
The US Supreme Court ruling in Village of Euclid, Ohio v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U.S. 
365 (1926) established Zoning Regulations as Constitutional almost 100 years ago. 
From the decision:  
 
“Until [the early 20th Century], urban life was comparatively simple; but, with the great 
increase and concentration of population, problems have developed, and constantly are 
developing, which require, and will continue to require, additional restrictions in respect 
of the use and occupation of private lands in urban communities.  
 
Regulations, the wisdom, necessity, and validity of which, as applied to existing 
conditions, are so apparent that they are now uniformly sustained, a century ago, or even 
half a century ago, probably would have been rejected as arbitrary and oppressive. Such 
regulations are sustained, under the complex conditions of our day, for reasons 
analogous to those which justify traffic regulations, which, before the advent of 
automobiles and rapid transit street railways, would have been condemned as fatally 
arbitrary and unreasonable.” 
 
“A regulatory zoning ordinance, which would be clearly valid as applied to the great cities, 
might be clearly invalid as applied to rural communities … And the law of nuisances, 
likewise, may be consulted, not for the purpose of controlling, but for the helpful aid of its 
analogies in the process of ascertaining the scope of, the power.  
 
Thus the question whether the power exists to forbid the erection of a building of a 
particular kind or for a particular use, like the question whether a particular thing is a 
nuisance, is to be determined, not by an abstract consideration of the building or of the 
thing considered apart, but by considering it in connection with the circumstances and the 
Locality … A nuisance may be merely a right thing in the wrong place, like a pig in the 
parlor instead of the barnyard.” 
 
“The constantly increasing density of our urban populations, the multiplying forms of 
industry and the growing complexity of our civilization make it necessary for the state, 
either directly or through some public agency by its sanction, to limit individual activities 
to a greater extent than formerly … The segregation of industries, commercial pursuits, 
and dwellings to particular districts in a city, when exercised reasonably, may bear a 
rational relation to the health, morals, safety, and general welfare of the community. The 
establishment of such districts or zones may, among other things, prevent congestion of 
population, secure quiet residence districts, expedite local transportation, and facilitate 
the suppression of disorder, the extinguishment of fires, and the enforcement of traffic 
and sanitary regulations … The exclusion of places of business from residential districts 
is not a declaration that such places are nuisances or that they are to be suppressed as 
such, but it is a part of the general plan by which the city's territory is allotted to different 
uses, in order to prevent, or at least to reduce, the congestion, disorder, and dangers 
which often inhere in unregulated municipal development.” 
 


