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Demonstrating Stigma E

he values of individual properties are determined to some degree by the
reputation of the area where they are located. The association of properties with
hazardous, noxious, or repugnant conditions, including perceptions of health
and environmental risks, can adversely impact values.! The Dictionary of Real
Estate Appraisal defines stigma as: “An adverse public perception regarding a
property; the identification of a property with some type of opprobrium (envi-
ronmental contamination, a grisly crime), which exacts a penalty on the mar-
ketability of the property and hence its value.™
Property stigma is a socially constructed evaluation of a place; it is a sign or
mark created and maintained by processes of social communication. The most
powerful source of risk and stigma information is the news media, which often
reports on dramatic stories involving technological accidents, hazards, and events
that have the potential to harm places and people.” The two major sources of
technological stigma are the nature of the hazard and the responsibility for man-
aging it.* The control and regulation of potentially hazardous or noxious condi-
tions are the responsibility of government regulators and the managers of facilities
identified as likely sources of public concern. As long as the management meets
regulatory standards, including required upgrades, the potential liabilities for stigma
effects may be controlled. If managers do not provide conscientious attention to
regulations and safe operations, they can be liable for damages to human health,
environmental contamination, and the economic costs of lost property values by
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abstract

There are many reasons
why similar properties
command different prices.
The determination that
property value differences
exist among comparable
properties is a primary task
for appraisers. Once a price
difference has been
determined, identifying the
causes for such differences is
central to legal claims of
stigma. Plaintiffs have the
burden of demonstrating a
causal connection between
the purported source of
stigmatization and the
responses of buyers. This
article presents an approach
for designing a survey to
address stigma issues and
meet the legal requirements
for admitting survey data as
evidence. The survey does
not attempt to quantify
dollar losses; it is intended
to show a link between
negative values in the sales
data and negative percep-
tions of properties in the
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