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on the residents of the community, thus impaifmg the health of the neighborhood and

cmtributing to the physical deterioration of the neighbors. The requirement in the
Ordi.n.ance that the ﬁmeral home should have the a.ppearance of the other houses in the

neighborhood seems calculated to _glininate many ‘of the depressing effects vhich the

court, in the lewis case, stated that such ‘buainesseé have on the neighborhood. It seems
apparent that an ordinance rezoning property to allov its use as & funeral home may
pronoto the public ‘velfare only if the gloom and pall uuually accmpanying such
activities are eliminated. This would seem akin to a requirement m an Ordinance
similar to that involved in the Ellicott case, that.the qHP_ei' take certain safety precaus
tions in the operation of a £111ing station. Such provisions, although restrictive 1nl

their nature, would seem 10 be clearly in furtherance of the public safety and velfare.

There appears 0 be no purpose 0 b{* served by providing that, upon

cuutim of the use of the premises for a funeral home ,1t revert. to a Residential Use

‘ctitiu' by the passage of a proper wmmu—lt—mld be legal to provide .

that pr-ina should revert to a Residential Un status even vithout the passage of an
_Ordinance and, since the 01ty Council today cemmot bind the City Council to pass &n

Ordinance {n the mtm, the inclusion of the provision relating to the passage of such
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an Ordinance lacks eny effecte.

*Tn viev of the sbove, it is the opinion
W of tho Ordinance, i {ncluded for the purpose of promoting the public health, ‘-;:

B

'ufoty nrdo and velfare, and if t.hcy bur a reuomble relationship thereto, do not

sﬂ‘&t the validity of the Ordinance.

Very truly yours,
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