CITY OF WASILLA

290 E. HERNING AVE.
WASILLA, ALASKA 99654-7091
PHONE: (907) 373-9050
FAX: (907) 373-9085

COUNCIL MEMORANDUM NO. 96-72

From: Duane Dvorak, City Planner{,%’
EVHS

- Date: July 17, 1996

Subject: Additional information relating to Proposed Ordinance No. 96-29, the Wasilla
Revised Development Code and Zoning Map.

The purpose of this memo is to address a number of issue relating to Ordinance No. 92-
29. Gordon Lewis, the planning consultant on the development code rewrite project, has
submitted some revised language and background information for the Council’s
consideration. This additional information is related primarily to the issue of group homes
that was discussed at the last Council public hearing. The Planning Commission adopted
Commission Resolution 96-18, establishing a fee schedule to accompany the new
development code and establishing a list of review agencies. Several property owners
have requested rezones for areas around the City, as Council considers the adoption of a
new zoning map to accompany the new development code provisions.

Group Homes

Planning Consultant, Gordon Lewis, has submitted revised definitions of the terms
“Family”, “Group Home” and “Institutional Home”. Draft language is also presented that
would establish specific criteria for group home developments, in addition to the general
criteria that all permitted uses must meet. This is in response to public testimony and
council discussion at the last public hearing before the Council. In addition, the
consultant has provided some background information that is primarily related to the issue
of group homes, particularly those established for individuals with disabilities.

Councilmember Chappel has also submitted some background information in the form of
a Zoning and Planning Law Report, dated July-August 1995. Staff has a copy of the
Supreme Court decision City of Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc, upon which the zoning
report is based, if the Council or public are interested in reading the actual decision.

Staff, the Planning Consultant, and the City Attorney are prepared to offer other options
should the Council believe that changes to the draft are warranted. Some clear direction
from the Council on this issue would be helpful in drafting new language in a timely

fashion, so that the adoption of the Wasilla Revised Development Code is not
unnecessarily delayed.
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FEE SCHEDULE and REVIEW AGENCY LIST

Staff has attached a copy of Planning Commission Resolution 96-18, establishing a fee
schedule and list of review agencies to accompany the proposed development code draft.
The revised development code calls for these items to be adopted by resolution so it is
necessary to have this done either before or concurrently with the adoption of the
development code ordinance.

The fee schedule adopted by the Commission is based on the existing fee schedule of
the current development code. The Commission agreed with staff's recommendation that
it was best to stick with the existing fee schedule, since it is hard to anticipate the amount
of effort to administer permits and other services required by the code. After 6 months or
a year of experience with the new code, staff believes that a revised fee schedule should
be considered to more closely reflect the amount of effort expended to administer the
development code.

The list of review agencies is also based upon current Planning Office procedures, that
were originally established by the Borough staff. The Wasilla Soil and Water
Conservation District was added to the list by the Commission.

Staff recommends that, at a minimum, the Council should confirm the fee schedule and
review agency list by motion. In the alternative, the Council may want to direct staff to
prepare a Council Resolution, particularly regarding the fee schedule. A fee schedule
resolution could be prepared and presented at the Council’'s next regular meeting.

REZONE REQUESTS

Staff has had numerous requests for information in the past two weeks regarding the
potential impact of adopting the Wasilla Revised Development Code and Zoning Map.
The Commission’s recommendation for the zoning map was based primarily upon the
City’s current zoning pattern with very few changes. Most City lands were designated by
the Commission for the Public zone and one area of private land was designated
Commercial along the south Knik-Goose Bay Road.

Staff has had several requests for rezones around the City. The reasons for the requests
vary as does the location and scope of each inquiry. While it is possible that the Council
can amend the zoning map prior to adopting the rezone ordinance, time does not allow
staff to complete an analysis of each request as would normally be the case for rezones.
In addition, there is not adequate time to notify each property owner by mail of requests
that may affect their area as part of this process.

Staff respectfully suggests that individual requests for rezone can be specifically
authorized by the Council, by motion, and referred to the Planning Commission and staff
for review. In the alternative, the Council may wish to authorize a suitable period of time
in which any property owner or neighborhood group may petition for a rezone and have
the fee waived. The fee for a rezone request is normally $500.00.
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In terms of implementing this ordinance, staff needs to develop new forms and
administrative procedures. [f staff is overwhelmed with rezone requests, it may be worth
considering a an effective date for the new zoning ordinance beyond the current
construction season. This would allow the Commission and staff to begin analyzing the
impact of individual rezone requests while preparing to administer the new provisions of
an adopted development code and zoning map. If the new development code is effective
upon adoption, rezones and other requests of the moment may be delayed while the
Commission and staff are learning to work with the new ordinance requirements. An
effective date of November 1, 1996, for example, would allow the implementation to occur
during the off-season so that any glitches or problems could be worked out when the
demand for permit reviews and other administrative duties are traditionally at a lower
level. Each rezone that is recommended by the Planning Commission will come back
eventually to the City Council as an ordinance change. This will require some additional

effort by the Council, beyond simply adopting the Wasilla Revised Development Code
and Zoning Map.
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The following changes are in response to the testimony given at the public hearing on
the new development code.

These are the existing definitions that divide what looks like a house into three different
things that get different treatment in the ordinance.

39. Family means one person, or two or more persons related by blood,
marriage, or adoption. The term includes a group of eight persons or less who are
unrelated by blood, marriage, or adoption, any of which are living together as an
independent housekeeping unit.

43. Group Home means a use of a residential dwelling(s) or any living unit or
accessory buildings thereof, designed, used or intended for use as long term human
habitation in a home-like family setting. The principal use of which is to serve as a
dwelling for assisted living for eight people or less who seek rehabilitation or recovery
from any long-term iliness, physical, mental, or other infirmity or disability.

52. Institutional Home means a use of a residential dwelling(s) or any living unit
or accessory buildings thereof, designed, used or intended for use as relatively
permanent human habitation in a home-like family setting. The principal use of which is
to serve as a dwelling for assisted living for more than eight people who seek
rehabilitation or recovery from any long-term iliness, physical, mental, legal or other
infirmity or disability. The term includes limited care facilities for the elderly, homes for
children, sanitariums, nursing homes, living quarters for people with long term iliness
and transitional homes for criminals.

We can not strictly regulate a Group Home. The city must provide a reasonable
accommodation. The initial level of review should be administrative not at the Planning
Commission level. It is permissible to have Planning Commission review of an
"Institutional Home." Wasilla can regulate "criminals" and could also ratchet down the
number of people that qualify as a family to four unrelated people. This would change

the magic number used as a trigger in the ordinance from eight to four. The definitions
would then look like this:

39. Family means one person, or two or more persons related by blood,
marriage, or adoption. The term includes a group of four persons or less who are
unrelated by blood, marriage, or adoption, any of which are living together as an
independent housekeeping unit.

43. Group Home means a use of a residential dwelling(s) or any living unit or
accessory buildings thereof, designed, used or intended for use as long term human
habitation in a home-like family setting. The principal use of which is to serve as a
dwelling for assisted living for four people or less who seek rehabilitation or recovery
from any long-term iliness, physical, mental, or other infirmity or disability.
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52. Institutional Home means a use of a residential dwelling(s) or any living unit
or accessory buildings thereof, designed, used or intended for use as relatively
permanent human habitation in a home-like family setting. The principal use of which is
to serve as a dwelling for assisted living for more than four people who seek
rehabilitation or recovery from any long-term iliness, physical, mental, legal or other
infirmity or disability. The term includes limited care facilities for the elderly, homes for
children, sanitariums, nursing homes and living quarters for people with long term
illness. A residential dwelling(s) or any living unit or accessory buildings thereof that
serves as temporary home for two or more criminals is also an institutional home.

We can also add some special approval criteria for Group Homes (Institutional Homes
already have special criteria). The changes would encourage Group Homes to locate in
the commercial zone. This should encourage them to locate within walking distance to
needed facilities such as grocery stores. The approval criteria would be inserted as a
new J in section 16.43.510 on page 30.

J. Group Home. Group homes are encouraged to locate in the commercial zone. A
group home in any residential zone must be separated from any other group home by
600 feet or one per subdivision block. Whichever standard results in the lesser density

shall be applied. There is no separation requirement for group homes located in a
commercial district.
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CITY OF EDMONDS V. 0XFORD HOUSE, INC.: ASUPREME COURT
VICTORY FOR GROUP HOMES FOR THE HANDICAPPED

by Matthew J. Cholewa and Dwight H. Merriam, A.L.C.P.

Matthew J. Cholewa and Dwicht H. Merriam are lawyers with the law firm of Robinson & Cole in Hartford,
Connecticut, where they practice land use and real estate law. Mr. Merriam is past President of the American
[nstitute of Certified Planners and Chair of the State and Local Practice Division of the ABA Forum on
Affordable Housing and Community Development Law.

« The Decision in Edmonds

o Is the Court’s Decision Significant?

« Questions Left Unanswered
(The Supreme Court's recent decision in City of Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc. resolved a split henween
the Ninth and Eleventh Circuits regarding interpretation of an important exemption contained in the Fair
Housing Amendments Act. This exemption permiis reasonable local, state. or Federal restrictions regarding
the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling. In City of Edmonds, a local zoning
ordinance was challenged as discriminatory against group homes for the handicapped. and the Court
ruled in a 6-3 decision that the city’s restrictions were not exemp! under the Fair Housing Act.)

Introduction

Although a few speed bumps may still remain, the
United States Supreme Court's recent decision in City of
Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc.. 115 S. Ct. 1776 (199%),
has paved the way for the establishment of group homes
for the handicapped in traditional single-family residen-
tial zones. On May 15, 1995, in a six to three decision,
the Court ruled that a zoning ordinance limiting the num-
ber of unrelated persons who may live together inasingle
residence but not limiting the number of related persons
(we call such an ordinance a “typical single-family zon-
ing ordinance™)' is not exempt from the Fuir Housing
Act's edict that municipalities make “reasonable accom-

modations™ for handicapped housing. The decision is an
important victory for handicapped persons who need to
live in congregate living arrangements—a contrary rul-
ing would have allowed municipalities to exclude such
group homes from most residential neighborhoods, In
addition, the decision reveals the ease with which this
particular Supreme Court, 2 least at this time, will find
thut Congress intended to regulate an arca of law histori-
cally reserved to the states.

The Fair Housing Amendments Act
Congress passed the Fair Housing Act as Title VIII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1968. Initially, the Act prohib-
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ited certain discrimination on the basis of “race, color,  natory viewpoint. the official act is tainted with discrimi-
religion, or national origin.” In 1974, the Act was  natory intent. even if the decision maker is personally
amended to add protection on the basis of gender,® and  agnostic on the matter.!* Thus, the FHAA goes beyond
in the Fair Housing Amendments Act (the “FHAA™)  enforcing nondiscrimination to imposing a duty of rea-
Congress extended the Act to prohibit discriminationon  sonable accommodation on municipalities; then it goes
the basis of handicap or familial status (families with  even further, placing municipalities in the role of anti-
children). discrimination *“watchdog.”

The FHAA defines a “handicap” fairly broadly as—

4 CIIIB oce d a ]:!! T
(1) a physical or mental impairment which substan- Edmonds' Fa 1and Pr ural B ound

tially limits one or more of such person’s major ‘ Oxford House, {nc. isa norzpro_ﬁt umbrella organiza-
ife activid tion for over 300 private, self-run, single-sex group homes
Hfe ativides, for recovering alcoholics or drug addicts.'S Oxford H
(2) & reeord of having such an impairment. of U homesgare financiall sclgf-su tcts;ﬁ do mocﬁfi?
(3) being regarded as having such an impairment, group y pporting, de

cally governed, completely alcohol- and drug-free, and
required to expel any resident caught using alcohol or
drugs. A single relapse by a resident brings automatic,
immediate expulsion. According to Oxford House and /)
to the Ninth Circuit’s decision in Edmonds, in orderto |

-but such term does ot include current, illegal use of or
addiction to 2 controlled substance.®

Handicapped persons under the FHAA include persons
with physical disabilities, mentally retarded and mea- - be financially self-sufficient, provide a supportive atmo-
tally ill persons, recovering alcoholics and drug addicts  sphere for recovery, and meet federal requirements un-
(coupled with nonuse of alcohol or drugs), many elderly  der the federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act'S for state start-up
persons, and persons infected with Human Immunodefi-  loans, the homes must have at least six residents.'” “Fewer )
ciency Virus (HLY)) individuals would have a negative impact on the ability
The FHAA provides protections for handicapped per-  of a house to maintain a core group throughout [transi-
sons not extended to the other protected classes. Discﬁmi;; tion periods] and would surely jeopardize their success
nation is prohibited in the “terms, conditions, orprivj-_  and existence.”'® Although Oxford House residents who
leges of sale or rental of a dwelling, or in the provision?  abide by the rules may stay as long as they wish, the
of services or facilities in connection with such dwell- 3 average length of stay at an Oxford House is about thir-
ing, because of a handicap,™® Discrimination is defined;  teen months.
to include the “refusal to make reasonable accommoda- 3 Oxford House established a group home in Edmonds,
tions in rules, policies, practices, ox services, whensuch ! Washington for ten to twelve recovering alcoholics and
accommodations are necessary to afford {a hendicapped]  drug addicts. The group home, called Oxford House-
person cqual opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”  Edmonds, is located in a neighborhood 2oned for single-
This “reasonable accommodation” requirement gov-  family residences. The city’s zoning code defines a fam-
ems the actions of municipalities acting through their  ily as “an individual or two or more persons related by
planning and zoning process by imposing a requirement  genetics, adoption, or marriage, or a group of five or fewer
on municipalities to make reasonable accommodations  persons who are not related by genetics, adoption or mar-
for the handicapped in their local zoning ordinances and  riage."'® Oxford House-Edmonds, which houses more |
in the decisions of their zoning authorities.!® However,  than five unrelated adults, does not conform to this defi-
the FHAA exempts from its ambit “reasonable local, nition.
State, or Federal restrictions regarding the maximum num- Following Oxford House policy, Oxford House-
ber of occupants permitted to occupy adwelling. "' Itis  Edmonds opened without seeking an amendment to this
the meaning of this “maximum occupancy™ exemption  definition or a variance from the City of Edmonds.® Af-
that was at issue in Edmonds. ter the city issued criminal citations to the owner and a
A prima facie case of discrimination under the FHAA  resident of the house for violation of the zoning code,
can be established in one of two ways: by showing that  Oxford House-Edmonds reqilested that the city make a
the action in question was aresult of intentional discimi-  “reasonable accommodation” by permitting it to remain
nation against a class of persons protected by the Act,or  in the single-family dwelling it had leased. The city de-
by showing that an action has a discriminatory effector  nied this request, but passed an ordinance permitting
impact upon a protected class, even if the municipality  group homes in multifamily and general commercial
had no intention to discriminate.!” To prove intentional  zones.?!
discrimination, the evidence need only show that iliegal The City of Edmonds filed a declaratory judgment
discrimination was a factor, not the only factor, in a  action in the United States District Court for the Westem
municipality's action.!® Furthermore, if an official actis  District of Washington seeking a ruling that the single-
performed in order to appease a private party’s discrimi- ~ family zoning provision does not violate the FHAA.
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Oxford House countercluimed. charging that the city vio-
lated the FHAA by failing to make a reasonable accom-
modation for Oxford House-Edmonds. The United States
filed a separate action on the same grounds. and the two
cases were consolidated.> The trial court ruled that the
zoning provision was exempt from the FHA A because it
fit within the exemption in Section 3607(b)(1) of the Act
for “reasonable . . . restrictions regarding the maximum
number of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.”#
The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
reversed, holding the Section 3607(b)(1) exemption to
be inapplicable. Because the Ninth Circuit’s decision
conflicted with the Eleventh Circuit’s decision in Elliott
v. Athens, 960 F.2d 975 (1992), the United States Su-
preme Court granted certiorari 2

The Supreme Court’s Decision

The sole question before the Supreme Court was
whether the City of Edmonds’ definition of family falls
within the FHAA’s absolute exemption for “‘restrictions
regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted
to occupy a dwelling.’ 42 U.S.C. § 3607(b)(1)."~

The Fair Housing Act’s stated policy is “to provide,
within constitutional limitations, for fair housing through-
out the United States.”? In deciding the question before
the Court, Justice Ginsburg, writing for the majority,
noted that, as a remedial statute, the Fair Housing Act
was to be afforded a “generous construction” and that
Section 3607(b)(1), an exception to the Act’s stated
policy, was to be narrowly construed “in order to pre-
serve the primary operation of the [policy]."*

Key to the Court’s decision in £dmonds was its state-
ment that Section 3607(b)(1)'s maximum occupancy ex-
emption was enacted “against the backdrop of an evi-
dent distinction between municipal land use restrictions
and maximum occupancy restrictions.”® Land use re-
strictions, typically found in zoning regulations, desig-
nate zoning districts in which compatible uses are per-
mitted and incompatible uses are excluded.?? Maximum
occupancy restrictions, typically found in housing codes,
limit the number of occupants per dwelling, usually i
relation to living area or the number and type of rooms.
Maximum occupancy restrictions, whose purpose is to
prevent overcrowding, “ordinarily apply uniformly to all
residents of all dwelling units.™! The Court concluded
that a plain reading of Section 3607(b)(1)}—"restrictions
regarding the maximum number of occupants perminied
to occupy a dwelling"—“surely encompasses maximum
occupancy restrictions .. . [blut . . . does not fit family
composition rules typically tied to land use restrictions.”?
Put another way. the exemption clearly covers rules de-
signed to prevent overcrowding of a dwelling but does
not cover rules designed to preserve the family character
of a neighborhood.®! As the Court puts it, because any
number of related persons may live together, the City of
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Edmonds’ family composition rule fails to answer the
question: “What is the maximum number of occupants
permitted to occupy a house?"'*#

Justice Thomas, writing for the dissent, argued that
the Court’s decision failed to give effect to the plain lan-
guage of Section 3607(b)(1), which exempts “any rea-
sonable—restrictions regarding the maximum number
of occupants permitted to occupy a dwelling.™ The City
of Edmonds’ zoning code limits to five the maximum
number of persons permitted to occupy a dwelling with
an exception for traditional families, According to the
dissent, the exemption in Section 3607(b)(1) “sweeps
broadly to exempt any restrictions regarding such maxi-
mum number” and therefore encompasses the Edmonds
ordinance.

In addition, Justice Thomas also argues that the ma-
jority erred in construing the Section 3607(b)(1) exemp-
tion narrowly. “The power of Congress to legislate in
areas traditionally regulated by the States is an extraor-
dinary power in a federalist system, and a power that we
must assume Congress does not exercise lightly.”¥” When
Congress intends to preempt state or local regulation of
an area such as land use——un area traditionally and pecu-
liarly within the province of the states—Congress should
make its intention “clear and manifest,”® and therefore,

the exemption contained in Section 3607(b)(1) should
not be narrowly construed.
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The Siguificance of the Decision

At first glunce, Edinonds looks like the ho-hum deci-
sion of this term. All the Court decided in Edinonds was
whether a typical single-family zoning ordinance fell
within the maximum occupancy exemption contained in
Section 3607 of the Fair Housing Act. The decision and
the dissent were purely based upon statutory construc-
tion, and there is nothing revolutionary about the con-
cept that a federal statute preempts inconsistent munici-
pal ordinances.

The narrowness of the Supreme Court’s decision, how-
ever, belies its significance. The decision is an important
victory for advocates for the rights of disabled persons—
a contrary ruling would have allowed municipalities to
exclude congregate living arrangements from most resi-
dential neighborhoods. In addition, the Edmonds deci-
sion reveals the ease with which the Supreme Court, when
interpreting legislation, will find that Congress intended
to regulate an area of law historically reserved to the
stares.®?

The Fair Housing Act’s stated policy is “to provide,
within constitutional limitations, for fair housing through-
out the United States."® The paramount goal of the
FHAA, as stated in the House Committee report on the
FHAA (the “House Report”), is “to end the unnecessary
exclusion of persons with handicaps from the American
mainstream.™! The House Report states that the FHAA
is intended to foster “the ability of [handicapped] indi-
viduals to live in the residence of their choice in the com-
munity.”*? In its Supreme Court brief, Oxford House
averred that the Edmonds single-family zoning ordinance
has the effect of excluding Oxford-House Edmonds from
97 percent of the single-family rental housiag in the City
of Edmonds, and the situation is similar throughout the
country. If the Supreme Court had ruled that typical
single-family zoning ordinances were exempt from the
FHAA, the exemption would have gutted the Act.

From another view, the Edmonds decision represents
yet another intrusion by the federal government into the
formerly exclusively local province of planning and zon-
ing. Although the authors of this article believe that the
decision was a correct one, we also do not believe that
the statutory language clearly and manifestly demon-
strates Congress's intention to preempt the historically
local province of land use. Rather, we agree with the
Ninth Circuit’s opinion that the statutory language is
ambiguous,* and find it curious that the majomy based
its opinion on a plain reading of the statute.®

Although the decision is significant, the Edmonds de-
cision will not, as the City argued, “overturn Euclidian
zoning™ and “destroy the effectiveness and purpose of
single-family zoning."** Municipalitics will stifl be ab!
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Edmonds and other municipalitics will still be free to
discriminate against most other groups of people whom
they deem undesirable. such as college students. For ex-
ample. a group of six nuns would not be allowed to live
together in Edmonds, unless. of course, they were all

recovering substance abusers. Doesn’t seem noht does
it?

Questions Left Unanswered

The sole question decided by the Supreme Court in
Edmonds was an extremely narrow one: whether the City
of Edmonds’ definition of family falls within the FHAA's
absolute exemption for “restrictions regarding the maxi-
mum aumber of occupants permitred to occupy a dwell-
ing.” The Court did not decide whether the City’s defini-
tion of family, as applied to Oxford House-Edmonds,
violated the FHAA’s prohibitions agains! discrimination®
and, unfortunately, provided no guidance as to how far
municipalities will have to bend in order to satisfy their
duty of “reasonable accommodation.” The question mu-
nicipal officials will have following the Edmonds deci-
sion is: “When a group home for the handicapped wishes
to locate in my town, what can and can't we do?” Unfor-
tunately, at this point there is not a single, easy answer.
There are a few obvious answers to the question of “what
can’t we do?,” but there is little guidance to those ask-
ing, “What can we do?"

a. What you definitely can’t do.

Generally, a zoning ordinance may not, on its face,
discriminate against the handicapped (and other classes
of persons protected under the Fair Housing Act).*’ Sec-
ond, a municipality may not intentionally discriminate
against the handicapped in its application of a zoning
ordinance, regardless of whether the zoning ordinance
in question is facially neutral.*® In this light, the follow-
ing discussion assumes, unless otherwise stated, any or-
dinances discussed are not discriminatory on their face
and are not being applied in a discriminatory manner.

For a fairly comprehensive, and somewhat egregious,
example of things that 2 municipality clearly may not do
in response to a proposed group home for handicapped
persons, see the 1992 decision in Support Ministries for
Persons with Aids, Inc. v. Village of Warterford,*® which
involved the proposed placement of a group home for .
persons with AIDS in the Town of Waterford, New York.
Among the obvious mistakes made by town officials were
the following: the members of the Board of Trustees (the
“board™), the town’s legislative body, unanimously de-
clared their opposition to the opening of the “AIDS build-
ing"; the board went into executive session to determine
how to change the village's zoning laws so as Lo prevent
the opening of the group home and later changed the laws
accordingly: the mayor proposed holding an unprec-

/ to maintain single-family zones. They will simply need
to show some flexibility—by making “reasonable accom-
\ modations"—regarding housing for the handicapped.

\/'

edented referendum on the establishment of the group
home: board members testified against the group home
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at a meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals: town offi-
cials admitted that public opposition played a role in their
decision; and the board purposely appointed to village
offices. including the ZBA, people who were obviously
opposed to the group home. It is not surprising that the
district court awarded the plaintiffs damages.5
The Support Ministries case suggests that much of the
difficulty many people have with the placement of group
homes in residential neighborhoods has little to do with
the proposition that group homes destroy the residential
nature of single-family zones, but rather, has to do with
the FHA's definition of “handicapped.” The placement
of a group home for six to twelve “wraditionally” physi-
cally handicapped persons in a residential neighborhood
simply does not engender the same vocal community op-
position and fear as does the placement of a group home
for a comparable number of recovering alcoholics and
drug adidicts. The likely reason why many local govern-
ments don’t welcome the latter group has to do with
“people’s fears of certain types of handicapped persons
and their lack of sympathy for the plight of such per-
sons—just the type of mind set the FHAA was trying to
counter. The following quote of the mayor of Waterford,
New York, taken from the Support Ministries case, is,
unfortunately, not atypical:

My biggest fear is these [persons with AIDS] are drug
users, alcohol people. They come out of rehabilitation
centers. They'rc homeless people. ... These are drug
abusers, alcohol people, homeless people that they want
to bring to a village of 2,500 people a half a block from
a school. A block from two playgrounds. No, I really
don’t want to se¢ them in my village.®!

b. May a municipality require a group home to
apply for a special permit or conditional use under a
faciaily neutral zoning ordinance?

For example, is an ordinance valid when it is consis-
tently applied to all persons, handicapped and
nonhandicapped, but requires a special permit if more

than five unrelated persons wish to occupy a residence?

In one sense, the special permit/conditional use process,
under which the conditions required for permission to
establish a group home (for any group of persons, handi-
capped or nonhandicapped) are specified in the zoning
ordinance, may be the best way for a municipality to make
case-by-tase “reasonable accommodations.” Churches
and funeral homes are typical special permit uses—ac-
ceptable on some lots with conditions, and not accept-
able on other lots under any condition. Developers of
group homes, however, claim that public hearings stig-
matize recovering alcoholics and addicts and increase
the chance of a resident’s relapse. One federal appellate
court has considered the issue

United States v. Village of Palatine, Iilinois> involved

0
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an Oxford House located in a single family zoning dis-
trict. The zoning ordinance allowed group homes in the
district through a facially neutral “special use” process
including public notice and a public hearing. In accor-
dance with Oxford House, [nc.’s stated policy not to seek
prior zoning approval before or after moving into a neigh-
borhood, the organizers of the Oxford House in Palatine
did not seek special use approval. The Village of Palatine
filed a complaint in state court against the Oxford House
seeking, among other things, to limit the residence’s oc-
cupancy to three unrelated persons, pursuant to the
village’s definition of “family.” The United States filed
suit against the village in federal coort, and obtained an
injunction against the village's enforcement of its zon-
ing ordinance against the Oxford House.?

On appeal, the Oxford House argued that requiring
the residents of the Oxford House to undergo a public
hearing would subject them to a “firestorm of vocal op-
position within the neighborhood,”¥ thereby stigmatiz-
ing the residents and increasing a chance of relapse. The
Seventh Circuit decided that any potential burden on the
Oxford House residents was outweighed by the village's
interest in considering public inpur while applying 2 fa-
cially neutral law, but that it must be applied in a nondis-
criminatory manner. The court rejected the argument that,
as a rule, public hearings are detrimental to the handi-
capped.’’

In a concurving opinion, Judge Daniel Manion opined
that any potential stigma or stress the residents of an
Oxford House may suffer as a result of a public hearing
or by facing potential displacement is in fact the Oxford
House's own doing., because the Oxford House con-
sciously chooses to move into a neighborhood without
secking prior zoning approval. “[H]ad the Oxford House
not disregarded the law in the first place, there would be
no residents illegally living in the house who could be
stigmatized.™®

Federal district courts outside the Seventh Circuit dis- -
agree on the impact of a special permit process on group
homes for the handicapped. In Oxford House, Inc. v. City
of Virginia Beach® the court ruled that “plaintiffs can
claim no legally cognizable right under the Fair Housing
Act to be exempt from the permit application process
simply because of the public nature of that process.™?
In contrast, the court in Stewart B. McKinney Founda-
tion, Inc. v. Town Plan & Zoning Commission® ruled
that “to allow the Town ta impose a facially neutral re-
quirement that has the effect of holding handicapped
people up to public scrutiny in a way that non-handi-
capped people are not is to violate the purpose of
Title VIIL™®

The Seventh Circuit in Village of Palatine stated that
if the plaintiffs could demonstrate that resort to the spe-
cial use procedure would be “manifestly futile,” they need
not submit themselves to the process.®! Thus, if a court

5
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were to find it proper to require a group home to apply
for a special permit or a variance under a facially neutral
ordinance, and the group home is unable to demonstrate
that resort to such a process would be “manifestly fu-
tile,” it is likely that the court would require the group
home first to exhaust the administrative process before
being allowed to claim that the municipality failed to
provide a reasonable accommodation.?

¢. May a municipality require a group home to
apply for a variance under a facially neutral zoning
ordinance?

A variance differs from a special permit or conditional
use in that a variance is permission to violate the zoning
ordinance. A person seeking to obtain a variance is typi-
cally called upon to demonstrate that application of the
ordinance would impose an unnecessary hardship due to
unique circumstances. On the other hand, when seeking
a special permit or conditional use, anly compliance with
the conditions specified in the ordinance need be shown.**

The Seventh Circuit’s decision in Village of Palatine,
by extension, would indicate that a municipality should
be given a chance to make a reasonable accommodation
through the variance process. However, federal district
courts outside the Seventh Circuit disagree on this ques-
tion. In Oxford House, Inc. v. City of Virginia Beach, the
court approved the use of the variance process, stating
that “[rlequests to grant . .. variances from occupancy
restrictions . . . might be reasonable or unreasonable de-
peading on numerous factors.”* Similarly, Oxford House,
Inc. v. City of Albany® ruled that a city should have a
chance to make a reasonable accommodation through the
variance process.% However, Oxford House, Inc. v. City
of St. Louis® stated that the variance process, including
a public hearing, “stigmatizes recovering alcoholics and
addicts, perpetuates their self-contempt, and increases
the stress which can so easily trigger relapse,™® and
Oxford House, Inc. v. Township of Cherry Hill® rejected
the idea that requiring the handicapped to apply for a
variance could constitute a “reasonable accommoda-
tion."™®

¢. If limiting the number of unrelated persons that
may live together to five is found to be discrimina-
tory, what number would not be discriminatory?

Certainly a municipality could not be required to per-
mit an unlimited number of persons to live together in a
single-family zone. The £dmonds court hints that per-
haps six is a reasonable number. Another court indicated
that the group home in question required nine residents

S Lt

to be viable.”! In all likelihood, such a determination will

palities can still enforce the maximum occupancy restric-
tions found in their housing codes.

f. Can a municipality impose separation require-
ments on group homes?

This question was answered in the affirmative by the

be made on a case-by-case basis. Furthermore, munii)
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United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in
Familystyle of St. Paul, Inc. v. City of St. Paul,™ which
involved a residential treatment facility for the mentally
ill. In Familystyle, the court, using an equal protection
analysis, upheld state and local laws requiring a new
group home to be located at least one-quarter mile from

t
any existing group home, unless the new group home \v)

obtained a special use permit. While acknowledging that
the state and local spacing requirements on their face
limit housing choices for the handicapped, the court con-
cluded that the government’s interest in promoting
noninstitutional living arrangements for the handicapped
effectively rebutted any discriminatory effect of the
laws.” The court noted that the spacing requirement guar-
antees that residential treatment facilities will be “in the
community,” rather than in a clustering of group homes
that in reality is nothing more than a large institution.”

In Horizon House Developmental Services, Inc. v.
Township of Upper Southampton,™ a federal district court
in Pennsylvania struck down a similar spacing require-
ment. It rejected the notion that promoting integration of
the handicapped provides adequate justification under the
FHAA to validate a facially discriminatory ordinance.”®
Several state attorney generals have also opined that spac-
ing requirements in their respective states are unlawful.”

¢. What about public safety concerns?

Although no case has been found upholding discrimi-
nation against the handicapped based on public safety
concemns, the FHAA apparently would allow such dis-
crimination in certain circumstances. The Tenth Circuis,
in Bangerter v. Orem City Corp..”™ noted that discrimi-
nation rooted in public safety concerns is expressly al-
lowed by Section 3604(£)(9) of the FHAA: “[N]othing
in this subsection requires that a dwelling be made avail-
able 10 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.””* It should be kept in
mind, however, that exceptions to the FHAA's prohibi-
tions against discrimination will be narrowly construed,*
and courts have routinely dismissed public safety-based
concerns about group homes as being without merit.

h. What would constitute a “reasonable accommo-
dation’ on the part of a municipality?

The FHAA does not define™reasonable accommoda-
tion,” a concept Congress drew from Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.%! In the context of the FHAA,
a “reasonable accommodation” has been defined in the
case law as one that “does not cause any undue hardship
or fiscal or administrative burdens ou the municipality,
or does not undermine the basic purpose that the zoning

~ordinance seeks to achieve."*?

The basic purpose of single-family zoning ordinances
has been addressed by the Supreme Count. In Edmonds,
the Court stated that “reserving land for single-family
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residences preserves the character of neighborhoods, se-
curing zones where family values, youth values, and the
blessings of quiet seclusion and clean air make the area
a sanctuary for people.”® Similarly, according to the Su-
preme Court's decision in Village of Euclid v. Ambler
Realty Co..* the purpose of a single-family zone is to
preserve “the residential character of the neighborhood
and its desirability as a place of detached residences.”™*
As most requested accommodations would not impose
undue hardships or financial or administrative burdens
on a municipality, a requested accommodation would
likely be deemed reasonable if it did not undermine the
above-stated purposes.

A few lower federal court cases provide a glimpse of
the meaning of “reasonable accommodation.” United
States v. City of Philadelphia % invoived a group home
for chronic substance abusers in a residential neighbor-
hood. The court found that the city’s refusal of the home’s
request to substitute a side yard for a rear yard require-
ment was a failure to make a reasonable accommoda-
tion." A federal district court in Louisiana has ruled that
a Tequest for a variance to allow an open internal pas-
sageway between the two sides of a duplex, thereby cre-
ating a single “group home” residence, was a request for
a “reasonable accommodation.”® In Majors v. Housing
Authority of the County of DeKalb, Georgia,” decided
under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, a mentally disabled
resident of a housing project whose disability caused her
to require the companionship of her pet poodie Sparky,
sought & waiver of a “no pet” rule. The Fifth Circuit ruled
that the Housing Authority could easily have made an
exception for the narrow group of mentally disabled per-
sons who require a dog’s companionship.”

Very likely, the requested accommadation will sim-
ply be for a municipality to modify, waive, or make eX-
ceptions in its zoning rules to allow for the establish-
ment of a group home. For example, in Oxford House,
Inc. v. Town of Babylon®* the town’s failure to exempt
an Oxford House from the town’s limit of four unrelated
persons (the group home apparently housed five resi-
dents) constituted a failure to make a reasonable accom-
modation, and hence discrimination, under the FHAA.

Conclusion

Like most social and legal problems, there are no easy
answers 1o this problem of finding 2 “reasonable accom-
modation™ for group homes for the disabled. The defini-
tion of handicap sweeps so broadly, as perhaps it should,
that conflicts between the preservation of other values,
such as those of family, are necessarily going to counflict
with the objectives of our larger society to provide equal
housing opportunities and access for many types of dis-
advantaged persons.

Pant of the sotution is educational. We see nothing in
the case law and little in the literature that would suggest
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the need to educate the uninformed about these many
types of disabled persons and how they will readily fitin
our single-family neighborhoods. More needs to be done
in educating the American mainstream as to how the fam-
ily has changed and how family values today have
evolved to include and embrace a wide variety of house-
hold types far beyond the extended families of the ear-
lier part of this century and the “Ozzie¢ and Harriet”
nuclear family of the middle part of the century.
Indeed, there will be some losses on both sides be-
cause part of finding a “reasonable accommodation” will
be a “zero sum” game, with a winner on one side and a
loser on the other. But only a small part of reasonable
accommodations need to be this way. Through thought-
ful regulation based on open discussion, and with forth-
right disclosure of hidden agendas we can achieve the
type of physical community which may facilitate the

-social community many of us are seeking.

As Learned Hand said in a speech to the Board of
Regents at the University of the State of New York on
October 24, 1952: “that community is already in the pro-
cess of dissolution where each man begins to eye his
neighbor as a possible enemy.”

NOTES

! The City of Edmonds® zoning code contains a fairly typical
definition of family: “an individual or two or more persons re-
fated by genctics, adoption, or marriage, or a group of five ot
fewer persons who are not related by genetics, adoption or mar-
riage.” Edmonds Community Development Code § 21.30.010
(cited in Edmonds, 115 S. Ct. 1776, 1779 (1995)).

2 Edmonds and ather split decisions this term, especially the
5-4 decisions, reveal a Court that is difficult to characterize. See,
¢.g., United States v. Lopez, 115 5. Ct. 1624 (1995) (invalidating,
on Commerce Clause grounds, the “Gun Free School Zoues Act
of 1990™); Bubbirt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Communities fora
Great Oregon, — S.Cr. —. 63 U.S.L.W._ 4665 (June 27, 1995).

3 Fair Housing Act, Pub. L. No. 90-284, 82 Stat. 81 (1968).

* Housing and Community Devclopment Act of 1974, Pub. L.
No. 93-383, 88 Stat. 633,729 (1974).

5 Pub. L. No. 100-430, 102 Stat. 619 (1988).

642 US.C. § 3602(h).

1 1d. See also 24 C.ER. § 100.201(b); City of Edmonds v. Wash-
ington State Bldg. Code Council, 18 F.3d 802, 804 (9th Cir. 1994),
Oxford House, Inc. v. Township of Cherry Hill. 799 F. Supp. 450,
458-60 (D.N.J. 1992); Stewart B. McKinney F ound., Inc. v. Town
Plan & Zoning Comm'n, 790 F. Supp. 1197, 1209-10 (D. Conn.
1992).

142 US.C. §3604(f)2). ~

9 42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)}(3)(B) (¢mphasis added).

1 5o e.g., 42 U.S.C. § 3610(2)(2XC) (enforcement mecha-
nism regarding “the legality of any Statc or local zoning or other
land use law or ordinance™); Oxford House, Inc. v. Town of
Babylon, $19 F. Supp. 1179, 1185 (E.D.N.Y. 1993).

1142 U.S.C. § 3607(b)(1) (¢mphasis added).

12 Stewart B. McKinney Found., Inc. v. Town Plan & Zoning
Comm'n, 790 F. Supp- 1197, 1210-11 (D. Conn. 1992).

7]

14+ Support Ministries for Persons with Aids, Inc. v. Village of
Waterford, 808 F. Supp. 120, 134-35 (N.D.N.Y. 1992).

13 Unless othcrwise noted, this description is taken from Ox-
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ford House, Inc.’s Supreme Court Brief.
42 U.8.C. § 300x-25.
VT Ciry of Edmonds v. Washington State Bldg. Code Council,
18 F.3d 802. 803 (9th Cic. 1994).

"* Oxford House, Inc.’s Supreme Court Brief,

' Edmonds, 115 S. Ct. 1776, 1779 (1995) (citing Edmonds
Community Development Code § 21.30.010).

2 City of Edrmonds v. Washington State Bldg. Cade Council,
18 F.3d 802, 803 (9th Cir. 1994).

Ny

2

& Id,

115 5. Ct. at 1780.

B1d

* 1d. (quoting 42 U.S.C. § 3601).

2 Id. (quoting Commissioner v. Clark, 489 U.$. 726, 739
(1989)).

21d,

B M. (citing D. Mandelker, Land Use Law § 416, pp. 113-14
(3d ed. 1993)).

3 4. at 1781 (citing, e.g., Uniform Housing Code § 503(b)).

3 14, (emphasis in original).

R4

B Id at 1782

H1d.

35 14, at 1783 (Thomas, J., dissenting) (emphasis added).

.3 1d at 1784 (Thomas, 1., dissenting).

114, at 1786 (internal quotations omitted) (Thomas, I., dis-
senting).

38 1d. (internal quotations omitted) (Thomas, J., dissenting).

3 But see United States v. Lopez, 115 8. Ct. 1624 (1995) (Gun-
Free School Zones Act exceeds Congress's authority under the
Commerce Clanse)..

“ Edmonds, 115 S. Ct. at 1780 (quating 42 U.S.C. § 3601).

41 H.R. Rep. No. 711, 100th Cong. 2d Sess. (1988), reprinted
in 1988 US.C.C.AN. 2173, ax 18,

2/d, at 18, 24.

) City of Edmonds v. Washington State Bldg. Code Council,
18 F.3d 802, 805 (9th Cir. 19%4).

# Apparently important to the court’s decision is a single word
contained in Section 3607's maximum occupancy exemption: the
word “the.” Quoting the exemption, the Court stated that the
Edmonds ordinance did not “prescribe ‘the maximum number of
occupants’ a dwelling unit may house.” Edmonds, 115 S. Cr at
1779 (emphasis in original).

“1d. at 1783.

%14, at 1780 n 4.

47 See Horizon House Developmental Servs., Inc. v. Township
of Upper Southampion, 804 F. Supp. 683, 693 (E.D. Pa. 1992),
aff'd, 995 F.2d 217 (3d Cir. 1993).

8 See, ¢.2., Stewart B. McKinney Found., Inc. v. Town Plan &
Zoning Comm’n, 790 F. Supp. 1197, 1209-16 (D, Conn. 1992).

49308 F. Supp. 120 (N.D.N.Y 1992).

% Actual and punitive damages are allowed for violations of

the Fuir Housing Act. 42 U.S.C. § 3613(¢)(1). The court in Sup-
port Ministries awarded compensatory damages. The question
of punitive damages was scheduled ag the subject of future brief-
ing. 808 F. Supp_ at 139-41, )

5! 808 F, Supp. at 125-26. Consider also the rernarks of Sena-
tor Jesse Helms (R-N.C.), who wants to reduce the level of fed-
eral spending for victims of AIDS becanse it is their “deliberate,
disgusting, revolting conduct” that is responsible for their plight.
“Helms Puts the Brakes to a Bill Financing AIDS Treatment,”
New York Times, July 5, 1995. § A, p. 12, “We've got 10 have
some commeon s¢nse,” adds Senator Helms, “about a discase trans-
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mitted by people deliberately engaging in unnatural aces.™ /4.

‘237 E.3d 1230 (7th Cir. 1994).

3 d at 1232-33.

B fd. ar 1233,

S Id. at 1234, )

% Id. at 1234-35 (Manion, J., concurring).

7825 F. Supp. 1251 (E.D. Va. 1993).

R 7d at 1262-63.

%9790 F. Supp. 1197 (D. Coan. 1992).

%0 fd. at 1220, Sec also Oxford House, Inc. v. City of St. Louis.
843 F. Supp. 1556 (E.D. Mo. 1994) (public nature of variance
process stigmatizes recovering alcoholics and addicts and in-
creases chance of relapse).

® 37 F.3d 1230, 1234 (7th Cir. 1994) (citing City of S1. Louis,
843 F. Supp. at 1570, 1582 (where the city routinely denied ap-
plications for variances or conditional uscs if the neighbors op-
posed the application)).

82 See Oxford House, Inc. v. City of Virginia Beach, 825 F.
Supp. 1251, 1261-62 (E.D. Va_ 1993) (“{U]nt{ plaintiffs are de-
nied a conditional use permit . . . plaintiffs’ claims . . . {for] fail-
ure to make reasonable accommodation, are not ripe for adjudi-
cation™).

8 Irving 1. $loan, Regulating Land Use: The Luw of Zoning
49-52 (1988). :

6 825 F. Supp. at 1261.

¢S 819 F. Supp. 1168 (N.D.N.Y. 1993),

 1d. at 1177-78.

§7 843 F. Supp. 1556 (E.D. Mo. 1994).

% Id, at 1581-82.

% 799 F. Supp. 450 (D.N.J. 1992).

™ [d. at 462 0.25.

" Oxford House-Evergreen v. City of Plainfield, 769 F. Supp.
1329, 1331 (D.NJ. 1991).

2923 F2d 91 (8th Cir. 1991).

W 1d. at 94. In so doing, the court declined to apply height-
ened scrutiny because the handicapped are not a “suspect class.”
Id. (citing City of Cleburne v Cleburne Living Center, 473 US.
432, 446 (1975)). This application of an Equal Protection analy-
sis 10 a class of persons protected by & federal stamte was crit-
cized by the Tenth Circuit in Bangerter v. Orem City Corp., 46
F.3d 1491, 1503 (1995)).

N ld.

%3804 F. Supp. 683 (E.D. Pa. 1992). aff'd, 995 F.2d 217 (3d
Cir. 1993).

8 Id at 693-700.

T Id. at 694 & n.4 (citing opinions of Maryland, Delaware,
Kansas, and North Carolina attorneys general).

7 46 F.3d 1491, 1503 (1995).

7 42 U.S.C. § 3604(£)(9) (cited in Bangerter, 46 F.3d at 1303).

% Bangerter, 46 F.3d at 1503.

529 US.C. §§ 701-94,

8 E.g., Oxford House, Inc. v. City of Albany, 819 F. Supp. 1179,
1186 (E.D.N.Y. 1993).

13 Edmonds, 115 S. Ct. at 1781 (quoting Village of Belle Terre
v. Boraus, 416 U.S. 1,9 (1974)). _

8 272 U.S. 365 (1926).

M /d at394,

# 838 F. Supp. 223 (E.D. Pa. 1993), aff 'd. 30 F.3d 1488 (3d
Cir. 1994).

¥ Id. at 228-29.

8 parish of Jefferson v. Allied Health Care, Inc.. 1992 WL

142574, *2 (E.D. La. 1992).

# 652 F.2d 454 (Sth Cir. 1981).

% 1d, at 457-58.

91819 F. Supp. 1179 (E.D.N.Y. 1993).
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Group Think

A recent Supreme Court ruling should make local governments
reconsider their community residence regulations

By Daniel Lauber, alcp

t's a rare day in May that the U.S.
Supreme Court hears a zoning case,
especially one about laws governing
group homes. The Court's May 15
decision in City of Edmonds v. Wash-

ington State Building Code Council was the
flrst such decision in 10 years. In its ruling,
the Court brought into question the defini-
tion of “family” used in most zoning codes.

Many observers thought the battle over
allowing group homes in residential dis-
tricts was won with the 1985 decision in
City of Cleburne v. Cleburne Living Center.
The Supreme Court ruled then that the
city had illegally denied the group home
a special use permit to locate in a residen-
tial neighborhood and that decision mak-
ers could not base zoning choices on
unfounded fears about group homes or
their residents.

I wrote at the time (in “Mainstreaming
Group Homes,"” December 1985) that the
Cleburne decision "should change the way

rost zoning ordinances treat group homes”
.nd “force local officials to confront the
popular misconceptions about group homes
and their residents that so frequently
lead to stiff neighborhood opposition.” I
was wrong.

Cities throughout the country have con-
tinued to exclude community residences
from single-family districts. The usual
tactics are to adopt a definition of family
that limits the number of unrelated indi-
viduals who can live together and to
require a special use permit to locate in
residential districts.

Advocates of community residences
thought such exclusionary practices would
cease in 1988, when Congress passed the
Fair Housing Amendments Act, which
requires communities to “make reason-
able accommodations” in their regula-
tions to enable people with disabilities to
live in the community. The amendments
appear to prohibit the use of special use
permits and other land-use restrictions
that, in the words of a House Judiciary
Committee report, "have the effect of
limiting the ability of [people with dis-
abilities] to live in the residence of their
choice in the community.”

Seven years later, local governments
are still trying to keep community resi-
dences out of single-family zones. Al-
though 40 states have adopted statewide
zoning regulations for group homes, their
statutes cover only a small segment of

The bxford House in Edmonds,

Washington, has been operating as
. a community residence since 1990—
.~ in violation of the city's zoning code.
That code may not survive in the
-.- wake of a recent U.S.’Supreme
: -~ Court decision holding that the city
cannot use its zoning definition of
“family” to exclude group homes
from residential areas. A lower ..
court will decide whether the city
. ““has violated the federal Fair
. .. Housing Amendments Act.,

the population protected by the FHAA,
typically the elderly or people with de-
velopmental disabilities or mental illness.
The state laws still allow local zoning
codes to exclude group homes, halfway
houses, and hospices for people with
drug or alcohol addictions, HIV, or phys-
ical disabilities.

The Edmonds case
Most of the suits brought under the FHAA
have focused on what constitutes a “rea-
sonable accommodation.” But that was
not the issue before the Supreme Court
in the Edmonds case.

Edmonds, a Seattle suburb, had been
trying to shut down a residence occupied
by Oxford House since 1990. Oxford House
is a national organization that runs hun-
dreds of group homes for recovering al-
coholics and drug addicts. Each place
typically houses 10 to 12 adults of the
same sex. Residents may stay as long as
they like, but they must run the house
like a family—without staff. In 1990, the
Edmonds zoning ordinance allowed no
community residences whatsoever. Af-
ter Oxford House moved into a single-
family zone, the city amended its zoning
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code to allow such residences only in

‘ifamily districts.

. along the city claimed that Oxford
rivuse violated the zoning code’s defini-
tion of family, which allowed no more
than five unrelated individuals to live
together in single-family districts. The

In New York City’s
borough of Queens,
the Cedar Grove
group home for the
mentally retarded
has irritated
neighbors ever since
it opened in 1994—
not because of the

residents, neighbors
say, but because of a
‘persistent feeling
that group homes
don’t belong in
single-family areas.

city said its definition was exempt from
the FHAA because it was one of the
“reasonable local, state, or federal re-
strictions regarding the maximum num-
ber of occupants permitted to occupy a
dwelling” that are outside the purview of
the fair housing act.

Yet, as Brian Blaesser and I noted in
APA’s amicus brief in support of Oxford
House, the act's legislative history makes
it clear that Congress was referring to
housing codes, which regulate the num-
ber of occupants in all dwelling units,
based on health and safety concerns; it
was not referring to a zoning code's defi-
nition of family, which merely regulates
family composition. That point was noted
by Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who wrote
the majority opinion in the Edmonds case.

The Court sent the case back for trial to
decide whether the city's actions against
Oxford House violated the FHAA and what
reasonable accommodation would be re-

d. A trial date has not yet been set.

1s vital that professionals who write
zoning codes note how the Court arrived at
its decision. Despite the city's attempt to
keep the Court from considering the law's
legislative history, the Court in fact relied
on that history for its interpretation.

Sorting it out

At first glance, the growing number of
lower court FHAA decisions on commu-
nity residences seem contradictory. Some
allow no special regulations, while others
approve local licensing and spacing re-
quirements. Most have invalidated require-

ments for special use permits; one has
not. Everything falls into place, however,
when the cases are divided into those
involving a cap on the number of unre-
lated occupants and those that do not.

Decades ago, most zoning ordinances
allowed any number of unrelated people
to live together as long as they func-
tioned as a single housekeeping unit. In
the 1960s and '70s, many jurisdictions,
often reacting to the perceived threat of
communes, redefined “family” in their
zoning codes to allow no more than four
or five unrelated people to dwell together—
or even none at all. The Supreme Court
upheld these caps in Village of Belle Terre
v. Borass in 1974.

In their interpretations of the fair housing
law, the courts are saying that, in com-
munities without a cap, no additional
zoning requirements may be imposed on
community residences unless they also
apply to all “families.” That means no
special use permits or spacing and licens-
ing requirements for community resi-
dences in residential districts. Commu-
nity residences must be permitted as of
right in all residential districts.

The picture isn't as clear in communi-
ties with a cap. Most rulings strongly

suggest that a jurisdiction cannot regulate
community residences that comply with
its definition of family. Generally, the
courts have ruled that cities should make
a reasonable accommodation in their zon-
ing codes to enable the community resi-
dence to locate in all residential zoning
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districts—even if the number of occu-
pants exceeds the cap. No court decision
has ruled that capped zoning is illegal.

Lessons
Several principles have begun to emerge
for cities with family caps. First, a city
can accommodate community residences
by simply not enforcing its definition of
family. The courts agree that a reason-
able accommodation is one that does not
impose an undue burden on the city—
and more than 50 studies show that com-
munity residences generate no adverse
impacts on single-family districts if they
are licensed and not clustered on a block.
However, requiring a special use permit
for group homes to locate in single-fam-
ily districts is not a reasonable accommo-
dation. The FHAA's legislative history,
which guided the Supreme Court in the
Edmonds case, expressly states that the
law is intended to prohibit special use
permits for group homes. Except for a
bizarre 1994 decision by the Seventh Cir-
cuit U.S. Court of Appeals in U.S. v.
Village of Palatine, the courts agree on
this point.

Second, the court decisions strongly
sucoest that zoning restrictions on com-
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munity residences may be legal if the
_answer to all three of these questions is
“2s: Is the restriction intended to achieve

legitimate government purpose? Does
it actually achieve that purpose? And is it
the least drastic way to do so?

In Utah earlier this year, the 10th Cir-
cuit U.S. Court of Appeals said this a bit
differently in Bangerter v. Orem City Cor-
poration: "Restrictions that are narrowly
tailored to the particular individuals af-
fected could be acceptable under the FHAA
if the benefits to the handicapped in their
housing opportunities clearly outweigh
whatever burden may result to them.”
That means, for instance, that cities that

The scrutiny of a special use permit
also is warranted when a group home
seeks to locate within a block of another
community residence. Spacing require-
ments have been upheld in several cases,
including Familystyle of St. Paul v. City of
St. Paul, where a group home operator
had clustered 21 group homes housing
119 mentally ill individuals in a one-and-
one-half block area.

Finally, special use permits may be
warranted for halfway houses seeking to
locate in single-family zones. They are
less family-like than group homes, ten-
ancy is less permanent, and they gener-
ally house many more people. But half-

Figures compiled by the Research and Training Center on Community Living
" at the University of Minnesota document the nationwide trend to provide

homelike settings for the mentally retarded and developmentally disabled.

The center’s report, Residential Services for Persons with Developmental

Disabilities, was published in June.

Percentage living in places.
swith more than 16 residents

Number of individuals in
state-licensed residences

Number of residential settings ..
“(including nursing homes)

allow group homes as of right may re-
quire the residences—or their operators—
to be licensed, since licensing helps pre-
vent abuse of the vulnerable people who
live there.

Ordinances may also require commu-
nity residences to be located at least a
block apart to help assure that two cen-
tral purposes of a community residence—
normalization and community integra-
tion—will not be hindered. Based on the
research on community residences, it is
hard to imagine any reason to impose a
spacing distance greater than a typical
city or suburban block, usually 660 feet.

Special cases

A special use permit should be available
as a back up when a proposed group
home does not meet an ordinance's
licensing and spacing requirements. A
group home denied a required state li-
cense would, of course, be ineligible for
.the special use permit. But in states that
n't require licensing, permitting is a
me to address questions usually resolved
by licensing. Licensing assures that the
group home operator and the staff are
properly trained and meet minimum stan-
dards of care.

way houses should be allowed as of right
in all multiple-family zones if they meet
the licensing and spacing criteria.

To survive a court challenge, any com-
munity that imposes a spacing or licens-
ing requirement must lay a foundation for
it with a legislative history that includes
expert testimony establishing a rational
and factual basis for the requirements.

Group residences are subject to the
same housing code requirements as other
residences, with limits on the number of
occupants based on the number of square
feet in each bedroom. But if public offi-
cials feel compelled to limit the number
of people who can live in a community
residence, they should use the zoning
code to set a ceiling somewhere between
12 and 15. Beyond that range, the setting
becomes institutional. Be aware that the
courts have generally taken into account
the number of residents needed for a
community residence to succeed finan-
cially and therapeutically.

Will local and state governments ad-
just their zoning regulations to accommo-
date community residences in accord with
the FHAA? After being so wrong about
the Supreme Court’s 1985 decision, I'm
not going to make any predictions. But if

they want to avoid being on the losing
end of countless lawsuits, they would do
well to change their ways.

Daniel Lauber, aicp, is president of Planning/
Communications in River Forest, Illinois, and
a former president of both APA and AICP. He
has served as attorney or expert witness in
numerous community residence zoning cases.

o

The term community residence
includes a whole continuum of liv-
ing arrangements for people with
disabilities who are unable to live
i more mdependently The most com-
mon is the group home, whlch of-V




i 3

s eFw W R NNFISaAmIaswsy

‘€861 Ul sieak /p/ 0] ‘0661 Ul S1e8f 9°69 0} .oomv ul sueaf /¢ woly pasealou] sey sejejs pejun ayj ul
Aouejoadxa sjl] ebeiany “Buiuuerd Joy suonesljduw sofew sey pue ‘sjes oewelp e je buLunaao si A18190s ino Jo buibe ay |

u wuonejndod buiby inQ,, :1eqapis

‘0961 Ul Jusolad gz wolj asealoul ue pajuasaldal siy) -- sqINGNS Y} Ul PaAl| JOp|o pue Gg asoy} Jo jJuadiad g€ ‘0861 Ul O
‘suonnyiisul Jayjo pue sawoy Buisinu u aAj| 18pjo pue Gg s)npe Ajuamy ul suo AluQ 0

‘abuels abe $/ 0} Gg oY) Ui Jusdiad | 0} pasedwod -- BuiAjj
Arep ur souejsisse |euoljouny pasu dnolb sbe siuy ul asoy jo juadiad gy -- Japjo pue Gg ale dnolb abe Buimolb ise)se) syl O
"SAl} Ul BUO Jsowie aq |Im }I sieah Auiy) UIYIAA "G Jo abe ay} anoge s| sueduawy Jybia ur sup

:Buimojjoy ayy
lapisuo) "buljjedwoo se isnl si jsaisjul 1o ‘A19100s B sy "S8joe}Sqo asay} Bunjeulwi|s Ul }Sa1ajul pajSeA B SABY 9M ‘S|ENPIAIPUI Sy

‘sj|npe Jap|o jo aduapuadapul panuijuod

3y} 0} sa|oe}sqo a|qelawnuul sasod jey) JUsWUOIIAUS }|Ing B Aq pasned ale 9o.) 9M Sal3|NDIYIP dY} J0 Auew Jey) JOA0ISIp
pInom am ‘pip am | "Buiyealquesy pue Bunessnly usyo os si buibe Aym je 00| piey e aye} 0} J8pIO Ul S9ouUsLIadXa BA1}98||09
no 3)idwoo si op 0} [ie} am JeypA “awil) e Je Aep suo Buiye} ‘epnije isijeAirns e yum sabusjieyo asay) yoeoidde ajdoad jsopy

"S8Al] N0 Jo3ye 0} uibaq suonewi|
jeaisAyd umo 1no puy ‘||ej e ul jjosiay Juny ays aosuis sdays 1oy dn Bupyab asueysisse spasu soqybiau sy ‘eses Buisinu

ajenbape puy o0} yoleas sjeladsap e sueaw Jayjej pazhjeled-axyolys v ‘wood Buiuip ayj ui BulAll st oym Jayjowpuelh
ino qinjsip o} jou se os asnoy ayj ybnouyy soydiy ap ‘sjenpiaipul se buibe jo ssasold ay} aouaiadxa sn Jo ||y

[2661 18qQUI828(@/18QUWIBAON ‘'Dd 8y} JO / anss| wod-]
9MOH 'Y yesoqgaqg Aq
Aya100g buiby 1nQ J0j Buluueld :sapiunwwo) [elip Bujealn

9|~y [eUINOf SIduolssIiwwon Buluue: ..
\@\‘ivﬁmeﬁ.w Q)Ci\év% , L?..«.w\v )\é@vg.ku @J QNV‘I.S\:JDW

HRALHOLOMON/ AV INVNOW/GCHAIAND/ DR/ 11 DMORE HrIoqag Aq Oopog buphy romnue) (ngA bupuwas), ppay ()



D991 DG/ LN LY F/BLE

Jey} 104 “19¥jem e Buisn uosiad e o} wajqo.d e jussaid Aew dwes swes ay} ‘Buiping e ojul Jo6 0} swos 10y [elussse aq Aew

dwes e ajiym ‘sjdwexa 104 "suoneywi| Juasayip yim ajdoad Joy swajqoud Bunesio pioae o} Juepodwi osfe si )i ‘pasu paziubodal
auo o} Buipuodsai u| sanijiqedes jo abuel apim e yum ajdoad sjepowiodde jeyl skem ul paubisep aq jsnwl JUSWUOIIAUS

ay} Jey} si aulj woyoq oy ‘swoydwAs jo Ajauen e Buousuadxs ‘abe Jaiues ue je pjo Buimoib jo sebueyo eaisAyd ay} (99}

slayiQ jBuiquuid urejunow saob (1S oym mouy | p|o Jeak-/g ue ssaupm :AAioe [esisAyd snonualls jo ajqeded a)inb ase a|doad
pjo Alan Auepy ‘shem jo Kjauiea e ul Buibe Aq pajoaye ale ajdoad jey} Joe} ayy si siauueid o} abusjjeyd ysajealb ayj sdeysad

‘ssaooid Buibe ay} Aq pajoaye os|e ale -- saljijiqeded

[eaisAud |esauab Ino Se [[om se --sasuas Jay}jo Ino Jo ||y "a1e|b pue ‘smopeys ‘Jybl| wip 0} anp }noiyIp Apenoiped si Buiaup JybIN
‘s1o0}} |lew Buiddoys jo |eaidA} seoepns sso|b ybiy ul sdajs ayy ass o0} uosiad Jap|o ue 1o} o|qissoduwl AjlenuiA }i a)ew ued ale|b

0} AJIAIISUSS pasealoul ‘uolippe U] "‘puey je asoo sjoalqo aas 0} Ajljige ay} seonpal AjoNSed JO SSO| SIY | "9|qIx8|} SS9 sawooeq
aka 2y} JO SUS| By} ‘19P|0 SBW023q BUO SE ‘B|dWExXs Jo4 JUSWUOIIAUS }|Ing 8y} ajeniobau o} Ajjiqe s,uosiad e joaye sabueyd asay)
moy pue ssadoid Buibe ay) yum pajeroosse sabueyo |eaisAyd ayj jo Buipueisispun ue salinbai Ajsi0os Buibe ino Joj Bujuueld

siauue|d Joj abuajjeyo ayl

‘Butag-jjom

pue asuspuadapul panuiuo9 jo aAloddns ag 03 saiunwwo? ino Buideysals uibaq am ssajun ainyny yea|q e adey

sjinpe Japjo ‘}or} u] ‘ssesoad Buibe ay) o} Buisnipe awi) }N2YJIP B 9ARY ||IM S}Inpe Japjo Auew jey) s)sabbns sasuapisal
Ajiwey ajBuis jo asuesapuodauid e ym pauiquos siy] Ajiqow Joj sjiqowolne ay} uo juspuadap Ajsnopiojou ale sqingng

‘paddeu;s aq |jim saoinosal ‘Wa)sAs

Aunoss |e100s ay} ojul Buiked siaxiom Jama) UlIAA “salousbe a0IA19s [elo0s [|IM Se 80IAI8s Ojul pajjed aq A|geqold ||im saAle|al
JuBSIq "9oUB)SISSE JO puly Siy} Uo Aj21 JoUuEd oYM sioluas Auew ay} Jo a1ed aye] ||IM Oym Jes|o jou si }| “Buneal pjiyo pue sioa1ed
UMO J18Y} yum AJjiqisuodsal Siy) eouejeq 0} paau uajo ing ‘ajol Buiaib-a1es e uo axe} oym sioqybiau pue spuaiy ‘siaquiaw Ajiwey
UO SSa1)s 3|qeIapisuod aoe|d ||IM SuBdLIBWY Jap|o Ul asealou) jeuoipodold ay] ‘punojold aie spual} asay) jo suoneosidwi ayy

[uoissiuuad yym pajuLday SUOSISH Palijdy JO UOKBId0SSY ueouawy ‘2661 IYbLAdoD 'snsus)d ay)
JO neaing "S°M) Wouj BJep UO paseg "UsAsUN a.e 8|eas [BIIUSA 8} UO S1eaf uj sjuswaioul jey) 8joN :ydeib jo wojoq je uonded
‘0£02 O] 006} : +G9 Suosiad jo saqunp :ydeib seq jo ajj1]

‘6002 DJ ‘UOIBUIYSEM ‘MN 19941S T L09 JUsW|iyind VY ‘SUO0SI8d pailljey JO UOHRIOOSSY
ueoLIBWY 8y} Wolf 8jqejieA. ‘L6 - SUBdUBWY 19p|O JO 8[Ijoid v ‘18jydwed |njasn e uj pauiejuod s uonew.ojul psjie}ap
a0y ‘Sapeoap Buiwoo ay) 1eno moib Ajpides o) pajoadxa sI1opjo pue sieak g9 suostad Jo Jequinu ay} ‘SMOYsS Mojaq UeYD 8y) SY




N9 98 DG/ AR L0 y /LR ¢

pue sjellajew aie|B-uou pue dijs-uou Yim apeuw aq pinoys skemyjed uoneindod Japjo Ue Jo Spesu 8y} Ssaippe pinoys Bujuueld
o)IS "9SIoU pUE ajel SWD 8y} 0} UOUBNE d119adS YJIM ‘palapisuod aq pinoys pooyloqyblou ayj Jo Jdjoeleyd ay |

. BuIsnoq

TOIUBS 10} SBUIp|iNg JHOJSIH 3 S|00UJS DUNGEPY, ‘JeqopIS 89S "S19)udd Jojuas pue ‘syueq ‘salieiql| Se Ydns SadlAlas Jayjo
pUE ‘Sa}I|19B) [EDIPAW ‘S810}S JO 8ouE}sIp Bupjiem uiyym Aunwwos e jo Jeay ayy ul payis aq pinoys buisnoy Joluas
‘a11SOp PUE P3U SIOIUSS JY} SIOIAISS B} WO} JB) ‘UMO} Jo 86pa 8y} je pue| ,Jano Ya), Uo pajedo] Ajuanbay sij ‘punoj s| Buisnoy
4ons uayAA "AHUNLWILLOD JISy} UIYlM SaAljeuls)je Buisnoy jo yoe| 8y} Aq paulesjsuod USYo aie SAOW Jsnui oym a|doad 18p|0

"slieyd |9aym Joy ybnoua apim sAkemioop

Bunjew pue ‘100 }S1i} 8Y} UO Yjeq ||n} pue wooipaq e Joj buimojje ‘sieq qeJb Jo uoljejjejsul ainjny 9)ePOWLIODDE 0} S||em woolyleq
ul Juawasioual Bunesodioou; ‘sdajs jo asn sy Buiziwiuiw a1 sBuy) Butop suesw siy| "suonejwi| jesisAyd yim asoyy

£q pasn aq ues Aay) jey3 os -- ase|d sy ay} ui -- paubisap aie sasnoy jey) Burinsua si juelodwi alow uans sdeysad 3ng

[lewnor ayj jo g
anssy ur ,BuisnoH paieys @ suoniuyaq Anwed, , 8jole s,yejjod erLjed 89s ‘Buisnoy paieys uo alow 1o ‘[euInof ayj Jo | anss|
ur ,senunuiwo)) s,Aepo] 1oy sjuswpedy A10Ss800y, 8jdiue S,8.1eH Xoljed 98s ‘sjuswpede A10SS8008 UO 8I0W 10 :8JON SJ0}ipT]

“Jual JO Nal| Ul S80IAISS Jo/pue awodul bunelsusb pue aoeds ssa9xa JO asn Buiyew jo sAem om} ale Buisnoy paleys Jo uoisinosd
ay} pue sjuswpede A1ossadoe Jo uoljeald sy ‘yjbuals pue Ajljiqow pajiw] yim asouyy 10y sialueq [eoisAyd ayj se ||om se
‘9ouBUSjUIBW JO }SOD pUB S3I}NJIYIP Sy} JO asnedsq ‘1anamoy ‘piey 8q ued asnoy Ajwey ajbuis jeuonipel; e ul Buiuieway

-aAoW e jo asuadxa pue ewnes} ay} ybnoayy ob ueyy ,,eoe|d uj abe,, tayjel p,fayy -
and Aejs 0} Jaja1d ajdoad 1apj|o Jey) SI ‘4aAamoy ‘Aijeal ay | "aled Siy} aA199a1 ued Aay) araym A311084 € O)JUI pUE 3SNoy
1194} JO JNO 2AOW WY} dABY O} S| UONIN|OS }Saq Y} a1eD JO [9A3] pasealou] ue pasu ajdoad uaym jeyy paaai|aq Alopim si1}|

BuisnoH

; ~BUIUUE[d 3 SINPY 19P|0, '1BGPIS 99S }NpPE Jap|o 8y} JO dAoadsiad
oy} woyy ‘uopepodsuel) pue Buisnoy se yans ‘spedse juepodwl awos Bulujwexsal saajoAul os|e Ajsioos Buibe ue 1o} Buluueld

“a|Npayos snq ay) Buipeas AYNolip 8y} pueISIapUN puE ‘100p 8y} JO SSaulABaY BY} 994 “Ylemapls ay} ul sdwnq
ay} ,29s, 0} 9|qe 2 ISNW U JUBWUOIIAUS 3y} 8sn [|IM oym uosiad e jo aoe|d ayj ul jjossuo ind o3 Auessaoau s )i ‘sabeyu)
Ayuapt 0} Jopio uj ‘10| Buiyied paddol-janelb e jo asnesaq Buipjing 8y ojul }36 jouued Jieydjeaym e ul uosiad e Ji anjeA sy

4O Bq [|IM Jajuad Joluas e ul Ayjioe) Wwoolyyeq Le ay} Jo ajess e ‘sjdwexs Jo4 "Buissiw ase sabeyul] Aay I ajqissaooeul Aj|ejoy
aq ||om Aew juawuoliAud a|qissadoe  Ajjended,, v ‘sabexui| Buidojaasp jo eapl ay) uo pade|d aq 0} spaau osje siseydw3

osiad

1ay19q e S| Jayjjem ay) 1oy ybnous dasp sdajs JO SIS




11 g d R THFATY AL Yy BLX L

‘aslie Aay} se sanunpoddo jo abejueape sayE] Jey) yoeoidde |ejuawaIou] Ue Sl papaau s! Jeym
-30U0 1e sabueyd asay) ||e ayeuw 0} ajqissodul S| }| Juawuoliaug [eaisAyd aaioddns aiow e 8jeald 0} Japlo ul sabueyo jo Jaquinu
Jueoyubis e aq 0} pasu a1y} Jeyy azijeas Apjoinb sjdoad Japjo jo spasu ay) Buissaippe 0} papiWWod ale ey} saijiunwiwo)

uaddeH 3} Bunen

-[jeuImnor 8yj Jo | enssy ur, 9[iqowojny ayj bUltue],, ‘sfoje sy ul sueujsspad

10J S}98.43S Ino Buiroidwy Jo SAem passnosip UUBULIBIUN PJeYdlY ‘SJON S 0}P3] "Uelpawl sy} Ul seale abnyal uelysapad

yum papiroid aq uea skemybiy pue sjeal)s apip “Buissold ajes e Joj swi ybnous apiaoid pjnoys sjeubis yjemssoi) ‘pasedal
JuswaAed oy} Ul SYOBID pUB PUIM SAISSB0Xa Woly pajoajold pue papeys 8q pjnoys shkemuyjed uepodwi osje ale Bunyb syenbepe
pue saioe) woolyleq ues|) “dn Bumeb ul djay o} 198} sy} uolisod 0} yjeaulapun aoeds pue SWIE pue SHOBq UM ssyousq

paau ajdoad Jap|O ‘HOjWO0D pue AJaJes JO SaNSSs| SOAJOAUI SIY | wa}sAs uelsapad |jesaA0 ay} jo Aoenbape ayy si Jueprodwi

se jsnp ‘pooyloqybiau e uj sasn pue| Jo Xiw B 918Mm 319y} ji pabeinodus aq pjnom Jed ayj uo adueljal pasealdaq

"J981)S SS0ID U} OjJul UIN} O] USUM UOISIOBP B 8Xeuw 0} awi} a10w S19AUp 1ap|o Buinb

Agaiayy ‘Aupqisia senoidwi suooasiajul Je sajbuel) aouelsip Jybis buibiejus ‘Ape|iwis "sawi uojoeal 18MO|S JISU) uanib ‘s1anup
1ap|o Auew djay osje pjnom saue| uin} Ja| Jo asn pasesalou| ‘sjealls ssoid Bulhyuapl Jepeg pue 8RNI [ensiA Buronpal ‘asueuiwn|
pasealoul ybnoiyy abeubis Buinoidwi ‘saulebps Bunuredas sepnjoul siyl “iajes BuiALp axew 0} sSAem puyy o} Juepoduwl st i ‘siy}
Buiziuboosy "s1ed J1ay} uo Aja1 0} anuiuod |jim ajdoad Jap|o Jsow ‘spoya 3saq ,Slauueld aydsap jey} Aljeal ay} yium paoej aie I/

‘uni JIsuel} e Jo uoneInp ay} 1oy us Jouued Aldwis ajdoad Jepjo awog "pleoqe sway abie| buikiied
ul SaRNoIIP PuUE ‘sdojs JSUel} Bjesun pue ajqenojwosun ‘Bulinpayos Jood Buipnjoul ‘suoseal Jo Alalien e 10y Jisuel} olgnd asn o}
JUBJON|3I SIE pUB ‘ajigowolne ay} uo Juapuadap aie JSO|\ *S}inpe Jap|o Jo dduapuadapul panuiuod 3y} 03 |BDRIID SI Ainqon

uoljeuodsueld |

p *$19SN JIBYD|98UM 1o} palipow aq ued spunoib sy pue Buipjing

ay} Jo ubisap ayj} jey} Buunsua pue s1aAibaled |euoissajold Jo Jaquinu sy} Ul asealoul [enuajod e ajepowwodoe o} buryied
papuedxs Joj eale uiepad e Bupeubisap jo wioy ay; axe} Jybiw siy| "Buisnoy spasu [eloads ui Ajjiqixa]} jo uonou ay} sjesodiodul
o} Juepoduwi osje st )t ‘sny | “Buisnoy Ajwey ajbuls o} pajiwi| jou st uouswouayd aoeld ul Buibe sy Jeyy sejedipul sy ‘suonejdepe
anisuadxa Buioey ale sjoafoid asay} jo Auew ‘sousnbasuod e sy ‘abueyo spasu Jiay) se aAoW 0} Juejon|al aie ajdoad jeyy

UMOYS sey aousiiadxg ‘'spasu |BoIpal pajwi] yim asoy) se yons sdnoub jabie) oyoads Joj ing usyo ale sjoafoid Buisnoy Joluag

"UOIJESIOAUOD B UO ALIBO 0} 18pI0 Ul AlgeHojwooun uiny 0} pasio} jou aie s|doad jey) os sa|bue wbu
1e paoe|d aq pinoys sayouag ‘sdajs pue sAemyied uo Ajjigisia asealoul ||IM Bunybiy [aAs| punolb [eyuswaiddng *(epelb jusoased
OAl P2y} SS3| 9ABY PINOYS SBA|SSWaY) sdwes ay} ybnoyy) Jup~1ad aAy uey) 19yeaib si apeib ay) uaym papiroid aq pinovs sdwel




9879’1 DG/ L1 L0 30 5

pue ‘Buisnoy Joluas ajow Buibeinoous ‘(syyed ax1q wouy pajesedas syjed Bunjem ‘sjeubis yjem Jejaq) uonepodsuel) ueljsapad
Buiroidwil :se yons ‘sjuspisal 19p|o 0} Jsalsjul |eloadse jo sanss| Buiuue|d uo pasndo} UOKOSSQNS B SUIBjUOd puejlie jo eale
uojeaypA-uoBuisuay ay) Joy ue|d J9)sew ayj ‘a|dwexs 104 ajdoad Jap|o AJ0AUI 0} SHOYS Buolls apew aAeY saljiuNWILLIOCD awos

‘1aded siyj BuepIO UO UONEBWLIOMUI 10} JB]SPIS S82IN0SBY B} 995 ‘'sbunea o11and

u syNpy Jep|O jo uonedidiued ay ‘1eded 82inosal 8y} Ul In0 189S S.e SEsp! 2JOJ\ "SIOIUSS 0} UIBJUOD JO 3Je Jey} sanss| sa8ssalppe
Jey) epuabe Buisaisiul ‘Juens|al e si aouepodwi }sejealb sdeysad JO “sylewas buiuado sy} ul papnjoul 89 pjnoys Ajjoes ayy

0] uoljejuSLIo Uy "Buneaw ay} Bulnp jJnoge SAOW O} LWOopasl Jo1dxa 1o Syealq Yim sinoy z 0} Z/L | 0} Yibus| ul pajiwil &9 pinoys
sBuneapy o|qibs| g pinoys sjnopuey ‘jsnwi e aie wa)sAs punos Buiuonouny Ajgjenbape ue pue sjsal Wie Yim siieyo Apinis

-9|qISS999E a1€ Jey) suoedo] Buisooyd pue papIOAE 8q Ued [Ael} suwil biu jey) os Aep ay)

Buunp sbunaaw Bulinpayos aiinbal [IM Siy L -sseo0.d Bujuueld [eoo] ay} ut ayedioied Ajaanoe wayy bulrey Aq ueyy -- sanjoadsiad
pue spaau Jiay} Joajjel sueld [eoo)| Jey} pue -- JoW SJe S}Npe JSp|o JO SUISOUOT 8L Jey} ainsua o} Aem Jajjaq ou si a1ay |

Buiuue|d @ s}Npv 49p|0
:9|011Y 0} sieqaplg jeuolippy

WIOA MEN ‘AjunoD ssayoing Jof s;euueld e se paxIom yeloqsQg ‘66 Ul 9)B)S puejuod je Ajnoey ayy bujuiof

a10jog "uoBalQ Ul Al JOU OP OYM SN JO 8S0Y] JS8I8)Ul UBAS JybBiw ¥ooq ay; ‘yeioqaq 0} buipioddy ,‘uonenens JedA Ajuamy

v Aepm uobaio ay) Buluueld, paj wejsAs Buiuueid uobaiO ay) uo xooq buiwoadn ue JO J0jIpa-03 Os[e S! 8YS "Sanss| buibe yym
jJusLwanjoAul pue uj jsausjul buipuejsbuol e sey yeioqeg ‘AIISISAILN 8)B)S PUBILOL JB J0SS8j0ld 8]elo0SSY ue sI 8MOH yeioqad

"Plo MoB pue aAl| 03 ya1ym ul saoe|d poob aie jey} saIUNWWOD [EHA djeald djay [Im suedliawly 1apjo
jJo spaau ay} puiw uj Buidaay] "AjISISAIp SIy} SJUOLJUOD UBY] JaYjel S8}epOWLLOITE jey) JUSWIUOJIAUS }|Ing B JO Juswdolaaap a3y}
Buneyioey pue uonendod INo ulyIM AJISISAp au} Buiziubooal suesw )| “ajdoad o} Bujuuejd sueasw Aja100s Buibe ue 1oy Buiuue|d

:dn fulwwing

‘s1onBaled se Jo saajasway) u Buibe jo swajqoid ssaippe £ay) se seo10yd pawojul axew way) djay o} saijunpyoddo
|EUOIEONPS PIaU SISWNSUOD 3fIUm ‘SANJElIUl UMO I8y} Uo sjuawanosdwi 8yew o} s1aumo pue| BUIDUIAUOD Jo) suesWw juepodwi ue
aq ues uonjeonp3 ‘saniuawe Buipiroid pue sialieq BuiAOWa) pIEMO} Pajoallp aq ued sjuswaoidwl dljgnd *suoeayipow ueid
“nisuas-abe asinbai o} swy ajeridoidde ue ase s}l annbau jey; sjesodoud juswdojeAsp pue sabueyd ~=n pueT




-8 DG/ LN L0 V /B L

‘[sannoadsiad siy yjim noA epinoid -- swi) o} swiy
Wwody -~ [[IM ‘anss! L66 ) 18quiaded/IaqUUBAON S,[eUINof 8yj Ul uwinjod SJybisuy, ey} paioyine oym ‘UOMON Auad :8JON S0)pT]

‘se|y “ABp Mau ay} pjing 0} yolym uodn nesje|d [ERUSSSS JeY) Je JoU 819M ‘syuiod $,9MOH 10SS8j01d JO ||e 0} uawy Aes | djiym oS
-g|doad p|o Jo spaau sy buissalppe 0} pPaRILWLLIOD jou S jey} Ajunwwos e aAey am jey si julod ay) "aisy Aeme paled Bumab w,|

‘pouad -- payoejap Ajiwej-a|buls
jo abew pauieibua A|daap e Ajulepao st }| “YlAw e jsowe s} “1elieq  uondsolad, e S| UMO} SIy} Ui 8ABY M JeYAA "UOOA 8Yj Uo
1auulq Buinibsyuey | xau Buiney se ajowal se ale awoy Ajiej-om} e o} Auadoid 1no paAuoo o} pamojje Buiag Jno jJo sadueyd ay |

"UOIJENYIS UIM OU Y "S}S02 Buisu Jo 99e} ay) ul ‘sawodul paxy Buiney jo uoiisod snonuaj jey} ul a1,om sjdoad Auew

oy "sexe) Apadoid Joaw o} Aem Buo| e ob pjnom Jey} swooul jejusl e apinoid ‘eouepodul yealb jo ‘pue sesiwaid ayj jo Ajnoas
oy} aseaIoul pjnom asnoy auy} u Ajiwes puooss e BuineH sislleq SAOWaI 0} p3jSpowal Ajisea 1ooy} sl 8y} pue -- Ajiuiej-om}

0} papaAUO0D aq AjisEa pinod yolym sasnoy ui Buiny ‘sisjsau Aidwa wus) buoj ase ‘saAj@sIno se yons ‘sjoluas alow Auew

Ing (,umolumonp,, Jeau) Ajjioe) Buisnoy Iojuas auo dABY AN 'SUMO} UBqINgnNs JO fiobBajes ,Buikaib, jey) ul Apeajo st Apunwiwod AN

uouoN Ausad Aq
uoo\ 8y} uo Jauuiqg Bulaibsjueyy

'$90IAI9S Uewn 3 YjeaH Jo ‘1daq sajels payun ayi jo uonealgnd e ‘(£861) 9G€ ON ‘aujzebeyy buiby
ul punoj aq uea sajoe ylog , Ajunwiwo) ay) eaieg uey sjooyog snjding, SakoN N1y pue (Buisnoy Jojuas pue uoljeaasald
ouoysiy Jo sajdwexs Buinb) uooeaq Auansg pue apoINOW Alie Ag ,‘aAly swo) sbuiping plO.. ©9s ‘sajoiue Hoys poob om} 104

-Buisnoy asu-ybiy mau Buipjing uey} sAisuadxa ss9|

aq ued pue -- uoljeAIasald OLO}SIY JO SUWIS) Ul asuas saxew os|e sbuipjing asay} Bunjojay ‘suonusw emoH yelogaq SaoIASS
JO pupy 8y} Jo aouejsip Bupjjiem UIYIM ‘seale |Bljuad Ul pajedo] Usyo ale sBuip|ing 8say} ey} si syauaq ay} Jo auQ buisnoy
101USS OJUl PAUBAUOD Bq ued ‘sbulp|ing |O0Yds papasuun se ||9m se ‘sBuip|ing ou0}sIy Japjo Auew jey) buijou yuom osie si |

Buisnoy Joluag 10j sBuip|ing d1I0}sIH B s|jooyoss Bundepy
:9JON s.Jo}p3

, ‘(abseyo
otes alay)) 0L9¥-56% (1L0€) e |abpnH sAeQ mczom#co?ﬁ a|qejieAe si uejd ay) ‘sawoy Ajiwej-a|buis ul buibe cw_gvtu@ur__mmv




D998 DG/ LN LSO 30 2

"OJU] Uondnosang | Sjuajuoy anss| yoeg | F0d o Xapu] 109lqng | 86e4 8WOH Od 0} uinjay

‘[feuInor sIauoISSIWWO)) buluUug[d 8y} JoBejuod
asea|d ‘a[oIpe ay) JO 9SN Jay)0 104 "8)iS S JOYIOUE WOl SOIHE SIY} 0 yull B 8piaoid 0} 10 -- 8sn [euosiad UMo InoA Joj sjonte sy}
juiid 1O PEOJUMOP O} SWOJJM 318 NOA ‘[BUINO[ S1auoissiwwo) Buluueld sy Aq pajosiold JybuAdod si sjoipe siy} Jey ajou asea|d]

"(1s09 81.$) 9€62-vEE (202) “Je preog ayy Buyjied Aq palapio aq ued
1| “(20uB10g Jo Awepeoy |euoneN 3y} jo Hed) pieog yosessay uonepodsuel) ay) Aq podal ggel e (812 Hoday |eoadg) | swnjoA
‘fa100g Bulby ue ul uoljepodsuel] st 821n0sal poob e ‘siaALp Japjo 1o} Ajajes pue Ajjiqow Buiroidwi uo uonewlojul pajielsp 1o

'€28.-28. (616) :3e payoeas aq ued Aay] "ubisap

Buip|ing 9]qIsSa99. BUIAJOAUI SBNSSI UO S8SN204 Jey) ‘euljosed YUoN ‘ybisjey ul paseq wuy Bunnsuod ajealld e duj ‘sjuswiuoliAug
aa14 Jouieg Aq pasedaid alem suopeslgnd asau) Jo yjog ‘(1S00 GH$) G992-926-008-1 ‘Ployulay PUBLSON UBA Aq paysignd

‘a)14 uBiseq BuisnoH 8|qIssa00Y 8y pue ‘L692-G¥Z-008-) 18SN ANH woly $ 1o} s|qejieAe ‘BuisnoH s|qejdepy :ale Ayngeydepe
s)l aziwixew o) paubisap aq ueo BuISNOY MOY UO UOHEWLIOJUI PS[IEISP 210w Yiim nok apiroid ued jey) suoleolignd [njasn omy

‘juswdojenap pue

Buisnoy Joy Buibe jo suoneoidwi ay} pue ‘sabueys osiydesBowep Juswuoliaua ay) o} Jdepe ajdoad moy pue ssaooud Buibe ay}

JO MaIAIaA0 Uk sapiroid OppIA By, uolssajold Buiuueld ay) Joy sabusjieyd meN :a|doad 18p|O 10} SjuswWUOlIAUT B|qeAlT, P}
adejoapia Hoys e aseyaind 1o |ejual 1o} a|qejieAe sey osje Buiby uo sjnyisul sy ‘sbuiieaw oignd u sjnpe Japjo jo uonjedioiped
ay) pue ‘Ayjiqow pue uonepodsuel; ‘Buiuueld ayis ‘seouapisal Ajiwey-sjbuis pue buibe :abe yum sabueyo jeaisAyd ‘buibe jo
solydesBowap ay} :a1e peianod sa1doy ay) Buowy (102 GL$) ZG6€-G2Z (€0G) *202.6 HO 'PUBMOd ‘LG/ X0g "O'd ‘Ausianiun ajels
pueod ‘Buiby uo anyjsu| 8y} wols ajqejieAe si sanssi buibe jo ebues spim e Buanod siauueld 1o} siaded @o1nosal Jo selBs

:S921N0SAY

i e



‘BueAnauew mmcmom-mﬁ-vcfg yons ui abebua o} ajeudosddeul Ajjeioadsa
sl )l ‘uoissiwwod Buluueld e sy ‘sjeap ,}o109s, Bupyew Jo sbuesw Joop-pasold buipjoy jo deuj sy} ojut |iey Asy} jeyy uoiisoddo
ay} Jo pauayybuy os ale sjusuodoid ay} asneoaq jesjap Buize|q ui umop ob sjoafosd poob Auepy “saw [je je uado pue yuely ag

"SMaIA a)iIsoddo AjnJ} ale alay) Yolym uo sanssi maj) sy} aje|os! pue juswasibe
[eninw jo seale ajqissod ¥aas ued noA Juem Aay} Jeym pue ale Aay} oym Buimouy Ag ¢1osfoid siyj o} isnf pesoddo sjdoad
Jo Buiuueld |je o} s1oAesAeu jeuonipel} ay} Aay} aly ¢ SuIaoUO0D Jidy) ale JeypA ¢,S1apes| ay} aie oypn “uonisoddo ayy mouy

‘109loud sjqeuoddns

B aABY NOA Jey} ‘8sInoo JO ‘sawnsse siy| "saydjays Jo sbuuspual poob Agq pakejie aq ued oyl Yoo ||im 10afoid sy} Jeym

Jnoge siea "saouspisal 3|Buls Juem Jou Op JO PIOYE Jouued OYM SBA|ESWSY) 8l alow sioqybiou pue spusly Jng ‘PauoISIAUS
aney Aew Aay) sainjeald 9|quus) ay) Jou ale sjuejgeyul Ajxi ayl eyl pul [im ajdoad ‘umouy ale sjoe) 8y} Uaym ‘sesed jsow uj

£9Y1] %00] JuswdojaAap 8y} [|IM JBUAA 4818y} aA]| [im oym ,a|doad asou), ale oym Isnp ipasu e Ajjeal aiay) s| ¢buisnoy Ajiwej-jinw
Bunepisuod pieoq Buiuueld ayy st AUp “punoue 106 siowni A|bn ay} alojeq Ales|o pue Apjuely sjoe) ey} apinoid 0} aAljeliul ay) aye)
pue Ajunwwod Jejnoiued JnoA awepul Aew ey} sanssi Jo aleme ag ‘opuanuul pue ‘dissob ‘uonaiy asnjap o3 A|oAIs1oap aAo
‘solbajel)s asay} Jopisuod ‘puodag olued

0} Jou A1} ‘18114 40p 0} uoissiwwod Bujuueld snonuaidsuod e sjeym ‘Buisnoy Ajiwes-jnw se yons anssi [eIsIonosuod Ajlenusiod e
yum paoe4 , 1eaA uonoalg Aw ui JoN,, ‘Ajreaud Ajjensn ‘Aes 0} pieay aie oym sjeroiyo o1gnd piwi) -- SAFININ JO uolje}sajul pappe
8y} woJj 1ayns seale Auep\ }salajul-j|@s uMo J1ay} Jo ‘poob oignd sy} ‘Ajunwiwod sy} ‘spooyloqybiau Jisy} (810w 1o suo 3d8yo)
Jo slojosjoid pajuiouue-yas ayj -- a1ay} Apealje 1o Ajunwwod 1noA o} Buiwoo sayye a1hsy] “(psedyoeg Aw ul JoN) SAGININ

[9661 18WLUNG ‘D4 8Y} JO £Z 8nsS| woi]

uebon auie|g Aq
LSAYININ Aq papeau] bulag Ajlunwwio) InoA S|
-JoUOISSIWWOYH buluue|d aA1329})g ay |

9|91y [EUINOL SISUOISSILIWOY m:_::w_n_.
rnesie) B g 2oy wpeg by PRt s

HALH £/ AVOINNOW/CAAITASD/ /911 urbon oy Sq LSAIKIN Aq Popua~g] SHUNWWE) JNey S§, DPBIY 1]



¥ 1O

€SSl DG/ LN L0

:SjUaWIWOY dUIT-UQ

:sieqopls

TOd

3] 10] SUWNJOJ JSEd S,8UIE|5 JO [JE JO JSI] & J& 300 B 8. 'Dd 9y} Jo anss] yoea uj sieadde , Jeuoissiwuwo) bujuueld arposyg
8y, ‘Uwnjoa s,aule(g UOIRID0SSY Buluueld UedLSWY 8} WOoIj pue S8I10JS)00q Je sjqejieAe ‘sbuijesiy 2ljqnd [njsseaons %ooq
18Y Ul S]a198S 18l JO 8UIOS Saleys 8YS ‘SONSs| [BISISA0LU0I U0 S8ssao0.d Bunjew-uolsiosp Ayunwiuwod jo spaipuny pajejijioe) pue
paubisap sey ‘uobai( ‘puejuod Ul Sjue)NSU0d suopediunwiwos pue bujuueld uebo) suemo uebo) ul ssuped e ‘uebo) aule|g

‘8s9904d 9y} Aq paysiuie} usaq aney |IM uoissiwwod Buuueld ay} Jou Bujuueld Jaypeu Jng ‘uoisioap JnoA |[eadde
sAemje ued Aay ‘) 10} noA Joadsal pue aiay} Job6 noA moy mouy |im Aau} Inqg ‘uoneulwsalap |eul 1nok yum saibesip oym sjdoad
aq ||1s Aew aiay) ‘sseooid uado pue 8|qeuoseal B Ppamoj|0} SABY NOA J| 3 YIIM H213s pue ALiie) uoisiosp jeuly 1nok yoeay

‘palsies 1anau ale oym SAGININ @nJ) ma} ay} aje|osi ||Im noA Jnqg ‘1osfoud [euly 1a)joq e aney o) Ajoy|| ale
Ajuo jou noA pue suooalqo s|jqeuoseal }Jaaw o} sAem pul4 ‘uoiisabuod oyyel) Jo [oAd] pajuemun ue asned Aew 1 Jo ‘pooyloqybiau
ay) Joj ajeudoidde jou si Ajjeas Juswdojaaap Jo ajeos ay} sdeyiad ‘buoim |je wopjes ale sjusuoddQ “asiwoidwod o3 Buijm ag

-abJawa 0] AjayI| a1e anssi ay} JO sapIs || Je X00] 0} Buljim siapes) ‘Aiuazijio sy}

JO wnupoads peoiq e 0} uonewlojul ayenbape apinoid noA § “sjdoad ssauisng - sis)sau-Ajdwas ** sojbulg "AjISIaAIp 10} pasu a8y}
Aq s1ay}o ‘ssaulie} Jo eapl ay} Aq paosuanjul 8q Aew swog “ueld paal@ouod-|jam e poddns |jim oym sidoad Auew eq pjnoys aisy}
‘Buisnoy Ajiwe-iinw Jo ases ay} U “AJLIoUIW JBAS]O pUB |EDOA B JO ¥IOM U} ‘USYO SI10W pue ased ay} wopjes s| siy | Ajunwwod
ay} ul suofiane Ag pasoddo si 1oafoid ayj Jeyy weas Aew J1 ‘siaja] pue sjjeds suoyd Aibue jo abelieq e 1ayy "aAnoadsiad e desy

‘puelspueib 0} may e 1o} Ajunpoddo Aue ploAy Juswiwod uajlum apirold pue ‘sisuolssiwwod Bujuueld pue ‘yels ‘Jayjo

yoea 0} sdnoub [jews ul yje} ‘s}qIyxa je 3oo| ued sjuedioiped jey) os Ajpaijeasd sbugeaw o1qnd 1noA ubisaq ‘seAjosway) ssaldxe
ueo ajdoad yoiym Aq anuane Ajuo ayj si jeyy § sayojew Buiinoys ojui ajeloudlep Ajises ueo sbunjesw ‘J1onoalol "Auowi}ss} [elo
Buinib Jo sayoaads Buijew ajgqeuojwod ale ajdoad may AjaAljejey “Juswwod pue jndui a1jqnd 1o} saniunjuoddo snoLiea 1ay0

‘suonejndod Buiyeads ysijbug-uou aney noA ji suoie|suel} apincid puy ¢MOouU Way) puelsiapun

Me[-UI-1aylow INOA PINOAA éJauoissiwwod Buiuuejd paajoAul ue yons awedaq NoA alojaqg way} poojsiapun aAey NoA pinopA '1s8)
1981)S-9Y}-u0-uazijIo a8y} 0} way) Ind "Alesjo pue Ajdwis sanssi ay} 8quOsap Jou op jng suoneoyijenb jebs| ay} ||e jeew suoijoe

1o sBunasw 21gnd Jo sao1j0u Auew 00} ‘@sIMayiT “puejsiapun ued Jaauibus Jo Jjauueld e Ajuo uobiel yym uape| Ajineay spodal
[ea1uyoa} Jo snoioidsns Ajjybu ale suszni) “saselyd pue spJom puejsiapun-o}-Ased ui ale sadljou pue spodal |je ains ayep

I T S



€SS9l DG/ AN L0 ¥ Jo 3

-abueys Jo snoioidsns ale ajdoad jey} -- Ao Jusioue ue Joy abeulod [njasn e si  wsiAquiu, yey} Buijou ypom aq Aew j ing

‘piayy Buluued ay} ul yiom

0} uay} pue weiboid saibap Buiuueld jeuoissajoid e ybnoly} Juam | se pay Sem | Ydiym uo jalp ,saojejod pue jeaw,, sy} si ‘yses| je
9ey] Alunwwod sjoym ay} Jo poob abues buoj ay} Joj e suIaU0d INO -- BuinIas-J|as Jou ale am ‘sisuue|d sy "SUOlEOIUNWWOD
BA199Y4 YsI|ge)se 0] ainjiey Ino Jo uonouny e Ajobie| st (ayje siauolssiwwod pue sjeuoissajoud) sisuueld jo sjesodoid ayj o}
uoiysoddo jey} ‘Um o} -- aquosgns ‘aousiiadxa Jo sieah oG Ajesu yum ssuueld e se ‘| YoIym 0} ‘suoljenlasqo Jay o} juels e si alay|

"AGWNIN ‘piom |nuojoo ey} Aq dn Jybned ‘suofjesiunwiwod
Jo wajqold Jolew e sassalppe ays anss! Siy} U] ‘JUSWUOIIAUS }INg 8y} pue ‘pue| Jo asn ay} buijoaye suoIsioap Yim sjsaim jsnw
OUM || 0] UJS2U0D JO Jejjew e uoiuaje ino o} Buijjes Ajusned ‘pieogyoe|q ay) uo sdej (ssaupoob yueyy) Aejnbas uebo) aulel3

uolioN Auad Aq
wisi-AgININ Uo suoljeAalasqQ sawos

VA ‘eupuexs|y ‘suespyy ‘D Aiep

. l1Inoge ybnoy} Janau am ssanb ‘13 ¢spuas Ajiwej-jinw, sebewr syl mouy noA oq sah ‘13 ¢Ajiwel-inw way) buijes

usaq aAey NOA ‘Buippiy ale NoA “palomsue Asy} ‘saxajdn ¢} SI -I)NWw Moy ‘Y JO 9|eds 8y} Jnoge payse | ‘SeoM Jiay} 0} bulualsi|
u| Juswdojanap Ajiwe-nw pasodoid e 1oy AGNIN 40 |9A3] pajoadxaun jsow e Buiouauadxa sem aulw Jo Juallo e si jey) Ajo
uleynos auo Jjo yejs ay| ‘aidwexa ue si Buisnoy Ajiwes-nini, 1SIom ay} 1eay oym asou) o} sbeyy pas ale jey) swis) buiuueld 1o
uoBiel asn Aay 1ey) paun} Ajjeuoissajoid os sawijawios ale siaye)s Bujuueld jeys si Jybnoy) peppe uy "sdi} poob pue s|dipe 99IN,,

NL ‘unees ‘syueg yjeqesi]

,’ue|d o} pajie} Apogawos sueaw YI0M pue aAl suazijio ay} Aem ay} ‘Buiutem jnoypum ‘buibueyo Ajjeonselp

usy} ‘anJj sl jey} J| ¢,aininy ay} Jo 9sIN0D 3y} aulwldap 0} ,buluueld, jo uonulap sy} jus| "pajuswajdwi Ajzood pue paziolgnd
Ajood Aoijod Ao e sajesipul plelyoeq Aw ui jou,, Jo apnjijje 8y} aAslleq | "MaIA mau e o} jsnipe o} Ajiunpoddo ue pasu suszij)
‘Ajlunwiwioo ay} ui abpapmouy olignd aq }snwl }| ‘PAMO)|0) PUB PBAISOUOD ||aM S| JI UBym |00} |njasn Asea e si ueld ebuel Buo| vy

" "9 JO BSIOU ‘Olyjel} ‘S|ooyos 0} UOIJeIapisuod anp Jnoyum yied Jajiel} o} jeuapisal woly ob spooyloqybiau

|[e00] uaas aAey | ‘IsnJisip o alaydsowje ue Buijeald Jo seousanbasuod ay) JapIsuod }snw ASy} ‘UOI}ONIISUOD peod Jo Ajlwel-ijnw
‘JuawdojaAap [e10JaWWOD S I JBYIOUAA ‘JUSWISAAUI JO uoioajoid pue 8y Jo Ajijenb :aoej saiiunwwod ||e senss| ‘pajelal

19A “Juepoduwi Jsow om] 8y} UO sey eale ue Jo Jajoeieyd Jo Ajisuap ayj buibueyd jey) oedwi ayj syebiisanul Ajjny 0} awi} sy} aye)
JOU UED JO JOU Op SI9UOISSIWIWOD pUe Jejs jey} usaq sey sousuadxe A\ ‘anssi 8y} Jo apis auo sassalppe ajolue s,uebod sy,




LSS el DG/ LN 4O o3

FOd 9Uj 10] SUWN[0) UBb0Y) Jo 351 | “Oju] uoniduosqng | SJuajuoy) anss| yoeg | FOd 0F Xxepu| 109Iqng | 8bed aWoH [Od 0} uinjey

‘[feuInof S18uoISSILIWOY) buiuue|d ayj JOejuod
asea|d ‘o|oIjie 8y} JO 9sn 1ayjo 10 "8)is gapA Jayloue woly SjoIe Sy} 0} Mul| B apinoid 0} 10 -- 8sn [euostad UMO JNoA 10} sjoIle sy}
juud 10 peojuMop O] SWOJJaM 3l NOA ‘[eulnop sisuolssiwwo) Buluueld ayy Aq pajosjold JybuAdos si ojoipe siy) jey) sjou ases|d]

iISAGININ 1noge Bunjje; jo pai} 3186 nok uaym uonesianuod 1noA dn 8oids 0} 981y |98} 08
.“auoAue Jesu aleymAue Buiyjou Ajginjoge pjing,, 1o} spuels YNYNVS dlium ,‘osn pue| pajuemun Ajjeoso|, Joj spuejs NN ‘uobiel
Buiuueld yum juaLino a1,noA jey} oS 'SYNVNVE pue sn1N7 :sbulqis sy 106104 Juop ‘SAGININ Uo sasnooj uebo) auie|3 s|iypA

SAGININ 3noqy SYNVNV4 Buloo :nN7 awos s,jeyl
-9JON s,10}1p3

JeuIno S18UoISSILLLIOY)
buiuuelq ayj ur buueasdde sajoiue uo suonealasqo siy sapinodd Ajjesipouad uouoN Ausd 418yoes) pue ssuueld painsy

"SIaMsUE 3y} [|e Mouy J,Uop apA M Inoge Buiyjswios op o0} Bunuem ‘y Bulesy -- wiejqoid,,
e Buijejnoiye pue je Bujooj ul paajoaul ajdoad atow o5 “Bulj|d} uey} Bunise awi} aiow puads :@q P|NOM [8sUNod UMO A

‘Bunesisnyy }sow aq 0} sanoid usyo jeyy 1sim} ,Ing ‘sak,, siy} Ajjoexa

S }| ¢,219Y} 18A0 JI, Op JoU AYAA ¢.3]ge]S SI yoiym ‘aoeid ,1no,, asooyd Aym Ing ‘sasodind [eo1juo pue |ejoads Jo SHOS ||e 10} ‘Daibe
[m Aayj ‘Buisnoy spaau Ajunwiwod InQ ‘eapl poob e ‘paspui ‘si pasodold s| jeym ey} }sajoid |im sayhAquiiu Auepy “spioysaiy}
|[euosiad Ino 0} 8s0|0 awo9 Jey} pasodoid aie sabueyd uaym Ajjeioadse ‘mau ayj o} Jeljiwe) ay} 1aya.d |8 SAA ., SAIININ..

e @1,m sAem Auew ul puy ‘umous| 8y} 0} puodsai 0} Moy mouy Asy} asnesaq ‘umouun ayj 0} umouy sy} Jajaid sjdoad




