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ABSTRACT

This report pfesents the results of a survey condueted in Austin and
Houston, Texas. The survey focuses upon the consequences of freeway
displacement to low income residents relocated under Texas's 1968 end 1970
relocation assistance progrems.

The analysis of the survey data centered around a study of the monetary
costs experienced by relocatees and a comparison of these costs with the
payments made under the relocation programs. The evaluation was primarily
limited to a determination of the extent that relocatees (1) voluntarily
and involuntarily upgraded their housing, (2) received paymente that were
adequate to cover all compensable costs, (3) were affected financielly by
the relocation costs, end 4) experienced different effects accofding to
their individual characteristics. Other facts and opinioﬁs coneerning the
relocatees' displacement experiences were analyzed and presented accerding
to the following topies: information and public participetienArelating to
proposed freeway; selection of replacement dwelling, ﬁeighbbrhood.aﬁd
community; evaluation of relocation assistance programs; and ettitudes
toward freeway and displacement.

Key words: urban, freewaYs,Arelocation costs and payments, consequences,

opinions, attitudes, low income residents.




SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of Texas's
relocation assistance programs in.reducing the adverse effects of freeway
displacement on urban residents. Such an evaluation necessitated a
study of the monetary costs experienced by relocatges due to relocation
and a comparison of these costs with the payments made under the relocation
programs. The costs studied were as follows: (1) cosfs of paying for
another home, (2) costs of home financing, (3) moving costs, (4) costs .of
seeking another home, (5) higher operating costs, (6).rental income losses,
(7) reduced employment income, and (8) miscellaneous expenses directly
connected with displacement. The first three costs were compensable under
the relocation programs, but the amoﬁnt reimbursed was limited by law or
certain conditions required by law.

The evaluation of the consequences of the above mentioned costs was
limited to a determination of the extent that reloéatees (1) voluntarily
and involuntarily upgraded their housing, (2) received payments that were
adequate to cover all compensable costs, (3) weré affected financially by
the relocation costs, and (4) experienced different effects according to
their individual characteristics. To accomplish these objectives, data were
collected on a sample of 171 residents, 85 owners and 86 tenants, displaced
by several freeway projects located in major urban areas of Texas. All the
respondent residents were displaced from a dwelling or apartment unit valued
at not more than $15,000, and they were relocated under either the 1968 or

1970 relocation program.
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Most of the relocatees lived in single-family houses of wood frame
construction, of modést sizé and at least 25 years old. Most of the
respondent heads of households were at leas£ 48 years old, males, Anglos, and
employed full time. The majority of the households consisted of at least
three persons and had an annual income of about $7,000.

The findings of the anaiysesAare summarizea below according to the
relevant 6bjectives established for this study.

Objective 1. Acéording to the upgrading requirements specified,
over two-thirds of the reiocatees, regardless of tenure, upgraded their
housing. About the same results were obtained from quantity, quality,'and
économic measures of upgrading. A few more owners than tenantSSUpgraded_
their housing. Respondents'who formerly lived in the lower valued housing-
tended té upgrade, and those who férmerly lived in the higher valued
hoﬁsing tended not to upgrade. By the same token, most of those who
failed to upgrade formerly lived in decent, safe, and sanitary (DS&S)
dwellings and did so even more than those formerly living in non-DS&S
dwellings. Exploring the relationship between the amount of upgrading and
the original property value revealed a significant relationship only for
original tenants. Negative correlation and regreséion coefficients con-
firmed the above finding which suggeste& that respondents, especially
tenants, formerly living in higher valued housing tended nét to upgrade.

Carrying the‘economic upgrading analysis a step further revealed that
75 percent of the respondents who upgraded did so voluntarily. Eighty-four

percent of the owners and 64 percent of the tenants who upgraded did so

voluntarily. One explanation for the difference may be that there is more




incentive for a relocatee to upgrade a considerable amount when he
purchases rather than rents a dwelling. A higher percenﬁége of . those
respondents formerly living in DS&S housing voluntarily upgraded
compared to those formerly living in non-DS&S housing.

The relationship between the amount of upgrading aﬁd‘the difference
in original and comparable replacement property valueé was explored and
indicated that the amount of upgrading was not dependent upon the magni-
tude of the relocation housing payment.

In terms of mean dollar values, the amount of upgrading was considerable
for both original owners and tenants. For those voluntarily upgrading, the
increase was 73 percent for owners and 54 percent for tenants. For those
inVoiuntérily upgrading, the increase was 44 percent for owners and 32
percent for tenants. For those failing to upgrade, the decrease was 18
percent for owners and tenants.

Objective 2. With relocation payments based more or less on comparable
market values and the compensable costs based on actual expenses, the dif-
ferentials generated indicated that a majority of the respondents received
rental ‘and moving payments that were greater thaﬁ their rental and moving
costs. On the other hand, a majority of the respondents received housing
and interest payments that were less than their additional housing and
interest costs. In the case of downpayments, the majority of respondents
broke even. In ferms of mean dollar differentials, the amount of costs
in excess of payments for housing and interest was considerable. The
downpayment, rental, and moving differentials were insignificant compared

to the housing and interest differentials.
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Objective 3. About 46 percent of the respondents increased
their mortgagerdebtf Also, 46 percent of the féspondents-increased
thgir equity. About 57 percent of the owners decreased their équity,
while only 14 percenf &ecreased their mortgage debt. In avérage'
dollafs, owners deéreased their equity and incréased their debt.

Tenants increased both. About 83 percent of the respondents, 88 percent
of tenants and 78 peréent of owners, experienced an increase in monthly

housing costs. Although the average dollar increase was about the same

for both owners and tenants, the percentage increase was much greater

for owners.

Original owners and tenants experienced other relocation costs of a
noncompeﬁsable nature, such as repair and improvement expenses on re-
placement dwelling, looking expenses, and miscellaneous expenses. The
average cost for 150 respondents was $244-~$284 for 74 owners and $232 for

76 tenants. Also, many of the respbndents‘reported increased monthly

tfansportation and utility expenses. The average dollar increase for each

of these was about eight dollars for both ownefs and tenants.

 Only eight respondents reported that they experienced a.change in
income due to relocation, while 132 experienced an increase in net worth
due to the relocation péYmeﬁts. The average dollar increase in net worth
was $1,485--81,851 for owners and $1,128 for tenants. Comparing total
cash payments received with total cash expenses (excluding the monthly
housing, transportation, and utility expenses), 123 (87 percent) of fhe
141 respondents for whom differentials could be determined received total
cash payments greater than théir total cash expenses. Fewer tenants than

owners received cash payments greater than expenses. In dollars, the

ix



average amount of payments over expenses was $4,080--$8,003 for oﬁners
and $320 for tenants. |

Sixty-five (38 percent) of the respondents expressed the opinion
that they were financially worse off because‘of the move, and most of
these indicated they werernly somewhat worse off. Forty-two percent
of the owners indicated a worsened financial position compared to 34
percent of the tenants. Respondents whose reported net worth decreased
‘were also of the opinion that their overall financial position had wor-
sened. On the other hand, respondents whose monthly costs decreased
thought that their financial position had improved.

Very little relationship was found to exist between changes in net
worth -and monthly costs or between cash payment-expenditure changes and
monthly costs, indicating that changes in net worth or cash balances may
have had little influence on changes in monthly costs experienced by the
respondents. |

Most of those who failed to upgrade their housing also decreased thgir
monthly costs, whereas most of those who upgraded, either voluntarily‘or
involuntarily, increased their monthly costs. However, all three groups
showed an average increase in monthly costs due to the relocation experience
as follows: $73 for those voluntarily upgrading, $25 for those involuntarily
upgrading, and $12 for those not upgrading.

Objective 4. Most of the respondents who involuntarily upgraded or
failed to upgrade their housing were at least 50 years old, non-Angle, and
had only one or two persons in the household.

Typically, households experiencing a decrease in net worth were those

that had heads with a spouse, especially those couples who had no children
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or no others living with them. 'The other cross-tabulations yielded no
significént relationships between respondent éhafacteristics and changes
in net worth, changes in cash balances, or respondents' opinions of the
overall financial effect of the relocation experience;

Other facts and opiniohs concerning the relocatees' displacement
experiences are summarized brieflyrhere. Most of the relocatees became
aware of the freeway at some time after moving into the dwelling to be
téken for right of Way. The length of time of awareness before being in-
formed that they must move averaged 2.2 years, 3.2 for owners and 1.1 for
tenants. The relocatees became informed of the required move primarily
through city, county or Texas Highway Department personnel; neighbors;
and iandlords. Very few of the relocatees participated in any action for
or against the freeway.

For most-relocatees, their first selection for a replacement dwelling
was considered as a permanent choice. The feplacement dwellingrwas cﬁosen
primarily because it was the best that could be found for the price.A Most
of the relocatees upgraded their neighborhoods. As a result, many had to
change the location of certain activities, especially shopping.

After receiving notification of available relocation assistance, the
relocatees remained in their original dwellings an average of 4.6 months.
Their preferred moving time averaged 6.2 months. Most of the relocatees
were satisfied with the information, services, and payments provided for under
the relocation progréms. As a result, 75 ﬁercent gave the programs a very
good or good rating.

Nearly two-thirds of the relocatees, mainly tenants and those at least

50 years old, were upset upon receiving news of the required move. But
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almost 50 percent of those who were upset at the time of receiving news

of the move were pleased with their entire relcoation experience.

The findings of this report tended to confirm the following con-

clusions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

The extent of upgrading of housing by relocatees caused a
significant increase in housing costs to relocatees.

The extent of upgrading of housing caused replacement

housing payments not to cover adequately the actual housing
coets to relocatees.

The extent to which relocatees upgraded their housing varied
significantly with selected characteristics of relocatee.
Most of the relocatees who lived originally in substandard
housing subsequently moved into standard or above standard
replacement housing.

The relocation programs were helpful in ﬁeeting the national
goal of improving the standard of housing for persons in low-
valued hogsing.

The relocation programs were helpful in reducing the amount
of additional funds used in obtaining replacement housing,
especially for those who involuntarily upgraded.

The relocation programs apparently encouraged tenants to
become owners.

The relocation programs helped many relocatees who ﬁere upset
at the beginning of the relocation process to be pleased

with the whole relocation experience.
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(9)

(10)

(11)

Informing relocatees as early as possible of the required move

and the availability of relocation assistance should make the

freeway and displacement more acceptable to them,

Increasing the length of time between the date of notification
of available relocation assistance and the date required to
vacate should help more of the relocatees to have a pleasant
relocation experience.

The 1970 relocation assistance program would be more equitable
to all relocatees 1f the statutory maximums on housing, rent,
and downpaymentvsupplements were removed to let only the com—

parable values control the level of these payments.

xiii




IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

The findings of this study will enable state and federal agencies
to make a critical ev#luation of the uniform relocation assistance pro-
gram as to its effectiveness iﬁ reducing the adverse effects of freeway
displacement on urban residents. The conplusions presented in this
report suggest that éome changes shéuld be made in the éurrent reloéation
program.

The opinions, attitudes, and relocation costs of residential relo-
catees analyzed here provide valuable information from citizens who are
directly affected by the planniﬁg and decision-making of highway building
agehcies. Those interviewed had the opportunity to communicate with the
decision-makers and to help identify some of the positive and negative
consequences of freeway displacement,

The results of this study can be used to keep the fublic informed
concerning the effects of forced residential relocation. Also, such
information would be especially useful for pfesentation at corridor hear-

ings or community meetings called to discuss a proposed freeway.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Prior to the acceleration of the urban renewal and réad building
programs that toOk»place during the late 1950's, relocatees were given
very little relocation assistance. However, as early as the 1940's,
governmental agencies showed concern for those forced to relocate [4].
Yet Cook indicated the historical governmental attitude toward displace-
ment had been to pay the owner "fair market value'" for his property and
let him solve his own relocation problems [9, p. 2; 20, p. 45]. This
meant that displaced renters did not receive any money, even through a
property settlement, to help cover relocation costs. In recent years,
the government has changed its attitude toward the relocation problem,
as numerous persons, governmental and non-governmental, have noted that
benefits are not necessarily received by the same people who bear the
costs of a project [8, p. 1; 9, p. 2; 15, p. 23; 33, p. 12]. The tra-
ditional attitude has been tempered by concern for the general good of
soqiety and the protection‘of minorities [7, p. 1Q]. It has been pointed
out that persons forced to relocate were shouldering an unequal share of
the '"social"” costs of governmental programs, causiﬁg an unfair redistri-
bution of wealth or of resources [3, p. 1].

Therefore, pressure has been put on the state and federal governments
to provide supplementary payments over and above "just compensation" pro?
vided for under eminent domain law [3, p. 4; 10% 16]. As a result, the
Congress passed the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 that required certain

relocation services be provided and authorized the payment of up to $200




in moving expenses to each houséhold displaced b& federal—aid highway
programs [18, p. 13; 26]. However, moving payments were made only in
states that legally authorized them. The Congress and federal agencies,
meanwhile, initiated several studies that dealt with various facets of
the relocation problem [1, 3, 6, 11, 12, 29; 30,-31, 34j.

The Congress pergeived*a need for other types of relocation‘payments
in passing the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968. This Act requiréd a pay-
ment for actual moving expenses or a combined schedulé paymeht and dis-
location allowance of up to $300, a supplemental housing payment of up
to $5,000 for long-term owner-residents and $1,500 for tenant—residents
and short—-term owner-residents, and a payment for miscellaneous expenses
necessary to transfer the property to the goﬁernmental agency making the
purchase {18, pp. 13-15; 27]. Also required by the 1968 Act were ex-
panded relocation services that provided relocatees with current price
- and rental information on available replaéement housing.

More recently the Congress passed the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 that expanded the scheduled
moving payﬁent and dislocation allowance up to $500, supplemental housing
payments up to $15,000 for long-term ownef-residents and $4,000 for short-‘
tefm owner—residenﬁs and tenant-residents [17]. .Also, the 1970 Act
required the payment for increased interest expenses resulting from a
change in mortgages and payment for incidental expenses incurred in the
purchase of a replacement home. Finally, the Act further expanded the
required relocation services offered to all residents dispiaced by

Federal—aid programs [28].
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Both the 1968 and 1976 Acts required that residents relocate into
"decent, safe, and sanitary" (DS&S) housing in ordef to qualify for the
supplemental housing payments. The replacement house must meet certain
size and quality standards. Also, both Acts reéuired that the supple-
mental housing payment be based, in part, on the price or rent of
property "comparable" to thaf taken from the relocatee. The Federal
Highway Administration's definition of a comparable replaceméﬁf dwelling
contains nine requirements. They include size, quality, locational,
availability, and financial considerations. Later in this study, the
requirements for DS&S and comparable housing wili be discussed in more
detail,

Texas fully implementedvthe 1968 and 1970 Federal relocation pro-
grams on April 2, 1969 and August 30, 1971, respectively [25, p. 396].
However, in the case of the 1970 program, monetary payments were made
effective for all persons displaced by a highway project on or after
January 8, 1971 [25, p. 401]. The rules and regulations necessary to
carry out the provisions of the Texas relocation program were formulated
by the State Highway Commission.and put into effect by -the Texas Highway
Department (THD). These rules and regulations were compiled in the
Department's Right of Way Manual and several brochures available to

af fected persons [22, 23, 24, 25].
Objectives

The overall purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness
of Texas's 1968 and 1970 relocation assistance programs which fully

implemented federal programs in reducing the adverse effects caused by

freeway construction. More specifically the objectives are as follows:




(1) Determine the extent to which owner and tenant relocatees
voluntarily énd involuntarily uégraded theif housing.

(2) Determine the extent to which the payments received by
relocatees were adequate to cover all compensable costs
required to obtain replacement housing.

(3) Determine the extent to which éhanges in housing costs
affected the financial status of owner and tenant reloCatges.

(4) Determine the extent to which the different economic effects
identified by the study varied by selected characteristics of
relocatees.

Besides the fulfillment of the above objectives, the intent of this
study was to gather all other facts and opiﬁions concerning the relocatees'
~displacement experiences which might be helpful in evaluating thg reloca~-
tion programs;

Some of the specific hypotheses examined in this study are as
follows: (1) The upgrading of housing by relocatees caused a significant
increase in their housing costs. (2) The upgrading of housing caused
replacement housing payments to cover inadequately the actual housing
costs to relocatees. (3) The upgrading of housing and resulting higher
housing costs varied significantly among relocatees by such characteristics
as the age and race of the head of household and/or the size of the
household. (4) Relocatees who lived in substandard housing subsequently

moved into marginal or substandard replacement housing.
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Procedure

To accomplish the above objectives, data were bbtained from thebTHD
records and from relocated residents thfough personal interviews. With
the help of THD personnel, freeway projects in urban“areas were canvassed
to determine which would quélify for study. To qualify, a project was
required to meet the following criteria: (1) to have residential relo-
catees that were relocated after April 1, 1969, (2) to have relocatees
of a low socio-economic background, (3) to be located in a city with a
population of over 200,000 people, and (4) to be in a city which had a
considerable number of qualified residential relocatees;A

As a result of the above canvass, several projects located in two
Texas cities, Austin and Houston, were selected for study. The original
design called for a random sample of 240 relocatees, 120 owner-residents
and 120 tenant-residents. These reiocatees had to meet the following
qualifications: (1) to have vacated property taken for right,of way
after April 1, 1969, (2) to have occupied property taken for right of way
at least 90 days prior to the first date of negotiation for property,
(3) to have océupied a property that was a whole-taking, (4) to have
océupied a dwelliﬁg or apartment unit valued by the THD at not more than
$15,000 in residential use, and (5) to have occupied a single family
residence, if owner, or any type residence, if tenant. The resulting
number of relocatees qualifying was considered too small to sample, thus
all were included in the study.

Table 1 shows that the number qualifying for study consisted of 251

relocatees, 107 owners and 144 tenants. Of that number, 187 (75 percent)




Table 1. Sample of relocatees according to availability for
’ interview, by the original tenure of relocatee

Original tenure of relocatee

Availability for interview Owner Tenant Total
Available mm=w— === number —em-m————————e-
Interviewed 85 86 171
Rejects? 7 . 9 16
Not available b : ’ : E
Moved out of town - 10 20 30
Could not be located 2 18 20
Not at homed 0 6 6
Refusals 2 2 4
Others 1 3 4
- Total sample of relocatees 107 144 251

aRelocatees whose household composition changed in such a way as to
make it almost impossible to make "before" and "after" comparisons,
e.g., combined households, split households, etc.

bRelocatees who moved over fifty miles from their dwelling taken for
right of way.

®Relocatees who had moved from replacement dwelling and could not be Y

located by the aid of neighbors, telephone company, and city

directory.

dRelocatees who could not be contacted at their dwelling during
several attempts.
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relocatees were available f§r interview, The other 64 (25 percent)
were not available for interyiew for one of several reasons given in
the above table. It is not known to what extent that the results were
biased by the exclusion of those not available for interview. But it

was assumed that this group of relocatees had characteristics and ex-

- periences very similar to the group interviewed.

Of those available for interview; 16 were rejected Becaﬁée their
household composition had changed in such a way that it made "before
and after'" comparisons almost impossible. Therefore, the remaining 171
relocatees, 85 owners and 86 tenants, who availed themseives for inter-
views formed the basis for study from which sample statistics from an
infinite population were generated and tested for significant differences
and relationships [13, 21, 32]. Even though the qualifying criteria.
reduced the number of relocatees below 240, the reliabiiity of the
statistics generated therefrom is still considered high enough to be
acceptable for this type of evaluation, i.e., to determine some of the
consequences of residential displacement by urban freeways.

Because the level of relocation payments, qualifying times, and
quélifying types of housing for owners were different from those for

tenants, the data for the two types of relocatees were analyzed separately.

However, comparisons were made between the two groups when their com-

parability was not too questionable. Also, because the level of pay-
ments depended upon the tenure of the relocatee after relocation, certain
comparisons were made on a tenure change basis when deemed advisable. In

other comparisons, tenure was ignored.




Comparisons were made between &arious "paired" arrays to reveal
significant relationships apd differences, as indicatedbby means, maximum -
and minimum values, medians, and in some cases, coefficients of fegressioﬁr
and correlation. The Studgnt's t’Statistic,for paired and‘unpaifed ob~-
servations was used to determine whether the difference bétween means -was
dué‘to more than chance ﬁariations. The probability levels used were
.05 and .01.

Objective l‘called for a determination of the extent relbcatees
voluntarily or involuntarily upgraded their housing. To accomplish this
objective, it was neceséary to establish first whether eéch respondentr
relocatee had upgraded his housing. Economic, quantity,‘and quality
measures were used to determine upgrading. The economic measure was
based on the market value of the original and replacement dwellings. 1In
the case of original tenants, monthly rents were used for the driginal
and replacement dwelling value comparisons. For the quantity measure of
upgrading, selected physical characteristics of the original and replace-
ment dwellings were compared. For the quality measure of upgrading, the
‘opinions of the relocatees were used. These tﬁree independent measurés
of upgrading were compared to determine the extent of disagreement among
them.

The next task under Objective 1 was to establish whether a respondent
relocatee who had upgraded his housing did so voluntarily or involuntarily.
Since a relocatee was required to purchase or rent a replacement dwelling
that met the DS&S standards in order to obtain relocation housing payments,

he may have upgraded his housing involuntarily. 'Also, even though his
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_ original dwelling was DS&S, the fact that the THD established a compar-

able replacement dwelling value higher than that set on the original:r
dwelling would indicate that the relocatee may have upgraded his housing
involuntarily. (For lists of the DS&S standards and the comparable
replacement requirements of the relocation programs, see Appendi# Tables
1 and 2.) For the above reaséns, a relocapée who upgraded his housing,
in economic terms, to thé extent that the value of his repiaCement dweil—
ing was higher than the value set on his original dwelling but not more
than the value established on thé comparable replacement dwelling was
classified as one who involuntarily upgraded his housing. Then the data
were aggregated into groups according to those who did not upgrade, those
who voluntarily upgraded, and those who involuntarily uégraded to feveal_
significant differences and relationships between the original and re-
placement housing values.

Objective 2 required that a determination be made of how adequate
relocation payments were to cover the compensable costs necessary to

obtain replacement housing. To accomplish this objective, a.comparison

was made between the relocation payments received and the actual relocation

costs incurred to obtain replacement housing. Arrays of particular types
of payments and costs were generated to determine the differences for
each type. The particular types of payments evaluated are those com-
pensable under Texas's relocation assistance program, They are as follows:
(1) Payment for replacement housing,
(2)_ Payment for interest differential expenses,
(3) Payment for moving and related expenses, and

(4) Payment for incidental expenses.



The criteria used by the THD in determining the level of relocation . o =
paymenfs are discussed fully in Chapter III. As for the relocatioﬁ |
costs, they are estimates of incurred costs furnished by the respondent
relocatees. The type of payment for replacement housing received by
the relocatee determined the type of cost for replacement housing that
was used for comparative purposes. This cbnditidn was required to
handle cases of relocaﬁées, at time of interview, who ﬁere of a different
tenure than that used to compute their relocation payment. Also, to
make the actual rental cost comparable to the lump sum rental payment,
the former was made to represent the rental cost for the same period -
used to compute the rental payment. Individual relocation payment-cost
differentials were generated by original replacement tenure of reloc¢atees
to reveal significant differences and relationships.
Aggregations of compensable payments were not attempted due to
differences in the manner each was calculated. These are discussed
further in Chapter III. , o
Objective 3 called for a determination of the extent changes in
housing costs affected the financial status of relocatees. This objectivev
was accomplished through a study of the changes that occurred in each
respondent's housing costs and by showing how these changes affected
the relocatee's financial position measured in terms of changes in mort-
gage debt, equity, net worth, monthly hOusiﬁg and operating costs, and
monthly income. Also, the amount of payments received were comparéd with
the amount of cash expenseé. Before and after arrays or monthly change
arrays of each financial indicator were developed for relocatees, accord-

ing to their original tenure status. The overall change in monthly
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housing costs was compared to the change in monthly income to iﬁdicate_
a change in the ability to pay additional housing costs. The Opipion
of each respondent relocatee was obtéined, as an independent measure
of the overall financial effects of the move.

Another comparison was made to reveal differénceé in the various
financial effects of relocatién on relocatees who voluntarily upgraded
their housing versus those who involuntarily upgraded their housing.l As
a part of this aﬁalysis, the fespohdentS' opinions of financial effects
‘were cross-tabulated with the groups who voluntarily and involuntarily
upgraded their housing.

Objective 4 required a determination of how much the different.
economic effects of relocation varied by selected characteristics of
the relocatees. This objective was accomplished by comparing the find—
ings of Objectives 1, 2, and 3 with the age and race or nationality
background of the heads of household, the number of persons per house-
hold, and the type of persons in the household. - Cross-tabulations of
these characteristics were made with the following: (1) economic up~
grading of housing, (2) changes in monthly costs, (3) payments received
versus cash expenses, and (4) respondents' opinions of financial effect;
The frequency distributions of respondents formed by the above cross-—
tabulations were tested for significant difference or degree of inde-
pendence by the Chi-square statistic [13, pp. 73-75]. The Chi-square
(xz) statistic was used to measure the extent of agreement between the
observed values and the values that would have been obtained under the
assumption (null hypothesis) that the observed relationship was brought
about as a result of sampling variation. The probability levels used were

.05 and .01.
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The findings of all four objectives were ihterprefed énd con—r

clusions were made to indicate the following:

(1) The effectiveness of the relocation program to meet a
national goal of improving the standard of housing for
persons df low socio—économic status;

(2) - The adequacy of each type of relocation payment'to.cover
actual costs required_to move and obtain replacement
housing; | | |

(3) The extent respondents used additional funds in obtaining
replacement housing; : -

(4) The change in the ability of respondents to pay additional
housing costs;

(5) Whether respondents wererleft ;n better or worse position due
to displacement; and |

(6) Whether certain effects and impacts were significantly different
with respect to selected characteristics of the respondents. "

Pertinent questions were asked the relocatees to obtain other facts

and opinions concerning information and public participafion relating to )
proposed freeway; selection of replacement dwelling, ﬁeighborhood, and
community; evaluation of relocation assistance programs ; aﬁd attitudes
toward freeway and displacement.

In evaluating the costs, the following assumptions were made:

(1) The values set by the THD on the original property and the comparable
replacement property represented actual market values had the properties
sold at that time; (2) All costs of the respondent relocatees were

established in a competitive market of willing buyers and sellers;
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(3) Reported costs were actual costs; (4) There was no recording or
measurement bias in the cost and payment data; and (5) There were no

differences between costs and payments due to time.
Characteristics of Sample

From Table 2, it can be seen that a majority (56 peréent) of the
respondent relocatees were located in Houston. Also, most (75 percenf)
were relocated under the 1968 program; Tbo, those relocated under the
1968 program were fairly evenly proportioned between original‘owners
and tenants in each city. The number of those relocated under the
1970 program varied considerably with location and ériginal tenure of
respondent.

All of the respondents had lived in their dwellings 1ong enough to
qualify for relocation payments on replacement housing as well as for
moving expense payments (Table 3). As'would-be expected, the 1ehgth of
occupancy of the original tenants was much shorter than that of the
original owners. A large majority of the owners had lived in their
dwelling at least 10 years before the date of notice of availability of
relocation assistance, while a large majority of the tenants had lived
in their dwelling less than five years. Thus, the indications are that
the residential probability of tenants was greater than that of owners.
Had the relocatees not been forced to move, the residential mobility
would have been less for both owners and tenants.

The mean and median age of all the respondent heads of household

was 49 years at the time of interview (Table 4). The owners were
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Table 2. Respondent relocatees interviewed in Houston and Austin,
by original tenure of respondent and type of relocation

program
Location_and type | Origindl tenure of Tespondent
of relocation program Owner  Tenant . .Total
7 -—¥‘-4——ﬁumber———-—————~-
Houston
1968 program ~ 25 39 64
1970 program | 25 6 31
Total | 50 45 95
Austin
1968 program 30 34 64
1970 program ' 5{ 7 12
Total o o3, 41 76
All respondents 85 86 171
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Table 3. Length of occupancy in original dwelling prior to
receiving notice of available relocation assistance,
by original tenure of respondent

Length o‘fa _ — Original tenure of respondent
occupancy : AOwner Tgnant 7 Total
| | 7 ————————-—numbér—-—-—-—————-—
Less than 1 yearb - 0 16 16
1 to 5 years | 7 52 59
5 to 10 years . 9 11 20
10 to 20 years 31 5 36
20 years or over : : 36 1 37
Unknown o 2 1 3
All respondents 85 86 171

%The date of notice of available relocation assistance was substi-
tuted for the date of initiation of negotiations for the original
dwelling because the latter date was not obtained from the THD
records.

bBut not less than 90 days.
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Table 4. Characteristics of respondent heads of household at time
of interview, by original tenure of respondent

Characteristic of

Original tenure of respondent

head of household - Owner . Tenant Total
——————————— number ——————————
Age 7 -
.Less than 30 years 3 16 19
30-39 4 29 33
40-49 20 14 34
-50~59 22 - 20 42
60 or more years 36 7 43
Mean 57 42 49
Minimum 22 22 - 22
Maximum 86 84 86
Median 57 38 49
Sex
Male 57 58 115
Female 28 28 56
Race or nationality
Anglo 63 32 95
Black a 18 38 56
Mexican-American or other 4 16 20
Employment status
Full-time 54 71 125
Part-time 5 3 8
Not employed or retired 6 9 15
Retired i 20 3 23
All respondents 85 86 171

80ther refers to one Indian and one Japanese.
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considerably older than the tenants, the groups having'median ageé of

57 andA38, respectively. About oneethirdrwere females,rregardless of
tenure. A slight majority (56»percent) of all heads of household were
Anglos, while most of the others were Black. On the other hand, non-
Anglos made up fhe majority (63 percent) of all tenants. Among owners,
non-Anglos comprised 26 peréent. Over-three—fourths (78 percent) of
them had fuil—time or part-time jobs. Nearly ongbfourth (24 percent) of
-the owners were retired. |

The mean size of all respondent households was slightly over three
personé, with the tenant households having, on the average, about one
more person (Table 5). One-third of the tenant households were composed
of five or more persons, whereas nearly two-thirds of the owner house-
holds were composed of no more than two pérsons. The makeup of these
households consisted primarily of those where the head of household
(1) lived alone, (2) lived with spéuse alone, or (3)‘lived with spouse
and children. Owner households made up the majority of the first two
groups, and tenant households made up a majority of the last group. Thé
median annual income was in the $6,000 - $7,999 class, with owner house- .
holds having slightly ﬁigher annual incomes than tenantrhouseholds.

In summary, the relocatees were more likely those who (1) relocated
under 1968:program; (2) lived in their original houses at least five
years; (3) had heads of households at least 48 years old who were males,
Anglos, and employed full-time; and (4) had households with at least |
three persons and Had an annual income of about $7,000. The primary
differences between owner respondents and tenant respondents were that the

former (1) had lived in their dwellings longer; (2) had heads of household
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Table 5. Characteristics of réspondent households at time of
interview, by original tenure of respondent

Characteristic : Original tenure of respondent
of household _ Owner Tenant Total
‘ r ——————— number————————-—

Number of persons per household ’ v
1 ' 19 12 31

2 , 34 16 50

3 15~ 21 36

4 ' : 9 8 17

5 or more 8 29 37

"Highest number 9 11 11

Mean ' 2.6 3.8 3.2

Persons in household .

Head of house, no spouse alone 17 12 29
Others, but no children 7 6 13
With children, no others ' 3 7 10
"With children and others 4 6 10

Head of house, with spouse alone 27 7 34
Others, but no children 4 1 5
With children, no others 17 36 53
With children and others 6 11 17

Annual household income .

Less than $2,000 11 3 14

$2,000 - $3,999 9 19 28

$4,000 - $5,999 12 9 21

$6,000 - $7,999 12 14 26

$8,000 - $9,999 ' ' 9 21 30

$10.000 or more ’ 29 17 . 46

Not obtained 3 3 6

All respondents 85 86 171
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who were more likely to be older, Anglo, and retifed; and (3) had
households that wére more likely to be childlessvand smaller. Since

the respondents éhowed fairly wide differencéé in their characteristics,
there was reason terxbect that the economic conééduencés of displaéement‘
varied among groués categorized by selected characteristics. The

analysis of these effects will be covered in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II

QUANTITY, QUALITY, AND ECONOMIC

UPGRADING OF HOUSING

This éhapter presents the results of analyses tha;Awere performed té
determine the exisﬁence, nature, and extent of upgrading of housing among
the respondents. The analytical approach was to make the above determinatioﬂs
and then to determine the existence, nature, and extent of voluntary
and involuntéry upgrading. But before giving the results of these analyses,
preliminary tabular data ére presented that show the Quaﬁtity characteristics
of original and replacement housing; the opinions of respondents about the
chénges in quality of their housing; and the values or rents of the original,
comparable, and replacement housing. In regard to the last, the measures
of housing value for four tenure group$ are explained.

Table 6 shows 12 selected quantity characteristics of the original
~and replacement housing of original owner and tenant respondents. The
typical original dwelling was.(l) the single family type; (2) a wood
frame construction; (3) 25 years old or older; (4) about 1,000 square
feet of heated area, or five rooms in size; (5) a one—unit'building;

(6) heated with space heaters; (7) cooled with refrigerated window units;
(8) equipped with a single car garage or carport and a concrete or an
asphalt driveway; (9) located on a paved and curbed street; and (10)
located on a 7,000 square foot lot, if a single family residence. The
primary differences between the original housing of owners and tenants
were that more of the latter group's dwellings were in duplexes or apart-

ment houses, of brick construction, in older buildings, somewhat smaller,
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Table 6. Selected quantity c¢haracteristic¢s of the original and
PR . - a
replacement dwelling, by original tenure of respondent

Quantity ~ _Original owner

j Original tenant
characteristic Original -Replm't. Original Replm't.
A = e number -
Type of dwelling
Single family 85 75 51 64
Duplexes 0 1 10 6
Mobile homes 0 3 0 2
Other apartments 0 6 25 14
Type of construction
Brick or masonry 5 43 17 34
Other permanent siding 20 19 12 13
Other siding : 60 23 57 39
Age of dwelling
New 0 17 0] -9
1-5 years 0 12. 1 10
6-10 0 "4 10 , 8
11-20 38 30 ‘12 21
21 or over 45 22 60 38
Not determined 2 0 -3 0
Mean age, years 27.3 14.5 29.3 20.4
Number 83 85 83 86
Size of dwelling (sq. ft.)
-Mean 1,032 1,245 908 1,152
"Minimum : 438 360 322 360
Maximum 1,846 2,400 2,286 - 2,350
Median ' 990 1,200 832 1,104
Mean number of rooms
All 5.25 5.45 4.53 5.12
Bedrooms 2,51 2.64 1.99 2.40
Bathrooms 1.12 1.42 1.13 1.22
Number of units in bldg.
1 unit 85 78 60 68
2 0 0 10 8
3 0 1 2 0
4 or more units 0 6 14 10
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Table 6. (Continued)

Original tenant

85 85

Quantity -Original owner
‘characteristic Original Replm't. Original Replm't.
—————————— number —_——
Type of heating system .
Central 8 48 11 36
Wall or floor 35 26 22 18
Space heaters 42 11 53 32
Type of cooling system : »
Central refrigeration 3 34 3 26
Other refrigeration 54 42 43 45
Water cooler 5 2 5 4
None 23 7 35 11
Automobile storage
" Double garage 6 - 35 10 10
Single garage 53 18 32 30
Double carport 4 1 0 2
Single carport 10 20 19 16
None 12 11 25 28
Driveway material
Concrete 52 50 38 49
Asphalt 1 8 8 8
Not paved 29 25 30 20
None 3 2 10 9
Street on which dwelling fronts '
Paved with curb ' 54 66 48 64
Paved without curb 8 13 18 17
Not paved 23 6 20 5
Size of lot (sq. ft.)
Number (S.F. dwellings) 85 78 55 60
Mean 6,806 12,042 6,901 8,423
Minimum 3,000 . 1,800 2,500 1,440
Maximum 11,350 76,230 13,271 43,560
Median 6,720 7,500 7,050 6,675
All respondents 86 86

aThe total number of respondents for each characteristic is the same
as that at bottom of table, unless otherwise indicated.
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heated with spaée,heaters, not cooled, and not équipped with a garage 
or driveway. The typical replacement dwelling was (1) the single
family type; (2) brick, masonry, or other permanent construction, (3)
less than 20 years old; (4) about 1,200 square feet of heated area, or
five to six rooms in sizé; (5) a3 one-unit building; (6) heated with
cehtral, wall, or floor furnace; (7) cooled with cenffal or WindowA'
refrigeration; (8) equippéd ﬁith a single or;double garage and a con-
crete driveway; (9) fronted on a paved andrcurbed street; (ld) and
located on a 7,000 square foot lot, if a single family residence.
Replacement dwellings of owners differed from those‘ofvtenaﬁts in
that more of the former were single family type; of brick or masonry_i
construction, newer, somewhat larger, heated and cooled by central
units, and equipped with double garages. Consequently, Table 6 shows;

some marked changes in the physical characteristics of housing for owners

and tenants,

An overall'indication of change in housing came from the opinioné of
respondent relocétees themselves, as shown in Table 7. Each respondent
was asked to compare'his original and replacement dwelling and to select
- one of the answers, as listed in the above table, that best described‘the
change in quality of his housing. About 85 percent of the respondents,
especially original owners, thought that the quality of.their replaéement
housing was equal to or better than their originalAhousing. Only 15 percent
of all respondents thought that the quality of their housing had worsened.
These answers were grouped for the upgrading analysis presented in the next
section. |

Although the primary analytical divisions of the study were made

by the original tenure of respondents, a further classification into -
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Table 7. Opinions of respondents as to the change in quality of
housing, by original tenure of resporndent ‘

Change in quality - Original tenure of respondent
of housing , 7 Owner Tenant Total

Y- S

Much improved 37 ’ 29 ' 66
~ Somewhat imprbved : 24 26 50
About. same ; | 13i1 | 16 - 29
Somewhat worsened 9 8 17
Much worsened 2 : 7 9
All respondents 85 8 171
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four original/replacement tenure groupsAwas necessary, in some cases, to
reveal the economic effects of the relocation programs. This ié especially
true in the case of.economiC'upgfading determination. 'Table 8, showing
the numbef of relocatees in the four tenure groups by relocation program,
reveals that very few of the original owneré became tenants, especially
those relocated under the 1968 program. On the other hand, many of the
original tenants became owners, especially those relocated under the 1970
program. The 1968 program may have been more effective in preventing
owners from becoming tenants, and the 1970 program may have been more
effective in influencing tenants to become owners.

In order to study the housing Values or changes in housing value
for original owners and tenants, the first two tenure groups were com-—
biﬁed and the last two groups were combined (Table 8). (Appendix Table
3 summarizes the economic measures of housing value for each tenure group.)
Since nine owners became tenants, the purchase prices of the replacement
dwellings had to be estimated before being combined with those of the
other 76 original owners who purchased replacement housing. The reverse
was true for the 43 original tenants who became owners of replacement
housing. The purchase prices were used to estimate the monthly rental
value of the replacement dwellings before being combined with those of
the other 43 original tenants. The above estimated purchase prices or
rents of replacement dwellings were generated by gross rent multipliers.
It seems appropriate to use gross rent multipliers to give a fough estimate
of the market value of residential property, especially those in the low
range df value [19, pp. 48-49]. General rule of thumb multipliers have

been developed over the years. A multiplier of 9.5 times the gross
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Table §. Respondents relocated under the 1968 and 1970 relocation
programs, by original/replacement tenure of respondent

Original/replacement
tenure of respondent

Relocation program

1968 1970 Total

6wner to owner

Owner to tenant
Tenant to tenant
Tenart to owner

All respondents

————=——-number-————————

51 25 76
4 s 9
41 2 43
33 10 43
129 42 171
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annual income appears to be acceptable for single family residences
and 7.5 for dupléxes or apartments [5, pp.‘990—99l].

Aggregated values of the original, DS&S comparable, and replace;A
ment housing are shown in Table 9 accqrding to the original/reblacement.
tenure of respondents. For the combined two original owner groups, the
mean dwelling values were $10;l62 for originals, $11,787 for DS&S
comparables, and $15,276 for replacements. bFor the combined two original
rtenant groups, the mean dwelling rents were $91 for originals, $114
for DS&S comparables, and $112 for replacements. These values, as well
‘a,s those for the four tenure groups, vary considerably from each other.
There is a strong indication of economic upgrading of housing, which will-
bé explored in the next two sections. Also, the range of maximum and
minimum values indicates that some respondepts may have downgraded

economically.
Existence of Quantity, Quality, and Economic Upgrading

The tabular data already presented indicates that significant
quantity, quality, and economic- changes in housing were made by ther.
respondents. However, the overall results do not reveal how many
respondents actually upgraded or how many failed to upgrade their.
housing. Previous studies indicate that not all relocatees upgrade
their housing [2, 14].

The existence of quantity upgrading is indicated in Table 10. If
a respondent upgraded more of the selected individual characteristics of
his dwelling than he downgraded, he was considered one who had upgraded

his housing. Therefore, on the basis of the combined characteristics,
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Table 9. Value of original, comparable, and replécement housing
by original/replacement tenure of respondent '

Original/replacement Value of housing
tenure of respondent? Original Comparable Replm't.,

————m=—————-—dollars ——————————

Original owners
Owner to owner RV : ' - :
Mean 9,938 11,706 14,985

Minimum 3,587 7,425 3,790
Maximum 14,900 18,150 © = 33,000
Median 10,793 11,658 13,500
Owner to temant
Mean 12,056 12,463 . 17,733
Minimum 10,500 10,183 5,700
Maximum 14,925 16,100 34,200
Median _ 11,700 11,650 17,670
All original owners ‘
Mean » 10,162 11,787 15,276
Minimum 3,587 - 7,425 . 3,790
Maximum 14,925 18,150 34,200
Median 10,925 11,650 13,750
b

Original tenant
Tenant to tenant

Mean - 93 118 102
Minimum 25 - 78 40
Maximum : , 175 180 . 185
Median ' 97 ' 117 100

Tenant to owner

" Mean 89 110 123
Minimum - 38 _ 78 70
Maximum 160 180 220
Median 80 105 114

All original tenants
Mean ' 91 " 114 112
Minimum 25 78 40
Maximum 175 180 220
Median 90 113 105

aVélues based on number of respondents shown in Table 8.

b .
For tenant dwellings, the rent is measured on a monthly basis,
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‘Table 10. Quantity changes in housing based on selected charac—
teristics of original and replacement dwellings, by
original tenure of respondent

Original owner’ Original tenant®

Quantity changes Up- Down- - Up-  Down-

in housing : graded graded Even = graded graded Even

: b - ——-~-= number-

Specific characteristic : : _
Type of construction 51 6 28 33 10 ~ 43
Age of dwelling : 63 .. 13 9 53 22 ~11
Size of dwelling 60 24 1 66 20 0
Number of rooms 36 30 19 - .46 18 - 22
Number of bedrooms 27 17 41 38 13 35
Number of bathrooms .37 7 41 18 10 58
Type of heating 58 4 23 - 43 7 36
Type of cooling 48 2 35 47 3 36
‘Automobile storage 42 20 23 29 35 22
Driveway material 20 20 45 , 27. 14 .. 45
Type of street : 29 16 40 28 4 54
Size of lot ‘ 52 31 2 36 27. .23

Combined characteristics® 64 16 5 - .61 -20. 5

a . . y . . )
The number of original owners or tenants for each characteristic is
85 for owners and 86 for tenants.

bThose who moved into a newer, larger, etc. dwelling upgraded their
housing. Those who moved into an older smaller, etc. dwelling down—
graded. Those who moved into a dwelling the same age, size, etc. or
original dwelling remained even.

°re respondent upgraded more characteristics than he downgraded, he

was placed in the "Upgraded" group. If reversed, he was placed in
"Downgraded" group. All others were placed in the "Even" group.
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75 percent of the original owners and 71 percent of the origihal tenants
upgraded their housing. More of the respondents upgraded the age of
dwelling, the size of dwelling, and the type of cooling system than they-
upgraded any of the other charactefistics.

The existence of quality upgrading as evaluated by the opinions of
respondents themselves is indicéted in Table 11. About 72 percent of the
owners and 64 percent of the tenants concluded that the quality of their
housing was upgraded. There were fewer of the tenants than owners that
came to this conclusion, but the difference was not statistically signifi-
cant.

The existence of economic upgrading is indicated in Table 12. If a
respondent purchased or rented a replacement dwelling with a purchase
price or rent greater than the residential value or rent of the original
dwelling, it was assumed that he had upgraded his housing economically.
Nearly 79 percent of the owners and 69 percent of the tenants accomplished
this type of upgrading;

- An overall comparison of the data presented in the last three tables,
indicétes general agreement among the three measures as to the existence’
of upgrading. The o§erall percentages of respondenté upgfading by the
three measures were as follows: (1) 73 percent for the quantity measure,
(2) 68 percent for the quality measure, and (3) 74 percent for the ecoﬁomic
measure. Table 13, showing cross-tabulated comparison of the economic
measure with both the quantity and quality measures, indicates how much

the economic measure agreed with the other two measureé as to which
respondents really upgraded their housing. The economic measure agreed

with the quantity measure that 107 (63 percent) respondents had upgraded

30




Table 11, Quality change in housing based on opinions of
respondents, by original tenure of respondent

Quality ‘change A Original tenure of respondent
in housing v Owner - Tenant = Total
— T T UMb €T e e e
a ' .
Upgraded 61 55 - 116
All respondents ' 85 86 , 171

aThose who thought that the quality of their housing was much or
somewhat improved. ’ .

b , _
Those who thought that the quality of their housing was about the
same, somewhat worsened, or much worsened. '
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Table 12. Economic_chanée in housing , by original tenure of

respondent

Economic change

Original tenure of respondent

in housing Owner  Tenant . Total
—;——-————number

Upgraded? 67 59 126

Other” 18 27 4

All reséondents 85 86 - 171

aTﬁoSe who purchaéed or rented a replacement dwelling in which the
purchase price Or rent was greater than the residential value or

rent placed on the original dwelling’by the THD.

bThose who purchased or rented a replacement dwelling in’which the
purchase price Or rent was equal to or less than the residential
value or rent placed on the original dwelling by the THD.
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Table 13, Comparison of economic, quantity, ‘and quality ‘changes
in housing, by original tenure of respondent

Economic change in housing

Type of change : Original owner Original tenant
in housing Upgraded Other - Upgraded Other
‘ - number- : -
Quantiﬁy .
Upgraded 57 7 50 11
Other 10 11 9 16

Quality change

Upgraded ' | 54 7 43 12
Other | 13 11 16 15
All respondents » 67 _ 518'7 59 - 27
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their housing. The economic and quality measures were in agreement
that 97 (57 percent) respondents had_upgradedf

Since the three measures agreed that such a high pe;centage of
the respondenté had upgraded their housing, only the economic measure
was usgd to determine the mature andvextent of ngradingrpresented in

the next section.
Nature and Extent of Economic Upgrading

The nature and e#tent of economic upgrading was determined by
such statistics as means, minimum and maximum values, medians, and
coefficients of correlation and regression. Table 14 shows some of these
measures in the form of housing value differentials by type of economic
change in housing. Owners who'upgradéd their housing did sb by a mean
differential value of $6,998, representing a 70 percent increase in the
value of resources committed to housing. 1In contrést, the other owners
downgraded by a mean differential value of $1,898, representing an 18
percent decrease in the value of resoﬁrces committed to housing. Together,
the two groups upgraded by a mean differential of $5,114, a difference that
is statistically significant. Original tenants who upgraded their housing
did so by a mean differential rent of $40, representing a 48 percent in-
crease over the original rental value. The other tenants downgraded by‘
a mean differential rent of $19, representing an 18 percent decrease from
the original rental value. But original tenahts as a whole, upgraded
their housing by a mean differential rent of $22, a difference that is
also statistically significant. Therefore, original owner respondents

upgraded more than did tenants.
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” ' Table 14. Housing value differentials according to economic 7
' change in housing, by original tenure of requndent o

Economic change in a Value of housing ,
housing/original tenure Original Replacement Difference
' e =d0 11 AT § e e o
Original owner '
Upgraded - '
Mean , © 9,986 16,984 6,998
Minimum , 3,587 5,900 712
Maximum 14,925 34,200 22,125
Median : - 10,875 16,000 5,552
Other ' ' o
. Mean -10,817 8,919 -1,898
Minimum 4,785 3,790 -6,000
Maximum 14,900 13,000 . 0.
. Median ‘ 11,113 10,000 -1,070
' All original owners ' b
Mean - 10,162 15,276 5,114
Minimum 3,587 3,790 -6,000
Maxinmum : 14,925 34,200 = 22,125
Median _ 10,925 13,750 3,749

c
Original tenants

Upgraded
Mean 84 © 124 40
Minimum ' S - 25 45 3
Maximum ’ 160 220 159
Median ‘ 80 118 35
Other ' :
Mean : o 106 87 - 19
Minimum 50 40 - 75
s Maximum ' 175 128 0
Median 113 - 87 - 10
All original tenants d
Mean , 91 112 22
Minimum 25 40 - 75
Maximum 175 , 220 159

Median 90 105 20

N

%The number of respondents upon which the housing values are based
was presented in Table 12.

bFor tenant dwellings, the figures are monthly rent.

8.01%%; £ o, = 2.58; 84 d.f.
= 5.20%%; t oy = 2.58; 85 d.f.

&
o o
e
[
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An interesting fact is that both the original owners and tenants
who failed to ﬁpgrade formerly iived in original houéing of higher
values than those who upgraded (Table 14). ~However, the mean differen-
tial value for ownefs is not'statistically sigﬁificant. This finding
suggests that respondents who lived in the lower valued housing fended
to upgrade, and those who lived in the higher valued housing tended to
doﬁngrade. According to Appendix Tables 5-7, most of those who failed
to upgrade their housing formerly lived in DS&S dWellings. Also, they
downgradgd their housing values more than those formerly living in non-
DS&S‘dwellings. (Appendix Table 4 shows the extent to which original
“and replacemeﬁt housing passed(fhe varipus DS&S staﬁdards. It also
indicates the method used to determine whether original and replacement
.dwellings were DS&S.)

The relationship between the amount of upgrading and the original
housing value was explored and measured. To do this, thevfollowing
regression equation was used:

Y = a + bX where
Y = amount of upgrading (difference between origina; and
replacement dwelling values or rentals)
X = the original dwelling or rental value
a = intercept value or point where the
regression crosses the Y axis
b = the regression coefficient ﬁhichjmeasures the slope of
the regression line
There was very little relation (r_= 0.109) between the amount that

original owners upgraded and the value of the original dwelling (Table 15).

36




Table 15. Relationship between the value of original and -
replacement housing_according.to.economic'change in
housing, by'original'tenure of respondent

Measure of relationship/original - _
tenure of respondent = ~ Amount

Original owner '
Coefficient of correlation (r) ' 0.109

Coefficient of determination (r2) , 0.012
Coefficient of regression (b) : $ 0.235
Standard. error of regression (ou) o $ 5887
Significance of regression (F-ratio) 1.0022
Intercept value (a) - ‘ $ 2722

Original tenant

' Coefficient of correlation (r) ' v - -0.369
Coefficient of determination (r2) o , 0.136 -
Coefficient of regression (b) © S -0.425
Standard error of regression (ou) $ 35,889
Significance of regression (F-ratio) : ) 13.270%%
Intercept value (a) , $ 60.149

®F o1 =5.36; 1, 83 d.f. |
Monthly rent was used for tenants.
© Fo1 =6.99; 1, 84 d.f.
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The regression line has a slight positive slope as indicated by the
regression coefficient ($0.235). But what little variation that the
regression equation explained (r2 = 0,012 or 1:2 percenf) could be
due to chance,vas indicated by the‘F—ratio; Aléo, the variations of tﬁe'
.observations about the fegréssion 1line is very large, as measured by éﬁe
standard error of regression ($5,887).

For original tenanﬁs, a sigﬁificant relationship existed between
the two variables (Table 15). But only 13.6 percent of the variation
in Y was explained by X. Yet this negative regression line confirms the
aboﬁe finding which suggested that respondents who 1ived in higher valued
housing tended to downgrade. Due to lack of goodness of fit, the above
regression equations are not reliable fér-predicting the amount of up-
grading that an individual relocatee might accomplish. Thé eQuation for

tenants is-good for gross measurements only.
Voluntary and Involuntary Economic Upgrading

Relocation housing payments were based on the differential between
the value of an original dwelling and the value of a comparable replace-
ment dwelling. The comparable dwelling had to be DS&S. Since the
relocatees were required to purchase or rent a DS&S replacement dwelling
to qualify for relocation housing payments and were required to use such
payments in purchasing or renting a replacement dwelling, many of them
may have involuntarily upgraded their housing to the compar;ble replace-~
ment vaiue. However, if they entered the housing market and purchésed
or rented replacement housing at values higher than the comparable
replacement values, upgrading was presumed to have been done more or

less on a voluntary basis.
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Existence of Voluntary and Involuntary.Upgrading

The existenéebof voluntary and involuntary upgrading was established
by applying the above definitions to thé relocatees' experiences. The
footnotes of Table 16 state the complete definition for each type of up-
grading. The results indicate that 55 percent of the respondents volun-
tarily upgraded, 19 percent involuntarily upgraded,‘and 26 percent failed
to upgrade. The number of original owners in eaéh group.differéd,sig—

nificantly from that of original tenants. For owners, 66 percent volun-

.tarily upgraded, 13 percent involuntarily upgraded, and 21 percent failed

to upgrade. In the case of tenants, 44 percent voluntarily upgraded,

25 percent involuntarily upgraded, and 31 percent failed to upgrade.

One explanation for the dlfference may be that there is more incentive
for a relocatee to upgrade a considerable amount when he purcﬁasesbrather
than'when he renté a dwelling. Another reason is that those who pur-
chasgd a replacement dwelling had to pay all of the relocation housing
payment on it. No éuch restriction was placed on the 43 respondents re-
maining tenants in the use of the rental housing payment. At any rate,
56 pe?cent of the tenants ei£her failed to upgrade or involuntarily up-
graded, compared to 34 percent of owneré; But those who involuntarily
upgraded formed the smallest group for both owners and tenants, leaving
fairly large groups that either voluntarily failed to upgrade or volun-
tarily upgraded.

The number of original owners of each upgrade group that lived in

DS&S original housing differed significantly from that of those who
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Table 16. Voluntary and involuntary economic change in housing,
by original tenure of respondent ' ,

Economic change Original tenure of respondent -

in housing v Owner Tenant ~~ Total
——————————— number—————mm——
Voluntarily upgradeda 56 38 . 94
Involuntarily upgradedb' ' 7 11 21 32
Other® | 18 27 | 45
Alt respondentsd . 85 - 86 171

aThe purchase price or rent of replacement dwelling was greater than
both the purchase value or rent of DS&S comparable replacement
dwelling and the value'Qr rent of original dwelling.

The purchase price or rent of replacement dwelling was less than or
equal to the purchase price or rent of DS&S comparable replacement
dwelling. However, the purchase price or .rent of replacement -
dwelling was greater than the value or rent of original dwelling.

cThe purchase price or rent of replacement dwelling was less thanr
or equal to the value or rent of original dwelling.

U2 = 8.37%; 42 o5 = 5.99; 2 d.f.
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formerly lived in non~DS&S housing (Appendix Table 7). Forty-four
percenfrof thosé formerly living in non-DS&S housing involuntarily
upgraded, whereas only six percent of those formerly living in DS&S
housing involuntarily upgraded. Although not statistically significant,

a similar pattern of upgrading was accomplished by the original tenants.
Nature and Extent of Voluntary and Involuntary Upgrading

Housing value differentials were used to measure the extent that
respondents (1) Qoluntarily upgraded, (2)rinvoluntarily upgraded, or
(3) failedbto upgrade their housing. The mean differential wvalues of the
three groups varied widely for origiﬁal owners and tenants (Table 17).
This waé partly due to defining them into separate groups, depending on
the relationship between the replacement value and the comparable or
origiﬁal value. But there was no reason why the original values should
have varied significantly from group to group. In fact, the mean'valués
of the voluntarily upgraded group and the other group were about the same.
Yét, the mean differential values for each group were extremely different.
On the other hand, the replacement mean value of the involuntary upgraded
group and that of the other group were ngarly the same., Yet, the mean
valué of the original dwellings for the involuntary upgrade group was
significantly lower than that of the other group.

Original owners of the two upgraded groups upgraded more, in relative
terms, than the original tenants, but both owners and tenants who down-
graded did so by about the same amount. Aiéd, both owners and tenants of
the voluntary upgraded group accomplishéd a greater percentage of up-

grading than did those of the involuntary upgraded group, although the
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Table 17, Housing value differentials according to voluntary
and involuntary economic change in housing, by original
tenure of respondent ‘

Economic change in a Value of housing
housing/original tenure Original Replacement Difference

————— dollars
Original owner '
Voluntarily upgraded

Mean 10,709 | 18,534 7,825

Minimum - 5,641 ..9,000 1,500
. Maximum 14,925 34,200 22,125

Median 11,000 17,585 6,820
Involuntarily upgraded

Mean 6,304 9,093 2,789
* Minimum 3,587 -~ 5,900 712

Maximum 10,441 12,000 4,913

Median ' 6,000 8,750 2,879
Other

Mean ~ S 10,817 - 8,919 -1,898

Minimum : 4,785 3,790 -6,000

Maximum : 14,900 13,000 0

- Median 11,113 10,000 © - -1,070

Original tenantb
Voluntarily upgraded

‘Mean 94 145 51
Minimum 40 79 - ‘ 15
- Maximum 160 220 159
Median 90 148 45
Involuntarily upgraded
Mean 7 , 65 86 : 21
Minimum 25 45 3
Maximum . ’ 125 148 50
Median 60 81 15
Other o :
Mean 106 87 -19
Minimum 50 40 -75
Maximum 175 128 0
Median ' 113 87 -10

%The number of respondents upon which the housing values are
based was presented in Table 16.

bFor tenant dwellings, the figures are monthly rent.
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latter group lived in much lower valued original dwellings. (According
to Appendix Table 7, those who lived in non-DS&S original dwellings
upgraded more or downgraded less, in absolute and relative terms, than
those in DS&S original dwellings, except for original owners who involqn—
tarily upgraded.)

The relationship between the amount of upgrading and the value of
comparable replacement was explored and measured by the usg'of a linear
regression equation, as presented éarlier in this chapter. The results
were highly similar to those presented in Table 15.

The relationship between the amount of upgrading and the differential
value of comparable replacement and original properties was explored. A
scatter diagram revealed only a random relationship. The above differ-
ential was used to indicate whether the amount of upgrading, voluntary
or involuntary, was dependent upon'the>magnitude of the relocation
housing payment.

The financial effects of voluntary and involuntary upgrading are
to be covered in Chapter IV. The effects of both types of upgrading on
respondents of different characteristics will be covered in Chapter V.

Perhaps there are several reasons why so many relocatees voluntaril&
upgraded above the value of a comparable dwelling. There were those who
thought that the comparable values were established on dwellings inferior
to their original dwellings or on dwellings located in neighborhoods in-
ferior to their original neighborhoods. Others felt that they needed
more room than dwellings comparable to their original dwellings provided.

Still others wanted replacement dwellings which were newer and in better

condition than their original dwellings, or they wanted replacement




dwellings located in newer neighborhpods than their original neighbor-
hoods. The résults already presented indicate that hany of the re-
placement dwe1lingé were of higher value, higher quality, and/or larger

size than the original dwéllings. Some of these relocatees changed

‘their tastes and preferences between the time they moved into their

original dwellings and the time they were displaced. Consequently,

they were looking for a good opportunity to move.
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CHAPTER III-
COMPENSABLE RELOCATION COSTS AND PAYMENTS

This section presents the results of the analysis that determined
the adequacy of relocation payments to cover compensable relocation. costs.
The term "compensable" is used only to identify a type of cost reimburs—

able under the 1968 or 1970 relocation program.
Measuring Costs and Payments

Acgording to Table 18, Texas's 1968 and 1970 relocation‘programs
provided the relbcatees' supplement payments for moving_and»replacement
housing costs up to a certain amount. Since both programs did not make
reimbursements for incidental costs incurred by the sale of the oriéinal‘
property to the State or by the pqrchase of the repiaéeﬁenf property, such
costs were not included in this analysis. Data on 16 respondents did
show an ave?agé relocation payment of $81.50 for incidental exbensesAon
replacement dwelling. In all.likélihood; these paymentéfclosely reflect
the actual costé. |

Under both relocation programs, very short—terﬁ occupants (those
occupying original dwelling less than 90 days prior tb first date of
negotiation for property by acquiring agency) received payment for moving
expenses only. Under the 1968 program, short-term occupants (90 to 365
days) were eligible, by time requirement, to receive a rent or downpayment
supplement on a DS&S replacement dwelling. Under the 1970 program, this

time requirement was shortened to cover 90 to 180 days. Under the 1968
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Table 18. Maximum relocation payments to eligible residential
relocatees, by relocation program and type of payment

Relocation program
Type of payment 1968 1970

Replacement housing payments

Housing supplement: : $ 5,000
4 A t -
Increased interest No»paym t. $15,000
Incidental exp. on replm't. No paym't.
| I ~F s 4,000°

Downpayment ’ $ 1,500 :

Incidental ekp. on orig. No limit No paym't.

Rent supplement | ~$ 1,500 " $ 4,000
Moving payment .

Actual cost® No limit No limit

Schedule cost }$ 300 8 500

Dislocation allowance

%o qualify for these payments under the 1968 program, original
owners must have occupied their original dwelling at least one
year prior to the date of first offer in negotiation for acquisi-~

. tion of the property. Under the 1970 program, it was reduced to

- 180 days. To qualify for all other payments, original owners or
renters must have occupied their original dwelling at least 90
days prior to the first offer in negotiation.

bFor all over $2,000, relocatee must pay 50 percent.

cPays moving expenses (storage, meals, lodging, and transportation)
up to 50 miles from the original dwelling.

Sources: [22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28].
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program, lohg—term owners'(occupants at least one year) were eligible
fo receive a housing or rent supplement. Under the 1970 program, thé
time requirement for long-term owners was reduced to a minimum occu-
pancy of 180 days, and they also quaiified for the increased interest
payment. As shown previously»in Table 3, all the qriginal owner re-
spondents were long-tefm occupants under both programs, and none of the
tenants were very short—term occupants.

The essential difference between the relocation payment and
relocation cost measures of value used in this analysis is that the
.payments were based more or less on comparable values, whereas the
costs were based on actuél expenses. (The economic measures of value
used to génerate differentials between costs and paymenfs are presented
in Appendix.Tabies 8 and 9.) In other words, the payments were con-
strained not only by the maximums established by law but aiso by maxi-
mums set by‘compafable values. However, the moving and increased interest
payments were not limited by comparéble values, but by other criteria.
Relocatees were given two alternatives in claiming moving expenses. They
could claim actual expenses up to.50 miles from their original dwelling,
or they could accept payment under a scheduled payment based on room
count, plus a dislocation allowance of $100 under the 1968 program or
$200 under the 1970 program. The scheduled costs reflect the amount that
a commercial mover would have charged to move so many rooms of furniture.

The interest payment was based on the lesser size and the shorter
term of the remaining mortgage loans on the original and replacement
dwellings [25, pp. 502-503]. Also, the interest rate of the replace-

ment loan had to be greater than that of the original loan. To

47




determine payments, the différence'in'the series of monthly payments
between the original and replacement loans was determined. Such -
a'difference was due only to-a higher interest rate. Then the present
worth of that series of differential monthly payments wésAobﬁainedAby
discounting it at the rate of interest paid on savings éccounts by
_ commercial banks in the area. Tﬁe 4.5 percent discount rate was used
"by the THD ig all of these computations involving eligible respondent
relocatees who had original and replacement loans.
The interest cost to respondents who had a mortgagé on both
theif original and replacement dwellings was determined by obtaining
the present worth of the difference between the monthly payments of the
original mortgage at the actual interest rate, versus a 4.5 percent
alternative investment rate, and by obtaining the pregentvﬁorth of
the difference between the monthly payments of the réblacement mortgage
at the actual rate, versus the 4.5 percent alternative rate. TTI re-
searchers considered the differehce between these two present worth
values as the actual interest cost or saving. (Standard formulas were
used to determine the monthly payments and the present worth of the in-
creased or decreased interest payments.) This value could be positive
or negative, which meant that it was possible to save interest in the
process of changing mortgages. The interest costs or savings were also
computed for respondents who had only an original mortgage and also for
those who had only a replacement mortgage. Of course, these two groups
of respondents did not receive an interest payment.
The housing supplement, dowhpayment, and rent supplement were payments

made to relocatees to help purchase or rent a replacement dwelling.  Sirce
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all the original owner respondents were long-term occupants, they
were not éligiblerfor the downpayment supplément. Also, the original
tenants, short—-term and long-term, were hot éligible for the housing‘
supplement. But both original owners and tenants were eligiblé for
the ient éuﬁplement. All three of these supplements were established
by using the aéking prices or rents énd customarf downpayments of
available comparable replacement property.

The THD could have discoqnted the rent sdpplement as was the interesf
diffefential, because it was meant to cover the extra rental expenses
over a twb—year period under the}1968 program and a four-year period
under the 1970 program. Under the 1970 program, the rent payment was
made in four equal installmentsbover>the four—year'period. Thosé who
received lump éum payments could have invested it over the next two
years'énd earned some interest to heip pay future rent. Therefore, the
original lump sum payment plus the interest could have yielded énougﬁ
fﬁnds to rent reﬁlacement dwellings for mbre than the two-~year period,
assuming no change in the differential between original and comparaBle

. rents.
Magnitude of Costs versus Payments
Housing Supplement

Of 85 original owner respondents, 78 (92 percent) purchased replace-
ment dwellings (Table 19). All but 14 of the 78 received a housing
supplement to aid them in the purchase of a replacement dwelling. The

14 did not receive a housing supplement because the payment for the
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Table 19. ‘Level of relocation costs and payments to respondents,
by type of relocation payment

_Level of cost versus payment

Type of relocation Cost less Cost more Cost equal ,
payment than paym't. than paym't. to paym't. Total
- — numberf—————————"-F —————————
Housing supplementa 26 51 1 78
Interest paymentb .5 ' 78 7 90
Downpayment 0 13 : 17 . 30
Rent supplementC 40 23 0 63
Moving paymentd ‘ 148 ‘ 6 3 157

%1ncludes 14 respondents who received no housing supplement.

bIncludes 78 respondents who received no increased interest payment,
but does not include five whose interest cost was not determined.

e
‘Includes six respondents»whoﬂrecelved no rent supplement.

Does not inelude 14 respondents whose moving cost was not determined,
but does include 11 who had no moving cost.
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original dwelling was greater than the value of a comparable replacement
dwellingf They were not eligible for a downpayment‘supplement. The
supplement became more or less a downpayment and a capital expenditure.

Of the 78 considered in the analysis, 26 (33 percent)frecéived a supple-
mental paymentrwhich excggded their cost. In other words, their payment

' was more than enough to cover the difference in the value of their original
dwelling and the price of their replacement dwelling. A minus sign in
Table 20 indicates a net cost to relocatees, and positive numbers indicate
a net saving. AFifty-one others received a supplemental payment which was
less than their cost. The rglocation.cost—payment differential (Table 20)
for the 78 respondents who purchased replagement dwellings amounted to a
net mean cost of $3,406, which is statistically significant. However, the
‘median differential was considerably lower. There were several large
differentials which had a considerable influence on the mean. The mean
differential for the 64 respondents who received a housing supplement was
$2,749, somewhat smaller than that for the 78 respondents.

Only five respondents who relocgted under the 1968 program received
the $5,000 maximum housing supplement. None pf those relocated under the
1970 program received as much as $5,000 (even-including the inciden£a1
and interest payments), élthough the maximum payment was increased to $15,000.

The primary reason that housing costs increased for most respondents was
that so many of them voluqtarily upgraded their housing. 1In so doing, these
relocatees improved their houéing over and above what was necessary under

program requirements.
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Table 20. Relocation cost-payment differentials, by type of paymenta

Type of relocation Relocation cost versus payment,
payment Cost Payment  Difference
————————dollarg———=———- e
Housing supplement ‘ E
Mean - 5,272 1,866 - 3,406°
Minimum ' -22,125 0 -22,125
Maximum , 5,656 5,000 8,010
Median ' . - 3,770 _ 1,774 ) - 1,826
Interest payment d
Mean - 2,839 75 - 2,764
Minimum , =11,244 0 - 9,417
Maximum . 445 2,315 445
Median - 2,160 0 - 2,043
Downpayment
Mean - 1,971 1,665 - 306
Minimum - 4,000 ’ 458 - 2,263
Maximum - 100 3,000 1,600
Median - 1,650 1,500 0
Rent supplement
Mean - 739 ' 877 138
Minimum - 4,560 0 - 4,560
Maximum 2,160 2,640 3,660
Median T - 672 840 240
Moving payment :
Mean | - 85 272 187°
Minimum - 444 115 - 75
Maximum ' ' 0 450 425
Median - 59 250 195

aThe number of respondents used to determine these differentials
includes all of those shown in Table 19, except those where the cost
was not determined.

bThe minimum difference is the smallest value of any single observation
in the array of differences. The maximum and median values also apply
to single observations.

t = 4.79%%; t o) = 2.65; 77 d.f.
de = 10.67%%; t g1 = 2.64; 89 d.f.
®t = 24.23%%; t o) = 2.58; 157 d.f.
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Interest Payment

0f the 95 respondents who had morfgage loans-on oﬁe or both of
their dwellings, the present worth of interest costs or savings was
deﬁermined for 90 of them (Table 19). Only five respondents incurred
an interest cost,thgt was less than the interest payment or an
Ainterest saving above that which could have been earned on arsaviﬁgs
account. All others incurred an interestﬂcost that was equal to or
more than the interest payment or the 4.5 percent alternative investment
rate. Of 28 respondents who had mortgage loahs on both their dwellings,
12 received an increased interest payment. All butrtwo of the other 16
did not qualify for an interest payment because they were displaced
under the 1968 program.

Table 20 shows the magnitude of the interest differentials for
the 90 respondents who had at least one mortgage loan. The overallr
mean differential was a negative $2,764 and statistically significant,
The median differential was somewhat lower. The negative values indi-
cate a net interest cost, and the positive values indicate a net
interest savingsl The range of the differentials was consideréble,
with the net interest cost being as much as $9,417Aand the'net interest
savings being as much as $445.

For the 12 respondents who received an interest payment, the mean
differential was a negative $4,415. This differential was based on a
mean interest cost of $4,979, compared to a mean interest payment of .
$563. Original owners who became tenants experienced an interest
savings, whereas original owners or tenants who purchased a replacement

dwelling experienced a net interest cost. (Appendix Table 10 shows the
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level of interest coét versus payment by otiginal/replacement tenure
of respondents, and Appendix Table 11 shdﬁs the magnitude of the
interest differentials for each of the tenure groups.)v

Thus, many of the relocatees who purchased replacement dwellings
assumed a greater interest cost than they had obligated themselves to
pay before displacement. Much of the increased interest cost was
necessary to finance voluntary.upgrading that oécurred after a'sharp
rise in mortgage interest rates. Many of the respondents could have
held down their mortgage interest costs by investing»intp the replace-

ment dwelling all the proceeds received from the original dwelling.
Downpayment

There were 30 tenants who made downpayments on their replacement
dwellings and received the downpayment supplement. None of the owners
qualified for the downpayment supplement. According to Table 19, 13 of
these respondents made downpayments greater than their downpayment supple-
ments. The other 17 made downpayments equal to their downpayment suﬁple;
ments. vThe law requires that all of a downpayment supplement be used as
a downpayment on the repiacement dwelling. Therefore, by definition
there was no possibility of the supplement being more than the actual
downpayment.

Table 20 shows that the mean differential downpayment was a negative
$306 for the 30 respondents, indicating a net downpayment cost of that
much. However, this differential was not statistically significant,

The $1,500 legal maximum payment prevented 16 respondents relocated

under the 1968 program from obtaining a greater downpayment supplement
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although the downpayment on comparable replacément property

exceeded $1,500. None of the respondents relocated undér the 1970
program quélified for the maximum $4,000 downpayment supplement. But

' 8ix received a smaller downpayment supplement_due_to the requirement that
~ relocatees must share 50 percent of the cost exceeding $2,000. Most of
the 30 respondents received a larger downpayment supplement than they
otherwise would have if they had taken the optional rent supplemehtvaé

a tenant. In the process of purchasing replacement housing, many of the
30 respondents invested funds that were in addition to the downpayment
supplement. In some cases, theimortgage lender required a downpaymehf

that was greater than the supplement.
Rent Supplement

There were 63 respondentsrwho elected to remain or become tenants in:
feplacement housing at the time of displacement (Table 19). Of this number,
57 received a rent supplement. After receiving a rental supplement and
renting a replacement dwelling for a time, 13 of the 57 respondents pur-
chased a dwelling. These received no additional payment in the form of
a downpayment supplement due to the legal time limit or due to a volun-
tary waiver of that right.

Of the 57, there were 40 respondents whose extra rent cost was less
than the rent supplement to cover the same period of time. The other
23 had rent cost that exceeded the rent supplement. There were six that
failed to receive a supplement, because the THD determined that a compar-
able dwelling could be rented for less than that paid on the original

dwelling.
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The mean rental cost-payment differential was $138 for thé 63
regspondents, but the median difference was congsiderably larger than
the mean difference (Table 20). But a mean differential of this magni-
tude suggests that the rental payment was not significantly more than
the rental cost.

Only eight respondents, relocated under the 1968 program, were paid
the maximum $1,500 rent supplement. None of those relocated under the
1970 program received the maximum $4,000. 1In fact, only one was paid
over $1,500. To the extent that comparable values would havé allowed a
supplement greater than $1,500 or $4,000, the legal maximum actuall&
prevented the distribution of enough funds to cover a legally compensable
relocation cost.

The aboverresults suggest that most of the 63 respondents managed
fo find replacement dwellings that could be rented for less money than
that required to rent dwellings cémparable to the original dwellings. No
doubt some of themvchose not to upgrade their housing as much as they
céuld have. Others chose to downgrade, and in so.doing; to lower their
rental cost. Still others chose to upgrade considerably and pay extra rent

beyond that received in the form of a supplement.
Moving Payment

Moving payments were made to all the respondents. None of the
payments were made on the basis of actual cost, but through the use of
the optional cost schedule. There were 11 respondents who indicated that
they had no moving costs. All but 14 of the other 160 respondents

furnished the interviewer an estimate of their actual moving cost.
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Table 19 shows_fhat 148 (94 percent) of.the 157 respoﬁdents who
gave a posifive'or zero moviﬁg cost estimate recéived moving paymeﬁts
that exceeded their moving éosts. Only six réceived a payment that '
was less than theirvcost, and three broké even. From Table 20, it is
seen that the mean differential between moving costs and payments was -
$187 and statiétically significant. The size of this differential
indicates that the respondents, as a group, were paid more than enough
to compensate them_for their cash moving expenées. In most cases, the
amount of the payment representing the dislocation allowance was not
needed to cover these expenses. Some of the relocatees may have reduced
tﬁeir actual moving costs by selling some of their old furniture before
moving. Also Bf moving themselves, as many did, they were able to
reduce their moving costs a great deal more. Several'of tﬁe relocatees
indicated that they purchased some new furniture after the move.

Only fwo respondents, relocated under the 1968 program, had a moving
cost that was over the $300 maximum. None of those relocated under the
1970 program reached thé $500 maximum. Therefore, the present legal -
maximum was high enough to allow the,distribution of sufficient funds

to cover the legally compensable moving costs.
Adequaéy of Compensable Payments

The above costs and their corresponding payments were not aggregated
to determine an overall cost—payment differential. The difficulty lies
in the fact that "stoék" quantities cannot be combined with "flow"
quantities. For example, a moving cost is a stock quantity, covering a

single occurrence in time, whereas, a rental cost is a flow quantity that
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covers a stream of costs over time. Also, as mentiened earlier, another
difficulty is'thatrthe 1970.program rent supplements;were'paid in annual
installments td~cover a fouruyear period » Under the 1968 program, the
rent supplement was paid in one lump sum to cover a two—year perlod
These payments were not discounted values as were the increased interest
payments.

Even without aggregation, generel conclusions can be made about the
adequacy of relocation payments from the standpoint ofrcovering actual
relocatien costs. A review of the results presented above indicates

that the respondents, as a group, spent much more than they received.

.This was especially true for original owners. Most of this group upgraded

their housing conSiderably in the process of relocation. In so doing,
they incurred greater mortgage debt. This explains why the housing
supplenent and interest payment were not adequate to cover the increased
principal>and interest costs. However, these paynents were not designed
to cover that mneh npgrading.

Original owners who became tenants had interest savings, and their
rental supplements were more than sdequate to cover their -increased
rental costs. The same was true for their moving costs. Therefore, this
group of owners received enough ofreech relocation payment to cover the
corresponding cost. Original owners who purchased a replacement dwelling
were the relocatees that spent more than they received in relocation
payments.

Original tenants, as a group, had relocation expendltures‘that were
greater than the payments. This was due to the fact that one-half of the

tenants became owners; therefore, most of them assumed extra downpayment
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and interest expenses. Thé tenants whé remained tenants received_rgﬁtal
and moving payments that more than offset their increased rental an&
moving expenditures..

Of the five types of relocation costs and payments analyzed, only
the rental and moving payments, authorizéd under the 1968 and 1970 programs,
adequately covered the expénditﬁres made by the study respondents. ﬂIf
spread ovér a much lénger period of time, the rental payments would be-
come insufficient to cover the increased rental costs incurred byvmény '

tenants.
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CHAPTER IV
FINANCIAL EFFECTS OF RELOCATION

In this chapter, the survey data have been assembled for analysis
to determine the net financial gffects of relogation upon the relocatees.
Four indicators selected for analysis were (i) monthly cash fiow,changes,
(2) changes in net worth, (3) changes in household balance sheet items,
and (4) subjective opinions of trespondents.

In addition to the net effects caused by changes in those items
whose costs were compensable, fhe before mentioned non-compensable costs

were examined.
Changes Due to Replacement Housing Costs

The financial effects of relocation due to changes in housing costs
were measured by changes in (1) mortgage debt, (2) equity, and (3) gross
monthly house payments. Other housing costs, such ag repair and improve-
~ ment eéxpenses, are not reflected by these measures. These were presented
separately. | |

Mortgage debt of owners was defined as the remaining balance of loan
on the original dwelling at time of taking, or balance on the replacement
property at time of purchase. The equity that owners had in original
dwellings was defined as the difference in the value established for
relocation purposes and the remaining loan balance.  For replacement
dwellings, equity was the difference in the price of the replacement
dwelling and the remaining loan balance. For tenants, mortgage>and equity

were set at zero.
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To make all gross monthly rental payments comparable, an estimated
amount of rent on furniture and utility expenses was subtracted from
those payments which included such expenses. A reduction of 12.5 percent
was'madeAif a dwelliﬁg was fully furnished and 7.5 percent for partialiy
furnished d&elling. The same percentages were applied for dwellings that
furnished all or part of utilities. To make all house payments compafable,
owners who did not havera mortgage payment were charged an estimated amount
for monthly taxes and insurance, based on the house payments of other
owners. (The difference in the gross and net house payments was that
attributable to taxes and insurance. So this difference was linearly
regressed on the value of original and replacement dwellings. The're-
sulting regression coefficient was $.001495 and the constant value was
$8.58. These values were applied to the property values of owners who
had no mortgagé payment to estimate the taxes and insurance on originél
and/or replacement properties.)

In cases where a respondent's replacement tenurg was different from
his original tenure, the house and rental payments were analyzed together

to determine the changes in monthly payments.
Mortgage Debt, Equity, and Monthly Payment

Changes in the level of mortgage debt were determined for original
owners and original tenants (Table 21). In case of the latter, the 43
respondents who remained tenants had no mortgage debt, All of the others
incurred a mortgage debt upon purchasing a replacement dwelling. Thirty-
eight (45 percent) of the original owners increased their mortgage debt,’-

but 42 (49 percent) remained free of mortgage debt or decreased it.
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Table 21. Change in 1evé1 of mortgage debt, equity, and monthly ﬁouse
payment, by original tenure of respondent ’

Measure and ' Original tenure of respondent
type of cdhange Owner - Tenant Total
—=—=———==-number

Mortgage Debt

Increased ’ o "38 42 80
Decreased 12 0 12
Same 3 0 3
No debt 30 43 73
Not determined _ - 2 1 3
Equity _
Increased _ : 33 42 75
Decreased s 49 -0 49
Same _ 1 0 1
No equity : 0 43 43
Not determined a : 2 1 3
Monthly house payments
Increased 67 76 143
Decreased 14 8 22
* Same 1 2 3
Not determined 3 0 3 -

All respondents 85 - 86 171

anners who had no payments were charged an estimated amount for
taxes and insurance, based on the difference in gross and net pay-

~ments of other owners regressed on the value of original and price
of replacement. In cases where the monthly rent included a fully
furnished quarters or all utilities paid, a 12.5 percent reduction
was made. If it included partially furnished quarters or only
part of utilities paid, a 7.5 percent reduction was made,
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Table 22 shows the extent to which the mortgage debt of original owners
changed; (Appendix Table 12 shows the extenf of chénge in the mortgage
debt of 74 original owners who remained owners. They had a mean increase
of $4,397.) Their mean increase in mortgage debt was $3,593, which was
statistically significant. Original tenants increased their moftgage
debt more than original owners.

Forty-nine (58 percent) of the original owners decreased their equity
positioné (Table 21). On the other hand, nearly one-half of the briginal
tenants attained equity positions, by purchasing a replacemént dwelling.
The mean decrease in equity for original owners was $524, and the mean
increase for original tenénts was only $873 (Tabie 22). 1In contrast,
both groups/increased their mortgage debt.

Changes in monthly house payments, resulting from relocation,béccurred
among a large number of both original owners and tenants (Table 21). But
a higher percentage of tenants than owners experienced increased monthly
housing costs. The overall dollar differentials for botﬁ groups: were
.statistically significant and indicated increases oanlmost';he same
magnitude (Table 22). (Appendix Table 12 shows the amount of change in
monthly housing payments for original owners and tenants who kept fhe same
tenure status.) Invpercentages, tenants iﬁcreased their monthly ﬂousing
costs more than owners.

A majority of both owners and tenants were worse off in terms of
monthly housing costs. However, pért of the increase in housing costs to
owners represénts forced savings through home investment. Due to the
shortness of rental contracts,’the_moﬁthly housing cost differential may
change much more readily for tenants than that for owners. Tenants who
moved into rental housing that was beyond their financial capabilities

may be inclined to move again into lower priced housing. Original owners
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Table 22, Mortgage, equity and monthly house payment
differentials, by original tenure of respondent

Financial measure/original Amount :

tenure of respondent@ Original Replacement Difference
, ====o~——-=—~ dollars-

Mortgage debt _

Original owner , b'
Mean 1,926 5,519 3,593
Minimum 0 0 - 7,933
Maxdimum 11,191 31,600 20,409
Median . 0 0 0

Original tenant , s
Mean 0 5,902 5,902
Minimum : . 0 0 0
Maximum : 7 0 22,500 22,500 .
Median 0 0

Equity

Original owner
Mean 8,198 7,673 - 524
Minimum 855 0 - 13,025
Maximum - 14,900 30,000 18,575
Median _ X 8,148 © . 6,000 - 685

Original tenant E
Mean 0 873 873
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 0 7,000 7,000
Median 0

0 0 .
Monthly house (rent) payment '
Original owner

Mean ' 47 87 40° )
Minimum . 14 14 - 41
Maximum ) 115 269 193
Median 29 83 27
Original tenant d
Mean 70 108 38
Minimum , 0 40 - 38
Maximum 140 241 129
Median ‘ 69 . 100 35

8yalues were based on all respondents in Table 21, except those whose
debt, equity, or monthly payment was not determined.

by - 5.29%%; t o1 = 2.65; 82 d.f.
t = 7.27%%; t o7 = 2.66; 81 d.f.
de = 10.38%%; t_o1= 2.63; 85 d.f. :
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and tenants who purchased dwellings which resulted in higher housing
costs have absorbed these increaged monthly costs for the time being,

but some may be forced to sell later.
Repair and Improvement . Expenses

Nine respondenté indicated that they incurred‘repair or improvement
expenses on their replacemenf dwellings (Table 23). Those respondents
considered that these expenses were necessary to make the dwéliings,as
- livable as the original dwellings. For that reason,_the& thought they
should have been reimbursed for these expenses.

Althopgh original tenants reported these expenses almost as fre-.
quently as original owners, the dollar amounté were much smaller
(Table 24). Tenants were not likely to spend as much on repairs and

home improvements as were owner occupants.
Changes Due to Other Costs

Other relocation costs, besides those of housing, can have substantial
financial effects on relocatees. Transportation and utility expenses,
looking. for replacement housing expenses, and miscelldneous expenges were
some of the other costs for which rough estimates were obtained from the

respondent relocatees.
Transportation and Utility Expenses

The respondents were asked about the changes that occurred in their
monthly transportation and utility bills soon after relocation. The
monthly transportation expenses increased for 82 (48 percent) of the

respondents (Table 25), with slightly more original owners than tenants
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Table 23. Other relocation'cdsts, by original tenure of respondent

Type of Original tenure of respondent
relocation cost Owner Tenant Total
ettt number—————————————

Looking for dwelling

Incurred - 71 73 144

Not incurred 4 3 7

Not determined 10 10 20
Repair or improvement of dwelling

Incurred 5 4 9

Not incurred 80 82 162

Not determined 0 0 0
Miscellaneous Costs

Incurred 14 9 23

Not incurred 70 77 147

Not determined 1 0 1
All respondents 85 86 171
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Table 24, Magnitude of other relocation costs, by original
tenure of respondent

Type of other . Original tenure of respondent
cost/measure Owner Tenant Total

—=—=—==—= dollars——————————-
Looking for dwelling ‘

Mean 97 61 79
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum : 2,000 640 2,000
Median - ‘ 25 11 20
Repair or improving dwelling
Mean 91 39 65
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 5,000 1,500 5,000
Median 0 0] 0
Miscellaneous costs
Mean 87 112 88
Minimum o 0 0
Maximum 2,000 3,500 3,500
Median ' 0 0 0
All other costs .
Mean 284 206 T 244
Minimum 0 , 0 0
Maximum 5,400 3,610 5,400
Median 50 15 25

%The number of respondents used to determine these statistics includes

all of those shown in Table 23 except those where the cost was not
determined.
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Table 25. Change in level of monthly transportation and utility
expenses, monthly income, and net worth, by original
tenure of respondent

Type of expense _ Original tenure of respondent
and changed Owner. Tenant Total
e —————— NUMb e === e e e e

Transportation expense :

Increased 43 39. - 82

Decreased 9 6 15

No change 33 41 : 74
Utility expenses : _

Increased 45 53: 98

Decreased 9 10 19

No change 31 23 54
Income :

Increased 1 - 2 3

Decreased : 2 3 : 5

No change 82 81 163
Net Worthb

Increased 64 - 68 132

Decreased 6 4 10

Not determined ; 15 14 29
All respondents 85 86 171

aChanges due to relocation that occurred soon after the move,

Total relocation payments less the‘following expenses: home repairs
and improvement, looking for dwelling, moving, and miscellaneous.
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reporting an increase. The amount -of chénge in transportation expenses
was a mean increase of eight dollars per mohth (Table 26). vThe increase
was nine dollars for owners and seven dollars for tenants. These
reséondents had relocatéd farther from work and the cenﬁral business
district, increasing their gasoline expenses and bus or taxi fares.

The monthly utility expenses increased for 98 (57 percent) of the
respondents, with more of the tenants than owners indicatiﬁg an increase.
The amount of change_was a mean increase of seven dollars. Tenants
reported an eight dollar increase and owners a six dollar increase.
~ Those respondents who moved into larger dwellings had to pay more to
keep the dwellings cooled and heated. They also had larger lawns to
keep, which required more water. |

The increased monthly operating costs along with the incréased
housing costs caused a considerabie increase in cash flow expenses for
a majority of original owners and tenanté. The increase in these mdﬁthly

cash flow expenses was due primarily to upgrading of housing.
Looking and Miscellaneous Expenses

There were 144 (84 percent) of the respondents who incurred expenses
while looking for a replacement house (Table 23). These expenses were
those incurred in the purchase of gasoline and meals, as well as those
due to loss of job time. The mean expense was $79 for the 151 respondents
who determined the amount of their expense (Table 24). The mean expense
of original owners was significantly higher than that of original tenants.
But, one-half of the latter group remained tenants. Owners indicated
that they épent many hours looking before déciding what dwelling to

purchase.
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‘Table 26, Change in amount of monthly transportation and utility
expenses, monthly income, and net worth, by original
tenure of respondent

Type of change Original tenure of respondent

and measure@ - Owner = Tenant Total

—=~———e————e—dollarg-——————-
Transportation expenses

Mean 9 7 - 8
Minimum - 100 - 28 ~ 100
Maximum 220 50+ 220
““““>wMedianﬁum~“‘ﬁ»_mm%m“"wuy_WMMWWWMNWM_NMMMMMWANWMNMmwg__ 0 0
. Utility expenses [ —
Mean ‘ 6 8 7
Minimum 7 ' - 50 - .76 - 76
Maximum 35 65 65
Median 3 8 5
Income
Mean 2 2 4
Minimum : - 700 - 166 --700
Maximum , 1,000 80 1,000
Median - : . o R T TR - 0 ' 0
Net worth , '
Mean 1,851 1,128 1,485
Minimum - -2,025 -1,945 -2,025
Maximum 5,190 2,660 5,190
Median 1,785 1,271 1,432

¥The values were based on all respondents in Table 25, except those
not determined for net worth.
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Changes in Net Worth and Income

Changes in net worth and income of the réspondenté were determined
to give another possible indication of the finanéial effect of relocation
on origihal owners and tenants. A change in net worth, as used here,
was defined as the total relocation péyments less the total expenses for
home repairs and impro&ements, looking for é replacement dwelling, méving
of furniture and personal property, and miscellaneous expenses directly
related to the move. A change in monthly household income was due to a
change in job or rental income resulting from relocation.

At least 132 (93 percent) of 142 respondents experiencing a change
in net worth had an increase in net worth (Table 25). A few more tenants
than owners experienced an increase. The net worth on 29 could not be
determined. Translated into dollar amounts; the 142 respondents increased‘
their net worth by an average of $1,485 (Table 26). The nét worth of
owners was increased an average of $723 more than that of tenants.

The 142 respondénts received an average ofA$1,831 in relocation
payments and had expenditures, as defined above, averaging $346, Iﬁe
remaining $1,485 was availaBle to help cover the iﬁcreased housing and
operating costs, at least for the short-run.

Only eight respondents reported that they experienced a change in
household income due to relocation (Table 25). The amount of income loss
was nil if spread out over all respondents (Table 26). Two of the
eight had rental income changes, with one losing seven dollars per month
and another gaining $lAQ pef month. Of the other six, two gained an
average of $60 per month, and four lost an average of $492 per month.

Two of the four who lost income worked at home.
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As can be seen, the relocation.experieﬁce had a very small negative
or positive effect on the income or emp loyment of respondents. Assuming
practically no change in household income and a $45 a month increase in
housing and operatlng costs, many respondents chose to spend more on
housing and related items and less on other items in the family budget.
However, a majority of the respondehts were better off in terms of net
worth. The increase in net worth is directly attributable to the relocation
payments. Therefore, Texas's relocation programs did help to reduce the
negative impact on respondents in the short-run, but encouraged them to

increase their housing costs, lasting for many years.
Payments Received versus Cash Expended

This section presents the results of an anélysis using the cash
balance sheet.approach:to indicate the financial effects of relocation
on respondent relocatees. In otherlwords, the differential between all
cash payments received and all cash expenditures was determined. The
payments consisted ofrall relocation payments and the payment for the
original property, less any mortgage indebtedness. The'CasH expenditures
were looking for replacement dwelling, downpayment on replacement dwell-
ing, moving expenses, repairs and improvements on replacement dwelling,
and miscellaneous expenses. | |

0f the 141 respondenté whose differentials could be defermined, 123
(87 percent) received total cash payments greater than their total cash
expenses (Table 27). The other 18 (13 percent) received less in payments
than the éash that they spent. There was not a significant difference
between original owners and tenants, but fewer tenants received total

payments greater than total expenses.
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Table 27. Level of payments received versus cash ekpenditures, by
original tenure of respondent :

Level of payments versus Original tenure of respondent

cash expenditures? Owner Tenant Total

—===——=——— number
Payments greater than

cash expenditures ' 64 59 v 123
Payments less than :

cash expenditures 5 _ 13 18
Not determined ? 16 14 30

All respondents 85 86 171

%The payments received were (1) value of original owner dwelling
established for relocation payments less remaining mortgage
balance and (2) sum of all relocation payments. The cash expendi-
tures were for (1)looking for dwelling (2)downpayment on replace-
-ment dwelling, (3) moving expenses, (4) repair and improvement
éxpenses on replacement dwelling, (5) and miscellaneous relocation
expenses. In most cases, the value established for relocation
payment base was the same as the gross payment before deductions of
remaining indebtedness. : '
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Original owners had an $8,003 mean differential of péyments over
expenditures, dnd original tenants had a $320 mean differentiél of éay—
ments over expenditures (Table 28). The mean difference was $4,080 fér
the combined groﬁps{

The above results indicate that most respondents, owners and.
tenants, reserved some of the méney received in paymentsrand did not
spend it all on replacement housing. They may have invested the extra
funds into savings accounts of'dthe; types of investments whibh yiélded
them an income stream that would help defray the difference in housing
costs over time. However, others no doubt purchased furniture, automo-
biles, and similar durable goods. Still others spent the extra cash on
consumption or nondurable goods. Regardless of how they spent their extra
cash, they were better off in terms of cash balances. But most of these
respondents incurred higher monthly costs over ti@e. Therefore, they may
not be better off iﬁ the long-run.

Those who received smaller payments than cash~expenditufes.were
principally tenants who became owners. This grouﬁ had no equity in their
original dwellings and chose to invest some of their own funds into re-
placement dwellings over and above what they received in relocation pay-

nents.
Opinions of Relocatees

Thus far, all the measures used to indicate the financial effect
of relocation on respondent relocatees have been objective in nature. To
supplement these indicators, a subjective evaluation based oh opinion

was obtained from 168 of the respondents. Each was asked to consider his

74




Table 28, Cash payment-expenditure differentials, by origlnal tenure
of respondent

Measure by ofiginal a Payment versﬁs’cashkexPensé »
tenure of respondent ' Payment Expense Difference
—m===—w———— dollars- -
Original owner ' ,
Mean 10,625 2,622 8,003
Minimum 1,080 ’ 0 - -5,739 .
Maximum 18,450 17,064 16,830
Median 10,542 435 8,580
Original tenantb :
Mean 1,395 1,075 320
Minimum 115 0 -6,370
Maximum , 2,795 7,360 1,735
Median 1,508 521 549
All respondents
Mean . 5,912 1,832 4,080
Minimum - 115 0 -6,370
Maximum . 18,450 17,064 16,830

Median 2,586 450 1,502

%The values were based on all respondents in Table 27, except those
in which certain expenses were not determined.

bFor tenants who remained tenants, the mean differential was $919.
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savings in relation to his debts and to select the answer, listed on a

'card, that best described the effect of the move upon his financial

position.

Sixty-five (38 percent) of the respondents expressed the opinion
that they wereAfinancially worse off because of thermove,’most of them
being only somewhat worse off (Iable 29). Another 65 indicated that
their financial position was about the same. Except for those ﬁhat did
not know, the remaining 46 (27 percent) indicated thét they were better
off financially.

The opinions of original owners and tenants were not significantly
different. Yet, 42 percent of the owners indicated a worsened financial
position compared to 34 percent of the tenants. Also, a larger number of
tenants than owners fhought that their financial position remained about
the same. Perhaps one reason for this difference is that fewer tenants
than owners purchased a dﬁelling, thus assuming a mortgage debt. Too,

more tenants than owners failed to upgrade their housing.
Comparison of Measures of Financial Effects

" The measures of financial effects of relocation were compared and
the results are presented here. Table 30 shows the comparison of
monthly cost, net worth, and cash payment-expenditure changes with
respondent opinions of the financial effect. There was a significant
relationship between respondent opinions and changes in net worth.
Respondentsvwhose net worth decreased also thought that their financial
position had worsened.

‘The relationship was not significant between cash payment-expenditure

changes and respondents' opinions. However, the results tended to be the
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Table 29. Opinion of respondents as to the effect of relocation on
‘their financial position, by original tenure of respondent:

Change in financial 7 Original tenure of respondént
position : Owner - Tenant Total
ntnnb_er--?—-#-—————-—
Much improved : 4 4 8
Somewhat improved 16 14 30
About same ‘ ‘ ' 28" 37 65
Somewhat worsened » , 29 22 51.
Much worsened 7 , 7 14
Didn't know 1 2 ' 3
All respondents 85 86 171 |
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Table 30. Comparison of monthly cost, net worth, and cash payment-
expenditure changes with respondent's opinion of financial

effect

Measure of financial

Respondent's opinion of financial effect

effect? A Didn't
Improved Same Worse  know Total
~———=———-——-——- number- -
Changes in net worthb _
Increased 34 48 48 2 132
Decreased 0 2 8 0 10
Not determined - 4 15 9 1 29
Payments versus expenseé
Payments greater than exp. 32 44 45 2 123
Payments less than exp. 2 6 10 0 18
Not determined 4 15 10 1 30
Change in monthly costs
Increased 30 57 60 3 150
Decreased 7 8 3 0 18
Not determined 1 0 2 0 3
All respondents 38 - 65 65 3 171

aThose not determined and not knowing were excluded from x2 tests.

b2 = 7.67%; x2_ = 5.995 2 d.f.
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same as above. The relationship between changes in monthly costs and
fespondent opinions was not significant, but respondents Whpse monthly
costs decreased also thought that their financial position had improved.
It is reasonable for the latter relationship to be opposite that of the
other two. The results indicate general agreement along thé above
measures of financial effects. |

Table 31 shows the comparison of net worth aﬁd cash payment-expendi-
ture changes with monthly cost changes. In both comparisons, the differ-
ences were not significant, using the Chi-square test of independence.
Also, the simple correlation coefficients were rather small, indicating
very little relationship between the above variables. (Chanééé-in monthly
costs compared with cash payment-expenditure changes yielded a correla-
tion coefficient of 0.26, and the changes in monthlyrcosts compared with
net worth yielded a cérrelation coefficient of 0.13.)' The results indi-
cate that an increase in monthly costs was not necessarily dependent upon
an increase in net worth or cash payment-expenditure. In other words,
the amount of changes in net worth or payments versus expenditures had
little influenée on. the size of the change in monthly costs that respondents

experienced.
Effects of Economic Upgrading

The findings of Chapter II indicated that the majority of the respondent
relocatees upgraded their housing economically (Table 12). ©Not all of these
relocatees upgraded voluntarily (Table 16). Nevertheless, more of them
voluntarily upgraded beyond the value of a comparable replacement dwelling

than did so involuntarily.
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Table 31. Comparison of net worth and cash payment—-expenditure
changes with change in monthly cost

Measure of financial
effect

Change in monthly cost

Not

Increased Decreased determined Total
number =—-——ee—meee-
Change in net worth
Increased 115 15 2 132
Decreased 9 1 0 10
Not determined 26 2 1 29
Payments versus expenses
Payments greater than exp. 106 16 1 123
Payments less than exp. 18 0 0 18
Not determined : 26 2 2 30
All respondents 150 18 3 - 171
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The financial effects of economic upgrading, voluntary and involuntary,
are presented in this chapter. The measures used were (1) change in monthly
costs, (2) payments versus cash expenditures; and (3) opinions of the re-
spondents. These measures were:- cross-tabulated with economic changes in
housing. | |

Chances in monthly costs reflect, in part, the changes that respondent
relocatees made in their housing debt. The other monthly costs reflect the
changes in transPOftation and utility>expenses.l When cross~tabulated
with economic change in housing, significant differences appeared for both
original owners and tenants (Table 32). Such differences were primarily
due to the fact that most of those who failed to upgfade decreased their
monthly costs, whereas those who upgraded, either voluntarily dr invol-
_ untarily, increésed their monthly costs. Table 33 shows monthly cost
differentials for each of these groups. The mean differentials for those
who failed to upgrade or-ﬁho involuntarily upgraded were considerably
smaller than for those who voluntarily upgraded. However, all three
groups showed an increaée in monthly costs resulting from the relocation
experience.

The cross—tabulations of economic change in housing with‘the other
two ﬁeasures, i.e., payments versus cash expenses and opinions of finan-
cial effect, failed to yield significant differences for either original
owners or temants. Table 32 shows the results of these cross—tabulations.
Table 33 shows the dollar differential between payments received and cash
expendéd for both original owners and tenants. Original owners who vol-
untarily upgraded had the smallest mean differential of the three upgraded

groups. This group obviously banked less cash than the other two groups.
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Table 32, Level of finéncial effect of relocation on original
owner and tenant respondents, by type of economic change
in housing

Economic change in housing
Type of financial effect/ * Upgraded Upgraded
original tenure of respondent? voluntarily involuntarily Other Total

T s ——-number———————— e
Original owner b
Change in monthly costs
Increased 52 11 8 71
Decreased 2 0 9 11
Not determined 2 ' 0 1 3
Payments vs. cash expenses _
Paym'ts. greater than exp. 38 9 17 64
Paym'ts. less than exp. 5 0 1 6
Not determined 13 2 0 15
Opinions of financial effect
Improved 10 3 7 20
Worsened - 28 3 5 36
About same - 18 5 5 28
Didn't know 0 0 1 1
All original owners 56 11 18 85
Original tenant c - :
Change in monthly costs
Increased 36 21 21 78
Decreased 2 0 6 8
Payments vs. cash expenses
Paym'ts. greater than exp. 23 14 22 59
Paym'ts. less than exp. 9 1 3 13
Not determined - 6 "6 2 14
Opinions of financial effect
Improved 7 3 8 18
Worsened 11 6 12 29
About same 18 12 7 37
Not determined 2 0 0 2
All original tenants 38 21 27 86

#The x? tests excluded the "Not determined" and 'Didn't know" data
cells.

b2 o 28.96%*%; x2 1 = 9.21; 2 d.f.
°x2 = 8.23%; 2 ;o = 5.99; 2 d.f,
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Table 33. Monthly cost éﬁd cash payment—éxpenditure differentials,
by type of economic change and original tenure of

respondent

Economic change in housing

Measure of financial effect/ Upgraded

Upgraded

orig. tenure of respondenta voluntarily involuntarily Other Total

T " __dollars

Original owner
Change in monthly costs

Mean 73
Minimum ; - 37
" Maximum . 394
Median - 61
Payments less cash expenses ;
Mean 6,985
Minimum - 5,739
Maximum 15,105
| Median : 7,210

Original tenant
Change in monthly costs '
Mean : I 76

Minimum A ! - 16
Maximum : : 188
Median 75
Payment less cash expenses
Mean . - 185
Minimum - - 6,370
Maximum 1,500
Median 292

25

1
75
22

9,997
7,479
12,713
9,535

51
9
127
49

946
- 221
1,735
940

12
- 19
54
4

9,522
1,533
16,830
8,981

21

- 99
110
14

591

- 1,093
1,621
673

54
- 37
394
43

8,003
~5,739

16,830

8,580

53
- 99
188
53

320
-6,370
1,735
549

8yalves were based on all respondents in Table 32, except those not

determined.
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Original tenants who voluntarily upgraded actually spent more cash on
the average than they received in relocation payments. The reverse was

true for the other two groups of tenants.
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CHAPTER V

ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RELOCATION .

BY TYPE OF RELOCATEE

This cﬁapter bfings together findings of the previous.four chapters
and relates them to selected characteristics of the respondent ﬁouseholds
and heads of household. It was expected that the amount of economic up-
grading, change in monthly costs, change in net worth, amount of payments
received versus cash expended, éﬁaﬁrespondect opinion of financial effects
would vary according to the age and race or nationality of heads of house-
hold as well as the number and type of persons in the households. Tc
determine if significant variations occurred, cross-tabulations were made
between the frequency distributions of respondents by types of character-
istic and those of respondents by types of relocatioc effect. Ihe Chi-
square (X2) statistic was used to determine whether the differences in
these distributions were due to more than chance variations. (Because
several of the distributions have cell values that are less than five,
the‘Chi—square (Xz) values for those distributions are of questionable
value. Also, the ''mot determined" and "don't know" cells were excluded
from the X2 calculations.) Combined distributions of original owners
and tenants were tested for significant variations, because no differences
were expected due to tenure. Also, the data in other chapters have been

analyzed according to original tenure.:
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Effects of Economic Upgrading

The financial effects of economic ubgrading according to éharacter—
istics of the respondents are presented in Table 34. As shown, the
respondents Qere divided into the three groups previously_used to analyze
the economic éhange in housing: (1) those who upgraded voluntarily,

(2) those who upgraded involuntarily, and (3) those who did not upgrade.

The eviaence indicates that the age distributions of the three
levels of economic upgrading are independent of each other; i.e., the
variations among them are statistically significant. Most of those who
involuntarily upgraded or failed to upgrade their housing were at least
50 years old (Table 34). In contrast, most of those Who‘voluntarily up-
graded were under 50 years old. It may be that those over 50 had less
need or incentive to upgrade their houéing beyond the value of comparable
replacement housing. Since their children were grown, many of them did
"not need a dwelling quite as large as that taken for right of way.

Cross-tabulations by race or nationality background indicate that the
majority of those who involuntarily upgraded or failed to hpgrade were
non—Anglos (Table 34). Onl& 29 (38 pefcent) of the non-Anglos voluntarily
upgraded beyond the comparable replacement value. On the other hand,

65 (68 percent) of the Anglos voluntarily upgraded. Apparently, the
Anglos had more financial means or incurred more debt to upgrade volun-
tarily than did the non-Anglos. (See Appendix Tables 13 and 14 for cross-
tabulations of age of head of héusehold, with race or nationality of head
of household, and also these two characteristics crdss—tabulated with

the number of persons per household as well as type of persons within

household.)
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Table 34, Economic change in housing, by selected characteristlcs of

respondent
o » , Economic change in housing
Characteristic : Upgraded Upgraded
of respondent voluntarily involuntarily Other Total
, S e ——————— number —-—
- Age of head of household®
Less than 40 years 33 ‘11 .8 52
40 - 49 22 2 10 34
50 or more years b 39 19 27 85
Race or mnationality of head
Anglo - 65 13- 17 95
Non-Anglo c 29 19 28 76
Number of persons in household
1 10 11 10 31
2 29 4 16 49
3 27 5 5 37
4 or more 28 12 14 54
Persons in household
Head without spouse
Alone 8 S11 10 29
Children and/or others 16 6 11 33
Head with spouse
Spouse only 22 2 10 34
Children and/or others 48 13 14 75
All respondents 94 32 45 171

3x2 = 17.73%%; x2 o) = 13.28; 4 d.f.
b2 = 17.15%%; x2 oy = 9.21; 2 d.f.
©x2 = 25.82%%; x2 oy = 16.81; 6 d.f.
412 = 25,56%%; x2 = 16.81; 6 d.f.
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Cross-tabulations according-to,the-number of persons living in a
household revealed that householdsrwith more than two persons volun-
tarily upgraded more readily than those with one or two persons (Table 34).
 Those with larger families needed larger dwellings, and the relocation
-assistance program encouraged them’ to obtain such housing.

Finally, cross-tabulations according to type of persons with
household indicated that those households that had a head of hoﬁse with
a spouse, particularly those with children, were more likely to volun-
tarily upgrade than those households that had a head of house with no
spouse, especially if he lived alone (Tabie 34). The latter group was
less likely to have the financial means to voluntarily upgrade tﬁan the

former group.
Changes in Monthly Costs

The changes in monthly costs that reflect changes in housing and
bperatihg Costs were cross—tabulated with the before mentioned charac—
teristics of households and heads of households (Table 35). No signifi-
cant variations in the number frequencies were found. Howéver, the
.results show that a higher percentage of the dlder or non-Anglos heads
of house decreased their monthly costs thanbwas the case for the younger
or Anglo heads of house. The same was true for the smaller households or
households with heads having no spouse.

From a monthly cash flow point of view, most relocatees of every

characteristic analyzed were worse off financially.
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Table 35, Change in,monthly costs, by selected characteristics of

. respondentd
Change in monthly costs
Characteristic Decrease Not
of respondent ' Increased or same determined Total
- number - -
Age of head of household
Less than 40 years 50 2 0 52
40 - 49 29 3 2 34
50 or more years 71 13 1 85
Race or nationality of head
Anglo 84 8 3 95
NonaAngl.o ‘ 66 10 0 . 76
Number of persons in household
1 : : 26 4 1 : 31
2 : 40 9 0 49
3 34 2 1 37
4 or more : 50 3 1 54
Persons in household
Head without spouse
Alone . 24 4 1 29
Children and/or others 30 1 33
Head with spouse ’ ' :
Spouse only 28 6 -0 ’ 34
Children and/or others 68 6 1. 75
All respondents 150 18 3 171

qThe monthly costs include house payments, utility expenses,
and transportation expenses.
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Changes in Net Worth

The changes in net worth were defined as all felocatidn payments,
not. including original property payment, less expenses fqr home repairs
and improvements, looking for a replaceﬁent dwelling, moving of furnitgre
and personal pfoperty,‘and miscellaneous expenses direcfly related to the
move. Changes in net worth were cross-tabulated with all of the above
mentioned respondent characteristics (Table_36). The only cross-tabu-—
lation that revealed significant differences was that by type of persons
in household. Households experiencing a decrease in net worth were those
that had heads with a spouse, especially those couples who had no children
or no others living with them.

In the case of the other cross-tabulations, those who had a decrease
in net worth were usually 50 years or over, Anglos, and two living together.
Most of fhese respondents received only moving payments, because their
original dwellings were of higher values than that of comparable replace-

ment dwellings.
Payments Received versus Cash Expended

The cash balances were used to determine the extent to which‘respondents
received more cash payments than they paid out in‘relocation expenses. The
cash payments not only included relocation pa&ments, but also the amount of
equity that owners had in their original dwelling. The cash expenses in-
cluded the downpayment on a replacement dwelling, looking and moving

expenses, repair and improvement expenses, and miscellaneous expenses.
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Table 36. Change in neﬁ worth, by selected characteristics of

respondent
7 Change in net worth
Characteristic ' , Not
of respondent v Increase Decrease determined Total

- number--———~—=———————

Age of head of household _ ‘
8 ' 52

Less than 40 years 41 3
40 - 49 29 0 5 34
50 or more years 62 7 16 85
Race or nationality of head
Anglo 68 9 18 95
Non-Anglo 64 1 11 76
Number of persons in household ' :
1 o 24 0 7 31
2 37 6 6. 49
3 24 3 10 37
4 or more ' 47 1 6 " 54
Persons in household?
Head without spouse
Alone : 22 0 7 29
Children and/or others 30 0 3 33
Head with spouse
Spouse only 24 6 4 34
Children and/or others 56 4 15 75
All respondents 132 10 29 171

82 = 11.65%%; x2 57 = 11.35; 3 d.f; excludes the '"Not determined"

data cells.
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A cross—tabulationAof the above number frequencies with those of
the respondent characteristics yielded differences that'were not statis-
tically different (Table 37). Nevertheless, the tendency was that a
. §reater percentage of the larger households, younger heads of house, or
heads of house with a Spouse experlenced a reduction in cash balances
than did the opposlte types. But most of the groups showed only a small
percentage of respondents who had negative cash balances as a result of

relocation.
Respondents' Opinions of Financial Effects

The financial effects of relocation were measured iﬁ terms of the
opinions expressed by respondents. Their opinions, cross-tabulated with
seleéted characteristics revealed no significént differences (Table 38).
Yet there was a tendency for a higher percentage of respondents with
older or Anglo heads of house, wiﬁh larger hbuseﬁolds, or with heads of
house having a spouse to have the opinion that their relocation experience
had a negative financial effect. But less than 50 percent of respondents
in any of the groups indicated an overall negative financial effect.
About the samé number of each group indicated that the relocation experience
had no financial impact on them. Less than one-third of those in each
group thought that the relocation experience had improved their overall

financial position.
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Table 37. Level of payments received versus cash expendltures,
by selected characterlstlcs of respondent .

Level of paym'ts. vs. cash expenses

Characteristic of Greater Equal/less - Not
respondent - ‘than exp.  than exp. determined Total
: . _ number
Age of head of household v
Less than 40 years - 35 9 8 52
40 - 49 T 26 2 ) 34
50 or more years ' 62 7 16 85
Race or nationality of head v
Anglo 65 11 19 95
Non-Anglo _ 58 7 11 76
Number of persons in household :
1 7 23 1 -7 31
2 ' ' 38 5 6 49
3 20 6 11 37
4 or more : _ 42 6 6 54
Persons in household
Head without spouse ,
Alone 21 1 7 29
Children and/or others 26 4 3 33
Head with spouse - . :
Spouse only 26 4 4 34
Children and/or others - 50 9 16 75
All respondents ' 123 18 30 171
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Table 38. Respondent opinions of overall financial effects, by
selected characteristics of respondent

Opinion of financial effect:

- Characteristic = ' About Not
of respondent ‘ Improved same Worse determineéd Total
———=———==——— pnumber -
Age of head of household
Less than 40 years 11 23 16 2 52
40 ~ 49 ' 9 10 15 0 34
50 or more years 18 32 34 1 85 .
Race or nationality of head
Anglo , 20 37 - 38 0 95 5
Non-Anglo 18 28 27 3 76
Number of persons in household , _
1 12 9 9 1 31
2 9 22 18 0 49
3 8 14 14 1 37
4 or more 9 20 24 1 54
Persons in household
Head without spouse .
Alone 11 8 9 1 29
Children and/or others 8 16 9 0 33
Head with spouse , -
Spouse only : 5 13 16 0 - 34
Children and/or others 14 28 - 31 2 75
All respondents 38 65 65 3 171
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'CHAPTER VI
OTHER FACTSiAND OPINIONS CONCERNING DISPLACEMENT EXPERIENCES

This chapter of the report presénts other facts and opinions of
the relocatees concerning their displacement experiehcés. These find-
ings are presented and discussed under the fqllowing headings:

(1) Information and Public Participation Relating to Proposed Freeway;
(2) Selection of Replacement Dwelling, Neighborhood; and Community;
(3) Evaluation of Relocation Assistance Programs; and (4) Attitudes

Toward Freeway and Displacement.
Information and Public Participation Relating to Proposed Freeway

Those responsible for planning and constructing freeways may be
interested in how long the respondent relocatees were or could have been
aware of the freeways that displaced them before being notified to move.
The period between the date of corridor hearing (same dafe of design
hearing for all but two projects) and the date of notification relocatioﬁ
assistance was used to indicate how long the relocatees‘éould haﬁe known
about the freeway. On the average, the length of this period was 3.0 years
for owners and 4.1 years for tenants (Table 39). Owners indicated that
they were aware of the propose& freeway an average of 3.2 years before being
notified to move. Therefore, the length of the two periods were about the
same length for owners, but such was not the case for tenants who indicated
they had known about the freeway an average of only 1.1 years. In other
words, they could have known about the freeway for a much longer period

than they did. This was mainly due to the fact that they had not lived in
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Table 39. Length of time that relocatees were or could have been
aware of freeway before being notified to move, by
original tenure of respondent

Time Original tenure of fespondent

period : Owner Tenant. Total
————————— number-- —

Time between corridor hearing and
. X . . a
notificiation of relocation assistance

Less than 1 year 0 0 0
1 to 3 years 53 41 94
3 to 5 years .19 9 28
5 or more years 13 36 49
Mean years 7 3.0 4.1 3.5
Median years 2.5 3.2 2.8
Minimum years 1.3 1.4 1.3
Maximum years 7.2 12.4 12.4

Time knew about freeway before

notified to move
Less than 1 year 9 45 54
1 to 3 years 39 28 67
3 to 5 years 15 ' 2 17
5 or more years 19 5 24
Didn't know 3 6 9
Mean years 3.2 1.1 2.2
Median years 2.0 .5 1.0
Minimum years .1 .1 .1
Maximum years 14.0 8.0 14.0

All respondents 85 86 171

82 = 15.89%%; X201 = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring zero cells

b o ;

]
]

44,91 %%, x201. 13.28; 4 d.f.
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their original dwellings very long (Table 3); In fact,vmost of them
became aware of the ffeeway some time after moving into the dwellings to
be taken for right of ﬁay. Had they known befOrehand, they mighf.notlhave
moved into a dwelling designated for right of way.

The relocatees became informed of the required move in various
ways (Table 40). The three primary sources of initial-information were:

(1) city, county, or THD personnel, (2) neighbors, and (3) landlords.

The principal source of information was neighbors for owners and landlords
fdr tenants. Very'few of the relocatees were informed of the move through
the news media, and only 30 percent were informed of the mové through
official sources.

Very few of the relocatees participated in any action for or against
the freeway before or after receiving notification of relocation assistance,
(Table 40). Only four attended public hearings or méefings. Five others
took other actions. Most of these relocatees were owners. Nine relocatees,
seven of which were tenants, indicated that they didn't know about the
freeway in time to take any appropriate action. However, one might conclude
that very few of the relocatees objec?ed to the freeway enough to take offi-

cial action to prevent its construction.
Selection of Replacement Dwelling, Neighborhood and Community

Most of the relocatees used more than one source of information in
which to find available replacement housing. Newspapers, real estate
agents, and individuals proved to be the most commonly used sources.
Owners relied heavily upon real estate agents, and tenants relied heavily

upon newsPapérs. Only about one-third of the relocatees indicated that
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Table 40. Sources of information and actions concerning freeway‘that
caused displacement, by original tenure of respondent

Information/actions _ Original tenure of respondent
concerning freeway Owner Tenant - Total
———————— number —

. . . a
How first informed of required move

City, county, THD personnel 20 30 50
Neighbors 28 10 38
Landlord ‘ 0 32 32
Appraiser or surveyor , » 8 4 12
News media : 6 2 8
Other ' 21 7 28
Didn't remember 2 1 3

. ' . b
Actions taken concerning freeway

- Attended public hearings or meetings 3 1 4
Other actions 4 1 5
Didn't know in time 2 7 9
Took no action : 76 77 153

All respondents 85 86 171

82 = 53,19%%; XZO = 16.81; 6 d.f.
.01

Before notification of relocation assistance. Between dates of
notification and move, eight relocatees took some sort of action.
All but one were owners. :
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they obtained replacement housing information from THD contacts, visits,
or mailings. THD sources were used more by owners than by tenants.

Owners and tenants alike indicated that they spent many hours looking
for a replacement dwelling. Over 70 percent visited six or more dwellings

~in the process of selecting a replacemént dwelling (Table 41). Forty-six
percent of the relocatees, méinly owners, revisited one or more dwellings.
Therefore, many of them had a difficult time selecting their replacement
dwelling.

Lingering on the minds of many of the relocatees were certain physical
features of their original dwellings. Those features most commonly
missed were as follows (Table 42): (1) more rooms or space; (2) indoor
features such as a basement, stairs, fireplace, built-ins, or central heat
ér air; or (3) outdoor features such as a yard, trees, garden, orchard, or
patio. Owners missed the floor plan a;d outdoor features much more than
tenants.

Many of the relocatees were seeking to find a replacement dwelling
witﬁ_a similar floor area, floor plan, indoor features, or outdoor features
as they had in the original dwelling. Many others were seeking a replace-
ment dwelling which had various features that were not present in the
original dwelling. The best liked features of the replacement dwelling
were very similar to those of the original dwelling (Table 42). But the
most commonly mentioned new features were built-ins, extra bathrooms, or
a den. More owners than tenants mentioned features such as a better home,
location, or neighborhood.

The relocatees gave various reasons, sometimes more than 6ne, for

choosing the replacement dwelling. The reasons mentioned most often were
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Table 41. Replacement housing information sources and number of
dwellings visited or revisited, by original tenure of

respondent
Replm't. housing information ‘ Original tenure of respondent
sources /number visited Owner Tenant Total
~=———=—— number--—=—————=—-
Information on available housing
Newspapers » 34 - 42 - 76
Real estate agents 44 31 75
Individuals 39 26 65
For sale signs 25 31 56
THD personnel visits 14 9 23
THD mailings 13 8 21
Contacted THD office 7 7 14
Advertising for dwelling 3 4 7
All responses 179 158 337
Number of dwellings visited
None 1 2 3
' 1 7 11 18
2 6 3 9
3 4 1 5
4 2 4 6
5 2 4 6
6 or more 63 61 124
All respondents , 85 86 171
Number of dwellings revisited
None 20 26 46
1 22 24 46
2 .17 15 32
3 10 9 19
4 3 3 6
5 2 2 4
6 or more ' 10 7 17
Didn't remember 1 0 1
All respondents 85 86 171
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Table 42. Features of original dwelling missed most and features
best liked, reasons for choice, and permanence of
selection of replacement dwelling, by original tenure of

respondent
Factors in selection of Original tenure of respondent
replacement dwelling Owner Tenant Total
———————f—number—*——-————————
Features of original dwelling mlssed most ' :
More rooms Or space 13 19 32
Basement, stairs, fireplace, bu11t~1ns,
or central air or heat 17 14 31
Yard, trees, garden, orchard, ox patio 19 9 28
Floor plan 15 6 21
Better dwelling 12 8 20 -
Location, neighborhood, or privacy 8 10 18
Other features 6 3 9
Missed no part of it 12 19 31
All responses ' 102 88 190
Features of replm't dwelling best liked :
More rooms or space .21 - 18 -39
Central air or heat, built-ins,
extta bath, or den 20 15 35
‘Brick const., garage, shop, or larger lot 19 12 31
Better location or neighborhood 17 8 25
Better home 14 9 23
Floor plan A : 6 9 15
Other features ' 7 8 15
Like nothing about it 3 13 16
All responses 107 92 199
Reasons for choosing replm't dwelling '
Best could find for price 18 24 42
Good neighborhood 15 14 29
Best dwelling of those available 16 9 25
Convenient to work 15 9 24
Convenient to relatives or friends 11 5 16
Convenient to schools 6 8 14
Same neighborhood 7 6 13
Convenient to doctor, hospltal, church
or busline 6 6 12
To be rural area out of city 6 5 11
Convenient to shopping 7 3 10
Better quality dwelling or neighborhood 3 6 9
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Table 42. (Continued)

Factors in selection of Original tenure of respondent
replacement dwelling Owner Tenant ‘Total

Reasons for choosing replm't dwelling

(continued) )
Housing cost less 3 5 8
Like this area of town i3 3 6 i
Other reasons or didn't know 13 13 26
All responses : ' 129 116 245 i
Moved directly into permanent
_hou,singa
Yes 78 52 130
Nb, because:
Not satisfied with dwelling or
location : 2 11 13
Bought later or looking for home
to buy : 1 13 14
Other reasons : ‘ 3 7 10
No reason given 1 3 4

All respondents 85 86 171

82 = 24.31%%; X,, = 9:455 4 d.f.
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as follows (Table 42)2 (1) best could find for price, (2) good neigh-
borhood, (3) best dwelling of those available, (4) convenient to work,
or (5) convenient to relatives or friends. The first reason was men-

tioned more often by tenants than by oﬁners, ‘The reverse was true for
the'other four reasons.  All thé locational reasons combined were ver&
important to both owners and tenants.

Perhaps an indication of just how well the relocateeé were satisfied
with their réplacement dwellings would be the number of them that moved
directly into what they considered as permanent housing. According to
Table 42, 76 percent answered affirmatively to such an inquiry. More of
the owners (92 percent) than tenants (60 percent) moved into permanent
housing. The most common reason that ténants gave for not moving into
permanent housing was either that they were not satisfied with the re-
plgcement dwelling or location or that they bought later or wete looking
for one tb buy. |

Another indication of whether the relocatees were satisfied with
the replacement dwelling or location was the number preferring the commun-
ity services at the replacement,locationrmore than those at the original
location (Table 43). Thirty-three percent preferred the replacement
location, and 18 percent, especially owners, preferred the original lo-
cation. More of therwners than ténants preferred the original location.
But almost one-half of the relocatees, mainly tenants, indicated that the
community services were about the same at both places. More of the tenants
relocated near their original dwelling than did owners. The availability

of churches, hospitals, schools, libraries, or parks was given, mainly by
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Table 43. Preferred location and reasons with fespect to
community services available, by original tenure of

respondent
Community services: preferred Original tenure of respondent

location and reasons ‘ Owner Tenant Total

Preferred locatibn

Much prefer replm't. location 21 20 41
Somewhat prefer replm't location "9 7 16
About same at both locations 36 47 83
Somewhat prefer orig. location 6 6 12
Much prefer orig. location 12 6 18
Didn't know 1 0 1
-All respondents : : 85 86 171

Reasons preferred replm't.location
Churches, hospitdls, schools,

library, or parks 6 8 14
Shopping facilities 8 3 11
Bus service 3 8 11
Neighborhood or traffic conditions 7 4 11
Street condition, lighting, parking, or

drainage 5 2 7
Fire or police protection 3 3 6
Other reasons 2 4 6

All responses 34 32 66
Reasons preferred original location
Churches, hospitals, schools, library

or parks ‘ 2 6 6
Street condition, lighting, parking,

or drainage 4 2 6
Fire or police protection 3 3 6
Bus service 4 1 5
Shopping facilities 2 2 4
Neighborhood or traffic conditions 3 1 4
Utilities 4 0 4
Other reasons 1 2 3

All responses 23 15 38
All respondents 85 86 171
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tenants, as the primary reason for preferring eifher location. The
availability of shopping facilities, bus service, or néighborhood or
traffic conditions were also important reasons given for preferring the
replacement location. On the other hand, fire or police protection,
street conditons, lighting, parking or drainage'were important reasons
giveh for preferring the original location.

Changing the location of dwelling caused many of the relocatees to
also change the location of certain neighborhood or community activities:
(Appepdix Table 15). This was especially true in the case of the shopping
center most used. Sixty-three percent of the relocatees, mainly owners,
changed shopping centers due to the move. One-fourth of them changed the
location of their bank account and church membership.

Many of the relocatees who changed the location of cértain neighbor-
hood or community activities automatically changed the travel distance to
facilities housing these activities (Appendix Table 16). The distance
to facility was increased for some relocatees and decreased for others.
The distance to the bank, church building, doctor's office, place of
employment for head of house, parks most used, homes of relatives and
friends, and bus stop was gréater for more relocatees than the number that
it was less for.y On the other hand, the distance to shopping center,
schools, and movie house most used was less for more relocatees than it
was greater for. However, the number of relocatees having to travel
greater distances to these facilities was fairly evenly matched by the
number having to travel smaller distances to the same facilities.

Finally, many relocatees_moved into different neighborhoods and

experienced a change in various neighborhood conditions (Appendix Table 17).
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Over one;half of the relocatees indicated that the éonditibn of homes

ana other buildings and the condition of lawns and yards were better

in the new neighborhood than the 6ld.ﬁeighborhood.  About 45 percent
thought that the replacement neighborhoodrstreets were in better condi-
tion compared to 35 percent who thdught they were in worse condition,
Over 50 percent of the relocatees, mainly tenants, thought there was

less undesirable business activity and less air pollution in the re-
placemént neighborhood compared to the original neighborhood. The number
of relocatees who thought that there were more traffic hazards and noise
in the replacement neighborhood was greater than the number who thought
otherwise.

In general, it might be concluded that the relocatees had a fairly
difficult time choosing a replacement dwelling, neighBorhood, and community
to live that was best suited for them. But their first selection was con-
sidered a permaneﬁt choice for a large majority of them. Most of the
relocatees upgraded neighborhoods, and many had to change the location

of certain activities, especially shopping.
Evaluation of Relocation Assistance Programs

The relocation programs gave relocatees three months (90 days) from
the date of notification of relocation assistance to find a replacement
dwelling and vacate the property to be taken for right of way. At the
discretion of the THD, relocatees could have a longer period in which to
relocate. In the case of the study relocatees, 63 percent took three
months or more to move (Iable 44). The average length of time that owners

took to move was twice that taken by tenants, 6.1 months compared to 3.0
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Table 44. Actual versus preferred moving time after réceiving
official notification to move, by original tenure of

respondent
Actual/preferred ' Original tenure of respondent
moving time Owner Tenant Total
-;—-—-f-e——-number————;———————
Actual moving time?
Moved before notified L 0 13 - 13
Less than 3 months : 138 -32 50
3 to 4 months 7 9 16
4 to 6 months 24 - 16 40
6 or more months ' 36 16 52
Mean months 6.1 3.0 C 4.6
Median months _ 4.5 : 2.8 4,2
Minimum months .5 -9.7 -9.7
Maximum months - 18,5  16.6 18.5
Preferred moving time
Less than 3 months 5 - 17 22
3 to 4 months 38 31 69
4 to 6 months , - 14 - 11 25
6 or more months 26 25 51
Didn't know 2 4
‘Mean months 6.9 5.6 6.2
Median months ' 3.0 3.0 3.0
Minimum months ' 2.0 1.0 1.0
Maximum months 120.0 90.0 120.0
All respondents f 85 86 171

8rime between date of notification of available relocation assistance
and date of move.

D2 o 26.46%%; x2 = 13.27; 4 4.f.
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ﬁonths. Thirteen tenants moved before the dafe of official notification.
of ‘available relocation assistance.

Most of the relocatees preferred to have a longer périod of time to
move than what they actually took. They used an average of 4.6 months fo
move, but preferred 6.2 months to move (Table 44). Tenants preférred to
have almost twice the time they took to move.

The relocatees were asked to indicate the services ofvthe THD that
were the most helpful to them in getting relocated. Many of their
responsés were not very specific. For instance, 22 percent mentioned the
generél courtesy and helpfulness of the THD personnel (Table 45). On the
other hand, 15 percent mentioned that the THD kept them informed or fur-
nished lists of available ;eplacement housing. Also, 12 percént mentioned
that thé THD helped them find a dwelling or arranged for a mover. Another
11 peréent indicated that the THD was very helpful in explaining relocation
benefits or answering questions. But many others either didn't know which
of the services rendered were the mosf helpful or mentioned none.

As a follow-up question, the relocatees were asked to indicate what
information or services -should have béen provided by the THD. Sixteen
percent of the relocatees responded that they needed more detailed infor-
mation pertaining to the reldcation program (Table 45). Another 12 percent,
mainlyAtenants, responded that they needed more assistance in finding
housing or a mover. But the majority of them either indicated that no
other services or information was needed or indicated that they didn't
know what additional service or inforﬁation should have been provided.
The responses to the above question were similar for respondents of all

ages and races or nationality backgrounds,
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Table 45. Types of services most helpful, types of information
: or services that should have been provided, and contacts

made by relocatees, by original tenure of respondent.

Types of information/ _ -Originai tenure of respondent
services/contacts Owner Tenant Total
numb et ——~————==

Services most helpful _ v
Courtesy or helpfulness - 16 21 37

. Kept informed or furnished lists :
of housing 8 17 25
Helped find dwelling or arranged , v
for mover 10 11 21
) Explained benefits or answered
questions 12 6 18
Others, didn't know, or none a 49 45 94
All responses 95 100 195

Information or services that should
have been provided

More detailed information : 12 15 27

More assistance in finding housing o :
or mover 7 - 14 21
. Others, didn't know, or none 68 62 130
All responses 87 91 178

: . Contacts made by relocatees

Informed THD of replm't. selection 24 - 23 47
Requested information _ 16 - 18 34
Applied for hardship 12 9 - 21
Others or none 7 46 47 93
All responses _ 113 103 216
All respondents - 85 86 171
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The THD relocation offices kept a log of the contacts made by the
relocatees which was reviewed by TTI researchers. The types of confacts
made by reiocatees are summarized in Table 45. ‘Neariy one—third of their
contacts were to inform the THD of that they had selected a dwelling and
wanted it inspected to obtain relocation assistance payments. -Twenty
percent of their contacts were requests for certain information. Nine
percent requested that their case be handled on a hardship basis,.allowing
them to settle with the THD and to receive their relocation money sooner than
planned. Some of the relocatees hated to sit and wait their turn, after
the first neighbor moved. They compiained that the vacant'houses caused
undesirable activity wighin the neighborhood.

The respondent relocatees were asked to indicate what they thought
were the main good points of the financial assistance given them under
the relocation programs. About one-third mentioned the rent;'hqusing, or
downpayment supplement (Table 46). Fifteen percent mentioned the moving
supplement. A response closely akin to the first was given by 15 percent
of the respondents who indicated that the payments helped them purchase or
replace a dwelling. Several ‘mentioned the prompt aﬁd fair payment that they
receiQed. Others mentioned the whole program or the money received. A
fairly large number either didn't know or indicated no good points of the
financial program.

Following the prior question, the relocatees were asked to offer
suggestions for improving the financial assistance program. Only about
one~third gave a suggestion (Table 46). The others had no'suggestions or
didn't know enough about the program to offer any. But the three primary

suggestions were as follows: (1) increase the housing or moving supplement,
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Table 46. Evaluation of financial assistance program, by original

tenure of respondent

Evaluation of financial

Original tenure of respondent

assistance program . Owner . Tenant  Total
T umber-
Main good points of program?
Rent, housing, or downpaym't
'supplement 16 39 55
Moving supplement 18 7 25
Helped purchase or replace dwelling 11 13 24
Prompt and fair payment 10 6 16
Whole program 10 3 13
Money received 8 4 12
Others, none, or didn't know 29 25 54
All responses 102 97 199
Suggestions for improving programb
Increase housing or moving supplement 11 7 18
More prompt payments 10 5 15
Pay more money for home 13 1 14
Others, none, or didn't know 59 73 132
All respoﬁses 93 86 179
85 86 171

All respondents

8,2 = 20,91%%; x201 = 16.80; 6 d.f.
bx2 = 14.07%%; xz =

11.30; 3 d.f.
.01 _

111




(2) make more prompt payments, and (3) pay more money for home. The iast
suggestion involves more than the relocation program, but these relocatees
were dissatisfied enough to mention it anyway. The responses to the above
question»were about the same regardless of age and race or nationality of
thevrespoﬁdent. |

Another question was asked the respondents to obtain their evaluation
of the overall relocation program. Seventy-five percent responded that
they thought that it was a very good or good program (Table 47); Nine-
teen percent gave it a so-so rating. Only five pércent labeled it a bad
or very bad program. Such a response perhaps explains why so many had no
suggestions for improving the program. The responses to the above question
were the same regardless of tenure, age, or race or nationality of the
respondent. Also, no significant.differences in the responses were obtained
when grbss—tabulated with economic change in the relocatees' housing, level
of payments less cash expenditures to relocatees, or the relocatees' opinions
of financial effect of the relocation experiénce.

It might be concluded that most of the relocatees were satisfied with
the information, services, gnd payments provided by the relocation programs.
About 10 percent thought that the relocgtion payments should be increased.
Most of the relocatees would have preferred more time; six months on the

average, to relocate.

Attitudes Toward Freeway and Displacement

The respondent relocatees' attitudes toward the proposed freeway in
relation to the relocation program were indicated by their responses to
several questions asked them. Before the relocatees were notified that

relocation assistance was available to them, 29 percent were in favor of the
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Table 47. Overall évalﬁation of
tenure of respondent

relocation pfogram, by original

Overall evaluation of

Original tenure of respondent

relogation,program Owner Tenant Total
e — e ——

Very good program 32 30 62
Good " 32 35 67
So-50 " 16 16 32
Bad " 2 2 4
Very bad " 3 2 5
Didn't know 0 1 1

All respondents 85 86

171
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ffeeway and 25 percent were against the freeway (Table 48). . The ofher
46 percent were either indifferent toward it or didn't rgmgmber how they
felt. Aftér being notified that reiocation assisﬁance:was‘available, 41
percent were in favor of the freeway and 19 percent were against the
freeway (Table 48). Forty percent were indifferent of didn‘t-remember
how they felt. Thefefore, the newé that relocatioﬁ assistance would be
available to them changed théirrattitude to be in favor of‘the frééway
instead of being.against it. This change in attitude occurred more fre-
quently among non-Anglos than it did among Anglos (Appendix Table 19).
But the change was about the same regardless of age of relocatee (Appendix
Table 20).

Several other questions revealed the relocatees attitudesrtoward
being displaced by a freeway. Nearly two-thirds of the relocétees were
either very upset or mildly upset upon receiving news that they would have
tovmove (Table 49). The otheér one-third were very pleased, mildly pleased,
filled with mixed emotions, or could not remember how they felt when they
received the news of the impending move. More tenants than owners were
. upset. Those who were at least 50 years old were more likely to be upset

than those who were under 50 years of age (Appendix Table 20). But the
responses by race or nationality were not different (Appendix Table 19),
The primary reasons for reacting as the relocatees did were as follows
(Table 49): (1) didn't want to move, (2) had home paid for or was paying
cheap rent, (3) liked home or neighbors, and (4) uncertainty and worry
_about finding another home.

The relocatees' reactions to news of the required move varied
significantly with the length of time that they knew about the freeway

before notification of the move (Table 50). A higher proportion of the
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Table 48. Attitude toward freeway before and after notification of
relocation assistance, by original tenure of respondent

Attitude toward

Original tenure of respondent

freeway Owner Tenant Total
number- ————
Before notification of
relocation assistance :
Favored freeway - 30 20 50
Against freeway 22 21 43
Indifferent toward it 30 - ‘36 66
Didn't know 3 9 ‘12
After notification of
relocation assistance
Favored freeway 39 31 70
Against freeway 17 15 32
Indifferent toward it 26 37 63
Didn't know 1 3 3 6
All respondents - 85 171

86
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Table 49. Reaction to news of required move with reasons and
attitude toward entire relocation experience, by
original tenure of respondent

Reaction/attitude of ~Original tenure of respondent
respondent ’ Owner =  Tenant Total
_ . L ——————— numb e r——————————m—
Reaction to news of required move?
Very upset 32 30 _ 62
Mildly upset ‘ 16 34 50
Filled with mixed emotions 21 - 12 "33 .
Mildly pleased . 1 3 4
Very pleased 14 4 18
Didn't know 1 3 4 )
All respondents 85 86 171
Reasons -
Didn t want to move 30 24 54
Home paid for or cheap rent 23 : 12 35
Liked home or neighbors _ 10 24 34
Uncertainty and worry about finding : ’ o
another home ' - 14 18 32
Wanted to move from deteriorating area 15 4 19
Others or none 25 21 46
All responses 117 . 103 220
Attitude toward entire relocation
experience - : ‘
Very upset ' 6 8 14
Mildly upset 13 12 25
Had mixed emotions 13 19 32
Mildly pleased 19 15 34
Very pleased 33 ' 31 64
Didn't know 1 1 2
All respondents 85 86 171
a . ,
X" = 16.55%%; x2 = 15.09; 5 d.f.

.01




Table 50. Length of time relocatees knew about freeway, attitude ,
toward freeway, and overall evaluation of relocation program, -
by reaction to news of move

» - , Reaction to news of move
Time/attitude/program ' Mixed ' Didn't
-evaluation Upset emotions Pleased Know Total

number
Time knew about freeway before '
notification of move?

Less than 1 year 41 8 5 -0 54
1 to 3 years 40 - 16 . 9 2 67
3 to 5 years 9 7 1 0 17
5 or more years 16 2 6 0 24
Didn't know 6 0 1 2 9
Attitude toward freeway before
notificatién of relocation
assistance
Favored freeway ‘ 26 9 14 1 50
Against freeway 36 6 1 0 43
. Indifferent toward freeway 40 17 7 2 66
Didn't know ' 10 - 1 0 1 12
Overall evaluation program
Good program 19 10 8 1 38
So-so program 44 15 6 0 - 65
Bad program 47 8 8 2 65
Didn't know 2 0 0 1 3
All respondents 112 33 22 4 171

ax2 = 11.96%; x2 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
.05
b 5 = 75.79%%; x2 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
X .01
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relocatees who knew about the ffeeway less than one year were'ﬁpset'than
in the caée of those who knew about the freeway fiye'or more years. Also,
the relocatees' reactions to news of the required move ﬁaried significantly
with their attitudes toward the freeway before being notified of relocation
assistance (Table 50). A higher proportion of the relocatees who faﬁored_
the freeway were pleased to hear the news of the required move than in
the case of those who wére against the freeway. Finally, the relocatee's
reactions to news of the required move were about the same regardless of
how they rated the overall effectiveness of the relocation program (Table 50).
The relocatees were questioned about their entire relocation experience
to reveal their attitude toward it. About 23 percent were either very upset
or mildly upset by the experience (Table 49). Another 19 percént had
mixed emotions. But 57 percent were either mildly pleased or very pleased
by the experience. ‘It is significant to note that 46 percent of those
who were upset when receiving the ﬁews of required move were pleased with
the entire relocation experience, indicating a considerable change in their
attitude (Table 51). None of those who were pleased to hear that they
.would have to move were upset with their relocation experience. Also, at
least one-half of relocatees who were against the freeway beforé and after
beiﬁg notified of relocation éssistance were pleased with the relocation
experience (Table 51). Almost one-half of those who gave the program
a bad rating were pleased with'the entige relocation experience (Table 51).
Cross—-tabulations of relocatees' aétitudes toward the entire relocation
experience according to race or nationality background, opinion of financial

effects of relocation, level of cash payments less cash expenses to relocatees,
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Table 51. Reaction of relocatees to news of move, attitude toward freeway,
and .overall evaluation of relocation program, by attitude
toward entire relocation experience

Attitude toward relocation experience

Reaction/attitude/ ‘Mixed Didn't
program evaluation ‘ - Upset emotions Pleased know Total
a —————e— e e nUMber-- -

Reaction to news of move '
Upset 37 23 51 1 112
Filled with mixed emotions 2 6 25 0 33
Pleased 0 -3 19 0 22
Didn't know 0 0 3 2 4

Attitude toward freeway before

notification of relocation assistance ,
Favored freeway 7 5. 38 0 50
Against freeway : 10 10 23 0 43
Indifferent toward freeway - 19 15 30 2 66
Didn't know 3 2 7 0 12

CAttitude toward freeway after c

notification of relocation assistance :
Favored freeway 9 8 - 33 0 70
Against freeway : 8 8 16 0 32
Indifferent toward freeway 20 15 26 2 63
Didn't know . 2 1 3 0 6

Overall evaluation of programd .
Good program 4 5 29 0 38
So-so program 12 15 38 0 65
Bad program ‘ 22 12 29 2 65
Didn't know 1 0 2 0 3

All respondents 39 32 98 2 171

82 = 22,23%%; x§1 = 13.30; 4 d.f; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

bx2 = 10.51%; x§5 = 9.49; 4 d.£f.; ignoring "Didn't know'" cells.

sz = 16.11%%*; x§ = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
L0l

>
)

= 12,07%; x20 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
.05
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and ecénomic change in housing revealed no significant diffgrences_in
Opiﬁions or attitudes.

To summarize, nearly two-thirds of rélocatees, mainly.tenants and
thosé af least 50 yeérs old, were upset upon receiving news of the required
move. The length of time in ﬁhiéh the relocatees knew about fhe‘freeway
before receiving notification of félocation assistance affected the pro-
portion of relocatees who were upset at the time of receiving news of the
move. Also, almost 50 percent of those who were upset upon receiving news
of the move were pleased with their entire relocation experience, indicating
a change in attitude toward the move.

-Informing the relocatées of the availability of relocation assistance
changed some of the relocatees' attitude toward the freeway. Also, at
least 50 percent of those th were against the freeway were pleased with

the entire relocation experience.
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Appendix Table 1. Standards for decent, safe, and sanitary replace-
ment dwelling, under the 1968 and 1970 relocation
programs? '

Number/DS&S standard

Minimum requirement

1.

4.

5.

Housing codes and
ordinances

Water

Kitchen requirements

Heating system

Bathroom facilities

Conforms with all applicable provisions for
existing structures that have been

established under state and local building,
plumbing, electrical, housing and occupancy
codes and similar ordinances or regulations.

Has a continuing and adequate supply of
potable safe water.

Has a kitchen or an area set aside for
kitchen use which contains a sink in good
working condition and connected to hot and
cold water, and an adequate sewage system.
A stove and refrigerator in good operating
condition ghall be provided when required
by local codes, ordinances or custom.

When these facilities are not so required
by local codes, ordinances or custom, the
kitchen area or area set aside for such
use shall have utility service connecting
and adequate space for the installation of
such facilities.

Has an adequate heating system in good
working order which will maintain a minimum
temperature of 70 degrees in the living area
under local outdoor design temperature con-.
ditions. A heating system will be required
in those geographical areas where such is
not normally included in new housing. Bed-
rooms are not included in the "living area"
as referred to in this paragraph.

Has a bathroom, well lighted and ventilated
and affording privacy to a person within it,
containing a lavatory basin and a bathtub

or stall shower, properly connected to an
adequate supply of hot and cold running
water, and a flush closet, all in good
working order and properly connected to a
sewage disposal system,




Appendix Table 1. (continued)

Number/DS&S standard

Minimum requirement

6. Electrical system

7. Structurally
sound

8. Egress

9. Habitable floor
space

Has an adequate and safe wiring system and
other electrical services. When the

utility is not reasonably accessible and
is not required by local codes, ordinances
or custom, an exception may be approved by
the Regional Federal Highway Administrator
on a project basis. -

Is structurally sound, weathertight, in
good repair and adequately maintained.

Each building used for dwelling purposes
shall have a safe unobstructed means’pf
egress leading to safe open space at ground

‘level. FEach dwelling unit in a multi-

dwelling building must have access either
directly or through a common corridor to

a means of egress to open space at ground
level. In multi-dwelling buildings of three
stories or more, the common corridor on each
story must have at least two means of egress.

Has 150 square feet of habitable floor space
for the first occupant in a standard living
unit and at least 100 square feet (70 square
feet for mobile home) of habitable floor
space for each additional occupant. The
floor space is to be subdivided into suffi-
cient rooms to be adequate for the family.
All rooms must be adequately ventilated.
Habitable floor space is defined as that
space used for sleeping, living, cooking

or dining purposes and excludes such enclosed
places as closets, pantries, bath or toilet
rooms, service rooms, connecting corridors,
laundries and unfurnished attics, foyers,
storage spaces, cellars, utility rooms and
similar spaces.

85ource [25].
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Appendix Table 2. Requirements for a comparable replacement dwelling
under the 1968 and 1970 programs

Number/requirement for Program required under
comparable dwelling? . 1968 1970

1. Decent, safe and sanitary, as’
defined in Appendix Table 1 Yes Yes

2, Functionally equivalent and substantially
the same as the acquired dwelling with
respect to: (a) number of rooms, (b) area
of living space, (c) type of construction,
(d) age, and state of repair. Yes Yes

3. PFair housing-—-open to all persons regard-
less of race, color, religion, sex or
national origin and consistent with the
requirements of Title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968. ' . No Yes

4. 1In areas not generally less desirable than
the dwelling to be acquired in regard to:
(a) public utilities, and (b) public and
‘commercial facilities. Yes: Yes

5. Reasonably accessible to the relocatee's

place of employment. . Yes Yes
6. Adequate to accommodate the relocatee. No Yes
7. In an equal or better neighborhood. Yes Yes

8. Available on the market to the
displaced person. No Yes

9. Within the financial means of the - No  Yes
displaced family or individual.

450urces: [25] and Federal Instructional Memorandums 80-1-68 (dated
9-5-68) and 80-1-71 (dated 4-30-71).
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Appendix Table 3. Economic measures of housing value of original,
comparable and replacement dwellings, by
original/replacement tenure of respondent

[

Original/replacement ~_Measure of housing value
tenure of respondent Original?  ComparableP Replacement
Owner to owner ‘ Residential Purchase Purchase
value value price
Owner to tenant Residential  Purchase Calculated
' - value value purchase
price€
Tenant to tenant Greater of Rental  Actual
economic or value rent
actual rental
value
‘Tenant to owner Greater of Rental Calculated
‘ economic or value rent®
actual rental
value

2For most original properties, the residential value was the amount
that the THD paid for the property before deduction for retentions,
indebtedness, back taxes, or other closing costs. If the highest
and best use was not residential, the residential value was differ-
ent from the price paid for the property.

bThe comparable'purchase value or rent ‘was set by the THD, based on
adjusted asking prices or rents of available DS&S dwellings.

®The calculated purchase price was generated by multiplying the
actual rent for 12 months by 9.5 for single family residences or
7.5 for other dwellings. The calculated rent was obtained by
dividing the actual purchase price of the property by 12 times
9.5 for single family residences or 7.5 .for other dwellings.
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Appendix Table 4, Extent to which the original and replacement .
housing passed the DS&S standards, by orlginal
tenure of respondent

Dwelling status with
DS&S standards

e

Original owner Original tenant

Orlginal Replm't Orlginal Replm't,
dwelling dwelllng dwelllng “dwelling

Failed following:
Condition of building
Habitable floor space
Electrical system
Building codes
Plumbing fixtures
Water supply

Summary:

Failed only one

Failed two or more
Passed all standards

All respondents

—————— e — T S S ————
13 2 23 12
4 1 13 7
4 0 8 1
3 0 7 0
0 0 5 0
0 0 2 0
9 1 14 15
7 1 12 2
69 83 60 69
85 . 85 86 86

%Phe DS&S determination for original dwellings was made by TTI
researchers who reviewed the property appraisals, asked each
respondent about the condition of dwelling, and calculated the
habitable floor space requirements for the household at time of
taking. In the latter case, 70 percent of the heated area was
taken as the habitable floor area.

b
made by THD personnel.

The DS&S determination for most of the replacement dwelling was
In cases where the respondent had moved

into housing other than that inspected by THD, the TTI researchers
observed the dwellings, asked appropriate questions about the
dwelling, and calculated the habitable floor space requirements.
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Appendix Table 5. Housing value differentials for original owners
according to whether original and/or replacement
dwellings passed DS&S standards

Dwelling'statug with = = . Value of housing -
" DS&S standards . Original Replacement ~Difference

Only original not DS&S

Number 15 15 T le
Mean $ 7,120 $11,000 $ 3,879
Minimum : $ 3,587 $ 4,100 -$1,170
Maximum $12,750 $21,250 $10,975
Median _ $ 6,000 $ 8,847 $ 2,879
Both original and replm't. ,
DS&S ' c
Number 68 . 68 68
Mean Lo $10,757 $16,299 $ 5,542
Minimum $ 5,396 $ 3,790 -$ 6,000
Maximum $14,925 $34,200 822,125
Median $11,000 - $14,895 $ 4,026

There was one original owner who purchased a replacement

dwelling that was not DS&S. The replacement price was con31derably
less than the DS&S original value. Also, there was only one original
owner who had both original and replacement houses that were not
DS&S. In this case, the replacement price was greater than the
original value -

3.91%%; t o = 2.98; 14 d.f.
7.34%%; t g7 = 2,663 67 d.f.

t

[
il

t
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Appendix Table 6. Housing rent differentials for original tenants
according to whether original and/or replacement
dwellings passed DS&S standards

Dwelling status with Rent of housinga
DS&S standards Original Replacement Difference

Only original not DS&S

Number . 17 17 17
Mean $ 67 $101 $ 34P
Minimum $ 25 $ 54 -$ 2
Maximum $110 $167 $104
Median : $ 75 $ 96 ' $ 30
Only replm't.not DS&S ' _
Number 8 8 8
Mean . $113 $108 -$ 5 " -
Minimum $ 45 $ 80 -8 55
Maximum $135 $160 $ 45
Median $125 $100 -$ 6
Both original and replm't.:
not DS&S
Number 9 9 9
Mean $ 63 $ 87 $ 24 .
Minimum $ 35 $ 40 -$ 20
Maximum ! $130 : $153 - 8113
Median _ $ 50 $ 93 $ 5
Both original and replm't.DS&S : -
Number 52 52 52
Mean %100 $121 $ 21°
Minimum $ 50 $ 48 -$ 75
‘Maximum ' $175 $220 $159

Median $ 98 $114 $ 20

aMonthly rent
t = 5,15%%; t 5; = 2.90; 16 d.f.
t = 3.79%%; t o,

b

C

2.70; 51 d.f.




Appendix Table 7.

Housing value differentials for DS&S and non-
DS&S original housing according to economic

change in housing, by original tenure of

respondent

Housing value differentials®

Economic change in Original Original
housing/original tenure DS&S not DS&S Total
Original owner
Voluntarily upgraded
Number 50 6 56
Mean $ 7,878 $ 7,381 $ 7,825
Minimum $ 1,500 $ 2,350 $ 1,500
Maximum $22,125 $10,975 $22,125
Median _ $ 6,753 $ 7,745 $ 6,820
Involuntarily upgraded
Number ' 4 _ 7 11
Mean $ 3,061 $ 2,634 $ 2,789
Minimum $ 1,559 $ 712 $ 712
Maximum $ 3,730 $ 4,913 $ 4,913
Median $ 3,478 $ 2,781 $ 2,879
Other
Number 15 3 18
‘Mean -$ 2,133 -$ 727 -$ 1,898
Minimum -$ 6,000 -$ 1,170 -$ 6,000
Maximum 0 325 $ 0
- Median -$ 1,140 -$ 685 $ 1,070
Original tenant
Voluntarily upgraded
Number 28 10 38
Mean $ 50 $ 53 $ 51
" Minimum $ 15 $° 19 $ 15
Maximum $ 159 $ 113 -§ 159
Median E $ 45 $ 44 S 45
Involuntarily upgraded
Number 11 10 21
Mean $ 13 $ 29 $ 21
Minimum $ 3 $ 4 $ 3
Maximum $ 45 $ 50 $ 50
Median $ 6 $ 30 $ 15
Other
Number 21 6 27
Mean -3 22 -$ 7 -$ 19
Minimum -$ 75 -$ 20 -$ 75
Maximum $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Median -$ 20 ~$ 5 -8 10
%For tenant dwellings, the figures are monthly rent
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Appendix Table 8.

Measures -used to determine the various relocation

costs, by type of relocation payment and original/
replacement tenure

Relocation payment by
original/replacement tenure

Measure of relocation coet
for 1968 and 1970 programs

Housing supplement
Owner to owner

Owner to tenant

Interest

Owner to owner

Owner to tenant :

Tenant to owner

Downpayment

Tenant to owner

Rent supplement
Tenant to tenant

Owner to tenant

Tenant to owner

Replm't. price less orig. value

Estimated replg't.price less
original value

Present worth of diff. in monthly
paym'ts. of replm't. mortgage
at actual interest rate and at
4.5 percent int. rate.

less
Present worth of diff. in monthly
paym'ts. of orig. mortgage at
attual int. rate gnd at 4.5
percent int. rate

Present worth of diff. in monthly
paym'ts. of orig. mortgage at
actual int. rate and at 4.5
percent int. rate

Present worth of diff. in monthly
paym'ts. of replm't. mortgage at
actual int, rage and at 4.5 per-
cent int. rate

Replm't. price less replm't. loan
balance

Diff. in replm't. rent for
applicable period ang original
rent for same period

Diff. in replm't. rent for appli-
cable period and economic rent
for same period

Diff. in estimated replm't.rent
for applicable period and orig.or
rent for same period.
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Appendix Table 8. (Coﬁtinﬁed)

Relocation payment by
original/replacement tenure

Measure of relocation cost
for 1968 and 1970 programs

Moving

All tenure groups

Actual cost (including charges
for commercial movers, storage
of furnishings, equipment
rentals, hired labor, reconnec—
tion of utilities, personal
transportation, meals, and
lodging).

8Estimated replacement price through the use of rent multipliers in

Appendix Table 3, Footnote
b

Cc.

The 4.5 percent rate was the rate of interest paid on savings

accounts in the areas studied at the time of relocation.

Appllcable period was 24 months for 1968 program and 48 months for

1970 program.
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Appendix Table 9.

Measures the THD used to determine the various

relocation payments, by type of program and
original/replacement tenure

Relocation payment by

original/replacement tenure

Measure of payment by programa.

1968

1970

Housing supplement

Owner to owner
(long-term)

Interest
Owner to owner
(long-term)

Downpayment

Tenant to owner
(short and long-term)

Owner to owner
(short-term)

Rent supplement
Tenant to tenant
(short and long-term)

Owner to tenant
(short and long-term)

Comp. replmt. value
less orig. value

No payment

Actual downpayment
up to $1,500 incl.
closing costs

Same as sbove,
except can't exceed
am't. of housing
supplem't to a long-
term owner

Diff. in comp. rent
for 24 mos. and orig.
rent for 24 mos. up
to $1,500

Diff. in comp. rent
for 24 mos. and 12
percent of orig.
value (except can't
exceed am't. of
housing supplem't.)
up to $1,500

Lesser of comp. or
actual replm't price
less orig. value

If int. rate on
replm't loan was
greater than on
orig. loan, present
worth of diff. in
mortgage paym'ts.
using least loan
bal.band shortest

" term

Lesser of comp. or
actual downpayment
up to $2,000 plus
50 percent of next
$2,000

Same as above

Diff. in comp. rent
for 48 mos. and orig.
rent for é8 mos. up
to $4,000 :

Diff. in comp. rent
for 48 mos. and
econ. rent for 48
mos. up to $4,000
(except can't exceed
am't. of housing
supplem't.)
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Appendix Table 9. (Continued)

Relocation payments by . Measure of payment by programa
original/replacement tenure 1968 , - 1970
Moving

Actual cost to 50 = Actual cost to 50
miles, otherwise miles, otherwise
scheduled paym't. scheduled paym't.
of $200 plus $100 of $300 plus $200
dislocation allow- dislocation allow-
ance ance

All tenure groups

aSubject to statutofy time periods dnd maximum payments, as indicated-
Table 18.

b .
The State used a 4.5 percent inteérest rate, same rate paid on
savings accounts in the areas studied at the time of relocation,
to discount the difference in monthly payments to obtain the present
worth.

cIncludes all incidentai expenses fequired to puréhase replacément
house if no more than $2,000. The State used 20 percent of the
comparable replacement value.

d . .
Used economic rent, if actual rent was not comparable to market rent.

Sources: [22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28],

136




Appendix Table 10. Level of relocation costs and payments to
: respondents, by type of payment and original/
replacement tenure of respondent :

Level of cost versus payment

Type of payment by origi- Cost less Cost more Cost equal
nal/replacement tenure than paym't. than paym't. to paym't. Total

number-—

Housing supplement ,
Owner to owner'a 26 49 1 76
Owner to tenant 0 -2 0 2

Interest payment

Owner to owner 0 38 5 43
Owner to tenant 4 0 2 6
Tenant to owner 1 40 S ¢ 41
Downpayment : -
Tenant to owner 0 13 17 30
Rent supplement :
Tenant to tenant 30 13 0 43
Tenant to ownerP 5 -8 o 13
Owner to temant 5 2 0 7
Moving payment
Owner to owner 62 5 1 68
Owner to tenant 8 0 1 9
Tenant to tenant 40 1 1 42
0 0 38

Tenant to owner . 38

#These respondents rented dwellings after initial move.

bThese respondents purchased dwellings after initial move.
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Appendix Table 11. Relocation cost—payment differentials, by type of
payment and original/replacement tenure of

respondent
Type of payment by Relocation cost versus payment
original/replacement tenure? Cost Payment Difference
' ——————  dollars————v——————— '
Interest payment
Owner to owner :
Mean - 2,414 157 - 2,257¢
Minimum ~11,244 - 0 - 9,269
Maximum , 0 2,315 0
Median - 1,511 0 - 1,406
Owner to tenant :
Mean 92 .0 92
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 305 0 305
Median ’ 56 0 56
Tenant to owner » d
Mean - 3,714 0 - 3,714
Minimum - 9,417 0 - 9,417
Maximum 445 0 445
Median : - 3,264 0 - 3,264
Rent supplement
Tenant to tenant
Mean - 707 975 269
Minimum - 3792 0 - 2,952
Maximum 672 2,640 1,920
Median - 480 840 300
Tenant to owner .
Mean - 1,191 858 - 333
Minimum ' - 3,816 260 - - 2,976
Maximum 288 1,500 1,008
Median - 1,104 840 - 336
Owner to tenant
Mean - 103 314 211
Minimum - 4,560 0 - 4,560
Maximum 2,160 1,500 3,660
Median 816 0 816
Moving payment
Owner to owner e
Mean = 117 312 196
Minimum - 444 180 - 50
Maximum 0 450 425
Median - 100 300 203
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Appendix Table 11. (Continued)

Type of payment by

a Relocation cost versus payment
original/replacement tenure

Cost Payment Difference

—~=————— dollars-——mmm——

Owner to tenant

Mean - 174 361 188f
Minimum - 400 250 0
-Maximum - 10 450 390
Median - 147 400 186
Tenant to tenant
Mean - 52 214 1628
Minimum - 300 115 - 75
Maximum 0 375 365
Median - 43 225 172
Tenant to owner
Mean - 45 241 1960
Minimum - 181 115 69
Maximum 0 400 - 380
Median - 35 238 168
*The number of respondents for each group is shown in Appendix- Table 10,

but excludes those where the cost was not determined.

bObtained.through Algebraic addition.
Ct = 5.86%*%; t o1 = 2.69; 42 d.f.

4 - 11.43%%5 t 5y = 2.70; 40 d.f.
®t = 14.95%%; ¢ o, = 2.59; 67 d.f.

ft = 4.60%*; t o3 = 3.36; 8 d.f.

Bt = 14.20%%; t o) = 2.69; 41 d.f.
By o 13.65*%*%; t o) = 2.74; 37 d.f.
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Appendix Table 12. Mortgage, equity and monthly house éayment
differentials by original/replacement tenure of

respondents
Measure by original/ _ Value of mortgage or equity
replacement tenure? ‘ Original Replacement Difference
o e e —ie—do1lars
Owner to owner
Mortgage debt (74) o 3
Mean ‘ 1,793 6,190 - 4,397
Minimum ' : 0 0 - 4,000
Maximum v 11,191 31,600 20,409
Median 0 5,350 633
Equity (74)
Mean 8,096 8,607 511
Minimum 855 100 -12,510
Maximum 14,900 30,000 18,575
Median 8,147 7,290 - 463
Monthly house payment (73) . .
Mean 46 81 35¢
Minimum o 14 ' 14 - 41
Maximum 115 269 175
Median : 28 78 22
Tenant to tenant
Monthly house rent. (43) P
Mean 72 95 23
Minimum ) 25 40 - 38
Maximum 121 160 80

Median 71 93 20

SNumber in parentheses is the number of respondents.
t = 6.44%%; t g7 = 2.66; 73 d.f.
6.74%%; t gy = 2.65; 72 d.f.
5.51%*; t g7 = 2.69; 42 d.f.

et ot
] i
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Appendix Table 13. Comparison of age of head of household with race
Oor nationality of head, number of persons per
household, and type of persons in household

Age of head of household

Characteristic of Less than 50 or
respondent 40 yrs. 40-49 more yrs. Total
—— number—=——————————
Race gr nationality of head of
house
Anglo 20 17 58 95
Non-Anglo 32 17 27 76
No. of persons per householdb
1 ' 4 3 24 : 31
2 4 12 33 49
3 . 18 5 14 37 )

4 or more , 26 14 14 54

Persons in household c
Head of house without spouse

Alone 4 3 22 29
Children and/or others 8 8 17 33
Head of house with spouse : :
Spouse only 2 7 25 34
Children and/or others 38 16 21 75
All respondents 52 34 85 - 171
2 = 12.11%%; X201 = 9.21; 2 d.f. ,
PX2 = 39.68%%; x2 o) = 16.81; 6 d.f. | - . :
X2 = 36.63%%; x*.01 =

16.81; 6 d.f.
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Appendix Table 14, Comparison of race or nationality of head of
house with number of persons per household and
persons in household

Race or nationality of head of house

Characteristic
of respondent - Anglo = Non-Anglo Total

-—w=m=—=———e pnumber-
Number of persons per household?

1 20 11 31

2 38 11 49

3 20 17 37

4 or more 17 37 54
b

Persons in household
Head of house, without spouse

Alone 18 _ 11 29
Children and/or others 16 ' 17 33
~Head of house with spouse
Spouse only 29 5 34
Children and/or others 32 : 43 75
All respoﬁdents 95 56 171
852 = 23.32%%; 2 ;) = 11.35; 3 d.f.
Dy2 = 18.30%%; x2 o) = 11.35; 3 d.f.
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Appendix Table 15. Change in location of selected activities within
v neighborhood or community as a result of relocation,
by original tenure of respondent

Change in location Original .tenure of respondent
of activity A Owner Tenant Total
—————————— number-————~———=—-

Shopping center (most used)a' ) :
Yes ' 63 44 107

No 22 41 63

Not applicable 7 0 1 1
Bank account

Yes 24 19 43

No 56 ’ 58" 114

Not applicable ' 5 -9 14
Schools

Yes ' 16 15 31

No 7 .18 v 25

Not applicable 62 53 . 115
Church membership _

Yes : 23 17 40

No : 51 : 55 106

Not applicable 11 14 25
Family doctor :

Yes 9 13 22

No . . 70 .69 . 139

Not applicable 6 4 10
Employment

Yes : 7 8 15

No 57 66 123

Not applicable ‘ 21 12 33
Movie house (most used)b

Yes 7 13 20

No 11 25 36

Not applicable 67 48 115




Appendix Table 15.

(Continued)

Change in location

Original tenure of respondent

of activity Owner Tenant Total
T e T TS S —
Public park (most used)c
Yes 14 15 29
No 10 30 40
Not applicable 61 - 41 102
All respondents 85 86 171

8]
N
|

>
i

>
]

= 9,10%; x20

= 10.38%%; y2

13.95%%; y2

01

01

5.99; 2 d.f£.

9.21; 2 d.f.

9.21; 2 d.f.
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Appendix Table 16. Change in distance to selected facilities within
neighborhood or community as a result of relocation,
by original tenure of respondent

Distance to ’ Original tenure of respondent
facility ' : Owner Tenant = Total
e NUMD @ F == —— e e e
Shopping center (most used) o
Greater 32 24 56
Less : 28 33 ' 61
About same 25 28 53
Not applicable 0 1 1
Bank :
Greater 38 34 72
Less 26 24 50
About same : 15 15 30
Not applicable 6 13 19
Schools
Greater 7 9 16
Less 10 11 21
About same 7 12 19
Not applicable 61 54 115
Church building
Greater 34 27 . 61
Less 22 24 46
About same 19 18 37
Not applicable ) 10 17 .27
Doctor's office
Greater 37 29 66
Less 30 29 59
About same 10 20 30
Not applicable 8 8 16
Place of employment (HH)
Greater 26 27 53
Less 19 21 40
About same 12 20 32
Not applicable 28 18 46
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Appendix Table 16. (Continued) -

Distance to Original tenure of respondent
facility Owner Tenant Total
o e e e e [ UID @ T e e e — =

Movie house (most used)a .

Greater - 4 11 15

Less. 11 18 29

About same 3 10 13

Not applicable 67 47 114
Park (most used) :

Greater 10 15 25

Less 8 14 22

About same .6 9 15

Not applicable , ‘ 61 48 109
Homes of relatives and friends

Greater 34 35 69

Less 29 29 58

About same 18 ' 19 37

Not applicable 4 3 7
Transit bus stop

Greater 19 17 36

Less 8 19 27

About same 12 13 25

Not applicable 46 37 83
All respondents 85 86 171
a , = 12.23%%; x2 = 11.35; 3 d.f.

X .01
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Appendix Table 17. Change in neighborhood condltlons by orlglnal
tenure of respondent '

Replm't. neighborhood compared ' Original tenure of respondent
to orig. neighborhood Owner Tenant Total .

s ——r S ——
Condition of homes and other bldgs.

Better 55 - 45 100
Worse 21 26 , 47
About same ' 6. 13 19
Didn't know 3 2 - 5
Condition of lawns and yards
Better ‘ 51 38 -89
Worse 24 32 56
About same : 8 14 22
Didn't know 2 2 4
Condition of streets
Better : 41 36 77
Worse 24 36 60
About same 20 14 KT/
Undesirable business act1v1ty
More 25 - 24 49
Less 49 48 97
About same 9 13 22
Didn't know 2 1 3
Traffic hazards
More : 31 - 33 64
_ Less _ 19 18 - 37
About same 35 35 70
Didn't know
Noise
More 36 36 72
Less ‘ 30 26 56
About same 19 24 43
Air pollutiona
More _ ' 31 18 - 49
Less 35 54 89
About same 14 11 25
Didn't know 5 3 8
All respondents 85 86 171
a2
X" = 8.36%; XZOS = 7.82; 3 d.f.
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Appendix Table 18. Respondents' evaluations of relocation program
"and attitudes toward entire relocation experience,
by race or nationality of head of household

Respondents' evaluations/ Race or nationality of head
attitudes Anglo Black ~ Other Total
' e s e number — -

Evaluation of relocation program

Very good program : o 38 17 7 62
Good " 32 28 7 67
So-so " - 18 9 5 32
- Bad " 3 0 1 4
Very bad " , 4 1 0 -5
Didn't know ' 0 1 0 1
Attitude toward entire relocation
experience
Very upset 7 5 2 14
Mildly upset v 13 9 3 25
Had mixed emotions ; 21 9 2 32
Mildly pleased ' 15 14 5 34
Very pleased 38 19 7 64
Didn't know - 1 0 1 2
All respondents 95 56 20 171
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Appendix Table 19. Respondents' reactions to news of required move
- “and attitudes toward freeway before and after
being notified of available relocation assistance,
by race or nationality of head of household '

Respondents' reactions/ - Race or natiénality of head
attitudes ~ Anglo Black Other Total

e et s e i o e e e numbe | T

Reaction to news of required move

Very upset: 27 26 9 62
Mildly upset 30 ‘ 15 5 50
Filled with mixed emotions 21 9 3 33
Mildly pleased 3 0 1 ) 4
Very pleased 12 4 2 18
Didn't know ‘ 2 2 0 4
Attitude toward freeway bhefore a
notified of relocation assistance
Favored freeway N 33 11 6 50
Against freeway 23 19 1 43
Indifferent toward it 35 21 10 66
Didn't know ' 4 5 3 12
Attitu&e toward freeway after
notified of relocation assistance
Favored freeway 42 19 9 70
Against freeway _ 20 11 1 32
Indifferent toward it 31 22 .10 63
‘Didn't know ' 2 4 0 6
All respondents 95 56 20 171

ax2 = 9.82%; y2 = 9.49; 4 d.f. The "Indifferent" and "Didn't know" cells
05

were combined for the x2 test.
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Appendix Table 20. Respondents' reactions to news of required move
and attitudes toward freeway before and after
being notified of available relocation assistance,
by age of head of household

Age of head of house

Respondents' reactions/ Less than 40 to 50 or
attitudes : 40 yrs. 49 yrs. more yrs. Total
— number—-————————————

. , a
Reaction to news of required move

Very upset 12 10 40 62
Mildly upset - 17 10 23 50
Filled with mixed emotions 11 6 16 33
Mildly pleased 4 0 0 4
Very pleased 6 7 5 18
Didn't know : 2 1 1 4

Attitude toward freeway before
notified of relocation assistance

Favored freeway 12 il 27 50
Against freeway 9 ‘ 10 24 43
Indifferent toward it 23 12 31 66
Didn't know ‘ 8 1 3 12

Attitude toward freeway after
notified of relocation assistance

Favored freeway 19 - 15 36 70
Against freeway 7 7 18 32
Indifferent toward it 22 12 29 63
Didn't know 4 0 2 ' 6
All respondents 52 34 85 171

82 = 21.43%; XZOS = 18.30; 10 d.f.
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