 or under a State or local program
. . ,"" In addition to increasing the amount of monetary assistance, the
Act also eliminates the above-described limitations with respect to dis-
placed families and individuals who are otherwise qualifed.

For those displaced from urban renewal areas, the amount necessary to
secure a comparable replacement unit is determined by subtracting the
base monthly rental payment from the monthly rental required for a com-
parable replacement unit and then multiplying that amount by 48." The
base monthly rental is determined by averaging the rental payments made
for a three month period prior to the commencement of negotiations.'" A
tripartite method similar to that employed in determining a homeowner's
replacement housing cost is used to determine the amount of a comparable
monthly rental. 0'

An important and possibly detrimental change has already been effected
in HUD regulations governing disbursement of rental assistance payments.
Previously, any rental assistance payments in excess of $500 were to be
disbursed in four annual installments.' Under recently revised guide-
lines, 0 3 however, rental assistance payments are now to be disbursed in a

94. 42 U.S.C. §4623 (a)(I)(C) (Supp. 1971).
95. 42 U.S.C. §4623(a)(1)(B) (Supp. 1971).
96. 42 U.S.C. §4624 (Supp. 1971).
97. See Sec. 310, 78 Stat. 788 (1964), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §1465 (1970), repealed,

§220(a)(5), 84 Stat. 1903 (1971).
98. Id.
99. 24 C.F.R. §42.95(c)(1) (1974).
100. 24 C.F.R. §42.95(c)(1)(i) (1974).
101. 24 C.F.R. §42.95(c)(1)(ii) (1974).
102. 24 C.F.R. §95(d)(2)(ii) (1974).
103. U.S. DEPr. OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT NOTICE, COMMUNITY PLANNING AND

DEVELOPMENT, CPD 74-1, Jan. 14, 1974.
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lump sum unless disbursement on another basis is requested. While this
method of distributing rental assistance payments is less burdensome to
local public agencies, it may also present a great temptation for misappli-
cation to lower income displacees. This danger, potentially destructive of
the entire rental assistance concept, is expressly recognized in the HUD
Notice which provides:

The local agency shall assist the claimant to identify a plan for securing
the payment, to assure that funds will be available when needed to defray
his housing costs. The local agency may assist the claimant in establishing
a savings account with a local bank or other financial institution to assure
safekeeping of the payment or assist in identifying a responsible relative
or friend who would be available to aid in making decisions concerning
the disposition of the funds.114

Despite the potentially dangerous method of disbursement, the in-
creased rental assistance payments could be most effective in offsetting the
increased costs often associated with acquisition of standard dwelling units
by the displaced residents of slum areas. But if the schedule of comparable
average monthly rentals is not kept current by the local public agency,
particulary in inflationary times, even a minimal delay between schedul-
ing and dislocation could result in a marked diminution in benefits. More-
over, since rental assistance payments are designed to extend over a lim-
ited period only, at the end of 48 months a displacee may be forced to re-
relocate to a dwelling unit which he can afford absent the subsidy. Chances
are good that such a unit will be less than standard.

Alternatively, a displaced tenant, otherwise eligible for assistance, desir-
ous of purchasing a suitable replacement dwelling is authorized to receive
recompense in the form of a downpayment subsidy not to exceed $4,000.'05

Where, however, the amount of compensation exceeds $2,000, the dis-
placed tenant must contribute an amount equal to any excess.' ° The sum
of the subsidy authorized cannot exceed the amount required as a down-
payment on a comparable unit financed by a conventional loan plus rea-
sonable incidental expenses.' 7

E. Relocation Assistance Advisory Services And Adequate Replacement
Housing Assurances

Possibly the most important, though not necessarily the most effective
aspect of the Act, is the provision requiring the establishment by local
agencies of a relocation assistance advisory program to aid persons dis-
placed by approved programs.'"' This section also allows persons who are

104. Id. at 4-5.
105. 42 U.S.C. §4624(2) (Supp. 1971).
106. Id.
107. 24 C.F.R. §42.95(c)(2) (1974).
108. 42 U.S.C. §4625 (Supp. 1971).
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not displacees,, residing in units directly adjacent to the project area,
access to advisory services where the head of the displacing agency deter-
mines that such persons will suffer substantial economic injury.'"

Relative to those displaced by urban renewal projects and those occupy-
ing immediately adjacent property, the basic elements of any assistance
program are fairly simplistic"' and require that eligible residents be fully
informed at the earliest opportunity of the payments or assistance which
will be available to them and the procedures by which such benefits may
be obtained. The needs of each person within the area must be ascertained
by means of personal interviews, and information regarding housing avail-
ability and prices must be provided to eligible residents on a continuing
basis. The advisory program must also be equipped to provide general
counselling and assistance in the completion of any required administra-
tive forms. Additionally, advisory personnel must insure that the dwelling
units occupied and to be occupied following displacement are adequately
inspected.

The availability of relocation assistance services is not new to urban
development."' It is, however, the first time that such requirements have
been so comprehensively delineated in statutory form. More important,
federal approval of any project is to be withheld until the local public
agency involved gives satisfactory assurances that relocation advisory serv-
ices will be made available to all eligible persons within the project area."2

Closely related, and of equal importance, to advisory services is the
provision prohibiting federal approval and funding of any displacement
program unless the local displacing agency provides satisfactory assur-
ances that "within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement de-
cent, safe, and sanitary replacement dwellings will be available to dis-
placed persons in accordance with section 4625(c)(3) of this title."'" In-
deed, the availability of adequate replacement housing has been consid-
ered to be of utmost importance in the relocation process."' Though the

109. Id.
110. See 24 C.F.R. §42.115 (1974).
111. See U.S. DEPT. OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT HANDBOOK, NEIGHBORHOOD DE-

VELOPMENT PROGRAM, RHA 7384.1, ch. 7, §3, Sept. 1968. Under previously existing relocation
procedures local public agencies were required to

provide residents of NDP urban renewal areas with assistance in finding housing
and securing appropriate services which will minimize hardship and contribute to
the self-improvement of families and individuals. Id. at 1.

Additionally HUD encourages active citizen participation in all of the planning and imple-
mentation stages of neighborhood development programs. See, e.g., NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE,
TOWARD EFFECTIVE CrrIzEN PARTICIPATION IN URBAN RENEWAL: A FINAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL

URBAN LEAGUE URBAN RENEWAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (1974).
112. 42 U.S.C. §4630(2) (Supp. 1971).
113. 42 U.S.C. §4630(3) (Supp. 1971) (emphasis added).
114. The most important issue every relocation program faces is that of

guaranteeing that displaced persons are adequately housed in standard units at
prices they can afford and comparable to what they were paying before relocation.
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head of the responsible federal agency may waive this requirement,"5 by
regulation HUD limits such waiver soley to emergency situations."6

The existence of dwelling units meeting certain prescribed criteria"' is
to be determined by means of a current feasibility survey conducted by the
local displacing agency."' To insure that no displacee is forced to relocate
to substandard housing the Act further provides that no person be required
to move from his dwelling within the project area "unless the Federal
agency head is satisfied that replacement housing, in accordance with
section 4625(c)(3) of this title, is available to such person."," While consid-
erable doubt has been expressed concerning the effectiveness of the statu-
torily prescribed assurance system,' it does provide an avenue by which
concerned, knowledgeable citizens may seek enforcement of the Act's pro-
visions. 'I

Where a sufficient quantity of standard replacement housing is not
available or where "such housing is not available on a nondiscriminatory
basis" 2 2 to persons to be relocated from any project area, the displacing
federal agency may assume the role of houser of last resort, taking "such
action as is necessary or appropriate to provide such housing by use of
funds authorized for such project."u Project funds used for such activity
are to be "treated in the same manner as other costs of relocation payments
and assistance and shall be subject to the provisions of section 211 of the
Act with respect to Federal-local cost sharing."1 2' Because the initial deter-
mination concerning housing availability rests, in large measure, with the

Given the realities of today's housing crisis, in most instances adequate replace-
ment housing can be provided only if new low- and moderate-income housing is
produced. This requires that the delivery system be geared to the relocation pro-
gram in such a way that new units of appropriate room size and rent level are made
available for permanent occupancy before people are required to move. Absent
provision for such alternative housing, relocation programs inevitably victimize the
people displaced. 1970 Hearings, supra note 4, at 447 (statement of Kenneth F.
Phillips).

115. 42 U.S.C. §4625(c)(3) (Supp. 1971).
116. 24 C.F.R. §24.120(e) (1974).
117. See 24 C.F.R. §42.120(a) (1974).
118. See OMB Circular, A-103, Attachment A, 2.la, b (May, 1972).
119. 42 U.S.C. §4626(b) (Supp. 1971).
120. [Tihe assurances given are frequently false. The representations made are

spurious. The legal protections against hardship and injustice have been rendered
useless by Federal officials acting in concert with local authorities and tolerating
persistent and even blatant evasion in the face of manifestly illegal conduct by
LPAs.

LPA records and statistics consistently overstate the number of units available
for relocation. Federal officials fail to check such submission and, unless there is
vigorous and powerful opposition, certify the project despite such misrepresenta-
tions. E. CAHN, T. EICHENBERG, AND R. ROMBERG, THE LEGAL LAWBREAKERS: A
STUDY OF THE NONADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL RELOCATION REQUIREMENTS 1

(1970).
121. See 42 U.S.C. §4630 (Supp. 1971).
122. 24 C.F.R. §43.5 (1974).
123. 42 U.S.C. §4626(b) (Supp. 1971).
124. 24 C.F.R. §43.5 (1974).
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local agencies involved, this provision of the Act is subject to the same
criticism as the assurance system.'25

The Act also authorizes the federal agency responsible for the adminis-
tration of any displacement program

to make loans as a part of the cost of any such project, or to approve loans
as a part of the cost of any such project receiving Federal financial assis-
tance, to nonprofit, limited dividend, or cooperative organizations or to
public bodies, for necessary and reasonable expenses, prior to construc-
tion, for planning and obtaining federally insured mortgage financing for
the rehabilitation or construction of housing for such displaced persons.' 2 '

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has issued regula-
tions applicable to all federal agencies setting forth the criteria and proce-
dures for the implementation of this section. 27 Like other measures de-
signed to increase the supply of available housing, however, the effective-
ness of this section, especially in times of economic distress within the
housing industry, and also been questioned.' 28

The Act prescribes one significant change with respect to the financing
of relocation payments. Previously, the federal government assumed the
financial burden associated with relocation procedures. Until July 1, 1972
the Act provided that the federal government would reimburse a state
agency for the first $25,000 of any relocation payment required by the Act.
However, after July 1, 1972 state agencies were required to share all reloca-
tion costs with the federal government on a proportionate basis. The fiscal
difficulties facing state and local governments in the early 1970's gave
impetus to amendatory legislation. The amendment, co-sponsored by Sen-
ator Edmund Muskie, would have provided full federal funding of reloca-
tion assistance in order to alleviate the "financial hardships on localities
that they are not prepared to bear. '"129 The amendment, unfortunately, was
not adopted.

The Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 has been greeted with mixed emo-
tion by both legislators and scholars. 3 " In spite of initial reactions, how-

125. See note 121, supra.
126. 42 U.S.C. §4635 (Supp. 1971).
127. 24 C.F.R. §43.25 et seq.(1974).
128. Loans are not authorized for planning public housing or other kinds of

housing which is subsidized by means other than insured mortgage financing. In
the past, HUD officials have indicated that they intended to use Sec. 215 exten-
sively; however, the freeze on new federal subsidies to housing has eliminated most
of the insurance programs for which seed money loans were authorized. (Quoted
from Handbook on Housing Law; Volume I: Guide to Federal Housing, Redevelop-
ment and Planning Programs, by National Housing and Economic Development
Law Project; copyright 1970 by National Housing and Economic Development Law
Project, Earl Warren Legal Institute, University of California; published by
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, cited herein as 1 NATIONAL Hous-
ING AND ECONoMic DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT LAW PRojECT, HANDBOOK ON HOUSING

LAW, ch. X, pt. VI at 55.)
129. 1972 Hearing, supra note 62, pt. 1 at 20.
130. See, e.g., 1970 Hearings, supra note 4.
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ever, it is apparent that the relocation process does not lack statutory
provisions and administrative regulations; it is in the implementation of
these prescriptions that impediments in the relocation process, if there by
any, are to be found.

IV. OBSERVABLE PHENOMENA

The legislative goal of urban renewal and related federal and federally
assisted programs is definitively set forth in Title I of the Housing Act of
1949.31 It has remained virtually unchanged for 25 years, and Congress has
affirmed and reaffirmed this goal in subsequent legislation.' It was for the
purpose of achieving this long sought objective that relocation procedures
were formulated at both legislative and administrative levels. But the
history of relocation prior to 1971 is, for the most part, a study in the
frustration of legislative intent.

The question of whether the Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 will help
attain the national goal remains unanswered. Because of the newness of
the Act few unofficial studies inquiring into its efficacy have been docu-
mented. 3 However, studies depicting the treatment accorded displacees
under previous relocation procedures abound. The issues selected for ob-
servation herein have been drawn from the findings of several previously
reported studies.

A. Replacement Housing Conditions And Residential Satisfaction
1. Are Dwelling Units Decent, Safe, and Sanitary?

The basic requirement, and the primary goal, in every rehousing effort
is and has always been to relocate displacees to decent, safe, and sanitary
accommodations. It is the indispensable element around which all other
considerations revolve. Yet, for all the lip service which has been paid to
this overriding consideration, many studies demonstrate that a significant
proportion of displacees have not been relocated to standard dwelling
units.'1

34

The findings of a 1969 survey'3' of rehousing conditions in an Austin,

131. Sec. 2, 42 U.S.C. §1441 (1970) provides:
The Congress declares that the general welfare and security of the Nation and the
health and living standards of its people require housing production and related
community development sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage, the
elimination of substandard and other inadequate housing through the clearance of
slums and blighted areas, and the realization as soon as feasible of the goal of a
decent home and a suitable living environment for every American family ....

132. See, e.g., Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, §2,42 U.S.C. §1441a (1970).
133. But see NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, TOWARD EFFECTIVE CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN URBAN

RENEWAL: A FINAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE URBAN RENEWAL DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT (1974) [hereinafter cited as NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY].

134. See, e.g., C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF
PLANNERS Chart 1 at 276-77 (1964).

135. J. Williams, The Effects of Urban Renewal Upon a Black Community: Evaluation
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Texas redevelopment project (dubbed "Kealing") are particularly relevant
here in view of the size and characteristics of the Non-White element
involved in that program.'M The Austin Study found that more than 30%
of the displaced population had been relocated to dwellings which were
either deteriorating or dilapidated.'37 Approximately 32% of the population
remained in reparable units within the project area.' 8 Thus, it may be
assumed that about 68% of the structures within the original redevelop-
ment area were delapidated or beyond repair. While the percentage of the
population relocated to substandard housing represents an improvement
over previously existing housing conditions within the project area, the
extent of inadequate housing conditions is still greater than the inhabit-
ants had a right to expect.

A 1968 study of relocation in Springfield, Massachusetts 3 ' concluded
that relocatees faired somewhat better there. The displaced population of
the Springfield project area consisted of approximately 50% Non-White
and Puerto Rican inhabitants. There, at least 14% of the displacees were
relocated to substandard dwelling units.4 0 Again, this represents an im-
provement over housing conditions prior to displacement, but the percen-
tage of substandard replacement housing units to which displacees were
relocated still represents a frustration of congressional intent.

It should be emphasized that not all post-relocation studies show that
such a substantial percentage of all displaced populations are relocated to
substandard units. A 1966 study of relocation involving slightly less than
a 79% Non-White element in Southwest Washington, D.C. found that
several years after displacement, no replacement dwelling units were in
need of major repairs and no units were dilapidated."' This represents a
marked improvement over the pre-displacement figure of more than 45%
dilapidated or in need of major repairs.' 2 Such improvement has not been
the general result with respect to persons displaced from project areas prior
to 1971, however.' And at least one study conducted after the provisions

and Recommendations, 50 SOCIAL Sci.Q. 703-12 (1969) [hereinafter cited as AUSTIN STUDY].
136. One hundred percent of those displaced from the Kealing project were Non-White,

not far advanced educationally, and in a low- to moderate-income range. Id. at 704.
137. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, Table 2 at 706. Unfortunately, the report does not fully

describe the criteria upon which such evaluation was based.
138. Id. at 704.
139. M. Pozen, A. Goshin, and L. Bellin, Evaluation of Housing Standards of Families

Within Four Years of Relocation by Urban Renewal, 58 AM. J. Pu. HEALTH 1256-64 (1968)
[hereinafter cited as SPRINGFIELD STUDY].

140. Id. at 1258.
141. D. THURSZ, WHERE ARE THEY Now? A STUDY OF THE IMPACT OF RELOCATION ON FORMER

RESIDENTS OF SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON WHO WERE SERVED IN AN HWC DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT 28 (1966) [hereinafter cited as WASHINGTON STUDY].

142. Id.
143. See C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF

PLANNERS Chart 1 at 276-77 (1964).
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of the 1970 Uniform Relocation Act became effective shows that, in spite
of the Act, a fair size proportion of persons displaced from urban renewal
projects in several American cities have been relocated to blighted or dete-
riorating areas.144

Unofficial reports of the results of a great many programs involving
residential displacement conducted prior to 1971 show a general improve-
ment in post-relocation housing conditions. 4 5 But, as Professor Hartmen
has observed, "In most clearance areas, some degree of improvement is
inevitable, since people are being moved out of marginal or substandard
sections."'4 0 The question, then, like so many other facets of the relocation
process, is one of degree.

2. Are Rents or Prices Within the Financial Means of Displacees?

Logically, if the dwelling units from which residents of a project area are
displaced represent some of the most deteriorated within the community,
then the rents and prices charged for such units should be less than rents
and prices charged for comparable standard housing units. Studies have
substantiated this hypothesis." '7 For example, the Austin Study showed
that more than 67% of the tenants interviewed who continued to rent after
relocation were paying more to live in their replacement housing units,
regardless of condition."8

4 Similarly disadvantaged were owner-occupants,
75% of whom were paying more for their replacement accomodations.1"

In the Washington Study, where the most significant improvement in
housing conditions following relocation was registered, 57% of the displa-
cees interviewed reported that they were paying anywhere from $20 to $40
more per month for their replacement housing units.'1 The author
appropriately concluded that "[i]f this information is accurate, it indi-
cates that a good part of the cost for the improvement in the physical
surroundings of the relocated families is being borne by the families theme-
selves."' 5'

It is a foregone conclusion that increased costs will generally accompany
a move from substandard to standard or more standard housing. But the
extent to which the replacement housing subsidiess authorized by the Act
serve to offset these increased costs in our inflation-ridden economy re-

144. See NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133 at 84-89.
145. See C. Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and No Relief, 57 VA. L. REv. Table

I at 782-85 (1971).
146. C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS

275-78 (1964).
147. Id. Chart 1 at 275-77.
148. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135 at 704. "Renters paying less in Kealing were paying a

mean of $39.00 per month and, at the time of the survey, were paying $52.00." Id.
149. Id. at 705.
150. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 36.
151. Id.
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mains at issue. Preliminary indications are not good. 52

Relocation may also be accompanied by a change in tenure. The 1970
Act specifically authorizes the payment of a sum not to exceed $4,000 to
any qualified tenant desirous of purchasing a home following displace-
ment.'1 The effectiveness of this section is limited somewhat, at least with
respect to lower income households, for payments in excess of $2,000 must
be matched equally by the displaced tenant."'

The Washington Study, involving a displaced element, almost 88% of
which were classified as low income households, reported that following
relocation "only 2.1 percent of the total group [was] in a position to buy
their own home."' 6 Although payments similar to those authorized by the
1970 Act were not then provided, there is little reason to believe that the
figure would increase appreciably were that same project undertaken
today.' Moreover, it has been shown that undersirable changes in tenure
may also follow displacement. In the Austin Study it was found that five
of the owner-occupants who had their homes within the project area paid
for prior to relocation were renting units following displacement. 5 ' Addi-
tionally, while more than 68% of the former home buyers remained such
following relocation, only three households were able to purchase and pay
for replacement dwellings, and four households became tenants.'

3. Are Dwelling Units Adequate in Size and Facilities?'59

The findings of previously reported studies demonstrate no clearly dis-
cernable pattern regarding living space and facilities provided displacees
in replacement dwelling units. "' Perhaps this is due to the number of
variables involved, or perhaps observers were concerned with more obvious
deficiencies. Whatever the reason, and despite the weighty psychological
implications, "' a number of early studies did not even inquire into the
matter.

152. See NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133, at 100 where it was reported that
private rentals in projects in Yonkers, New York, and San Francisco, California, increased
33% and 50% respectively following relocation. Increases were registered to a lesser degree in
projects conducted in other metropolitan areas in this country.

153. 42 U.S.C. §4624(2) (Supp. 1971).
154. Id.
155. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 36.
156. But see NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133, at 101 where it was reported

that homeownership increased from 16% to 27% overall following relocation.
157. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, at 704.
158. Id. at 705.
159. The minimum requirements with respect to rehousing conditions are set forth in 24

C.F.R. §42.20(c) (1974).
160. See C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF PLAN-

NERS Chart 1 at 276-77 (1964).
161. See, e.g., M. Lipman, Relocation and Family Life: A Study of the Social and Psy-

chological Consequences of Urban Renewal, April 1968 (unpublished doctoral dissertation on
file at the National Library, Toronto, Canada).
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More than half of the individuals and families displaced from the South-
west Washington project area indicated that toilet facilities, heating sys-
tems, and kitchen facilities were more satisfactory in the replacement
housing units.162 In fact, employing the relatively strict criteria for deter-
mining violations of the housing code for the District of Columbia, investi-
gators found no violations in a substantial majority of the rehousing
units.' 3 These observations can be said to be neither typical nor a typical
of the findings of other reported studies.'"1 The criteria employed a measur-
ing post-relocation satisfaction in this regard have varied considerably,
thereby precluding sharp divisions.

The findings of the Springfield Study are typical of those that did mea-
sure the effect of relocation upon living space. There, 42% of the displacees
interviewed reported a gain in the number of habitable rooms following
relocation.' 5 Slightly more than 39% of the displaced respondents reported
no change in the number of habitable rooms, and almost 18% of those
interviewed indicated a reduction in living space. ' The findings of the
Washington Study showed a significantly greater gain in at least one type
of living space. More than 61% of the respondents in that study indicated
that sleeping space was more satisfactory following relocation."7

The amount of living space available to displaced persons in rehousing
units is an important factor in the relocation process. However, it has been
observed that

absolute gains and losses of space are not the most critical consideration;
what is important is space relative to family size (i. e., degree of overcrowd-
ing). Relocation may result in a reallocation of space either in the direc-
tion of giving more to those who need it or increasing the space problems
of those who already are overcrowded.'66

In relocating families and individuals displaced from urban renewal
areas, the local public agency must adhere to occupancy standards pre-
scribed by local codes or HUD approved requirements, whichever is
higher.' But occupancy standards, like every other factor, cannot be con-
sidered in a vacuum. Large, economically depressed households may find
it virtually impossible to obtain standard, affordable replacement housing

162. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, Table 8 at 37.
163. Id. Table 6 at 34.
164. But see SPRINGFIELD STUDY, supra note 139, Appendix at 1264 where it is reported

that 35% of those displacees who re-relocated did so because of inadequate facilities.
165. Id. at 1262.
166. Id.
167. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, Table 8 at 37.
168. C. Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and No Relief, 57 VA. L. REV. 788 (1971).
169. 24 C.F.R. §42.20(c)(3) (1974). The Macon-Bibb County Planning and Zoning Com-

mission has adopted the prevailing national standard. "Crowding is considered to be a factor
when there are more than 1.00 persons per room." MACON-BIBB CoUNTrY PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMISSION, MACON'S INITIAL HOUSING ELEMENT 22 (March 1973).
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in compliance with established requirements. The alternatives become
readily apparent: (1) relocate to more affordable, less standard housing,
adequate in size for the entire household; or (2) break-up the household
following displacement.

4. Are Resettlement Areas Generally Desirable?

Regardless of what statistics may show, there is inextricably bound up
in the entire relocation process an emotive, human element. In spite of the
improvements which relocation may effect in the living conditions of dis-
placed populations, the fact is that many programs force people to move
from areas in which they have resided for many years. The resultant loss
of long-time friends and neighbors and the difficulties encountered in ad-
justing to another and oftentimes foreign environment may, in the minds
of those affected by the program, serve to eclipse many obviously beneficial
aspects of the move. It is generally nothing more than an attitude, the
source of which cannot be traced. But dissatisfaction with the resettlement
area may sometimes lead to subsequent relocation-perhaps in the direc-
tion of more families but less standard areas.

In the Washington Study, the findings of which registered some of the
most significant gains with respect to replacement housing conditions, the
attitude of many displacees did not reflect the calculated improvements.
More than 41% of those interviewed following relocation indicated that the
people who resided in their new surroundings were not better neighbors.'70

Approximately 18% of the respondents felt that their new neighbors in the
resettlement areas were better neighbors.' 7 ' About 33% of those questioned
felt that their resettlement area was a better place in which to raise their
children, while more than 36% felt that it was not.'72 When asked whether
there was more of a neighborhood feeling in the resettlement area more
than 42% of those questioned responded in the negative; less than 27% felt
oppositely.' But what, if anything, might these findings portend? In this
regard it is interesting to note that more than 22% of those interviewed
indicated that they were planning to move in the not-too-distant future.,

Overall, the attitude of those displaced from the Kealing project in
Austin, Texas was somewhat less negative. When asked their opinion of
the resettlement area as a place in which to raise their children, about 22%
of the respondents answered that they thought it was better than the old
neighborhood; 60% felt that their old neighborhood was similarly well
suited; and about 10% felt that their old neighborhood was better.7 5 More

170. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, Table 14 at 62.
171. Id.
172. Id.
173. Id.
174. Id. at 65.
175. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, Table 5 at 707.
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than 68% of the displacees interviewed felt that people in the resettlement
areas were as honest as those in the Kealing project area.' Almost 19%
felt that the residents in their new neighborhood were more honest, and
about 6% thought that residents of the Kealing project area where more
honest.'7

Attitudes concerning relocation, like attitudes concerning living space
and conveniences, are possessed of many variables. These variables are as
unique as the individuals constituting the displaced element. Certainly the
displacees' attitudes have a great impact on the long-range results of relo-
cation. Unfortunately, it may be difficult for any legislation to affect atti-
tudes concerning forced resettlement.

Re-relocation is a factor which is often closely associated with residen-
tial desirability. In the Springfield Study it was found that 40% of the
sample moved following initial relocation. A variety of reasons for the sub-
sequent moves were propounded, but inconvenience to shopping or work,
social pressure, and inadequate facilities constituted the bulk of the rea-
sons given. 7 ' In the Washington Study it was reported that

[a]mong the families interviewed, 64 percent were still living in the
quarters where they had established themselves after leaving the old
Southwest. Approximately 21 percent had moved once. Only 10 percent
had moved three times. One family had moved four times, and there were
two families that had been subjected to six moves. 7'

Both the Springfield and Washington Studies were conducted several
years after initial displacement from the project areas. Certainly many of
the subsequent moves were caused by factors not directly related to reloca-
tion.'80 But this should not obscure the fact that primary relocation to
inadequate housing in undesirable areas plays a substantial role in the
subsequent moves of many displaced households. Regretably, this study
follows initial population displacement too closely. Any long range effect
which the provisions of the 1970 Act have on this aspect of the relocation
process must, therefore, await future endeavors.'

B. Accessibility And Racial Patterns In Relocation

1. Are Resettlement Areas Generally Accessible to Public Utilities and
Other Public Conveniences?

Conveniences outside the home play as important a role as those within

176. Id.
177. Id.
178. SPRINGFIELD STUDY, supra note 139 at 1263. Other reasons advanced were eviction

(32.5%), cost (10%), catastrope (2.5%), illness (2.5%), and other (2.5%). Id.
179. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 27.
180. The author of the Washington Study observed that "the mobility of the former old

Southwest residents must be seen in the broader perspective of a highly mobile nation where
one in five families moves each year." WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 27.

181. A recent study found that 14% of all respondents had moved since initial relocation.
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when assessing post-relocation satisfaction. Indeed, for those families and
individuals displaced 1from homes with relatively few internal conveni-
ences, accessibility to external conveniences following resettlement may be
the most significant aspect of the move. This facet of relocation is explic-
itly recognized in section 205(c)(3) of the Uniform Relocation Act which
provides that replacement housing units made available to displaced per-
sons be "in areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities
and public and commercial facilities. . . and resonably accessible to their
places of employment . ,,s In this regard the 1970 Act did not add to
or modify previously existing policy. ' Yet, despite this long standing con-
gressional directive several studies have demonstrated that public utilities
and other public conveniences were often less accessible to displaced per-
sons following relocation.

Of the individuals and families displaced from the Southwest Washing-
ton, D. C. project area more than 51% of those interviewed felt that the
areas in which they relocated were more convenient than the project area
from which they were displaced."" Significantly, more than 39% of the
respondents were of the opinion that the old project area was more conven-
ient. 15 When asked to evaluate the recreation facilities within resettlement
areas, less than 43% of the respondents felt that the resettlement area was
superior in this regard.8 8 More than 36% of the respondents felt that recre-
ation facilities were better in the area from which they were uprooted.
Displaced residents of the old southwest project area were also asked
whether relocation affected their employment. Of those who responded to
that question "the most frequent comment was that those employed had
to cope with greater distances and more difficult transportation prob-
lems."187

The findings of other studies show that displaced persons did not always
fair quite so poorly as those who were displaced from the Southwest Wash-
ington project area. For example, while less than 14% of the respondents
who were displaced by the Kealing project in Austin, Texas felt that the
recreation facilities in the resettlement area were better than those in the
area from which they were relocated, almost 59% of those who were inter-
viewed indicated that relocation occasioned no loss in this regard.," Only
20% of the respondents felt that recreation facilities in their old neighbor-

Dissatisfaction with replacement housing was the primary reason given for the subsequent
moves. NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133, at 101.

182. 42 U.S.C. §4625(c)(3) (Supp. 1971).
183. See 42 U.S.C. §1455(c)(1) (1970).
184. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, Table 14 at 62.
185. Id.
186. Id.
187. Id. at 50.
188. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, Table 3 at 706.
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hood were superior. "'
Respondents in the Austin Study were also asked to evaluate the conven-

ience of their resettlement areas to schools, churches, transportation, and
shopping. In each category fewer than 2 in 10 answered that their new
neighborhood was more convenient.19° More than one-half responded that
relocation did not result in any greater inconvenience, and roughly one-
quarter of those interviewed felt that, with respect to each of the catego-
ries, their old neighborhood was superior.' 1

Early indications are that the Uniform Relocation Act will have a negli-
gible effect upon this dimension of relocation. The National Urban League
reported in its survey of relocation activities conducted in 5 major Ameri-
can cites that following resettlement "[mlore than a third [of those inter-
viewed] felt that church was closer. 20% found shopping and transporta-
tion less convenient than before.' '9 2

Of course accessibility to conveniences outside the home is directly re-
lated to other factors such as the availability and location of standard
replacement dwelling units as well as the price and size of those units with
relation to the income and size of the families and individuals displaced.
This coupled with the large degree of subjectivity inherent in every evalua-
tion of this type necessarily leads to findings which are difficult to correlate
and even more difficult to analyze. However, calculations and correlations,
regardless of their complexity, should not serve to minimize the relative
importance of accessibility to external conveniences in the relocation pro-
cess.

2. Did Relocation Contribute to a Reduction in the Concentration of
Minority Group Families Outside the Project Area?

In connection with any planned neighborhood development project, the
local public agency involved must submit to HUD a statement

explaining how the plan proposals and activities will contribute to a re-
duction in the concentration of minority group families within or outside
the area and to promotion of equal opportunity in housing in the com-
munity."3

Where no reduction in minority group concentrations is indicated in the
plan, a justification of the undertaking must accompany a statement de-
scribing "other plans the community has underway or planned for attain-
ing the same objectives."'' 4 It should be emphasized that these require-

189. Id.
190. Id., Table 4 at 707.
191. Id.
192. NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133 at 100.
193. U.S. DEPT. OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, HANDBOOK, NEIGHBORHOOD DEVEL-

OPMENT PROGRAM, RHA 7384.1, ch. 1, §2(d)(2) (Jan. 1970).
194. Id., ch. 1, §2(d)(3) (Jan. 1970).
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ments pertain, for the most part, to the planning stage. Like many other
relocation goals initiated in the program development stage, the objective
of reduction in minority group concentrations is subject to translational
nullification.

Relatively few studies have considered the problem of minority-group
concentration in resettlement areas with any degree of specificity. Of those
that have the findings have generally been negative. The findings of the
Austin Study are particularly noteworthy in view of the fact that the entire
displaced population was Non-White. The relocation addresses of more
than 98% of the affected households which relocated in Austin were consid-
ered. The findings showed that

[n]one of these households relocated into an Anglo neighborhood. Ap-
proximately 66.3 per cent relocated within one mile of the center of the
Kealing area and the great majority of the others moved east, away from
the city and still within the black community. It must be concluded,
therefore, that this project is no way contributed to ethnic desegregation
through relocation. Further, no Anglos have moved into the redeveloped
Kealing area. 1 5

Whether the increased concentration of Non-Whites within and without
the project area was due to choice, discriminatory housing practices, or a
sparsity of rehousing units in racially mixed areas is not apparent. These
factors play a role in any relocation effort no less than the income, educa-
tion, and size of the families involved. Correlations are possible, but
explanations are too often found in immeasurable particulars.

A number of studies have treated post-relocation population dispersion
without regard to minority group considerations. The findings show that a
large proportion of individuals and families displaced from many project
areas relocate to dwelling units in proximity to the old neighborhood. This
being the case, where slum clearance is only partial, a sizeable number of
displaced persons could conceivably relocate to substandard units. In fact,
several studies have demonstrated a close correlation between the number
of displacees occupying substandard post-relocation housing and resettle-
ment near a clearance area.'

The Washington Study, which involved a Non-White displaced element
of slightly more than 78%, did not specifically examine the degree to which
relocation affected racial concentrations. It did, however, trace post-
relocation population dispersion generally, concluding, surprisingly, that

for reasons not totally clear, the former slum dwellers of Southwest did
scatter to an unusual extent over large sections of the community. Except
for those in public housing, most were found in neighborhoods where they

195. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, at 708.
196. See C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF PLAN-

NERS Chart 1 at 276-77 (1964).
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were often the only family from our sample. A total of 96 families inter-
viewed were found living in 37 different census tracts, indicating very little
concentration of relocated families.19 7

Because of the number of variables which come into play it is difficult
to formulate a general rule with respect to post-population dispersion.
However, it is interesting to note that in the Washington Study, which
showed a widely scattered relocation pattern, the number of individuals
and families occupying substandard dwelling units following relocation
was minimal.

3. Have White Displacees Faired Better Than Their Non-White
Counterparts?

Assistance provided eligible displacees must, in every respect, satisfy the
requirements "of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and title VIII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1968." ' l This is a requirement of long standing; yet
the findings of past studies show that Non-White displacees are not as
likely to obtain standard replacement housing in a suitable living environ-
ment as are White displacees.111 The Springfield study illustrates this
point. There it was reported that more than 96% of the White displacees
obtained standard rehousing units, but only 80% of the Negro, and 50% of
the Puerto Rican displacees obtained standard housing units following
relocation.12 Fewer than 22% of the displaced White population moved
following initial relocation while more than 50% of the displaced Negro
population and more than 71% of the displaced Puerto Rican population
suffered subsequent moves. Moreover, White households re-relocated less
than half as often as did Negro households."0 '

It would be difficult to pinpoint the precise reasons for the disparity in
treatment between the races. Certainly discriminatory housing practices
lend to it, but it would be unfair to conclude that unequal treatment is a
result of discrimination alone. Factors such as household income, family
size, the amount and kind of available relacement housing, and individual
perferences must also be considered. Nonetheless, applicable regulations
prescribe equal treatment for all displacees, and to the extent that one race
suffers disproportionately in the process it may be assumed that govern-
mental mandates have not been held inviolate.

C. Relocation Assistance

Past studies have demonstrated the necessity of providing displacees

197. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 26.
198. 24 C.F.R. §42.105 (1974).
199. See, e.g., C. Hartmen, The Housing of Relocated Families, 30 J. AM. INSTITUTE OF

PLANNERS Chart 1 at 276-77 (1964).
200. SPRINGFIELD STUDY, supra note 139 at 1263.
201. Id. at 1260.
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with assistance for the purpose of locating and obtaining suitable replace-
ment housing. 0 2 Section 205 of the 1970 Act '0 directs the establishment of
assistance programs by local displacing agencies for this and other pur-
poses. Of course no form of assistance can be granted to those who, for any
number of reasons, prematurely or without notice depart the project areas.

This problem of "vanishing population" is characteristic of all renewal
projects. It is conjectural how many of these unidentified families were
impelled to move by the news of urban renewal and how many would have
moved from the area anyway, even if there had been no anticipated land
taking.d

The effects of relocation upon these lost populations, often quite substan-
tial in number, 205 is incapable of ascertainment. It has been observed,
however, that "[w]ith careful advance planning, a comprehensive study
of the relocation process can be launched before the start of any movement
out of the area and therefore will include those that traditionally disappear
from the sample." 06 This study will test that hypothesis.

Oftentimes, however, many slum dwellers require help long before spe-
cific program approval is obtained. For those qualified applicants who seek
aid, community social services are available. But what of those families
and individuals who, though otherwise qualified, fail to seek much needed
assistance? Urban renewal programs can serve as a vehicle through which
those in need may be referred to appropriate community service organiza-
tions.

Displacement occurs heavily ...in the poorer neighborhoods of our ci-
ties. Those being displaced are generally less well off, are disadvantaged
in several ways, and are least able to deal with the behemoth of Govern-
ment. Such families need considerable assistance. Such families need
individual attention. The Government should seize this opportunity to
provide substantial assistance to such families so that they will not just
maintain their present standard of living and their present mode of life.2°7

The need for community referral services is particularly acute in eco-
nomically depressed project areas. Yet, studies have revealed that house-
holds relocated from such areas often receive inadequate attention in this
regard. Of the households interviewed in the Washington Study, more than

202. For example, only 27% of the 122 households interviewed in the Springfield Study
received assistance from the relocation authority in locating replacement dwelling units. Id.
at 1264.

203. 42 U.S.C. §4625 (Supp. 1971).
204. SPRINGFIELD STUDY, supra note 139, at 1259.
205. The Springfield Study reported that 13% of the sample were members of that pro-

ject's lost population. The Washington Study reported a 14% figure.
206. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 106.
207. 1970 Hearings, supra note 4, at 286 (statement of William Slayton).
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87% of which were classified as low income, "[allmost 60 per cent an-
swered 'No' when asked whether they knew of any settlement house, com-
munity center, or social agency helping people living in their communi-
ties."2 °0 In the Austin Study, where more than 53% of the households had
an annual income of less than $3,999, it was reported that

[riespondents were provided with a list of all the major service agencies
in the city and were asked, "Have you or anyone in your household been
in contact at all with any of these agencies?" Excluding Urban Renewal,
63.4 per cent had never had any contact with any of the agencies. Another
20.4 per cent had used the services of the Texas Employment Commission,
but had no contact with any other agency. On the basis of these data, it
appears that few households have received agency assistance. 2

19

In connection with urban renewal programs a local public agency is
required to advise eligible displacees of the availability of community serv-
ices "such as counselling and referrals with regard to housing financing,
employment, training, health, welfare, and other assistance, in order to
minimize hardships to such persons. 2 1' This requirement, if followed,
should go far in eliminating the neglect described in the two studies
above.2 1 ' However, it should be observed that in most instances a displac-
ing agency can do little more than alert eligible persons to available serv-
ices. Once informed, it is often incumbent upon the displacees themselves
to pursue such assistance.

The issues outlined above are not intended to be all-inclusive. They do,
however, constitute the major problem areas in the relocation process as
described in previous studies. For the purpose of comparing the efficiency
of the 1970 Act with prior relocation procedures the issues selected for
empirical study need be expanded no further.

V. THE RELOCATION PROGRAM

The program under observation, GA A-1-3, more commonly referred to
as the Mercer Project, was approved June 28, 1973. The project area was
designated for participation as a neighborhood development program, 2 2 a
form of accelerated urban renewal. Eligibility requirements are essentially
identical to the criteria employed in standard urban renewal programs.2 11

208. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141, at 45.
209. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135, at 709.
210. 24 C.F.R. §42.115(g) (1974).
211. But see NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133 at 99 where it was reported

that 28% of the displacees interviewed felt that the various local public agencies involved had
been of little or no assistance.

212. 42 U.S.C. §1469 et seq. (1970).
213. See U.S. DEPT. HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, HANDBOOK, NEIGHBORHOOD DEVEL-

OPMENT PROGRAM, RHA 7380.1-7885.1 (Nov. 1968).
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Generally, renewal areas selected for participation in neighborhood devel-
opment programs must be of sufficent proportion to cause a substantial
lessening of the blight problem within the community. Further, all land
acquisition and clearance must be conducted in accordance with an ap-
proved urban renewal plan in annual increments.

The Mercer Project area is a forty-seven acre portion of a much larger
blighted area immediately adjacent to Mercer University, located in the
geographical center of Macon, Georgia. It was selected "because the ex-
treme blight and the size was limited to an area of sufficient size that the
redesign of the area would be logical and suitable for the proposed
reuse." ' The project was designated as a total clearance area, the land to
be redeveloped for use as a medical school. Employing a modified method
of the American Public Health Association's technique of housing ap-
praisal, the local public agency found that of the 211 residential structures
located within the project area, 198 contained structural deficiencies."'
The area also contained four nonresidential structures all of which were
substandard. Insofar as building deficiencies were concerned there was no
question that the project area qualifid for assistance under applicable gov-
ernment standards. Environmental deficiencies within the project area
were also found. Overcrowding and improper location of structures were
found to exist throughout the project area.' In approximately one-half of
the project area there was an excessive density of dwelling units, most of
which were obsolete and unmaintained. 217 Additionally, several roadways
within the project area were unpaved and congested, making travel for the
project inhabitant dangerous.

The local public agency charged with the responsibility of relocating
project area occupants under the provisions of the 1970 Uniform Relocation
Act is the Neighborhood Development Department of the city of Macon,
Georgia. Its director, Mary Asbell, and her staff have had considerable
experience in relocating individuals, families, and businesses in the five
major urban renewal programs undertaken by the City of Macon in pre-
vious years. On May 21, 1973, the proposed relocation program for the
Mercer Project was duly submitted by Macon's Neighborhood Develop-
ment Department and was subsequently approved by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. As approved, the relocation program
outlines (1) the standards by which replacement housing units are to be
evaluated, (2) the methods by which project area occupants are to be

214. NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT DEPT. MACON, GA., AREA ELGIBILITY DATA, Code No.
ND-303 at 1 (May 21, 1973). The report continued: "Although the city would like to redevelop
a larger area, local officials feel that the size of the project is all that the city could financially
undertake at this time." Id.

215. This finding was substantiated by our own survey conducted in the summer of 1973.
216. NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT DEPT., MACON, GA., SUMMARY OF URBAN RENEWAL AREA

DATA, ENVIRONMENTAL DEFICIENCIES (May 21, 1973).
217. Id.
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informed of the portending displacement activities and the benefits avail-
able to them, and (3) provisions for insuring that each eligible displaced
household receives adequate relocation assistance as well as its share of
monetary benefits.

A. Replacement Dwelling Standards

Replacement dwelling units occupied or to be occupied by displaced
households must be standard-this is the overriding concern in every
urban renewal program. To that end Macon's local public agency estab-
lished in its relocation program physical and environmental criteria by
which a dwelling unit may be considered standard. 2

1 In addition, maxi-
mum occupancy standards are specified. With certain qualifications, the
following maximum occupancy is prescribed:

(Maximum)

1 bedroom 3 (infant)
2 bedrooms 5
3 bedrooms 7
4 bedrooms 9
5 bedrooms 11
6 bedrooms 13219

Aside from physical, occupancy, and environmental considerations, re-
placement dwelling units must also be affordable. The relocation program
under consideration specifies:

Ability of the family or individual to pay, conforming to actual experience
in this community, is not over 2 1/2 times annual income for purchase, nor

218. The Neighborhood Development Dept. considers a dwelling unit to be
"standard housing" and to be decent, safe, and sanitary when (a) it is in compliance
with the City's building, fire, and sanitary codes; (b) it is in good repair and is
weather-tight, with no leakage nor dampness; (c) it has no health, fire, nor safety
hazards within the structure nor in the immediate vicinity; (d) it has safe running
water, and (for exclusive use of a family) a private flush toilet that is sewer con-
nected, and a bathroom with tub or shower and lavatory with running hot and cold
water all within the dwelling unit; (e) it has permanent, reasonable efficient kitchen
facilities (for exclusive use of a family), including sink with hot and cold running
water, cooking stove connections, shelves and storage space for food and utensils;
(f) it has facilities available for washing and drying clothes; (g) it is equipped with
adequate heating facilities, is adequately ventilated by at least one openable win-
dow in every room and is screened or screens are available; (h) it is adequately wired
for electricity; (i) it is located in a neighborhood which is free from industrial or
other nuisances, is supplied with community facilities of a standard neighborhood,
and is reasonably accessible to transportation, schools, churches, and stores; Cj) it
is large enough for occupancy by the family without overcrowding. NEIGHBORHOOD
DEVELOPMENT DEPT., MACON, GA., RELOCATION PROGRAM 1-2 (May 21, 1973)
[hereinafter cited RELOCATION PROGRAM].

219. Id. at 2.
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over twenty-five per centum (25%) for gross rent; except that in the event
a displaced family occupies private housing provided under Section 101
of the Housing Act of 1965, ability to pay shall be construed as 25% of
annual income for shelter rent.2"

The replacement housing standards delineated in Macon's relocation
program are, by and large, very stringent. In fact, it is doubtful that one-
half of the admittedly standard housing units in metropolitan Macon or
any other community could meet the specifications in every regard. Never-
theless, the standards serve as a yardstick by which to measure the degree
of improvement, if any, in the living conditions of displaced households.
These standards were employed in this study with respect to the indepen-
dent surveys made both before and after displacement.

B. Dissemination Of Information

It is axiomatic that any assistance and benefits available to displacees
under the 1970 Uniform Relocation Act are of little value unless the occu-
pants of eligible project areas are made aware of them and encouraged to
seek them. To insure timely and adequate notification of available assis-
tance and benefits to all inhabitants, the relocation program directs that
the staff of Macon's local public agency maintain close personal contact
with the residents of the project area. This objective was in fact accom-
plished, generally by means of newspaper articles and other media, meet-
ings with the Mercer Project Area Committee, and personal visits with
project area occupants as well as goodwill interviews. Additionally, for
several months prior to project approval the local public agency scheduled
meetings at a location adjacent to the project area. All area residents were
invited and urged to attend in order that they might more fully compre-
hend the nature of the displacing program and their rights as occupants
of the project area.22' Further amplification and clarification of the project
area occupants' rights and responsibilities was provided by timely circu-
lars, generally hand delivered.

Following federal approval of activities for the initial action year, and
pursuant to the relocation plan, personnel of the Relocation-Social Serv-
ices interviewed each household within the project area for the purpose of
delivering an informational statement, establishing each households' eligi-
bility for assistance, and ascertaining the particular needs of the house-
holds involved. 2 2 The information obtained in each interview was main-

220. Id. at 3.
221. Attendance at the various meetings ranged from 65 to 250 people including city

officials and staff.
222. The informational statement was the first official pronouncement that displacement

was imminent. Failure to comply with the directives or to cooperate with the Neighborhood
Development Department would result in loss of all claim to relocation services. This seems
an unusually harsh prescription when viewed in the light of the education and experience
possessed by most of the project area inhabitants.
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tained at the site office established in the project area for the convenience
of the residents. Any subsequent change in the status of an individual or
family within the project area was appropriately noted.23

Despite the many and varied approaches undertaken by Macon's local
public agency to inform inhabitants of the project area of the assistance
and monetary benefits available to them, there were many households
which departed the project area without any assistance whatsoever. These
households comprise a group commonly referred to as the vanishing popu-
lation, an inexplicable phenomenon which seems to plague relocation ef-
forts all over the country. In several cases in the present study, households
which had received the informational statement and had been interviewed
by the local public agency as well as participants in this study are pres-
ently unaccounted for. This might be expected if the follow-up interviews
were conducted several years after relocation; the interviews conducted in
conjunction with this research effort, however, generally closely followed
the displacement and relocation of every household.

C. Safeguarding Compliance

To assist in the proper resettlement of project area occupants, the relo-
cation program calls for the compilation and maintenance of a listing of
private dwelling units available on a nondiscriminatory basis which are
suitable, accessible, and convenient as replacement units. 2' Such a list
was compiled primarily with the aid of local real estate agents and devel-
opers. Additionally, personal searches were conducted in neighborhoods
adjacent to the project area. The list of available units and the rental or
purchase price of each was maintained at the site offices and updated on
a continuing basis. Prior to any referral the private replacement housing
units were to be inspected by representatives of the local public agency to
insure that each unit was standard.

Following acquisition of the property occupied by an eligible resident, a
representative of the local public agency conducted a relocation interview
pursuant to the relocation program for the purpose of updating information
contained in existing relocation records and advising the occupant of avail-
able rehousing units, private or public. All eligible families and single
persons displaced by urban renewal programs are given preference for oc-
cupancy of low-rent public housing by both the relocation program2n and
by statute. 226 If a household appears to be eligible for low-rent public hous-

223. Project area households in need of additional help were to be referred to responsible
social service agencies within the community. Unfortunately, our findings demonstrated that
many inhabitants otherwise eligible for community social services were receiving an insuffi-
cient amount of aid or none at all.

224. RELOCATION PROGRAM, supra note 218, at 4.
225. Id. at 5.
226. 42 U.S.C. §1410(g)(2) (1970).
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ing at the time of the relocation interview, the interviewer is authorized to
refer it directly to the Macon Housing Authority for admission. In spite of
the directives, however, public housing is not so easily obtained, even by
displacees who are granted a preference. A partial explanation may be
found in a letter on the subject from the Executive Director of the Macon
Housing Authority, G.E. Markwalter, to the Director of Macon's Neigh-
borhood Development Department. After describing the limited number
of all existing units in the city of Macon, occupied and unoccupied, as well
as the turnover rate and the rent-to-income formula which forms the basis
for admission to public housing, Mr. Markwalter concluded:

From the foregoing you can see the financial picture is not very bright with
an estimated difference of approximately $26,000.00 per month between
what was estimated when the Rent Range was prepared and as of today.
We are however receiving approximately $18,000 per month subsidy from
HUD which leaves a deficit of $8,000 per month or close to $100,000 per
year which will have to come out of our operating reserve, already reduced
from $635,000 to approximately $150,000. We hope to be able to help you
with the displaced tenants whose incomes will warrant a $45.00 per month
rent, or better, but we will not be able to make any definite commitments
at this time.m"

The relocation plan also directs that follow-up visits be made by depart-
ment personnel within 30 days of initial relocation with or without assis-
tance.ls If at that time it appears that the household occupies a substand-
ard unit the move will be considered temporary in nature and the occu-
pants will be given an opportunity to re-relocate to suitable housing. In any
event, if a household occupying substandard housing declines without ade-
quate reason an agency offer of suitable replacement housing, the matter
is referred to the local code enforcement agency for disposition.2

Other provisions in the program relate to several less controversial areas.
For example, procedures governing eviction are provided,2 in the unlikely
event that the local public agency is unable to direct a household from the
project area in any other fashion. Provision is made in the relocation pro-
gram for assistance to the small number of non-residential establishments
within the project area.UI The program also contains provisions relative to
the relocation payments authorized under the 1970 Act and the pertinent
federal regulations.nl

227. Letter dated April 30, 1973, on file in the offices of the Mercer Law Review. Addi-
tional limitations on the use of public housing as replacement dwelling units are discussed
in 1 NATIONAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LAW PROJECT, HANDBOOK ON HousING
LAW, ch. X, pt. IV at 31-35 (1970).

228. RELOCATION PROGRAM, supra note 218, at 8.
229. Id.
230. Id. at 10.
231. Id.
232. See U. S. DEPT. OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, NOTICE, COMMUNITY PLANNING
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The provisions of Macon's relocation program certainly provide ade-
quate assurance that displaced households will be relocated to standard,
convenient, and affordable housing as prescribed by the 1970 Act. Al-
though we did not, in the conduct of this study, purport to act as a watch-
dog over all of the activities of the Macon Neighborhood Development
Department, we have no reason to doubt that it made every effort to
comply with the program requirements. We did inquire, however, during
our post-relocation interviews to determine the extent of assistance re-
ceived by the displaced households. The findings are reported in Section
VIII of this report.

VI. STATISTICAL SAMPLING OF THE AREA UNDER STUDY

A. Macon

Metropolitan Macon is the largest of several cities comprising a Stan-
dard Metropolitan Statistical Area located in the geographical center of
Georgia. The city has a population of slightly in excess of 122,000, of which
approximately 37% are Black. m The population is relatively young. Ap-
proximately 59% of Macon's total population is under 35 years of age and
only 9% of the population is 65 years and older." The diverse and expand-
ing industries within the area lend to the moderate growth rate which
Macon has enjoyed in previous years and is expected to enjoy in the future.
The area industries also comfortably support the population. In 1969 the
per capita income of the residents of Bibb County, of which Macon com-
prises approximately 85% populationwise, was $3,254 .nl In 1970 only 34%
of the families in Bibb County had total incomes of less than $5,000.2

B. Characteristics Of The Project Area Population217

The population of the Mercer Project area was by no means representa-
tive of the community. In contrast to Macon's population, project area
inhabitants were predominantly Black, somewhat older, and of lesser
means. Almost 83% of the respondents were Non-White.2 More than 53%
of the respondents were 45 years of age or older, and of these more than
40% were 65 and older. Approximately 58% of the project area households
had annual total incomes of less than $4,000. Significantly, however, al-

AND DEVELOPMENT CPD 74-1 (Jan. 14, 1974).
233. MIDDLE GEORGIA AREA PLANNING COMM., HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS Table 20 at 22

(Jan. 1972).
234. Id., Table 22 at 23.
235. Id.,,Table 28 at 31.
236. Id., Table 30 at 32.
237. The information contained in this subsection was gathered by means of personal

interviews with project area households conducted during the months of June, July, and
August, 1973. Every effort was made to insure accuracy.

238. Only one of the Non-White respondents, a student, was not a Black.
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most one-quarter of the households interviewed reported annual incomes
of $5,000 or more.

Most of the inhabitants of the project area were tenants. Although 45%
of the respondents had resided in the project area three years or less, more
than 30% had resided in the area eight years or more. Unemployment
among heads of households within the project was 22%, much higher than
the national average. Almost 5% of the households consisted of students,
and 15% of the respondents reported having no formal education. Many
were functional illiterates. Although many respondents had completed
high school, more than 25% had gone no farther than the sixth grade.

Other characteristics of the project area population as well as a break
down of those discussed above are contained in Chart 1.

C. Housing Market Within the Community"'

Relocation payments and assistance are of secondary importance. They
are only palliatives which can ease some of the temporary difficulties
inherent in dislocation. Experience shows, and the Congress has recog-
nized, that if necessary new housing is not provided, displacees face the
bitter realties [sic] of competing in impacted housing markets, thereby
further over-loading these markets, and overcrowded units.'*

The Mercer project was a total clearance program. Though the area's 215
units which were razed comprised some of the worst housing in the com-
munity, no replacement units were constructed specifically to offset the
consequential loss. Of course, the vacancy rate within the community was
high enough to allay any fears of a housing shortage."' Thus, the local
public agency was able to report: "Analysis of the rehousing needs of
displaced families and individuals indicates that there will be no deficit
in the supply of existing housing, and that expected to become available

239. Unless otherwise noted, the statistics on which this survey is based were taken from
(1) U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS; CENSUS OF HOUSING: 1970, Block Statistics, Final Report HC
(3)-59, Macon, Georgia. Urbanized Area; (2) U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS; CENSUS OF POPULA-
TION AND HOUSING: 1970, Census Tracts; Final Report PHC(1)-122; Macon, Georgia SMSA;
(3) PUBLIC RESEARCH AND MANAGEMENT INC., ANALYSIS OF MACON'S NEIGHBORHOODS (April
1972); and (4) MACON-BIBB COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMM., ACTION PLAN FOR HOUSING
(March 1974). In computing the figures it was assumed that (1) vacant housing units within
a census block were equally distributed over the entire block; (2) the substandard units were
equally distributed over each planning unit; (3) occupied housing in each census block was
equally distributed over the entire block; (4) the percentage of vacant housing in each price
range was the same as occupied housing within the same census block; and (5) the composi-
tion of the housing market remained essentially the same from 1970 to 1974.

240. 1970 Hearings, supra note 4, at 447 (statement of Kenneth F. Phillips).
241. There were slightly more than 2,700 vacant units in Macon, or 6.6% of all housing

within the community. Approximately 4% of all vacancies were rental units and less than
1% were for sale. MIDDLE GEORGIA AREA PLANNING COMM., HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS Table 11
at 3 (Jan. 1972).
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Chart 1: Characteristics of Project Area Population

Characteristics Number Percent

White Non-White

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 33 158
Households Interviewed 32 154

Household Size (Number of Members)
Three or Fewer 26 98 66.7%
Four-Six 6 40 24.7%
Seven or More 0 15 8.1%
No Report 0 1 .5%

Annual Household Income
0 - $1,999 10 41 27.4%
$2,000 - $2,999 2 24 14.0%
$3,000 - $3,999 2 28 16.2%
$4,000 - $4,999 4 12 8.6%
$5,000 or More 10 36 24.7%
No Report 4 13 9.1%

Age of Head of Household
21 Years and Under 7 5 6.5%
22-44 8 59 36.0%
45-64 7 52 31.8%
65 Years and Older 9 31 21.5%
No Report 1 7 4.3%

Education of Head of Household
None 0 17 9.1%
First - Sixth Grades 3 44 25.3%
Seventh - Twelfth Grades 13 71 45.2%
Some College 8 6 7.5%
College Graduate 4 1 2.6%
Post Graduate Degree 2 0 1.1%
No Report 2 15 9.1%

Employment of Head of Household
Employed 14 85 53.2%
Unemployed 2 39 22.0%
Retired 5 23 15.1%
Student 6 3 4.8%
No Report 5 4 4.8%

Length of Residence in Project Area
Less than 90 Days 9 12 11.2%
90 Days - 1 Year 4 25 15.5%
2 Years 2 17 10.2%
3 Years 0 16 8.6%
4 Years 1 15 8.6%
5 Years 2 15 9.2%
6 Years 0 4 2.1%
7 Years 0 1 .5%
8 Years or More 10 2 3.0%
No Report 4 2 3.0%

Pre-Displacement Tenure
Tenants 23 119 76.4%
Owners/Purchasers 6 17 12.3%
No Report 3 18 11.3%

Monthly Cost of Pre-Displacement Unit
0-$15 7 15 11.9%a
$16.- $30 0 9 4.8%
$31- $45 3 69 38.7%
$46-$60 3 33 19.3%
$61 - $75 2 23 13.5%
$76- $90 0 3 1.6%
$91 - $105 7 2 4.9%
$106 or More 6 0 3.2%
No Report 4 0 2.1%

a All respondents in this category were owners/purchasers.
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during the action year. "242

With respect to the availability of standard housing units, the local
public agency reported: "There are no special relocation problems except
the availability of standard private rentals is marginal at this time; but
experience factors indicate that a sufficient number of units will be avail-
able by the time the Relocation Program requires."2 Marginal indeed. In
1974 it was reported that of the 41,100 housing units within the corporate
limits of the community, 5,600, or almost 14%, were substandard.2 4 ' The
report further stated that "thousands of housing units" could not meet
local building codes.2 5

More importantly, it should be remembered that almost 60% of the
project area households had total annual incomes of less than $4,000.
These low-income households warrant special consideration in relocation
planning. In this regard Macon's local public agency reported: "Develop-
ment companies have reported an inventory of land and the ability to
produce low and moderate income housing units whenever the market
justifies such activity. 2 46 In 1974, however, it was reported: "There ap-
pears to be an inadequate number of low to moderately priced homes
available to minority groups and low-income groups." ' 7 The report contin-
ued:

In 1971 low cost housing permits were still the largest percentage of those
issued but had decreased to 44% of the total, while the number of moder-
ate cost housing permits increased to 33% and permitted higher cost hous-
ing rose to 32% of the total. In 1973 the number of permits for low cost
housing dropped to 11%, permits for moderate cost housing remained at
43%, and permits for higher cost housing rose to 46% of the total.2a

The housing situation facing households displaced from the project area
is more comprehensible when graphically portrayed. Chart 2 depicts the
project area within the corporate limits of Macon, Georgia. For purposes
of the analysis, radii were extended from the center of the project area
outward at intervals of 1, 11/2, 2, and 3 miles. The characteristics of popu-
lation and housing within each of these radii are set out in Chart 3.

242. RELOCATION PROGRAM, supra note 218, at 5 (emphasis supplied).
243. Id.
244. MACON-BIBB COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMM., ACTION PLAN FOR HOUSING 3

(March 1974).
245. Id.
246. RELOCATION PROGRAM, supra note 218, Appendix 5. Guideform: Commitments for

Low- and Moderate-Income Replacement Housing.
247. MACON-BIBB COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMM., ACTION PLAN FOR HOUSING 17

(March 1974).
248. Id. at 18. The report concluded:

The construction of low-cost housing from a developers standpoint is based not on
need but on the ability to pay. Therefore the low-income families constitute a
demand for low-cost standard housing but with little or no buying power. Because
of this substandard units continue to rent profitable. Id. at 25.
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CHART 2: Radial Diagram of Macon, Georgia

Chart 3: Radii Analysis

0-1 mile 1-11/2 miles 112-2 miles

1372 [Vol. 26

2-3 miles
Total Units 6,564 7,270 5,133 10,413

Total Population 19,374 20,412 12,572 31,666
Vacancy Density

(in units per sq. mi.) 232 144.6 58.2 33.2
Population Density

(people per sq. mi.) 6,167 5,197 2,287 2,016

Percent of Total
Vacant Housing in City 26.7% 20.8% 11.7% 19.1%
(Rental) 40% 31.2% 6.7% 18.2%
(Owner) 15.3% 11.9% 16.1% 19.9%

Percent of Non-White
Inhabitants 60% 56% 41% 39%

Percent of Substandard
Units 38.5% 36.5% 21.0% 11.6%

Average Monthly Contract
Rent for Units $45 $54 $84 $64

Percentage of Dwellings
Constructed prior to
1939 62% 56.9% 31.2% 24.5%

Percentage of Dwellings
Constructed between
1960 and 1970 9.8% 13.6% 19.4% 22.6%
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From the foregoing charts it can be seen that one-third of the dwelling
units within the community are concentrated within 11/2 miles of the
project, the most densely populated area in the entire community. For the
most part these dwelling units are obsolete and poorly maintained. Of the
estimated 1,790 vacant rental units within the city, more than 71% were
concentrated within a 1 1/2mile radius of the project area. Approximately
61% of all inhabitants living within a 1 1/2mile radius of the project area
are Non-White. Perhaps the most foreboding statistic, however, is that
within a 1 1/2mile radius of the project area, where the contract rents are
the least and the vacancy density the greatest, fully three quarters of
Macon's substandard housing, or 4,200 substandard dwelling units exist.

It should be emphasized that statistically, each displaced household
conceivably could have relocated to a standard, affordable dwellinq unit,
even within a one and one-half mile radius of the project area., In consid-
ering rehousing availability, however, more than its mere existence must
be taken into account. The needs of the displaced households as well as
immeasurable factors such as racial discrimination must also be consid-
ered.

For low- and moderate-income households, the housing situation in
Macon leaves much to be desired. The renewal program under considera-
tion did little more than maintain the status quo. In this respect the
Uniform Relocation Act seems wholly ineffective.2 °

VII. METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED IN GATHERING INFORMATION

We determined that each household within the project area should be
interviewed before displacement and then again upon completion of its
relocation. The primary interviews, begun in July 1973, were conducted by
several students who had been trained in accepted interview technique.
The questionnaires employed in the primary interviews consisted of forty-
one separate questions. Twenty-four of the questions concerned the visible
condition of the dwelling and were answered by the student conducting the
interview. The remaining seventeen questions were designed to be an-

249. Within a 1 /2 mile radius of the project area there were an estimated 318 rental units
which were not "substandard."

250. Perhaps most critical, the Uniform Act would appear to be far less effective
in replacing and increasing the stock of low- and moderate-income housing lost as
a result of federal and federally assisted projects than it is in providing monetary
payments to the displaced persons. The basic statutory mandate remains no more
than a requirement that the taking agency assure that satisfactory relocation hous-
ing resources are available prior to displacement-the very same assurances that
in the past have proved totally inadequate to maintain, let alone increase, the
supply of decent low- and moderate-income housing and to protect the interests of
both displacees and the low- and moderate-income housing groups in general. C.
Hartmen, Relocation: Illusory Promises and No Relief, 57 VA. L. REv. 780 (1971).
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swered by the respondent, their function being to elicit such information
as the subject's income, rent payment, and expenses, as well as the age,
sex, education, and employment of each member of the household.25'

Each student who worked as an interviewer was trained to explain care-
fully to each subject that he was being questioned as part of an indepen-
dent research project being conducted by the Mercer Law Review and that
his identity would remain confidential. Additionally, each interviewer
would inform the subject that we were not connected with the government,
nor would any of our findings relative to any named displacees be made
available to the government. Finally, each interviewer would inform the
subject that his cooperation was entirely voluntary. Through this tech-
nique it was hoped that each respondent would answer as truthfully and
as freely as possible.

By December 1973, we had completed the primary interviews. We inter-
viewed one hundred eighty-six of the one hundred ninety-one families and
individuals within the project area. Among those who were not interviewed
were four families and individuals whom we could not contact even though
we tried repeatedly. There was only one individual who refused to answer
any questions whatsoever.

The secondary interviews, begun in December 1973 and completed in
January 1975, were also conducted by students who had been trained
exactly as had those who performed the primary interviews. Of a total of
one hundred seventy-five families or individuals2 listed in the records of
the local public agency (LPA), one hundred forty-one were interviewed.
Two families were not interviewed because they had moved from Macon,
and we were unable to locate another family. Of the thirty-one remaining
families or individuals, we were unable to contact anyone who could re-
spond to the questions, although at least four attempts were made on each
household.

The form questionnaire employed for the secondary interviews consisted
of one hundred twenty questions grouped so as to provide information
concerning the following topics: information on move; attitude concerning
new home, neighborhood, and facilities; family and household data; type,
condition, and cost of the dwelling; exterior of the dwelling; interior of the
dwelling; reactions and attitudes concerning relocation and redevelop-
ment; and financial information. The questions on the secondary interview
form'were selected to allow the comparison of material derived from the
primary interview form, and also to provide information from which each
respondent's progress through the process of relocation could be traced.

251. Other questions dealt with the form of transportation available to each respondent
and the approximate distances from the respondent's dwelling unit to such other places as
the respondent's place of employment, his place of worship, his children's schools and play
areas, as well as food and convenience stores.

252. According to records received from the LPA.
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All of the information derived from the primary and secondary interview
forms was transferred onto standard computor punch cards for analysis,
comparison, and correlation by a Univac 1108 computer"3 located at the
Georgia Institute of Technology.

We believed that the reliability of the information we received could be
best insured by conducting the interviews as outlined above.2 " The alter-
native method of gathering information was to interview each family and
individual only upon their relocation. While this would avoid any contact
with families or individuals which might inadvertently influence their ac-
tions, or the actions of the local public agency responsible for their
relocation, there were certain drawbacks to this approach. Among the
disadvantages of employing only one interview was the fact that any
information concerning the pre-displacement situation of the families and
individuals within the project area would have been only as reliable as the
memory of the particular respondent questioned.2"

The first interview was designed to reduce our pre-relocation contact
with each respondent as much as possible. With the aid of members of the
Psychology2 " and Sociology257 Departments of Mercer University, each
question on the primary interview form was selected and phrased so as to
have as little influence as possible on the respondent's choice of answers,
or his subsequent course of action throughout the process of relocation.
Additionally, each interviewer was trained specifically to prevent him from
volunteering any information or answering any questions concerning the
relocation process.2" By these measures we attempted to minimize the
influence we might have had on the actions of those interviewed. The LPA

253. The program for analyzing the information so as to be compatable for use by the
Univac 1108 computer was designed by Frank Barnett Ray, Assistant Professor of Mathemat-
ics, University of Texas (B.A., 1964; M.A., 1967; Ph.D. 1972).

254. Further efforts to insure reliability included telephoning back when information was
inconsistent or unclear, matching responses on secondary interview forms with those of the
primary interview forms, and duplicate interviews on over 10% of those interviewed. Also,
only adults were interviewed.

255. This would have been complicated additionally by the low literacy rate prevalent
among respondents.

256. This assistance was provided by Thomas James Glennon, Assistant Professor of
Psychology, Louisiana State University (B.A., 1967); University of Southern Mississippi
(M.S., 1969; Ph.D., 1971).

257. This assistance was provided by Alpha M. Bond, Jr., Professor of Sociology, Dart-
mouth College (B.A., 1952); Columbia University (M.A., 1953); Emory University (Ph.D.,
1963).

258. It should here be observed that great confusion seemed to pervade the atmosphere
of the project area during the time of the primary interviews as a result not only of the
residents' being informed that they had to leave by the local public agency but also by the
efforts of several groups who were involved in fighting the adoption of this neighborhood
development program, among them being the Macon Legal Aid Society and at least one
VISTA worker. In view of this it is doubtful that our impact at this time on the actions of
those within the project area could be underestimated.
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was also aware of our activities from the project's inception.," Of course
we could not measure the effect which this study had upon the actions of
the LPA and we hope that if the study did influence the actions of the local
public agency, it resulted in benefit to those relocated.

VIII. OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING THOSE DISPLACED

In order to convey an accurate, and somewhat detailed description of our
findings gained by interviewing those displaced from the Mercer area,
much use will be made of charts listing the responses of displacees to the
primary and secondary interviews.6 0 To reiterate, there were one hundred
ninety-one households within the Mercer project area prior to relocation.
One hundred eighty-six (97.4%) of these were interviewed in the primary
interviews. Of the one hundred seventy-five households reportedly relo-
cated by the LPA, one hundred forty-one (80.6%) were interviewed during
the secondary interviews. These samples provide the basis for the following
observations.

A. Condition Of Replacement Housing
1. Housing Generally

By far the majority (72.1%) of those relocated were found to be living in
single detached houses. The remaining 27.9% were living in either row
apartments, houses converted for apartments, apartment buildings, room-
ing houses, or other structures.

The percentage of owner-occupants increased dramatically. Within the
Mercer area prior to relocation only 12.5% of those interviewed owned their
own homes."' After relocation almost half (47.8%) of those interviewed
indicated that they were purchasing their home.126

In general the condition of the exterior of all replacement housing units
was good. Almost 81% of the units were found to be in good repair or in
need of minor repairs only. However, 9.3% were found to need major re-
pairs or were dilapidated. Also, it is interesting to note that the replace-
ment housing compared favorable with the adjacent and surrounding
housing. Chart 4 provides a summary of those findings.

259. This is explained in that the grant funds from the A.B.A. by which this study was
made possible had to be administered through the business office of Mercer University. As
Mercer was to be the recipient of the land obtained through this Neighborhood Development
Project contingent upon its use of the land for a proposed medical school, there was great
communication between the local public agency and the business office.

260. These charts have been compiled by grouping questions according to their subject
matter and indicating the percentage of the total number of respondents answering each
particular question in each of the possible responses. The last entry after each question shows
the total number of respondents answering each question.

261. See Chart 1, page 64.
262. This may be the result of the increased benefits obtainable by the displacee should

he elect to purchase a replacement dwelling rather than move into rental housing. See Section
H for a more detailed examination and comparison of these benefits.
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CHART 4

Housing Generally

Frame
Brick
Other
Total responses 140

Type of dwelling unit:

Condition of dwelling unit:
(exterior view)

Condition of adjacent dwelling units:
(exterior view)

Condition of neighborhood dwelling
units generally: (exterior view)

Tenure:

Does this represent a change in tenure?

single detached
single attached (row)
semi-detached
apartment in conversion
apartment in apt. bldg.
rooming house
other
Total responses 140

good
needs minor repairs
needs major repairs
dilapidated
Total responses 140

good
needs minor repairs
needs major repairs
dilapidated
Total responses 130

good
needs some repair
dilapidated
Total responses 140

buying
renting private housing
renting public housing
Total responses 138

yes
no
Total responses 139

2. Comparison Of Housing Before And After Relocation

Charts 5 and 6 provide a detailed analysis of the conditions of the re-
placement housing, as well as demonstrating the contrasting conditions
between the housing in the Mercer area and the replacement housing. It
can be seen in Chart 5 that there was a significant improvement in the
physical condition of the exterior of the dwellings following relocation.
While more than 52% of the project area housing units showed observable
defects in the foundation, exterior walls, roofing, or appurtenances, less
than 17% of the replacement housing units displayed the same defects.
This reveals an average decrease of 36.5% in major structural defects ob-
servable from the exterior of the dwelling.

1377

64.3%
28.6%'

7.1%

72.1%
12.1%

2.9%
6.4%
3.6%

.7%
2.1%

53.6%
37.1%

7.1%
2.1%

36.9%
12.5%
3.1%

46.4%
40.7%
12.9%

47.8%
51.4%

.7%

34.5%
65.5%
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A similar decrease in structural defects observable from the interior of
the dwelling is indicated by Chart 6, which compares the interior of the
housing within the Mercer area with the replacement housing units. Using
an average of the percentage represented by interior defects in the last
three categories of Chart 6 (flooring, walls, and ceiling), one or more inte-
rior structural defects are evident in an average of 47.5% of the project area
housing units. However, only 9.8% of the replacement housing units has
similar interior structural defects. This indicates an average decrease of
37.7% in observable interior structural defects.

B. Attitude Concerning Replacement Dwelling And Neighborhood

1. Attitude Concerning New Dwelling

As is indicated by Chart 7, 77.8% of the respondents questioned in the
secondary interview preferred their replacement dwelling unit to their pre-
vious dwelling within the project area; 9.3% found no difference, and 12.9%
preferred their previous dwelling. The second portion of Chart 7 examines
particular aspects of the replacement dwelling units as compared with the
project area dwellings.

[Vol. 261378
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CHART 7

Attitude concerning new dwelling

Compared to your home in the Mercer area how would you rate this home (just the house
itself )?

42.13% Like much more
35.7% Like somewhat more

9.3% No difference
9.3% Dislike somewhat more
3.6% Dislike much more

140 total responses

How does your new home compare to your home in the Mercer area in the following parti-
culars?

More Less No Total
Satisfactory Satisfactory Difference Responses

Outside appearance: 76.8% 9.4% 13.8% 138
Bath and toilet facilities: 69.3% 8.1% 22.6% 137
Heating system: 67.4% 8.0% 24.6% 138
Kitchen facilities: 69.6% 10.1% 20.3% 138
Yard space: 79.4% 8.8% 11.8% 136
Living space: 73.2% 8.7% 18.1% 138
Sleeping space: 72.5% 5.8% 21.7% 138
Ease of cleaning: 66.4% 6.6% 27.0% 137

2. Attitude Concerning New Neighborhood

Chart 8 is composed of several questions selected to provide a compari-
son of each family's impressions concerning the availability of municipal
services such as police protection, garbage collection, and recreation facili-
ties available within the project area and in the neighborhoods to which
they relocated. Questions which indicate more general impressions of the
neighborhood have also been included.

Of particular interest is the percentage of families which have moved
since they were first displaced. Chart 8 shows that 9 households (6.5% of
the sample) moved from the homes to which they originally relocated upon
leaving the project area. Considering the brief period of time between the
date of the initial relocation,263 and the secondary interview (generally

263.

September-October 1973 0.0%
November-December 1973 11.5%
January-February 1974 37.4%
March-April 1974 25.2%
May-June 1974 10.1%
July-August 1974 9.4%
September-October 1974 2.9%
November-December 1974 3.6%
January-February 1974 0.0%

139 total responses
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between two weeks and three months), this is a significant number of
households. When this figure is added to the eighteen households (13% of
the sample) which plan to move in the near future, it can be seen that a
surprising 19.5% of the sample have either moved or presently plan to
move in the near future from the homes to which they originally relocated.

CHART 8

Attitude concerning new neighborhood

Total
Agree Disagree Uncertain Responses

The people who live in this
area are better neighbors ..........

Garbage collection, street
cleaning and maintenance
are better here . .....................

It is safer for people to be
out alone after dark
in this neighborhood .................

This is a better place to
raise children . ......................

There are better recreation
facilities here . ......................

This area is a more con-
venient one . ....... ................

Police protection is
more adequate here ..............

Have you moved since you first relocated?
Would you like to remain

in this neighborhood?
Do you plan to move in the near future?

52.9%

51.8%

47.1%

72.9%

43.7%

58.6%

39.3%

15.0% 32.1% 140

12.9% 35.3% 139

15.0% 37.9% 140

9.0% 18.0% 133

25.2% 31.1% 135

22.9% 18.6% 140

12.1% 48.6% 140

Total
YEs No Respones

6.5% 93.5% 138

85.8% 14.2%
13.0% 87.0%

C. Transportation And Convenience

Chart 9 provides a summary of questions relative to transportation avail-
able to the relocatees, as well as a comparison of the distance to such places
as work, food stores, church, schools, and play areas. Since less than half
of the families relocated own automobiles, many households were, and
continue to be dependent on public transportation. Chart 9 demonstrates
that, following relocation, a number of Relocatees 'must travel a greater
distance to the various destinations than was necessary prior to relocation.
While it appears in Chart 9 that 48.3% of those families with school age
children are now closer to the schools attended by their children, this result
seems to have been brought about, not by the families' relocation closer
to the various schools, but by the children's being transferred to the schools

1382 [Vol. 26



1975] SPECIAL RESEARCH STUDY 1383

which they did not attend prior to relocation. Of the families with children
in school, 46.7% indicated that their children had been transferred to an-
other school, a move which may have a detrimental effect upon school-age
children.

CHART 9

Transportation & Convenience

Total
Yes No Responses

Did you own an automobile prior
to relocation? .......................... 48.9% 51.1% 139

Do you now own an automobile? ........ 48.6% 51.4% 138

Do you or any other member of your family
depend on public transportation? ........ 65.7% 34.3% 137

Has the total cost of daily public transportation for the entire household increased, de-
creased, or remained the same since leaving the Mercer area?

28.0% Increased
5.6% Decreased

66.4% Remained the same
107 total responses

Since leaving the Mercer area is public transportation more convenience, less convenient, or
about the same?

31.9% More convenient
26.9% Less convenient
41.2% About the same

119 total responses

About Total
Closer Farther Same Responses

Distance from work: 8.5% 59.6% 31.9% 94
Distance from food stores: 23.7% 45.3% 31.0% 139
Distance from church: 11.7% 59.9% 28.5% 137
Distance from

children's play areas: 26.7% 38.4% 34.9% 86
Distance from children's

school: 48.3% 11.7% 40.0% 60

Total
Yes No Responses

Do your children attend a different
school as a result of relocation? ................... 46.7% 33.3% 60

Do any of your children have to ride a
bus to school who did not
ride a bus before relocation? ..................... 25.0% 75.0% 60

Does your family attend the same church
now that you attended before
leaving the Mercer area? .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96.1% 3.9% 137
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D. Feelings Of Those Displaced Concerning Relocation

Chart 10 examines the feelings of those relocated toward the actual
process of relocation. More than 61% of the project dwellers disliked the
prospect of moving after they had been informed they were to be relocated.
After relocation, however, only 23% were sorry they had to move.

In response to the question "Do you feel the government was right in
selecting the Mercer area for the site of the proposed medical school," the
typical response was, "Well, it has to be somewhere," or "It must be the
best site or it wouldn't have been selected, would it?"

Perhaps the most interesting point about Chart 10 is the response to
questions asking the respondent if he understood the nature of the pro-
gram, his rights and privileges prior to relocating and now after relocating.
In both instances an affirmative response was indicated by over 90% of
those questioned. Certainly some of the responses may be discounted due
to a natural propensity on the part of some respondents to deny being
unable to understand the relocation program. Nevertheless, such a high
rate of affirmative responses would seem to indicate that the LPA was
successful in disseminating information to those relocated."6 '

264. The high rate of understanding expressed by the respondents is particularly interest-
ing when compared to the response given to the questions devised by Dr. Leo Srole in 1950
designed to measure feelings of alienation from the community, or simply hopelessness and
social dysfunction. The results of these questions are given below, as is correlation of the
frequency of agreement by the weekly income of the respondent. Here it will be noticed that
the frequency of agreement is not confined to those of lowest income. As fewer people would
divulge their weekly income than answered the anomie questions the percentage of those
agreeing are slightly different.

Anomie Questions

Total
Agree Disagree Responses

1. There's little use in writing to
public officials because oftentimes
they aren't really interested in the
problems of the average man ......... 55.5% 45.5% 137
2. Nowadays a person has to live pretty
much for today and let tomorrow take care
of itself. .............................. 79.3% 20.7% 140
3. In spite of what some people say, the
lot of the average man is getting
worse, not better . ...................... 62.7% 37.3% 134
4. It's hardly fair to bring children
into the world with the way things
look for the future ...................... 40.2% 59.8% 132
5. These days a person doesn't
really know who he can count on ......... 72.8% 27.2% 136
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CHART 10

Feelings of those displaced concerning relocation

When you first learned of having to move from the Mercer area how did you feel?
31.73% strongly disliked having to move

29.5% disliked having to move somewhat
13.7 % did not matter one way or the other
18.0% somewhat pleased at the prospect
7.2% very pleased at the prospect

139 total responses

Now that you have relocated from the Mercer area how do you feel about the move?
10.8% very sorry we had to move
12.2% a little sorry we had to move
10.1% did not mind it much one way or the other
33.8% a little happy about the move
33.1% very happy about the move

139 total responses

Total
YES No Response

Do you feel the government was
right in selecting the Mercer area
for the site of the proposed
medical school? ....... ...... .... .. .. .. .. .......  87.5% 12.5% 136

Did you understand the nature of
the program, your rights and
privileges prior to relocating ..................... 92.8% 7.2% 138

Do you now understand the program,
your rights and privileges? ...................... .  93.6% 6.4% 140

Do you feel you were given adequate
notice prior to being relocated? ............ ..... ..  97.1% 2.9% 139

Were you assisted by the LPA
service in your initial move
from the M ercer area? ........ ......... ... ... .. ..  89.1% 10.9% 138

Was the assistance rendered
adequate? ................... ... .... .. ... ... ....  81.2% 18.8% 128

Is respondent literate?* 85.1% 14.9% 134

Weekly Income Frequency of agreement correlated with income

1 2 3 4 5

$0--$34 8 17 8 4 11
$35--$64 18 30 20 8 25
$65--$94 21 28 20 18 24
$95--$124 14 16 20 14 16

$125 or more 10 12 11 7 16

1 2 3 4 5

Total responding to
both income and anomie
questions .............. 129 131 127 126 127
% agreeing 55.0% 78.6% 62.2% 40.5% 72.4%
% disagreeing 45.0% 21.4% 37.8% 59.5% 27.6%
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* In order to insure a truthful response, respondent was handed a sheet to read and fill

out. Illiteracy was concluded if respondent could not fill it out as the question asked was
"Please fill in your name and address."

In several instances an adult would call a child and hand the form to the child who would
fill it out. However, if anyone at all filled in the form, the household was listed as literate.

E. Effect Of Relocation Upon Income

Chart 11 indicates the financial effect of relocation. This chart shows
that although only 24.5% of those relocated have an increased income,
80.4% have increased household expenses, and therefore must devote more
of their income to housing than was previously necessary. Chart 11 also
demonstrates that many of the displaced households could ill-afford the
increased costs.

F. Cost Of Purchasing Replacement Housing

The majority (85.5%) of houses purchased by relocatees were priced
between $8,001 and $20,000, and 65.6% required down payments ranging
from $1500 to $2500. While 20.8% of the respondents paid for their houses
in full, chart 12 shows that the majority (70:6%) of purchasers received
from $1,501 to $2500 from the LPA toward the purchase of their homes.
Chart 12 also lists the monthly mortgage payments made by the purchas-
ers. More than 77% of the respondents indicated that their monthly mort-
gage payments were between $81.00 and $140.00. Comparing Chart 12 with
Chart 13, it can be seen that the monthly mortgage payments of displacees
who are purchasing their homes average more than the monthly rental
payments of those who relocated to rental housing.6 5

G. Cost Of Renting Replacement Housing

As is indicated in Chart 13, 70% of the respondents who relocated to
rental housing are paying between $41.00 and $80.00 per month as rent.
In order to aid those who relocated to more expensive rented units, the LPA
was authorized to pay, in a lump sum, the difference in rent, with certain
limitations, accumulating over a four year period. More than 76% of the
respondents indicated that they had received from the LPA less than
$600.00 as rent subsidy to extend over a four year period, the adequacy of
such an amount, especially in these inflationary times, seems questiona-
ble.

H. Moving Expenses And Displacement Allowance

In addition to rent subsidy, or purchaser down payment assistance, the
LPA is also authorized to pay certain amounts as moving expenses and
displacement allowances. Chart 14 summarizes the responses of those
relocated, indicating the amounts received for moving expenses and dis-

265. The reader may wish to consult Chart 1 at this point and hereafter in order to
examine the size of rental or mortgage payments made prior to relocation. Also, Chart 15
provides an indication of the amount of increase in rental or mortgage payments experienced
by those relocated.
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placement allowances. Of all those responding to the question, 67.2% indi-
cated they had received between $201.00 and $400.00.

CHART 11

Effect of relocation upon income

Is total household income (from
all sources) more, less, or
about the same since relocation? .....

Are total household expenditures
more, less, or about the
same since relocation? . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Of your received Public Welfare
Payments before relocation, now
and after relocation, are these
payments more, less, or the same? ....

Has relocation affected the employment
of any member of the household? ......

Were you receiving Public Welfare
assistance prior to relocation? .........

More

24.5%

80.4%

13.2%

About the Total
Less Same Response

8.6% 66.9% 139

2.9% 16.7% 138

34.2% 52.6% 38

Total
Yes No Responses

....... 3.8%. 96.2%

....... 28.2% 71.8%

Are you presently receiving
Public Welfare assistance? .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27.5% 72.5%

Percentage of households having the following weekly incomes:

3.1% $0-$14
5.4% $15-$24
6.9% $25-$34

13.8% $35-$44
7.7% $45-$54
5.4% $55-$64
6.2% $65-$74

13.1% $75-$84
5.4% $85-$94
6.2% $95-$104
3.8% $105-$114
6.2% $115-124

16.9% $125 or over
130 Total responses
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CHART 122

Cost of buying home

Percentage of purchasers paying the following amounts as full purchase price of homes
outside the Mercer area:

0.0% $1,000-$5,000

3.6% $5,001-$8,000
20.0% $8,001-$11,000
21.8% $11,001-$14,000
25.5% $14,001-$17,000
18.2% $17,001-$20,000
5.5% $20,001-$23,000
1.8% $23,001-$26,000
3.6% $26,001 or more

55 total responses

Percentage of purchasers paying the following amounts as down payments:

3.8% $0-500
3.8% $501-$1,000
3.8% $1,001-$1,500

45.3% $1,501-$2,000
11.3% $2,001-$2,500
5.7% $2,501$3,000
1.9% $3,001-$3,500
3.8% $3,501-$4,000

20.8% Paid total cost
53 total responses

Percentage of purchasers receiving the following amounts from the LPA toward the pur-
chase of a home (this does not include displacement allowance or moving expenses):

15.7% $0-$500
9.8% $501-$1000
0.0% $1001-$1500

56.9% $1501-$2000
13.7% $2001-$2500
0.0% $2501-$3000
0.0% $3001-$3500
0.0% $3501-$4000
3.9% $4000 or more

51 total responses

Percentage of purchasers making monthly mortgage payments in the following amounts:

0.0% $1420
0.0% $21-$40
6.1% $41-$60

12.2% $61-$80
24.5% $81-$100
30.6% $101-$120
22.4% $121-$140

2.0% $141-$160
2.0% $160 or more

49 total responses

266. This Chart, as well as Charts 13, 14, and 15, are based upon amounts the respondents
indicated they had paid or were obliged to pay monthly. Similarly, the amounts stated as
being received from the LPA are the amounts the respondents stated they had received.
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CHART 13

Cost of renting house

Percentage of those households renting dwellings outside the Mercer area at the following
monthly rents:

0.0% $0-$20
2.9% $21-$40

38.6% $41-$60
31.4% $61-$80
15.7% $81-$100

5.7% $101-$120
4.3% $121-$140
1.4% $141-$160
0.0% $160 or more

70 total responses

Percentage of those households receiving the following amounts as rent subsidy from the
L.P.A.:

41.6% $0-$200
24.7% $201-$400
10.4% $401-$600
3.9% $601-$800
3.9% $801-$1000
2.6% $1001-$1200
2.6% $1201-$1400
2.6% $1401-$1600
7.8% $1601 or more

77 total responses

CHART 14

Moving expenses and displacement allowances

Percentage of those households receiving the following amounts as moving expenses and
displacement allowances:

7.3% $0-$100
9.1% $101-$200

32.7% $201-$300
34.5% $301-$400

7.3% $401-$500
.9% $501-$600

1.8% $601-$700
.9% $701-$800

5.5% $801 or more
110 total responses

L Comparison Of Housing Costs Before And After Relocation

Chart 15 compares the cost of housing before and after relocation. As
indicated, 85% of the relocatees are paying more each month for their
present housing, than was required for their dwelling within the Mercer
project area.
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Also, it is interesting to note that 100% of the respondents who experi-
enced an increase in rent attributed it soley to relocation.

CHART 15

Comparison of costs for dwelling before & after relocation

As compared to your monthly rental or mortgage payments prior to relocation, are you
presently paying more, less, or about the same?

85.0% More
6.3% Less
8.7% About the same

127 total responses

Percentage of those paying the following amounts more per month after relocation than they
had previously paid in either rental or mortgage payments:

20.0% $0-$10 more
13.9% $11-$20 more
11.3% $21-$30 more
13.0% $31-$40 more
15.7% $41-$50 more
7.8% $51-$60 more
6.1% $61-$70 more
1.7% $71-$80 more

10.4% $81 or more
115 total responses

Do you attribute this increase in your rent or mortgage payment to relocation?

100% Yes
0.0% No

102 total responses

J. Lost Population

Within many areas designated for total clearance, there are families
who, upon learning of the adoption of the relocation program, will simply
disappear from the area without availing themselves of any of the services
or benefits available from the LPA. These families have been referred to
as the "lost population." Upon our survey of the project area prior to the
official adoption of the Neighborhood Development Program under which
the Mercer area was cleared, we found 191 households living within the
project area boundaries. The LPA aided 175 households in their relocation,
leaving 16 households which were lost in the shuffle. These last households
either left the area before they could be informed of the assistance avail-
able or they chose to ignore the offer and move immediately on their own.
Therefore, it appears that 8.4% of those living within the project area may
be characterized as "lost population."

K. Dispersion Of Relocated Population

Charts 16 and 17 depict the dispersion of the relocated population. In
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both charts the project area is shown in the center of the map, and the city
is divided concentrically in radii ranging from one to three miles.

The whereabouts of one hundred forty relocated families have been
traced on each map. More than 58% of these displacees relocated within
one mile of the project area where housing conditions are poorest and where
the concentration of minority groups is the greatest. Overall, more than
67% of the displacees relocated to substandard or deteriorating areas
within the community. Additionally, a disappointing 48.9% of the displa-
cees, most of whom were Black, relocated to predominantly Black areas.

CHART 16

Dispersion of Relocated Population by Predominant Area Housing Conditions

C-1 Deteriora-ing Areas
Subsiandard Areas

9 Black Familq
+ White Family
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CHART 17

Dispersion of Relocated Population by Predominant Area Racial Characteristics

F-I Integrated
M Predominatel' Block
e Black VaTnily
+ White Family

IX. CONCLUSION

In examining the success of neighborhood development projects such as

the Mercer Project, it is difficult to balance the hardship of those displaced

against the worth of whatever improvement is thereby afforded the com-

munity. Certainly coliseums, housing projects, and medical schools are of

great benefit to communities in which they are located, but it must be

remembered that their cost may not be measured solely in terms of the

price of redevelopment. There are other costs borne solely by those who are

forced to give up their neighborhood to make way for these improve-
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ments-costs such as the loss of neighbors and friends, the adjustment to
new housing, and new neighbors.

There are no firm standards by which the success of a relocation program
may be guaged. Comparisons with other relocation programs may provide
some measure of how those involved in any particular program have fared.
However, the fact that one program appears to have provided better serv-
ice in any particular area does not indicate that such a program eliminates
the burden placed upon the residents of a neighborhood about to be trans-
formed for the civic good.

Chart 18 provides a comparison of the Mercer Project with the Washing-
ton Study,27 the Springfield Study, 2 the Austin Study,2" and the Na-
tional Urban League Study,270 all of which were concerned with similar
relocation projects.

Chart 18: Findings of Previously Reported Post-Relocation Studies

Study Race Income

1. Mercer 1975 82.7% non-white 63.3%, earned less
than $4,000.00

2.Washington 1966

3. Springfield 1968

4. Austin 1969

5. National Urban
League 1974 (survey-
ing project areas in
Memphis, Atlanta,
Oklahoma City, San
Francisco & Yonkers)

80% non-white 88/, low-income

44% Negro
6% Puerto Rican

100% Negro

69% of the "lost
population" earned
$3,000 or less

53% earned $3,999
or less annually

Predominantly Black N/A

Living Space

73.2% reported more
satisfactory living
space
72.5% reported more
satisfactory sleeping
space

61'/ reported more
satisfactory sleeping
space

42% reported overall
gain
18% reported overall
loss

N/A

Memphis & Atlanta
slightly in excess of
1.01 persons per
room

Tenure

35.3% increase in
owner occupied hous-
ing after relocation
rather than rental
occupancy 47.8%
of relocatees purchas-
ing housing, 51,4%
renting in private
housing, .7% renting
in public housing

94% renter occupied

74' renter occupied
26' private-sales

18'/ of former owners
& buyers became
tenants following
relocation

Homeownership in-
creased from 16'/ to
27'/, following
relocation

267. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141.
268. SPRINGFIELD STUDY, supra note 139.
269. AUSTIN STUDY, supra note 135.
270. NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE STUDY, supra note 133.
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Scatteration

1. 58.9% within 1 mile
of project area
19.9'/%. between 1
and 11/2 miles
5.7%A between 11/2
and 2 miles
7.1% between 2
and 3 miles
8.5% over 3 miles

2. Widely dispersed

3. N/A

Condition of
Replacement Unit

53.6' good, 37.1%
need minor repairs,
7.1' need major
repairs, 2.1% dilapi-
dated

86% in good repair.
None delapidated or
in need of major
repair

147% - 27'/ sub-
standard

Chart Continued

Rent/Cost

85.01'/, paying a
greater monthly
rental or mortgage
payment after relo-
cation, 6.3/. paying
less & 8.7/, paying
about the same

57% tenants spend-
ing more
28% tenants
spending less

657, tenants spend-
ing more

Residential
Satisfaction

77.8'A more satis-
fied with replace-
ment dwelling, 9.3%
found no difference,
12.9% less satisfied

64%/ more satisfied
with replacement
unit

Accessibility to
Public and

Other Facility

47.9' is an average of
those relocating farth-
er from public trans-
portation, work, food
stores, and church,
18.9% closer, 33.2A
about the same

511/%. more accessible
39'X less accessible

86% satisfied with 2.5%. of those who re-
current replacement relocated did so be-
unit cause stores or work

were inconvenient

4. 66?; within 1 mile 30', deteriorating
of project area or delapidating

68% are to above
average

5. Memphis: 69/ with- N/A
in 1.5 miles
Atlanta: 40% with-
in or in close
proximity to project
area
Oklahoma City: Al-
most 100', within
1 mile of project
San Francisco: 18%
within project area
60% in close proximity
to the project area

Minority Group
Concentration

1. 48.9% relocated in areas
which are predominantly
black
13.5% relocated in
integrated areas

2. N/A

3. N/A

4. No household relocated to
an Anglo area

5. Most resettlement areas
were predominantly black

70'/; of all house- A majority per- A majority felt that
holds spending more ceived no difference the resettlement areas

following relocation were similarly situated

San Francisco: rents
rose by 507
Yonkers: rents rose
by 33%

Agency Assistance

81.2% felt L.P.A. assis-
tance was adequate
18.8%, felt L.P.A. assis-
tance was inadequate

60%/ knew of no social
agency which dispensed aid

749%, located current
dwelling unit through
family initiative

63% had no contact with
any major service agency
outside urban renewal

69% felt that LPA's were
helpful
28% felt that LPA's were
of little or no assistance

Memphis: 75%/ sat-
isfied with replace-
ment unit
Atlanta: 70', satis-
fied with replace-
ment unit
Yonkers: 42%, satis-
fied with replace-
ment unit

Re-relocation

19.6% have either moved,
or plan to move in the
near future

36% re-relocated at least
once in five years

21% white displacees
re-relocated
50%, negro displacees
re-relocated
71% Puerto Rican dis-
placees re-relocated

N/A

14% of all respondents
moved since initial
relocation

33% of those em-
ployed felt travel to
jobs farther, 20%
found shopping and
transportation less
convenient

Lost Population

8.4%

14%/ of sample

137 of sample

N/A

N/A

a. This figure is based on racial characteristics derived from the Macon Neighborhood analysis prepared by
Public Research and Manaeement Corporation in April 1972. However, by observation our secondary in-
terview teams determined that 74.2% had relocated in predominantly black areas
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From an examination of the foregoing material, it can be seen that
comparatively, there has been much improvement in the physical condi-
tion of the replacement housing afforded displacees of the Mercer Project
area. The decrease in observable exterior major structural defects was
36.5%, and interior structural defects declined by 37.7%. Correspondingly,
77.8% preferred the replacement dwelling to their previous dwelling within
the project area."' While this improvement in housing is striking, it must
be remembered that the area from which these people were relocated was
one of the worst in the community. It is certain that when families move
from such substandard housing to other areas within the community,
much improvement is inevitable. 2

An increase in the cost each family must pay for housing is also inevita-
ble. As indicated by Chart 15, 85% are paying more for their present
housing than they paid while living within the project area. Although this
increased expense is, in theory, defrayed by the grant of a rent subsidy, it
is doubtful that, in practice, the rent subsidy achieves the desired effect. 27

'

The subsidy is computed to make up the difference in the rent for a period
of 4 years, but not to exceed $4,000. However, present procedure no longer
requires the LPA to send the subsidy on a monthly basis but directs that
the entire amount be paid in a lump sum. Since this course has been
adopted, it is doubtful that the temptation to spend the money on current
needs may long be resisted. This procedure of making lump sum payments
of rent subsidies may lead to a high rate of families re-relocating due to
financial pressures. As was observed previously, 19.5% of those responding
to the secondary interviews had either moved, or had planned to move in
the near future, and these people had been interviewed within three
months of relocation."4 Unfortunately it is beyond the scope of this study
to determine the rate of re-relocation which will occur over the next several
years due to increased costs and diminished assistance. Nonetheless, this
is one of the areas of the revised procedures which bears scrutiny.

Another pitfall of relocation efforts has been the availability of suitable
replacement housing. Certainly relocation should not result in the inhabit-
ants of one blighted area being forced to move into other blighted areas;
that is merely reshuffling slums. Such a result, however, often occurs where
affordable, standard housing is not available. A reduction in minority
group concentration within the community is also difficult of fulfillment

271. See Charts 4, 5, 6, and 7, supra.
272. In our primary interview we found only 52.7% of the housing to be suffering from

major observable exterior defects; however, even employing this lesser figure, improvement
would seem inevitable.

273. This policy of lump sum payment of the rent subsidy has been widely criticized;
among those who have voiced this criticism is the present director of the Macon Neighborhood
Development Department, Mary Asbell.

274. See Chart 8 supra.
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when affordable or available housing is only to be found in predominantly
Black neighborhoods.

As demonstrated by Charts 16 and 17, 78.8% of the respondents were
relocated within one and a half miles of the project area, much of which is
deteriorating, some portions having conditions indistinguishable from
those which existed within the project area itself. Also it should be remem-
bered that the clearance of the project area deprived the community of at
least one hundred ninety-one low cost dwellings which will not be replaced
as would be the case were a low cost housing project being constructed
rather than a medical school. The 1970 Act seems to have effected little
change in the area of housing availability, especially in the low- and
moderate-income field.

Charts 16 and 17 also depict the effect of relocation upon the minority
group concentration within various sections of Macon. At least 48.9% of
the respondents were relocated into predominantly Black areas., 5 This too
may result from financial exigency, as the cost of housing in predominantly
Black areas is, like those studies listed in Chart 18, in large part, less than
in other areas of Macon. Regardless of the cause, however, it is apparent
that, like those studies listed in Chart 18, significant reduction in minority
group concentration has not been a result of this project. In fact, relocation
has resulted in increased minority group concentration in other areas of
Macon. It seems doubtful that additional legislation could bring about
a change in this pattern.

Although Chart 10 indicates that 92.8% of the respondents replied that
they understood the relocation program and their rights thereunder, it was
the consensus of the primary interview teams that the inhabitants of the
project area were greatly confused as to the nature of the program. Cer-
tainly, the LPA made a great effort to explain the program to each family
within the area, and we found no irregularity in their procedure in this
regard. To the contrary, we observed that the director and staff of the LPA
did all in their power to inform those within the project area of the pro-
gram. However, it must be remembered that the families living in the
project area, with few exceptions, were those least able to deal with any
sort of bureaucracy. Only 85.1% of the respondents were literate,"6 34.4%
had not progressed beyond the sixth grade in school;2" 57.6% had a total
household income of less than $4,000 per year;"' and 28.2% were receiving
public welfare assistance prior to relocation."' Suddenly these people were

275. This figure is based on racial characteristics derived from the Macon Neighborhood
analysis prepared by Public Research and Management Corporation in April 1972. However,
by observation our secondary interview teams determined that 74.2% bad relocated in
predominantly black areas.

276. See Chart 10, supra.
277. See Chart 1, supra.
278. Id.
279. See Chart 11, supra.
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informed that they would have to vacate their homes and find dwellings
elsewhere for themselves and their families. The information was first
disseminated in the area by rumors, newspaper articles, and irate
residents, communicative forms which no legislation can guard against.
Only after the official adoption of the program could the LPA begin an
earnest campaign to inform the residents of their various rights and duties
under the relocation process. This lag was well over six weeks and may
account for a large part of the "lost population."2 ° The delay also contrib-
uted to the confusion and anguish which was discernable from speaking
with the residents of the area. Also contributing to this confusion were the
loosely organized efforts of the Macon Legal Aid Office which seemed to
be totally opposed to the adoption of the neighborhood development pro-
ject."' While informed dissent should be encouraged when considering
large-scale rehousing efforts, groundless accusations can serve no legiti-
mate goal.

The resulting climate of confusion prevalent in the project area greatly
impeded the LPA in its efforts and needlessly caused the residents to
become far more disturbed than they otherwise might have been. It is
unfortunate that there was not an organized and responsible effort made
by some independent group, such as the Macon Legal Aid office, to provide
counseling and inter-agency referral to the displaced families. Because this
was lacking, and because agency effort from the local Department of Fam-
ily and Children Services and other agencies was not coordinated, few
benefits in the form of existing programs was made available to those
displaced. It is tragic that due to a lack of coordination between the various
agencies responsible for aiding the disadvantaged, existing programs were
not made available to those in the area who were in great need of assis-
tance. It is easy to say that this should be the responsibility of the LPA.
However, Chart 18 shows that this function of the LPA has not succeeded
in any of the studies cited. Nor should it be expected of LPA's, most of
which are already overburdened trying to locate decent, safe and sanitary
rehousing for the displaced populations.

It should be apparent by this time that relocation to decent housing
is far from a complete solution to all of the problems facing those who had
been living in affected slum areas. Concerted action by all responsible
agencies, not just better housing, is required in order to produce the lasting
benefits which are due these persons under the Act. As Daniel Thursz
observed in the Washington Study:

280. See part II, subpart J, supra.
281. It appeared that the Legal Aid Office did not have sufficient manpower at the

inception of the project to enable it to entrust its efforts to one of its staff attorneys; therefore,
its effort to block the adoption of the NDP was directed by VISTA workers who canvassed
the area.
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It is true that Urban Renewal or Public Housing cannot be held respon-
sible for the total alleviation of the problems connected with poverty. The
gratification that comes with the knowledge of better physical conditions
must be tempered by the realization that poverty in standard housing is
still poverty, and that in this field real progress takes place only if ad-
vances are made simultaneously on all fronts.21

2

The total impact of relocation upon the families involved cannot be fully
observed from this study. The intervention of several years will be neces-
sary in order to determine what effect relocation has had on those people.
Several immediate effects of the relocation effort are now observable, how-
ever. Of those families with school age children, 46.7% now have children
attending different schools as a result of relocation, 2

1 3.8% have had to
change jobs due to relocation, 2 ' and 34.2% of those receiving welfare pay-
ments before relocation are now receiving smaller monthly welfare pay-
ments.25 Surprisingly, though, the composition of the largest families has
been unchanged. Before relocation 15 families were found to have 7 or more
members. Of these, all 15 were interviewed during the secondary inter-
views, and all were found to be intact.

Another effect of relocation is the dissolution of social ties with friends
and neighbors which accompanies the relocation of families into unfamil-
iar neighborhoods. This loss of what might be termed a sense of com-
munity, although quite real, is difficult to evaluate. In response to the
statement "The people who live in this area are better neighbors" (Chart
8) only 15% disagreed, while 52.9% agreed, and 32.1% were uncertain. Yet
many of those who had agreed with the statement expressed to the inter-
viewer that they missed former neighbors or friends very much. This is yet
another adverse aspect of relocation which cannot be avoided by any legis-
lative formula. Within the Mercer project area the major form of organized
social activity seemed to resolve around the church. It is interesting to note
that although 59.9% of the project area families were relocated farther from
the church which they attended prior to displacement, 96.1% still attend
the same church.26 At least social ties based on the church have withstood
the impact of relocation for the first three months. However, there are
other indications that many relocatees have lost their "roots" with the
community, among them being the high rate of re-relocation. Daniel
Thursz, in re-discussing the effect of the loss of the sense of community
among families displaced from their homes in Southwest Washington, ob-
served:

282. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141 at 103.
283. See Chart 9 supra.
284. See Chart 11 supra.
285. Id.
286. See Chart 9 supra.
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For many of the loss was deep and continues to be felt. They have not "re-
adjusted" and one-fourth of the respondents have not made a single friend
since leaving the old Southwest. It is possible that those were individuals
who had difficulty in establishing relationships while in their old homes.
Even if this was true, it does not deny the obvious need for some profes-
sional intervention to assist the relocatees in developing new social fabric.
The sense of community does not come easily even under the most favor-
able circumstances. In the case of poor people wrenched from the only
setting in which they felt at home and scattered into anonymous existence
in new neighborhoods, the need is imperative. 7

It is unfortunate that since publication of the Washington Study in 1966,
nothing has been effected in the relocation procedure to provide for
comprehensive post-relocation counseling. Follow-up interviews are pre-
scribed by both federal and local measures. However, these interviews are
for the purpose of inquiring into the adequacy of the replacement dwelling
and not the adequacy of the relocatee's fiscal and emotional well-being.
What is desperately needed is a provision establishing a body independent
of the already over-burdened local public agencies which would be avail-
able on the site of a project area to advise and counsel those families about
to be displaced, to coordinate the efforts of the various state and federal
agencies responsible for giving assistance to those in need, and to insure
that such assitance and counseling continues until these families have
satisfactorily adjusted to their new environments. Without such assistance
it has been shown that much of the tremendous expense and effort required
to move families from slum areas to decent housing is to little avail at least
insofar as the displacees are concerned. Certainly providing decent housing
is a necessary step toward alleviating poverty, but equally indispensible is
concerted action for the overall benefit of those relocated if real progress
is to be made.

Certainly there is sufficient legislation dealing with displacement and
relocation. Nor are enforcement provisions lacking. The efficiency of the
enforcement provisions, especially in the area of replacement housing and
relocation advisory services is questionable, however. Perhaps too much is
being required of the local public agencies charged with the overall respon-
sibility for relocation. While responsibility in this area should not be
greatly fragmented, a purposeful but limited division of labor would go far
toward complete realization of the long-sought Congressional goal.

CARL BAUSCH, II
MILTON M. FERRELL, JR.

HAROLD JOHNSON

287. WASHINGTON STUDY, supra note 141 at 101.

1399




