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Name and Citation of Case:
Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926).

Decision:
Ordinances in general scope with dominant features are a valid excuse/use of authority.  Zoning thus is a valid use of the police powers of local and county governments as they bear a rational relation to the health and safety of a community.

How the Vote Decided: Majority Opinion, Concurring, Dissenting:
The majority opinion was written by Justice Sutherland and was joined by Chief Justice Taft, Justice Brandeis, Justice Sanford, Justice Holmes and Justice Stone. (Berg-Andersson & Roza, 2010)

There appears to be no concurring opinion in this case.

The dissenting opinion consisted of Justice Van Devanter, Justice McReynolds and Justice Butler. (Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 1926)

Fact Summary and Legal History:
Ambler Realty Co. (Ambler) owned a 68 acre tract of land within the city limits of Euclid, OH (Euclid).  Euclid in 1922 adopted an ordinance that established a comprehensive zoning plan that impacted the tract owned by Ambler.  Ambler believed the enactment of this ordinance significantly and negatively impacted the potential value and use of their tract and believe the ordinance thus consisted of an unlawful “seizure” depriving Ambler of liberty and property without due process. (Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 1926)

Major Question (s) or Issue(s) Presented by the Case:
As stated in the Justice Sutherland’s (1926) written opinion, “Is the ordinance invalid, in that it violates the constitutional provision “to the right of property in the appellee by attempted regulations under the guise of the police power, which are unreasonable and confiscatory”?”  Is the broad and sweeping ordinance set forth by Euclid in this case a constitutional use of municipal powers?  

Summary of the Court’s Reasoning in Reaching the Answer:
The court concluded that this Ambler’s argument was not based upon an identified present infringement or denial of a specific right but rather upon a broad speculation the existence of such an ordinance and it’s potential enforcement adversely affected the value of the tract and the opportunities to develop, market and sell or otherwise utilize the tract.  The court concluded that such a challenge would force the court to scrutinize, analyze and examine each and every provision, line, and sentence to determine if any component or subcomponent of the ordinance may, if challenged specifically, be deemed unconstitutional.  This was something the court refused to undertake.  The court concluded, as stated in Justice Sutherland’s written opinion, that the Euclid ordinance “… in its general scope and dominant features, so far as its provisions are here involved, is a valid exercise of authority, leaving other provisions to be dealt with as cases arise directly involving them.” (Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 1926)

Summary of Significant Concurring and Dissenting Opinions:
Internet searches failed to locate a concurring or dissenting written opinion concerning this case.  References were located that indicated Justices Van Devanter, McReynolds and Butler dissented with Justice Sutherland’s written opinion. (Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 1926; Berg-Andersson & Roza, 2010)

Significance:  What Does This Opinion Mean for the Law?
This opinion clearly established the constitutionality of the concept of zoning and the police powers of the local government.  It established that an ordinance forming a comprehensive zoning plan was clearly within the right of local governments in that it bears a direct relation to a government’s need, want, duty and ability to care for the welfare, health and safety of the community.  This decision strengthened the emerging concept/practice of zoning and helped to define the broad and sweeping police powers of a local government. 

In addition, it established that general broad, sweeping challenges to such an ordinance or comprehensive plan will not be entertained by the court while at the same time specific challenges to particular provisions contained in an ordinance or comprehensive plan may/will be entertained by the court.  

Personal Interpretation and Substance?
I feel the court struck a balance in that while broad general challenges that consist of mere speculation or potentials, such as ifs, will not be entertained, specific challenges that have a basis in grounds, evidence, or other substance may/will be entertained by the court.  This demonstrated  that challenges consisting of essentially nothing more than guesses or a general “we just don’t like it” are not sufficient to bring forward to the court but challenges that have solid and specific arguments could/would be heard.   There is a reasonableness to such an opinion that strikes a balance between substance and speculation.

The court demonstrated understanding that while such a comprehensive plan may accidentally or unfortunately exclude a business or entity not intended for exclusion from specific area, this unintended consequence does not invalidate the constitutionality of the specific ordinance or comprehensive plan or the broad and sweeping police powers of the local government in safeguarding the health, safety and welfare of its community.  

Reference(s):
Berg-Andersson, R. & Roza, T. (2010, August 08). Justices of the United States Supreme Court. Retrieved from http://www.thegreenpapers.com/Hx/JusticesUSSC.html
FindLaw. (n.d.). Village of Euclid, Ohio v. Ambler Realty Co. Retrieved from http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=US&vol=272&invol=365
Village of Euclid, OH v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926).
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