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8. Warth v. Seldin

422 U.S. 490 1975

(We hold only that a plaintiff who seeks to challenge exclusionary
zoning practices must allege specific, concrete facts demonstrating that
the challenged practices harm him, and that he personally would benefit
in a tangible way from the court's intervention. Absent the necessary
allegations of demonstrable, particularized injury, there can be no
confidence of "areal need to exercise the power of judicial review" or
that relief can be framed "no broader than required by the precise facts
to which the court's ruling would be applied.")

rules of standing exclusionary zoning practices
case or controversy judicia
self-governance present interest of property
association

Powell




84

Rochester

Penfield

l.
Penfield

New York

Tileston v. Ulman

)



85

( Pierce v. Society of
Sisters )

1.
Ortiz Reyes
Sinkler Broadnax

Penfield



86

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield



87

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield



88

Trafficante
Metro-Act
Penfield
Metro-Act
Metro-Act
Penfield
A. Metro-Act B. Home Builders
( Penfield
)
Home Builders
I v Penfield

Metro-Act

Penfield

Home Builders

Home
Metro-Act Builders



89

Home Builders

Home Builders

Home Builders

Home Builders

( United
Public Workers v. Mitchell )

Home Builders

Penfield

Penfield Better
Homes

Housing
Council

Penfield Better Homes

Better Homes

VI.



90

Brennan
Mar shall

Penfield

Housing Council

White

Penfield Better Homes
Better Homes

Better Homes

Ortiz Broadnax Reyes  Sinkler

Penfield



91

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield

Penfield



