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- which this ‘Defpairtment,;under,ez:isting, regulations, allows not only as
to dwellings, but also as to replacement 1n kind of all types of real

- property, - - . i s e
“Section 802(f) would make all functions performed under'see.tl,p'n-
802 subject to the provisions of the act of June 11,1946, and to judicial
review, The primary purpose of section 802(f) is to give recognition
to the principle that the. payments authorized by section 802 should be
viewed as rightful c;omgensation of persons displaced by Federal pro-
: is provision would appear to be more theo-
‘retical than practical. The epartment of Defense hag during 17 years
‘administered thousands of applications for payments for relocation

in section 802 (f) we recommend substituting : “Any person aggrieved
by a determination as to eligibility for a payment authorized by this
section, or the amount of g payment, may have his application re-
viewed by the head of the agency, whose determination shal] be final,
and no provision of this section shall be construed to give any person
a cause of action in any court,” S , _, /
Senator Muskie. May T ask this question ? You say the need for this -
provision would appear to be more theoretical than practical. Do you
intend to indicate y that observation that, in your judgment, it would
be little used? = Lo e Ly : = R
Mr. Harr. Our intent is to point out that from our experience, we
do not think it ‘would be really necessary. We do not believe ‘there
would be that many disputes. Of ‘course, under our present authority,
we. pay for actual expenses incurred. These are realistic figures and
they can be proven or documented. We have taken a very liberal view
in our regulations ag to the items covered. We have endeavored to
cover practically all actual expenses. FERES A
‘these do not include, as we now might ‘have, in-
tangible or indirect damages that a person might suffer, but only any
actual moving expenses. So as an illustration, we have checked just
recently our last 2 years of figures and in some 3,900 applications for
payments that have. been: processed, we have only had 47 actual, you
might say, appeals and these were not all appeals per se, That included
"equests for guidance from the field offices, it included inquiries as to
whether things could be allowed. Actual disputes, we have had rela-
ively very few. So in thig case, we think that you do not actually have
0 have a judicial review, or rather, if you had, there would not be too
nuch requirement. o ‘ :

Senator Muskrr. The reason I put the question as T did is that it
vould not be as easy as you may think to eliminate this provision of
he bill. It was certified in the last Congress as a result of very stron
epresentation by a member of thig committee. It would be dificult to
liminate it, so T ~wanted to know to what extent would it be used.
Vould it be burdensome, would it flood us with a long line of litiga-
on? Is it the kind of thing that perhaps might be salutary by its
resence in the billg R ; : :




