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Most of them thought that their relocation payments adequately covered their relo-
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Most of the respondent relocatees expressed no need for additional relocation
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However, most of them gave the State Highway Department's relocation program a sub-
stantially high rating, and most had a very satisfactory relationship with the
relocation personnel. Rendering relocation assistance, as provided for by the
relocation program, changed many relocatees' original attitude toward the highway
improvement which.displaced them and helped them to feel more pleased with their
relocation experiences. '
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PREFACE

The achors want:to-express théir_appreciation to members of fhe
Texas Highway Departhent for their assistance in this étudy. Mr. L.E.
C]érke and Mr. Arthur B. Grace, Jr. of the Right of Way Division gave
va1uab1e assistance and guidance in the seleCtioﬁ of study districts
and the content of the personaf fnterview form. Assistance in data
co]]ectfon.was given by Mr. Jack D. Jordan of Division 15; Mr. J.R.
Stone of District 2, Mr. Robert H. Schleider, Jr. of District 3,

Mr. Elton B. Evans of District 9, Mr. Travis A. Long of District 14,
Mr. John G. Keller of District 18, and Mr. Lawrence L. Jester, Jr.
of District 19. A]so, the various reTocatiQn personnel in the above
disfricts provided va]uab}e assistance in locating the displacees.

Mr. Jack Staples of the Federal Highway Administration provided
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Other Members of the Texas Transportation Institute were helpful.
Dr.ij1]1am F. McFarland and Mr. Dock Burke provided constructive
ideas for the study. ,Mrs..Kareh Ba}tuskonis typed and brepared.the
report for pr]ication._ | |

The contents ofAthis report ref}ect thé views of the authors who
are responsib]exfor the facts and the accuracy of the data presented
'herejn. The'céntents do not necesSari]y reflect the 6fficia1 views
or policies of thé Federé] Highway Administratiqh. This report does

not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.

ii




TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
PREFACE . . . . . .« . o v v e e e e e e e e e e e e, ii
ABSTRACT . . . . o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e v
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .......... vii
IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT . . . . . . . . . . .« . ... Xiv
LISTOF TABLES . . . . . . . v v v v v v e o s e . XV
LIST OF APPENDIX TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Xvii
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . & o v e s v e e e e e e e 1
Purpose of Study . . . . . . . . . ... .. ..., 1
Sample Characteristics . . . . . . . . . . .. . ... 3
DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION . . . 10
Prior Knowiedge of Proposed Facility, Required Move
and Relocation Program . . . . . . . . . . . .. 10
Attitudes and Actions Toward Proposed Highway . : . . 12
SELECTION OF REPLACEMENT FACILITY AND COMMUNITY . . . . . . 16
Replacement Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 16
Locating Facilities . . . . . . . . . e e e e e 16
Upgrading Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 20
Replacement Community . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 22
Upgrading Neighborhood Conditions . . . . . . . . . 22
Changing Distance to Neighborhood Facilities . . . . 24
Overall Preference of Location . . . . . . ... L. 24
FINANCIAL EFFECTS OF DISPLACEMENT . . . . . . . . . . . .. 26
Loss of Gross Sales . . . . . . v . v v v v v e w ... 26
Changes in Payments for Facilities . . . . . . . . . . 28
Magnitude of Relocation Cost-Payment Differences . . . 30
Opinions of Relocatees . . . . . . . . « . + . . ... 31
ATTITUDES TOWARD DISPLACEMENT, RELOCATION PROGRAM AND
RELOCATION EXPERIENCE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 34
Attitudes Toward Displacement . . . . . . . . . . .. 34

iid




TABLE OF CONTENTS. (Continued)

Attitudes Toward Relocation Program .

Program Provisions and. Administration

Program Effectiveness .
Attitudes Toward Re]ocat1on Exper1ence

BIBLIOGRAPHY .
APPENDIX . .

iv -




ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the experiences and attitudes of business and
institutional relocatees from urban and rural highway projects in several

areas of Texas. Interviews were conducted with 108 relocatees (representing

| 101 businesses andeeven inétitutions) relocated between January 1971 and :

- January 1973 under the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance

and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The typical business

:samp1ed was a sole proprietorship with less than 10 employees, existing

at lTeast five years, operating at one outlet, using rented facilities,
and grossing no more than $100,000 in sales annually. The typical person
interviewed (as a representative of the business) was at least a 50-year-

old male, with at least ninth grade education, a sole or part-owner of

~ the business, and in the business at least 10 years. Before relocation,"

the average monthly payment for facilities was $128. After relocation,

it was $211.
" QOver three-fourths of the respondents relocated their businesses .

and continued in operation at least for a while. Those that ceased oper-

~ations were more dependent on the local area than those that continued

operations. Sixty percent of those that ceased operations indicated that

they could not find suitable replacement facilities. The majority of those

- that relocated thought that they had improyed the overall quality of their

facilities and that their neighborhood conditions were better or remained

the same.

A large majority of the business and institutional relocatees became

aware of the relocation assistance program before being notified by relocation

personnel. Most of them thought that their relocation payments adequately




covered their relocation expenseé. But over half of the owners thogght
that their property payment was not enough.

Most of the FeSpondent relocatees expresSédrno'need for additional
relocation services;vbut_about 30 percent mentioned,unsoived hrob1ems
(mainly financial). However, most of them‘gave the State Highway De-
partment's relocation program a substantially high rating, and most hadra
very satisfactory relationship with the re]ocation personnel. Rendering
relocation assistance, as_provided for by the relocation program, changed
many relocatees'_origina1~attitude toward the highway improvement which
displaced them and helped them to feel more pleased with their relocation

experiences.
Key Words: highways, relocatees, businesses, relocation program,

expenses, payments, services, experiences, problems,

, opiniqns,vandrattitudes.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The provisions of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and

Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 was implemented in Texas

by the Texas Highway Department effective on January 8, 1971. Since

tﬁat time, many of the relocatees that were displaced by highwayé have

received relocation assistance provided for by the 1970 Act.

The purpose of this research endeavor was to evaluate the effective-
ness of a comprehensive relocation program by studying the attitudes,

- opinions, and experiences of relocatees who were recently disp]aced. This
report presenté the findings from data collected from é sample of 108
business and institutional relocatees that were disp]ated by urban and

“rural highway projects in Texas. The sample was composed of iO] businesses
of the following types: 48 retail proddcts, 41 retail services, and 12
wholesale and manufacturing. The other seven were institutions, SUCh‘as
schools and churches. The typical business was a sole proprietorship with
less than 10 employees, having a single outlet, existing at Teast five
yeafs, using rented facilities, and grossing no more than $100,000 in sales
annualiy. The typical berson fnterviewed (as a represéntative of the
business) was at least 50 years old, male, with at least nine years of
formal education, a sole or part owner of the business, and in the busjness

at least 10 years.

Summary of Findings

The major findings of this survey are briefly summarized below:
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(6)

(7).

About two-thirds of the respondent ‘relocatees knew about
the proposed hjghway improvemént jong enough to have |
attended the'publicvhéarihg. »Howeveﬁ,'ohly 19 (18
percent) attended ény kindvof hearing or meeting.

Alnost half of the relocatees took no'éctién either in
_suppbrt ofvorrih opposition to the proposed highway
improvement because they felt that the faci]ity would

be built anyway.

About two-thirds of the relocatees were aware of the re-
Tocation assistance program prior to being contacted by
relocation ﬁeréonne]. | 7

Over three-fourths of the respohdents relocated and continued
their operations at least for a whi]e; Only five ceased
operations éfter relocation.

The respondents fhat ceased operations were more dependent
on the local area than those that continued oberations.

Fiffy—four percent of the respondents indicated

| that they had difficulty finding a replacement location.

In fact, 60 percent of the 25 who ceased Operations before
relocation said that they could not find suitable re-

ﬁ]acements facilities.  Those who were opposed to the high-
way.improvement had more difficulty finding replacement facilities
than those who were not opposed to the improvement.

Sixty percent of the vespondent relocatees indicated that the

viii



- (9)

(10)

(1)

-overall quality of their replacement facilities was

as good or better than their original facilities. Also,

sixty percent indicated that the condition of their re-

~ placement neighborhood was at least as good as their

original neighborhood. More of the retail service relocatees

upgraded the quality of their neighborhoods than did the

other types of relocatees.

About three-fourths of the respondéntvreloéatees either ex-
pressed no preference of location or preferred the replacement
1oéation over the original location. | _

Over half of the respondent relocatees were not closed a sing]é
day due to re1ocatjon, but over 50 percent experienced losses
in gross sales during the move. Also, 27 percent experienced

a net decline in sales after the move.

Almost half of the‘respondent re?ocateesvhad to pay higher

property or rental payments as a result of the move. Also,

- over half of respondents who owned their original property

thought they did not receive enough compensation for it.
Based on relocation cost-payment differences, a large
majority of respondents relocatees received adequate compen-
sation to cover their moving expenses. Very few applied for

and received compensation for searching expenses. Also,

‘a large majority of the respondents thought that their search-

ing, cease operations and/or moving payments were adequate.
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(18)

Over 60 percent of'the'fespondents thought that their

’busihess net worths had increased or at least remained the
" same as a result of the displacement and subsequent relocation.

‘News of'the impending displacement caused 44 bercent of

the respondents to be upsét. A greater proportion of the

retail service respondents was upset than the other types.

.Also, those who favored the.highway improvement weré more

1ikely to be pleased with the news than those opposed to
the 1mprovement;

A1l of the respondents were given at least 90 days to move.

“Actually, 50 percent took seven or more months tovmove.

About half of them preferred to have from four to six months
to move. 7 |

Every respondent was provided a relocation bookiet and a
personal explanation of the relocation assistance avai]abie.
Over half of tﬁe respondents indicated that financial

aid was the most helpful relocation service rendered to thém,
andva‘majority thought that the re]ocationrpayments were
adequate.

On]ylone-fourth of the respondents requested additiona]

relocation services, and about half of these requests

were for additional financial assistance.

Only 30 percent of the respondents mentioned relocation

problems, mostly financial, that the state highway agency failed

‘to helprthem solve,




(19) About half of the respdndents offered suggestions for
improving the financial assistance program. Most of the
suggestions were to give financial assistance in re-
establishing the business or to provide higher moving
péyments.

(20) Forty-four percent of the respondents gave the relocation
assistance program a good rating, and most of thé others
'gave it at least a so-so rating. However, 86 percent
said that they had a good .or very good relationship with
the relocation personnel. Those most likely to give
the program a good rating rather than a so-so br a bad
rating were as follows:.

(a

b

Those operating businesses other than retail.
Those not against highway improvement.

)
)
c) Those pleased with displacement news.
) Those pleased with original property payment.
)

e) Those having no problem finding replacement facilities.

(
(
(d
(
(f) Those preferring no more than three months to

move.
(g) Those requesting or needing ho additional services.
(h) Those haVing no unsolved problems.
(i) Those suggesting no improvements in the financial
assistance program.

(3) Those receiving enough in relocation payments.

(k) Those experiencing no decline in net worth.
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(21) Forty»fouf pércent.of the.respondent réibcatées were mildly
or very pleased with the entire relocation experience,,and most
of “the others had mixed emotions about the experience.
(22)'The.respondents' attitudes toward the highway improvement,

} | , | Vdisp]acement news, relqcatioh program, and relocation
ekperience were found to be interdependent. The relocation
prdgkam apparently was intrumental in chanaing their éttitudes
toward the highway improvement, because less than half of those
who opposed’thé improvement were upset with the relocation
experience. A]so,,the proaram helped chanage their attitudes
t0wafd the‘move, because less than half of those who were
upset with the disp1acement news were upset wiih the relocation

experience.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered to the sponsors for their
consideration: 7 |
(m Greqter‘effort should be put forth to convince the affected
citizens ‘that they can have an influence on highway p1ahninq.
Early in the planning process, citizens should be-informed of

wavs to make constructive suggestions, and actual examples

shdu]d be cited where suggestions were used by the highway
agency. '
(2) Greater effort should be made to inform the affected citizens

of the heed for the proposed highway improvement and of the

relocation assistance available to them. The affected citizens




(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

should be contacted, preferably in person, early in the
planning process and given sUpportive information as wé]i

as information on how displacees will be assisted to

offset the detrimental effects.

Greater effort should be made to éssist relocatees in finding
suitable replacement facilities. The relocation personnel
should determine what type of facility that the relocatee is
seeking and try to locate available facilities that meet his
requirements. |

Greater effort should be made to insure that the property

~appraisals are accurate and up to date so that the owners

receive fair compensation. Earlier monitoring of property

~ appraisals of nonfederal-aid projects might be helpful.

The minimum official time given to move shou1d be extended

to six months.

Greater effort shouid be made to ass{st the relocatees in
determining their actual searching and moving expenses. They
should be made aware 6f what con§titutes legitimate-searching
and moving expenses, and they'Shoafd-be:encoukaged'to.keep'the
proper records and receipts necessary for reimbursement. A
study of the moving expenses for different types of businesses -

would be helpful.
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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT . -

The findings of_this étudy will enab1é state andlfedera1 agencies.
to make-a critical eva]uatfon of the uniform re]Ocation assistance pro-
gram's effectfveness in reducing the adverse effects on businesses and
institutions. Those interviewed had the opportunity to communicate with
the decisionmakers and to identify tﬁe strengths and weékhesses of the
current relocation and fightfof—wayvacquisitipn programs;.

At the fedéra] level, the ]aw should be changed to allow business
relocatees at least six months to find replacement facilities and move
their operations. ,

At the state level, the Texas Highway Department $hou1d put forth
- greater efforf to: | |
(1) Inform relocatees early of available assistance.

(2)vInsure fhat accuréte and up-to-date property appraisals ére
made. | | |

(3) Help relocatees determine their searching and moving expenses.
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INTRODUCTION

| Purpose of Study

The expanded relocation assistance program as provided by the Federal
Uniform Rechation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act
of 1970 and by parallel state legislation was intended to alleviate hard-
ship of residential, business, institutional, and farm relocatees dis-
placed by right-of-way acquisitions. The 1970 Act provides for a liberal
increase in the level of relocation assistance over and above that pro-
vided by the 1968 Federal Aid Highway Act. Both the level of service and
the size of payments were increased significantly. The Texas relocation
program has been operated under the provisions of the 1970 Act since
January 8, 1971.

The expanded relocation program was designed to compensate and mitigate
inconvenience to relocatees to such a degree that resistance to highway
projects, at least on a purely personal basis, would be greatly reduced if
not eliminated. The further effect would be to improve the highway agency's
image and permit more efficient acquisitions of right-of-way. To the erV
tent that relocatees under the program are not cognizant of or not satisfied
with the relocation assistance provided, the program or its administration
may be at fault. At the same time, the improved public relations that had
been anticipated will not be fully realized.

A review of the literature revealed that very few studies have dealt
with relocatees' attitudes toward relocation. Furthermore none of these studies
dealt with the attitudes of 1970 Act relocatees. Consequently, the Texas High-

way Department (THD) in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration,

authorized a study to determine the attitudes of relocatees toward the 1970 1




‘relocation program and to determine their current 1iving, business, or

farming conditions in relation to conditfons before displacement. The
specific objectives.of the study were as follows:

1. To analyze attitudes of relocatees under the current 1970
re]ocatfon assistance program énd their suggestions in'regérd
to relocation program provisions, effectiveness, and adminis-
tration'as well as highway proéfams and highway agency per-
formance and public relations. _ |

2. Té analyze suggestions of relocatees regarding the relocation

 ass1stanceVprogram.and other right-of-way practices in terms
of‘maximizing prbgram effectiveness through information and
administfatioh. |

3. To recomhend to the highway agencyAsuch steps as may be indicated

to jmpro?e program practices, public awareness, and public
acceptance. |
The most promising method for developing meaningful resu]té for the
study appeared fo be fie]d interviéws difect]y with relocatees selected
through stratified random samp]ihg. The work p]én called for.separate
- surveys of (1) residential ré1ocatees, (2) busineés and.institutipnal
re]ocatéés; and (3) farm relocatees. Therlast éurvey has been deleted due
to an inadequate number of farm re]océteeé. A rebort of findings has been
prepared, reviewed, qnd pub]jéhed on the survey of residential relocatees.

This report presents therfindings of the survey of business and institutional

relocatees.




Sample Characteristics .

The THD records revealed that 307 business and institutional displacees
_wefe ré]bcatedlunder the 1970 program by January 31, 1973.‘ Time and budgetary
constraints dictated’that the field interviews be conducted in areas where
V‘re1ative1y large numbers of relocatees were located. Therefore, 49 pro-
jecfs Tocated in seven THD districts and containing 191 (62 percent) of the
307 relocatees were selected for sampling purposes. The selected projects |
" were located in or fear the following urban areas: Dallas, Fort Worth,
Aqétin, w1chita Falls, Waco, Texarkana, and Victoria. 'A'comparison of
t&é overall population parameters (such as urban-rural, owner-tenant, and
type of operation) with those of the selected projects revealed that the
parametefs’of both were similar. Therefore, the results baéed on a random
éamp]e of ke!ocatees chosen from the selected projects should be generally
appTicab1e to the whole population of business and institutional relocatees.
vThere_were too few of the institutional relocatees to study them separately.
B Since prior interview experience had indicated that many of the relo-
Catéeé might not be available for interview, it was thought advisable to
attehpt to locate and interyiew all of the 191 relocatees from the selected
prbjécts.‘ This decision proved to be justified sihce the researchers were
 ab1e t0 interview 108 (57 pehcent) of these relocatees. This humber, being

over one-third of the 307 relocatees, was judged to be sufffcient to produce

reliable answers to the questions on the personal interview form.
Manyvof the 191 relocatees could not be located for interview, even by

the aid of other businessmen, telephone directories, or city records (Table

1). Others were rejected, mainly on the grounds that they were not operating




TABLE 1

Number of Re]ocateeé of Sampled Projects Located in Se;ected Districts
According to Status of Relocatee and Type of Operation

Type of . Qperation

Status of Retail b Retail. c
Relocatee = o o Product” Service Other Total
e s numMber------c--~-------

Available for Interview

Interviewed | . T R 19 108

Rejects 3 2 13 18
Not Available for Interview

Could not locate v 31 10 3 44

Moved over 50 miles : 5 2 2 9

Miscellaneous - ; . 3 4 0 7
No attempt to Interviewe : 1 -3 : 1 5
A1l Relocatees of'Samp1ed Projects 91 62 38 191

aSamp]e.taken from projects Tocated in Districts 2,3,9,13,14,18 and 19.
bComposed of eight food product firms and 40 non-food product firms.

CComposed of seven wholesale of warehouse firms, five manufacturing firms,
and seven institutions or non-profit organizations.

dNOt a business, such as a residence, a vacant1ot,items owned by lessor, or
farms and businesses relocated under the 1968 Act. -

®From District 13.




businesses or were not relocated uhder the 1970’Act. Also, no attempt was

made to interview five businesses from District 13 due to their being scattered
so far apart. Finally, a total of 108 relocatees, composed of 101 businesses
and seven institutions or nonprofit organizations were interviewed. Each of
the relocatees had been disp]acéd at Teast one year but not more than two years

when interviewed.

Sample Characteristics

The locational characteristics of the 108 respondent relocatees are shown
in Table 2. Since the initial croés—c1assifications revealed few significant
differences in relocation experiences, the institutional, manufacturing, and
wholesale (warehouse) relocatees were Tumped together into an "other" category
for analysis purpose. (For the sake of brevity, all relocatees in this category
will be .referred to as business relocatees in this report.) As seen in Table 2,
the retail product group was more dependent on the immediate area than were the
other two groups.

The characteristics of fhe respondent businesses, according to type of
operation, are shown in Table 3. The typical business was a sole proprietorship
having less than 10 employees, operating at a single outlet, existing at least
five years, using rented facilities, and grossing no more than $100,000 in sales
annually. Businesses of the retail types were relatively smaller in terms of |
gross sales thanvof the other types. (Appendix Table 1 presents additional
statisti;s on the above characteristics of the businesses.)

The characteristics of the persons interviewed on behalf of the respondent
businesses are shown in Table 4. The typical person interviewed was at

Tleast 50 years old, male, with at least nine years of formal education,




~ TABLE 2

Locat1ona1 Character1st1cs of Bus1nesses and Inst1tut1ons Prior to
Displacement, by Type of 0perat1on ‘

C ~ Type of QOperation
Locational o - Retail  Retail -

'Characteristic- ' Product Service = Other ~ Total -
—————————————— number—--=--=----=-----

Highway System : :
Interstate system : 18 .16 4 - 38

State system : 30 25 15 70 -
Highway Improvement |
New Facility : 22 18. 1 - 51
Widening v : 26 23 8 57
Location o : : :
Urban Area ‘ 3 32 13 76
Rural. Area , o - 17 9 . e 6 32
Dependency on Immediate Area®P v : i
Dependent : 21 12 2 35
Not Dependent 27 29 17 73
A11 Respondent Businesses ' 48 a1 19 | 108

q as determwned by person 1nterv1ewed, after quest1on1nq resoondent.
b

- 7.16%; x.ps = 5.99; 2d.f. | | .




TABLE 3

Characteristics of Respondent Businesses and Institutions Prior to

Displacement, by Type of Operation

lype of Operation

Characteristic of Retail Retail
Business Product Service Other® Total
e ————— number---eeeacaoo___
How Organized
Sole Proprietorship 34 32 8 74
Partnership 8 7 1 16
Corporation or other . 6 2 10 18
Number of OQutlets
One Qutlet _ 40 40 14 94
Two or more outlets 8 1 5 14
Age of Business :
Less than 5 years 14 13 4 31
5-19 years 24 16 5 45
20 or more years 10 12 10 32
Number of Employees :
Less than 10 employees - 34 33 12 79
10 or more 14 8 5 27
Not determined 0 0 2 2
Annual Gross SalesbP :
Less than $50,000 15 22 6 43
$50,000-$99,999 9 11 4 24
$100,000 or more 23 6 9 38
Didn't Know/refused 1 2 0 3
Tenure of Site
Owner 20 16 10 46
Tenant 28 25 9 62
A1l Respondent Businesses 48 41 19

108

A5ee Footnotes b and ¢ under Table 1.

bx2 = 11.85%; X201 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know/refused" cells.




" TABLE 4

Characteristics of Persons Interviewed as Representatives of Respohdent
Businesses and Institutions, by Type of Operation .

T T _ Type'of Operation
Characteristic of . _ ‘Retail Retail

. Person Interviewed : : ‘ Product Service Other ‘Total
g NUMDEr-=~o=mc-m—m-oomom==

Position Held , A o L :
Sole/part owner .. 38 39- - 10 - 87

-‘Manager/other ' 10 2 A 9 21
Time with Business : .
Less than 10 years ' 13 12 .8 33
10-19 years : _ 20 - 19 -5 44
20 or more years - 15 10 "6 31
Age S : , ‘ ‘
‘Less than 40 years 11 . 5 5 21
40-49 years o 10 8 2 20
50-59 years , 11 18 5 34
60 or more years . : 16 10 7 33
Education , ‘ : '
Less than 9 years 6 1 1 8
9-12 years : 26 - 29 11 66
13 or more years 14 11 S § 32
Didn't remember , 1 1 0 2
Sex : ' , :
" Male o , - 45 33 ‘ 17 95
' 2 13

Female : . "3 8 .

A11~Respondent Businesses 48 4 - 19 108




sole or part owner of the business and in the business at least 10 years.
(See Appendix Table 1 for additional statistics on the above characteristics

Of_Ehé persons interviewed.)

As seen in the footnotes of the tables, a Chi-squdré (x2) test was
made to determine whether the observed frequencies of a two-way cross-

classification differed significantly from the expected frequencies. If

- the computed x? value exceeds the critical x? value for some level of

probability, say .05 level, then the observed differences are too great
to'be attributable to change alone. For two-way classifications, such a
result suggests that the classifications are not independent of each other;
therefore, inferences can be made to explain the results. Both the .05 and
.01 probability levels were used in the test. The computed and critical
x2 values, in that order, appear in the footnotes of tﬁe tables only in
cases where the computed x2 value exceeds the critical x? value for either
of the above probability levels. A single asterisk by the computed y?
value, e.g. x2 = 10.25%, means that it is significant at the .05 Tevel.
Two asterisks mean that it is significant at the .01 level. The degrees
of freedom (d.f.) used and the exceptions made, e.g., cells ignored, follow
the X2 va]ues.. Inferences based on the results of these tests appear in
the text.

The results of the analysis of the data collected on the respondent

pelocatees are presented in a manner to reveal the extent to which problems

occurred from the following sources: (1) dissemination of pertinent infor-

mation to relocatees, (2) selection of replacement facilities and neighbor-
hoods, and (3) displacement and relocation costs. (Appendix Tab¥e 2 comtains

a Tist of the variables used in this analysis).




DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Propér communicatioh with those to be diSp1aced by highway 1mprdveménts;
coupled with responsib]e public participation in the highway p]ahning pro%
céss,can prevent or minimize many probTems for government agencies respon-

" sible for bui]dihg or improving highways. In fact, these tw0'factors.'
are crucial in obtainfng bub]ic acceptance of proposed highway improvements
and in giving the highway agencies a good public image. The effecfiveness'
" of the.relocation program depends, in part, on a timely,dissemination of
information about the relocation services and hayments that are available
to each displacee. For instance, the extent to which the features of the
relocation program are known-andfundefstOOd at the public hearing stage

is thought to influence the Tevel of pubiic opbosition to a proposed
highway 1mprovément. Therefore,‘data on‘informatfon dissemination and
‘public participation were c011ected and analyzed to determine the effecF

- tiveness of the relocation program in reducing pub]%c oppos{fion to
proposed highways. |

Prior Knowledge of Proposed Highway, Requiked
Move and Relocation Program

The resu]ts'of'the surveyxreveéled that 68 (63 percent) of the relo-
catees knew about the proposed highway improvement more'than three yeafs
before receiving nbtification of relocation assistance (TabTe 5). Also,

94 (87 percent) of the relocatees had been with their businesses fiVé or more
years. Almost a Tike numbervof businesses héd been in operation five or more

years (Table 5). However, at least 21 (19 percent) did not know about the
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TABLE 5

Time Knew of Highway Improvement, Time with Business, and Time Business in Operation
Related to Time Between Public Hearing and Notification to Move '

Time Between Hearing and Notification to Move®

Less 5 or Not
Time than 1 to 3 3toh more Deter-
Variable 1 year years years years mined Total
R T RS number -- - e
Time Knew of Highwa_ybc
Less than 1 year 1 6 3 2 1 13
1 to 3 years 0 13 3 1 4 21
3 to 5 years 2 36 10 6 5 59
5 or more years 0 2 4 0 3 9
Didn't know 0 2 2 2 0 6
Time with Businesé :
Less than 5 years 1 7 2 2 2 14
5 to 10 years . 0 12 3 4 0 19
10 or more years 2 40 17 5 1 75
Time Business in Operation
Less than 1 year 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 to 5 years 0 8 1 2 2 13
5> to 10 years 1 11 3 2 1 18
10 or more years 2 40 18 7 10 77
A11 Respondent Businesses 3 59 22 11 13 - 108

2If no corridor hearing was conducted, the date of the design hearing was used.
bBefore notification of relocation assistance.

“For other statistics on the time knew of highway improvement, see Appendix
Table 3.
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highway imprerment in time to attehd the public hearing (Table 5),
Most of the others knew abbut the pub]ic hearing 1in fime-to attend. At
Teast 98 percent were with_their businesse§.befbre the public hearing 
took place. | |

The fespondent relocatees were first informed of the impending
displacement from various sources (Table 6). The'priméry source was
through friends. Another important source was other businéssmen. A
majority of the relocatees had heard about the required displacement and
the re}bcation aSsﬁstance program before befng cohfacted by'THD personhe]
(Tab]ei6). But at least 34 (31 percent) had no prior knowledge df the

program until contacted directly by the THD relocation man.

Attitudes and Actions Toward Proposed Highway

' G{ven thevfinding that about 19 percent of the relocatees didrnbt
know about the pkoposed highway improvement in time to attend a public
hearing and that 31 percent did not know about the relocation assistance
available to them‘until contacted by THD relocation personnel, it is not
too sdfpriéing tﬁét_SZ (48 percent) of them were‘agaiHSt-the propdsed
highway before notification of re]ocatidn'éssistance (Table 7). Just being
informed of avai]éb]e relocation assistance caused seven relocatees to
changé'their attitudés toward the proposed highway. This finding shows
thé importance of informing:relocatees about the re]ocation program as
soon as possible. The THD gives out relocation information at the public

hearings, but the public hearing has not been an effective forum for dis-

seminating such information to relocatees.
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TABLE 6

How Informed of the Required Displacement and Awareness of Relocation Program
before Contacted by Relocation Man, by Type‘of Operation

Source of Information/ Type of Operation

Awareness of Program Retail Retail
Product Service__ - Other Total
------------------- NUMbEY -~ = == e

How First Informed of
Required Displacement

Friends 17 19 4 40
Other businessmen 18 11 8 37
News Media 3 3 0 6
Visit by THD personnel 2 2 0 4
Others 0 4 0 4
Didn't remember 8 3 6 17

Aware of Relocation Program

before Contacted by Relocation

Man
Yes 29 25 12 66
No 17 15 5 34
Didn't remember 2 4 2 8

A11 Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 108
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~ TABLE 7

Attitudes Towafd Proposed Highway Imprdvement Actions Taken énd Reasons
for Taking No Action Prior to Notification of Available Re]ocat1on
' Ass1stance, by Type of 0perat1on

, ' - Type of Operation
. Attitude/Action/ Retail Retail

No Action with Reason ~ ‘Product  Service Other  Total
———————————— number-----—c—ccmmeae o

Attitude toward H1ghway Improve—

‘mentd : , _
Favored improvement 14 - 15. : 9 38
Indifferent toward improve-
ment , 6 2 1 9
Against improvement 25 22 5 52
Didn't know 3 - 2 4 9
Action or No Action Taken -
Attended public hear1ngs/meet1ngs 4 7 "8 19
Other Actions 2 6 9
- Took no act1on because:
Felt would be bu11t anyway 25 2] 4 50
Indifferent - 9 3 0 12
Too busy 5 5 1 11
Company or organization policy 3 1 7 1
Others . _ 1 4 0 5
- A11 Responses ' 48 43 ' 26 117
A11 Respondent Businesses 7 48 41 19 108

aOnly seven respondents changed their attitudes toward the highway
improvement after being informed of available relocation assistance.
Six who were previously against the improvement changed to be in
favor of the improvement. Another one who previously didn't know
‘which position to taKe changed to be against the improvement.
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. In order to make an effective impact on the highway planning process,
potential relocatees have to take early actions in expressing their views
of a proposed highway. The findings of this study revealed that'only 28
(26 percent) of the relocatees took any positive action for or against
the highway before notification of available relocation assistance (Table
7). About the only action taken was to attend a public hearing held by
the THD. .The types of éctions taken by the relocatees were not dependent
upon their initial attitudes toward the facility or the types or sizes
of their businesées. However, there was a tendency for mbre of the retail
business relocatees not to take any action than the other types.

The relocatees who indicated that they took no actions in regard to the
proposed facility were asked to give their reasons. Fifty (46 percent) of
them took no action because they felt that the highway would be built any-
way, and indifference caused 12 to take no action (Table 7). The frequency
with which the first reason was given indicates that greater effort should
be put forth by the highway agengies to convince the affected citizens
that they can have an influence on highway planning. If so, a greater
number would attend public hearings and obtéin firsthand~inf0rmétion about
the proposed highway improvement and the re]ocation assistance available to

them.
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SELECTION OF REPLACEMENT FACiLITY AND COMMUNITY

. Therre1océtion progfémbié designéd tqrassist business re?océtees in
obtaining and becbming‘established in comparabie faci}ities ahd 1ocatidns
of their choice with a minimum of trouble and cost to them. Tf this
cannot be doné without.a substantial loss of ekisfingrpatronage, business
relocatees operating at only one location can discontinue their operations
and'elect to receive a payment based upon their average net annual earnings
in lieu of a payment for actual expenses for seérchihg, moving, and personal
-property 1osse$. | |

The findings, as presented below, indicate the effectiveness of the
above program in’aésisting'busihess re]ocatees'to relocate in acceptable
replacement faci]fties and communfties. A]so; these findings indicate
the types of changes that_occurred in facilities, neighborhoods, and com-

munities within which the disp1acee$ chose to relocate.

Replacement Facilities

Locating Facilities

The results of this survey revealed'fhat 83 (77 percent) of 108 of the
respondent businesses were relocated (Table 8). The other 25 were dis-
continued instead of reTocating.r After relocation, five other businesses
were discontﬁnued. » B

An attempt was.made fo explain why the owners of 25 businesses chose
to discontinue their operations instead of relocating. Therefore, a
bcross—tabu1ation was made betweén the stafus of the respondent busiheSses

(continued-discontinued) the their‘depehdéncy on the local area. As

16




TABLE 8

Status of Businesses and Degree to Which They Had Problems Relocating,
by Type of Operation

Type of Operation

Retail Retail
Item Product Service Other Total
e ———————— nUMbEY -~ e e
Status of Business
Continued after relocation 31 33 14 78
Discontinued instead of re-
- location 14 7 4 25
Discontinued after relocation 3 1 1 5
Why Discontinued Operations
Could not find new location 11 3 1 15
I11 health or retirement 3 1 2 -6
Financial reasons 2 2 0 4
Others 3 2 2 7
Remained in operation 31 33 14 78
A11 Responses 50 41 19 110
Ease in Finding Replacement
Location
Easy to find 5 -3 2 10
No problem to find 8 14 7 29
Difficult to find 20 : 17 6 43
Didn't know 1 0 0 1
Discontinued instead of re-
locating 14 7 4 25
First Move Considered Permanent
Yes 33 29 15 77
No, Because:
Not suitable facilities 0 3 0 3
Others 1 2 0 3
Discontinued instead of re-
locating 14 7 4 25

A1l Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 108




shown below, a higher propdrtion'of'thoSe who.discontinued'operationsvwere

'depgndent'on the local area than those who continued operations.

Status of Business

Dependency :
on Local Area -~ Continued Discontinued Total
o mmmeeeeseaes -—- anbek ---------------
Dependent : 717 ' 18 | 35
Not Dependent 61 | 12 73
Al1 Businesses 78 - S 108

x2 = 12.75%*; ’\'201 =.6.63; 1 d.f.

Also, all 30,0? the respondents who discontinﬁed operations before
or after rélotation were aSkedZWhy'they'chose to do so. Fifteen (50 percent)r
of them said that they could not find rep1acemeht faciTities. I1 heaith
or retiremeht was'fhe reason given by six others. The 83 respondents that
relocated were asked about the ease or difficulty of finding replacement
.facilities (Tab]é 8). Forty-thréé-(SZ percent) fndicated that it was
difficult to find a- replacement facility. So, at least half of the 108
respondents either did not find replacement facilities or had difficulty
finding them. - |

The existence of any relationship between difficulty of finding re-
p1acemeht facilities ahd attftudes towérd the highway,was thought 1important

to kﬁow. The results of cross-tabu]ating these two variables, as shown
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below, indicate that a higher proportion of those who were against the
highway improvement had difficulty finding a replacement facility than

those who were not against the highway improvement.

Degree of Difficulty Attitude Toward Highway

of Findiqg_Rgp]ace- Not Didn't

ment Facilities Against Against Know Total

e number ——--eeeaomeao.

Easy » 2 6 1 9
No Problem 9 17 3 29
Difficult : 26 14 3 43
Didn't Know 1 0 1 2
Discontinued 14 10 1 25
A11 Businesses 52 47 9 108

x2 = 8.83%; X265 = 5.99; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't Know

and Discontinued” cells.

0f those respondenté that relocated, only six did not consider their
first move as a permanent one (Table 8). Three of these indicated that the
first facilities were not suitable. So, it seems that even though many of
the relocatees had difficulty finding a replacement facility, their first
se]ection nearly always proved to be the right one. Ofgthe 83 that relocated,
66 (80 percent) moved to a new site not a part of the original site (Ap-

pendix Table 4). Six of these moved their buildings too. These relocatees
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gave varied reasons for,ehOQSingetheir reﬁ]acement 16cations (Appendix
Table 4). The émount‘each'had to pay, édequacy'ef remainder, quality
of neighborhood, évai]abi1ity'of rep1acement facilities, and previous
ownership were important reasons. _ |

Forty—eight (28 pefceht)rof the respondents’that-re]ocated became
owners of their'rep1acement faci]ities'(Appendix_Tab]e 4) compared to 44
(53 bekcent).that‘were ownefs_of their original facilities. This Findﬁng
suggests thatrthere wa$ no-éfeat incentive upon the part of those re-"
1oeatingvto change their fenure_status even thodgh they had a:good op-

portunity'to do so.

Upgﬁading of Facilities

| Forty-one (49 percent) bf-the requndents that relocated took the
opportunity to upgrade their physical facilities (Table 9). Most of
the others ddegraded their faci]ities. These results are based upon
selected physical (quantity) characteristics of the original and re-
placement facilities, as 1isted under Table 9. (A detailedrbreakdown

by characteristics is given in Appendix Table 5).

The respondents were asked to compare the quality of their original -

and replacement facilities. Forty-one thought that they had improved
(upgraded) their facilities, which is the same number determined from
a comparison of the physical or quantity changes (Table 9). Twenty

others saw no change in quality. This is a much larger number than was

determined from the quantity comparison. Only 16 (19 percent) thought
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TABLE 9

Quantity and Quality Changes in Facilities, by Type of Operation

Type of Operation

Quantity/Quality Retail Retail
Change in Facilities Product  Service Other Total
Quantity (Physical) Change?
Upgraded 19 16 6 41
No Change 2 5 1 8
Downgraded 13 13 8 34
Discontinued before relocation 14 7 4 25
Quality Changeb
Upgraded
Much improved 9 8 4 21
Somewhat improved 11 8 1 20
No Change 6 1 7 24
Downgraded
Somewhat worsened 6 7 3 16
Much worsened 1 0 0 1
Didn't know 1 0 0 1
Discontinued. before relocation 14 7 4 25
A11 Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 : 108

3Based on following physical characteristics of the original and replace-
ment facilities: type of construction, age of main building, condition
of main building, floor area of all buildings area of site, off-street
parking, and storage facilities (See Appendix Table 5). Businesses
that upgraded more of these characteristics than they downgraded were
considered to have upgraded their facilities. If the reverse was true,
they were considered to have downgraded their facilities. If neither
was true, no change was indicated.
bBased on the respondents opinion of change in the quality of their
facilities.
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that the quality of their faci]ities was worse (downgraded). This number

is much sma]]er than that determ1ned from the quantity compar1son
ComparTng ‘these measures of upgrad1ng w1th other character1st1cs

of the businesses and the attitudes of the respondent businessmen y1e1ded'

no significant findings.

Replacement Community -
Data were collected from the relocatees to indicate the extent of
changes in neighborhood orVCOmmunity conditions and distances to

neighborhood facilities that resulted from the forced relocation.

Upgrad1ng Neighborhood Conditions

The relocatees were asked to compare their or1g1na1 and replacement
neighborhoods with respect to the condition of bui]dings, parking lots,
and Qtreefs; access to other areas of town; and extent of noise and
air pollution. A composite measure of change in these conditions re-
vealed that the neighborhood cond?tibhs remained about the same for 50
(60 percent) of the relocated businesses (Table 10). (The method of
| aggregation is the same as thét used to measure changes in facilities,
“as explained under Table 9.) Neighborhood conditions were better for
24 (29 percent) businesses and worse for the'remaining 9 (11 percent). A
greater proportion of the retail sérvice businesses were in better
neighborhoods than the other businesses.v (See Appendix Table 6 for
opinions on each neighborhood characteristic evaluated.)

The above findings indicate that a large majority of the relocated

businesses were moved into equal or better neighborhoods to resume

22




TABLE 10

Changes in Condition of Neighborhood and in Distances to Neighbbrhood
Facilities and Preference of Location of Business, by Type of Operation

Type of Operation

Condition/Distance/ ) Retail Retail
Preference of Logation Product  Service Other Total
————————————— NUMDEY =~ e et
Neighborhood ConditionabC
Better Condition 4 15 5 24
About same condition ' 28 13 9 50
Worse condition 2 6 1 9
Discontinued before relocation 14 7 4 25
Distance to Neighborhood Faci]itiesbd
Greater distance 4 2 3 9
About same distance 26 26 11 63
Lesser Distance 4 6 1 11
Discontinued before relocation 14 7 4 25
Preference of Location ' _
Preferred replacement location 9 7 3 19
About the same 16 21 8 45
Preferred original location 9 6 4 19
Discontinued before relocation 14 7 4 25
Al Respohdent Businesses 48 41 19 108

4Based on the following neighborhood conditions: Condition of buildings
condition of parking lost, condition of streets, access to other areas
of town traffic congestion, noise, and air pollution. See Appendix
Table 6 for responses on each condition.

bSee Footnote a under Table 9 for method of aggregation.

Cx2= 14.24%%; x 1= 11.30; 4d.f.; ignoring "Discontinued before relocation."

dBased on distances to the following facilities: competing businesses,

residence of most customers, residence of most employees; residence
of management, warehouse or storage facilities, and transit bus stop.
See Appendix Table 7 for responses on each facility. '
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operations. Therefore, the changes in neighborhbod conditions shoqu not

~ have had much of an impact on the operations of ‘these relocated businesses.

Changing Distance to Neighborhood Facilities

Changes in diétances to competing businesses; residencés of custémeré,
employees, and managemeht;rwarehouse or stokage faci]itfes; and transit bus
stops were thought to be important in evaluating the success of'respondents
in relocating fhéir operations. With the exception of changes in distances'
to competing businesses, it seems that a business would have less of a chance
to succeedAif the distances to these facilities were greater after relocation
“than before. Again, a composite measure, és exp1afned'under Table 9, was
used to determine the overall change in distance to the above mentioned
facilities. The results revealed that the distance to these facilities
remained about the same for 63 (76 percent) of the relocated businesses.
Only nine Were relocated at greater distances from such facilities. (See
Appehdix Table 7 for opinions for changes in distance froh'each'facility.)

| The above results would lead tovthe conclusion that changes in distance
to the above facilities should have had Tittle effect on the success of the

relocated businesses.

Overall Preference of Location

The respondentvre1ocatees were asked to compare the drigina] and
rép]acement 1ocation’ahd.decide which one they most preferred. This question
was.aSKed after they had been asked about the reasons for choosing the
rep]acement facf]ity, the changes in neighborhood conditions, and the changes

in distances to selected facilities. By so doing, it was hoped that they

would consider_a]],df these things in their evaluation before coming to a




conclusion. The results show that 45 (54 percent) of the respondents that

relocated their businesses gave no preference (Table 10). The other 38

(46 percent) were divided evenly in preference between the two Tocations,

with half preferring the replacement Tocations and half preferring the

original locations. When asked to give the main advantages and disadvantages\
~ of the replacement location, very few of the relocatees mentioned anything

specific. They usually indicated that these were the same as before or

mentioned none. Three mentioned that there were fewer services available

at the replacement locations.

Based on the above results, it is reasonable to assume that a Targe
majority of'the respondents were satisfied with quality of their re-
placement facilities énd neighborhoods. But the fact that a majority of
them had difficulty locating suitable replacement facilities may have in-
fluenced their opinions and attitudes toward the relocation program. This
is discussed more fully in a later section. It is also reasonable to

conclude that the relocatees would have had even more difficulty finding

suitable replacement facilities had they been without the services rendered

by the THD's relocation pérsonne].
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FINANCIAL EFFECTS OF DISPLACEMENT

| As has been brought out in the iast section;’aﬁout 50 percent of the
businessvre]oéatees thought that they had upgradedrthe quality of their
facijitieé. The extra cost of upgrading of facilities ahdvthe cosf of
moving affected the relocatees' financial posifion. The extént to which
such_éésts affected their ffnancié1 position depended upbnnthe amount
they received 1h.péyménts'for relocation purposes, including what they
received in rfght;oféwéy payments for their original faci]itiés, if OWners.
It was hypothesized that the relocatees’ attitudes’toward the relocating
agency and thé fe}ocation,program would vary due to changes in their finan-
cial stafusévprought about, in part, by dispTacement. The following
measures of financial effects were developed to test this hypothesis:
(1) Tloss oflgfoss saies, (2) changes in monthly payments for facilities,
(3) magnitude of re]ocafion cost-payment differences, and (4) opinions of

relocatees.

Loss of Gross Sales

Fifty—oné (61 pefcenf) of the 83.respondents that re1océted their
busine§sés chose td move themselves (Table 11). Thévself-mové ho doubt‘
takes ]ohger“than thercommercia1 move, thus disrupting operations for é
1dnger time. Thirty—éix (43 percent) of thoée who relocated were closed
at least one day.“Near1y'ha1f of these were closed 11 or more days.. But
a‘majority wasiable to accomp]fsh the move without closing down completely.

‘The disruption of norha] business operations Whi]e moving caused most
of those relocating to Tose at least some sales (Table 11). Fourteen

(17 percent) claimed that they lost at least $10,000 in gross sales.
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TABLE 11

Type of Move, Number of Days Closed, Loss of Gross Sales During
Move, and Change in Gross Sales After Move

, Number of
Item Businesses
Type of Move
Commercial : 29
Self-move 51
Combination of above , 3
Discontinued before relocation 25
Number of Days Closed
None 45
1-10 days 19
11 or more days 17
Did not remember 2
Discontinued before relocation 25
Loss of Sales During Move
None 40
$2 - $9,999 12
$10,000 or more 14
Did not remember 17
Discontinued before relocation 25
Change in Sales After Move
Increased 13
About same , 47
Decreased 22
Did not remember 1
Discontinued before relocation 25
A1l Respondent Businesses 108
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Twelve businesses eXperienced losses of lesser amounts. As seen below,
the. Toss Ongross sales during the move was significantly related to the

number of days closed.

Numbervof Days‘C1oséd

Loss in Sales ' Didn't

During Move ~ None - 1-10 11+ Know Total
Loss None 33 6 1 0 40
Loss Some . b 6 15 0 26
Didn't Know 7 7 1 2 17
Discentinued 25 -0 0 0 .25
A11 Businesses - 70 - 19 17 2 108

x2 = 31.32%%; x o 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't Know" and

"Discontinued” cells.

The financial effects of re]ocafion_can be measured in terms of the
1mmed1atebchanges'in gross sales before versus after the move. Fortunately,
over half of those relocating experienced 1ittle or no éhange in their gross
sa]es-(Tab]é 11). In fact, 13 (16 percent) indicated that their sales

increased.

Changes 1h'Payments for Facilities

It,Wou]d‘be difficult to obtain rep]acement facilities Which required
no change in the:monthly cost for‘facilities. With an immediate increase
“in demand'fof rep]écement facilities, it is not surprising that 40 (48
percent) of the relocatees had to pay larger property or rental paymenté

(Table 12). Only eight paid less. (See Appendix Table 8 for the mean,
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TABLE 12

Changes in Monthly Property Payments and Moving and Searching

Cost-Payment Differences

+

Number of
Item Businesses
Monthly Property (Rental) Payments
Increased 40
Remained same 14
Decreased 8
Not determined 21
Discontinued before relocation 25
Moving Cost-Payment Differences
Cost equal or less than payment 48
Cost more than payment 19
Not determineda 31
Not applicable 10
Searching Cost-Payment Differencesb
Cost equal or less than payment 55
Cost more than payment 3
Not determined 50
A11 Respondent Businesses 108

qReceived "cease operations" payment in lieu of moving payment.

b
only 12 recejved a payment.
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Forty-four reported that they had no searching expenses, and .




median, minimum and” maximum payments on the:origina1 and replacement propérties
as well a$ fbr‘the same statistics on the épproved va1Qés of the original pro?
pértiés and the purchase brices and dbwnpaymehts for the replacement pronerties.
THoSe.that pafd'out more 6r-1ess for'faci1iffes experienced_a’change in their
financial'positibn. A change in sa]és or 6ther opératinq costs may or may not
~_have offset the chanQeAin;cdst for faci]ities; thus cauSing a change in the

,financié]'status of the relocatee.

Magnitude of Relocation Cost-Payment Differences

The magnitude of relocation cost-payment diffekehces gives an indication of
the adequacy’of the various re]ocationipayments to ke1ocatéd businesées in pre-
venting of redueihg the adverse effects of displacement. To determine the cost-
payment differences, it was necessary to obtain relocation costs from the res-
- pondent businesses and the corresponding relocation payments from the THD records.
The'respondenis' records were not examined by the interviewers to obtain the
cost data. 'HoweVer, many respondents referred to their records before furnishing
such data. Others depended upon their memories. A

Business relocatees are entitled to receive reimbursement for all actual
searching, mQQing, and personal property damage expenses. If a relocatee chooses
énd»qualifies to réceive the "cease operations” payment in lieu of the moving
payment, such a péyment cannot be Tess than $2,500 nor more than $10,000. Of
the 25 businesses that discontinued 1nstead of relocating, 10 received the "cease
' _operations" payment. The other 15 either did not qualify for this payment or
they did notlapply for the payment, but fhe THD records were not checked to
determine which_reaéon applied to each relocatee.

Of the 98 relocatees that received a moving payment, the cost-payment

differente could be determined for 67. The results show that 48 (72 percent) of -
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these relocatees received adequate compensation, i.e., moving payments
exceeded moving costs. The other 19 had moving costs that exceeded their
moving payments.

Although all the respondent relocatees were eligible for reimbursement of
their searching expenses, only 12 received such a payment. It is not known
why so few applied for compensation for seakching expenses. Those who moved
back onto éheir remaining property or who owned other facilities probably did
not incur such expenses. The interviewers found it very difficult to get the
respondent relocatees to estimate their searching expenses, Which may indicate
why many didn't report their searching expenses. Consequently, the searching
cost-payment differences were determined for only 58 relocatees, and 44 of these
reported that they incurred no searching expenses. All but three of the re-
maining 14 were adequately reimbursed. Those three may have reported some
searching expenses which could not be verified by receipts.

Appendix Table 9 shows that the total amount of relocation payments is not
significantly related to the type of business operation. (See Appendix Table 10

for the mean, median, minimum, and maximum amounts of various relocation costs

and payments.)

Opinions of Relocatees

A subjective evaluation of the price received for the original property,
the amount received in relocation payments (by type), and the overall effect
of relocation costs and payments on net worth was obtained from each respondent
relocatee. Opinions with respect to the payments and net worth effects were

thought to be very important in determining relocatee attitudes toward the

relocation program and relocation experience. The extent to which their




TABLE 13 -

Opinions of Price Rece1ved for Or1g1na1 Property, Search1ng, Cease
Operat1ons, and Mov1ng Payments, and Net Worth Effects on Business

‘:Opihionrof'Payment/ - * Number of
Net Worth ' Businesses

Price Received for Original Property

Enough o , - 21
‘Not Enough - ' 24
Did not know : ' _ 1
Not applicable , _ 62
Searching Payment
- Enough : . 12
Not - enough 1
Not applicable _ , 95
_ Cease Operations Payment ,
- Enough 8
Not enough , : 2
Not applicable , 98
Moving Payment :
Enough 72
Not. enough - 26 -
Not applicable _ X 10
Net Worth of Business ‘
Increased - ' 7
- Stayed same - ' _ 45
Decreased - , ' 31
Not app11cab1e : 25
AT ‘Respondent Businesses 108
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opinions about the payments and net worth effects are related to their
attitudes toward the program and relocation experience will be presented

and discussed in the next section.

Of the 46 relocatees that owned their original property, 21 (46 percent)
thought that they received enough for the property faken for right-of-way
(Table 13). About half of the property owners received at least $30,000
apiece for their property (Appendix Table 9). Also, half of them had
partial takings, and nearly half went into condemnation proceedings (Appendix
Table 9).

A large majority of the relocatees thought that their searching, cease
operations, and/or moving payments wereladequate (Table 13). Therefore,
more of them were dissatisfied with the payment for their property than
with the payments for their relocation expenses. v

When asked to give their opinions about the effect of the displacement
upon the net worth (assets versus debts) of their businesses, over half
(54 percent) of the relocatees thought that it had remained about the same
(Table 13). Most of the others thought that the net worth of their businessés
had decreased as a result of relocation.

The above findings show that the financial effects of relocation on the
relocatees varied widely. There were many who experienced little trouble in
relocating, who maintained their gross sales, and who, in their opinion,
received enough in property and relocation payments to adequately cover re-
placement property and relocation costs. On the other hand, there were
those who were not so lucky in finding replacement facilities, maintaining
their gross sales, and receiving adequate compensation to cover their costs.

Actually, the financial experience of most of the relocatees was somewhere

between these extremes.
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‘VATTITUDES;TOWARD'DISPLACEMENT, RELOCATION
- PROGRAM AND RELOCATION EXPERIENCE

| TheArespondent re]bcatees were'asked several questions to reyea]
their,éttitudes towafd the displacement, relocation program, and reloca-
- tion experiehce;leé'has beeﬁ-mentioned in the other sections of this
report, théir respdnﬁés to these questions were cross-tabulated with
various resppndent characteristics and with many other var?ab]es (see
complete list in Appendix Table 2) to identify the type of respohdent
that had a particﬁ]ar attitude toward the relocation program and reloca-

tion experience. All significant relationships found are presented below.

Attitudes Toward Displacement

To establish the ré]dcatees' initial attitudes toward displacement,
they were asked to giQe their reaction when they first received news of
their impending displacement. The results show that 48 (44 pércent) were
upset, nearly half being very upset (Table 14). Most of the others had
mixed emotions. Their attitudes toward the displacement news varied
significantly aéCording to typés and sizes of operation (Tables 14 and 15).
Those 16 retail services were hore likely ‘to be upset.than those in other
types of operations énd thdse employing five or more émployees were more
Tikely to be eitheriupset'of’p1eased than those employing less than five
(Table 15). Although not significant1y related, relatively more of the
owner relocatees thah tenant re1ocatee§ were upset with the news.

The relocatees’ attitudes toward the highway improvement may have
affected.their attitude§ toward disp]acement, or vice versa, becaqse these

attitudes were sfgnifiCantly related (Table 15). Those who favored
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TABLE 14

Attitudes Toward Displacement News with Reasons,

by Type of Operation

_ Type of Operation
Attitude Toward Reta1l Retail
News/Reasons Product Services Other Total
------------ NUMDEr--—cc—cmmmeom—cmmmmme
Attitude Toward News?
Very upset 7 1 3 21
Mildly upset 12 12 3 27
Had mixed emotions 18 15 2 35
Mildly pleased 6 1 3 10
Very pleased 4 2 6 12
Didn't know 1 0 2 3
Reasons of Attitude
Hopeful would increase
business 2 2 0 4
Wanted to move or quit 1 0 1 2
Didn't want to move 1 1 0 2
Other 1 0 1 p
No reason given 43 38 17 98
A1l Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 108

a x2 = 19.32%; x2 45 = 15.50; 8 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
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TABLE 15 -

_Number of Empioyees,,Tenure of Original Property, and Attitudes
Toward Highway Improvement Related to Attitudes toward Displace-

ment News

, ' Attitude Toward Displacement News
Number of Employees/ Had Mixed Didn't
Tenure/Attitude to Highway Upset  Emotions Pleased Know Total

————————————— UMD — == oo

Number of Emp]Oyeesa_ ’

Less than 5 employees 39 20 18 2 79

5 or more employees 9 15 3 0 27

Not determined 0 0 1 1 2
Tenure of Ofigina] Property 7

Owner of property ' : 25 : 11 7 3 46

Tenant of property : 23 24 o 15 0. 62
Attitude Toward Highway |

Improvementbc

Favored improvement _ 3 16 19 0 38

Indifferent towards improvement 2 5 2 0 9

Against - improvement . -9 1 1 52

Didn't Know ' 2 5 0 2 9
A11 Respondent Businesses 48 35 22 3108

aX2 = 7.99%; x2 45 = 5.99; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't Know" and "Not
determined" cells.

bBefore notifibation of available relocation assistance.

C . .
x> = 54.33%%; 2 47 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't Know“ cells.
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the highway improvement were more 11ke1y to be pleased with the news than those
who were opposed to the improvement. It is logical that many of the relocatees
took a position favoring or opposing the improvement before being informed
that they would have to move. However, many others may not have been
opposed to the improVement until they learned of the impending displace-
ment. So, these attitudes were more or less interdependent.

Very few of the relocatees gaQe reasons for reacting és they did when
informed of the coming displacement. Four were pleased with the news
because they were hopeful that a move would increase their sales (Table 14).
Wanting to move or quit was the reason given by two others. Two were upset

because they did not want to quit operating.

Attitudes Toward Relocation Program

To analyze the attitudes of those relocated under the 1970 relocation
was considered the primary objective of this study. Another objective was
to analyze the suggestions of relocatees regarding the relocation assis-
tance program and other right-of-way practices. As a first step in ful-
filling these two objectives, it was necessary to determine what relocation
services were provided the relocatees. Next, it was necessary to determine
the relocatees' attitudes toward the relocation program and the administra-
tion of the program. Last, it was necessary to determine the relocatees'
opinions and suggestions with respect to assistance received under the
program. By accomplishing the above steps, the effectiveness of the
program provisions and administration could be established. Also, Tinger-

ing relocation problems could be identified.
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Program Provisions and Administration

The relocation.program provides thét're1ocatee$ be giveh a minimﬁm
of 90 days:in which_to'move thefr-businessésraftef recéiving written
notification to move.r'The resu]ts of this study revealed that 54 (50
percent) of the respondent relocatees took over twice that much time to move
by being granted extensions (Appendix Table 115.. Also, about half of
them breferréd to have more than 90 days to move. If the 90fday Timit
had been rigidly enforced by the THD, such actions might have created
more hectic relocation experiences and caused many relocatees to be dis-
satisfied with the program provisions and?administration.

The program provides that a relocatee be given relocation information
and serviceé at lgast 90 dayé before the required move and lasting till
the move 15 comp1e£ed. Fach relocatee was asked about two services ﬁhat
should have been provided to him (Table 16). A1l of the relocatees
indicated that they received both services (a relocation booklét and an
exp1anat{on of the assistance available). Although not required, 17 (16
percent) séid'that they were granted an extension. In addition, the THD
furnished the re]ocateés with information on faci]ities‘current1y available
in the area. VThé re1ocatées were not asked about these services directly.
Howéver, they_wefe asked to 1ndicatevwhich services heiped thém the most.
Fifty-eight (54 percent) menfionedjsbme form of financial aid, and nine
mentioned the-persona] courfesy extended to them by thé THD relocation
personne] (Table 16). Therothers mentioned none or did not know.

As has already been cbvered in the last sectioﬁ, the program pro-
vided relocation payments toVCOVer;searching, moving, ceasing operations,

or personal property loss expenses. All of the respohdeht relocatees
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TABLE 16

Evaluation of Relocation Program,Relationship with Relocation Personnel,
Relocation Services Provided, Most Helpful Services Related to Type of

Operation
Type of Operation -
Evaluation of Program/ Retail Retail
Personnel/Services 7 Product Service Other Total
B T 1111 11]5) =) e
| Relocation Programa
| , Very good program 1 2 0 3
} ; Good program 20 12 12 44
| So-so program 22 23 3 48
| Bad program 2 3 2 7
| Very bad program .3 1 0 4
| Didn’t know 0 0 2 2
Relocation Personnel
Very good relationship 21 12 7 40
Good relationship 22 22 9 53
So-s0 relationship 3 5 0 8
Bad relationship 1 1 0 2
Very bad relationship 1 1 0 2
Didn't know 0 0 3 3
Services Provided _
Received relocation booklet 48 41 19 108
Explanation of Assistance
available 48 4] 19 108
Granted extension of moving .
time ' 8 8 1 17
Other services provided 0 3 0 3
A11 Responses o 104 93 29 236
Services Most Helpful
Financial Aid 33 16 9 58
Personal Courtesy 3 5 1 9
None or didn't know 12 20 9 41
A11 Respondent Businesses 48 41 , 19 108

aX2 = 6.60%; x o5 = 5.99; 2 d.f.; combining "Good" row cells and "Bad"
row cells; combining "Retail" column cells; 1ignoring "Didn't know
row cells.
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received béyment for one_@k moré Of”thése_expenSes, and the majority
thought that such relocation payments were adeqUaté._ |
The‘re1ocatees were’askedftd evaluaterfhe relocation program'as
administered by the THD. 'The result was that 47 (44 percent) gave it a
éood or very goodrrating, and 48 (44 percent) gave it a s0-s0 rating
- (Table 16). On]y_]] gave if avbad-or very bad rating. Also, the
‘relocatees were asked to evaluate their relationship with the THD
relocatioh man who dealt Wifh them during the relocation experiehce.
~An overwhelming ndmber (86 péfcent)'indicated that they had a good or
very good re]atidnship with the relocation man (Table.16). Only four
thought that”theirbre1ationship withrthe re]océtion man was bad or very

bad. Many of the relocatees openly praised the relocation perSonne].

Program Effectiveness

The effectiveness of the reiocation program, provisions and ad-
ministration, should be indicateq by the extent to which the relocatees
mentioned additional services needed or requested, mentioned unsolved
problems, or made suggestions for improving the financial'assiStance
program. Consequeht1y,'the relocatees were asked several questions to
yield this type of information{ ‘When asked about the additional services
that they requested, only 26 (24 percent) mentioned any (Table 17).

Fourteen of them requested additional fihancia] assistance, and seven others
requested mohe‘persona1 assistance. Abbut the same response was received
when they were,asked to name the additional services needed (Table 17){

Only 32 (30 percent) mentioned relocation prob]ems which the THD failed to

help them solve (Table 17). Eleven (10 percent) mentioned the problem of
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TABLE 17

Additional Services Needed, Additional Services Requested, Problems
THD Failed to Help Solve, and Problems Still Unsolved Related to
Evaluation of Relocation Program

Evaluation of Progkam

, . Didn't
Good So-so Bad Know Total

Services/
Problems

Additiona]_ServiceS'Requesteda
Financial aid requested 3
Personal assistance requested 2
More information requested 2
Other services requested -0
None or didn't know ' 40

N =0 O
NOOOO

Additional Services Needed”
More money for property/
business loss 1
More relocation money 1
More help in relocation 1
Other services 1
None or didn't know 43

OON SO
— 00O -0

Problems THD Failed to Help Solve®
Not enough financial assistance 1
New location not adequate 2
Could not find new Tocation 0
1
0
3

— —d

[eX AR N &) Ren )

Loss of business
Other problems
None or didn't know .4

Problems Still Unso]vedd
Dislike of replacement site
Financial problems
Incomplete work on replacement
site
Other problems
None or didn't know 4

OO WNO
WO—N — 3>
NOODOOO

N

SO o -
Y =~ W =
N O N NS

8

N NO O OO

A11 Respondent Businesses 47 48 n . 108

aX2 = 22.21%%;5 x o1
and ignoring "Didn'

9.21; 2 d.f.; combining row cells of services requested
know" column cells.

o+

x% = 36.46%*; X,01
and ignoring "Didn'

sz = 16.85%*; x o7 = 9.21; 2 d.f.; combining row cells of problems not
helped and ignoring "Didn't know" column cells.

9.21; 2 d.f.; combining row cells of services needed
know" column cells.

o+

L]

dx2 = 22.93%*; y 47 = 9.21; 2 d.f.; combining row cells of problems unsolved
and ignoring "Didn't know" column cells. .
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not receiving eﬁough financia]~a$sisfance;rand 10 indicated that their
new location waé not adequate. Another fivercoqu not find a new location,
andAfer Jost business. ,SQme bf these relocatees had solved these problems
by interview time because the'number still having problems was reduced
somewhat (Table 17).‘

A]host ha]f'ofrthe relocatees made suggestions for improving the
- program of financial assistance (Tab]e,TS). Some gave more than one
sdggestion. Assistance to reestablish business was the suggestion mentioned
most often. . Implied in:this suggestion is the compensation fpr loss of
gross sales during and after thé mqu. The next most mentioned suggestion was
that of providing higher hoving payménts.r '

The effectiveness of the re1ocation7pfogram may also be indicated
“directly or indirectly by Qariab1es that are significantly re]atedrto
the relocatees' attitudes toward the program. Such relationships can
furnish clues as to the reasons why the re]oéatees had positive or
negative attitudes toward the re]ocatfon program.

The resu1£s of cfoss—tabu]ating variabies indirectly reTated to
the relocatees'_attitudes toward the program revealed that those most
likely to give the program a good rating rather than a 50-50 Or bad rating
are as follows: (1) those who had oberations other than retail, (2) those
who had been with their business 1es$rthan 10 years, (3) those who favored
the highway improvement, (4) those who were»p]eased with the displacement
news, and (5) those who recéived eﬁough for thefr original property (Tables
16, 18, and 19). These‘findings 1ndicated that the relocatees'’ attitudes
towardvthe program may'have,béén influenced by their attitudes toward the
highway improvement, the displacement news, and the originé] property pay-

ment.
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TABLE 18

Opinions of Various Payments, Effects of Relocation on Net
Worth, and Suggestions for Improving Program of Financial
Assistance Related to Evaluation of Relocation Program

Evaluation of Program

Opinion/Effect/ Didn't
Suggestions v Good So-so Bad Know Total

Opinion of Payment for Propertya

Enough paid 12 7 1 1 21
Not enough paid A 1 17 6 0 24
Didn't know 0 0 0 1 1
Not applicable 34 24 4 0 62
Opinion of Payment Eor Moving or
Ceasing Operation
About right payment 45 28 4 1 79
Not enough payment , 2 19 7 0 28
Didn't know 0 0 0 1 1
Effect on Net Worth
Much improved net worth 2 0 -0 0 2
Somewhat improved net worth 4 0 1 0 5
About same .net worth 25 20 0 0 45
Somewhat worsened net worth 5 17 5 1 28
Much worsened net worth 0 1 2 0 3
Discontinued before relocation 11 10 3 1 25
Suggestions for Improving Program of
Financial Assistance
Assistance to reestablish '
business 3 10 5 0 18
Higher moving payments 1 8 2 1
Compensation for loss of
business 0 6 1 0 7
More compensation for property O 6 ] 0 7
Higher discontinuance payment 1 1 0 0 2
Other suggestions 1 4 0 0 5
None or didn't know 42 17 2 2 63
A1l Respondent Businesses 47 48 11 2 108

ax2= 16.82%*; y.o97 = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" and "Not applicable" cells.
bx2= 24.00%*; y.p1 = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
Cseveral respondents had more than one suggestion.
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TABLE 19

Time with Business, Attitudes Toward Highway Improvement and Dis-
placement News, Ease in Finding Replacement Facilities, Preferred
Time to Move and Attitude Toward Relocation Experience Related to
Evaluation of Relocation Program '

L , . Eva1uation of PFOQramV
Time/Attitude/ - : ' - Didn't

Ease of. Finding T Good So-so Bad Know  Total
~ T e e nuUMber-—--maoocooCi 0
Time with Business® , : :
Less than 10 years 20 12 1 0 33
10 or more years 27 36 10 2 75
Attitude Towardeighwayb :
Favored highway .27 11 0 -0 38
Indifferent toward highway 3 6 0 0 9
Against highway : 14 - 28. - 10 0 52
- Didn't know 3 3 1. 2 9
Attitude Toward Displacement : '
NewsC , o
Upset with news 10 27 10 1 48
Had mixed emotions 17 17 ] 0 35
Pleased with news ' 19 -3 0 0 22
Didn't know- o A 1 1 0 1 3
Ease in Finding Replacement :
Facilities™
Easy to find ' 3 7 0 0 10
No problem to find 18 1 0 0 29
Difficult to find 15 19 - 8 1 43
Didn't know 0 1 0 0 1
Discontinued instead of ) ‘
relocating o 11 ‘10 3 1 25
Time Preferred to Move : : :
0-3 months . 28 16 4 0 48
4-6 months 18 29 6 0 . 53
Didn't know : 1 3 1 2 7
Attitude toward relocation Exper-
ience
Very upset with experience 0 3 8 0 11
Mildly upset with experience 2 10 3 0 15
~ Had mixed emotions ' 8 24 0 ] 33
Mildly pleased with experience 19 9 0 0 28
Very pleased with- experience 18 1 0 0 19
Didn't know -0 1 0 1 2
A1l Respondent Businesses 47 48 11 2 108

aXz = 6.19%; X2,05 = 5.99; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

Py2 = 22.91%%; 42 o1 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
“x2 = 30.46%, x%.01. = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't Know" cells.
dy2 = 12, 32%; x%.05 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" and "Discontinued" cells.
iX2‘= 6.10*;;x2.05 = 5.99; 2d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
2

X = 68.82%%5 x o1 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; combining the "Upset" cells and the "Pleased"
cells; ignoring the "Didn't know" celis. : .
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The results of cross-tabulating variables direct1y related to the
relocatees' attitudes toWard the program revealed that those most likely
to give the program a good rating rather than a so-so or béd rating are
as follows: (1) those who had no problem finding replacement facilities,
(2) those who preferred three months or less to move, (3) those who
did not request or need additional services, (4) those who did not have
unsolved problems, (5) those who had no suggestions for improving the
financial program, (6) those who received enough for moving or ceasing
their operations, and (7) those whose net worth was not worsened by the
relocation experience (Tables 17, 187and 19). These significant re-
lationships can furnish even more obvious clues as to the reasons for the
relocatees' attifudes toward the program.

From the above results, it seems safe to conclude that the relocatees'
attitudes toward the relocation program could have been improved by
(1) giving greater effort to inform them about the need for the proposed
highway improvement and the relocation assistance available to them,

(2) providing more assistance in finding replacement facilities, and -
(3) increasing financial remunerations to cover their property costs and

relocation expenses.

Attitudes Toward Relocation Experience

Finally, the relocateés were asked to evaluate their whole relocation
experience. Hopefully, the relocatees considered all important aspects
of their experience when responding to this question. If so, their response

should indicate their overall attitude toward the relocation experience.
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The results show that 47 (44 percent) of the relocatees were mildly
pleased of very.pleased with the experiénce; and another 35 (32 percent)
had mixéd e&otions or did not know howbto answer (Tab]e 19). The remain-
ingA26 (24 peféent)'wére mildly upset 6r very upset'with the experience.
It apbéars that the vast majority.gig_ggi feel strongly one way or another
about_thé experiehCE.

The relocatees' attitudes toward the relocation experience were found
to be significantly re]afed to their attitudes toward the relocation
program. Those most Tikely fo be pleased with the re1ocation experience
‘were those who gave the program a good rating (Tab]e 19). Thereforé,
it is not surprising that their attitudes toward the relocation experience
were related to several of the same variables thét were related to their
attitudes toward the prbgram. Those most likely to be pleased with the
relocation experience were as follows: (1) those employed by the business

1essrthan ten years, (2) those who favored thé,highway improvement, (3) those

who were pleased with the disp]acementrnews, (4) those who took three months
ror less to move, (5) thoﬁerwho had good relations with the relocation
personnel, (6) those who felt that the property payment was enough, and
(7) thoée who thought that thevnet worth of their busiﬁesses remained the
same or improved (Tables 20 and 21).

The re}ocation assiétance program apparently helped relocatees to
cﬁange tﬁeir attitudes toward the move. Such ié indicated by the fact
that only 10 of the 48 who were‘upset with the disp]acement newé responded
negatiye1y_tdward the réiocationvexperience (Table 20); Another 15 who

'were upset with the‘news had only mixed emotions toward the whole experience.
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TABLE 20

Time with Business, Attitudes Toward Highway Improvement and Disp]acement News ,
and Actual Moving Time Related to Attitudes Toward Entire Relocation Experience

Attitude Toward Relocation Experience

, Had Mixed Didn't
Time/Attitude Upset Emotions Pleased Know Total
------------------ number ----=--ceemene-—-
Time with Business® ' ‘
Less than 10 years 4 . 8 20 1 33
10-19 years ' 15 10 18 1 44
20 or more years 7 15 9 0 31
Attitude Toward Highway Improvementbc-
Favored improvement -2 8 28 0 38
Had mixed emotions 1 5 3 0 9
Against improvement 22 17 12 1 52
Didn't know 1 3 4 1 9
Attitude Toward Displacement Newsd
Upset with news 23 15 10 0 48
Had mixed emotions 3 17 15 0 35
Pleased with news : 0 1 21 0 22
. Didn't know 0 0 1 2 3
Actual Moving Time®
0-3 months 6 6 17 1 30
4-6 months 2 6 13 0 21
7 or more months 17 - 20 16 1 54
Not determined ' 1 a 1 0 3
A1l Respondent Businesses | 26 33 47 2 108

aX2 = 12.1%; X205 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
PEefore notification of rélocation assistance.

Cx2 = 28.9%*%; y2 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

.01
dx2 = 45,76%*; x201 = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
€2 = 10.32%; x205 = 9.49; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" and "Not determined cells.
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~ TABLE 21

Re]at1onsh1ps with Re]ocat1on Personne] Op1n1ons of Property . Payment and
Opinions of Effect of Relocation on Net Worth Re]ated to Attitudes Toward
Ent1re Re1ocat1on Exper1ence-

Attitude Toward Relocation Experience

. Had Mixed Didn't
Relationship/Opinion Upset Emotions Pleased  Know Total <
—————————————————— numbér mm
Relationship with Relocation Personnel® A
Good relationship 18 28 46 1 93
So-so relationship. 5 3 0 0 8
Bad relationship ‘ 3 1 0 0 4
Didn't know : 0 1 1 1 3
? Opinion of,Property=Pamentb
| Enough , _ , 3 6 11 1 21
| Not enough , 13 8 2 1 24
Didn't know : ' 0 1 0 0 1
Not applicable - , 10 18 - 34 0 62
Opinion of Effect on New Worth®. : :

' Improved/same net worth 4 14 34 0 . 52
Worsened net worth 13 15 ' 3 0 31
Discontinued before relocation = 9 4 10 2 25

A1l Respondent Businesses 26 33 47 2 108
332 = 15, 11%%; Xzoi = 13.30; 4 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

bX2 =>]2.6O**; X201 = 9,21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" and "Not applicable" cells.
Cx2 = 27.20%*; XZ' = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" and "Discontinued before

.01 yelocation" cells.
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Siﬁce the relocatees' attitudes toward the relocation program were
closely related to their attitudes toward the re]oCationbexperience,_
these two vdriab]es were combined and cross-tabulated with the other
responses or variables. .The results show that those most Iike1y to
consider the program not to be bad and the experience not to bé upsetting
were those (1) who were not against the highway improvement, (2) who
were not upset at the displacement news, (3) who continued operating.
their business, and (4) who considered their original property payments
to be adequate, and (5) who considered their relocation payments to be
adequate (Table 22). These variables seem to be very important in
evaluating the relocation program and the relocation experience. To
Qain the anticipated 1mprovément in public relations, the THD must admﬁnister
the relocation program in such a way that more of the relocatees' responses

toward these variables are positive.
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TABLE 22

Attitudes Toward Highway: Improvement and D1sp1acement News, Status. of Bus1ness,
and Opinion of Property and Moving Payments Re1ated to Attitudes Toward
Relocation Program and Experience

- Attitude Toward Program and Experience®
- P Not Bad & Mixed P Bad &
_Attitude/Status/Opinion - E Not Upset Attitude E Upset Total
» . emmemmmemsmeee— number e e TP .
Attitude Toward Highway Improvementb
Not against improvement 44 3 o 47
Against improvement 29 13 10 - b2
Didn't know 6 2 _ 1 9
Attitude Toward Displacement News
Not upset with news ' - 54 2 1 57
Upset by news .24 : 14 10 48
Didn't know -1 : 2 0 3
Status of Businessd ,
Cotinued in operations , 62 8 8 78
Discontinued operations ‘ 17 10 3 30
Opinion of Property Payment v
Enough , 17 3 1 21
Not enough 10 8 6 24
Didn't know or not applicable : 52 7 4 63
Opinion of Mov1ng of Cease Operations
Paymentf9
Enough , 62 : 13 4 79
Not enough 17 4 7 28
Didn't know : _ _ 0 1 0 1
A11 Respondent Businesses’ 79 18 11 108

3 stands for prOgram and E stands for experience.

Py = 19.13%%; 42 | = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

“x? = 27.33%%; 42, = 9.21; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.

42 = g.47%; 2. = 5.99; 2 d.f.

ixz = 7.49%; X?os = 5.99; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know or not applicable" cells.

Includes those who received cease operations payment in.lieu of moving payment.
9\2 = 8.94%; 42 . = 5.99; 2 d.f.; ignoring "Didn't know" cells.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1

Statistics on Age, Formal Education, and Time with Business of
Persons Interviewed and Age, Time at 0r1g1na1 Site, and Persons
Employed of Businesses _

Ttem® Unit Quantity

~Age of Person Interviewed (108) 7 A
Mean ' ~ years - 53

Median _ , years . 52
Maximum ' : years 80

Minimum. _years 21

Formal Education (106) ,
Mean ' years ' 12

Median : o years 2
Max imum . : -years - - 17
Minimum . years , 6

Time with Business (108)

Mean ' _ . years 15
Median ' years 13
Max imum ' _ years 47
Minimum ‘ -years 1

Age of Business (108)

© Mean _ ‘ years 17

‘Median years ' - 14
Maximum years. 100
Minimum ’ , _ years 1

Time Business at Original Site (108)

Mean ' - ‘ years "’ 13

Median years 9
- Maximum ' ' years 61
Md nimum _ years 1

Persons Employed (106)
Mean No. 4

-~ Median "~ No. 3
Maximum No. 50
Minimum No. ]

aA11 businesses that gave no information on an item were excluded. B
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

List of Variables Used in Analysis

Type and Name of Variable Variable Number

Characteristics of Person Interviewed

Age 1
Education 2
Sex 3
Time with business 4
Position 5
Characteristics of Respondent Businesses
Type of operation S ¢
~ How organized 7
" Number of outlets : 8
Number of employees 9
Age 10.
Annual gross sales ~ 11
Tenure before relocation 12
Dependency on local area 13
Characteristics of Business Location and Acquisition
Urban-rural location 14
Type of highway system 15
Type of highway improvement 16
Type of taking 17
How acquired 18
Recommended value of part taken 19
Recommended value of whole property 20
Payment for taking before retention 21.
Payment for taking after retention 22
Time at location 23
Characteristics of Business Relocation _
Time between public hearing and notification of - 24
relocation assistance
Type of move 25 -
Type of relocation 26
| Total relocation payment 27
Moving payment . 28
Cease operations payment 29
Searching payment 30
Miscellaneous payment 31
Status of business (continued or discontinued) 32
Actual moving time 33
Distance between original and replacement site 34
Number of days business closed 35
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'APPENDIX TABLE 2 continued

Type andrName‘of Variable , - Variable Number

Character1st1cs of Business Re]ocat10n cont1nued

Tenure after relocation ' 36
Change in physical characteristics of facilities 37
Change 1in amount of storage space c 38
Bifference between search1ng costs and payments 39
Difference between moving costs and payments © 40
Total nonsearching payment : - 41
Change in monthly costs for facilities , 42
Loss of gross sales during move - 43
Opinions Regarding Displacement and Relocation Program
Amount paid for property taken S 44
Prior knowledge of relocation assistance program 45
Time knew about highway improvement pr1or to notification 46
Attitude toward highway improvement prior to notification 47
Attitude toward highway improvement after notification 48
Actions taken before notification of relocation assistance 49
Actions taken after notification of relocation assistance 50
Reasons for taking no actions 51
Way of finding out about impending displacement : 52
Attitude toward displacement news ‘ ' 53
Reasons ‘for reacting as did toward displacement news 54
Time preferred for move 55
Reasons for discontinuing business : a 56
Change in quality of facilities 57
Reasons for choosing replacenent location 58
"Permanence of first replacement location v 59
Permanence of last replacement location , » 60
Reasons for moving again - : : 61
Ease of finding replacement ' o - 62
Preference of location 63
Advantages or disadvantages of present location 64
Change in distance to neighborhood facilities . 65
Extent of upgrading neighborhood conditions: o . 1)
Adequacy of searching payment 67
Adequacy of moving payment ' _ 68
Adequacy of cease operat1ons payment - : 69
Effect on new worth o 70
Relocation services provided : ' : 71
Relocation services requested v 72
Relocation services most helpful 73
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APPENDIX TABLE 2. continued

Type and Name of Variable | Variable Number

Opinions Regarding Displacement and Relocation Program continued

Additional relocation services needed 74
Relocation problems not solved by THD 75
Relocation problems still have 76
Suggestions for improving financial assistance program 77
Relationship with relocation personnel - 78
Evaluation of relocation program 79
Attitude toward entire relocation experience 80
Combination of variables 47 and 48 81
Combination of variables 47 and 53 82
Combination of variables 53 and 79 83
Combination of variables 53 and 80 84
Combination of variables 79 and 80 85
Combination of variables 79 and 44 86
Combination of variables 79 and 70 87
Combination of variables 79, 68, and 69 88

Combination of variables 79 and 62 -89
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APPENDIX TABLE -3

Statistics on Time Knew of Proposed ‘Highway, Time Closed During
Move, Gross Sales Loss Dur1nq Move and Gross SaTes Change Due -
© to Move'

CTtem ' Unit Quantity

Time Knew of Proposed Highway (102) |
Mean . . _ Months 35

Median ' ' ' ' Months - 36
Maximum ' Months 168
M1n1mum v' _ ' Months 1

Time C]osed Dur1ng Move (81) 7
Mean o - Days 7

Median I , Days = 0
Maximum : - Days 300
Minimum - , Days 0

Distance Moved (108)

Mean ~ Miles - 40
Median : _ Miles 10
Max imum ~ Miles 1,470

Minimum- ' Miles 0

Gross Sales Loss During MoVe (66)

Mean. 7 Dollars 6,752
Median . - Dollars .0
Maximum : Dollars 60,000
M1n1mum o v 7 » Dollars 0

Gross Sales Change Due to Move (70)

Mean : Do]1ars 638
Median _ Dollars 0
Maximum Dollars 24,000

Minimum ~ Dollars 23,000
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

Choice of and Reasons for Choesing Rep]acément Location and Distance to
and Tenure of Replacement Property, by Type of Operation

Type of Operation

Retail Retail
Item Product Service Other Total
——————————————— number-=--==cecameameen
Choice of Replacement Location
Moved to new site , 23 26 - N 60
Moved buildings also to new
site 2 3 1 6
Moved to remainder of old
site 9 5 3 17
Discontinued instead of re- :
locating 14 7 4 25
Reasons for Choosing Replacement
Location
Best could find for price 8 8 5 21
Relocated on original site 8 5 1 14
Good neighborhood or location 5 8 0 13
Only available facilities 6 5 2 13
Previously owned property 3 3 4 10
.Best available facilities 3 4 2 9
Others 2 3 2 7
Discontinued instead of re-
locating 14 7 4 25
A1l Responses 49 43 20 112
Distance to Replacement Property
Less Than 0.1 mile 9 5 3 17
0.1 - 0.9 miles 3 9 0 12
1.0 - 4.9 miles 11 12 7 30
5.0 or more miles 1 8 5 24
Discontinued instead of re-
Tocating 14 7 4 25
Tenure of Replacement Property
Owner 23 15 10 48
Tenant -1 19 5 35
Discontinued instead of re- '
locating ‘ 14 7 - 4 25
A11 Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 108
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APPENDIX TABLE 5

Physical Characteristics of Original_and_Rep]acémeht,Faci1ities

Physica1  N g ' o Facilities
Characteristics : Original " Replacement

Type of Construction . | ’
Masonry or brick siding ‘ 57 46

Other permanent siding 21 o 21
Wood or other siding , 29 : 16
No building : 1 : 0
Age of Main Building 7 o
. Mean age (years) A : 23 19
Median age (years) 19 . 15
Not determined 2 s 0
Condition of Main Building
Excellent : 1 : 19
Good , 51 , _ 37
Fair o 44 24
Poor ' ' 1 3
No building 1 0
Floor Area of all Buildings : :
Mean size (sq. ft.) : "3,737 A 4,183
Median size (sq. ft.) ~ 2,076 ' 3,000
Not determined 2 0
Area of ‘Site- _ '
Mean size (sq. ft.) - 62,859 . - 57,962
Median size (sq. ft.) v 11,050 12,000
Not determined 1 - 2
Off-street Parking Places :
Mean (number) o 14 : 13
Median (number) ' 10 10
Not determined 11 6

A11 Respondent Businesses 108 83?

aExc]uding 25 businesses which discontinued operations instead of relocating.
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APPENDIX TABLE 6

Opinions of Change in Condition of Selected Nejghborhood Factors

Factor/Opinion Number of -Businesses
of Change
Condition of Buildings
Better 13
About same 65
Worse 5

Condition of Parking Lots

Better 10
About same 63
Worse ) B 5
Not applicable 5
Conditijon Streets - :
Better 7
About same ' 70
Worse 6

Access to Other Areas of Town

Less 8
Same 72
More ' 2
Not applicable 1
Traffic Congestion :
Less 16
Same 62
More 3
Didn't know 1
Not applicable : 1
Noise -
Less ‘ 14
Same - 6]
More _ 4
Didn't know , 2
Not applicable 2
Air Pollution
Less : , 13
About same 63
More : 1
Didn't know ‘ 4
Not applicable a 2

A11 Respondent Businesses 83

aExcluding 25 which discontinued operations instead of relocating.
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APPENDIX TABLE 7

0p1n1ons of Change -in D1stance to Selected Fac111t1es within the Neighborhood
and Commun1ty

Fac111ty/0p1n10n I  Number of Businesses
of Change ' :

Competing Businesses

Greater j L o 1
- Same ' _ 78
Less . ~ ’ 3 .
Not applicable : v 1
Residence of Most Customers
Greater o , 2
Same , , . o 78
Less : : - 0
-Didn't know 2
Not applicable 1

Residence of Most Emp]oyees

Greater o 4
Same o , o - 68
Less - 3
Didn't know ' : : ' : 1T
Not applicable 7
Residence of Management
Greater 6
‘Same 71
Less - 6
Warehouse or Storage Facilities . o
Greater : 4
Same , . o ' : 56
Less : ’ B ' 4
Not App]icable : : : ' 19
Transit Bus Stop :
Greater - _ _ 1
Same : : : : 16
Less - ' 0.
“Not applicable ' - 66
A1l Respondent Businesses® - 83

aF__xcluding 25 businesses which discontinued operations instead of relocating.
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APPENDIX TABLE 8

Statistics on the Value of and Monthly Payments on the 0r1g1na1
and Replacement Properties

Item - ' Number of Dollars

Approved Value of Original Property (98)

Mean 119,887
Median - 34,763
Max imum 2,762,000
Minimum : 2,000
Price Received for Taking (93) -
Mean . 66,148
Median : - 30,699
Max imum ' 1,811,700
Minimum - 660
Extra Worth of Taking (13)
Mean 9,934
Median 5,000
Maximum 50,000
Minimum 2,000
Purchase Price of Replacement Property (28)
Mean : 29,359
Median 25,225
Max imum 88,500
Minimum 3,000
Downpayment for Rep]acement Property (25)
Mean 21,154
Median 10,000
Max imum 75,000
Minimum 600
Monthly Payment for Original Property (65)
Mean 128
Median ' 100
Max imum 500
Minimum ) 5

Monthly Payment for Replacement Property (63)

Mean 211
Median : 150
Maximum , 1,200
Minimum 5
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APPENDIX TABLE 9

- How 0r1g1na] Property was Acqu1red Type of Tak1ng, Value of Whole .
Property, Payment for Part Taken, Total Re]ocat1on Payments, by
Type of Operat1on

Type of Operation

Retail Retail
Item Product Services Other Total
, et 111113 LR P
How acquired - : ' o '
Negotiation . T 17 22 12 51
Condemnation 30 : 16 5 51
Not determined , 1 3 2 6
Type of Taking '
Whole , 18 18 9 46
Partial _ 27 19 8 54
Not determ1ned 2 4 2 8
Value of Whole Property g : S v
Less .than $30,000 16 13- 9 38
$30,000 - $99,999. 18 - 13 4 35
$100,000. or more 1 11 3 33
Not determined 3 4 3 10
Payment for Part Takenb
Less than $10,000 7 5 3 15
$10,000 - $29,999 13 13 5 31
$30,000 - $59,000 10 8 5 23
$60,000 or more - 12 8 4 24
Not determined ' 6 7 2 15
Total Relocation PaymentsC , : - o
Less than $500 v 14 23 9 46
$500 - $999 ' 10 6 3 19
$1,000 - $2,999 15 10 3 28
$3,000 or more 9 . 2 4 15
AT1 Respondent Businesses 48 41 19 108

dRecommended value based on appriasals.
bBefore deductions for retained property.

C5 B} . 5 . . .
“Includes searching expenses, moving costs, and miscellaneous expenses.
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APPENDIX TABLE 10

Statistics on the Relocation Costs and Payments

Itema

Number of Dollars

Searching Costs (58)
Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum

. Moving Costs (61)

Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum

Searching Payment (]2)b
Mean
‘Median
Maximum
Minimum

Cease Operation Payment (10)
Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum

Moving Payment (98)
Mean
Median
Max1mum
Minimum

Total Relocation Payments (108)
Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum

74
0
500
0

1,961
675
21,500
0

374 .
440
500
95

3,391
2,702
7,605
2,500

1,872
443
22,500
20

2,062
688
22,500
20

Statistics are based on number in parentheses. Those not knowing

amount of a cost or not receiving a payment were deléted.

be based on 58 relocatees who had searching costs, the mean payment

was $77.

CIncludes miscellaneous relocation payments.




* APPENDIX TABLE 11

~Actual and Preferred,Moving’TimejFrequenciés and Statistics

Number of

Actual/Preferred. Number of
Moving Time ‘Businesses Months
Actual Moving Time
Moved before notified 3 -
0-3 months 27 -
4-6 months 21 -
7 or more months - 54 -
Not determined 3. -
Mean months - 8.97
Median months . - 6.70
Max imum months - 33.10
Minimum months - -2.40
Preferred Mqoving Time _
0-3 months 48 -
4-6 months 53 -
Didn't know 7 -
Mean months: - 4.55
Median months - 6.00
Maximum months - 6.00
Minimum months - 3.00
A1l Respondent Businesses 108
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