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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania considers whether two noncontiguous parcels may be valued as

one under Section 705 of the Eminent Domain Code when they are used together for a unified

purpose. The Court holds that the plain language of Section 705 governs and rejects the

Commonwealth Court's additional requirement that the parcels be so inseparably connected that injury

to one necessarily and permanently injures the other. The Court reverses the Commonwealth Court's

order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether noncontiguous parcels are used together for a unified purpose under Section 705 of

Pennsylvania's Eminent Domain Code when they are used together to store vehicles and equipment for

the same business.

2. Whether the Commonwealth Court improperly added a requirement that the parcels be so inseparably

connected that injury to one would necessarily and permanently injure the other.

3. Whether the question of substantially identical ownership should be addressed in the first instance on

remand.

HOLDINGS

1. Noncontiguous tracts are used together for a unified purpose when they are used together to accomplish
one common end; Section 705 does not require proof that the parcels are so inseparably connected that

injury to one will necessarily and permanently injure the other.

2. The Commonwealth Court erred by adding a requirement to Section 705 that the General Assembly did

not include.

3. The Supreme Court did not decide whether the parcels satisfied Section 705's substantially identical

ownership requirement and remanded that issue for consideration by the lower courts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Where all or a part of several contiguous tracts in substantially identical ownership is condemned or a part
of several noncontiguous tracts in substantially identical ownership which are used together for a unified

purpose is condemned, damages shall be assessed as if the tracts were one parcel.” (14)

“Nothing in the statutory text requires anything remotely akin to a common use so “inseparably connected”
that injury to one “necessarily and permanently injure[s] the other.”” (17)

“Whether we rely upon the common and approved meaning of the terms used by the statute, or proceed from

the premise that the language used in Section 705 is ambiguous, we arrive at the same destination.” (23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

PennDOT condemned part of Parcel 44 and all of Parcel 45 for an Interstate 95 improvement project. The
parcels were noncontiguous because a small, unused sliver of land separated them, but they were only several
feet apart at their closest point. Mr. Pignetti used both parcels to store vehicles, equipment, and materials for his
electrical business, whose main office was approximately one mile away. The Pignettis sought valuation of the

parcels as one under Section 705 of the Eminent Domain Code.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



PennDOT condemned portions of two nearly adjacent, noncontiguous parcels owned by the Pignettis in
connection with an Interstate 95 improvement project. The Pignettis petitioned for appointment of a board of
viewers, asserting that the parcels were used together for a unified purpose and therefore should be valued as one
under Section 705 of the Eminent Domain Code. The trial court found the parcels substantially similarly owned
and used together for storage related to an electrical business, and appointed a board of viewers. The
Commonwealth Court reversed, applying a stricter standard derived from Morris v. Commonwealth. The

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including possible consideration of whether the

parcels satisfy Section 705's substantially identical ownership requirement.
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