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UNITED STATES v.  COLUMBUS COUNTRY CLUB
915 F.2d 877 (3rd Cir. 1990)

SEITZ, Circuit Judge.  The government appeals from two orders of the district court resulting in the dismissal without trial of its action to enforce the Fair Housing Act.

I.  The facts material to our disposition are not in dispute.  The Columbus Country Club (defendant) was formed in 1920 by the Knights of Columbus, a Roman Catholic men’s organization....  In 1936, defendant eliminated the requirement that members belong to the Knights of Columbus but retained the requirement that members be Catholic males.  There is no legal relationship with the Knights of Columbus.

Defendant presently maintains a community of 46 summer homes (called “bungalows”) located on a 23‑acre tract of land along the Delaware River north of Philadelphia.  Defendant’s by‑laws prohibit members from occupying their bungalows from October through April.  Even if a family wanted to live in a bungalow year round, the lack of running water and heating facilities would make it impracticable.  In addition to the summer homes, the property includes a clubhouse, a barn for lawn care equipment, a chapel and a grotto. Recreational facilities include a tennis court, playground, shuffleboard court and a swimming area.  Defendant has a liquor license.

Defendant is organized as a non‑profit organization, and its membership is comprised of annual, associate and social members.  Annual members are those members who own bungalows and vote on all matters affecting the organization. The annual members own the land collectively.  Pursuant to a leasehold agreement, defendant leases bungalow lots to the annual members for an annual fee.  Annual members must be members in good standing of the Roman Catholic Church.1  Associate members are adults over age 21 who live in the bungalows throughout the summer, but are not annual members.  These individuals are generally the immediate family of annual members.  Social members are close friends and relatives of annual members who do not occupy bungalows throughout the summer.  Neither associate members nor social members are required to be Roman Catholic.

Defendant is not formally affiliated with the Roman Catholic Church, nor with any Catholic organization.  Prior to 1987, the “purpose” section of defendant’s by‑laws did not mention Catholicism or affiliation with the Roman Catholic Church.  As laid out in the original charter: 

The purpose for which the corporation is formed is the maintenance of a Club for social enjoyments, in order to cultivate cordial relations and sentiments of friendship among its members and provide accommodations for social intercourse, outdoor sport, and healthful recreation for them. 

Notwithstanding the lack of formal ties between the Church and defendant, many of its members are practicing Catholics.  In 1922, the Archbishop of Philadelphia granted the club special permission for the celebration of mass on the club grounds each Sunday and provided a priest from a nearby town for such services.  Some members conduct the rosary each night in the chapel.  A statue of the Virgin Mary stands in the grotto near the entrance to the club.

Defendant follows a formal procedure in admitting new members to the community.  Since the 1987 amendments to the by‑laws, the membership applications must be accompanied by a written recommendation from the applicant’s parish priest stating that the applicant is a practicing Roman Catholic in good standing.  The full Board, by majority vote, makes the final decision on the admission of new members.  There have been thirty‑one transfers of ownership interests in bungalows since 1970.  Since 1968, only four applicants have not been approved for annual membership.

II.  This lawsuit stems from the efforts of associate member Anita Gualtieri to become an annual member.  Mrs. Gualtieri first applied for membership in 1986 so that she could purchase from her mother the leasehold on the bungalow that her family had held since the 1950’s. She was informed that she was not eligible for annual membership because she was a woman.  Her husband was also ineligible for annual membership because he was not a member of the Roman Catholic Church.  Failing to have the eligibility requirements amended, Mrs. Gualtieri wrote to the Cardinal’s Commission on Human Relations and Urban Ministry to complain of defendant’s discriminatory practices.  After an investigation, the Archdiocese informed defendant that the allegations were not unwarranted and threatened to withdraw permission to hold mass at the club. Subsequently, defendant revised its by‑laws to make them gender‑neutral, but did not alter the requirement that annual members be Roman Catholic.  Rather, language was added to the purpose section emphasizing the religious aspects of the community’s life and adding the requirement of a written statement from the parish priest attesting to an applicant’s status as a member of the Roman Catholic Church.

Mrs. Gualtieri reapplied for annual membership in 1987.  The Board of Governors considered and voted against her application based allegedly on the family’s prior demonstrated lack of ability to get along with the community and lack of interest in the religious aspects of the community.

Mrs. Gualtieri notified the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice of defendant’s policies, and it subsequently filed suit, alleging a pattern and practice of discrimination in the sale of dwellings, on account of religion and sex, in violation of the Fair Housing Act.  After a hearing on the parties’ cross‑motions for summary judgment, the district court held that defendant was exempt from the Act under both the religious organization and private club exemptions. … 

III. Fair Housing Act.  The government alleges that defendant’s policy and practice of prohibiting the sale of bungalows to non‑Catholics violates the Fair Housing Act. ... Defendant does not deny that it discriminates on the basis of religion; rather, it contends that the bungalows are not “dwellings” because they are not capable of being occupied as year‑round residences.  Thus, defendant asserts that the Fair Housing Act does not apply to it. ... The Fair Housing Act defines “dwelling” to mean: 

any building, structure, or portion thereof which is occupied as, or designed or intended for occupancy as, a residence by one or more families, and any vacant land which is offered for sale or lease for the construction or location thereon of any such building, structure, or portion thereof. 

42 U.S.C. §3602(b). Although the meaning of the word “residence” is central to understanding this definition, the Act provides no statutory definition of that term.  In such cases, “it is appropriate to assume that the ordinary meaning of the language that Congress employed ‘accurately expresses the legislative purpose.’”  Mills Music v. Snyder, 469 U.S. 153, 164 (1985) (quoting Park ‘N Fly v. Dollar Park and Fly, 469 U.S. 189, 195 (1985)).

In U.S. v. Hughes Memorial Home, 396 F.Supp. 544, 549 (W.D. Va.1975), the court followed this rule of statutory construction and concluded that Title VIII applied to a children’s home.  In reaching that conclusion, the court applied the definition in Webster’s Third New International Dictionary which provides that a residence is: “a temporary or permanent dwelling place, abode or habitation to which one intends to return as distinguished from the place of temporary sojourn or transient visit.” 

Other courts that have looked at the issue of temporary residence have agreed with Hughes Memorial.  See Patel v. Holley House Motels, 483 F.Supp. 374, 381 (S.D. Ala.1979) (a motel is not a dwelling because it is not used for occupancy as a residence, but rather provides lodgings to transient guests); Baxter v. City of Belleville, 720 F.Supp. 720, 731 (S.D. Ill.1989) (facility for AIDS victims is a dwelling because persons “will not be living there as mere transients”);  see also R. Schwemm, Housing Discrimination Law 53 (1983) (Title VIII “would presumably cover ... facilities whose occupants remain for more than a brief period of time and who view their rooms as a residence ‘to return to.’”).  We agree with these cases and hold that the central inquiry is whether the defendant’s annual members intend to remain in the bungalows for any significant period of time and whether they view their bungalows as a place to return to.

Applying this standard to the undisputed facts, we conclude that the annual members are not “mere transients.”  In any year, annual members may spend up to five months in their bungalows.  Furthermore, nearly all of the annual members return to their bungalows summer after summer.  Indeed, in the last twenty years there have been only thirty‑one transfers of ownership within the community of forty‑six bungalows.  Consequently, defendant’s bungalows fall within the ordinary meaning of “residence” and must be considered dwellings for purposes of the Fair Housing Act.

Finally, there is no indication in the statutory language that Congress intended to limit coverage of the Act to year‑round places of abode and exempt seasonal dwellings.  To recognize a distinction based on seasonal residency would, as the government contends, create a broad exception to the Act that would permit, for example, residents in a private development of summer homes to lawfully exclude blacks from owning, renting or occupying the homes. Therefore, we agree with the district court that the bungalows fall within the statutory definition of “dwelling” and that defendant is subject to the provisions of the Act.

IV.  Statutory Exemptions.  Defendant asserts that ... it is exempt from the Fair Housing Act under the exemptions provided by 42 U.S.C. §3607(a) for religious organizations and private clubs.  “Under general principles of statutory construction, ‘[o]ne who claims the benefit of an exception from the prohibition of a statute has the burden of proving that his claim comes within the exception.’“  Mills Music, Inc., v. Snyder, 469 U.S. 153, 188 n.20 (1985) (White, J., dissenting) (quoting 2A C. Sands, Sutherland on Statutory Construction §47.11, at 145 (rev. 4th ed. 1984)).  Thus, defendant has the burden of proving that it falls within the statutory exemption provided for religious organizations or private clubs as a matter of law.


Religious Organization Exemption.  Defendant’s first affirmative defense is that it is exempt from the Fair Housing Act under [§3607’s] exemption for religious organizations. ... To fit into this exemption, defendant must prove that it is either:  (1) a religious organization, or (2) a non‑profit organization “operated, supervised or controlled by or in conjunction with” a religious organization.  The district court concluded and defendant does not dispute that it is not itself a “religious organization.”  The dispute centers instead upon whether defendant is “operated, supervised or controlled by or in conjunction with” a religious organization.

The government argues that the quoted language implies a hierarchical relationship in which the non‑profit entity is subordinate to the religious organization.  At the very least, the government contends, there must be some direct affiliation between the religious organization and the other organization, as would be the case with a religious school, for example.  This interpretation finds some support in the limited legislative history.  Senator Mondale, whose amendment to the 1968 Civil Rights Act was adopted by Congress to create Title VIII, stated:  “There is an exemption to permit religious institutions or schools, etc., affiliated with them, to give preference in housing to persons of their own religion despite the Act.”

As the government argues, the Catholic Church does not operate, supervise or control defendant.  There is no formal or legal relationship between them.  At the most, the Church approves of and supports defendant by permitting religious services to be conducted on the premises.

Defendant responds that it is “operated in conjunction with a religious organization” and is directly affiliated with the Catholic Archdiocese.  In support of its response, defendant argues that the exemption for religious organizations should be read broadly, and that the undisputed facts demonstrate that defendant is entitled to the exemption as a matter of law.

Defendant contends that the broad language of the exemption and the common dictionary meaning of the words used indicate that the relationship between the religious organization and the non‑profit organization may consist of anything ranging from a formal, highly structured, hierarchical relationship to an informal, loosely‑structured relationship.  Additionally, defendant 
asserts, the religious exemption reflects Congress’s sensitivity to first amendment rights.  Consequently, defendant argues, the exemption should be broadly construed to cover activity that is permitted, but not required, by the Church.

We cannot agree with defendant’s contention that the exemption is to be read broadly.  A unanimous Supreme Court mandated in Trafficante a “generous construction” of the Fair Housing Act  in order to carry out a “policy that Congress considered to be of the highest priority.”  The logical corollary to such a construction, as well as the general rule of statutory interpretation, is to construe narrowly any exemptions to the Act.  Such a narrow reading is also supported by the only case interpreting Title VIII’s religious exemption that we have found.  See Hughes Memorial Home, 396 F.Supp. at 550 (“In view of the Supreme Court’s holding that the Fair Housing Act must be accorded a generous construction, the general principle requiring the strict reading of exemptions from the Act applies here with even greater force.”).

In holding that defendant fell within the exemption for religious organizations, the district court relied upon the defendant’s affiliation with the Church as evidenced by the Church’s grant of the privilege of having weekly mass celebrated on the grounds and its tacit approval of the recital of the rosary.  In reaching its conclusion, the district court found that the Catholic Church does not actually “control” the club or its operations.  The district court did state, however, that “the persons who, over the years, have operated and controlled the club, have done so ‘in conjunction with’ their continuing obligations as members of the Roman Catholic faith,” and went on to conclude that “[a]s a practical matter, by virtue of its ability to grant or withhold the privilege of holding religious services in the club chapel ... the Archdiocese does possess a very significant degree of control over the club itself.”

We do not think that these undisputed facts are sufficient to hold that defendant carried its burden.  The critical words of the exemption are “in conjunction with,” and so there must be a mutual relationship between the non‑ profit society and a religious organization.  The existence of this relationship cannot depend solely on the activities of the non‑profit organization nor be viewed only from its perspective.  Indeed, evidence of the club’s unilateral activities would go to whether it is itself a religious organization not to whether it is operated “in conjunction with” a religious organization.  Furthermore, the Church’s ability to withdraw permission to hold mass and the fact that on one occasion it may have indirectly influenced the club’s Board of Governors by threatening to do so are not enough.  Without further evidence of interaction or involvement by the Church, we cannot conclude that as a matter of law the Church controlled the defendant or that the defendant was operated “in conjunction with” the Church.  Consequently, on this record and in light of our unwillingness to read the statutory exemption broadly, we hold that the defendant failed to carry its burden of proving its entitlement to the religious organization exemption.


Private Club Exemption.  Defendant’s second affirmative defense is that it falls within the exemption for private clubs [under §3607(a)], as the district court held.  Again, the defendant has the burden of proving its entitlement to this statutory exemption.  ... We believe that to fall within this statutory exemption five conditions must be met.  The defendant must:  (1) be a “private club not in fact open to the public”;  (2) provide “lodgings;”  and (3) only limit the “rental or occupancy of such lodgings.” Furthermore, if a defendant provides “lodgings,” those lodgings must be:  (4) provided “as an incident to its [defendant’s] primary purpose or purposes;” and (5) owned or operated “for other than a commercial purpose.”  We do not address the district court’s determination that the defendant was a private club satisfying condition (1) because we are content that our conclusions with respect to conditions (2) and (3) are fully dispositive.

To determine whether defendant’s bungalows satisfy condition (2), we begin, as we must, by examining the statutory text.  Since the private club exemption is part of the same section that provides the exemption for religious organizations, it is instructive to note the differences.  In the first place, the word “lodgings” has replaced the word “dwellings,” and the word “sale” has been deleted.  Furthermore, the private club exemption requires that the club provide lodgings only “as an incident to its primary purpose or purposes.”  Thus, the overall effect of these changes is to carefully limit the exemption.

Congress’ intention to limit the exemption is borne out by the legislative history.4  Senator Kuchel, the sponsor of the amendment that modified the wording of the exemption, explained that the purpose of the changes was:  “to tighten the exemption now provided in the substitute referring to bona fide private clubs.”  

Defendant argues that it provides “lodgings,” because according to the dictionary, a lodging is a “dwelling,” and Congress drew no durational distinction between the two terms, as it did in Title II when it modified “lodging” with the words “to transient guests.” This indicates, defendant contends, that the word lodging by itself does not connote occupancy of limited duration and therefore the terms “lodging” and “dwelling” should be considered interchangeable.  The government responds that defendant does not provide “lodgings” because its bungalows are “dwellings” in the sense of summer residences, not temporary accommodations as Congress intended.

Although the district court recognized that a distinction might be drawn between “dwelling” and “lodging” on the basis of the duration of contemplated occupancy, it did not agree that Congress intended this distinction to have any significance.  We do not think that this conclusion comports with Congress’ deliberate substitution of the word “lodging” for “dwelling” and the plain statement of intent repeatedly expressed by Senator Kuchel, the amendment’s sponsor, that the language modifications were designed “to tighten [Senator Dirksen’s] amendment as much as possible to avoid possible abuse.”  Therefore, we conclude that defendant has not shown that it provides “lodgings” as required by condition (2) of the private club exemption.

 The government also argues that the defendant fails to satisfy condition (3) because the private club exemption, by its express terms, applies only to the “rental or occupancy” of lodgings, not to their sale.  Thus, the government claims that even if defendant were found to meet all the other conditions of the private club exemption, it cannot protect the discriminatory sale of dwellings by its annual members.  Again, the government asserts that this interpretation is borne out by the legislative history which indicates that the word “sale” was deleted at the same time that the word “lodging” was substituted for “dwelling.”

At oral argument, defendant responded to the government’s argument, contending that it meets the “rental or occupancy” requirement.  Defendant’s argument is that by limiting the sale of the bungalows to Catholics, the club is limiting the occupancy of the bungalows and the rental of the ground on which the bungalows sit.  So, defendant argues, the club is “in effect” limiting the occupancy and rental of lodgings.

Although the district court noted the government’s argument, it did not address the government’s position.  We believe that the plain language of the exemption and the legislative history of the Act exempt only the “rental or occupancy” of lodgings, not their sale.  So, even though limiting the sale of bungalows to Catholics might have the effect of limiting the rental or occupancy of lodgings, we conclude that defendant’s policy and practice of discriminating against persons in the sale of bungalows falls outside the plain language of the private club exemption.

We conclude that defendant has failed to show that the bungalows are lodgings and that its restrictions upon the sale of bungalows are merely limits on “rental or occupancy.”  Therefore, we conclude that as a matter of law defendant has not met its burden of proving that it falls within Title VIII’s limited statutory exemption for private clubs. ...  

MANSMANN, Circuit Judge, dissenting.  I dissent because I believe that the panel majority, in construing the religious exemption from the Fair Housing Act, unduly minimizes significant connections between the Columbus Country Club and the Catholic Church.  By insisting that a formal hierarchical relationship be established between the Church and the Club before the exemption may be invoked, the majority reaches a result which, in my view, was not anticipated by those drafting the Fair Housing Act.  The narrow construction of the exemption has potentially significant implications for those wishing sincerely to live and associate in religious community.

It is important to note, at the outset, that this case is the first … to construe the Act’s religious exemption provision.1 This has not been a fertile ground for litigation and I believe that our analysis should reflect that fact, by being firmly grounded in the statutory language and the facts of this case.

I.  In order to assess the majority’s conclusions regarding the inapplicability of the religious exemption, I must detail the history and dimension of Columbus Country Club’s connection with the Roman Catholic Church.  It is against this background that the statutory exemption must be evaluated.

The Columbus Country Club was organized in 1920 by the Knights of Columbus, a Roman Catholic men’s organization.  In 1922, while members were still required to belong to the Knights of Columbus, title to the land was taken in the name of a separate non‑profit corporation.  In 1924, the Club was given its current name and, in 1936, the Club eliminated the requirement that members be affiliated with the Knights of Columbus;  membership continued to be limited to Catholic males.

As the majority points out, the Club’s annual members are required to be members in good standing of the Roman Catholic Church.  Prospective annual members are required to obtain the endorsement of an annual member and complete a one‑page application form containing, among other things, the name of the prospective purchaser’s parish.  The applicant must demonstrate that he or she, too, is a practicing Roman Catholic in good standing with his or her parish church;  a statement to this effect from the parish priest must accompany the application.

The Club contends that, from its inception, religious expression has been an integral feature of the Club community.  When the Club opened, the grounds were dedicated in a special ceremony led by the organization’s spiritual director and two priests.  During the period from 1920‑1922, a special mass was celebrated each Sunday in the local parish for the benefit of Club members.

In 1922, and for the succeeding sixty‑eight years, the Archbishop of Philadelphia has granted the Club special permission to have mass celebrated in a chapel on the Club grounds on each Sunday of the summer season.  The Catholic Archdiocese of Philadelphia provides the Club with the services of a priest who celebrates the weekly mass and leads other special religious ceremonies observed by the Club members.

Family members meet in the chapel each summer evening to pray the rosary and a consecrated statue of the Blessed Mother stands in an area of the grounds known as the “grotto.”  Both the chapel and the grotto are maintained by club members and the Sunday offering taken in the chapel is remitted to the local parish.

The affidavit of Reverend Richard J. Fleming, pastor of the parish in which the Club is located, was appended to the Club’s motion for summary judgment. [It] states that because Columbus Country Club, “a community of Roman Catholic families who live, pray, and worship together through the summer months ... is a Roman Catholic organization, the Archdiocese of Philadelphia provides it with the special privilege of celebrating mass on its grounds. This is a very rare and unusual privilege.”  The affidavit also establishes that a parish priest celebrates mass at the Club on the Fourth of July and on August 15, a holy day of obligation.  Club families take an active role in celebration of the Mass which, each week, is said in honor of the deceased members of a particular Club family.

The same affidavit notes that the statue of the Blessed Mother on Club grounds was consecrated by a priest in a special ceremony for the benefit of Club families and the Club is in the process of applying for the special privilege of having the chapel named in honor of a woman soon to be canonized a saint.

Church doctrine recognizes the value of the assembly of a community of believers as an integral facet of the practice of Catholicism.  Furthermore, the affidavit states that “the Roman Catholic church recognizes and approves of the assembly of a group of Roman Catholic families for a summer retreat of weekly worship and daily prayer together as a valuable and legitimate exercise of their religious beliefs.”

II.  Congress drafted the religious organization exemption broadly to apply to any “religious organization, association, or society or any non‑profit institution or organization operated, supervised or controlled by or in conjunction with a religious organization....”  42 U.S.C.§3607(a).  Given the use of the disjunctive form here, the Club argues that Congress intended that the statutory exemption apply to any non‑profit organization that is “operated by” or “supervised by” or “controlled by” or “operated in conjunction with” or “controlled in conjunction with” a religious organization.  The district court found that, at the very least, the Club operated in conjunction with the Roman Catholic Church, and was, therefore, entitled to the Act’s religious exemption: 

[A]lthough, as a strictly legal proposition, the Roman Catholic Archdiocese does not actually “control” the club or its operations, it is clear that the persons who, over the years, have operated and controlled the club have do so “in conjunction with” their continuing obligations as members of the Roman Catholic faith.  As a practical matter, by virtue of its ability to grant or withhold the privilege of holding services in the Club chapel—a privilege which is central to the traditional operations of the club—the Archdiocese does possess a very significant degree of control over the club itself.

The majority, evaluating all of the undisputed facts detailed above …, concludes, surprisingly to me, that the Country Club has not carried the burden of establishing entitlement to the religious organization exemption.  According to the majority, the words “in conjunction with” imply a “mutual relationship between a non‑profit society and a religious organization.  The existence of this relationship cannot depend solely on the activities of the non‑profit organization nor be viewed only from its perspective.” The majority concludes that “[w]ithout further evidence of interaction or involvement by the Church, we cannot conclude that as a matter of law the Church controlled the defendant or that the defendant was operated ‘in conjunction with’ the Church.”

This result is not compelled by the text of the exemption itself.  The language of the exemption does not focus solely upon “control” or “mutuality” but describes a number of different types of relationships which serve to bring an organization within the terms of the exemption.  The majority’s reliance on equivocal legislative history notwithstanding, I think it clear that the Columbus Country Club, under the terms of the statute itself, qualifies for the religious organization exemption.  If Congress had meant to make control or mutuality the determinative evaluative criterion, it certainly would have expressed this intention more clearly.  The exemption here must be interpreted at least as broadly as the common meaning of its text, rather than restricted to circumstances far more narrow than the meaning conveys.  The majority approach simply is not supported by the plain language of the exemption.

III.  Even if a mutuality standard were clearly expressed…, I would find that that standard has been met.  In examining the history of Columbus Country Club and, the uncontroverted details of its connections to the Catholic church, I find it difficult to imagine what more the panel majority could want in terms of mutuality.  The Club has operated to support the Church, both monetarily and by its members’ living and practicing the tenets of the Roman Catholic faith.  The Church, in turn, has supported the Club, by participating in its founding, by providing prayer support and by making clergy available to the community where it does not do so in other cases;  the Church’s provision of a priest to conduct services is central to the Club’s purpose and philosophy and, as the district court concluded, certainly provides the Church with a substantial measure of de facto control over Club operations.  The Church has, in fact, exercised its influence over the Club in bringing it into compliance with the Church’s policy against sex discrimination.

Throughout this litigation, the government has taken the position, which the majority apparently accepts, that the Columbus Country Club is nothing more than a homeowner’s association whose “one link” to the Church—the weekly mass—is not sufficient to support exemption from the Fair Housing Act.  In the government’s view—again tacitly adopted by the majority—the extremely narrow interpretation of the exemption’s phrase “in conjunction with” is appropriate. Otherwise, the argument goes, any group of persons holding the same religious beliefs could exclude others from their housing development simply by calling themselves a religious organization and arranging for a local church to hold certain services on the development’s grounds.

Where the legislative history underlying this exemption is, by the majority’s admission, scant, there is no guiding caselaw, and the wording of the exemption itself is quite broad, I think it inadvisable to read into the exemption a requirement of formality that is not clearly expressed.  This is especially so given the first amendment implications of this case.

I conclude that the uncontroverted record does not support the conclusion that the Club is nothing more than a homeowner’s association bent on excluding non‑Catholics.  The religious dimension of this Club is substantial and does not, as the parties agree, represent a subterfuge to evade the requirements of the Fair Housing Act.  The Club’s organization and religious character preceded enactment of the Fair Housing Act by more than 48 years and there is not the slightest indication of bad faith in the Club’s having limited its annual membership to those of the Catholic faith.  Subjecting the Club to the Fair Housing Act will destroy its character as a religious community where like‑minded individuals are able to support one another, communally express their beliefs and model their values to their children.  I cannot believe that this was the kind of “wrong” which the Fair Housing Act was drafted to remedy.  From a policy viewpoint, the conclusion reached by the majority here today may have far‑reaching impact on groups such as church camps, retreats and other organizations through which individuals associate to practice their faith.

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
UNITED STATES  v.  LORANTFFY CARECENTER

999 F. Supp. 1037 (N.D. Ohio, 1998)

SAM H. BELL, U.S. District Judge.  … In Copley, Ohio, there is a place where elderly immigrants from Hungary can enjoy the care and services of assisted living within a community of others with backgrounds similar to their own. That place is the Lorantffy Care Center [(“LCC”)]. Tibor Domotor established LCC with the idea that Hungarian immigrants deserve a place of their own as they grow older and need care. Domotor knows first-hand the challenges of adjusting to life in a place far from one’s native land. In 1956, he fled Hungary as revolutionaries challenged the totalitarian government backed by the Soviet Union. He came to the U.S. as a minister of the Free Hungarian Reformed Church. After ministering to other Hungarian immigrants in northern Ohio, he came to Copley … to serve as Minister of the Christ  Reformed Church. 

   
… Reverend Domotor established the LCC with the support of his church’s council and congregation. LCC, a non-profit corporation, maintained a legal identity separate from the church. But it has always maintained close ties with the church from which it sprung. Church members gave the $200,000 needed to build LCC. The church and LCC share physical and personnel resources, and LCC gives church members first priority in securing beds in its facility. LCC’s charter provides that if LCC ever ends its operations, the church will receive all of its assets and claims. 

   
While all of this appears to be admirable, the government contends that it is not admirable in all respects. In particular, the government asserts that LCC has engaged in a pattern and practice of discrimination against applicants for its services simply because those applicants were African-Americans. This, the government argues, violates both the letter and the spirit of the FHA.

   
The government reached its conclusion after conducting various tests at LCC… . Using eleven individuals in all, it sent groups of testers to LCC posing as persons interested in admitting an elderly relative. The government wanted to see whether LCC and its employees were treating blacks and whites differently when they asked about a securing a LCC bed. In each test, a black tester and a white tester would visit LCC separately on behalf of a similarly-situated relative. Each asked about current availability, and how long it would take for a space to become available. These conversations were recorded on audio tape, and then compared to determine whether or not LCC employees gave less favorable service or treatment to the black testers. 

   
After reviewing the tapes, the government decided that black testers did receive inferior treatment. They found that in different tests, black testers were consistently told of longer waiting periods and longer waiting lists. Black testers were also less likely to be asked to give a phone number so that a LCC employee could call if a bed became available. None of the white testers represented that they were of particular European or Hungarian ancestry, or belonged to any particular church.

   
The government also uncovered various statements made by Reverend Domotor and other LCC staff. The government charges that the statements further reveal a hostility towards the admission of blacks at LCC. For example, Gerri Basso, a former Director of Social Work at LCC, recalled comments made by Domotor after an African-American woman inquired about admitting a family member. According to Basso, Reverend Domotor commented said that while the woman was “obviously educated” or “obviously more cultured,” LCC did not “want to start that here.” Basso also testified about an occasion when Defendant Betty Vargo spoke to a prospective applicant on the telephone. After Vargo hung up, Basso contends, she commented that the caller “sounded black” and that “we don’t want any of those.” Basso further testified that Defendant Elizabeth Schmidt confirmed to other LCC employees that LCC did not want to start admitting black residents. 

   
Based on such information, the government filed the instant suit against LCC and four individuals associated with the facility: Reverend Domotor, Elizabeth Domotor, Elizabeth Schmidt and Betty Vargo. In its complaint, the government alleges that the defendants: (1) refused to rent or make available a dwelling because of race or color, in violation of 42 U.S.C. §3604(a); (2) made or published statements in connection with the rental of a dwelling that shows an intention to discriminate on the basis of a race or color, in violation of 42 U.S.C. §3604(c); (3) represented to individuals based on their race or color that available dwelling units were not available, in violation of 42 U.S.C. §3604(d). …  The defendants vehemently deny the government’s charges. …

[The FHA] specifically exempts certain housing decisions from its requirements. The defendants argue that one such exemption applies in this case. … At all times, LCC, not the government, bears the burden of proving that it is exempt from the Act. Defendants specifically claim that LCC is exempt from the Act under the so-called “religious organization exemption.” … 42 U.S.C. §3607(a).  … 

The government does not concede that LCC is exempt as a religious organization. But it focuses its argument instead on the scope of the exemption, even if LCC does qualify. The government first notes that the exemption permits qualified religious organizations only to prefer members of the religion over non-members. The exemption does not, it continues, permit a religious group to prefer non-blacks to blacks when it selects from among those individuals whose religious identity is unknown. The government then notes that, in its complaint, it specifically claims that LCC gave preferential treatment to non-blacks over blacks, without considering whether the non-blacks were members of the Reformed Christ Church. As a result, the government concludes, the exemption simply does not apply in this case.

   
The court agrees. First, the court must always construe any exemption to the Act narrowly. Second, when Congress considered the FHA, it recognized that the Act might impose an undue burden on various religious organizations which, without any discriminatory animus, merely sought to provide to housing for its members. Thus, Congress made it clear that these organizations could, under certain circumstances, give preference to their members, without any fear of liability under the Act. This is not, however, the liability which the government charges in its complaint in this case. Here, the government charges that LCC did not take its applicants’ religious, or even ethnic, membership into account at all. It further charges that among this non-selected group, LCC preferred non-blacks to blacks. Consequently, it is irrelevant to this case whether LCC is entitled to the exemption, because the exemption is limited to actions which are not the subject of the government’s challenge. … 

 … The defendants first argue that the government did not appropriately test LCC’s procedure for admitting residents… .  In Havens, the Supreme Court discussed the role of “testers” in ferreting out racial discrimination in housing. … The Court initially noted the importance of controlled testing. It then held that testers even had standing under the Act to bring claims in their individual capacity, despite the fact that they had no actual interest in purchasing or renting a dwelling. … Other courts have similarly found that “it would be difficult indeed to prove the discrimination in housing without this means of gathering evidence” and that “the evidence provided by testers is frequently valuable, if not indispensable... .” Hamilton v. Miller, 477 F.2d 908, 910 n.1 (10th Cir. 1973); Richardson v. Howard, 712 F.2d 319, 321 (7th Cir. 1983). While conceding that testing is not in itself impermissible, Defendants note that the testers in this case simply walked into LCC and asked about bed availability. They then note that most residents at LCC are referred by a hospital and carefully assessed to make sure that they are medically suitable for care at LCC. As a result, Defendants conclude, the tests were not at all representative of the actual admissions process, and reveal nothing about any discriminatory intent in the admission process.

   
This conclusion misses the broader purpose of the FHA. Clearly, the Act prohibits discrimination in the sale or rental of a dwelling, including the admission of residents to a nursing home. Cf.  Harsons, Inc. v. Township of Brick, 89 F.3d 1096, 1102 (3rd Cir. 1996) (holding that a nursing home is a “dwelling” under the terms of the FHA). But it also recognizes that decisionmakers can discriminate against applicants long before they reach the point of deciding whether to accept an application. They may discriminate in how they solicit and encourage applications. They may discriminate in how they treat applicants who ask questions about the dwelling, and in the process by which they inform applicants about a residency opening. They may also discriminate in the terms of residency which they offer to an otherwise successful applicant. All of these actions might discourage an interested person from pursuing an application to the point of ultimate decision. Consequently, these actions might be just as effective in limiting housing opportunities for members of a protected group as any policy which ultimately turns them away on the basis of their group membership.

   
Defendants may be accurate in that LCC does not usually admit residents on the basis of a walk-in inquiry. They also may be accurate in that the government offers no evidence that LCC unlawfully discriminates in admitting residents from hospital referrals, its usual practice. However, the government does offer sufficient evidence that LCC engaged in a pattern and practice of treating black “walk-ins” less favorably than their white counterparts. If true, this clearly violates the FHA. …

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

107. Columbus Country Club holds that summer homes are “dwellings” within the meaning of §3602(b).  What statutory arguments support the court’s decision?   What policy arguments could you make about whether summer homes should be considered “dwellings”?

108.  Why does the defendant in Columbus Country Club fail to qualify for the private club exemption?  What might be the purpose of that exemption?  Is it met here?

109. Columbus Country Club holds that the defendant does not qualify for the “religious organization” exemption of §3607(a).  What test does the court develop for determining whether a housing provider qualifies for that exemption?  What evidence suggests the test is met here?  What evidence suggests it is not?  Does the majority or the dissent have the stronger argument on this point?

110.  What is the purpose of the religious exemption?  Is it met in Columbus Country Club?  Note that the exemption allows qualified defendants to discriminate on the basis of religion or sex or handicap, but not race or color or national origin.  Does this make any sense?

111.  The defendants in Lorantffy Carecenter argued that the government’s testing was improper.  What was the basis for this claim?  Do you agree with the way the court handled it?

112.  If the defendants in Lorantffy Carecenter had been engaging in religious, rather than racial discrimination, would their facility have qualified for the religious exemption under the analysis employed in Columbus Country Club?  Is it the sort of facility that should be covered by the exemption?
2.
Smallholders’ Exemptions

SINGLETON v. GENDASON
545 F.2d 1224 (9th Cir.  1976)

HUFSTEDLER, Circuit Judge.  The appellants appeal from a summary judgment in favor of the appellees, the Gendasons, in a housing discrimination suit brought under Title VIII … and under the Civil Rights Act of 1866.  The district court held that the single‑family exemption, 42 U.S.C. §3603(b)(1), removed the appellees’ conduct from Title VIII; and … that the appellants’ Section 1982 claim was similarly barred.  Apparently, the lower court concluded that since Title VIII and Section 1982 both deal with housing discrimination, any exemption barring a Title VIII action should also bar a suit brought under Section 1982.  We hold that Section 3603(b)(1) does not bar the appellants’ Title VIII claim, and we remand both the Title VIII and Section 1982 claims for relief.

The appellants are three black women who allege that the appellees racially discriminated against them in refusing to rent them an unfurnished three‑bedroom single‑family house in San Francisco in 1974.  Appellees were lessees of the house and were seeking a sublessee for it.  The owners of the house (the appellees’ lessors) are Lola and Selig Eisenberg.  The availability of  the house was advertised in the San Francisco Chronicle and at a rental service known as “Rosalie’s Rentals and Realty” (“Rosalie’s Rentals”). Rosalie’s Rentals is a rental organization that receives notices of available housing from various landlords and compiles a list which it then sells for a fee to persons seeking housing.  According to the appellees, the only other contact Rosalie’s Rentals has with a landlord is to determine whether an apartment or a house is still available for rent.  Rosalie’s Rentals receives no commission from a landlord and makes no appointments between landlords and prospective tenants.  The appellants allege that they found the appellees’ house through the advertisements in the Chronicle and at Rosalie’s Rentals. ...

The appellees fail to satisfy their burden in arguing that §3603(b)(1) exempts them from the prohibitions of Title VIII. ... Tenants of a dwelling cannot claim the protection of §3603(b)(1) because that exemption is only available to owners.3  The Gendasons, as tenants, claim that despite the express language in the statute their conduct is exempt because they acted as agents of the owners.  The record does not support their claim. To be sure, the complaint alleged that the Gendasons were agents of their lessors, but the Gendasons’ answer denied that allegation.  Furthermore, even if an owner’s agent would be deemed an “owner” under the exemption, triable issues of fact as to the nature and scope of the claimed agency are raised by the record which foreclose summary judgment.

Assuming, arguendo, that the Gendasons could avoid that barrier, they have not succeeded in showing that their use of Rosalie’s Rentals did not deprive them of the protection of the exemption. Section 3603(b)(1) does not exempt the rental of single‑family houses from the obligations of §3604(a) when the services of a real estate broker or any person in the business of renting dwellings are involved in the rental transaction.  The appellees claim that Rosalie’s Rentals is not a real estate broker or organization in the business of renting dwellings.

Rosalie’s Rentals is not a real estate broker, dealer, or agent, but the services it offers fall within the broad category of services embraced in the language “business of renting dwellings.”4  Congress intended to make fair housing available to persons who have been the victims of discrimination.  This purpose is clear from the words of Title VIII: “It is the policy of the United States to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the United States.” §3601. To further that purpose, Congress severely restricted the exemption of owners by broadly defining the category of persons the use of whose services would defeat an exemption otherwise available.  The single‑family dwelling owner can escape the rigors of §3604(a) only if he goes his discriminatory way alone.  If he seeks the help of others who furnish any rental service for compensation, he forfeits his exemption.  Rosalie’s Rentals performs such services by selling its lists of rental units.6
Giving multiple listing organizations like Rosalie’s Rentals special treatment under §3603(b)(1) would be contrary to the spirit of Title VIII.  Nor does it make any practical sense to distinguish between Rosalie’s Rentals and other organizations in the business of renting housing. Both are capable of the kind of racial discrimination that Title VIII was designed to prohibit.  A multiple listing service, like a real estate broker, can participate in racial steering by giving special lists to black customers.  The humiliation suffered by black homeseekers is the same, whether at the hands of a real estate agent or a multiple listing organization.  Calling Rosalie’s Rentals a “library” or a source of housing information does not distinguish it from that part of a real estate broker’s business which also provides information about the availability of housing.  Nor does the labeling of Rosalie’s Rentals as a “finder” improve the attempted distinction since a real estate broker can be similarly characterized.7 As the district court observed:

... [A] client or a member of the public may go to the so‑called rental library just as he may go to a real estate broker.  He may be supplied with a rental library, with a list of available properties just as he might be supplied such a list from a real estate broker.  He takes that list, just as he would a list from a real estate broker and looks at the various properties and decides if he wants any and as in such cases involving real estate brokers, the negotiation may [sic] directly with the landlord, so in this case the negotiations are always with the landlord who makes the determination as to whether to rent or not.8 

What remains is a naked charge of racial discrimination.  The use of Rosalie’s Rentals stripped the appellees of any claim to the single‑family house exemption notwithstanding their ability to prove that they were otherwise entitled to the exemption as owners.  This determination compels reversal.  The district court did not consider the appellants’ §1982 action because the court concluded that it, too, was barred by the single‑family house exemption. Since we hold that exemption is not applicable to the present case, the district court, on remand, will reconsider the existence of any claim for relief that the appellants may state under both Sections 3604 and 1982.

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
113.  What are the purposes of the exemptions for single family homes (§3603(b)(1)) and for owner-occupied dwellings housing no more than four families(§3603(b)(2))?  Are they the same?  Do the purposes justify either exemption (or both)?  

114.  What is the difference between §3603(b) and the approach taken by Wisconsin in Wisc. Stat. §106.04(5)(em)?  Which do you prefer?

115.  The court in Singleton finds that the §3603(b)(1) defense is unavailable because the defendants are tenants trying to sublet.  Is this holding supported by the statutory language?  By the policy behind the exemption?   

116.  Singleton also holds that the use of a multiple listing organization removes the exemption because of the language of §3603(b)(1)(B).  What is the purpose of this provision?  Would the exemption apply if a real estate broker tried to sell her own house and she otherwise met its requirements?  

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
LAMB v. SALLEE

417 F.Supp. 282 (E. D. Ky. 1976) 

SILER, District Judge.  This action was brought under 42 U.S.C. §§3601 et seq., 42 U.S.C. §§1981, 1982, and the Thirteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Trial without a jury was held... .  The following facts were found by the Court… .

1.  The plaintiff Carmella Lamb ... is a black citizen of the United States, but appears to be white.  The plaintiff James Randall Roberts ... is a white citizen of the United States.  They were not married, but lived together.

2.  [D]efendants Bennie and Beulah Sallee were owners of a single-family house known as # 8 Stevies Ridge Road (hereinafter “house”) located in Erlanger, ... Kentucky.  In addition, they owned two other single-family houses and one duplex housing unit that were kept for rent.  They also owned the home in which they lived.

3.  At the time of the acts complained of, the house had been placed by the defendants on the open market for rental.

4.  On August 14, 1975, the defendant, Beulah Sallee, acting as business agent for herself and her husband, offered to rent the house to the plaintiffs for $200.00 per month with no lease and a $100.00 deposit, occupancy to begin on September 1, 1975.

5.  Plaintiffs were willing to rent the house on the terms specified by the defendant.

6.  Plaintiffs communicated this willingness to Mrs. Sallee on August 14, 1975, at a time when the property was available for rent and Lamb wrote a check in the amount of $100.00 for the deposit which was tendered to and accepted by Mrs. Sallee.

7.  Plaintiffs started moving into the leased premises on Saturday, August 23, 1975, and were assisted in moving by Lamb’s mother, sister, and brother, all of whom are black citizens of the United States.  Unlike Lamb, they appear to be black.

8.  On Sunday, August 24, 1975, defendants, having heard complaints from neighbors of the house that blacks were there assisting in the move and having learned from plaintiff that the people who helped them move were members of Lamb’s family, refused to allow them to continue moving in.*
9.  Defendants’ actions constituted a refusal to rent the house to plaintiffs on terms which defendants had previously indicated would be otherwise satisfactory, and were based solely upon the fact that Lamb is a member of the Negro race. 

10.  Plaintiffs removed their possessions from the ... house on Monday, August 25, 1975.

11.  Mrs. Sallee gave plaintiffs a check for $115.00, refunding their $100.00 rent deposit and reimbursing them for the $15.00 fee required to initiate water service for the house.  The water company also refunded the latter fee to plaintiffs. ...

13.  Each plaintiff was humiliated and suffered emotional and mental anguish as a result of defendants’ actions.

14.  Defendants’ actions were willful and made in bad faith.  They knew or should have known that fair housing is the law of the land. ...

DISCUSSION.  ...  [A]s to plaintiffs’ cause of action under the Fair Housing Act..., the defendants own, in addition to the house in which they live, four other houses which they rent.  However, one of these is a duplex.  ...  The Court has found no authority construing §3603(b)(1) and counsel for the respective parties have cited none.  However, in the Court’s opinion, the language of the Act precludes the possibility that a duplex can be considered a “single-family house” within the meaning of the statute.  In addition, the language excepting from the Act owners who do not own more than three “such single-family houses” obviously refers to “sold or rented” houses and not to a private owner’s personal residence.  Therefore, the defendants own only three single-family rental houses and do not come within the Act.  [The court went on to find that defendants had violated §1982 and awarded the plaintiffs actual and punitive damages and attorneys’ fees.]

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
HOGAR AGUA Y VIDA EN EL DESIERTO v. SUAREZ-MEDINA

36 F.3d 177 (1st Cir. 1994)

CYR, Circuit Judge.  Hogar Agua y Vida en el Desierto (“HAVED”), a nonprofit organization which operates group homes for persons infected with the Human Immunodeficiency Virus (“HIV”), brought a civil action ... alleging discriminatory conduct by defendants-appellees in violation of the Fair Housing Act.  The district court ruled that the principal defendants, Jorge Suarez Medina and Baudilla Albelo Suarez..., were exempt from liability under the FHA by virtue of the “private individual owner” provision which applies to persons who own less than four “single-family houses.” … 

I.  Background.  In September 1992, appellant HAVED entered into an oral agreement with Suarez to rent, with option to buy, two houses located on an undivided lot in ... Corozal, Puerto Rico.  Upon learning that HAVED intended to use the site as a group home for persons infected with HIV, defendants Milton Dolittle and Antonio Padilla organized neighborhood opposition and threatened and coerced Suarez into reneging on the rental-sale agreement.  HAVED ... initiated the present action charging defendants Suarez, Dolittle and Padilla with violations of FHA §§3604 and 3617, and Suarez with breach of contract ....  Suarez moved to dismiss the complaint ... citing FHA §3603(b)(1)….

  
A.  The Suarez Properties.  At the time of the September 1992 rental-sale agreement with HAVED, Suarez owned four separate parcels of land on which were located five structures.  First, the “Los Llanos Property,” the subject of the abortive rental-sale agreement, consists of one undivided lot containing two unattached residences. Suarez holds undisputed title to the entire lot and one residence (House A) where the Suarezes once resided.  Their son built the second house on the lot (House B) as a residence for his own family.  However, Mr. Suarez, Sr., was robbed while residing in House A, and the Suarezes and their son moved away from Los Llanos.  Houses A and B remained unoccupied at the time of the HAVED-Suarez rental-sale agreement.

Second, the “Guarico Residence,” ... was designed as a two-story house with a separately equipped, single-family apartment on each floor.  Suarez held title to the lot and the house.  At the time of the rental-sale agreement, the Suarezes resided primarily in the second-floor apartment, and the son and his family resided in the first-floor apartment.  Due to his physical impairments, however, Mr. Suarez, Sr., sometimes lived “interchangeably” with his son’s family in the first-floor apartment.  The district court ruled that the Guarico Residence constituted one single-family house.

Third, the “Guarico Rental” is a two-story, single-family structure located near the Guarico Residence but on a separate lot.  At the time of the rental-sale agreement, Suarez held title to the house and the lot, and the house was being rented to a single family.

The fourth real estate parcel, the “La Aldea Rental,” is a single lot ... containing a one-story structure which Suarez purchased in April 1991, and rented to a single family (Apartment 1).  Prior to the rental-sale agreement, however, Suarez renovated the basement of the building into a separate apartment (Apartment 2), and it was rented to another tenant.

  
B.  The District Court Proceedings.  Following an evidentiary hearing, the district court dismissed the HAVED complaint.... Pursuant to Provisos 1 and 3 of §3603(b)(1), the court ruled that at the time of the rental-sale agreement with HAVED in September 1992, Suarez had a bona fide ownership interest in only three “single-family houses” (hereinafter:  “SFH” or “SFHs”):  (i) the Guarico Rental, (ii) the La Aldea Rental (Apartment 1), and (iii) the La Aldea Rental (Apartment 2). 

  
Thus, the district court explicitly declined to treat three abodes as SFHs.  First, the court ruled that the Guarico Residence is not a SFH under FHA §3603(b)(1) because only SFHs that are “sold or rented” can be counted toward the four-SFH threshold.  In other words, in the district court’s view a defendant’s current residence is not counted as an SFH under Provisos 1 and 3 unless it is the subject of the sale or rental transaction giving rise to the cause of action under the FHA, or it is “on the market” at the time of the challenged transaction.  Second, since Suarez, Sr., had been forced to vacate House A at the Los Llanos Property after the robbery, and to acquire the Guarico Residence, the district court concluded that it would be “inequitable” to treat House A as a SFH under either Proviso 1 or 3.  

Finally, relying on the same equitable grounds noted in relation to House A, the district court ruled that House B on the Los Llanos Property should not be treated as a SFH.  The court ruled, in the alternative, that House B should not be treated as a SFH because the Suarezes’s son, who constructed House B, was its bona fide owner under Puerto Rico law;  whereas the Suarezes simply held an unexercised “right of accession” based on their ownership of the land on which House B is situated.3 

II.  Discussion.  Since the only dispute on appeal concerns the legal sufficiency of undisputed jurisdictional facts, we review the Rule 12(b)(1) dismissal de novo. We conclude, as a matter of law, that the Suarezes’s claim to exemption is precluded by the FHA.  

We employ traditional tools of statutory interpretation, particularly the presumption that ambiguous language in a remedial statute is entitled to a generous construction consistent with its reformative mission.  See, e.g., Cia. Petrolera Caribe v. Arco Caribbean, 754 F.2d 404, 428-29 (1st Cir.1985) (noting that this canon of construction represents an “especially reliable and legitimate” indicator of congressional intent).  This presumption has been relied on consistently by the courts in interpreting the omnibus remedial provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which … include the Fair Housing Act itself.  An important corollary for present purposes is that ambiguous exemptions from FHA liability are to be narrowly construed.  See, e.g., Columbus Country Club.
From this … perspective we consider which Suarez properties were “single-family houses” within the meaning of Provisos 1 and 3 of §3603(b)(1).  The parties agree that two properties—the Guarico Rental and the La Aldea Rental—qualify as “single-family houses” within the meaning of the exemption.4  Thus, given the four-SFH limit established in §3603(b)(1), the FHA exemption cannot stand if the Suarezes were bona fide “owners” of two SFHs in addition to the Guarico Rental and the La Aldea Rental.

       
A.  Los Llanos Property, House A.  First, HAVED argues that the district court exceeded its authority by fashioning an “equitable” exception which resulted in the exclusion of Los Llanos, House A, from the four-SFH calculus on the ground that the Suarezes had been forced to vacate the Los Llanos area due to neighborhood crime.  Although courts have on occasion engrafted equitable exceptions where rigid adherence to literal legislative language clearly would disserve legislative intent, generally courts are loath “to announce equitable exceptions to legislative requirements or prohibitions that are unqualified by the statutory text.”  Guidry v. Sheet Metal Workers Nat’l Pension Fund, 493 U.S. 365, 376 (1990).  Moreover, “[w]here Congress explicitly enumerates certain exceptions to a general prohibition, additional exceptions are not to be implied, in the absence of contrary legislative intent.”  Andrus v. Glover Constr. Co., 446 U.S. 608, 616-17 (1980).  Further, exemptions from the requirements of a remedial statute—like the FHA—are to be construed narrowly to limit exemption eligibility.  ...

For the foregoing reasons, we decline to endorse the equitable exception adopted by the district court, especially since Congress elected not to do so when it undertook to narrow FHA liability in §3603(b).  Nothing in section 3603(b), nor in its legislative history, manifests a congressional intent to temper either the inflexible four-SFH formula or the categorical “ownership” standard.  Thus, we believe these FHA provisions reflect the sort of “considered congressional policy choice” that elevates the “effectuation of certain broad social policies ... over the desire to do equity between particular parties.”  Guidry, 493 U.S. at 376. Guidry cautions against creating equitable exceptions to comprehensive remedial statutes in an effort to protect individual defendants from occasional inequities, even inequities attributable to misfeasance by the plaintiffs. Id. (holding that the district court had no equitable power to contravene ERISA’s unqualified anti-garnishment provision by imposing a constructive trust upon pension benefits payable to a former union official who embezzled union funds).  The Guidry admonition holds even stronger sway where, as here, defendant-Suarez’s misfortunes were in no sense due to HAVED’s conduct.  The Court recognized in Guidry that any attempt to calibrate the precise point at which an individual defendant’s vicissitudes are so “‘especially’ inequitable” as to outweigh the broad prophylactic policies underlying the congressional decision to protect the plaintiff class would immerse the courts in an inappropriate and “impracticab[le]” task.5 

  
B.  The Guarico Residence.  HAVED next contends that the district court committed reversible error in not treating the Guarico Residence as a SFH under Provisos 1 and 3 of §3603(b)(1).  HAVED argues that nothing in §3603(b)(1) excludes “owner-occupied” houses from the term “single-family house.”  Furthermore, HAVED notes, Proviso 2 explicitly qualifies the term SFH (“any such single-family house by a private individual owner not residing in such house at the time of such sale”), a qualification that would be entirely unnecessary if the term “SFH” itself excluded owner-occupied houses.

On the other hand, Suarez says that the Guarico Residence is excluded from consideration under Provisos 1 and 3 because the prefatory clause in FHA §3603(b)(1) (exempting “any single-family house sold or rented by the [defendant]” in a discriminatory manner) suggests that Congress did not intend that any property of the defendant count toward the four-SFH threshold unless that property itself was up for sale or rent at the time of the allegedly discriminatory transaction.   Suarez argues that this must be so because the references to “such [SFHs]” in Provisos 1 and 3 can only relate back to the prefatory clause, and incorporate the requirement that only “sold or rented” SFHs are to be included in calculating the four-SFH threshold.  Thus, Suarez says, a defendant’s residence normally would not be included as a SFH unless it were on the market at the time of the alleged discriminatory sale or rental. Suarez discounts the value of Proviso 2 as a tool for interpreting the prefatory clause in FHA §3603(b)(1), since Proviso 2 creates a considerably “narrower” and altogether independent exemption that allows one discriminatory sale (but not a rental) of an owner-occupied SFH to be excluded within any two-year period.  Proviso 1, on the other hand, creates a “broader exemption” for owners who own no more than three SFHs that are either for sale or rent by the owner.7 

The present dispute prompts two inquiries.  The first is whether a defendant’s current residence is excluded from the threshold four-SFH calculus under Provisos 1 and 3 simply because it is his primary or current residence, even though all other SFHs owned but not occupied by the defendant are included without regard to whether they were concurrently “on the market.”  The second inquiry is whether Congress meant to exclude from the threshold four-SFH calculus all SFHs owned by the defendant (including the primary residence) not on the market at the time the defendant—for discriminatory reasons--refused to sell or rent a different SFH to the plaintiff.  We turn to these questions.

  

1.   Exclusion for Residence Qua Residence.  As its prefatory clause makes clear, the FHA §3603(b)(1) exemption—assuming its four provisos are satisfied—applies to any “single-family house sold or rented by the owner” in a discriminatory manner.  For section 3603(b)(1) purposes, therefore, the relevant SFHs in this case are Houses A and B, located on the Los Llanos Property Suarez refused to rent or sell to HAVED.  Section 3603(b)(1) neither defines the term “SFH,” nor does its prefatory clause expressly limit the term “SFH” to structures in which the defendant does not reside.  Conversely, as Suarez acknowledges, if the Suarezes had refused to rent or sell their Guarico Residence to HAVED, the prefatory clause would not have debarred the Suarezes from a §3603(b)(1) exemption merely because the property being rented or sold was their residence.

The statutory context in which the prefatory clause appears undermines the Suarez contention as well.  See Skidgel v. Maine Dep’t of Human Servs., 994 F.2d 930, 937 (1st Cir.1993) (meaning of particular statutory language assessed in light of entire statute).  The four §3603(b)(1) provisos do not give rise to four independent exemptions, as Suarez suggests, but represent four cumulative preconditions to the single exemption set out in the prefatory clause.  If any of the four provisos is not satisfied, no section 3603(b)(1) exemption is appropriate.

Proviso 2 refers specifically to a discrete subset of the “discriminatory” SFH sales focused upon in the section 3603(b)(1) prefatory clause, namely, sales of SFHs in which the defendant is not residing.  If the unqualified term “SFH” in the prefatory clause were intended to embrace only SFHs in which the defendant is not residing, no such further qualification would be needed in Proviso 2.  See Mosquera-Perez v. INS, 3 F.3d 553, 556 (1st Cir.1993) (court should avoid interpretations which render any part of statute meaningless). Thus, if the term “SFH,” as used in the prefatory clause, applies to residences and nonresidences, the pendent references to “such [SFHs]” in Provisos 1 and 3 also necessarily encompass the Suarezes’s Guarico Residence qua residence.

Finally, the legislative history discloses no basis for second-guessing the “plain language” of section 3603(b)(1).  See Laracuente v. Chase Manhattan Bank, 891 F.2d 17, 23 (1st Cir.1989) (“Absent a clearly expressed legislative intention to the contrary, the plain language of the statute is conclusive.”).  As initially introduced in Congress, the FHA contained few significant exemptions from liability, see, e.g., supra note 7 (describing “Mrs. Murphy” exemption), and the breadth of the FHA’s coverage caused vigorous Senate opposition.  Senator Everett M. Dirksen proposed to assuage opposition by exempting sales and rentals of “any single-family house sold or rented by an owner residing in such house at the time of such sale or rental, or who was the most recent resident of such house prior to such sale or rental.” Yet even the “Dirksen substitute,” later modified and enacted as Proviso 2, failed to gain enough Senate support.  To break the deadlock, Senator Robert C. Byrd proposed the expanded four-part exemption, later codified as present section 3603(b)(1).  During floor debate, Senator Byrd offered two illuminating hypotheticals to demonstrate the coverage which would be provided under his proposal, but not under the Dirksen substitute:

A widow owns and lives in a single-family dwelling.  She also owns a single-family dwelling across the street, the tenant therein being her daughter.  The daughter moves to another State.  The widow cannot qualify for exemption under the Dirksen substitute because she neither resides in the house across the street—of which she is the owner—nor is the “most recent resident” of such dwelling prior to a subsequent sale or rental.

An individual lives in his own single-family dwelling located on a three-quarter-acre lot.  He decides to build a second house on the lot.  Ten years later misfortune forces him to parcel the lot and sell the house thereon.  He does not qualify under the Dirksen substitute exemption because he is neither “residing in” the adjacent dwelling nor was he the “most recent resident” thereof.

Asked why “it was necessary to raise the number of houses owned by one party to three,” Senator Byrd referred to these two hypotheticals, and noted that he had “already discussed situations in which there would be at least two [single-family] houses involved.” Significantly, both hypotheticals assumed that the houses in which the seller currently resided would be counted toward the four-SFH threshold in Provisos 1 and 3. See Rice v. Rehner, 463 U.S. 713, 728 (1983) (noting that interpretation of statute by sponsor is “‘authoritative guide to the statute’s construction’”);  see also Brock v. Pierce County, 476 U.S. 253, 263 (1986) (sponsor’s statements credited if consistent with statutory language). Other senators likewise recognized that the “more than three” threshold would include houses in which the seller resided.  See 114 Cong.Rec. 5641 (1968) (“I know we have people who have a summer home or a winter home....  One could easily have three homes.”) (statement of Senator Jordan).  Since this legislative history, at the very least, precludes our finding “a clearly expressed legislative intention to the contrary,” Laracuente, 891 F.2d at 23, we must conclude that a defendant’s residence, qua residence, is not to be excluded under Provisos 1 and 3 of section 3603(b)(1).8 

 
2.  Exemption for “Off Market” SFHs.  Suarez proposes to exclude the Guarico Residence under Provisos 1 and 3 because it was neither for rent nor sale at the time he refused to sell the Los Llanos Property to HAVED.  See Lamb v. Sallee.  The theory is that the term “such [SFHs]” in Provisos 1 and 3 unambiguously relates back to the complete phrase—”single-family house sold or rented by an owner”—in the section 3603(b)(1) prefatory clause.  The language of the statute is not dispositive on this issue, and the interpretation proposed by Suarez is at least plausible.

Although it is conceivable that Congress’s choice of the indeterminate modifier “such” was intended only to require the counting of residences qua residences under Provisos 1 and 3—in direct contrast to the more constricted scope of the term “SFH” under Proviso 2—Provisos 1 and 3 reasonably might be read to impose the additional, distinct requirement that any SFH, regardless whether it is the defendant’s “residence,” be counted under Provisos 1 and 3 only if it is a “single-family house sold or rented by an owner.”  Indeed, Congress’s choice of words—”sold or rented”—in the §3603(b)(1) prefatory clause is a most curious usage.  In order for liability to attach under §3604, a defendant need never have consummated the discriminatory rental or sale of the SFH to which the §3603(b)(1) prefatory clause adverts.  Rather, FHA liability attaches as soon as the defendant “refuses to sell or rent after [the plaintiff makes] a bona fide offer,” without regard to whether the SFH is ever “sold” or “rented” to anyone. With these linguistic difficulties in mind, it seems arguable at least, in keeping with the structure and language of the statute, that the term “such,” as used in Provisos 1 and 3, imports the same “on the market” qualification necessarily implicit in the §3603(b)(1) prefatory clause.

As noted earlier, however, normally latent ambiguity in a statutory modifier like “such” should be construed in furtherance of the statute’s remedial goals.  See Cia. Petrolera, 754 F.2d at 428.  (“When Congress uses broad generalized language in a remedial statute, and that language is not contravened by authoritative legislative history, a court should interpret the provision generously so as to effectuate the important congressional goals.”) Not only does the authoritative legislative history not contravene the HAVED interpretation, it contradicts the Suarez contention.  Most importantly, neither hypothetical advanced by Senator Byrd assumed or intimated that the seller’s residence was “on the market” at the time the discriminatory sale of the second house took place, yet Senator Byrd included both these SFHs under Provisos 1 and 3.  Notwithstanding a conceivable vestige of literal ambiguity, therefore, we are persuaded to the view that the Guarico Residence must be included in the four-SFH calculus under section 3603(b)(1) consistent with the FHA’s legislative history and its broad remedial design.9 

III.
CONCLUSION.  At the time HAVED was denied the opportunity to acquire the Los Llanos Property, allegedly on discriminatory grounds, Suarez held an undisputed ownership interest in “more than three” “single-family houses”:  the Guarico Rental, the La Aldea Rental, the Los Llanos Property, House A, and the Guarico Residence.  Since Suarez cannot satisfy either Proviso 1 or Proviso 3, the alleged discriminatory refusal to proceed with the HAVED rental-sale agreement relating to the Los Llanos Property did not qualify for exemption under §3603(b)(1).  The district court judgment is vacated.  The case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.  …

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
117.  What is the purpose of the first proviso of §3603 (B)(1)?  The court in Lamb held that the defendants fell within this proviso. Is this holding supported by the language of the provision?   By the policy behind it?

118.  Elaborate in your own words the arguments about whether the Los Llanos property, House A and the Guarico Residence in Hogar Agua were single-family homes within the meaning of the first and third provisos of §3603 (B)(1)?  Did the court satisfactorily resolve these questions?
119.   Can a real estate agent’s sale of her own property ever be exempt?  What arguments do you see from the language of the exemption and the policies behind it? 

120. Pulcinella v. Ridley Township (E.D.Penn. 1993), addressed a challenge under §3604(f)(3)(B) to a refusal by a local municipality to allow a variance so that a person with a recently acquired disability could make his house usable.  The court held that the FHA did not apply because the single-family house in question was owned by a person who owned no other residential property. Is this holding supported by the language of §3603 (b)(1)?  By the policy behind the statute?   

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
3.
Occupancy Limits


CITY OF EDMONDS v. OXFORD HOUSE

514 U.S. 725 (1995)

Justice GINSBURG delivered the opinion of the Court.  The Fair Housing Act (FHA or Act) prohibits discrimination in housing against … persons with handicaps.  Section 3607(b)(1) of the Act entirely exempts from the FHA’s compass “any reasonable local, State, or Federal restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”  This case presents the question whether a provision in petitioner City of Edmonds’ zoning code qualifies for §3607(b)(1)’s … exemption….  The provision, governing areas zoned for single-family dwelling units, defines “family” as “persons [without regard to number] related by genetics, adoption, or marriage, or a group of five or fewer [unrelated] persons.” Edmonds Community Development Code (ECDC) §21.30.010 (1991).


The defining provision at issue describes who may compose a family unit;  it does not prescribe “the maximum number of occupants” a dwelling unit may house.  We hold that §3607(b)(1) does not exempt prescriptions of the family-defining kind, i.e., provisions designed to foster the family character of a neighborhood.  Instead, §3607(b)(1)’s absolute exemption removes from the FHA’s scope only total occupancy limits, i.e., numerical ceilings that serve to prevent overcrowding in living quarters.                                    

I.  In the summer of 1990, respondent Oxford House opened a group home in the City of Edmonds, Washington for 10 to 12 adults recovering from alcoholism and drug addiction.  The group home, called Oxford House-Edmonds, is located in a neighborhood zoned for single-family residences.  Upon learning that Oxford House had leased and was operating a home in Edmonds, the City issued criminal citations to the owner and a resident of the house.  The citations charged violation of the zoning code rule that defines who may live in single-family dwelling units.  The occupants of such units must compose a “family,” and family, under the City’s defining rule, “means an individual or two or more persons related by genetics, adoption, or marriage, or a group of five or fewer persons who are not related by genetics, adoption, or marriage.” ECDC §21.30.010.  Oxford House-Edmonds houses more than five unrelated persons, and therefore does not conform to the code.


Oxford House asserted reliance on the [FHA], … which declares it unlawful “[t]o discriminate in the sale or rental, or to otherwise make unavailable or deny, a dwelling to any buyer or renter because of a handicap of ... that buyer or a renter.”  The parties have stipulated, for purposes of this litigation, that the residents of Oxford House-Edmonds “are recovering alcoholics and drug addicts and are handicapped persons within the meaning” of the Act.  


Discrimination covered by the FHA includes “a refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to afford [handicapped] person[s] equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”  Oxford House asked Edmonds to make a “reasonable accommodation” by allowing it to remain in the single-family dwelling it had leased.  Group homes for recovering substance abusers, Oxford urged, need 8 to 12 residents to be financially and therapeutically viable.  Edmonds declined to permit Oxford House to stay in a single-family residential zone, but passed an ordinance listing group homes as permitted uses in multifamily and general commercial zones.


Edmonds sued Oxford House … seeking a declaration that the FHA does not constrain the City’s zoning code family definition rule.  Oxford House counterclaimed under the FHA, charging the City with failure to make a “reasonable accommodation” permitting maintenance of the group home in a single-family zone.  The United States filed a separate action on the same FHA-”reasonable accommodation” ground, and the two cases were consolidated.  Edmonds suspended its criminal enforcement actions pending resolution of the federal litigation.


… The District Court held that ECDC §21.30.010, defining “family,” is exempt from the FHA under §3607(b)(1) as a “reasonable ... restrictio[n] regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”  The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reversed, holding §3607(b)(1)’s absolute exemption inapplicable…. We granted certiorari … and we now affirm… . 

II.  The sole question before the Court is whether Edmonds’ family composition rule qualifies as a “restrictio[n] regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling” within the meaning of the FHA’s absolute exemption.4  In answering this question, we are mindful of the Act’s stated policy “to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the United States.” We also note precedent recognizing the FHA’s “broad and inclusive” compass, and therefore according a “generous construction” to the Act’s complaint-filing provision.  Trafficante. Accordingly, we regard this case as an instance in which an exception to “a general statement of policy” is sensibly read “narrowly in order to preserve the primary operation of the [policy].”  Commissioner v. Clark, 489 U.S. 726, 739 (1989).5 


A.  Congress enacted §3607(b)(1) against the backdrop of an evident distinction between municipal land use restrictions and maximum occupancy restrictions.  Land use restrictions designate “districts in which only compatible uses are allowed and incompatible uses are excluded.”  D. Mandelker, Land Use Law §4.16, pp.113-114 (3d ed.1993).  These restrictions typically categorize uses as single-family residential, multiple-family residential, commercial, or industrial. 


Land use restrictions aim to prevent problems caused by the “pig in the parlor instead of the barnyard.”  Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U.S. 365, 388 (1926).  In particular, reserving land for single-family residences preserves the character of neighborhoods, securing “zones where family values, youth values, and the blessings of quiet seclusion and clean air make the area a sanctuary for people.”  Village of Belle Terre v. Boraas, 416 U.S. 1, 9 (1974);  see also Moore v. City of East Cleveland, 431 U.S. 494, 521 (1977) (Burger, C.J., dissenting) (purpose of East Cleveland’s single-family zoning ordinance “is the traditional one of preserving certain areas as family residential communities”).  To limit land use to single-family residences, a municipality must define the term “family”;  thus family composition rules are an essential component of single-family residential use restrictions.


Maximum occupancy restrictions, in contradistinction, cap the number of occupants per dwelling, typically in relation to available floor space or the number and type of rooms. These restrictions ordinarily apply uniformly to all residents of all dwelling units.  Their purpose is to protect health and safety by preventing dwelling overcrowding.  

We recognized this distinction … in Moore.  In Moore, the Court held unconstitutional the constricted definition of “family” contained in East Cleveland’s housing ordinance.  East Cleveland’s ordinance “select[ed] certain categories of relatives who may live together and declare[d] that others may not”; in particular, East Cleveland’s definition of “family” made “a crime of a grandmother’s choice to live with her grandson.” In response to East Cleveland’s argument that its aim was to prevent overcrowded dwellings, streets, and schools, we observed that the municipality’s restrictive definition of family served the asserted, and undeniably legitimate, goals “marginally, at best.”  Another East Cleveland ordinance, we noted, “specifically addressed ... the problem of overcrowding”;  that ordinance tied “the maximum permissible occupancy of a dwelling to the habitable floor area.” Justice Stewart, in dissent, also distinguished restrictions designed to “preserv[e] the character of a residential area,” from prescription of “a minimum habitable floor area per person,” in the interest of community health and safety.7

Section 3607(b)(1)’s language—“restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling”—surely encompasses maximum occupancy restrictions.8 But the formulation does not fit family composition rules typically tied to land use restrictions. In sum, rules that cap the total number of occupants in order to prevent overcrowding of a dwelling “plainly and unmistakably,” see A.H. Phillips, Inc. v. Walling, 324 U.S. 490, 493 (1945), fall within §3607(b)(1)’s absolute exemption from the FHA’s governance; rules designed to preserve the family character of a neighborhood, fastening on the composition of households rather than on the total number of occupants living quarters can contain, do not.9                   

B.  Turning specifically to the City’s Community Development Code, we note that the provisions Edmonds invoked against Oxford House … are classic examples of a use restriction and complementing family composition rule.  These provisions do not cap the number of people who may live in a dwelling.  In plain terms, they direct that dwellings be used only to house families.  Captioned “USES,” ECDC §16.20.010 provides that the sole “Permitted Primary Us[e]” in a single-family residential zone is “ [s]ingle-family dwelling units.”  Edmonds itself recognizes that this provision simply “defines those uses permitted in a single family residential zone.”  


A separate provision caps the number of occupants a dwelling may house, based on floor area:

Floor Area.  Every dwelling unit shall have at least one room which shall have not less than 120 square feet of floor area.  Other habitable rooms, except kitchens, shall have an area of not less than 70 square feet.  Where more than two persons occupy a room used for sleeping purposes, the required floor area shall be increased at the rate of 50 square feet for each occupant in excess of two.  

ECDC §19.10.000.  This space and occupancy standard is a prototypical maximum occupancy restriction.


Edmonds nevertheless argues that its family composition rule, ECDC §21.30.010, falls within §3607(b)(1), the FHA exemption for maximum occupancy restrictions, because the rule caps at five the number of unrelated persons allowed to occupy a single-family dwelling.  But Edmonds’ family composition rule surely does not answer the question:  “What is the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a house?”  So long as they are related “by genetics, adoption, or marriage,” any number of people can live in a house.  Ten siblings, their parents and grandparents, for example, could dwell in a house in Edmonds’ single-family residential zone without offending Edmonds’ family composition rule.


Family living, not living space per occupant, is what ECDC §21.30.010 describes.  Defining family primarily by biological and legal relationships, the provision also accommodates another group association:  five or fewer unrelated people are allowed to live together as though they were family.  This accommodation is the peg on which Edmonds rests its plea for §3607(b)(1) exemption.  Had the City defined a family solely by biological and legal links, §3607(b)(1) would not have been the ground on which Edmonds staked its case. It is curious reasoning indeed that converts a family values preserver into a maximum occupancy restriction once a town adds to a related persons prescription “and also two unrelated persons.”11 


Edmonds additionally contends that subjecting single-family zoning to FHA scrutiny will “overturn Euclidean zoning” and “destroy the effectiveness and purpose of single-family zoning.” This contention both ignores the limited scope of the issue before us and exaggerates the force of the FHA’s antidiscrimination provisions.  We address only whether Edmonds’ family composition rule qualifies for §3607(b)(1) exemption.  Moreover, the FHA antidiscrimination provisions, when applicable, require only “reasonable” accommodations to afford persons with handicaps “equal opportunity to use and enjoy” housing. …  It remains for the lower courts to decide whether Edmonds’ actions against Oxford House violate the FHA’s prohibitions against discrimination….  For the reasons stated, the judgment … is Affirmed.

Justice THOMAS, with whom Justice SCALIA and Justice KENNEDY join, dissenting.  Congress has exempted from the requirements of the Fair Housing Act (FHA) “any reasonable local, State, or Federal restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.” (emphasis added).  In today’s decision, the Court concludes that the challenged provisions of petitioner’s zoning code do not qualify for this exemption, even though they establish a specific number—five—as the maximum number of unrelated persons permitted to occupy a dwelling in the single-family neighborhoods of Edmonds, Washington.  Because the Court’s conclusion fails to give effect to the plain language of the statute, I respectfully dissent.                                    

I.  Petitioner’s zoning code reserves certain neighborhoods primarily for “[s]ingle-family dwelling units.” To live together in such a dwelling, a group must constitute a “family,” which may be either a traditional kind of family, comprising “two or more persons related by genetics, adoption, or marriage,” or a nontraditional one, comprising “a group of five or fewer persons who are not [so] related.” As respondent United States conceded at oral argument, the effect of these provisions is to establish a rule that “no house in [a single-family] area of the city shall have more than five occupants unless it is a [traditional kind of] family.” In other words, petitioner’s zoning code establishes for certain dwellings “a five-occupant limit, [with] an exception for [traditional] families.”  


To my mind, the rule that “no house ... shall have more than five occupants” (a “five-occupant limit”) readily qualifies as a “restrictio[n] regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”  In plain fashion, it “restrict[s]”—to five—“the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”  To be sure, as the majority observes, the restriction imposed by petitioner’s zoning code is not an absolute one, because it does not apply to related persons. But §3607(b)(1) does not set forth a narrow exemption only for “absolute” or “unqualified” restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants.  Instead, it sweeps broadly to exempt any restrictions regarding such maximum number.  It is difficult to imagine what broader terms Congress could have used to signify the categories or kinds of relevant governmental restrictions that are exempt from the FHA.1 


Consider a real estate agent who is assigned responsibility for the city of Edmonds.  Desiring to learn all he can about his new territory, the agent inquires:  “Does the city have any restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling?”  The accurate answer must surely be in the affirmative--yes, the maximum number of unrelated persons permitted to occupy a dwelling in a single-family neighborhood is five.  Or consider a different example.  Assume that the Federal Republic of Germany imposes no restrictions on the speed of “cars” that drive on the Autobahn but does cap the speed of “trucks” (which are defined as all other vehicles).  If a conscientious visitor to Germany asks whether there are “any restrictions regarding the maximum speed of motor vehicles permitted to drive on the Autobahn,” the accurate answer again is surely the affirmative one—yes, there is a restriction regarding the maximum speed of trucks on the Autobahn.


The majority does not ask whether petitioner’s zoning code imposes any restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.  Instead, observing that … “any number of people can live in a house,” so long as they are “related ‘by genetics, adoption, or marriage,’” the majority concludes that §21.30.010 does not qualify for [the] exemption because it “surely does not answer the question: ‘What is the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a house?’”  The majority’s question, however, does not accord with the text of the statute.  To take advantage of the exemption, a local, state, or federal law need not impose a restriction establishing an absolute maximum number of occupants; under §3607(b)(1), it is necessary only that such law impose a restriction “regarding” the maximum number of occupants. Surely, a restriction can “regar[d]”—or “concern,” “relate to,” or “bear on”—the maximum number of occupants without establishing an absolute maximum number in all cases. 


I would apply §3607(b)(1) as it is written.  Because petitioner’s zoning code imposes a qualified “restrictio[n] regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling,” and because the statute exempts from the FHA “any” such restrictions, I would reverse…. 

II.  The majority’s failure to ask the right question about petitioner’s zoning code results from a more fundamental error in focusing on “maximum occupancy restrictions” and “family composition rules.” These two terms—and the two categories of zoning rules they describe—are simply irrelevant to this case.                                 

A.  As an initial matter, I do not agree with the majority’s interpretive premise that “this case [is] an instance in which an exception to ‘a general statement of policy’ is sensibly read ‘narrowly in order to preserve the primary operation of the [policy].’”  Why this case?  Surely, it is not because the FHA has a “policy”; every statute has that.  Nor could the reason be that a narrow reading of §3607(b)(1) is necessary to preserve the primary operation of the FHA’s stated policy “to provide ... for fair housing throughout the United States.”  Congress, the body responsible for deciding how specifically to achieve the objective of fair housing, obviously believed that §3607(b)(1)’s exemption for “any ... restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling” is consistent with the FHA’s general statement of policy.  We do Congress no service--indeed, we negate the “primary operation” of §3607(b)(1)—by giving that congressional enactment an artificially narrow reading.  See Rodriguez v. U.S., 480 U.S. 522, 526 (1987) (per curiam) (“[I]t frustrates rather than effectuates legislative intent simplistically to assume that whatever furthers the statute’s primary objective must be law”);  Board of Governors, FRS v. Dimension Financial Corp., 474 U.S. 361, 374 (1986) (“Invocation of the ‘plain purpose’ of legislation at the expense of the terms of the statute itself ..., in the end, prevents the effectuation of congressional intent”).4

In any event, as applied to the present case, the majority’s interpretive premise clashes with our decision in Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452 (1991), in which we held that state judges are not protected by the [ADEA]. Though the ADEA generally protects the employees of States and their political subdivisions, it exempts from protection state and local elected officials and “appointee[s] on the policymaking level.”  In concluding that state judges fell within this exemption, we did not construe it “narrowly” in order to preserve the “primary operation” of the ADEA.  Instead, we specifically said that we were “not looking for a plain statement that judges are excluded” from the Act’s coverage.  Moreover, we said this despite precedent recognizing that the ADEA “‘broadly prohibits’” age discrimination in the workplace. …


Behind our refusal in Gregory to give a narrow construction to the ADEA’s exemption for “appointee[s] on the policymaking level” was our holding that the power of Congress to “legislate in areas traditionally regulated by the States” is “an extraordinary power in a federalist system,” and “a power that we must assume Congress does not exercise lightly.” Thus, we require that “‘Congress should make its intention “clear and manifest” if it intends to pre-empt the historic powers of the States.’”  It is obvious that land use—the subject of petitioner’s zoning code—is an area traditionally regulated by the States rather than by Congress, and that land use regulation is one of the historic powers of the States.  As we have stated, “zoning laws and their provisions ... are peculiarly within the province of state and local legislative authorities.”  Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 508 n.18 (1975). … Accordingly, even if it might be sensible in other contexts to construe exemptions narrowly, that principle has no application in this case.                                   

B.  I turn now to the substance of the majority’s analysis, the focus of which is “maximum occupancy restrictions” and “family composition rules.”  The first of these two terms has the sole function of serving as a label for a category of zoning rules simply invented by the majority:  rules that “cap the number of occupants per dwelling, typically in relation to available floor space or the number and type of rooms,” that “ordinarily apply uniformly to all residents of all dwelling units,” and that have the “purpose ... to protect health and safety by preventing dwelling overcrowding.”5  The  majority’s term does bear a familial resemblance to the statutory term “restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling,” but it should be readily apparent that the category of zoning rules the majority labels “maximum occupancy restrictions” does not exhaust the category of restrictions exempted from the FHA by §3607(b)(1).  The plain words of the statute do not refer to “ available floor space or the number and type of rooms”;  they embrace no requirement that the exempted restrictions “apply uniformly to all residents of all dwelling units”;  and they give no indication that such restrictions must have the “purpose ... to protect health and safety by preventing dwelling overcrowding.”  


Of course, the majority does not contend that the language of §3607(b)(1) precisely describes the category of zoning rules it has labeled “maximum occupancy restrictions.”  Rather, the majority makes the far more narrow claim that the statutory language “surely encompasses” that category.  I readily concede this point.  But the obvious conclusion that §3607(b)(1) encompasses “maximum occupancy restrictions” tells us nothing about whether the statute also encompasses … the zoning rule at issue here.  In other words, although the majority’s discussion will no doubt provide guidance in future cases, it is completely irrelevant to the question presented in this case.


The majority fares no better in its treatment of “family composition rules,” a term employed by the majority to describe yet another invented category of zoning restrictions.  Although today’s decision seems to hinge on the majority’s judgment that ECDC §21.30.010 is a “classic exampl[e] of a ... family composition rule,” the majority says virtually nothing about this crucial category.  Thus, it briefly alludes to the derivation of “family composition rules” and provides a single example of them.  Apart from these two references, however, the majority’s analysis consists solely of announcing its conclusion that “the formulation [of §3607(b)(1)] does not fit family composition rules.” This is not reasoning;  it is ipse dixit.  Indeed, it is not until after this conclusion has been announced that the majority (in the course of summing up) even defines “family composition rules” at all. …


Although the majority does not say so explicitly, one might infer from its belated definition of “family composition rules” that §3607(b)(1) does not encompass zoning rules that have one particular purpose (“to preserve the family character of a neighborhood”) or those that refer to the qualitative as well as the quantitative character of a dwelling (by “fastening on the composition of households rather than on the total number of occupants living quarters can contain”).  Yet terms like “family character,” “composition of households,” “total [that is, absolute] number of occupants,” and “living quarters” are noticeably absent from the text of the statute. Section 3607(b)(1) limits neither the permissible purposes of a qualifying zoning restriction nor the ways in which such a restriction may accomplish its purposes.  Rather, the exemption encompasses “any” zoning restriction—whatever its purpose and by whatever means it accomplishes that purpose—so long as the restriction “regard[s]” the maximum number of occupants. As I have explained, petitioner’s zoning code does precisely that.8

In sum, it does not matter that ECDC §21.030.010 describes “[f]amily living, not living space per occupant,” because it is immaterial under §3607(b)(1) whether §21.030.010 constitutes a “family composition rule” but not a “maximum occupancy restriction.”  The sole relevant question is whether petitioner’s zoning code imposes “any ... restrictions regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”  Because I believe it does, I respectfully dissent.

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
121.  Both the majority and dissent in Edmonds rely on plain meaning arguments for their positions.  Try to articulate in your own words what these arguments are.  Who has the better plain meaning argument?  What other arguments do the Justices use to bolster their positions?  Whose arguments do you find more convincing?

122.  What does the dissent in Edmonds see as the relevance of Gregory v. Ashcroft?  How does the majority respond?  Which argument do you find more convincing.

123.  What purposes might there be for the §3607(b)(1) exemption?  You might consider that the only cases to date that have discussed the exemption have involved claims based on familial status and handicap.  What do the purposes suggest about the proper outcome of the case?   Do you see arguments based on statutory purpose in either opinion?

124.  Wisconsin limits its exemption for occupancy requirements to familial status claims.  Why might it have done so?  Is this preferable to the federal approach?

125.  What arguments might you make about the proper interpretation of §3607(b)(1) if you were to employ Professor Blatt’s interpretive communities ideas?

D.  
Introduction to Canons of Construction
William S. Blatt, Interpretive Communities: 
The Missing Element In Statutory Interpretation
95 Nw. U. L. Rev. 629, 675-84 (2001)

Interpretive Communities and the Rules Governing Statutory Interpretation

 
The interpretive community account bears not only on questions about the appropriate theory or why judges reach agreement. It also bears on the question: “What rules of interpretation should courts adopt?” Interpretive communities shape widely held norms for statutory interpretation, the most prominent of which is representative democracy. …

The interpretive community account grounds theoretical accounts of representative democracy in the “ways and attitudes of varied people” that comprise our “working Constitution.” Governance involves a chain of authority. Sovereignty resides in the public community, the persons ultimately affected by governmental decisions. The public community entrusts decisions to the political community. Responding to the national mood as expressed in the media and public opinion polls, the political community makes trade-offs among competing goods and delegates the remaining issues to the policy community to “work out” over time. Representing the public, the policy community selects among a relatively narrow range of options, relying on expertise to determine the public good.


Accordingly, representative democracy directs judges to adopt the perspective of the community responsible for the issue. As Felix Frankfurter observed, “If a statute is written for ordinary folk, it would be arbitrary not to assume that Congress intended its words to be read with the minds of ordinary men. If they are addressed to specialists, they must be read with the minds of specialists.”315 This means that public issues should be decided by reference to the views of the public community, that political issues should be decided by reference to the views of the political community, and that policy issues should be decided by reference to the views of the policy community.
 
Though derived from representative democracy, this approach also furthers another widely held norm for statutory interpretation-- the rule of law, which protects against anarchy, allows people to plan their affairs, and limits official arbitrariness. … [T]he rule of law consists of multiple strands: originalism, which connects judicial opinions to democratically accountable legislatures; formalism, which provides private actors with clear prescriptions to guide behavior; and legal process, which roots law in a current normative consensus. Justice Frankfurter’s observation furthers all three strands. It connects judicial opinions to legislatures by identifying the issues of greatest concern to legislators. It provides private actors with clear prescriptions by identifying the audience requiring guidance. It roots law in consensus by identifying the communities in which consensus should be sought. …

 
Justice Frankfurter’s precept provides a means for assessing rules of interpretation. In a world in which most issues fall below the political radar screen, rules adopting the policy perspective are useful guidelines, applicable to most issues. Rules adopting other perspectives apply to fewer issues. Rules adopting the political perspective for policy issues are misleading.

Useful Guidelines: Rules Adopting the Policy Perspective: Rules adopting the policy perspective are useful guidelines because most issues facing judges are delegated to the policy community. Purposive interpretation, therefore, is usually the appropriate theory of interpretation. Its assumption of “reasonable persons pursuing reasonable ends reasonably” captures the congressional expectation that the policy community will work out details consistent with the political deal. This expectation gives courts wide leeway to modify the original enactment for unforeseen circumstances. …
 
Purposive interpretation is not the only rule adopting the policy perspective. Various doctrines of interpretation adopt this perspective as well. One such doctrine is the traditional hierarchy of legislative history. By pointing toward the policy community and away from public understandings, that hierarchy highlights the materials most likely relevant to courts. Another such doctrine is the canon assigning specialized meaning to technical terms,334 generally appropriate because it incorporates the vocabulary of the policy community. A third such doctrine is the canon reading statutes in pari materia (that is, along with others relating to the same subject matter), which assumes the ongoing life typical of the policy community. Finally, the canons avoiding redundancies336 and reading statutes ejusdem generis (that is, an enumeration limits general words) are useful because they assume a rational actor speaking with a single voice. 

Limited Principles

  
Rules Adopting the Political Perspective. Rules adopting the political perspective are limited principles, applying to unusual situations in which the political community opined on the issue. In such cases, Congress expects a particular result, not necessarily a reasonable one. Accordingly, in these situations, purposive interpretation should give way to theories aimed at discerning a particular result. Imaginative reconstruction of the “deal” does so by replaying the circumstances of enactment, and plain meaning does so by encouraging the political community to state its views clearly. Both theories narrow judicial latitude. …
 
Likewise, some canons of construction do not apply to political issues. For such issues, the canon giving words a technical meaning should give way to the one assigning words ordinary meaning. Take, for example, Nix v. Hedden.343 In deciding whether a tomato was a fruit or a vegetable for tariff purposes, the Court in that case rejected the botanical definition of fruit as the pulp associated with a seed, and instead looked to common parlance which regards fruit as a sweet plant served as dessert. In the same way, the canon reading statutes in pari materia becomes less persuasive for political issues. The political community’s volatility reduces the chance that its views would carry over from statute to statute. 

Finally, the canons avoiding redundancies and reading terms ejusdem generis lose power for the political community. That community’s distance from statutory language makes it far more tolerant of redundancies. For instance, during enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Senator Dirksen demanded explicit statutory language stating that Title VII of the bill did not mandate quotas for minorities, notwithstanding the fact that such language was likely superfluous. Likewise, ejusdem generis loses credibility for issues from the political community. That community often lacks an overall intention that relates general language to enumerations. Indeed, the lack of such intention supports the canon expressio unius (that is, the expression of one thing excludes the other). In bargaining between opposing interests, the expression of one thing usually excludes another. 


Rules Adopting the Public Perspective. Rules adopting the public perspective are very limited principles, applying only in the rare situations in which the political community fails to give voice to public understandings. When the political machinery breaks down, democratic values permit the judiciary to leapfrog the legislature, modifying or imposing legislative mandates in the name of popular sovereignty. 

 The best-established rules adopting the public perspective are the canons governing strict and liberal construction. These canons apply widely but with limited impact, affecting statutes at the margin. The democratic justification for these canons is that they mitigate systemic imperfections in the legislative process. Strict construction cures over-responsiveness to organized groups, and liberal construction increases the power of under-represented interests. 

 
The difficulty, of course, is identifying the statutes deserving strict or liberal construction. … [P]eople argue over whether civil rights statutes deserve strict or liberal construction. Civil rights statutes might be viewed as conferring economic benefits on an organized group at the expense of society at large.* Justice Scalia, in Johnson v. Transportation Agency, for example, used the diffuse interests of white men to justify a narrow reading of Title VII.361 Such a view, however, runs counter to the history of race relations in America. Notwithstanding their discrete status, racial minorities are not privileged, but marginalized. Furthermore, Americans do not regard racial equality simply as an economic issue involving a narrow group, but as an ideological issue impacting all of society.
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WRITTEN ASSIGNMENT VI
Canons of Construction; Interpretive Communities
Due:  Tuesday November 28 



This assignment has two parts, which should clearly marked and addressed separately in your submission. The total submission should be 3-6 double-spaced typed pages long. For general instructions for all assignments, see page 7 in the course materials. Directions specific to this assignment are provided below. 

(A)
 Make a list of general principles about statutory interpretation that are employed by the cases on exemptions in Unit VC (Statutory Defenses).  For this part of the assignment, your work-product will consist of a numbered list of these principles, and for each principle, a citation to the case and pages in the materials where you found it. If a statement appears in more than one case, cite to each case in which you find it. If the statement appears in a dissenting opinion, indicate that in your citation. For purposes of this assignment, you do not have to indicate when you are using direct quotes and you do not have to provide any citations that our cases provide for the principles you choose.



You should work only from Columbus Country Club, Singleton, Lamb, Hogar Agua and City of Edmonds.  Do not include Loratffy even though it was part of Unit VC.  Look for statements in the opinions that appear to be sufficiently general to be usable in cases interpreting statutes besides the FHA, as opposed to statements about the meaning of the FHA itself.  If necessary, rephrase the court’s language so each entry on your list is in the form of a general rule (as opposed to a description of what the court did).  However, where you alter the court’s language, be careful to retain the meaning of the original.  E.g., the following passage from Edmonds on page 329:

Accordingly, we regard this case as an instance in which an exception to “a general statement of policy” is sensibly read “narrowly in order to preserve the primary operation of the [policy].”  Commissioner v. Clark, 489 U.S. 726, 739 (1989).
would appear on your list as:

1. An exception to a general statement of policy is read narrowly to preserve the primary operation of the policy.  Edmonds at 329.

as opposed to any of the following:

1. The court read an exception narrowly “to preserve the primary operation of the [policy].” [phrased as a description, not a principle; includes quotes]

1.  The court regarded the case as one in which it should … [phrased as a description, not a principle]

1.  A statute with a general statement of policy is read narrowly to preserve the primary operation of the policy. [The court’s version of the principle only applied to exceptions from broad statements of policy.]

(B) Take three examples from the list you created for part (A) and, for each, discuss whether you think the courts’ use of the principle seems consistent with Professor Blatt’s approach to using the canons.  For this part of the assignment, you will need to read the excerpt from Professor Blatt’s work that immediately precedes this assignment.  You may find it helpful to review the eearlier excerpt on pp.69-76 which lays out Professor Blatt’s overall approach to statutory interpretation.


Choose three of the principles on the list, which you can refer to by number.  For each principle you choose, briefly discuss whether the section of the statute the court uses the principle to interpret is best attributed to the “policy,” “political” or “public” community.  Then discuss whether the court’s use of the principle seems to fit Professor Blatt’s understanding of the types of canons that seem to work best for statutes that are products of that community.  Thus, the form of your discussion of each of the three principles should look something like this:

#5.  The court uses this principle to interpret Proviso 4 of §3603(b)(1).  This proviso seems likely to have been a product of the political community because ….  The court used the principle in the following way …  Its use of the principle seems [not] to fit the way Prof. Blatt suggested the courts look at the products of the political community because …
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UNIT VI.  NON-INTENTIONAL DISCRIMINATION 

Legislative History

A.
American Apartheid: Class Discussion

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

126.  What, if anything, surprised or upset you about the book?  What information from the book were you aware of before? Which parts of the book’s descriptions or analysis did you find convincing?  About which parts are you skeptical? How does the book affect the way you look at the rest of  the material we’ve read for the course? For purposes of class discussion, assume that the statistical parts of the analysis are correct.  Massey and Denton have been challenged by others in their field on the conclusions they draw from the statistics, but not on the stastistical analysis itself.

127.  What remedies do Massey and Denton propose to deal with the problems they describe? Do they seem sensible?  Adequate? What other steps might help ameliorate the problems they described?

B.
Disparate Impact Claims

1.
Government Defendants

HUNTINGTON BRANCH, NAACP  v. TOWN OF HUNTINGTON
844 F.2d 926 (2d Cir. 1988)

IRVING R. KAUFMAN, Circuit Judge:  Twenty years ago, widespread racial segregation threatened to rip civil society asunder.  In response, Congress adopted broad remedial provisions to promote integration.  One such statute, [the] Fair Housing Act, was enacted “to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the United States.” Today, we are called upon to decide whether an overwhelmingly white suburb’s zoning regulation, which restricts private multi‑family housing projects to a largely minority “urban renewal area,” and the Town Board’s refusal to amend that ordinance to allow construction of subsidized housing in a white neighborhood violates the Fair Housing Act.

The Huntington Branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), Housing Help, Inc. (HHI), and two black, low‑income residents of Huntington appeal from an adverse judgment of the United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York (Glasser, J.), following a bench trial, in their suit against the Town of Huntington (the Town) and members of its Town Board.  Appellants allege that the Town violated Title VIII by restricting private construction of multi‑family housing to a narrow urban renewal area and by refusing to rezone the parcel outside this area where appellants wished to build multi‑family housing. Specifically, appellants sought to construct an integrated, multi‑family subsidized apartment complex in Greenlawn/East Northport, a virtually all‑white neighborhood.  The Town’s zoning ordinance, however, prohibited private construction of multi‑ family housing outside a small urban renewal zone in the Huntington Station neighborhood, which is 52% minority.  Thus, appellants petitioned the Town to revise its code to accommodate the project.  When the Town refused, appellants brought this class‑action2 to compel the change under Title VIII. ...

In the case currently appealed, the district court refused to invalidate the zoning restriction.  The district judge, however, incorrectly employed an intent‑based standard for the disparate impact claim asserted here both in analyzing the showing of effect and in scrutinizing the validity of the Town’s reasons for rejection.  Accordingly, we reverse and, finding a Title VIII violation, grant appellants’ request for site‑specific relief. ... 

Huntington is a town of approximately 200,000 people located in the northwest corner of Suffolk County, New York.  In 1980, 95% of its residents were white. Blacks comprised only 3.35% of the Town’s population and were concentrated in areas known as Huntington Station and South Greenlawn.  Specifically, 43% of the total black population lived in four census tracts in Huntington Station and 27% in two census tracts in the South Greenlawn area.  Outside these two neighborhoods, the Town’s population was overwhelmingly white.  Of the 48 census tracts in the Town in 1980, 30 contained black populations of less than 1%.

The district court found that the Town has a shortage of affordable rental housing for low and moderate‑income households.  The Town’s Housing Assistance Plan (HAP), which is adopted by the Town Board and filed with HUD as part of Huntington’s application for federal community development funds, reveals that the impact of this shortage is three times greater on blacks than on the overall population.  Under the 1982‑1985 HAP, for example, 7% of all Huntington families required subsidized housing, while 24% of black families needed such housing.

In addition, a disproportionately large percentage of families in existing subsidized projects are minority.  In Gateway Gardens, a public housing project built in 1967, 38 of 40 units were occupied by blacks and Hispanics in 1984. Seventy‑four percent of those on the project’s waiting list were minority.  In Whitman Village, a 260‑unit HUD subsidized development built in 1971, 56% of the families were minority in 1984.  Lincoln Manor, which was built in 1980, is a 30‑unit HUD Section 8 project.  Thirty percent of the households and 45% of those on the waiting list were minority in 1984.  Under a HUD Section 8 program, lower income families can obtain certificates to supplement their rent.  Each family, however, must locate its own apartment.  In January 1984, 68% of families holding certificates and 61% of those on the waiting list were minority.

Although a disproportionate number of minorities need low‑cost housing, the Town has attempted to limit minority occupancy in subsidized housing projects. Michael Miness, the Director of Huntington’s Community Development agency and responsible for developing the Town’s low‑cost housing, and Angela Sutton, Executive Director of the Huntington Housing Authority, repeatedly told whites opposing the Lincoln Manor project that they would impose a racial quota on occupancy.  When HUD reviewed the project’s management plan which established 5% minority occupancy, however, it advised the Huntington Housing Authority that it would not permit a racial quota at Lincoln Manor.  The Town similarly attempted to impose racial quotas on occupancy at a proposed 150‑unit subsidized housing project in Huntington Station on the Melville Industrial Associates (MIA) site.  When Alan H. Wiener, HUD’s Area Director, wrote Kenneth C. Butterfield, Town Supervisor, that “limitations on minority occupancy of housing on the Huntington Station site are not justifiable and will not be permitted,”, the Town Board unanimously passed a resolution withdrawing its support for the project because they could not “ensure a particular ethnic mix.” 

Under the Town’s zoning ordinance, multi‑family housing is permitted only in an “R‑3M Apartment District.”  The relevant portion of section 198‑20(A) provides: 

Use regulations.  In the R‑3M Apartment District, a building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes: (1) Any use permitted in the R‑80, R‑15 and R‑5 Residence Districts. (2) Multiple‑family dwellings which constitute an approved public housing project to be owned, maintained and operated by the Housing Authority of the Town of Huntington. (3) Multiple‑family dwellings where such dwellings constitute an element in a formally approved land use or a use plan for all or part of an urban renewal area which has been designated as such under the provisions of Article 15 of the General Municipal Law. 

On its face, then, this provision limits private construction of multi‑ family housing to the Town’s urban renewal area, where 52% of the residents are minority. It does permit the Huntington Housing Authority (HHA) to build multi‑family housing townwide.  But HHA’s only project, Gateway Gardens, is in the urban renewal zone.  The private housing projects are also in or nearby the urban renewal area.  Whitman Village is adjacent to Gateway Gardens in census blocks that are over 40% minority.  Lincoln Manor, only a few blocks from the projects in the urban renewal area, is also in a racially impacted census block.

The Town’s zoning ordinance also includes a special category for multi‑family housing for senior citizens called “R‑RM Retirement Community District.”  Only one such development‑‑Paumanack Village‑‑has been built in Huntington.  It is the only multi‑family housing for low income people which is situated in an overwhelmingly white neighborhood.  The development itself is largely white, having a black occupancy of 3%.

Only one vacant parcel of land in Huntington currently is zoned R‑3M and thus would be eligible for the appellants’ proposed development:  the MIA site, which is at the northeast corner of Broadway and New York Avenue, is partially zoned C‑6 and partially zoned R‑3M.  The Town in 1980 requested pre‑approval for 150 units of Section 8 housing on this site.5
In response to the great need for subsidized housing in the Town, HHI decided to sponsor an integrated housing project for low‑income families.  HHI determined that the project could foster racial integration only if it were located in a white neighborhood outside the Huntington Station and South Greenlawn areas.  This decision eliminated consideration of the MIA site, the only vacant R‑3M property … in the urban renewal area.

In its effort to create racially integrated, low‑cost housing, HHI actively sought the assistance of Town officials.  Specifically, HHI’s Executive Director, Marianne Garvin, and HHI Board members met repeatedly with Michael Miness.  In response to Miness’s suggestion that HHI pursue rehabilitating existing structures before focusing on new construction, HHI commissioned a study in 1979 to assess whether any of the vacant schools were suitable for the housing project.  After narrowing the possibilities to the Green Meadow School, HHI determined that this location was inappropriate for a low‑cost housing development.  Throughout 1979, Miness assured HHI representatives that existing zoning should not impede their efforts because the Town Board would amend the zoning ordinance if it supported the organization’s project.

After a lengthy search, HHI determined that a 14.8 acre parcel located at the corner of Elwood and Pulaski Roads in the Town was well suited for a 162‑unit housing project.  This flat, largely cleared and well‑drained property was near public transportation, shopping and other services, and immediately adjacent to schools.  Ninety‑eight percent of the population within a one‑mile radius of the site is white.  HHI set a goal of 25% minority occupants.  The district court found that “a significant percentage of the tenants [at Matinecock Court] would have belonged to minority groups.” HHI officials determined that the property was economically feasible and offered a lengthy option period.

Prior to purchasing the option for the property, Garvin asked Miness to visit the property and evaluate it.  Garvin testified that, although Miness told Garvin he would not give an opinion before HHI secured an option, he assured her that the property’s R‑40 designation (single family homes on one‑acre lots) should not be an obstacle because the Town Board, if it supported the project, would simply amend the zoning ordinance.  HHI obtained its option to purchase the Elwood‑Pulaski parcel on January 23, 1980.  Garvin again called Miness and invited him to visit the site.  She testified that he responded that he was familiar with the property and believed it was a good location for development.

Throughout 1980, HHI sought to advance its project by gaining the approval of the Town Board to rezone the property to R‑3M from its R‑40 designation.  . . .   Robert Ralph, a director of HHI, addressed the Town Board on February 26, 1980, at a public hearing.  The district court found that he filed a document requesting “a commitment by the Town to amend the zoning ordinance to allow multi‑family rental construction by a private developer.”  In August 1980, HHI and National Housing Partnership, an owner‑manager of federally subsidized housing, filed a joint application with HUD for Section 8 funding for the project.

At the time HHI applied for the Section 8 funding, Huntington had a Housing Assistance Plan, which had been approved by HUD.  Pursuant to the provisions of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5301‑20, when a town has such a plan, HUD must refer a Section 8 application to the Town for comment.  In an October 14, 1980, letter to Alan H. Weiner, HUD Area Manager, Town Supervisor Kenneth C. Butterfield set forth seven reasons why Huntington opposed the project.  It reads, in pertinent part, as follows: 

The Town’s professional staff in the Planning, Legal and Community Development Departments have reviewed the proposal and have submitted the following comments: 

1. The HUD‑approved Housing Assistance Plan (both the three‑year goal submitted with the Community Development Block Grant 1979‑80 application and the annual goal submitted with the 1980‑1981 Community Development Block Grant) contains no “new construction” units as a program goal. 

2. The plan for development cannot be carried out within the existing single family R‑40 (1 acre) zoning. 

3. The development is located at the intersection of two heavily trafficked streets. 

4. The site plan presents a poor parking plan in terms of location with respect to the units, substandard in size and the lack of streets results in very poor fire protection access. 

5. The development is located adjacent to both the Long Island Railroad as well as a LILCO substation.  This is in addition to the heavy traffic conditions. 

6. The site plan shows recreation and/or play areas very inadequate for the number and type of dwelling units being proposed. 

7. The three and four‑bedroom units are quite undersized;  have poor layout; bedrooms are much too small;  living space is unrealistic;  no storage;  one full and two half‑baths for a family of 6 to 8 is not realistic. In conclusion, I do not recommend HUD approval of this proposal based on the material reviewed and the comments presented above.

When the proposal became public, substantial community opposition developed. A group called the Concerned Citizens Association was formed, and a petition containing 4,100 signatures against the proposal was submitted to the Town Board.  A protest meeting in November drew about 2,000 persons.  Supervisor Butterfield was the principal speaker and assured the audience of his opposition to the project.  Matinecock Court came before the Town Board at a meeting on January 6, 1981.  The Board rejected the proposed zoning change and adopted the following resolution: 

WHEREAS, it has been proposed by HOUSING HELP, INC., a private non‑profit group, that Huntington’s zoning code be changed in order to build 162 federally‑subsidized apartments for low to moderate income people at Elwood and Pulaski Roads in the Elwood section of the Town of Huntington;  and WHEREAS, the Town Board has studied the various aspects of the proposal for a zoning change for 162 apartments at the said location of Elwood and Pulaski Roads; NOW, THEREFORE, THE TOWN BOARD finds that although favoring housing for the senior citizens and others, in appropriate areas, that the location referred to herein is not an appropriate location due to lack of transportation, traffic hazard and disruption of the existing residential patterns in the Elwood area and requests that the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) reject the application by HOUSING HELP, INC.

The district court based its refusal to order rezoning on three alternative grounds:  (1) appellants never formally applied for rezoning;  (2) even if they had applied, they failed to make the requisite prima facie showing of discriminatory effect;  and (3) even if they had demonstrated discriminatory effect, the city had rebutted it by articulating legitimate, non‑pretextual justifications.  We now consider each ground separately.  [The court held that the town had treated HHI’s proposal as an application, and so the first ground for denial was improper.]

 In its second holding, the court adopted the four‑prong disparate impact test set out in Metropolitan Housing Dev. Corp. v. Village of Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283, 1287‑90 (7th Cir.1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 1025 (1978) (Arlington Heights II ), and concluded that, even if appellants applied for a rezoning change, they had failed to make out a prima facie case.  The court considered: 

(1) how strong is the plaintiff’s showing of discriminatory effect;  (2) is there some evidence of discriminatory intent, though not enough to satisfy the constitutional standard of Washington v. Davis [, 426 U.S. 229 (1976)];  (3) what is the defendant’s interest in taking the action complained of;  and (4) does the plaintiff seek to compel the defendant to affirmatively provide housing for members of minority groups or merely to restrain the defendant from interfering with individual property owners who wish to provide such housing. 

 
On the first prong, the court found that the showing of discriminatory effect was “not particularly strong.”  Although the judge held that a shortage of rental housing existed, that a disproportionately large percentage of the households using subsidized rental units are minority, and, accordingly, that a “significant percentage” of Matinecock Court tenants would be minority, he compared the larger absolute number of white poor (22,160) with minority poor (3,671) and concluded that the beneficiaries “might not come disproportionately from minority groups.”  Huntington.  

On the second factor, Judge Glasser found no proof of segregative intent, deeming this a plus in the Town’s favor.  In so holding, he determined that appellants had failed to prove that the Town was motivated by segregative intent when it confined subsidized housing to the urban renewal area.  The third prong of Arlington Heights II, he concluded, was satisfied by “legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons for [the Town’s] conduct.”  He deemed the fourth factor to cut in favor of appellants because they were not asking the Town to provide housing. Nevertheless, because the first three factors weighed in favor of appellees, he held that the appellants had failed to demonstrate a prima facie case.

In its third rationale, the court applied the test set forth in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1973), as a final determination on the merits for Title VII disparate treatment cases.  According to this formula, if plaintiffs establish a prima facie case of disparate treatment, the “burden shifts to the defendant to articulate some legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for the employee’s rejection.”  McDonnell Douglas, 411 U.S. at 802.  If defendants meet this burden, plaintiffs must show that the legitimate justifications offered were pretextual and not the employer’s true reasons. McDonnell Douglas, 411 U.S. at 804.  Applying this test, the court below found that, even if appellants had demonstrated a prima facie showing of discriminatory effect, the Town’s justifications for rejecting the project were legitimate and non‑discriminatory reasons which “have not been exposed as pretextual.”

We find it convenient to discuss Judge Glasser’s second and third holdings together.  In considering them, we start by pointing out that this case requires what has been called “disparate impact” or “disparate effects” analysis, not “disparate treatment” analysis.  A disparate impact analysis examines a facially‑neutral policy or practice, such as a hiring test or zoning law, for its differential impact or effect on a particular group.  Sobel v. Yeshiva Univ., 839 F.2d 18, 28 (2d Cir.1988).  Disparate treatment analysis, on the other hand, involves differential treatment of similarly situated persons or groups.  The line is not always a bright one, e.g., Sobel, 839 F.2d at 28‑29, but does adequately delineate two very different kinds of discrimination claims.

Here, appellees would collapse the distinction between disparate impact and disparate treatment by characterizing this as a “mixed” impact and treatment case.  Thus, they argue, “treatment” analysis should be applied to the Town’s refusal to rezone the Matinecock Court site, while “impact” analysis should be applied to the zoning ordinance’s restriction of multi‑family housing to the urban renewal area.  Under appellees’ methodology, however, every disparate impact case would include a disparate treatment component.  This cannot be the case.  There is always some discrete event (refusal to rezone property, refusal to hire someone because he did not graduate from high school) which touches off litigation challenging a neutral rule or policy....

Under disparate impact analysis, as other circuits have recognized, a prima facie case is established by showing that the challenged practice of the defendant “actually or predictably results in racial discrimination;  in other words that it has a discriminatory effect.”  United States v. City of Black Jack, 508 F.2d 1179, 1184‑85 (8th Cir.1974), cert. denied, 422 U.S. 1042 (1975).  The plaintiff need not show that the decision complained of was made with discriminatory intent. Refusal to require intent in disparate impact cases is entirely consistent with our prior decisions.  In determining whether discriminatory effect is sufficient, we look to congressional purpose, as gleaned from the legislative history of Title VIII, related Title VII jurisprudence, and practical concerns.  Although none of these considerations is alone determinative, taken together they strongly suggest that discriminatory impact alone violates Title VIII.

The Act’s stated purpose to end discrimination requires a discriminatory effect standard;  an intent requirement would strip the statute of all impact on de facto segregation. Congress appears not to have resolved this precise question.  Nonetheless, the legislative history provides some indication that an intent standard was not contemplated.  The Rizzo court attached significance to the Senate’s rejection of an amendment that would have required “proof of discriminatory intent to succeed in establishing a Title VIII claim.” Resident Advisory Board v. Rizzo, 564 F.2d 126, 147 (3d Cir.1977), cert. denied, 435 U.S. 908 (1978).  The amendment, however, was far less sweeping than Rizzo suggests because it applied only to a single‑family owner‑occupied house.  Nevertheless, its rejection does underscore congressional willingness to broaden Title VIII to encompass segregation resulting from the application of facially neutral rules, even in the absence of discriminatory intent.

More persuasive is the parallel between Title VII and Title VIII noted by both courts and commentators.   The two statutes are part of a coordinated scheme of federal civil rights laws enacted to end discrimination;  the Supreme Court has held that both statutes must be construed expansively to implement that goal.  Courts and commentators have observed that the two statutes require similar proof to establish a violation.   Thus, just as the Supreme Court held that Title VII is violated by a showing of discriminatory effect, we hold that a Title VIII violation can be established without proof of discriminatory intent.

Practical concerns also militate against inclusion of intent in any disparate impact analysis.  First, as this court noted in Robinson [v. 12 Lofts Realty], “clever men may easily conceal their motivations.”  610 F.2d at 1043 [(2d Cir.1979)]quoting Black Jack, 508 F.2d at 1185.  This is especially persuasive in disparate impact cases where a facially neutral rule is being challenged.  Often, such rules bear no relation to discrimination upon passage, but develop into powerful discriminatory mechanisms when applied.  Second, inclusion of intent undermines the trial judge’s inquiry into the impact of an action.  The lower court’s insistence on probing the “pretextual” nature of appellees’ justifications vividly demonstrates the extent to which an intent‑based standard can infect an analysis and draw it away from its proper focus.  Accordingly, we will not require proof of discriminatory intent to establish a prima facie disparate impact case under Title VIII.

Confusion concerning the content of a prima facie disparate impact case under Title VIII has been engendered by the tendency of some courts to consider factors normally advanced as part of a defendant’s justification for its challenged action in assessing whether the plaintiff has established a prima facie case.  That appears to have occurred in this case when Judge Glasser analyzed the factors set forth in Arlington Heights II in the course of concluding that a prima facie case was not established.  Though, as will shortly appear, we are not persuaded to adopt precisely the formulation of the Arlington Heights II factors, we agree with the Third Circuit that factors such as those mentioned in Arlington Heights II are to be considered in a final determination on the merits rather than as a requirement for a prima facie case.  See Rizzo, 564 F.2d at 148 n.32. Nothing in Arlington Heights II indicates the court saw its test as anything but a final determination on the merits.  Furthermore, treating the four factors as steps necessary to make out a prima facie case places too onerous a burden on appellants.  The legislative history of the Fair Housing Act, although sparse, argues persuasively against so daunting a prima facie standard.

As Senator Mondale, the bill’s author, said, the proposed law was designed to replace the ghettos “by truly integrated and balanced living patterns.”  114 Cong.Rec. 3422 (1968) quoted in Trafficante.  In Trafficante, the Supreme Court held that Title VIII should be broadly interpreted to fulfill this congressional mandate. Moreover, both the majority and the thoughtful dissent in a recent Title VIII case in this circuit, Starrett City, agree:  Congress intended that broad application of the anti‑ discrimination provisions would ultimately result in residential integration. Employing the test in Arlington Heights II as a prima facie hurdle would cripple Title VIII.

Once a prima facie case of adverse impact is presented, as occurred here, the inquiry turns to the standard to be applied in determining whether the defendant can nonetheless avoid liability under Title VIII.  The Third Circuit in Rizzo and the Seventh Circuit in Arlington Heights II have both made useful contributions to this inquiry.  Both circuits essentially recognize that in the end there must be a weighing of the adverse impact against the defendant’s justification.  As phrased by the Third Circuit, the defendant must prove that its actions furthered, in theory and in practice, a legitimate, bona fide governmental interest and that no alternative would serve that interest with less discriminatory effect.  Rizzo, 564 F.2d at 148‑49. We agree with that formulation.  Furthermore, according to the Third Circuit, “Title VIII criteria [would] emerge, then, on a case‑by‑case basis.”  564 F.2d at 149.  The Seventh Circuit adds two other factors that can affect the ultimate determination on the merits.  One factor is whether there is any evidence of discriminatory intent on the part of the defendant.  Though we have ruled that such intent is not a requirement of the plaintiff’s prima facie case, there can be little doubt that if evidence of such intent is presented, that evidence would weigh heavily on the plaintiff’s side of the ultimate balance.  The other factor is whether the plaintiff is suing to compel a governmental defendant to build housing or only to require a governmental defendant to eliminate some obstacle to housing that the plaintiff itself will build.  In the latter circumstance, a defendant would normally have to establish a somewhat more substantial justification for its adverse action than would be required if the defendant were defending its decision not to build.

In this case, we are obliged to refine the standard for assessing a Title VIII defendant’s justification somewhat beyond what was said in either Rizzo or Arlington Heights II.  In Rizzo, two of the defendants offered no justification for the adverse decision, 564 F.2d at 149, and the municipal defendant offered only the entirely unacceptable apprehension of violence, 564 F.2d at 150.  The Third Circuit therefore did not have anything of substance to weigh on the defendants’ side.  In Arlington Heights II, the consideration of the defendant’s justification scarcely moved past inquiring whether the municipal defendant was acting within the scope of zoning authority granted by state law.  558 F.2d at 1293.

In considering the defendant’s justification, we start with the framework of Title VII analysis.  When an employer’s facially neutral rule is shown to have a racially disproportionate effect on job applicants, that rule must be shown to be substantially related to job performance.  See Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424 (1971).  In a zoning case, the facially neutral rule is the provision of the zoning ordinance that bars the applicant and, in doing so, exerts a racially disproportionate effect on minorities.  The difficulty, however, is that in Title VIII cases there is no single objective like job performance to which the legitimacy of the facially neutral rule may be related.  A town’s preference to maintain a particular zoning category for particular sections of the community is normally based on a variety of circumstances.  The complexity of  the considerations, however, does not relieve a court of the obligation to assess whatever justifications the town advances and weigh them carefully against the degree of adverse effect the plaintiff has shown.  Though a town’s interests in zoning requirements are substantial, they cannot, consistently with Title VIII, automatically outweigh significant disparate effects.

A district court’s findings of fact may not be set aside “unless clearly erroneous.”  Fed.R.Civ.P. 52(a);   But Rule 52(a), the Supreme Court has held, “does not inhibit an appellate court’s power to correct errors of law, including those that may infect a so‑called mixed finding of law, or a finding of fact that is predicated on a misunderstanding of the governing rule of law.”  Bose Corp. v. Consumers Union of United States, Inc., 466 U.S. 485, 501 (1984). With these principles in mind, we review Judge Glasser’s findings in two areas7: the strength of the discriminatory effect and the import of the Town’s justifications.

The discriminatory effect of a rule arises in two contexts:  adverse impact on a particular minority group and harm to the community generally by the perpetuation of segregation.  Arlington Heights II, 558 F.2d at 1290. In analyzing Huntington’s restrictive zoning, however, the lower court concentrated on the harm to blacks as a group, and failed to consider the segregative effect of maintaining a zoning ordinance that restricts private multi‑family housing to an area with a high minority concentration.  Yet, recognizing this second form of effect advances the principal purpose of Title VIII to promote, “open, integrated residential housing patterns.”  Otero v. New York Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1134 (2d Cir.1973).

Seventy percent of Huntington’s black population reside in Huntington Station and South Greenlawn.  Matinecock Court, with its goal of 25% minorities, would begin desegregating a neighborhood which is currently 98% white.  Indeed, the district court found that a “significant percentage of the tenants” at Matinecock Court would belong to minority groups.  The court, however, failed to take the logical next step and find that the refusal to permit projects outside the urban renewal area with its high concentration of minorities reinforced racial segregation in housing. This was erroneous.  Similarly, the district court found that the Town has a shortage of rental housing affordable for low and moderate‑ income households, that a “disproportionately” large percentage of the households using subsidized rental units are minority citizens, and that a disproportionately large number of minorities are on the waiting lists for subsidized housing and existing Section 8 certificates.  But it failed to recognize that Huntington’s zoning ordinance, which restricts private construction of multi‑family housing to the largely minority urban renewal area, impedes integration by restricting low‑income housing needed by minorities to an area already 52% minority. We thus find that Huntington’s refusal to amend the restrictive zoning ordinance to permit privately‑built multi‑family housing outside the urban renewal area significantly perpetuated segregation in the Town.

On the question of harm to blacks as a group, the district court emphasized that 22,160 whites and 3,671 minorities had incomes below 200% of the poverty line, a cutoff close to the Huntington Housing Authority’s qualification standards.  Thus, the district court focused on the greater absolute number of poor whites compared with indigent minorities in Huntington.  The district court, however, did not analyze the disproportionate burden on minorities as required by Griggs. By relying on absolute numbers rather than on proportional statistics, the district court significantly underestimated the disproportionate impact of the Town’s policy. Thus, the district court perceived facts through a misapprehension of the applicable law and we must make our own findings at least as to the significance of the undisputed underlying facts. 

The parties have stipulated that 28% of minorities in Huntington and 11% of whites have incomes below 200% of the poverty line.  What they dispute is the meaning of these statistics.  Judge Glasser found that, as the Town contends, there is no showing of discriminatory effect because a majority of the victims are white.  We disagree for reasons analogous to those the Supreme Court enumerated in Griggs.  The disparity is of a magnitude similar to that in Griggs, where the Court found discriminatory an employer’s policy of hiring only high school graduates because 12% of black males in North Carolina had high school diplomas while 34% of white males were high school graduates.  But the plaintiffs presented even stronger evidence reflecting the disparate impact of preventing the project from proceeding.  Under the Huntington HAP for 1982‑ 1985, 7% of all Huntington families needed subsidized housing, while 24% of the black families needed such housing.  In addition, minorities constitute a far greater percentage of those currently occupying subsidized rental projects compared to their percentage in the Town’s population.  Similarly, a disproportionately high percentage (60%) of families holding Section 8 certificates from the Housing Authority to supplement their rents are minorities, and an equally disproportionate percentage (61%) of those on the waiting list for such certificates are minorities.  Therefore, we conclude that the failure to rezone the Matinecock Court site had a substantial adverse impact on minorities.

In sum, we find that the disproportionate harm to blacks and the segregative impact on the entire community resulting from the refusal to rezone create a strong prima facie showing of discriminatory effect‑‑far more than the Rizzo test would require.  Thus, we must consider the Town’s asserted justifications.

Once a plaintiff has made a prima facie showing of discriminatory effect, a defendant must present bona fide and legitimate justifications for its action with no less discriminatory alternatives available.  Following McDonnell Douglas, a disparate treatment case, Judge Glasser held that if appellees articulated a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for their conduct, appellants must show that the reason is a “pretext.”   He went on to list the seven reasons in Butterfield’s October 14, 1980, letter to HUD and found them “legitimate, nondiscriminatory” reasons which “have not been exposed as pretextual.”  The McDonnell Douglas test, however, is an intent‑based standard for disparate treatment cases inapposite to the disparate impact claim asserted here.  No circuit, in an impact case, has required plaintiffs to prove that defendants’ justifications were pretextual.  In Black Jack, 508 F.2d at 1185, for example, the court required defendants to show that their conduct was necessary to promote a “compelling governmental interest.”  The Third Circuit in Rizzo rejected this standard for its own test of legitimate and bona fide concerns.

The Rizzo approach has two components:  (1) whether the reasons are bona fide and legitimate;  and (2) whether any less discriminatory alternative can serve those ends.  For analytical ease, the second prong should be considered first.  Concerns can usually be divided between “plan‑specific” justifications and those which are “site‑specific.”  “Plan‑specific” problems can be resolved by the less discriminatory alternative of requiring reasonable design modifications.  “Site‑specific” justifications, however, would usually survive this prong of the test.  Those remaining reasons are then scrutinized to determine if they are legitimate and bona fide.  By that, we do not intend to devise a search for pretext.  Rather, the inquiry is whether the proffered justification is of substantial concern such that it would justify a reasonable official in making this determination.  Of course, a concern may be non‑frivolous, but may not be sufficient because it is not reflected in the record.

Appellants challenge both the ordinance which restricts privately‑built multi‑family housing to the urban renewal area and the Town Board’s decision to refuse to rezone the Elwood‑Pulaski site.  All the parties and the district court judge, however, focused on the latter issue.  Indeed, appellees below simply relied on the existence of the Housing Assistance Plan and the zoning ordinance and failed to present any substantial evidence indicating a significant interest in limiting private developers to the urban renewal area.  On appeal, appellees now contend that the ordinance is designed to encourage private developers to build in the deteriorated area of Huntington Station.  Although we believe that the Town’s failure to raise this argument below precludes its consideration here, we briefly address this contention. The Town asserts that limiting multi‑family development to the urban renewal area will encourage restoration of the neighborhood because, otherwise, developers will choose to build in the outlying areas and will bypass the zone.  The Town’s goal, however, can be achieved by less discriminatory means, by encouraging development in the urban renewal area with tax incentives or abatements.  The Town may assert that this is less effective, but it may actually be more so.

Developers are not wed to building in Huntington;  they are filling a perceived economic void.  Developments inside the urban renewal area and outside it are not fungible.  Rather, developers prevented from building outside the urban renewal area will more likely build in another town, not the urban renewal area.  Huntington incorrectly assumes that developers limit their area of interest by political subdivision.  In fact, the decision where to build is much more complex.  Hence, if the Town wishes to encourage growth in the urban renewal area, it should do so directly through incentives which would have a less discriminatory impact on the Town.

We turn next to the Town’s reasons rejecting the Elwood‑Pulaski site. The 1980 letter written by Town Supervisor Butterfield detailed seven justifications for the Town’s refusal to rezone:  (1) inconsistency with the Town’s Housing Assistance Plan;  (2) inconsistency with zoning;  (3) traffic considerations;  (4) parking and fire protection problems;  (5) proximity to the railroad and Long Island Lighting Company substation;  (6) inadequate recreation and play areas;  and (7) undersized and unrealistic units.  As the judge below noted, the first two beg the question because appellants are challenging the Town’s zoning ordinance.  More significantly, as we have already indicated, the Town simply relied on the existence of the Housing Assistance Plan and the zoning ordinance and failed to present any substantial evidence indicating why precluding plaintiff from building a multi‑family housing project outside the urban renewal area would impair significant interests sought to be advanced by the HAP and the ordinance.  The fourth, sixth and seventh problems are “plan‑specific” issues which could presumably have been solved with reasonable design modifications at the time appellants applied for rezoning of the parcel.  The fifth concern also is largely plan‑specific because proper landscaping could shield the project from the railroad and substation.

Thus, only the traffic issue and health hazard from the substation are site‑ specific.  At trial, however, none of Huntington’s officials supported these objections.  Butterfield, for example, was primarily concerned that the Matinecock Court project would “torpedo” the Town’s plan to develop the site at Broadway and New York Avenue in the urban renewal area in Huntington Station.  Moreover, Huntington’s only expert, planner David Portman, set forth entirely different problems than were contained in Butterfield’s letters.  Specifically, he noted sewage concerns, lack of conformity with the low density of the surrounding neighborhood, and inaccessibility of the site to public transportation.  Once during his testimony, he did mention “the relationship [of the site] to the power station.”  Never, however, did he raise any concern about a health hazard from the proximity to the substation.  Indeed, appellees do not broach this issue in their brief to this court.  Accordingly, we find the reasons asserted are entirely insubstantial.

The sewage problem was first raised at trial…. Appellees now advance it as an additional concern.  The district court, however, chose not to consider it.  We agree.  Post hoc rationalizations by administrative agencies should be afforded “little deference” by the courts, and therefore cannot be a bona fide reason for the Town’s action.  Moreover, the sewage concern could hardly have been significant if municipal officials only thought of it after the litigation began.  If it did not impress itself on the Town Board at the time of rejection, it was obviously not a legitimate problem.  In sum, the only factor in the Town’s favor was that it was acting within the scope of its zoning authority, and thus we conclude that the Town’s justifications were weak and inadequate.

In balancing the showing of discriminatory effect against the import of the Town’s justifications, we note our agreement with the Seventh Circuit that the balance should be more readily struck in favor of the plaintiff when it is seeking only to enjoin a municipal defendant from interfering with its own plans rather than attempting to compel the defendant itself to build housing. As the Arlington Heights II court explained, “courts are far more willing to prohibit even nonintentional action by the state which interferes with an individual’s plan to use his own land to provide integrated housing.” Bearing in mind that the plaintiffs in this case seek only the freedom to build their own project, we conclude that the strong showing of discriminatory effect resulting from the Town’s adherence to its R‑3M zoning category and its refusal to rezone the Matinecock Court site far outweigh the Town’s weak justifications.  Accordingly, to recapitulate, we find that the Town violated Title VIII by refusing to amend the zoning ordinance to permit private developers to build multi‑family dwellings outside the urban renewal area.  We also find that the Town violated Title VIII by refusing to rezone the Matinecock Court site.  We thus reverse the district court and direct entry of judgment in appellants’ favor.12
Appellees argue that we should deny site‑specific relief because there are 64 “community development” sites available for low‑cost multi‑family housing in Huntington.  They claim that a 1978 letter from Town Attorney Ronald Glickman to Michael Miness, Director of the Community Development Agency, established that any land within the community development areas can be rezoned as R‑3M property.  The record, however, makes clear that Glickman’s interpretation of the zoning code was neither codified nor represents current Town policy.  As late as 1983, Town Supervisor Butterfield stated that the ordinance restricted private developers to the urban renewal zone.  The Town has maintained in its papers submitted to the district court and to the United States Supreme Court in its 1982 petition for certiorari in Huntington I that the R‑3M district “.... provided for multiple dwellings in urban areas, or;  if owned by the Housing Authority;  within or without such an area ...”  Moreover, not only are 63 of the “community development” parcels not presently zoned for multi‑family housing, but most of the sites are not in fact vacant but are “under‑ developed.”  Therefore, there is only one site, not 64 sites, zoned and available for private low‑cost multi‑family housing.  However, even as to the one site‑‑the MIA site in Huntington Station‑‑by the time of trial, HUD had determined it was in an area with a high concentration of minorities and therefore an inappropriate location for a federally subsidized housing development.

Ordinarily, HHI would not be automatically entitled to construct its project at its preferred site.  The Town might well have legitimate reasons for preferring some alternative site to the one preferred by HHI.  On the other hand, the Town would not be permitted to select a site that suits the Town’s preference if that site imposed undue hardships on the applicant, such as distance from public transportation or other services.  Thus, we would ordinarily remand this case to the district court to afford the appellees an opportunity to identify an alternative site, outside the urban renewal area, that would be appropriate for HHI’s project and eligible for the same financial arrangements and assistance available at the Matinecock Court site.  If the Town identified such a site, it would then have the burden of persuading the district court that there were substantial reasons for using its preferred site and that those reasons did not impose undue hardships on the appellants.  If the district court was not persuaded on balance of the benefits of an alternative site, it would then enter an appropriate judgment to enable HHI to proceed with its project at the Matinecock Court site.

This case, however, is not ordinary.  First, we recognize the protracted nature of this litigation, which has spanned over seven years.  Further delay might well prove fatal to this private developer’s plans.  Second, other than its decision in December 1987 to build 50 units of low‑income housing in the Melville section, the Town has demonstrated little good faith in assisting the development of low‑income housing.  After the Town began receiving federal community development funds, HUD found it necessary to pressure the Town continually to include commitments for construction of subsidized family housing in the Town’s HAPs.  Because of the Town’s lack of progress in constructing such housing, HUD imposed special conditions on the Town’s community development grants for the 1978 fiscal allocation.  Thereafter, HUD continued to express its dissatisfaction with the Town’s performance.  This history, while it does not rise to a showing of discriminatory intent, clearly demonstrates a pattern of stalling efforts to build low‑income housing.

Third, the other 63 parcels outside the urban renewal area are not presently zoned for multi‑family housing and, indeed, the zoning ordinance presently forbids rezoning of these properties.  Thus, this situation differs from Arlington Heights II, where 60 tracts currently zoned for multi‑family housing were available and, accordingly, the Seventh Circuit remanded the case to the district court to determine if one of those sites were suitable. Arlington Heights II, 558 F.2d at 1295.  Appellees cannot argue, as they do now, that the zoning ordinance does not now limit private builders to the urban renewal area when the Town Board in its January 6, 1981, resolution refused to amend the ordinance to delete the restriction of such housing to the urban renewal area, and appellees throughout this litigation have defended that decision.  We therefore refuse to remand this case to the district court to determine the suitability of the 63 sites outside the urban renewal area. Rather, we find that site‑specific relief is appropriate in this case.

Accordingly, we direct the district court to include in its judgment provision ordering the Town to rezone the 14.8 acre Matinecock Court site located at the corner of Elwood and Pulaski Roads in Huntington Township to R‑ 3M status.  The judgment should also order the Town to strike from its R‑3M zoning ordinance that portion which limits private multi‑family housing projects to the urban renewal area.

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
TOWN OF HUNTINGTON v. HUNTINGTON BRANCH, NAACP 

488 U.S. 15 (1988)

PER CURIAM:  ... The town of Huntington, N.Y., has about 200,000 residents, 95% of whom are white and less than 4% black.  Almost three-fourths of the black population is clustered in six census tracts in the town’s Huntington Station and South Greenlawn areas.  Of the town’s remaining 42 census tracts, 30 are at least 99% white.

As part of Huntington’s urban renewal effort in the 1960’s, the town created a zoning classification (R-3M ...) permitting construction of multifamily housing projects, but by §198-20 of the Town Code, restricted private construction of such housing to the town’s “urban renewal area”—the section of the town in and around Huntington Station, where 52% of the residents are minorities.  Although §198-20 permits the Huntington Housing Authority (HHA) to build multifamily housing townwide, the only existing HHA project is within the urban renewal area.

Housing Help, Inc. (HHI), a private developer interested in fostering residential integration, acquired an option to purchase a site in Greenlawn/East Northport, a 98% white section of town zoned for single-family residences.  On February 26, 1980, HHI requested the town board to commit to amend §198-20 of the Town Code to permit multifamily rental construction by a private developer.  On January 6, 1981, the board formally rejected this request.  On February 23, 1981, HHI, the Huntington Branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), and two black, low-income residents of Huntington (appellees) filed a complaint against the town and members of the town board (appellants) ... alleging, inter alia, that they had violated [the FHA] by (1) refusing to amend the zoning code to allow for private construction of multifamily housing outside the urban renewal zone and (2) refusing to rezone the proposed site to R-3M. Appellees asserted that both of these claims should be adjudicated under a disparate-impact standard.  Appellants agreed that the facial challenge to the ordinance should be evaluated on that basis, but maintained that the decision not to rezone the proposed project site should be analyzed under a discriminatory-intent standard.

... The Court of Appeals held that, in order to establish a prima facie case, a Title VIII plaintiff need only demonstrate that the action or rule challenged has a discriminatory impact.  As to the failure to amend the zoning ordinance (which is all that concerns us here), the court found discriminatory impact because a disproportionately high percentage of households that use and that would be eligible for subsidized rental units are minorities, and because the ordinance restricts private construction of low-income housing to the largely minority urban renewal area, which “significantly perpetuated segregation in the Town.”  The court declared that in order to rebut this prima facie case, appellants had to put forth “bona fide and legitimate” reasons for their action and had to demonstrate that no “less discriminatory alternative can serve those ends.” The court found appellants’ rationale for refusal to amend the ordinance—that the restriction of multifamily projects to the urban renewal area would encourage developers to invest in a deteriorated and needy section of town—clearly inadequate.  In the court’s view, that restriction was more likely to cause developers to invest in towns other than Huntington than to invest in Huntington’s depressed urban renewal area, and tax incentives would have been a more efficacious and less discriminatory means to the desired end.  After concluding that appellants had violated Title VIII, the Court of Appeals directed Huntington to strike from §198-20 the restriction of private multifamily housing projects to the urban renewal area and ordered the town to rezone the project site to R-3M.

Huntington seeks review pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1254(2) on the basis that, in striking the zoning limitation from the Town Code, the Court of Appeals invalidated “a State statute ... as repugnant to” Title VIII, a “la[w] of the United States.”  Viewing the case as involving two separate claims, … we note jurisdiction, but limit our review to that portion of the case implicating our mandatory jurisdiction.  Thus, we expressly decline to review the judgment of the Court of Appeals insofar as it relates to the refusal to rezone the project site.

Since appellants conceded the applicability of the disparate-impact test for evaluating the zoning ordinance under Title VIII, we do not reach the question whether that test is the appropriate one.  Without endorsing the precise analysis of the Court of Appeals, we are satisfied on this record that disparate impact was shown, and that the sole justification proffered to rebut the prima facie case was inadequate. ... Accordingly, the judgment of the Court of Appeals is Affirmed.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
128.  What are the Second Circuit’s reasons in Huntington Branch I for adopting Disparate Impact analysis in Title VIII cases?  Do you find them persuasive?  
129.  Huntington Branch I  lays out several different approaches to doing disparate impact analysis of actions of government defendants.  What are the differences between the Arlington Heights II approach, the Black Jack approach, and the approach adopted by the Second Circuit?  Which is preferable?
130.  What two kinds of disparate effects does the Huntington Branch I court identify?   What evidence of each did the court find here?  What other evidence did the court find relevant to support the plaintiffs’ claims?
131.  What is the difference between “site-specific” and “plan-specific” justifications?  How does that difference matter?   What type of justifications did the town offer in Huntington Branch I  and why did the court reject them?
132.  What is the precedential value of the Supreme Court opinion in Huntington Branch II ?
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
2.
Private Defendants
BETSEY v. TURTLE CREEK ASSOCIATES
736 F.2d 983 (4th Cir. 1984)

HARRISON L. WINTER, Chief Judge: Turtle Creek Associates, et al., the partnerships and partners who own and manage a three‑building, high‑rise apartment complex in Silver Spring, Maryland, known as The Point, issued eviction notices to many of the tenants of Building Three, allegedly to institute an all‑adult rental policy.  Plaintiffs, tenants of Building Three, most of whom are black and most of whom have children residing with them, and a non‑profit corporation which has as its purpose elimination of discrimination in housing, sued the owners and managers for alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act.  Plaintiffs’ theory was that defendants acted with a racially discriminatory intent in seeking to evict them and that the evictions would have a disparate racial impact, both in violation of the Act.  They sought injunctive relief, damages, and attorneys’ fees. 

After trial, the district court ruled that plaintiffs had proved a prima facie case of discriminatory intent in the all‑adult conversion but that defendants had rebutted that evidence by proof that they were motivated by economic considerations and not race.  The district court also ruled that plaintiffs had not proved a prima facie case of disparate racial impact.  It therefore denied all relief and entered judgment for defendants on all claims.

Recognizing that the district court’s ruling that defendants had successfully rebutted plaintiffs’ proof of discriminatory intent depended largely on credibility determinations which were unassailable under the not clearly erroneous test, plaintiffs appeal only the ruling that they failed to prove a prima facie case of disparate racial impact.  We agree with plaintiffs that this ruling cannot stand.  We reverse the judgment and remand the case for further proceedings.

I.
The Point consists of three high‑rise buildings constructed in the 1960’s. Prior to September of 1979, the buildings, though they shared common facilities, had different owners.  In late 1979, Turtle Creek acquired all three buildings and began a systematic effort to upgrade the properties.  At the time Turtle Creek acquired The Point, Building Three was generally considered to be more desirable than its counterparts.1


Shortly after their acquisition of the complex, Turtle Creek instituted a series of new policies including:  substantial rent increases, eviction notices based on alleged incidents of vandalism, and a change in the security staff. In May of 1980, eviction notices were sent to all families with children residing in Building Three.  Tenants were required to move by August 1, 1980 or earlier if their leases had an earlier expiration date.  Tenants who agreed to move in sixty days were given the right to move into comparable apartments in one of the other buildings, subject, however, to availability.  Turtle Creek attempts to justify these evictions by contending that an “all‑adult” conversion was necessary to reduce the vacancy rates in the complex.

In July of 1980, this action was instituted.  Plaintiffs alleged a pattern of harassment against the black tenants at The Point, and they asserted a “deliberate and systematic effort to alter the racial character” of the property.  The “all‑adult” conversion policy resulting in eviction notices to families with children in Building Three was described as one part of a broad systematic effort to alter the racial composition of the complex.  The complaint sought damages and declaratory and injunctive relief including an order requiring the defendants to desist from enforcing the eviction notices. ...

In April of 1981, the district court filed an opinion holding that the all‑adult conversion of Building Three did not violate the Fair Housing Act.  The district court correctly ruled that plaintiffs may establish a prima facie case of racial discrimination under the Fair Housing Act in two ways:  by showing either that the act or practice complained of was racially motivated, or that it has a racially discriminatory impact.  Though the district court found from the evidence that plaintiffs had established a prima facie case of discriminatory intent, it also found that Turtle Creek effectively refuted the claim by articulating a “valid non‑discriminatory reason for the conversion.” The court identified various “economic considerations” as valid non‑discriminatory reasons. 

Initially, the district court expressed the view that it was “unnecessary” under these circumstances to consider whether the tenants had proved a prima facie case of discriminatory impact.  Nevertheless, it said that it “does not think plaintiffs could have done so.”  The district court reasoned that while “the immediate effect of the conversion will have a disproportionate impact on the black tenants”, there was no evidence it would have “a continuing disproportionate impact on blacks” or that it would “perpetuate or tend to cause segregated housing patterns at The Point.” 

After the district court’s opinion was filed, plaintiffs moved for reconsideration of the discriminatory impact issue.  Plaintiffs argued that it was essential for the district court to make a finding as to whether a prima facie case of discriminatory impact had been shown and, if a prima facie case had been proved, whether defendants had proven a “compelling business justification” for the evictions.  The district court, describing as “gratuitous” its original comment that it was “unnecessary” to determine whether a case of discriminatory impact had been adduced, found that no such case had been proved for the reasons stated in its earlier opinion. 

II.
We agree with the district court that a landlord’s housing practice may be found unlawful under Title VIII either because it was motivated by a racially discriminatory purpose or because it is shown to have a disproportionate adverse impact on minorities.  Smith v. Town of Clarkton, 682 F.2d 1055, 1065 (4th Cir.1982). In this case, there were issues of both discriminatory intent and impact.  As we have indicated, the district court’s judgment with respect to discriminatory intent is not before us.  Rather, the central issue on appeal is the district court’s treatment of the discriminatory impact issue.  This claim was dismissed with the following explanation: 

The statistics in this case do show that the immediate effect of the conversion will have a disproportionate impact on the black tenants.  However, there is no evidence that the conversion will have a continuing disproportionate impact on blacks.  In fact, the percentage of blacks at The Point continues to exceed by a substantial margin both the percentage of black renters in the election district in  which The Point is located as well as in Montgomery County as a whole.  Absent statistics which indicate that the conversion of Building Three would perpetuate or tend to cause segregated housing patterns at The Point, the court would be reluctant to find that plaintiffs had made a prima facie case of discriminatory impact.  There is no evidence that the conversion of Building Three will have a greater impact on blacks in the local community nor is there evidence that the conversion will perpetuate segregation at The Point. 

The district court’s rejection of clear proof of discriminatory impact thus rests on three factors:  the absence of a continuing disproportionate impact, the high percentage of blacks in the entire complex, and the insignificant impact of the policy on blacks in the local community.  We think that each of these factors is irrelevant to a prima facie showing of racially discriminatory impact.

In order to prevail in a discriminatory impact case under Title VIII, plaintiffs, members of a discrete minority, are required to prove only that a given policy had a discriminatory impact on them as individuals.  The plain language of the statute makes it unlawful “[t]o discriminate against any person.”  See 42 U.S.C. §3604(b).  Title VII cases construing almost identical language have resolved this question beyond serious dispute.  The Supreme Court has recently reaffirmed its position on this issue in Connecticut v. Teal, 457 U.S. 440 (1982).  There, it acknowledged that “[t]he principal focus of the statute [Title VII] is the protection of the individual employee, rather than the protection of the minority group as a whole.”  Id. at 453.  We and other courts of appeals have recognized the parallel objectives of Title VII and Title VIII.    Smith v. Town of Clarkton, supra at 1065;  Metropolitan Housing Development Corp. v. Village of Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283 (7th Cir.1977), cert. denied 434 U.S. 1025 (1978) (Arlington II) Accordingly, we conclude that plaintiffs are not required to show a discriminatory impact on anyone but the existing minority residents of Building Three.  This simple verity renders consideration of the rest of the “local community”, the rest of The Point, or even prospective applicants for space in Building Three irrelevant.

The correct inquiry is whether the policy in question had a disproportionate impact on the minorities in the total group to which the policy was applied.3  In this case, the all‑adult conversion policy was applied to the residents in Building Three.  “Bottom line” considerations of the number and percentage of minorities in the rest of the complex or the community are “of little comfort” to those minority families evicted from Building Three.  Connecticut v. Teal, 457 U.S. at 454‑455.

Defendants argue that plaintiffs have in some way arbitrarily designated the tenants of Building Three as the relevant group on which to assess the impact of the conversion policy.  We disagree.  The conversion policy affects only the occupants of Building Three.  Thus, we see no merit in the argument that the effects of the conversion should be judged with reference to The Point as a whole. 

III.
From this record we think that there is little question that the all‑adult conversion policy for Building Three had a substantially greater adverse impact on minority tenants.  At the time when Turtle Creek began issuing eviction notices under the conversion policy, 62.9 percent of the tenants with children in the building were black and an additional 5.4 percent were other non‑whites or Hispanic.  In total, 54.3 percent of the non‑white tenants in the building received termination notices as opposed to only 14.1 percent of the white tenants.

When the statistics are converted to reflect the total number of individuals affected, the results are even more striking.  Of the total number of men, women and children living in Building Three, 74.9 percent of the non‑whites were given eviction notices while only 26.4 percent of the whites received such notices.  Under these circumstances, we believe a disparate impact is self‑evident.4
The findings of the district court are not to the contrary.  Indeed, the district judge acknowledged that “the immediate effect of the conversion will have a disproportionate impact on the black tenants.”  The district court erroneously concluded, however, that this alone was insufficient to establish a prima facie case of discriminatory impact.  Because the law clearly provides that such an immediate and substantial impact is sufficient, we reverse the judgment below and remand the case for further proceedings.

IV.
Because we  require further proceedings, it is not inappropriate for us to set forth guidelines to the district court in conducting them.  The burden confronting defendants faced with a prima facie showing of discriminatory impact is different and more difficult than what they face when confronted with a showing of discriminatory intent.  Defendants may overcome a prima facie showing of discriminatory intent by articulating some “legitimate non‑ discriminatory reason for the challenged practice.”  McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802 (1973). However, when confronted with a showing of discriminatory impact, defendants must prove a business necessity sufficiently compelling to justify the challenged practice.  Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 431 (1971).5  We have “frequently cited and applied” the business necessity formulation in employment discrimination cases arising under Title VII. 

Because the district court found no prima facie case of discriminatory impact had been established, it never reached the question of whether there was a business necessity compelling enough to justify the eviction policy.  In our view, the question is one for the district court in the first instance. Accordingly, we do not express any view as to whether the evidence is sufficient to sustain the business necessity defense, and remand the case for a determination of that issue.

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
STATISTICS AND DISPARATE IMPACT



Every test for disparate impact requires the plaintiff to show (in some form) that the challenged act or policy disproportionately burdens a group of people defined by one of the forbidden characteristics.  Usually, plaintiffs meet this burden by introducing statistical evidence.  Analysis of these statistics is beyond the scope of the course.  I will try to give you disparate impact issues on exams where the disproportion is quite clear.  However, those of you who intend to practice in this area should have some exposure to some of the issues raised by the use of statistics.  This discussion will briefly address two related questions:  (1) How large a statistical disparity must there be to make out a prima facie case?  (2) In what form should statistics be presented?

(1) Extent of disparity.  In footnote 4 of Betsey, the court refers to Casteneda and Hazelwood, the two leading Supreme Court cases on this issue.  Here are the statistics that the Supreme Court found sufficient to show disparate impact in those cases:

% of community

% of those chosen
   prima facie 



in protected group
by policy in the group
   disparate impact?
Casteneda 

79


39


yes

60


37


yes

19.7


5


yes

27.1


9.1


yes

Hazelwood   

15.4


3.7


probably




  5.4


3.7


probably not

To clarify, in the first county at issue in Casteneda, 79% of the relevant community was Mexican-American, but the county’s selection policy resulted in a grand jury pool where only 39% of those chosen were Mexican-American.  In Hazelwood, although 15.4% of the available teachers in one pool, were African-American, the School District’s procedures selected a group of teachers for a particular set of jobs only 3.7% of  whom were African-American.  Note that in the pool where the disparity was much smaller (5.4% v. 3.7%), the Court indicated that the requisite showing probably had not been made.

(2) Form of presentation. The Fourth Circuit says that the statistics presented by the Betsey plaintiffs “easily meet the standards” set by the Supreme Court in these cases.  However, it is difficult to assess that claim, because the statistics are presented in a different form.  

Hazelwood and Casteneda both compare the proportion of the relevant background population who are in the protected class with the proportion of those selected by the challenged policy who are in the protected class.  In other words, if 50% of those eligible for jury duty are African-Americans, all else being equal, we would expect about 50% of those chosen for jury duty to be African-Americans. Where there are big disparities between these numbers, we might want decision-makers to defend their selection criteria.  

Betsey, by contrast, compares the proportion of the people in the protected class selected by the policy with the proportion of the people not in the protected class selected by the policy. Again, this is a logical comparison.  If the policy harms 54% of the non-white tenancies and only 14% of white tenancies, we again might want the decision-makers to defend their selection criteria.  However, because these statistics are in a form that is different that that employed in Hazelwood and Casteneda, it is hard to compare the cases.  

The Betsey statistics, when put in the form used in the Supreme Court cases, show that about 33% of the tenancies in the building were non-white, but 68% of the tenancies who were to be evicted were non-white.  This looks to be easily as significant a disparity as those approved in Casteneda.  Why then didn’t the lawyers present the data in the approved form?  Probably because they thought the fact-finder would believe that their statistical presentation (54% v. 14%) constituted a more significant disparity than the one they would present using the approved approach  (68% v. 33%).   

The moral of the story is that there are multiple ways to present the same statistics.  Lawyers will tend to choose the approach that appears to place their client in the best light.  Thus, you must be very careful when you assess statistics in these cases and expert assistance is usually required.
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

133.
Why did the District Court in Betsey find no disparate impact?  What did the Court of Appeals find wrong with the District Court’s reasoning?  What is the structure of the legal analysis that the court employs to evaluate the disparate impact claim?  
134.
Assume that the only available defense to a disparate impact claim is “business necessity.”  What type of evidence might be sufficient to meet that standard in Betsey?  

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
CONGDON v. STRINE

854 F.Supp. 355 (E.D. Penn. 1994)

DALZELL, District Judge:  Plaintiffs Linda Congdon and her husband Paul Congdon filed this action against defendant Walter Strine …, alleging handicap discrimination in violation of the [FHAA] …. Plaintiffs’ complaint alleges that defendant’s maintenance policies regarding the elevator in the apartment building where the Congdons live fail to take account of Mrs. Congdon’s disability, and that defendant’s eviction threat was in retaliation for filing complaints with governmental agencies.  Strine has filed a motion for summary judgment.  For the reasons that follow, we will grant his motion.

Factual Background.  The Congdons reside in an apartment [in a building] which Strine owns. … Their apartment is on the fourth floor and may be reached by use of the stairway or the elevator.  During the first year of occupancy, the Congdons had a one-year lease;  since that time their tenancy has been on a month to month basis.  Mrs. Congdon suffers from various diseases, and since 1992 has been largely confined to a wheelchair.  Some time before January of 1993, the building’s elevator “began to experience recurring breakdowns”.  Because of these breakdowns, Mrs. Congdon “has used the stairs and had some physical problems that may be related to her increased activity.”  

  
In April of 1993, the Congdons filed a complaint with the [Pennsylvania] Bureau of Consumer Protection … describing the problems with the elevator and their alleged discriminatory effects.  The Congdons also filed complaints with the Delaware County Consumer Affairs Department, and … with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”), alleging a violation of the Fair Housing Act.    The next day, HUD referred its complaint to the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission. 

On May 26, 1993, Strine advised the Congdons that their lease was not being renewed and that they were to vacate the premises by August 31, 1993.   The Congdons did not vacate the premises….  Strine took no action against them, however, and has neither taken further action to evict plaintiffs nor filed any legal proceedings against them. Strine offered to rent to the Congdons a ground floor apartment in the same building or, alternatively, an apartment in another building he owned, but the Congdons rejected both offers as unsuitable.  …

Legal Analysis. … The Congdons claim that Strine violated 42 U.S.C. §3604(f) … which make[s] it unlawful to discriminate in the sale or rental of housing because of a disability.  It is undisputed that Mrs. Congdon is handicapped within the meaning of the statute.

Denial of Housing under 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(1).  Before we examine whether plaintiffs have made out a prima facie case under Title VIII, we must first determine whether defendant’s actions implicate the FHAA. ... This case differs from most Title VIII cases in that there was no actual denial of housing.  It is undisputed that Strine continues to rent an apartment to the Congdons and that Linda Congdon has been living in the apartment since 1983. There is no evidence that Strine discriminated in renting to Mrs. Congdon or that she has been denied housing.  The Congdons essentially claim that the threatened eviction and the refusal to provide reasonable accommodations violate §3604(f)(1). Thus, we must determine whether Strine’s actions fall within the ambit of the “otherwise make unavailable or deny” language of §3604(f)(1).

  
In Growth Horizons, Inc. v. Delaware County, 983 F.2d 1277 (3d Cir.1993), our Court of Appeals stated that:

[w]e would be reluctant to hold that a plaintiff asserting a claim under §3604(f)(1) must prove that the defendant made it impossible for a handicapped person to occupy a dwelling.  We think it likely that conduct short of foreclosing a housing opportunity altogether may violate the statute.

Although the Court of Appeals did not elaborate in Growth Horizons on what specific conduct it had in mind, we do not believe it contemplated the undramatic setting presented here as one which would violate the statute.

While a threat of eviction should not be taken lightly, Strine and his agents made offers to rent other apartments to the Congdons, including an offer to rent her an apartment in the same building on the first floor. Strine took no further actions to enforce the eviction notice. Indeed, Strine never denied housing to the Congdons.  To the contrary, Strine undisputedly offered the Congdons alternatives, albeit not to their taste.  

Although the Congdons do not specify what reasonable accommodations they think Strine must provide, we infer that they want Strine to provide better repairs to the elevator, a new elevator, or another apartment that is acceptable to Mrs. Congdon’s needs for accessibility and parking.  Taking as true that defendant failed to provide a trouble-free elevator or another apartment to plaintiffs’ liking, the Congdons still were not denied housing.  There is no evidence that Mrs. Congdon was unable to return to her apartment and had to spend the night elsewhere.  The Congdons only allege that Mrs. Congdon at times “miss[ed] appointments and other daily activities” because she was unable to leave the apartment.  Although it appears that Mrs. Congdon was inconvenienced, we do not find that these actions fall within the meaning of  “make unavailable” or “deny” in §3604(f)(1) any more than the occasional failure of the elevators in this courthouse “deny” courtrooms to litigants.  Thus, we cannot find that defendant’s conduct implicates §3604(f)(1) of Title VIII.
Discriminatory Provision of Services under 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(2).  ... The Congdons do not allege that their terms, conditions or privileges of the rental differed from other tenants.  In essence, the Congdons claim that Strine discriminated against them by providing poor elevator service.  They allege that Strine’s maintenance practices regarding the elevator were discriminatory because the breakdown of the elevator understandably created more hardships for Mrs. Congdon than it did to non-handicapped tenants.  “To make out a prima facie case under Title VIII, a plaintiff can show either discriminatory treatment ... or discriminatory effect alone, without proof of discriminatory intent ...” Doe v. Butler, 892 F.2d 315, 323 (3d Cir.1989).  We shall consider the Congdons’ “discriminatory treatment” and “discriminatory effect” theories separately.

  
For the Congdons to succeed on a “discriminatory treatment” claim, they need to show that Strine adopted and carried out his maintenance policies regarding the elevator with the intent to discriminate against Mrs. Congdon because of her disability. … The Congdons have not submitted any facts to show that Strine had such a discriminatory motive with regard to the elevator maintenance policies.  Plaintiffs only generally allege that Strine was motivated by a discriminatory intent.  They proffer no evidence that Strine acted differently in providing elevator services to Mrs. Congdon.  The elevator’s imperfections doubtless vexed all the tenants, not solely Mrs. Congdon.  Strine thus did not stop providing elevator service exclusively to Mrs. Congdon.

Although we find no evidence of discriminatory treatment, plaintiffs need only show that Strine’s policy regarding the elevator’s maintenance had a discriminatory effect. In considering the scope of the FHAA, we agree with the Seventh Circuit’s refusal “to conclude that every action which produces discriminatory effects is illegal.”  Metropolitan Housing Development Corp. v. Village of Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283, 1290 (7th Cir.1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 1025 (1978).  The Seventh Circuit in that case listed four factors to guide a court in determining what conduct that produces a discriminatory impact, but which is taken without discriminatory intent, violates §3604(a). …

  
The first factor looks at how strong is the plaintiffs’ showing of discriminatory effect.  The Congdons submit evidence alleging that the elevator often suffered mechanical problems or broke down completely.  Mrs. Congdon avers that when the elevator broke down she “has been forced to remain in her apartment and to miss appointments and other daily activities.”  Clearly, the elevator breakdowns affected Linda Congdon more severely than non-disabled tenants.  There were times when she was unable to access her apartment without assistance or hardship, and was in general less able to enjoy her apartment.  Therefore, we find that plaintiffs have made a showing of discriminatory effect in the provision of services to Linda Congdon.  The first factor thus weighs in plaintiffs’ favor.

  
With regard to the second factor, we must again look to see if there is evidence of discriminatory intent.  The Congdons have proffered no facts supporting their allegation of discriminatory intent.  In fact, Strine has offered Mrs. Congdon occupancy in other apartments and maintains a repair and servicing contract for the elevator. The Congdons have submitted no evidence that the defendant willfully kept the elevator in a state of disrepair because of Mrs. Congdon’s disability. Therefore, the second factor weighs in Strine’s favor.

  
The third factor, which asks us to consider “defendant’s interest in taking the action complained of,” also weighs in Strine’s favor.  Defendant has no business interest in having a faulty elevator that drives out frustrated tenants.  Strine has a maintenance contract with an elevator servicing company precisely to serve his business interest of making it possible for all tenants to have elevator service.  This company frequently serviced the offending elevator. We therefore can perceive no interest Strine would have in perpetuating faulty elevator service.


The fourth [Arlington Heights] factor directs us to examine the relief plaintiffs seek, i.e., whether the Congdons want us to compel Strine affirmatively to provide services or whether they seek to restrain Strine from deliberately reducing the level of services he provides to Mrs. Congdon.  This examination is predicated on the economic realities of affirmative relief:  “To require a defendant to appropriate money, utilize his land for a particular purpose, or take other affirmative steps toward integrated housing is a massive judicial intrusion on private autonomy.”  [Arlington Heights,] 558 F.2d at 1293.

  
The Congdons alternatively seek that this Court compel Strine to repair the elevator so that it always works properly, to replace the existing elevator with a new one, or to provide her with occupancy in another apartment.  If the Congdons remain in their present unit (which seems to be their desire in view of their refusal to accept the alternatives proffered them), it seems that Strine would have to achieve the impossible to please them.  Even a perfect landlord cannot maintain a completely problem-free elevator.  Elevators are subject to malfunctioning like all mechanical devices.

  
The Congdons have not presented any facts which suggest that Strine is providing a level of services inferior to the level of services he provides to the other tenants in the building.  Especially in view of the alternatives Strine has offered the Congdons, we find no basis in §3604(f)(2) that authorizes us to order Strine to install a new elevator or to assure that the present one is trouble-free.

“Reasonable Accommodations”.  Before we leave our analysis of whether there was a violation of §3604(f), the Congdons ask us to consider subsection 3, which provides, in relevant part:

For purposes of this subsection discrimination includes-- ... 

(B) a refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to afford such person equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling ...

  
In Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397 (1979), the Supreme Court held that an accommodation is not reasonable if (1) it would require a “fundamental alteration in the nature of a program,” or (2) if it would impose “undue financial or administrative burdens” on the defendant. Applying this general rule, the District Court of New Jersey stated:

“Reasonable accommodation” means changing some rule that is generally applicable to everyone so as to make its burden less onerous on the handicapped individual.  Thus, where everyone is provided with ‘equal access’ to a building in the form of a staircase, reasonable accommodation to those in wheelchairs may require building a ramp.

Oxford House, Inc. v. Cherry Hill, 799 F.Supp. 450, 462 n.25 (D.N.J. 1992).

  
The Congdons claim that Strine did not make a “reasonable accommodation” of Mrs. Congdon’s disability.  Although it is not clear from the complaint, it appears that plaintiffs base their claim on their allegations that Strine did not keep the elevator in better working condition, did not replace the elevator, or offer the Congdons another apartment that would accommodate Mrs. Congdon’s disabilities.  

  
Strine argues that he did make reasonable accommodations for Mrs. Congdon’s disability in that he had a regular elevator maintenance contract, and offered the Congdons a first floor apartment in the same building, as well as another apartment in a building with two elevators. Lastly, Strine argues that forcing him to install a new elevator in the building would impose an undue financial burden because a new elevator would cost sixty-five to seventy thousand dollars, and such an expenditure would not be a reasonable accommodation for a month-to-month tenant. The Congdons have not submitted any evidence of requests for reasonable accommodations that they made and were refused other than for a new elevator and to make the existing elevator trouble-free.  

We agree with Strine that forcing him to install a new elevator would constitute, in this context, “a massive judicial intrusion on private autonomy.”  Such an intrusion would offend any decent respect for proportionality given that the Congdons seek a $65,000 capital expenditure when they are free to walk away from Strine on payment of only one month’s rent. The Congdons’ extravagant demand for such an “accommodation” thus cannot be deemed to be “reasonable”.

As we have previously mentioned, Strine has a contract with an elevator maintenance company, and he submits undisputed evidence that repairs were made regularly.  Thus, it does not seem that Strine failed to make a reasonable accommodation in his elevator maintenance for Mrs. Congdon’s disability.  We are further fortified in our conclusion because of Strine’s good faith effort to accommodate Mrs. Congdon by offering her occupancy in other apartments.  Thus, we do not find discrimination pursuant to §3604(f)(3).

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

135.  In Congdon, the court applies the Arlington Heights II test for assessing disparate impact.  What is the neutral policy the court is assessing?  Be prepared to work through each of the four Arlington Heights factors in class.  Do you agree with the court’s analysis of each?  

136.  Assume the court in Congdon had applied Betsey to assess the disparate impact claim instead of Arlington Heights.  What result?  

137.  How should the court analyze disparate impact cases when then policy complained of is primarily economic?  Should landlords/sellers be entitled to get as much profit as possible, even if there is a disparate impact?  If not, how do you decide how much profit is sufficient under a business necessity or similar test?

138.  Recent cases in the 4th and 10th Circuits have established a three-step analysis for disparate impact claims against private defendants that is reminiscent of the McDonnell-Douglas analysis:

(i) Plaintiff bears the initial burden to show evidence of discriminatory effect.
(ii) Then defendant has the burden of production to show that the challenged policy significantly serves a legitimate goal.

(iii) The ultimate burden of proof is on the plaintiff to show alternate ways to accomplish the goal with smaller discriminatory effects
If you were arguing to the Supreme Court about which test to use for disparate impact claims involving private defendants, what strengths and weaknesses could you point to in comparing this three part analysis, the two-part analysis from Betsey, and the use of the Arlington Heights II factors as in Congdon. 

139.  Based on your review of the disparate impact cases, do you believe that there should be a disparate impact cause of action in housing at all?  For some protected characteristics and not others? In footnote 5 in Betsey,  the court  suggests that the analysis should be different for government defendants than for private defendants.  Do you agree?  If so, what kinds of differences make sense? 
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
C.
Introduction to Legislative History

USING LEGISLATIVE HISTORY TO INTERPRET STATUTES
I.  TYPICALLY CITED SOURCES.  The most accessible source for legislative history is the US Code Congressional and Administrative News, which usually contains the most important elements of the legislative history for a given bill.  The reference librarians can help you figure out how to get access to all available information if you need to.  Legislative history can include:
A. Committee Reports.  These reports are described on page 14 of your materials.  Cases in the course that utilize committee reports include City of Edmonds and Baxter.

B. Floor Debates.  Floor debates and the records of them are described at pages 15-16 of your materials.  Cases in the course materials relying on statements from floor debates include Jones, Starrett City, Hogar Agua and St. Francis.  As Jones and Starrett City suggest, statements by sponsors of the legislation are given more weight.

C. Drafts and Related Proposals.  Courts often rely on earlier drafts of the same statute or on amendments that the legislature considered before or after passing the statute.  Your handout on The Dialogue Between Courts and Legislatures discussed the uses of these proposals.

D. Other Sources include transcripts of committee hearings and presidential signing statements.  Courts rely on these sources much less frequently than committee reports and statements from floor debates and so they are not separately discussed below.
II. ARGUMENTS AGAINST USING LEGISLATIVE HISTORY.  Justice Scalia’s deployment of these arguments in Supreme Court cases may have encouraged some more explicit drafting by Congress and certainly seems to have discouraged some lawyers (and even other justices) from relying too heavily on legislative history in cases before the Court.

A. The only appropriate version of the statute is that officially enacted by legislature and signed by the executive.   Legislators do not vote on (and the Chief Executive doesn’t sign) committee reports or statements made in floor debate.  Relying on legislative history instead of the final work-product of the legislative process gives authority to individual speakers, to a particular committee, or to the legislative staff rather than to the body of elected legislators as a whole. There is no way to amend the report to reflect disagreement by the legislature short of drafting new language for the statute itself.  In other words, the statute is law, the history is not.

Similarly, because often statements in the legislative history support conflicting positions (particularly in floor debates), its use gives judges too much discretion to mold the meaning of statutes.  In many cases, a good lawyer can construct an argument that the apparent clarity of the text is thrown into question by some aspect of the legislative history.  Thus reliance on legislative history tends to transfer power over the meaning of statutes from the legislature to the courts.

B. Statements in legislative history are not authoritative indications of the understanding of the legislature.  For one thing, legislators may not have access to the “history” prior to their vote.  Often statements in Congressional Record are modified or added after the actual debate is over.  Committee reports are sometimes published after the vote is taken.  Even if the information is available, it is not necessarily understood or endorsed.  Statements in debate or in committee reports are not necessarily those of the legislators whose votes were crucial to passage of the measure. Similarly, because the committee report is completed before floor debate, it may not reflect understandings reached just before passage.  

Moreover, the use of legislative history is subject to manipulation.  Legislators may plan speeches and even dialogues with an eye to convincing a future court rather than a present colleague.  In addition, there is some evidence that legislators and their staff often place language into Committee reports that really is not considered by the committee members or most of the other legislators.  Sometimes this language is “smuggled in” to the report in response to focused lobbying by special interest groups.  

C. Legislative history is often too extensive and conflicting to be truly useful.   As noted, one often can find statements supporting conflicting positions in the same record.  The resulting need for the courts and the lawyers to pore over the often voluminous legislative history may be too costly to justify the limited benefits that can be attained.

D. Relying on the statutory language alone forces the legislature to be more careful.   The idea here is that if court does what the legislature literally says on a regular basis, the legislators will have the incentive to draft clearer statutes to insure that their will is done.  They also might put controversial ideas to a vote instead of burying them in committee reports.
III. ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE USE OF LEGISLATIVE HISTORY.  Justice Breyer’s appointment brought an advocate of legislative history to the court.  His presence may limit Justice Scalia’s influence on this issue.

A. The use of legislative history can guide courts where the legislature chooses general or ambiguous language or where it has made a drafting error.  Justice Scalia’s insistence that the legislature be held responsible for the language it enacts is not always practical. Precise drafting is not always appropriate or possible. The legislature can’t anticipate all problems that might arise.  Deliberate ambiguity sometimes insures passage of important legislation.  Moreover, under the timetable of a heavy legislative burden, the legislators may not catch all drafting mistakes or ambiguities. Courts can use legislative history to deal with these realities. 

B. The legislative history provides a context in which to read the text of the statute.   Often, the meaning of legal language becomes clearer when the reader is aware of the context in which it was drafted.  Particularly where a court is trying to interpret a statute many years after its enactment, the legislative history can provide insight into the problems that the legislation was designed to solve and the legislature’s understanding of the meanings of the words it chose.  In addition, it can reveal whether certain scenarios arguably governed by the act were considered explicitly by the enacting body.  If you think ascertaining legislative purpose is an important part of statutory interpretation, legislative history is a good tool to use.

C. The judiciary can impose its own preferences even when applying the plain language of statutes.  As we have seen several times, judges disagree on what the statute itself commands.  For example, Babin and Hughes disagree on the meaning of §3617 and the majority and dissent in Starrett City disagree on the meaning of §3604.  Thus, reliance on legislative history doesn’t create much more discretion than courts already have.

D. Congress has come to rely on committee reports as statements of intent.   Apparently, many legislators read the reports to get a sense of what they are voting on.  Thus, they both a relatively authoritative source and one that the other branch expects courts will use.
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTION

140.  Below is a list of cases we’ve studied that rely at least in part on legislative history.  For each case on the list, answer the following questions:  If you wanted to use the case as an example of why the use of legislative history is good, what arguments could you make? If you wanted to use the case as an example of why the use of legislative history is bad, what arguments could you make?  Which of these sets of arguments seems strongest to you?

(a) McDonald v. Santa Fe Trail Transportation Co. (206-11)

(b) St. Francis College v. Al-Khazraji (211-14)

(c) Baxter v. City of Belleville  (218-25)

(d) U.S. v. Starrett City Associates  (286-95)

(e) Hogar Agua y Vida en el Desierto v. Suarez-Medina (320-26)



(f) City of Edmonds v. Oxford House (327-36)
D.  Reasonable Accommodations/Modifications 
for People with Disabilities

SHAPIRO v. CADMAN TOWERS, INC.
51 F.3d 328 (2d Cir. 1995)

MINER, Circuit Judge:  Defendants‑appellants Cadman Towers, Inc., a 400‑unit city‑aided cooperative apartment building in Brooklyn, and Sydelle Levy, the president of the cooperative's Board of Directors, appeal from an order. . . granting a preliminary injunction in favor of plaintiff‑appellee Phyllis Shapiro, a Cadman Towers cooperative apartment owner who is afflicted with multiple sclerosis. The injunction, issued pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §3604(f), requires Cadman Towers, Inc. and Levy (collectively “Cadman Towers”) to provide Shapiro with a parking space on the ground floor of her building's parking garage. For the reasons that follow, we affirm. . . .

BACKGROUND.  In the late 1970s, ... Shapiro was diagnosed as suffering from multiple sclerosis (“MS”), a disease of the central nervous system. One of Shapiro's doctors, Lave Schainberg, describes the type of MS suffered by Shapiro as one that follows a “relapsing progressive course where the patient goes downhill in a stepwise fashion over many years and eventually, in 30 or 35 years, becomes totally confined  to a wheelchair.” While MS ordinarily is characterized by an “unpredictable course,” the disease generally “manifests itself by difficulty in walking, urinary problems, sensory problems, visual problems, and fatigue.” Factors such as stress, cold temperatures, or infection tend to aggravate the symptoms. At times, Shapiro suffers physical weakness, difficulty in walking, loss of balance and coordination, fatigue, and severe headaches. During good periods, she can walk without assistance; at other times, she needs a cane or a wheelchair. Shapiro also suffers from severe bladder problems, resulting in incontinence. She presently catheterizes herself to relieve the buildup of urine.

   
In 1990, Shapiro moved into a two‑bedroom apartment in Cadman Towers. During her first two years there, Shapiro used public transportation and private car services to commute to her job as a guidance counselor at a middle school and to various social events. However, each of these modes of transportation presented various difficulties to Shapiro because of her disease.

   
In early 1992, Shapiro acquired an automobile. Parking space in her Brooklyn Heights neighborhood, as in most parts of New York City, is extremely scarce. Initially, Shapiro parked her car on the street, taking advantage of a city‑issued “handicapped” sticker that exempted her from normal parking rules and regulations. Even with that, however, it still was extremely difficult for her to find a parking spot, as many other persons who work or live in her neighborhood also have special parking privileges. Shapiro testified that the long delay in finding a parking space and walking to her building resulted in numerous urinary “accidents.” When she used an indwelling catheter, this delay would cause the bag to fill up, resulting in pain and leakage. 

The Cadman Towers apartment complex where Shapiro lives consists of two buildings and two parking garages. At 101 Clark Street, where Shapiro's apartment is located, there are 302 apartments and 66 indoor parking spaces. At 10 Clinton Street, there are 121 apartments and 136 parking spaces. The parking rate at either location is approximately $90 per month, considerably less than the $275 charged by the closest commercial garage. Due to the disparity in numbers between apartments and parking spaces, Cadman Towers generally has adhered to a first‑come/first‑served policy when allocating parking spaces. Pursuant to this policy, an individual desiring a parking space makes a written request to have his or her name placed on a waiting list. An applicant first waits for a space at 10 Clinton, and, after being assigned one at that location, becomes eligible to await assignment of a space at 101 Clark. Parking‑space users were required to live in Cadman Towers, and each apartment could be allocated only a single space. There were, however, exceptions to the building's usual policy. Six apartments had two parking spaces, apparently under a grandfathering arrangement, and at least one elderly resident was permitted to have her son, who works nearby, use her parking space. Also exempted from the first‑come/first‑served policy are three spaces given without charge to certain building employees as part of their compensation.

   
In February of 1992, Shapiro requested that a parking spot in the 101 Clark Street garage be made available to her immediately on account of her disability. This request was denied by the cooperative's Board of Directors, and Shapiro was advised to place her name on the appropriate waiting list. Her present counsel  and her brother, who also is an attorney, then wrote to the Board, requesting that Ms. Shapiro receive an immediate parking spot. After receiving these letters and consulting with counsel, Cadman Towers took the position that any duty under the Fair Housing Act to accommodate Shapiro's disability did not come into play until she was awarded a parking space in the normal course. Once Shapiro became entitled to a parking space, the building would then attempt reasonably to accommodate her disability, perhaps by assigning her a parking space near her apartment. 

   
... Shapiro filed a complaint with the Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD"), alleging housing discrimination under the Fair Housing Amendments Act. After an investigation, HUD issued a charge of discrimination.... Shapiro elected ... to have her claims addressed in a civil action filed in the district court. ... [S]he filed a complaint ... alleging that Cadman Towers' refusal to provide her with an immediate parking space violated ... 42 U.S.C. §3604(f).  With her complaint, Shapiro also filed a motion for a preliminary injunction.  ... [T]he United States filed a complaint against Cadman Towers ... alleging housing discrimination on the same grounds pleaded by Shapiro, and the two cases were consolidated.  After conducting an evidentiary hearing, the district court granted Shapiro's motion for a preliminary injunction.... The injunction prohibited Cadman Towers from refusing to provide Shapiro with an immediate parking space on the ground floor of the garage at 101 Clark Street.

DISCUSSION  

 * * *

Irreparable Harm.  A showing of irreparable harm is essential to the issuance of a preliminary injunction. To establish irreparable harm, the movant must demonstrate “an injury that is neither remote nor speculative, but actual and imminent” and that cannot be remedied by an award of monetary damages. Tucker Anthony Realty Corp. v. Schlesinger, 888 F.2d 969, 975 (2d Cir. 1989). Here, the district court premised its determination of irreparable harm upon its finding that Shapiro was subject to risk of injury, infection, and humiliation in the absence of a parking space in her building. Specifically, the court found that Shapiro suffers from "an incurable disease that gradually and progressively saps her strength and interferes with her balance and bodily functions." The court summarized the impact of Shapiro's condition as follows: 

Plaintiff's disease makes her a candidate for accidental loss of balance, particularly during the winter season when her condition is aggravated. In addition, her urinary dysfunction results in episodes of embarrassing humiliation and discomfort which could be significantly reduced were she allowed to park indoors. The inconvenience suffered by a typical city resident forced to de-ice the car after a winter snowstorm is mild when compared to the discomfort, stress, and ensuing fatigue experienced by plaintiff when faced with the same task. 


Cadman Towers contends that many of the factual findings upon which the district court premised its determination of irreparable harm were clearly erroneous, and that the injunction should be overturned for that reason.

Shapiro’s Medical Condition.  Cadman Towers contends that the district court erred by failing to give sufficient weight to the testimony of other building occupants and the building staff regarding their observations of Shapiro's condition. These witnesses testified that, prior to the initiation of the proceedings giving rise to this appeal, Shapiro had always appeared to walk normally and that they had never observed her using a wheelchair. In discounting these observations by lay observers unfamiliar with Shapiro’s disease or its symptoms, the district court relied instead on the testimony given by Shapiro’s medical experts, including her treating physician. The district court's reliance on medical evidence adduced at the evidentiary hearing unquestionably was proper and the findings based thereon cannot be said to be clearly erroneous. Moreover, any purported inconsistency between the lay witnesses' observations and the testimony of Shapiro’s experts is, as the district court found, explainable by the fluctuating nature of Shapiro’s symptoms.

   
Cadman Towers also takes issue with the district court’s assessment of Shapiro’s urinary difficulties, arguing that Shapiro’s incontinence could be remedied by the permanent use of an indwelling catheter. While the district court did not make a specific finding with respect to this point, each party's expert testified that long‑term use of an indwelling catheter was inadvisable due to the risk of serious complications, including recurring infections. It seems clear that the district court credited this testimony and found that the permanent use of an indwelling catheter was medically inadvisable for Shapiro.  Inasmuch as this finding has substantial support in the record, it is not clearly erroneous.

Availability of Other Parking for Shapiro.  Cadman Towers argues that Shapiro did not need a parking space in its garage, because she could park on the street in spaces set aside for handicapped persons or in a commercial parking garage. However, the district court found that parking spots on the street frequently were unavailable to Shapiro or were too far away, and this determination is supported by the record. Similarly, the record supports the district court's determination that, in view of the severity of the difficulties experienced by Shapiro, the closest commercial parking garage also is too far from her apartment.

 
In sum, we believe that the district court's factual findings with respect to Shapiro's medical condition and the associated hardships are well supported by the record and are not clearly erroneous. We therefore conclude that the district court did not err in determining that Shapiro would likely suffer irreparable physical and emotional harm absent issuance of the injunction.

Likelihood of Success.  To establish Shapiro's likelihood of success on the merits, we must examine the statutory scheme under which she brings this suit. The Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 ("FHAA") was enacted to extend the principle of equal opportunity in housing to, inter alia, individuals with handicaps. ...  The legislative history of [§3604(f)(3)(B)] indicates that 
the concept of “reasonable accommodation” has a long history in regulations and case law dealing with discrimination on the basis of handicap.  A discriminatory rule, policy, practice or service is not defensible simply  because that is the manner in which such rule or practice has traditionally been constituted.  This section would require that changes be made to such traditional rules or practices if necessary to permit a person with handicaps an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.

H.R. Rep. No. 711, 100th Cong., 2d Sess. (1988).  Applying these principles, the district court concluded that Shapiro was likely to succeed on the merits of her FHAA claim. . . .

Interpretation of “Reasonable Accommodation”.  Cadman Towers contends that the district court erred by failing to interpret the phrase "reasonable accommodation" used in 42 U.S.C. §3604 in the same manner as the phrase has been interpreted under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title VII requires an employer to “reasonably accommodate” an employee's religious observances or practices, provided that the requested accommodation would not work an “undue hardship” on the employer's business.  Cadman Towers contends that cases construing the term “reasonable accommodation” under Title VII consistently have held that the concept of “reasonable accommodation” requires only equal treatment and in no event extends to “affirmative action.” See Trans World Airlines, Inc. v. Hardison, 432 U.S. 63, 76‑77, 84, (1977) (Title VII's rule of “reasonable accommodation” did not require employer to compel a more senior worker to work a shift that the plaintiff could not work for religious reasons). Applying the Title VII standard for religious accommodation, Cadman Towers argues that, while Shapiro must be given an equal opportunity to use the building's parking garage, the court erred in granting her preferential treatment.

   
While Cadman Towers may be correct in its assertion that, under Title VII, any accommodation requiring more than a de minimis cost is an “undue hardship” and thus unreasonable, its reliance on Title VII is misplaced. We believe that in enacting the anti‑discrimination provisions of the FHAA, Congress relied on the standard of reasonable accommodation developed under §504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973....  Section 504 prohibits federally‑funded programs from discriminating on the basis of a handicap and requires such programs to reasonably accommodate an otherwise‑qualified individual's handicaps. The legislative history of section §3604(f) plainly indicates that its drafters intended to draw on case law developed under §504, a provision also specifically directed at eradicating discrimination against handicapped individuals.


The legislative history of §3604(f) makes no reference to Title VII nor to the cases interpreting it. The absence of such a reference is highly significant, because the concept of reasonable accommodation under §504 is different from that under Title VII.  While the Supreme Court has held that §504 was intended to provide for “evenhanded treatment of qualified handicapped persons” and that it does not “impose an affirmative‑action obligation,” [Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 410-11 (1979)], the Court explained in a later case that “the term ‘affirmative action’ referred to those ‘changes,’ ‘adjustments,’ or ‘modifications’ to existing programs that would be ‘substantial’ or that would constitute ‘fundamental alterations in the nature of a program’  rather than those changes that would be reasonable accommodations,” Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287, 300 n.20 (1985). Accordingly, “reasonable accommodation” under §504 can and often will involve some costs. See Dopico v. Goldschmidt, 687 F.2d 644, 652 (2d Cir. 1982) (“Section 504 does require at least ‘modest, affirmative steps’ to accommodate the handicapped . . . .”).

   
In light of the legislative history of §3604, which specifically indicates that the term “reasonable accommodation” was intended to draw on the case law under §504..., and the fact that both provisions are directed toward eliminating discrimination against handicapped individuals, we conclude that the district court correctly relied on the standards for “reasonable accommodations” developed under §504, rather than the more restrictive standard of religious accommodation developed under Title VII. Thus, Cadman Towers can be required to incur reasonable costs to accommodate Shapiro’s handicap, provided such accommodations do not pose an undue hardship or a substantial burden.

Duty to Accommodate Shapiro. Cadman  Towers also argues that any duty to accommodate Shapiro has not yet arisen. In its view, only when Shapiro reaches the top of the parking garage's waiting list in the normal course will parking be a “service[] or facility. . . [offered] in connection” with the rental of her dwelling. 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(2). We disagree. Pursuant to §3604(f)(3)(B), Cadman Towers is required to make reasonable accommodations in its rules and practices so as to enable Shapiro to “use and enjoy [her] dwelling.” As discussed above, without a nearby parking space, Shapiro is subjected to a risk of injury, infection, and humiliation each time she leaves her dwelling and each time she returns home. We agree with the district court that, under these circumstances, nearby parking is a substantial factor in Shapiro's “use and enjoyment” of her dwelling.

Further support for this conclusion is found in 24 C.F.R. §100.204(b), a regulation promulgated by HUD that provides an example of a “reasonable accommodation” under the FHAA. The example set forth in §100.204(b) posits a building with 300 apartments and 450 parking spaces available on a first‑come/first‑served basis, and states that  the duty to make "reasonable accommodations" obligates the building management to reserve a parking space for a mobility‑impaired tenant near that tenant's apartment. It explains the reason for this as follows:

Without a reserved space, [the tenant] might be unable to live in [the apartment] at all or, when he has to park in a space far from his unit, might have difficulty getting from his car to his apartment unit. The accommodation therefore is necessary to afford [the tenant] an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.

Although the situation before us is different from the example, because at Cadman Towers there are fewer parking spaces than apartments, this regulation makes it clear that the use and enjoyment of a parking space cannot be considered in isolation from the tenant's ability to use and enjoy her dwelling place, a right specifically protected by the FHAA....

   
Cadman  Towers, however, attempts to use the example set forth in §100.204(b) to support its position. It argues that HUD's inclusion of such an innocuous example of a reasonable accommodation must have been intended to demonstrate that only trivial burdens can be placed on property owners. This argument is without merit. “There is no suggestion in the regulations that [these examples] are intended to be exhaustive... .” United States v. Village of Marshall, 787 F. Supp. 872, 878 (W.D. Wisc. 1991) (rejecting the same argument). Moreover, such a interpretation would be inconsistent with the Supreme Court's admonition that the Fair Housing Act be given a “generous construction,” based on the importance of the anti‑discrimination policies that it vindicates. Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 409 U.S. 205, 211‑12 (1972). 

Rights of Other Tenants.  Cadman Towers also argues that a reasonable accommodation under the FHAA cannot include displacing tenants who already have parking spaces assigned to them or interfering with the expectancy of persons already on the waiting list. It bases this argument on lines of cases under §504 and Title VII involving seniority rights in the workplace in which courts have held that displacing workers with seniority is not a reasonable accommodation. Cadman Towers analogizes its first‑come/first‑served allocation of parking spaces to a traditional seniority system in the workplace, typically implemented under a collective bargaining act.

   
The extent to which a “reasonable accommodation” for a handicapped individual can burden or take away rights or privileges enjoyed by non‑handicapped persons is an important question of first impression in this Circuit, particularly in the non‑workplace context. However, it would be premature for us to reach this issue now. The district court found that Shapiro could be accommodated without displacing any existing tenants, because three parking spots are reserved for building personnel and these workers could park in a commercial garage. Moreover, the court found that one parking space was used by a person that did not live in the building. These findings are well supported by the record and will not be disturbed on appeal. Accordingly, four parking spaces  were available for handicapped individuals that would not impair the rights of other non‑handicapped building tenants. We note, however, that the policies implicated in collective bargaining and labor‑relations cases  are different from the policies implicated in the assignment of a parking space to a handicapped person.

Conclusion as to Likelihood of Success.  Based on the foregoing, we agree with the district court that defendants are under a duty to reasonably accommodate Shapiro’s need for a parking space in Cadman Towers' parking garage. We also agree with the district court that this accommodation may involve some changes to Cadman Towers' present method of allocating parking spaces and may require the cooperative to incur some costs. In view of Cadman Towers’ refusal to make any accommodations for Shapiro's handicap, reasonable or otherwise, we therefore conclude, as did the district court, that Shapiro has demonstrated a clear likelihood of success in establishing a violation of the FHAA.

Conclusion as to Issuance of the Injunction.  Having upheld the district court's determinations that (1) Shapiro would likely suffer irreparable physical and emotional harm absent issuance of the injunction and that (2) Shapiro had demonstrated a clear likelihood that she will succeed on the merits of her FHAA claim, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion by requiring Cadman Towers to provide Shapiro with a parking space in its garage during the pendency of this litigation.  Indeed, faced with Cadman Towers' failure to suggest any alternative solutions, the district court had little choice but to enter the injunction requested by Shapiro. 
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

141.
In Shapiro, the defendant challenged a number of the trial court’s findings of fact.  Look carefully at these challenges and at the court of appeals’ responses.  Why might a lawyer recommend to a client that they not raise these issues on appeal?  Is there any harm in trying?

142.
In Shapiro, the plaintiff claims that she is entitled to “reasonable accommodations” under §3604(f).  What do the statute and the regulations suggest about the meaning of this phrase?  What was Congress trying to accomplish with this provision?

143.
What argument from a parallel statute does the defendant make about the meaning of “reasonable accommodation?”   Why does the court reject this argument?  What information does the court provide about what the phrase means?

144.
What arguments do the parties in Shapiro make about the applicability of 24 CFR §100.204(b)(2)?  What do you think the provision suggests about the correct outcome of the case?

145.
The court never needs to reach the hard question of whether the statute would require the cooperative to give her a parking space if it meant displacing the existing parking rights of another tenant.  How should that question be resolved?

UNITED STATES v. FREER
864 F.Supp. 324 (W.D.N.Y. 1994)

TELESCA, Chief Judge:  INTRODUCTION.  The United States of America brings this action for declaratory and injunctive relief, on behalf of the complainant Ann Soper, under the Fair Housing Act.  Ms. Soper is a disabled individual who resides in a trailer park owned by the defendants Jack and Beverly Freer. The Government alleges that the defendants failed to make a reasonable accommodation for Ms. Soper's disability by refusing to allow her to install a wheelchair ramp to gain access to her trailer.  The Government seeks a preliminary injunction enjoining the defendants from continuing to withhold their approval of Ms. Soper's request to install a wheelchair ramp.  For the following reasons, the Government's motion for a preliminary injunction is granted.
BACKGROUND.  Ms. Soper is a disabled individual who is confined to a wheelchair.  Ms. Soper has a trailer home which is located in the defendants' trailer park.  In order to enter the trailer, Ms. Soper must climb five steps.  Without a wheelchair ramp, Ms. Soper needs to be carried (or otherwise attended) up the steps and into her home.  Recently, while being assisted into her home, Ms. Soper fell and was injured.
Prior to her accident, Ms. Soper had asked the defendants for permission to install, at her own cost, a wheelchair ramp which wrapped around the side and front of her trailer and partially protruded into her driveway.  The defendants refused to allow installation of a ramp with that configuration, claiming that it would impede trailer removal and would so shorten Ms. Soper's driveway that parked cars would obstruct the trailer park's access road.  The defendants proposed an alternative ramp design which Ms. Soper has rejected as unsuitable to her needs.
DISCUSSION.  A preliminary injunction may be granted where the movant demonstrates: (1) irreparable harm;  and (2) either (a) a likelihood of success on the merits or (b) the existence of a serious question going to the merits of the case to make it a fair ground for litigation and a balance of hardships tipping decidedly in the movant's favor. 
The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination against handicapped individuals in the terms, conditions or privileges of rental of a dwelling or in the provision of services or facilities in connection with such a dwelling.  Under the statute, unlawful discrimination includes, a refusal to permit, at the expense of the handicapped person, reasonable modifications of existing premises occupied or to be occupied by such person if such modifications may be necessary to afford such person full enjoyment of the premises except that, in the case of a rental, the landlord may where is it reasonable to do so condition permission for a modification on the renter agreeing to restore the interior of the premises to the condition that existed before the modification, reasonable wear and tear excepted.
In order to establish a prima facie case of discrimination under  the Act, plaintiff must demonstrate that the defendants' actions had a discriminatory effect. The Act defines as discrimination the failure to reasonably accommodate an individual's disability in the provision of housing services. 
The Government has established a prima facie case of discrimination under the Act.  There is no dispute that Ms. Soper qualifies as a handicapped person under the Act or that the defendants knew of her handicap and refused to allow her to install a wheelchair ramp at her home.  Unquestionably, the defendants' refusal to permit installation of the ramp has effectively denied Ms. Soper an equal opportunity to use and enjoy her home.  
The defendants have failed to rebut the presumption of discrimination by demonstrating that Ms. Soper's proposed modification is unreasonable, i.e., imposes upon them an undue financial or administrative burden.  The defendants claim that Ms. Soper's "wrap around" ramp proposal will make trailer removal and driveway parking difficult, thereby obstructing traffic using the access road.  Instead, they propose an alternative design which meets all applicable laws and codes, does not block the driveway and costs no more than Ms. Soper's proposed ramp.
A. 
Irreparable Harm.  Without a wheelchair ramp, Ms. Soper is essentially a prisoner in her home. She is afraid to venture outdoors because she was injured the last time she was assisted up her front stairs.  Her ability to keep medical appointments and participate in daily activities of living is significantly restricted.  The Government has made a showing that Ms. Soper will suffer irreparable harm in the absence of a ramp.
B. 
Possibility of Success on the Merits.  The Government has clearly demonstrated a possibility of success on the merits of its claim.  There is no dispute that the defendants have refused to accommodate Ms. Soper's disability by not allowing her to build the "wrap around" wheelchair ramp.  Pursuant to the Act, the defendants are obligated to approve Ms. Soper's ramp proposal unless it is proven that the proposal is unreasonable.  The defendants cannot accomplish this by simply tossing Ms. Soper's proposal aside and pressing for acceptance of their alternative design.
This Court is unconvinced that Ms. Soper's ramp proposal is unreasonable.1  Installation of the ramp will not impose an undue financial burden on the defendants because Ms. Soper is assuming the construction costs.  In addition, the defendants will not suffer undue administrative burdens should the ramp be built.  The Government has stated that Ms. Soper's proposed ramp can be disassembled within three hours and will not impede removal of the trailer.  This Court has also reviewed a photograph of the Soper driveway which sheds substantial doubt on the defendants' claim that installation of Ms. Soper's ramp design will impede traffic in the driveway and on the access road.  In short, the defendants have submitted insufficient evidence to rebut the inference of discrimination under the Act.
WHEREFORE, the Government's motion for a preliminary injunction is granted.  The defendants shall allow Ms. Soper to install her proposed "wrap around" wheelchair ramp.
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
146.
The reasonable accommodations claim in Congdon is relatively easy because the defendant offered the plaintiff a first floor apartment, which she refused.  Suppose there was no such apartment available.  How much money does the statute require the landlord to spend to fix the elevator or to find another solution?

147.
After reading Shapiro and Congdon, what do you see as the differences between a reasonable accommodations claim and a disparate impact claim?

148.
What information does the language of §3604(f)(3)(A) and of 24 CFR §100.203 provide about what types of proposed modifications are unreasonable?  What standard does the court in Freer apply to decide this question?

149.
Would it change the result in Freer if any of the following were true:

(a) Because of the ramp, the landlord’s property taxes increased by $40 a year.

(b) The ramp takes nine hours to disassemble.

(c) The ramp sticks out sufficiently that most cars have to slow down to get by.

150.
Suppose a mobility-impaired tenant in a multi-unit apartment building installed a ramp on the exterior of the building that led to the main lobby pursuant to §3604(f)(3)(A).  When the tenant leaves, must the tenant “restore” the building by removing the ramp?  

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
ROE v. SUGAR RIVER MILLS ASSOCIATES
820 F.Supp. 636 (D.N.H. 1993)

McAULIFFE, District Judge.  Plaintiff resides at Sugar River Mills apartment complex in Claremont, New Hampshire.  Sugar River Mills is the largest federally subsidized housing complex in Western New Hampshire.  It is comprised of approximately 130 tenants occupying 111 units.  Defendant, Sugar River Mills Associates, owns and operates the apartment complex.  Defendant, MB Management Corporation of Boston, Massachusetts, is the managing agent.
Plaintiff asserts that defendants’ conduct toward him violates provisions of the Fair Housing Amendments Act (the “Act”).  Plaintiff says that he suffers from mental illness and is, therefore, “handicapped” as defined by the Act.  He claims that defendants are wrongfully discriminating against him insofar as they have:  (1) threatened to evict him for conduct related to his handicap;  and (2) have failed to make “reasonable accommodations” necessary to afford him an equal opportunity to use and enjoy an apartment at Sugar River Mills. 
Defendants deny that plaintiff is “handicapped” and argue that, regardless of whether he is or is not handicapped, because plaintiff represents a “direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals” living at Sugar River Mills he is not entitled to the protections afforded by the Act under an applicable exception.  See 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(9).  Therefore, defendants assert that they need not undertake any efforts to “accommodate” plaintiff’s alleged mental handicap or its allegedly dangerous manifestations.
Facts.  On July 4, 1991, Mr. Burt Becker, an 82 year‑old resident of Sugar River Mills, reported to defendants that plaintiff threatened him with physical violence.  Plaintiff allegedly accosted Mr. Becker, using obscene, offensive and threatening language.  Mr. Becker said that plaintiff’s conduct, on this and other occasions, caused him to suffer great anxiety, made him fearful for his physical safety, and lead directly to his giving written notice of his intent to vacate and seek housing elsewhere.  Other tenants of Sugar River Mills witnessed the events in question and corroborated Mr. Becker’s version.  One tenant, Ms. Telesco, stated that, as a result of plaintiff’s alleged conduct, she too was placed in great fear of the plaintiff and immediately after the confrontation became sick to her stomach. 
Plaintiff’s behavior on July 4, 1991, led to his conviction in the Claremont [N.H.] District Court  [for] disorderly conduct . . .  in that he:
knowingly, in a public place, direct[ed] threats to another person, to wit, Burt Becker, [using] obscene and offensive words ... likely to provoke a violent reaction on the part of an ordinary person, to wit ... scream[ed] at the said Burt Becker, “dirty Bastard, low down son of a bitch”, “dirty low down prick.” 
In reliance upon this conviction and other alleged instances of similar conduct by the plaintiff, defendants have moved for summary judgment.
Defendants argue that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact related to the issue of whether plaintiff poses a “direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals.”  Defendants claim that plaintiff’s conviction, along with the sworn testimony of residents at Sugar River Mills attesting to his confrontational, harassing, and threatening behavior, establish beyond question that he constitutes such a threat.
In response, plaintiff denies that his conduct toward the other residents on July 4, 1991, was threatening or harassing.  Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, plaintiff claims that his “outbursts” (whose existence he does not deny) are the product of his mental handicap.  Accordingly, he claims that defendants have a statutory duty to explore whether reasonable accommodations might be undertaken in order to eliminate or sufficiently minimize the impact of his handicap (and its physical manifestations) upon the other tenants at Sugar River Mills to allow him to remain as a tenant. …

The Fair Housing Amendments Act.  … Plaintiff asserts that defendants have failed to make … “reasonable accommodations” for his benefit and, in so doing, have violated the Act. Defendants rely on an exemption contained within the Act, which provides that: 
Nothing in this subchapter requires that a dwelling be made available to an individual whose tenancy would constitute a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals or whose tenancy would result in substantial physical damages to the property of others. 

42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(9).  In urging the application of this exemption, defendants invoke the Act’s legislative history, arguing that: once the lessor has “objective evidence which is sufficiently recent to be credible” that a handicapped person constitutes a direct threat from [sic] others, the lessor is exempt from action based on discrimination under the Fair Housing Amendments Act when it decides to initiate, and does initiate eviction against the person who constitutes such a direct threat. H.R.Rep. No. 711, 100th Cong., 2d Sess. (1988).
It is somewhat unclear precisely how the language of §3604(f)(9) of the Act applies here.  Defendants argue that if plaintiff is, as they say, a threat to the safety of others, then the provisions of the Act simply do not apply.  Therefore, they need not make any effort to “accommodate” plaintiff’s handicap in an effort to minimize the threat he poses nor need they continue to offer housing to him, without regard to any causal relationship between his handicap and the threat he poses.  Plaintiff interprets the Act’s exemption somewhat differently.  Plaintiff argues that only if he constitutes a threat to the safety of others after defendants have made reasonable efforts to accommodate his handicap may defendants refuse to offer him continued housing.
The Court is persuaded that plaintiff’s position is both better reasoned and more consistent with the express provisions and goals of the Act.  Plaintiff’s position also finds support in applicable legislative history.  In elaborating upon the manner in which the Act should be applied and interpreted, the House Judiciary Committee stated that courts should apply the standard articulated by the Supreme Court in School Board of Nassau County v. Arline, 480 U.S. 273 (1987), when determining whether efforts to accommodate are required under the Act. 
In Arline the Supreme Court held that an individual with tuberculosis may be “handicapped” within the meaning of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and that an employer must, if possible, “reasonably accommodate” that individual to minimize the risk her disease presents to those around her, provided that she is “otherwise qualified” to retain her position.  
Citing the decision in Arline, the House Judiciary Committee reported its intent as follows: 
Thus, ... [pursuant to the Act,] a dwelling need not be made available to an individual whose tenancy can be shown to constitute a direct threat and a significant risk of harm to the health or safety of others.  If a reasonable accommodation could eliminate the risk, entities covered under this Act are required to engage in such accommodation.... 

H.R.Rep. No. 711.  This interpretation of the Act is entirely consistent with Congress’ goal of eliminating housing discrimination based upon stereotypes, prejudice, or irrational fear of those who are “handicapped.”

Accordingly, assuming plaintiff is handicapped, the Act requires defendants to demonstrate that no “reasonable accommodation” will eliminate or acceptably minimize the risk he poses to other residents at Sugar River Mills, before they may lawfully evict him.  What, if anything, defendants have done to accommodate plaintiff’s alleged handicap is in dispute, as is whether any “reasonable accommodation” would in fact permit plaintiff to live, peaceably and safely, among the other tenants at Sugar River Mills.  And, of course, defendants also dispute plaintiff’s claimed handicap.  Given these genuine disputes as to material issues of fact, summary judgment is unavailable. Accordingly, defendants’ motion for summary judgment is denied.
(  (  (  (  (  (  (
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

151.  Is Roe correct about the proper relationship between reasonable accommodations and direct threats to health or safety?

152.  What accommodations might you propose if you were Roe’s counsel?  What safeguards would be necessary to ensure that these accommodations were reasonable?

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
BANGERTER v. OREM CITY CORP.

46 F.3d 1491  (10th Cir. 1995)

EBEL, Circuit Judge:  Plaintiff-Appellant Brad Bangerter , a mentally disabled  adult, alleges that zoning actions taken by Defendant-Appellee, Orem City, Utah, violated the Fair Housing Act [Amendments].  In particular, Bangerter claims that conditions placed by Orem on zoning approval for a group home for the mentally retarded in which Bangerter lived, and the Utah statute and local ordinance pursuant to which those conditions were  imposed, discriminated against Bangerter because of his handicap in violation of the FHAA.  The district court dismissed Bangerter’s claims pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6), and he now appeals.  We hold that the district court  prematurely dismissed this action and incorrectly applied an equal protection  analysis to Bangerter’s statutory claims under the FHAA.  Accordingly, we  reverse and remand.

BACKGROUND.  In late December 1989, Utah mental health officials discharged Bangerter from the Utah State Developmental Center to a group home in an Orem residential neighborhood zoned R-1-8, single family residential.  Although technically designated as “single family,” Orem allows a number of uses in its R-1-8 zone category, including nurses’ homes, foster family care homes, convents, monasteries, rectories, and, pursuant to state law, group homes for the elderly. In addition, Orem allows group homes for the mentally or physically handicapped to be located in areas zoned R-1-8 provided that the homes obtain a conditional use permit.
 … The group home into which Bangerter was placed was established pursuant to a contract between the home’s operator, RLO, Inc. and the Division of Services for People With Disabilities of the Utah State Department of Human Services (“Division”).   However, RLO had not obtained a conditional use permit, as required by an Orem ordinance … when Bangerter moved to the group home to live with three other mentally retarded men.  At Orem’s insistence, RLO subsequently applied for the permit, which the Orem City Council granted, subject to conditions permitted [by state law] after reviewing the application during public hearings held in February and March 1990.


In granting the permit on March 13, 1990, the Council imposed two conditions on the group home that Bangerter alleges violate the FHAA:

[1] [the group home operator] had to ensure the City that the residents were properly supervised on a twenty-four-hour basis;  [and]

[2] [the group home operator] had to establish a community advisory committee through which all complaints and concerns of the neighbors could be addressed. 

  

On March 15, 1991, Bangerter was transferred to a different group home in Provo, and he has not since lived at the … group home in question in the instant action.  Bangerter filed this action … asking for declaratory, injunctive, and monetary relief [claiming inter alia] that the conditions allowed by Utah [law] and imposed by the Orem City Council in granting the conditional use permit were preempted by and in violation of the FHAA….

  
In response to Bangerter’s complaint, Orem filed a motion to dismiss pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6), and the court dismissed … Bangerter’s causes of action.  The court first addressed the issue of standing and concluded that Bangerter possessed standing to challenge the imposition of the 24-hour supervision requirement because Bangerter belongs to a protected class under the FHAA and alleged an actual injury in the form of the 24-hour supervision requirement’s interference with his ability to live independently and his right of privacy. The court … held that Bangerter alleged a prima facie case that Orem’s housing ordinance violates the FHAA because it treats handicapped individuals differently from non-handicapped residents.  Nonetheless, the court concluded that the challenged ordinance and the 24-hour supervision requirement did not violate the FHAA because they were rationally related to the legitimate government interest of integrating the handicapped “into normal surroundings.”   …  [W]e hold that the district court incorrectly evaluated the challenged conduct under the FHAA and  impermissibly relied on factual findings in dismissing Bangerter’s complaint.

DISCUSSION ...  As a preliminary matter, we note that the district court correctly found that Bangerter, a mentally retarded adult, is within the class of persons protected by the FHAA.  In amending the Fair Housing Act … in 1988, one of Congress’s explicit motivations was to extend federal protections against housing discrimination to individuals with physical or mental handicaps.  

  
Furthermore, the FHAA’s prohibitions clearly extend to discriminatory zoning practices.  The House Committee Report accompanying the FHAA states that the FHAA “is intended to prohibit the application of special requirements through land-use regulations, restrictive covenants, and conditional or special use permits that have the effect of limiting the ability of [the handicapped] to live in the residence of their choice in the community.”  Prohibited practices include not only those that make the sale or rental of housing unavailable, but also those that impose discriminatory terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or rental of a dwelling, or in the provision of services or facilities in connection with such dwelling…  Thus, Bangerter may bring suit under the FHAA to challenge the restrictions placed on the operation of his group home even though the home was issued a conditional use permit. ...  

  
Bangerter attempts to show that Orem has violated the FHAA by intentionally discriminating against him as a handicapped person, taking actions that produced discriminatory effects against him, and failing to provide reasonable accommodations in its zoning policies.  The district court stated that Bangerter did not allege that Orem acted with a discriminatory motive, and thus could not state a claim for discriminatory intent.
  The court concluded that Bangerter made out a prima facie case of discrimination because the challenged statute and ordinance treat the handicapped differently on their face.  Nonetheless, the court concluded that no cause of action could be stated against Orem based on its permitting ordinance because the permitting process was rationally related to the legitimate governmental interest of ensuring integrated housing for the disabled.  However, this conclusion must have been based on the district court’s own perceptions of evidence outside of the record.  Nothing in Bangerter’s complaint would warrant such a factual conclusion, which, of necessity, requires a balancing analysis involving evidence yet to be presented by Orem.  Thus, even if the district court applied the correct legal standard, we would have to reverse, because the court improperly went beyond the pleadings in granting the motion to dismiss.  However, we also conclude that the district court utilized the wrong legal standard in applying the FHAA, and that also requires us to reverse and remand for reconsideration under the proper standard.

  
We first consider the nature of Bangerter’s claims under the FHAA and conclude that Bangerter’s action should be construed only as one for intentional discrimination.  Next we outline the elements of an intentional discrimination claim and hold that Bangerter has made allegations sufficient to state a claim of intentional discrimination under the FHAA and to withstand a motion to dismiss.  Finally, we outline the legal standard the district court should apply to review Bangerter’s claims and Orem’s possible defenses on remand.

1.  Characterization of the Claim as One for Intentional Discrimination.  We hold, contrary to the district court, that Bangerter’s claims are properly characterized as claims of intentional discrimination and should be analyzed in the established framework for such claims.  Here, the Act and the Orem ordinance facially single out the handicapped and apply different rules to them.  Thus, the discriminatory intent and purpose of the Act and Ordinance are apparent on their face.  Whether such discrimination is legal or illegal remains to be determined, but there can be no doubt that the Act and Ordinance are discriminatory.
 …  [A] plaintiff need not prove the malice or discriminatory animus of a defendant to make out a case of intentional discrimination where the defendant expressly treats someone protected by the FHAA in a different manner than others.
  Thus, a plaintiff makes out a prima facie case of intentional discrimination under the FHAA merely by showing that a protected group has been subjected to explicitly differential–i.e. discriminatory–treatment.

In applying a discriminatory intent analysis to this case, we do not imply that FHAA claims cannot also be based on the discriminatory effect of a facially neutral policy.  It is widely accepted that an FHAA violation can be demonstrated by either disparate treatment or disparate impact.  See, e.g., Huntington Branch; Metropolitan Hous. Dev. Corp. v. Village of Arlington Heights.  We also do not suggest that the differential treatment in this case has not caused a “disparate impact” on the handicapped in an everyday sense–as probably all intentional discriminatory treatment does.  However, the legal framework for discriminatory effects, or disparate impact, claims remains inappropriate for this case.  “A disparate impact analysis examines a facially-neutral policy or practice, such as a hiring test or zoning law, for its differential impact or effect on a particular group.  Disparate treatment analysis, on the other hand, involves differential treatment of similarly situated persons or groups.”  Huntington Branch.  Because Bangerter challenges facially discriminatory actions and not the effects of facially neutral actions, we conclude that his claim is one of disparate treatment and not disparate impact.

We also conclude that Bangerter has not stated a valid claim that Orem’s refusal to waive the 24-hour supervision and community advisory committee requirements constitutes a refusal by Orem to make a reasonable accommodation for the handicapped in its zoning policies.  Under the FHAA, discrimination on the basis of handicap includes a “refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to afford such person equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”  However, the thrust of a reasonable accommodation claim is that a defendant must make an affirmative change in an otherwise valid law or policy.  By one court’s definition, a “reasonable accommodation” involves “changing some rule that is generally applicable so as to make its burden less onerous on the handicapped individual.”  Oxford House, Inc. v. Township of Cherry Hill, 799 F.Supp. 450, 462 n.25 (D.N.J.1992).  Here, Bangerter does not challenge an ordinance that is generally applicable, since it is specifically directed at group homes for the handicapped.  Under these facts, we conclude that the claim for “reasonable accommodation” is simply inappropriate and the district court correctly dismissed that claim. 


2.  Dismissal Under Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6).  Applying a discriminatory treatment framework, we hold that the district court improperly dismissed Bangerter’s action. ...  We agree with the district court’s initial conclusion that Bangerter made out a prima facie case of discrimination under the FHAA. “The ultimate question in a disparate treatment case is whether the defendant intentionally discriminated against plaintiff.”  Honce v. Vigil.  Here, the imposition of special conditions on the permit granted for Bangerter’s group home, and the ordinance and statute pursuant to which the conditions were authorized, expressly apply only to group homes for the handicapped.  In particular, it was alleged that the 24-hour supervision condition regulated the lives of Bangerter and the other handicapped residents of the group home in a way not suffered by non-handicapped residents of other group homes.  Thus, Bangerter’s complaint states a direct claim of facially discriminatory treatment of handicapped persons.  Nonetheless, the district court dismissed Bangerter’s action because the court concluded that the challenged restrictions were “rationally related to a legitimate governmental purpose.” However, there was no basis in this record to conclude–at least not on a 12(b)(6) motion–what legitimate government purposes were involved or how these restrictions related to those purposes.  Orem’s justifications for its actions certainly cannot be found within the confines of Bangerter’s complaint.  Focusing solely on Bangerter’s pleadings, we conclude that Bangerter states a legally sufficient claim of discrimination under the FHAA and reverse the district court’s dismissal.

3.  Issues for Remand.  On remand, Bangerter will have to introduce evidence to support his allegations of discrimination. … Bangerter must support his basic claim that his group home was subjected to conditions not imposed on other group homes in Orem that were permitted in areas zoned R-1-8 for single family residences.  If Bangerter cannot show that group homes for the non-handicapped are permitted in Orem without requirements like the 24-hour supervision or neighborhood advisory committee requirements, he will have failed to show that he has suffered differential treatment when compared to a similarly situated group, and his claims will fail under the FHAA. 

  
In addition, on remand the district court will have to consider Orem’s justifications for its discriminatory treatment of Bangerter and its proffered reasons for imposing the challenged conditions.  At least two potential justifications seem relevant for inquiry here:  (1) public safety; and (2) benign discrimination. However, first we address the district court’s use of the rational relationship test to review Orem’s challenged actions.

The district court analyzed Orem’s actions pursuant to the rational relationship test borrowed from Equal Protection Clause jurisprudence, and the court stated that the challenged restrictions should be upheld if “rationally related to a legitimate governmental purpose.”.  The district court relied principally on the Eighth Circuit’s decision in Familystyle [of St. Paul v. City of St. Paul, Minn., 923 F.2d 91, 94 (8th Cir.1991)], which held that government policies that discriminate against the handicapped should not receive heightened scrutiny because the handicapped are not a “suspect class.” (citing City of Cleburne v. Cleburne Living Ctr., 473 U.S. 432, 446 (1975)).  However, the use of an Equal Protection analysis is misplaced here because this case involves a federal statute and not the Fourteenth Amendment.  As the Tenth Circuit has said, a plaintiff’s “inability to properly assert a right under the Fourteenth Amendment is not of concern when examining [the plaintiff’s] claims brought pursuant to the Fair Housing Act.” [Housing Authority of the Kaw Tribe of Indians v. City of Ponca City, 952 F.2d 1183, 1193 (10th Cir.1991), cert. denied, 112 S.Ct. 1945 (1992).]  Moreover, the FHAA specifically makes the handicapped a protected class for purposes of a statutory claim–they are the direct object of the statutory protection–even if they are not a protected class for constitutional purposes. 

The proper approach is to look to the language of the FHAA itself, and to the manner in which analogous provisions of Title VII have been interpreted, in order to determine what justifications are available to sustain intentional discrimination against the handicapped.  First, the FHAA expressly allows discrimination rooted in public safety concerns when it provides that “[n]othing in this subsection requires that a dwelling be made available to an individual whose tenancy would constitute a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals or whose tenancy would result in substantial physical damage to the property of others.”  42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(9).  We read section 3604(f)(9) as permitting reasonable restrictions on the terms or conditions of housing when justified by public safety concerns, given that housing can be denied altogether for those same reasons.  However, the exceptions to the FHAA’s prohibitions on discrimination should be narrowly construed.  

Restrictions predicated on public safety cannot be based on blanket stereotypes about the handicapped, but must be tailored to particularized concerns about individual residents.  As the FHAA’s legislative history declares, the FHAA “repudiates the use of stereotypes and ignorance, and mandates that persons with handicaps be considered as individuals.  Generalized perceptions about disabilities and unfounded speculations about threats to safety are specifically rejected as grounds to justify exclusion.”  H.R.Rep. No. 100-711.  Any special requirements placed on housing for the handicapped based on concerns for the protection of the disabled themselves or the community must be “individualiz[ed] ... to the needs or abilities of particular kinds of developmental disabilities,” Mabrunak, Inc. v. City of Stow, Ohio, 974 F.2d 43, 47 (6th Cir.1992), and must have a “necessary correlation to the actual abilities of the persons upon whom it is imposed,”  Potomac Group Home v. Montgomery County, Md., 823 F.Supp. 1285, 1300 (D.Md.1993).

Here, there is no showing that the Orem restrictions were individualized to the residents of the … home.  For example, there is no evidence or pleadings here to support a conclusion that the residents of this particular home were so mentally disabled that they needed 24-hour supervision or that they had any tendencies that would support the need for a neighborhood advisory committee. However, on remand the court should explore the public safety aspect of these requirements.  For example, the supervision requirement was simply that the operator had to ensure Orem that the residents were “properly supervised on a twenty-four hour basis.”  We cannot tell on this record whether that required on-site supervision the entire time, or whether off-site supervision might have been used to some extent, and we cannot tell the nature of the supervision or how oppressive or benign it might have been.  Thus, we cannot determine whether this restriction could be justified under §3604(f)(9) without more facts in this record.

Second, the FHAA should not be interpreted to preclude special restrictions upon the disabled that are really beneficial to, rather than discriminatory against, the handicapped.
  In this regard we are guided by employment discrimination cases and Title VII jurisprudence to inform our reading of the Fair Housing Act.  Honce; Huntington Branch.

  
In the employment discrimination context, the Supreme Court has held that Title VII’s bar on all discrimination on the basis of race should not be read literally.  United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC v. Weber, 443 U.S. 193, 201-08 (1979).  Instead, the statute should be interpreted “against the background of the legislative history of Title VII and the historical context from which the Act arose,” and should not be construed to prohibit race-conscious affirmative action that promotes “the ultimate statutory goals” of expanding employment opportunities for minorities.

  
The underlying objective of the FHAA is to “extend[ ] the principle of equal housing opportunity to handicapped persons,” H.R.Rep. No. 100-711, and end discrimination against the handicapped in the provision of housing based on prejudice, stereotypes, and ignorance, id.  Removing discrimination in housing promotes “the goal of independent living” and is part of Congress’s larger “commitment to end the unnecessary exclusion of persons with handicaps from the American mainstream.”  Id.

We should be chary about accepting the justification that a particular restriction upon the handicapped really advances their housing opportunities rather than discriminates against them in housing.  Restrictions that are based upon unsupported stereotypes or upon prejudice and fear stemming from ignorance or generalizations, for example, would not pass muster.  However, restrictions that are narrowly tailored to the particular individuals affected could be acceptable under the FHAA if the benefit to the handicapped in their housing opportunities clearly outweigh whatever burden may result to them.  In the context of facially neutral government actions that have a discriminatory impact on the handicapped or other groups protected by the Fair Housing Act, courts have uniformly allowed defendants to justify their conduct despite the discriminatory impact if they can prove that they “furthered, in theory and in practice, a legitimate, bona fide governmental interest and that no alternative would serve that interest with less discriminatory effect.”  Huntington Branch.

A similar approach has been suggested in the context of intentional race-based discrimination under the FHAA.  For example, in South-Suburban, the Seventh Circuit upheld selective marketing activities designed to interest white buyers in purchasing houses in traditionally black neighborhoods, even though such efforts of necessity diminished the likelihood that such homes would be available for black buyers.  In Otero v. New York City Hous. Auth., the Second Circuit allowed a housing authority to seek to justify under Title VIII a change in leasing policy in order to facilitate white participation in a housing project that was otherwise faced with the prospect of becoming predominantly black and segregated. Even those courts that have invalidated particular race-conscious policies have left some room for other policies that restrict minorities in limited ways in order to foster integration and the overarching policies of the Fair Housing Act.  In Starrett City, for example, the Second Circuit acknowledged that race-conscious plans burdening a minority might be upheld if they are temporary, flexible in nature, and designed ultimately to achieve the FHAA’s goal of integration.  …

  
These courts all recognize the importance of leaving room for flexible solutions to address the complex problem of discrimination and to realize the goals established by Congress in the Fair Housing Act.  However, once again, such an analysis cannot be performed on the pleadings alone.  For example, with regard to the neighborhood advisory committee, it would be helpful for the court to explore how such a committee operated, what burdens it imposed upon the handicapped residents of the … home, what benefits such a committee provided to the handicapped residents, and what the motivations and intentions were of the City of Orem in imposing such a restriction.
  It could be that the evidence will show that such a neighborhood advisory committee might prove to be beneficial to the handicapped, increasing their access to, and acceptability in, the neighborhood.  Only after a record has been developed can the district court, and ultimately our Court, determine whether these restrictions violate of the FHAA.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

153.  Who has the stronger position on the use of the “rational basis” standard in FHA handicap cases, the 8th Circuit in Familystyle or the 10th Circuit in Bangerter?

154.  Should the courts allow a defense for threats to the health and safety of the individuals with disabilities even though the FHA does not provide one?  Should the courts allow a “benign discrimination” defense in disabilities cases even though the FHA does not provide one?

155.  How should the two requirements at issue in Bangerter be resolved under the standards it announces?  What other evidence would be helpful to resolve the case?

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
E.  
The Meaning of Anti-Discrimination Legislation

PULCINELLA v. RIDLEY TOWNSHIP
822 F. Supp. 204 (E.D. Penn. 1993)

Donald W. VanArtsdalen, S.J.  Plaintiffs seek a preliminary injunction to compel the Township of Ridley and the Ridley Township Zoning Hearing Board to grant plaintiffs’ zoning application to permit plaintiffs to construct an addition to Jeanann Dobrikovic’s single family dwelling house.  The addition would provide wheelchair‑accessible, separate first floor living accommodations for Robert Pulcinella, a handicapped person. Plaintiffs’ applications for a variance and/or special exception from the zoning ordinance were denied. Under the Township Zoning Hearing Board’s interpretation of the zoning ordinance, the proposed addition would leave a zero side yard clearance on the side of the lot adjoining the other half of the twin house of which the plaintiff’s house was a half.  The twin house shared a party wall along the lot line. The zoning ordinance required eight foot side yards on both sides of the addition.  Plaintiffs’ residence lot was a total of only twenty feet in width. Under the ordinance, therefore, any addition on the ground floor could be only four feet wide.  … [P]laintiffs claim that they have submitted a plan that defendants must approve as a “reasonable accommodation”….

   
In 1988, the plaintiff, Robert Pulcinella, was involved in a motor vehicle accident that rendered him a paraplegic and permanently confined him to a wheelchair. At the time of the accident, he was residing in the house owned by his sister, the co‑plaintiff, Jeanann Dobrikovic. He has continued to live in the house with his sister and her family since the time of the accident, except for extensive hospital confinements … Robert Pulcinella has been paying some rent to his sister and is, in effect, both a boarder and a tenant in his sister’s home.  The house is one‑half of a twin house located at 717 Mount Vernon Avenue, Ridley Township, Pennsylvania.  . . .
Mr. Pulcinella has extreme difficulty crawling up and down stairs. The only bathroom in the house is on the second floor. Mr. Pulcinella has been sleeping and living in the first floor living room portion of the house, with great inconvenience to himself and his sister and her family. Although he has been able to work as a lawn mower repairman in a shop owned by another relative of his, it has become increasingly difficult for him to enter and leave his residence as the house has no wheelchair ramp for entrance or exit, and in general is not internally “wheelchair accessible.”  … [T]he conditions in the house, especially those requiring that he crawl to the second floor to carry out normal bodily functions, are seriously aggravating decubitus ulcers on his buttocks which have become so severe in the past as to require hospitalization and surgical correction by, among other procedures, skin grafting.  It is clear that Robert Pulcinella is, and has been since the date of the motor vehicle accident, a handicapped person within the definition of the FHAA... . 

   
Around the end of 1991, plaintiffs contacted an architect, Raymond DiPaola, who had extensive experience in designing wheelchair accessible homes and buildings. He designed for plaintiffs a one‑story 704 square foot addition that would attach to the rear of the present house. It would contain a living room‑bedroom, bath, exercise room and computer room, all accessible for wheelchair occupants in accordance with governmental and architectural building standards. It would almost double the ground floor area of the present house. An outside ramp for wheelchair exit and entrance was included in the plans. The proposed addition would have made the total building area 38% of the total lot size. The zoning ordinance allowed a maximum of building area to be no more than 30% of the lot size. Likewise, the proposed addition would come within 3 feet 11 inches of the lot’s boundary line on the side opposite the adjoining twin dwelling. The application to the Ridley Zoning Hearing Board for a variance for excess building area and side‑yard distance and a special exception to extend the “party wall line” for a zero side‑yard distance along the adjoining half of the twin house was denied... .
   
After the denial, Mr. DiPaola prepared a smaller sized addition, and resubmitted for plaintiffs a request for a variance and a special exception that still required a zero side yard on the side of the adjoining half of the twin house. According to Mr. DiPaola, the proposed exterior ramp and the new proposed addition would conform to all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance except in two respects: (1) the exterior ramp (for which Ridley Township Zoning Hearing Board granted a variance), and (2) the zero side yard requirement along the lot line of the adjoining half of the twin home. In other words, the revised plan would not cause the building to exceed 30% of the total lot size, had an adequate rear yard clearance, and the allowed minimum 8‑foot side line clearance on the side away from the adjoining half of the twin home. Except for granting the variance for the exterior ramp, the application was rejected …. The practical effect would be that no extension or addition to the house in the rear could be made for living quarters. …
   
Nowhere in either the Fair Housing Act or the FHAA is there any mention or direct reference to local zoning ordinances. No express duties are imposed upon municipalities to conform the local zoning ordinances and regulations to comply with any portion of the Fair Housing Act or its amendments. The wording of the  Act and the Amendments throughout consistently refer to the sale and rental or advertising and showing for sale and rental of dwelling houses, not to decisions of local zoning authorities.  .  ...  I think that a proper reading of subsection (f)(3)(B) refers only to a refusal by landlords to make reasonable accommodations in rules, practices, et cetera. 

… Landlords, such as Mrs. Dobrikovic, under the exemption of section 3603(b) are not required to make any accommodation, reasonable or otherwise. The statute by its wording exempts “any single‑family house” that otherwise qualifies for the exemption. Because 717 Mount Vernon Avenue, Ridley Township, Pennsylvania, is a single family house that does qualify under the Act for the exemption, the house is entirely exempt from the strictures of the FHAA so far as being required to provide reasonable accommodations to a handicapped person. Neither the house nor the owner is subject to FHAA. It appears illogical to contend, as do the plaintiffs, that nevertheless the Township Zoning Ordinance must allow a variance so that an addition to the house may be built to accommodate Mr. Pulcinella’s handicap.
   
Aside from the statutory exemption of §3603(b), there is nothing in the FHAA that expressly requires a municipality to take any action relevant to the issues in this case. If Congress had intended that municipalities conform their zoning ordinances and regulations to make reasonable accommodations for handicapped persons, it could, should, and would have done so. …

   
The Zoning Hearing Board’s determination to deny plaintiffs’ application for a variance and/or special exception was based on its interpretation of its existing zoning ordinance.  It neither discriminated against nor discriminated in favor of the applicants, utilizing the normal meaning of discrimination. … The zoning requirements of the defendants do not single out Mr. Pulcinella (or any other handicapped person or classes of persons), nor do they impose special conditions or requirements different from those imposed on all others. The zoning ordinance, as interpreted by the defendant Zoning Hearing Board would prohibit all persons, irrespective of whether or not they are handicapped, from building the substantial extension or addition to the dwelling house that plaintiffs seek to compel the Township to allow. Plaintiffs’ contention is that the defendants must make and apply special rules so that plaintiffs may construct and occupy an addition and extension to an existing non‑conforming house, a right to which no one else would be entitled.   … 

   
Apparently, plaintiffs contend that there is a discriminatory impact because the practical effect will be that Mr. Pulcinella cannot continue to live in the community of his choice, notwithstanding that he has been living there for most of the time since 1988. There has been no action taken by the defendants that will legally require him to move or legally prohibit his continued residence at the dwelling house. There is no showing that any person, not so handicapped, would have been granted a permit to add an addition unto a residence under similar circumstances. In other words, there has been no discrimination against plaintiffs. Plaintiffs are really contending that there should be discrimination in favor of their application as a “reasonable accommodation.” As I have previously indicated, I do not think that the FHAA, no matter how broadly interpreted, should under the facts thus far established, require the defendants to grant the zoning application of the plaintiffs. ...
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MOUNTAIN SIDE MOBILE ESTATES PARTNERSHIP v. 

SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
56 F.3d 1243 (10th Cir. 1995)

BARRETT, Senior Circuit Judge. … Mountain Side owns a mobile home park in Jefferson County, Colorado, which was built in the 1960’s.  Robert and Marilyn Dalke have been the park’s resident managers since December, 1989.  The park consists of 229 mobile home lots each of which is available to be leased as real property for placement of one mobile home.  The park provides utilities, including water, power, telephone, and sewer hookups, to each lot.  The park was built to accommodate “older” single-wide mobile homes of 8 to 10 feet wide and 30 to 55 feet long.  The park cannot accommodate the modern single-wide or double-wide mobile homes, which are much wider and longer.  The density in the park is almost 10 mobile homes per acre, whereas modern parks average 5 to 6 mobile homes per acre.

  
Prior to March, 1989, the park was an adults-only park;  Mountain Side prohibited any person under 21 ... from living in the park.  After the 1988 amendments to the FHA, effective March 12, 1989, Mountain Side instituted a new occupancy policy of no more than three persons per mobile home.  The FHA amendments prohibit discrimination on the basis of familial status unless a housing provider can meet a narrow exemption for “housing for older persons.”  Mountain Side determined that it could not meet the exception.  Since March, 1989, it has accepted all residents, including families with minor children, subject to its occupancy policy.

In September, 1991, Jacqueline VanLoozenoord (VanLoozenoord), her three minor children, and her “roommate and companion,” Michael Brace (Brace), moved into a mobile home in the park.  Neither VanLoozenoord nor Brace contacted the park management or submitted an application for tenancy prior to their occupancy.  They purchased the mobile home in place.  The sellers did not advise them that the park had a three person occupancy limit.

  
Shortly after they moved in, Robert Dalke inquired of Brace as to the number of residents in the mobile home.  When Brace informed him that five people were living there, Dalke informed him of the park’s three person per lot occupancy limit and told him they would have to move.  Subsequently, Mountain Side served VanLoozenoord and Brace with a notice ... demanding that they vacate the park ...  

[The couple filed complaints with HUD and the case was tried before an administrative law judge  on a disparate impact theory.  The ALJ ruled that the occupancy limit had an unlawful disparate impact on preople with children.] …

The three factors we will consider in determining whether a plaintiff’s prima facie case of disparate impact makes out a violation of Title VIII are:  (1) the strength of the plaintiff’s showing of discriminatory effect;  (2) the defendant’s interest in taking the action complained of;  and (3) whether the plaintiff seeks to compel the defendant affirmatively to provide housing … or merely to restrain the defendant from interfering with individual property owners who wish to provide such housing.  …

Strength of Plaintiff’s Showing of Discriminatory Effect.  The Secretary relied on national statistics that “at least 71.2% of all U.S. households with four or more persons contain one or more children under the age of 18 years;  that at least 50.5% of U.S. families with minor children have four or more individuals;  and that at most 11.7% of households without minor children have four or more persons” to determine that the plaintiffs had proven discriminatory effect.  Although discriminatory effect is generally shown by statistical evidence, any statistical analysis must involve the appropriate comparables. …  In some cases national statistics may be the appropriate comparable population. See Dothard (district court did not err in using national height and weight statistics to find discriminatory effect on women “where there is no reason to suppose that physical height and weight characteristics of Alabama men and women differ markedly from those of the national population”).  However, those cases are the rare exception and this case is not such an exception.

  
In this case, the appropriate comparables must focus on the local housing market and local family statistics.  The farther removed from local statistics the plaintiffs venture, the weaker their evidence becomes.  There is no dispute about the veracity of the Secretary’s findings of discriminatory effect on the national level.  However, this national level discriminatory effect, although substantially supported by the record, is so far removed from the local arena that it is of little weight in our analysis.

Interest of Defendant in Taking the Action Complained Of.  The second factor which we consider is the interest of the defendant in taking the action which produces the discriminatory effect.  The Arlington Heights II court recognized that “[i]f the defendant is a private individual or a group of private individuals seeking to protect private rights, the courts cannot be overly solicitous when the effect is to perpetuate segregated housing.” On the other hand, when a defendant can present valid non-pretextual reasons for the challenged practices, the courts should not be overzealous to find discrimination.

Mountain Side presented two legitimate, non-pretextual reasons for its occupancy limit:  (1) sewer systems limitations, and (2) concern over the quality of park life.  These overcame plaintiffs’ prima facie case, as more fully hereafter discussed.

Nature of Relief Sought.  … In Casa Marie, Inc. v. Superior Court, 988 F.2d 252, 269 n.20, (1st Cir.1993) the court, in an elderly and handicapped Title VIII discrimination action, concluded that “Where plaintiff seeks a judgment which would require defendant to take affirmative action to correct a Title VIII violation, plaintiff must make a greater showing of discriminatory effect.  On the other hand, if plaintiff seeks a judgment merely enjoining defendant from further interference with the exercise of plaintiff’s Title VIII rights, a lesser showing of discriminatory effect would suffice.”

Business Necessity.  … [W]e hold that for the purposes of Title VIII FHA housing discrimination cases, the defendant must demonstrate that the discriminatory practice has a manifest relationship to the housing in question.  A mere insubstantial justification in this regard will not suffice, because such a low standard would permit discrimination to be practiced through the use of spurious, seemingly neutral practices.  At the same time, there is no requirement that the defendant establish a “compelling need or necessity” for the challenged practice to pass muster since this degree of scrutiny would be almost impossible to satisfy.

  
Mountain Side presented two reasons for the three person per lot occupancy limit:  (1) sewer capacity limitations, and (2) concern over quality of park life.  In support of the occupancy limit, Mountain Side presented extensive evidence before the ALJ.  In his Findings of Fact, the Secretary found:  …

11. By March of 1989, [Mountain Side] became aware of the addition of families with children to the classes protected by the [FHA], and that it must decide whether the Park should remain an adult park or whether residency should be thrown open to families with children.  At the time, there were many Park vacancies because of the limited market for an adult mobile home community. Accordingly, [Mountain Side] decided that the option of becoming a family park was a more “viable opportunity.”  However, the elimination of the adult restriction meant that there would be an increase in Park population. Therefore, [Mountain Side] … examined instituting occupancy limits.

12. An October 15, 1988, survey of the Park population was used to establish the new policy.  According to the study, 318 people resided on 213 lots.  Each occupied unit had one or two residents.  [Park managers] opined that the condition and age of the utilities, the density of homes, and the overall size of the Park would not support more than a three-person per lot limit without negatively affecting the quality of life at the Park.  Accordingly, [Mountain Side] determined that a limit of three residents per unit, resulting in a total of 687 residents, was the maximum number that the Park could reasonably accommodate.

19. After the imposition of the occupancy limit, [Mountain Side’s] counsel advised [the managers] that their own opinion alone might not be sufficient to support the three-person limit and that an independent expert would be able to assist in evaluating the legitimacy of the policy.  In early 1991, [Mountain Side] retained QCI Development Services Group, Inc. (“QCI”) and its president and principal engineer, Roger Walker, to perform a study to assist [Mountain Side] in evaluating the three-person occupancy limit.  Mr. Walker was not provided with any target population limit or instructions concerning methodology.  Neither was he requested to provide alternatives or suggestions for improvements or repairs to increase any recommended population limit. ...

21. In March 1991, QCI completed its study entitled “Community Guidelines Report, Mountainside Mobile Home Park” (“QCI Study”).  It evaluates two sets of concerns which affect Park residents:  1) their health and safety based on an objective evaluation of the infrastructure of the Park (i.e., the adequacy of the Park’s water and sewerage pipes), and 2) their comfort based on the size of homes and lots, recreational facilities, and the adequacy of parking.

22. Mr. Walker estimated the adequacy of the Park’s sewer system based on repair records and interviews with David Ramstetter, who performed maintenance for the Park.  Based on these sources, the Study concluded that sewer pipes were adequate to support a maximum of 916 persons.  …  Because the 916 population limit is a recommended maximum, Mr. Walker opined that if an additional 30 guests are at the Park at peak time, “some portion of the [sewer] system will be overloaded.”

23. Mr. Walker described his figure of 916 as a “brick wall,” or an absolute maximum.  If the Park had 916 residents, he asserted that the sewer system would not be able to accommodate additional visitors.  The Park is located in a resort area near the Rocky Mountains.  Accordingly, Park residents have numerous seasonal visitors that increase the population during the summer and holiday seasons. …

26. The QCI Study also made recommendations based on its evaluation of the Park in terms of human comfort.  Mr. Walker opined that the Park has “very small lots ... [and is] crowded.”  Based on the assumption that most of the homes currently in the Park have two bedrooms, the Study recommends a populations limit of two people per bedroom in addition to the previously discussed absolute maximum population of 916.  The QCI Study also recommended a limit of two vehicles per trailer for traffic flow and pedestrian safety.

27. Notwithstanding Mr. Walker’s recommendation of a maximum of 916 residents, or four residents per home, [Mountain Side] has continued to maintain the limit of three, rather than four, residents per unit.  Because of the parking problems, density of the homes, and overall size of the Park, [Mountain Side] decided that the quality of life at the Park would be severely diminished if the Park had a maximum of 916 residents.  Furthermore, if the Park reached maximum capacity, it could not accommodate guests, including visiting children.

Based on the foregoing findings, Mountain Side demonstrated that the three person occupancy limit has a manifest relationship to housing in the Park [and] overcame Complainants’ prima facie case …. 

(  (  (  (  (  (  (
The Star-Spangled Banner
Francis Scott Key (1814)

O! Say can you see by the dawn’s early light,

What so proudly we hailed at the twilight’s last gleaming,

Whose broad stripes and bright stars through the perilous fight,

O’er the ramparts we watch’d, were so gallantly streaming?

And the rockets’ red glare, the bombs bursting in air,

Gave proof through the night that our flag was still there;

O! Say does that star-spangled banner yet wave,

O’er the land of the free, and the home of the brave?

1 Until amendment of the by�laws in 1987, the club restricted annual membership to men.


4 The private club exemption was introduced in Senator Dirksen’s amendment to his own substitute bill.  The original wording was: Nor shall anything in this title prohibit a bona fide private club from limiting the sale, rental, or occupancy of dwellings which it owns or operates for other than a commercial purpose to members of the club or from giving preference to such members. Senator Kuchel subsequently introduced an amendment that substituted the word “lodgings” for “dwellings,” deleted the word “sale,” and added the language “as an incident to its primary purpose or purposes.”


1 While the panel majority cites Hughes Memorial Home as having interpreted Title VIII’s religious exemption, that court did not address the exemption substantively as it determined, initially, that the exemption was totally inapplicable to the facts presented.


3 The legislative history of Title VIII indicates that Congress intended that the word “owner” in §3603(b)(1) be given its plain meaning.  One of Title VIII’s most vigorous opponents so concluded in discussing the companion exemption to §3603(b)(1) even though his conclusion admitted a wider application of the bill: 


Furthermore, the limited exemption relating to four�unit dwellings contained in the pending amendment applies only to owners.  It would not protect a person who was himself renting or leasing his home and taking in boarders.  A person in this category would still be compelled to meet all the burdensome requirements of the act and throw open his private home to any one who wanted to move in with him.  


Remarks of Senator Stennis in 114 Cong.Rec. 3345 (February 19, 1968).


4 Section 3603(b)(1) itself enumerates those members of the real estate industry, the use of whose services would not deprive the single�family owner of his exemption. (E.g., “attorneys, escrow agents, abstractors, title companies, and other such professional assistance as necessary to perfect or transfer the title.”)  Multiple listing services … are not included among them.


6 The legislative history of §3603(b)(1) is illuminating.  The Senate rejected an amendment which would have permitted a single�family homeowner to discriminate while using the services of a real estate broker so long as he did not instruct the broker to discriminate.  In his criticism of the proposed amendment, Senator Percy said: “I am for plugging every loophole in this bill....   I am earnestly entreating the Senate once and for all, to mean what we say in this country when we advocate equality of opportunity for all people.”  To permit an owner to discriminate in the rental of his home when he utilizes the services of a multiple listing business, such as Rosalie’s Rentals, but not when he uses the services of any other organization in the rental business would be the creation of just such a loophole.  Furthermore, Congress drafted Title VIII with intent to remove those economic pressures on the real estate industry that force it to discriminate: 


...  Continued exemption of most housing from Federal nondiscrimination requirements offers ammunition to those who attack present requirements on the ground that they unfairly single out certain categories of persons and firms and place them at a competitive disadvantage.  Time and again the Committee has been told by builders, real estate brokers, and apartment house owners that their discriminatory actions have been motivated by business reasons, not personal prejudice.  A uniform fair housing law, by covering the entire housing market, would enable them to offer housing to all without fear of suffering business loss.


Hearings on … the Proposed Civil Rights Act of 1967, Before the Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights of the Senate Comm. on the Judiciary, 90th Cong., 1st Sess. pp.207�208.


7 Indeed, for purposes of licensing, California has placed real estate brokers and multiple listing organizations such as Rosalie’s Rentals in the same subset.  Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code §10131(a).


8 Our determination that the appellees’ use of Rosalie’s Rentals destroys their claim to the single�family house exemption is not intended to impute any illegal discriminatory conduct to Rosalie’s Rentals.


* [In a portion of the opinion edited out of these materials, the court explained what happened in more detail:


[T]here is no apparent reason for defendants’ action other than Lamb’s race.  Defendants did not dispute Lamb’s testimony that she explained to Mrs. Sallee that she and Roberts were not married but “were living together.” In fact, Mrs. Sallee testified that she and Lamb talked Roberts into agreeing to rent the house.  Lamb testified that, when she and Roberts brought a lot of possessions into the house on Sunday, August 24, Mrs. Sallee stated, “I hear you had some colored people helping you to move in.”  Lamb replied, “Yes, they are my family.”  Whereupon, Mrs. Sallee said, “Oh, we just can’t.  You can’t move in.  They’ll burn down all my houses.”  This conversation was substantially confirmed by the testimony of Roberts.  Lamb and both defendants testified that when Mr. Sallee was consulted, he stated that he “didn’t think it would work.” ... ]





3 The district court implicitly concluded as well that HAVED’s claims against codefendants Dolittle and Padilla under FHA §3617 should be dismissed because the Suarezes are exempt from liability under FHA §3604. Although this ruling is contested by HAVED, we need not reach it.


4 Absent appellate briefing, we hazard no view on the correctness of their stipulation.


5 The cases Suarez cites in support of the equitable exception fashioned by the district court concerned the equitable remedies a district court may impose after a defendant has been found in violation of a statutory prohibition.  For example, if the statute empowers the court to restrain violations, and neither expressly nor “by a necessary and inescapable inference [ ] restricts the court’s jurisdiction in equity,” Porter v. Warner Holding Co., 328 U.S. 395, 398 (1946), the court could utilize all its traditional equitable powers or even desist from extending any equitable relief to the plaintiff where the equities warrant. Nonetheless, the latter rubric provides no basis for extending an FHA exemption by withholding from HAVED all relief against Suarez’s alleged discriminatory refusal to sell or rent the Los Llanos Property.  Moreover, even if the court were permitted to withhold injunctive relief, Suarez would be answerable for legal damages (actual and punitive) for any FHA violation. More importantly, however, Suarez could have asserted no cognizable equitable defense in light of the fact that his misfortunes while residing in Los Llanos were in no sense attributable to HAVED.


7 Alternatively, Suarez argues that the Guarico Residence is excluded under the so-called “Mrs. Murphy” exemption in §3603(b)(2)…. The “Mrs. Murphy” exemption is totally inapposite, however.  It provides an exemption from section 3604 liability.  It does not exclude a structure from the Proviso 1 and 3 analyses under §3603(b)(1). See §3604(b) (“nothing in section [3604] ... shall apply to ... rooms and units....”).  Thus, the “Mrs. Murphy” exemption could have relevance only if, for example, Suarez had refused to sell or rent one unit in the Guarico Residence to HAVED.


8 The legislative history contains a reference arguably supportive of the Suarez interpretation of Provisos 1 and 3.  Senator Byrd suggested that he chose “three” as the threshold figure under Provisos 1 and 3 to match the “Mrs. Murphy exemption,” see supra note 7, which provides an exemption to a resident landlord of multi-family quarters (containing not more than four family quarters) who refuses to rent any family quarters in the building.  Senator Byrd noted that “Mrs. Murphy” must live in one of the four family quarters, so as to confine the “protective reach” of the “Mrs. Murphy” exemption “to three units other than the one in which she lives. In my amendment, therefore, I use ‘three’ as the number, in order to have parallel construction.”       


We note two sound reasons for devaluing this statement.  First, as noted, inconsistent expressions of sponsor intent are insufficient to override the plain import of the statutory language. Second, Senator Byrd’s more generalized statements concerning a rough numerical symmetry in statutory construction were preceded by his detailed recitation of the two fact-specific hypotheticals discussed above.


9 The only case to address this precise issue, see Lamb v. Sallee, reached the opposite conclusion, without reference to the legislative history and without analysis.  See id. (“The Court has found no authority construing [§3603(b)(1)] and counsel for the respective parties have cited none.”).


4 Like the District Court and the Ninth Circuit, we do not decide whether Edmonds’ zoning code provision defining “family,” as the City would apply it against Oxford House, violates the FHA’s prohibitions against discrimination set out in §§3604(f)(1)(A) and (f)(3)(B).


5 The dissent notes Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452 (1991), as an instance in which the Court did not tightly cabin an exemption contained in a statute proscribing discrimination.  Gregory involved an exemption in the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, 29 U.S.C. §§621-634, covering state and local elective officials and “appointee[s] on the policymaking level.”  The question there was whether state judges fit within the exemption.  We held that they did.  A state constitutional provision, not a local ordinance, was at stake in Gregory—a provision going “beyond an area traditionally regulated by the States” to implicate “a decision of the most fundamental sort for a sovereign entity.”  501 U.S., at 460.  In that light, the Court refused to attribute to Congress, absent plain statement, any intent to govern the tenure of state judges.  Nothing in today’s opinion casts a cloud on the soundness of that decision.


7 Other courts and commentators have similarly differentiated between land use restrictions and maximum occupancy restrictions.  See, e.g., State v. Baker, 405 A.2d 368, 373 (N.J. 1979);  7A E. McQuillin, The Law of Municipal Corporations §24.504 (3d ed. 1989); Abbott, Housing Policy, Housing Codes and Tenant Remedies, 56 B.U.L.Rev. 1, 41 (1976).


8 The plain import of the statutory language is reinforced by the House Committee Report, which observes: 


A number of jurisdictions limit the number of occupants per unit based on a minimum number of square feet in the unit or the sleeping areas of the unit.  Reasonable limitations by governments would be allowed to continue, as long as they were applied to all occupants, and did not operate to discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, handicap or familial status.  


9 Tellingly, Congress added the §3607(b)(1) exemption … at the same time it enlarged the FHA to include a ban on discrimination based on “familial status.” The provision making it illegal to discriminate in housing against families with children under the age of 18 prompted fears that landlords would be forced to allow large families to crowd into small housing units. See, e.g., Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988:  Hearings on H.R. 1158 before the Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights of the House Committee on the Judiciary, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., 656 (1987) (remarks of Rep. Edwards) (questioning whether a landlord must allow a family with 10 children to live in a two-bedroom apartment).  Section 3607(b)(1) makes it plain that, pursuant to local prescriptions on maximum occupancy, landlords legitimately may refuse to stuff large families into small quarters. …  


11 This curious reasoning drives the dissent.  If Edmonds allowed only related persons (whatever their number) to dwell in a house in a single-family zone, then the dissent, it appears, would agree that the … exemption is unavailable.  But so long as the City introduces a specific number—any number (two will do)—the City can insulate its single-family zone entirely from FHA coverage.  The exception-takes-the-rule reading the dissent advances is hardly the “generous construction” warranted for antidiscrimination prescriptions.  See Trafficante.


1 A broad construction of the word “any” is hardly novel.  See, e.g., John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Harris Trust and Savings Bank, 114 S.Ct. 517, 524 (1993) (citing, as examples where “Congress spoke without qualification” in ERISA, an exemption for “‘any security’ issued to a plan by a registered investment company” and an exemption for “‘any assets of ... an insurance company or any assets of a plan which are held by ... an insurance company’”  (quoting 29 U.S.C. §§1101(b)(1), 1103(b)(2)) (emphasis in John Hancock ));  Citizens’ Bank v. Parker, 192 U.S. 73, 81 (1904) (“The word any excludes selection or distinction. It declares the exemption without limitation”).


4 The majority notes “precedent recognizing the FHA’s ‘broad and inclusive’ compass, and therefore according a ‘generous construction’ to the Act’s complaint-filing provision.”  Ante (quoting Trafficante).  What we actually said in Trafficante was that “[t]he language of the Act is broad and inclusive.”  This is true enough, but we did not “therefore” accord a generous construction either to the FHA’s “antidiscrimination prescriptions,” or to its complaint-filing provision,.  Instead, without any reference to the language of the Act, we stated that we could “give vitality to [that provision] only by a generous construction which gives standing to sue to all in the same housing unit who are injured by racial discrimination in the management of those facilities within the coverage of the statute.” If we were to apply such logic to this case, we would presumably “give vitality” to §3607(b)(1) by giving it a generous rather than a narrow construction. 


5 To my knowledge, no federal or state judicial opinion—other than three §3607(b)(1) decisions dating from 1992 and 1993—employs the term “maximum occupancy restrictions.”  Likewise, not one of the model codes from which the majority constructs its category of zoning rules uses that term either. Accordingly, it is difficult to conceive how Congress, in 1988, could have “enacted §3607(b)(1) against the backdrop of an evident distinction between municipal land use restrictions and maximum occupancy restrictions.” … The majority surely cannot hope to invoke the rule that where “‘Congress borrows terms of art in which are accumulated the legal tradition and meaning of centuries of practice, it presumably knows and adopts the cluster of ideas that were attached to each borrowed word in the body of learning from which it was taken and the meaning its use will convey to the judicial mind unless otherwise instructed.’”  Molzof v. U.S., 502 U.S. 301, 307 (1992) (quoting Morissette v. U.S., 342 U.S. 246 (1952)). …


8 All that remains of the majority’s case is the epithet that my reasoning is “curious” because it yields an “exception-takes-the-rule reading” of §3607(b)(1). It is not clear why the majority thinks my reading will eviscerate the FHA’s antidiscrimination prescriptions.  The Act protects handicapped persons from traditionally defined (intentional) discrimination, and three kinds of specially defined discrimination:  “refusal to permit ... reasonable modifications of existing premises”;  “refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services”; and “failure to design and construct [multifamily] dwellings” such that they are accessible and usable.  Yet only one of these four kinds of discrimination–the “reasonable accommodations” prescription …–is even arguably implicated by zoning rules like ECDC §21.30.010.  In addition, because the exemption refers to “local, State, or Federal restrictions,” even the broadest reading of §3607(b)(1) could not possibly insulate private refusals to make reasonable accommodations for handicapped persons.  Finally, … restrictions must be “reasonable” in order to be exempted by §3607(b)(1).


315 Felix Frankfurter, Some Reflections on the Reading of Statutes, 47 Colum. L. Rev. 527, 536 (1947). The entire statement reads: 


Statutes are not archeological documents to be studied in a library. They are written to guide the actions of men. As Mr. Justice Holmes remarked upon some Indian legislation “The word was addressed to the Indian mind.” If a statute is written for ordinary folk, it would be arbitrary not to assume that Congress intended its words to be read with the minds of ordinary men. If they are addressed to specialists, they must be read with the minds of specialists.


334 See [Karl N. Llewellyn, Remarks on the Theory of Appellate Decision and the Rules or Canons About How Statutes Are to Be Construed, 3 Vand. L. Rev. 395, 404 (1950)] (“Words are to be taken in their ordinary meaning unless they are technical terms or words of art,” but “[p]opular words may bear a technical meaning and technical words may have a popular signification.”).


336 See [id.] (“Every word and clause must be given effect.”).


343 149 U.S. 304 (1893).


* [Instructor’s Note:  An example of this is the “special rights” argument commonly made in opposition to civil rights statutes protecting sexual orientation.]


361 See Johnson v. Transp. Agency, 480 U.S. 616, 676-77 (1987) (Scalia, J., dissenting) (noting that [an alternate reading of Title VII] would accommodate the demands of organized groups at the expense of unknown, unaffluent, unorganized individuals).


2 The district court certified a class of “[a]ll black, Hispanic and lower income persons in need of lower cost housing opportunities in Huntington and surrounding areas and who would qualify for residency in the proposed Matinecock Court and other Section 8 projects in Huntington, and who seek to reside in and insure opportunity for racially and economically integrated housing in Huntington.” “Section 8” [is] a federal program that provides subsidies for newly�constructed and substantially�rehabilitated housing.


5 Although pre�approval was granted, the project was delayed by community opposition and by an attempt by Butterfield to reserve 30 units for the elderly and to set a limit on black participation of 10%.  In June 1981, Alan Weiner, HUD’s Area Manager, suspended pre�approval.


7 Because we hold that we will no longer require a showing of discriminatory intent in Title VIII disparate impact claims, we do not review Judge Glasser’s findings on intent to discriminate.


12 In its brief, the Town asks us to take judicial notice of a new proposal, approved by the Town Board in December, 1987, to build 50 units of subsidized housing in the Melville section.  Although this proposed action is indeed laudable, we do not consider it.  It is entirely speculative and smacks of a mid�litigation effort to demonstrate that the Town is acting in good faith.  Moreover, the Town’s action does not address the appellants’ chief concern:  that the zoning code perpetuates racial segregation in housing by restricting privately�built multi�family dwellings to the urban renewal area.


1 Building Three had been extensively repaired and refurbished after it was acquired by Turtle Creek.  One of defendants’ employees described Building One as “on the whole quite disastrous,” and Building Two as in “very poor” condition with ripped, soiled carpet and a foul odor.


3  By stressing the emphasis given in Title VII and Title VIII to the protection of individuals, we do not mean to suggest that this is the only way in which a discriminatory effect may be proved.  Rather, we have endorsed the view espoused by the Seventh Circuit in Arlington II.  See Town of Clarkton.  In Arlington II, the court noted that there are two kinds of racially discriminatory effects that a facially neutral decision about housing can produce.  The first, as in this instance, occurs when a decision has a greater adverse impact on one race than another.  The second concerns the effect of a decision on the entire community involved.  For example, if a policy perpetuates segregation and thereby prevents interracial association, it will be considered invidious under the Fair Housing Act notwithstanding the fact that it may have no immediate impact. The error of the district court in this case was concentrating on the second type of discriminatory impact without considering the first.


4 The statistical significance of these figures easily meets the standards employed by the Supreme Court in Castenada v. Partida, 430 U.S. 482 (1977), and Hazelwood School District v. United States, 433 U.S. 299 (1977).


5 The four�prong Clarkton analysis should not be applied in this situation.  Clarkton announced four critical factors to determine whether a violation of the Fair Housing Act has occurred.  Those four factors are:  (1) the strength of the plaintiff’s showing of discriminatory effect;  (2) any evidence of discriminatory intent, even if insufficient to show constitutional violations;  (3) the defendant’s interest in taking the action complained of;  and (4) whether the plaintiff seeks affirmative remedies or merely to restrain the defendant from interference with private property owners who wish to provide housing for minorities.  As the last component of this analysis suggests, the Clarkton test has been applied only in situations where a public body is the defendant.  Where, as here, a private entity is involved the analysis is more straightforward.  The inquiry is whether either discriminatory intent or impact can be proved and, if either or both is proved, whether there is a legitimate non�discriminatory reason sufficient to overcome the showing of intent, or whether a compelling business necessity exists, sufficient to overcome the showing of disparate impact.  Obviously, a business necessity test is inapplicable in situations where the defendant is a public entity.  The Clarkton formulation similarly has no application to private defendants.


1 The plan proposed by Ms. Soper allows for a manageable graduated incline albeit over a longer ramp.  The Freer proposal would allow for a much more severe incline (thus less manageable) over a shorter span of ramp.


� The record before us suggests that the conditions that Bangerter complains of (i.e. the 24-hour supervision and the citizen's advisory committee) are not conditions that could be imposed on at least some of these other multiple uses. …  Thus, the bare record before us suggests that group homes for the handicapped are treated differently in these regards from other group home uses in R-1-8 zones.


� Before reaching the substance of Bangerter's claims, the district court analyzed whether the FHAA preempted state and local regulation of group homes for the handicapped.  The court concluded that the FHAA does not preempt the Utah statute at issue because “Congress did not intend to abrogate a state's power to determine how facilities for the mentally ill must meet licensing standards.” The court was certainly correct in concluding that the FHAA does not completely preempt all state and local regulation of housing for the disabled.  However, the Utah statute and Orem ordinance are preempted to the extent that they violate the Fair Housing Act. The FHAA expressly provides that:


[n]othing in this subchapter shall be construed to invalidate or limit any law of a State or political subdivision of a State, or of any other jurisdiction in which this subchapter shall be effective, that grants, guarantees, or protects the same rights as are granted by this subchapter; but any law of a State, a political subdivision, or other such jurisdiction that purports to require or permit any action that would be a discriminatory housing practice under this subchapter shall to that extent be invalid. 


42 U.S.C. §3615.  Thus, the law of a state or municipality is expressly  preempted by the Fair Housing Act if it is a “discriminatory housing practice” under the Act.  As such, the question of whether the Orem provisions challenged in this action are preempted by federal law does not guide our inquiry as it does not present a distinct issue from whether Bangerter has stated a valid claim that Orem has violated the FHAA.


� There is no need to probe for a potentially discriminatory motive circumstantially, or to apply the burden-shifting approach outlined in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1973), as the statute discriminates on its face by allowing conditions to be imposed on group housing for the handicapped which would not be permitted for non-handicapped group housing.  


� That is not to say that a government can never justify any intentional differential treatment of the handicapped.  Some differential treatment may be objectively legitimate.  In the Title VII context, for example, facially discriminatory treatment is permitted if it represents a bona fide occupational qualification (“BFOQ”) that is reasonably necessary to an employer's operations. We address the issue of potential justifications for discriminatory treatment under the Fair Housing Act below.


� Moreover, even if this case had been brought as an equal protection claim, there is no evidence that the zoning restrictions were rationally related to legitimate government concerns and not based on unsubstantiated fears or irrational prejudices.  Cleburne, 473 U.S. at 448-49.  Under the analysis in Cleburne, Orem would fail the rational relationship test on this state of the record even if an equal protection analysis were used.


� Section 3604(f)(2), for example, only makes it illegal “to discriminate against any [handicapped persons].”  


� We do not suggest that Bangerter must prove that Orem acted with bad animus to make out a case of intentional discrimination.  Nevertheless, a limited inquiry into Orem's intentions might shed light on whether the justifications offered for its actions are bona fide.
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