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accom‘panying and resulting economic development
Plan filed suit challenging New London’s legal author-
ity to take their homes. The trial court issued an injunc-

tion preventing New London from taking certain of the

the community should be beautiful as well as healthy,
Spacious as well as clean, well-balanced as well as care-
tully patrolled. In the present case, the Congress and

its authorized agencies have made determinations that

properties but allowing others to be taken. The appel-

late court found for New London on all the claims, and
the landowners (petitioners) appealed.

=JUDICIAL OPINION !

STEVENS, Justice

Two polar propositions are perfectly clear. On the one
hand, it has long been accepted that the sovereign may
not take the property of A for the sole purpose of trans-
ferring it to another private party B, even though A is
paid just compensation. On the other hand, it is equally
clear that a State may transfer property from one pri-
vate party to another if future “use by the public” is

the purpose of the taking; the condemnation of land

for a railroad with common-carrier duties is a famil-
1ar example. Neither of these propositions, however,
determines the disposition of this case.

The disposition of this case therefore turns on
the question whether the City’s development plan
serves a “public purpose.” Without exception, our
cases have defined that concept broadly, reflecting
our long-standing policy of deference to legislative
judgments in this field.

In Berman v Parker, 348 U.S. 26, 75 S.Ct. 98, 99 L.Ed.
27 (1954), this Court upheld a redevelopment plan
targeting a blighted area of Washington, D.C., in which
most of the housing for the area’s 5,000 inhabitants was
beyond repair. Under the plan, the area would be con-
demned and part of it utilized for the construction of
streets, schools, and other public facilities. The remain-
der of the land would be leased or sold to private par-
ties for the purpose of redevelopment, including the
construction of low-cost housing.

The owner of a department store located in the area
challenged the condemnation, pointing out that his
store was not itself blighted and arguing that the cre-
ation of a “better balanced, more attractive commuuru-
ty” was not a valid public use. Writing for a unanimous
Court, Justice Douglas refused to evaluate this claim in
isolation, deferring instead to the legislative and agency
judgment that the area “must be planned as a whole”
for the plan to be successful. The Court explained that

“community redevelopment programs need not, by
force of the Constitution, be on a piecemeal basis—Ilot
by lot, building by building.” “We do not sit to deter-
mine whether a particular housing project is or 1s not
desirable. The concept of the public welfare is broad
and inclusive. . . . The values it represents are spiritual
as well as physical, aesthetic as well as monetary. It is
within the power of the legislature to determine that

take into account a wide variety of values. It is not for
us to reappraise them. If those who govern the District
of Columbia decide that the Nation’s Capital should

be beautiful as well as sanitary, there is nothing in the
Fifth Amendment that stands in the way.”

In Hawati Housing Authority v Midkiff, 467 U.S.
229, 104 S. Ct. 2321, 81 L.Ed.2d 186 (1984), the Court
considered a Hawaii statute whereby fee title was
taken from lessors and transferred to lessees (for just
compensation) in order to reduce the concentration of
land ownership. We unanimously upheld the statute
and rejected the Ninth Circuit’s view that it was “a
naked attempt on the part of the state of Hawaii to
take the property of A and transfer it to B solely for B’s
private use and benefit.” Reaffirming Berman’s defer-
ential approach to legislative judgments in this field,
we concluded that the State’s purpose of eliminating
the “social and economic evils of a land oligopoly”
qualified as a valid public use.

Those who govern the City were not confronted
with the need to remove blight in the Fort Trumbuli
area, but their determination that the area was suf-
ficiently distressed to justify a program of economic
rejuvenation 1s entitled to our deference. The City has
carefully formulated an economic development plan
that it believes will provide appreciable benefits to
the community, including—but by no means limited
to—new jobs and increased tax revenue. To effectuate
this plan, the City has invoked a state statute that
specifically authorizes the use of eminent domain to
promote economic development. Given the compre-
hensive character of the plan, the thorough delibera-
tion that preceded its adoption, and the limited scope
of our review, it is appropriate for us, as it was in Ber-
man, to resolve the challenges of the individual owners,
not on a piecemeal basis, but rather in light of the entire
plan. Because that plan unquestionably serves a public
purpose, the takings challenged here satisfy the public
use requirement of the Fifth Amendment.

Petitioners contend that using eminent domain
for economic development impermissibly blurs the
boundary between public and private takings. Again,
our cases foreclose this objection. We cannot say that
public ownership is the sole method of promoting
the public purposes of community mdeve%opm§nt
projects. It is further argued that without a bng.ht-—lu:le
rule nothing would stop a city from transtferring cit-
izen A’s property to citizen B for the sole reason tl}at
citizen B will put the property to a more productive
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