
 

 
 

 

Links from Constitution Day Presentation  
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Links to Resources and Videos Shared 

Commemorating Constitution and Citizenship Day 

The Takings Clause — 5th Amendment from Congress.gov 

The Takings Clause of the 5th Amendment — CSR Perspective  

The Original Understanding of the Takings Clause — Georgetown Law Review 

Response to Poll Question No. 1: The Cato Institute — Approximately how 

many BIPOC individuals since WWII have been forcibly displaced under the 

pretext of eminent domain? 

The Story of Bruce’s Beach — ABC7 YouTube Video 

The City of Manhattan Beach History Report 

Justice for Bruce’s Beach Video — Update 

The Bruce’s Beach Legislation California Senate Bill 796 

National Law Review: The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act Will Increase 

Eminent Domain Activity — Get Ready 

Vanderbilt Law Review: White Men’s Roads Through Black Men’s Homes 

YouTube Video: Kelo v. The City of New London 

YouTube Video: Kelo Decision — Ten Years Later 

YouTube Video Lesson for Discussion: The Unintended Consequences of 

Eminent Domain 

US Commission on Civil Rights: The Civil Rights Implications of  

Eminent Domain Abuse 

https://www2.ed.gov/policy/fund/guid/constitutionday.html
https://constitution.congress.gov/browse/essay/amdt5-5-1/ALDE_00013280/
https://progressivereform.org/publications/persptakings/
https://scholarship.law.georgetown.edu/facpub/1048/#:~:text=The%20original%20understanding%20of%20the%20Takings%20Clause%20of%20the%20Fifth,which%20property%20could%20be%20used.
https://www.cato.org/commentary/battle-over-eminent-domain-another-civil-rights-issue
https://www.cato.org/commentary/battle-over-eminent-domain-another-civil-rights-issue
https://www.cato.org/commentary/battle-over-eminent-domain-another-civil-rights-issue
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tozjN1wGQbQ
https://www.manhattanbeach.gov/government/city-manager/bruce-s-beach-task-force
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=1306052763219042
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB796
https://www.natlawreview.com/article/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act-will-increase-eminent-domain-activity-get
https://www.natlawreview.com/article/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act-will-increase-eminent-domain-activity-get
https://vanderbiltlawreview.org/lawreview/2020/10/white-mens-roads-through-black-mens-homes-advancing-racial-equity-through-highway-reconstruction/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OdLUraqsb1A&t=2s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5zswtTQaFuE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TG61nflAI7E
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TG61nflAI7E
https://www.usccr.gov/reports/2014/civil-rights-implications-eminent-domain-abuse
https://www.usccr.gov/reports/2014/civil-rights-implications-eminent-domain-abuse


Articles Shared 
Eminent domain refers to the power of the government to take private property 

and convert it into public use. The Fifth Amendment provides that the 

government may only exercise this power if they provide just compensation to 

the property owners.  

Just Compensation Requirement: 

In Kohl v. United States, 91 U.S. 367 (1875) , the Supreme Court held that the 

government may seize property through the use of eminent domain, as long as 

it appropriates just compensation to the owner of the property. In Loretto v. 

Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp. 458 US 419 (1982), the Supreme Court 

clarified that when the government engages in a taking and implements a 

permanent physical occupation of the property, it must provide the property 

owner with just compensation, even if the area is small and the government's 

use does not greatly affect the owner's economic interest. 

Public Use Requirement: 

In Kelo v. City of New London, Connecticut, 545 U.S. 469 (2005), the Supreme 

Court held that general benefits which a community would enjoy from the 

furthering of economic development is sufficient to qualify as a "public use." 

Further Reading: 

For more on eminent domain, see this Cornell Law Review article, this 

University of Michigan Law Review article, and this New York Law  

Journal article. 

From The Cornell Legal Information Institute 

  



Los Angeles Times Article | June 24, 1912 
This article contains offensive language that is part of the story of Bruce's Beach. 

 

The establishment of a small summer resort for negroes at North 

Manhattan Beach has created great agitation among the white 

property owners of adjoining land. 

The new summer resort which at present consists of a small 

portable cottage with a stand in front where soda pop and lunches 

are sold, and two dressing tents with shower baths and a supply 

of fifty bathing suits, was opened last Monday by the dusky 

proprietor and patronized by many colored people from Los Angeles. 

Yesterday when a good-sized Sunday crowd of pleasure seekers 

had gathered and donned their bathing suits to disport in the 

ocean, they were confronted by two deputy constables who 

warned them against crossing the strip of land in front of Mrs. 

Bruce’s property to reach the ocean. 

For a distance of over half a mile from Peck’s pier to Twenty-

fourth Street, a strip of ocean frontage is owned by George H. 

Peck, who also owns several hundred acres of land in the 

Manhattan edition where Mrs. Bruce’s property is situated. This 

strip has been staked off and “no trespassing” signs put up and 

consequently the bathers yesterday could not get to the beach 

without walking beyond Peck’s strip of ocean frontage. This small 

inconvenience, however, did not deter the bathers, on pleasure 

bent, from walking the half mile around Peck’s land and spending 

the day swimming and jumping the breakers. All along the beach 

in front of the prohibited strip, which was patrolled by the 

constables, the light hearted “cullud” people frolicked in the 

Breakers or lay on the warm sand enjoying the sea breezes. 



Mrs. Bruce, a stout negress whose home is at number 1024 Santa 

Fe Avenue, says most emphatically that she is there to stay, and 

that she will continue to rent her bathing suits to people of her 

race. She owns a lot on Manhattan Ave, 33 X 100 feet, for which 

she paid $1225, a high price compared to the cost of nearby lots. 

She purchased the property from Henry Willard, real estate dealer 

of Los Angeles. 

The entire next block in the Manhattan edition between 26th and 

27th streets has been leased to Milton T. Lewis, a colored real 

estate dealer, by Willard Louis proposes to rent space for tents on 

this block two negroes who desire to come to the beach. This 

situation as described by Mrs. Bruce has a pathetic side for she 

avers negroes cannot have bathing privileges at any of the bath 

houses along the coast, and all they desire is a little resort of their 

own to which they might go and enjoy the ocean. “Whenever we 

have tried to buy land for a beach resort, we have been refused 

but I own this land and I am going to keep it.” She and her 

associates feel that it is unjust that they should not be allowed to 

“have a little breathing space” at the seaside where they might 

have a holiday. Her husband is a chef on a dining car that runs 

between Salt Lake City and Los Angeles. Property owners of the 

Caucasian race who have property surrounding the new resort 

deplore the state of affairs but we'll try to find a remedy if the 

negroes try to stay. 
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