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13, 1977, BURLINGTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE,

,. NEW JERSEY. )

(Present at counsel table are Carl

Bisgaier, Esq., John Reisner, Esq., Robert F.

Rogers, Esq., John Patton, Esq., John Trimble,

Esq.', Kenneth E. Meiser, Esq.) • ,.-

THE COURT: Good morning ladies and

gentlemen, please be seated.

When we were last together, gentlemen,

I think we had just finished the testimony of

Mr. Abeles and I assume we are ready to proceed

from there? . ' . ,

MR. PATTON: Your Honor, I have a

motion I would like to address to the Court.

THE COURT: Very well, sir.

MR. PATTON: Your Honor, I would re- •

spectfully move to amend defendant's answers.to

interrogatories to include Dr. John C. Weicher,

Dr. Harrison G. Wehner, Jr., and also Dr. Richard

F. Muth expert witnesses for the defendants.

The substance of their testimony would

be: A, directed toward the economic impact of

Federal and State housing subsidy programs and,

B, the economic folly of the Maliach Brooks 42.5%

fair share plan, the basis for the — I am today
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and I would like for purposes of this

to mark for identification an exhibit, a

document entitled, 'Public Housing and Economic

Evaluation by Richard S. Muth, document entitles

sections two thirty-five and two, six, economic

evaluation of Hud's principal housing programs

by Dr. Wehner, and a document entitled, Urban

Renewal National Program for Local Problems, by

John C. Weicher. :

I would also like at the appropriate

;.. time during the course of this motion to mark

for identification the resume of Dr. Harrison G.

Wehner, Jr., and a brochure concerning Phoenix

Associates, Inc., a Washington based economics

and land planning firm of which Mr. Wehner is

president.

Your Honor, I know it is most unusual

in the middle of trial for an attorney to make

such a motion, let alone for the Court to enter-

tain such a motion, but I know that this is the

exception of the rule and the perfect opportunity

for the Court to invoke its powers under Rule 4.

The reasons I say this are as follows:

THE COURT: Just a minute.

Under evidence Rule 4 —
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MR. PATTON: Under the rule concerning

relaxation of evidence rules —

THE COURT: — yes, but that --you're

asking — you're asking to amend interrogatories,

amend your answers to interrogatories in the

middle of trial. ,

MR. PATTON: That is right, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And to add a bunch of wit-

nesses we never heard of before.

MR. PATTON: That is right, Your Honor,

and I think there is three reasons which justify

such an amendment. • " '

One, answers to interrogatories were

not served upon this defendant until one week

before trial. ' . .

B, with respect to Mr. Mallach's,

although we took his deposition and we had his

report via answers to interrogatories, it was

not until the third day of trial when Mr.

'Mallach's fourth report was served upon us that

we fully understood the implication and the

ramifications of the 42.5% fair share plan.

Almost the identical argument can be made for

Miss Brooks. We didn't have that report until

about a week before trial and both with respect
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Mr. Mallach's and Miss Brooks', the economic

dfications of the 42.5% plan were simply ' .

not brought out or understood, I don't think :"'•'£<•

by anyone, until cross-examination. I think, --;-

Your Honor, that a third reason for making an •.

exception to this rule and permitting the amend-

me'nt is because this is an acknowledged public

•interest case in which. the primary goal is the

search for truth and I think that it's critical ;

that the Court have before it a clear economic •

understanding of the impact of Federal and State

housing subsidy programs; and I think it is even

more critical that before ruling in this case

the Court have before it economic, as distinguished

from land planning, testimony with respect to the

disasterous economic impact of the implementation

of the 42.5% fair share plan.

THE COURT: All right. Bear with me a

minute and I'll -hear you, Mr. Bisgaier.

All right, Mr. Bisgaier, I think what

we are dealing with here is an application under

Rule 4:17-7.

MR. BISGAIRE: Yes, Your Honor. I

would first like to state this is the first time

that I have been apprised that this motion was
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^^HT;. going to be made or even what its contents were

- and I resent that fact in light of the fact that

we've been now in recess for a week and a motion

of this magnitude is being made and I'm expected

to respond to it essentially just off the top

Jj of my head. . . • .

My reaction to it that the Rules to

the extent they provide for amendment to answers

to interrogatories at the stage of litigation,

certainly should only be based in the most extra-

ordinary circumstances. The circumstances pre-

sented by Mr. Patton are not only not extraordi-

nary, but I think they are essentially matters

which should have been anticipated as early as

the filing of the original complaint in this

matter in 1971.

The issues of fair share were raised

in that original complaint. The issues as to the

impact of the Federal Housing programs were

raised in that complaint.. The initial trial in

this action involved considerable testimony as

to the impact of Federal and State programs.

As to the Mount Laurel, doing its fair share,

certainly, since the decision of the New Jers •-_'

Supreme Court in 1975, these matters were well
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?""known as being involved in this litigation and

...certainly, since the filing of our amended

'., complaint, it was clear they were involved in

this litigation; but, regardless of that, the

substance of the testimony as to Mr. Mallach

and Mr. Abeles as I take it is what Mr. Patton

is referring to in terms of the subsidized

programs were before the defendant as part of

depositions that were taken many, many, many

months ago. Certainly nothing has changed in

terms of Mr. Abeles1 testimony with regard to

the subsidy programs.

In fact, there was his testimony in

this case was a shorter piece compared to what

his testimony was in the original case and the

only reason it was kept short was in the inter-

est of time and the fact this is essentially a

continuing record.

Worse than that, Mr. Mallach1s and

Miss Brooks' testimony was something like 2%

weeks ago and there had been no application,

there was no application at that time, Mr.

original direct testimony was approximately two

weeks ago. There was no application at that

time. We had a request from the plaintiff inter-



1

2

•'' 3

4

5

6

7

8

. 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

9

last about a week and a half ago, to take

a deposition of one of the defendant's witnesses

and also of an engineer, the defendants intended

to call who had not previously been deposed and

that was vigorously objected to. The introduc-

tion of three new expert witnesses; the needs j

for extensive depositions by them. I suppose

they would have to file some sort of report for

Mr. Patton, even if they would not have to file

such a report, we would have to take extensive

depositions and then be prepared on rebuttal to

counteract whatever testimony they might intro-

duce that we did not anticipate.

I think it's just to extraordinary at

this time and first of all, don't see any reason

why the plaintiffs', the defendant's own witnesses

that they have on their witness list which include

their consultant who has done their fair share

plan and presumably have-advised them for now

five to seven years as the Federal and State

housing programs could not accomplish this

testimony.

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Patton, le

me say — let me ask you why you catch your ad-

versaries and also the Court completely by sur-
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with a motion like this after two weeks

TF^^interval in the hearing of this case?

MR. PATTON: Well, Your Honor, I can ;-

represent to the Court that it was only last

Friday that I spoke with Mr. Weicher and it

was only the beginning of last week that I ;•

spoke with Mr. Wehner; and although I have not

spoken with Dr. Muth, it was only because I

understood that he was at Stanford and now I findj

out on Friday he's on a sabbatical in Washington.

This was the first opportunity that I had to

make the motion because we were off for a week.

THE COURT: Could have made it in

writing, couldn't you? ' Couldn't you have at

least given your — given your adversary a notice

MR, PATTON: I suppose.

THE COURT: You were going to make this

motion?

MR. PATTON: I think technically, Your

Honor, probably the earliest I could have given

Mr. Bisgaier notice was the same day that I

advised Mr. Rogers and Mr. Trimble of my inten-

tions which was Tuesday or Wednesday of last week

I certainly do not mean to put Mr. Bisgaier in

an unfair situation by springing this motion on
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as a surprise.

THE COURT: It comes as a complete sur-

prise to everybody and you must realize that,

Mr. Patton.

MR. PATTON: I do, Your Honor. I -

don't deny that it comes as a surprise but I

don't want either the Court or Mr. Bisgaier to

think that I have been contemplating this for

the last two or three months or even a month

or even three weeks and then suddenly decided to

spring it right in the middle'of trial. . ;

The motivation for the motion that

I'm making was caused: A, by a report that was

served upon us the third day of trial and, B,

the nature of the direct and the cross-examinatio'n

testimony.

Now, Mr. Bisgaier is very correct when

he says that generally speaking everybody has

been aware of the concept of fair share and

fair share plans; but you will remember that

Miss Brooks testified and I think Mr. Mallach

backed it up that the only fair share plan that

they knew of that had this 42.5% distribution

element was their own and then they said it's

really not our own, it's the Supreme Court's and
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was this element, the 42.5% that was present

the Mallach's plan and present in the Brooks'

plan that motivated my desire to contact economic

experts.

THE COURT: Isn't that a matter of

somewhat of argument and haven't you had ample

opportunity to, with your own experts who already

consulted and whom you have ready to testify in

this case? Aren't you really prepared to meet .

those arguments? ' ••••••.

. MR. PATTON: Yes, Your Honor, but one

thing about this — , . . •; •.;:

THE COURT: Well —

MR. PATTON: .— case that it just seems

to me that in this type of case testimony from

an economist is critical and plaintiffs' counsel

has offered us a wide variety of qualified wit-

ness, but each and every one of those witnesses

candidly admitted they didn't have any economic

training and they weren't qualified to give

economic opinions.

THE COURT: May very well be so, butv_.

my recollection also is they weren't necessarily

weighted to any given percentage, what they

were discussing was the -- and what they dis-
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at great — in great detail and under —

direct and also very vigorous and penetrating

cross-examination was what they considered the ;

deficiencies in the present Mount Laurel ordin- -

ance, the 1976-5 and what in their opinion, their

considered expert opinion as planners they would

consider a way of remedying those defects and

more effectively complying with the Supreme . •

Court mandate.

Now, what you're asking is that you

be allowed at this stage to, for the first' time,

give those that you intend to produce three more

experts whose identity has not previously been

disclosed or been known to anybody except per-

haps yourself.

Rule 4:17-7 provides that if a party

who has furnished answers to interrogatories

thereafter obtains information which renders

such answers incomplete or inaccurate, amended

-answers shall be served not later than 20 days

prior to the first day fixed for trial. There- .

after, amendments may be allowed only for extra-

ordinary or compelling reasons and to prevent

manifest injustice and upon such terms as the

Court directs. In no case shall amendments be
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-allowed at trial where it appears that the evi-
• ' -

sought to be introduced was known to the

parties seeking such leave more than ten days

prior to trial. • :

Now, maybe the identity of these ex- .

perts wasn't known to you ten days prior to ,:

trial because you just picked them out of the

hat during the course of the trial. I don't

think that is sufficient reason to grant this

motion.

I don't consider that the -- that

there is any prevention of manifest injustice :-

to be served by granting this motion at this

time. It seems to me that the granting of such

a motion could only serve to saddle this entire

hearing with further inordinate delay, possibly

necessitating many additional days of hearing,

many days of> delay when their testimony could

be adduced in view of the fact that of course

the opportunity would have to be given to the

plaintiff to at least interview these witnesses,

if not take their depositions. I can see no

justification — I can see no reason, let alone

extraordinary or compelling reason for allowing

this motion at this time.
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Tz:.^... Again, you referred to evidence Rule

x~4~ which simply provides that if the Judge way in

his discretion exclude evidence if he finds its

probitive value is substantially outweighed by

the risk that it's admission with either neces-

sitate, A, either A, necessitate undue consump-

tion of time or, B, create substantial danger

of undue prejudice or confusing the issues or

misleading the jury.

Certainly, allowing the amendment to

interrogatories to, in effect, give notice of

the production of three more witnesses with

respect to issues which are — which are clear

and which have been well drawn and which have ;'

been before the Court since the commencement of

this litigation would seen to necessitate undue

consumption of time, far outweighing the probi-

tive value of anything that these witnesses

could offer.

It seems they are really in a sense

being called as to aid the weight of numbers to

the defendant's contentions.

Now, the defendant hasn't had an oppor-

tunity to put in its case yet. I fully expect

its experts are well prepared to deal with the
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matters that have been stated and have been dealt

'with by the experts and by the other witnesses

produced by the plaintiff; but in the circum-

stances and in this context and in the midst

of trial I consider that the motion for all the

reasons stated, this present motion must be denied

MR. PATTON: Your Honor, may I drastic-

ally modify my motion, simply to include Mr.

Wehner and represent that at this moment I'm

ready to furnish the Court and counsel with a

copy of his report, a copy of his resume, a copy'

of his Phoenix Associates and further represent

to the Court and counsel that we will produce

Mr. Warner for deposition at the plaintiffs'

convenience; and further represent to the Court

that we would be pressed to put Mr. Wehner on

last so that means about two or three weeks down

the road. .

THE COURT: It was represented to me

when a request was made at the conclusion of our

last hearing, one request was made by the inter-

vening plaintiff, Davis, for leave to take some

additional depositions, this would constitute

an absolutely inordinate and unjustifiable burder

on counsel who are already burdened with the on-
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trial of this case and by reason of that

have been seriously hampered in just —

in handling their other routine work. I deny •.

that motion. I see no reason to grant this ona.

MR. PATTON: May I have these marked

for identification? -

THE COURT: Yes, you may have them

marked for identification. These are all defen-

dant's exhibits, just a second.

This would be D-21 for identification.

How do you identify them, Mr. Patton?

MR. PATTON: Let's see. Wehner1s : '

resume, D-21 for identification.

THE COURT: Wehner's resume by or of —

resume of or resume, reported by —

MR. PATTON: It's curriculum vitae I

think is the proper term.

THE COURT: Curriculum vitae and what's

the name of the gentleman?

• • ' MR. PATTON: Harrison G. Wehner, Jr.

THE COURT: Wehner, W-E-R-N-E-R?

MR. PATTON: W-E-H-N-E-R.

E-R?

THE COURT: Wehner or is it W-E-H-R-N-

MR. PATTON: W-E-H-N-E-R, and he pro-
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THE COURT: All right. That will be

D-21 for'identification. '• .-'

MR. PATTON: Next is a summary of

Phoenix Associates, Inc., which is an economic

and land planning firm in Washington, D.C. of

which Mr. Wehner is the president.

THE COURT: D-22 for identification.

MR. PATTON: Next is a book entitled

Sections 235 and 236, an economic evaluation of

HUD's principal housing subsidy programs by

Harrison G. Wehner, Jr. \

THE COURT: D-23 for identification.

MR. PATTON: Next is a book entitled,-

THE COURT: Just a minute, please.

•. . . MR. PATTON: I'm sorry.

THE COURT: All right. That's the

economic evaluation by Wehner is D-23 for iden-

tification.

MR. PATTONr 'Next is a book entitled,

Public Housing, An Economic Evaluation by Richarc

F. Muth, M-U-T-H.

. THE COURT: Public housing and —

MR. PATTON: Public Housing, An, A-N,

Economic Evaluation --
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THE COURT: An Economic Evaluation.'

'•-- "Richard F. Muth. M-U-T-H? , ' .

• ' MR. PATTON: Yes.

THE COURT: D-24 for identification.

MR. PATTON: Next is a book entitled,

Urban Renewal National Program for Local Problems

by John C. Weicher, W-E-I-C-H-E-R.

THE COURT: D-25 for identification.

(A document was marked D-21 for identi-

fication.)

(A document was marked D-22 for identi-

fication. )

(A document was marked D-23 for identi-

fication. )

(A document was marked D-24 for identi-

fication. )

(A document was marked D-25 for identi-

fication.)

THE COURT: Oka^. Mr. Bisgaier, are

you ready?

MR. BISGAIER: The plaintiff calls as

our next witness Mr. Yale Rabin. . • .

THE COURT: Mr. Rabin, would you step

forward and be sworn, please, over here.
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L E R A B I N , called as a witness, being

*~ first duly sworn, testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. BISGAIER:

Q Mr. Rabin, would you state your name

and current address for the purpose of the record?

A My name is Yale Rabin and I live at 106 Stewart

Circle in Charlottesville, Virginia. ; ' .•

Q And what is your current employment? .

A I'm an Associate Professor in the Division of '•"'•

Urban and Environmental Planning at the University of" . ''•••':

Virginia.

Q And could you describe for the Court

.your educational background? . . • ...

•A. r Yes. I studied planning and architecture at the

University of Pennsylvania from which I graduated in 1960.

I did my undergraduate work at Kempler University from

which I received degrees, Bachelor of Fine Arts in 1952

and a Bachelor of Science in education in 1953.

Q Would you chronologically state for the

Court what your professional experience has been?

A As my first employment as a planner was for the

City of Camden, New Jersey, where I was employed as a senio

planner with responsibilities for the preparation of the

municipal facilities sections of that City's comprehensive
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"̂•̂-""-̂  "rr :--ih 1961 I went to London, England, where I was

employed as a town planning officer for the London County

Council with specific design responsibility for four of

London's twenty-eight boroughs; also, while there, I taught

in the graduate program of town planning at the Pola Tech-

nique (phonetical) in London.

I returned to the United States in the fall of

1963 and joined the administration of the University of

Pennsylvania as senior planner and later principal planner

concerned with the planning of the campus and its facili-

ties in West Philadelphia.

I left that position at the end of 1967 to go

into private practice as a planning consultant and worked

full time as a. planning consultant from 19 — the beginning

of 1968 until September of 1975 with the exception of

brief periods during which I taught and, of course, inter-

mittent lectures and then in September of 1975 I joined the

faculty of the University of Virginia where I'm presently

employed.

Q Would you state where you have taught

or lectured prior to your present appointment at the

University of Virginia?

A As I indicated before I taught town planning in

London, 196 2-1963 academic year. I was a special lecturer
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in urbajr-studies in the spring term of 1973 at Temple

"University1; also conducted series of seminars around the

country for legal services, attorneys under the auspices

of the National Institute for Education and Law of Poverty

at Northwestern University Law School and that was over a

period of several years from 196 9 to 1970. \ • .

Then over the whole range of time during which I

was a consultant I was invited to lecture at a number of

places including Harvard University Law School; Columbia
" • - - . ' • • ' • • • • . , • ,•

University Law School; the University of North Carolina,

Department of City and Regional Planning; LaSalle College/

Department of Urban Studies; Princeton University, Transpor-

tation Program; and the University of Pennsylvania, Depart-

ment of City and Regional Planning.

Q What was the subject matter I believe

you said that you conducted a series of seminars for the

National Institute for Education of Law and Poverty? Would

you state what those seminars involved?

A Those seminars involved discussions of the

methods of analysis and evaluation of the provision of

municipal facilities and services and principally the im-

pact of disparities in the provision of those services

on low income and minority groups.

Q Have you written any publications deal-

ing with development controls and low and moderate income
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housing opportunities?
- _. . ' •

A •**•"-"~~ • Ves. I did a report for the U.S. Commission on

Civil Rights and the effects of development control on

housing opportunities for black households in Baltimore

County. That was done in 1970. Also, in that year I did

.a report on discrimination in the public use control and

development of land in Selma, Alabama for the N.A.A.C.P.

Legal Defense Fund;' and also did a report on minority group

housing in Minneapolis, Minnesota, that was for the City

of Minneapolis, Department of Civil Rights.

Q Could you describe generally the work

you have done as a consultant?

A Well, in general, I would say that my practice

as a consultant has been concerned primarily with the

impact of planning programs, policies and activities on ; .

low income and minority groups.
Q What are some of the specific experienc

you have had as a consultant?

A Well, currently I'm involved in the study of

investment in an area adjacent to the downtown Charlottes-

ville, Virginia, a study being sponsored by the Piedmont

Urban Observatory under the auspices of the U.S. Department

of Housing and Urban Development and the City of Charlottes

ville.

I'm also currently involved in a study of the nee
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fqr_...housing to accommodate low and moderate income families

"Tri.z.iEJrvilfê California and that's being done for the center

for law in the public interest and the N.A.A.C.P. Legal

Defense Fund. •

Some recent projects have involved advising the

State of Alabama Development Office in the preparation of

the comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance for the City

of Selma, Alabama.

Q That was done for the State of Alabama?

A Yes. That was done as a consultant to the State

of Alabama. I prepared a plan for relocating displaced

black households and increasing the supply of low and moder

ate income housing for the City of Hamtramck, Michigan and

that was done by direction of the U.S. District Court.

Q When you say that was done by the

direction of the Court, was it ordered by the Court or

appointed by the Court?

A I was appointed by the Court, yes, to do that.

THE COURT: This was where?

THE WITNESS:" This was in a case called

Garret vs. Hamtramck, Your Honor, in which the

town had been ordered to prepare the plan which

I described and had been given 90 days within

which to do that and apparently failed to comply

with the Court's order and the Court in response
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....<...::. ̂-^^appointed me to prepare the plan and ordered, in

"^^"r.^^^^^ffect, the town to retain me and pay me to do

that. .

' . ••""••'.• Of course, there was also the study I

did in 1972 of the effects of restrictive develop-

ment control practices by the Township of Mount .

Laurel, New Jersey, on the housing and employment

opportunities of low income-minority groups and

that was done for Camden Regional Legal Services.

I have also done fairly large number

of studies of disparities in the provision of

municipal facilities and services and of the

effects of those disparities on low income and

minority residents and I have done them in Shaw,

Mississippi; Inabena, Mississippi; West Point,

Mississippi; Belzoni, Mississippi; Prattville

and Mobile,Alabama; Pine Bluff, Arkansas; Sanford

Florida; Ocilla, Georgia; and Fairfax County,

Virginia and those were done for a variety of

clients. '

Q Other than the testimony that you

gave in the previous trial of this matter, have you given

testimony in other cases?

A I have and as I indicated, I've often been called

upon by public agencies such as the U.S. Commission on
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and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

TpeyelopTBent to advise on policies such as development on

guidelines and procedures for locational criteria and thing

of that kind; but the cases in which I've testified include

Hawkins v. Sha;?, which was a case involving municipal fac-

ilities. Swan v. Meccenberg, which was a school city

segregation case in Charlotte, North Carolina. Keys v.

Denver, which was also a school desegregation case.

Denver v. Colorado, Garret v. Hamtramck, which is the

case I referred to before, and Burlington County N.A.A.C.P.

v. Mount Laurel.

Q And did you previously testify as an

expert in this case; is that not correct?

A That is so, yes.

MR. BISGAIER: Your Honor, I would ;

offer at this time Mr. Yale Rabin as an expert

in the fields of planning, evaluation of munici-

pal services and the use of development controls

and impact on low and moderate income persons.

I would state, as Mr. Rabin has testified, that

he previously was accepted as an expert by this

Court and testified at some length at the first

trial of this matter.

THE COURT: Any cross-examination on

qualifications, Mr. Patton?
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BY MR. PATTON: • . . - . • *

Q Do you have a degree in economics?

A No, I do not.

Q Did you ever have responsibility for

the distribution and allocation of resources and facilities

of a municipality, a county or a state?

A In an administrative capacity. . .

Q In a decision making capacity, giving

you the decision as to where money is spent, where

resources are placed and in what direction allocation is '

made?

A Mr. Patton, planners only advise on those matters

No planner is retained as a planner in a decision making

capacity, as you describe.

Q Then, your answer to that question is

no?

A That is correct.-

Q, Okay. Now, you mentioned some work

you did in Mississippi?

A That's true.

Q As a planner?

A That is correct.

Q And that work was to combat the effects
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~~-_o££fi?agi:al discrimination, wasn't it?

s->
"'That work was to examine the effects of disparity

in municipal facilities and services.

Q Based on racial discrimination; isn't

that right, Mr. Rabin?

A In those cases it was based on racial discrimina-

tion; that is correct.

Q The Shaw case you mentioned was a

racial discrimination case, wasn't it?

A That is correct.

Q And you worked in Alabama and Virginia

and Georgia, didn't you?

A . That is correct.

Q As planner?

A As a consultant.

Q And you were concerned with the effects

of racial discrimination, weren't you?

A " I was concerned in those cases with the effects

of disparities in those services on,black households in

those areas.

it?

Q And that's racial discrimination, isn't

THE COURT: Well, the witness answered

your question.

MR. PATTON: All right.
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' ~Z-Z "-^^"Q And you mentioned a case in Michigan

iwhere th&'-Gourt requested that you implement some plan on

the municipality?

A That is correct. ' ''"•'•

Q That case dealt with racial discrimina-

tion, didn't it?

A That is correct.

MR. PATTON: Your Honor, I have no fur-

ther questions.

I would move at this time that Mr.

Rabin not, Mr. Rabin's qualifications not be

accepted.

We listened very carefully to his testi

mony. All of his planning work was done in the

area of racial discrimination and, as everybody

knows, from the Supreme Court of New Jersey on

down, this simply isn't a racial discrimination

case. It's an economic discrimination case and

I think it's unfair to use low income minority

rights interchangeably. The Supreme Court of

New Jersey on the Mount Laurel case said there

was no racial discrimination on the part of

Mount Laurel. This is an economic discrimination

case. I think there is a world of difference

betv/een an allocation that a town discriminates


