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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
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[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

D] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
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QULO.NTuM ™M O(.NCLSQ(Y)CN"' Servite s, INC.

RELATED CASES
| SmitheTeter v. Artspace, pe. No, 2:1T-ev-01857-37D, .. Disteiet Lour
£ the Westarn District oF WashinetoN Ar Seartle. Decision by Court

ontered Novembec 19,2018 .

2. Sudh-Teter v. Arkspace, No.8-35987, 1.5, Louct & Appeals for the

N nth Ciccuit. Tadgmenst @M*i'ereci. Lﬂ_- ;&}\*7_;0 1 eacing
3, PetiTioN ?ogpapeedh Wou o\ for e
oeN LAaNC g__g_e_,__’e_ﬂ;___

4. Smith-Jeter v. l\‘r'\'SP(L(‘,&) D-L. No. Z:M‘CV—D%?S‘}-T)"PD) u.s.D; strck
Couct For the Westerd District of WashingtoN at Seattle.
TSudgment entered 03/09/20/6 . ‘

5.U.5. Court of Appeals for +he NN+ Circuit. L ontercd

i — . Ackspace, No.\b-35196, Sudgme
Smith—Jetec v A P ) ) | 2b. 2017 .

G- PotitioN For Panel rehearingond Petition £ :
eN %O.MC axe denied Mbﬁ_‘&égﬂ (+ioN for cehnear NG

L Sith—TJeter v. Artspace, No. [ T-T7a4, Supreme Cour+
’705‘”‘\\%6 UNH’:& S+ates. Pefi-;—'\—'.oN WaS denied. Mageh 26,2018 .




TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW ..o ees s en e ee s 1
JURISDICTION. ..ot eeee e ettt seeeen s s 2.
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ........ccccovvmiveeereenn. 3.
STATEMENT OF THE CASE ...t seeeesseseeenen e +
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT ......oooreiceeeeeeeeeeeeerceseeeeeeee, E— I5.
CONCLUSION.........ocverereereeeee e, s e, e 30.

INDEX TO APPENDICES

APPENDIX A/U.S. C.A. for the 32 (ir. No.1p—35987 MEMORANDUM
FiledSuly 24,2019 D.c. No.2:17-cv-0185 7-3PD

APPENDIX B/L5p(-WESTERN DISTRTCT of WASHINGTON ot SEATTLE
Case No.CIT-1857-JPD JSUDGMENT INACIVIL CASE

Doed: NovEMBER 19,2018
APPENDIX C/USDC-WESTERN DISTRILT of o-re BERTY,

WASHINGT EATTLE (ase No.L[7-1857-JPD Fled:
ORDER cgfenmzﬁté%\g’:—'%%%i&rs’MorzoN FOR SUMMARY SUDGMENT ﬁ;’:ga/lzmg

APPENDIX D/ 5 ¢ p ez e 9 Ci No-18-35987 ORDER/Filed:NOV 13,2009

D.C.No. 22\7-cv-01857T-TPD WESTERN DISTRILTof WASHINGTON, SEAT TLE

AN & e ThE ot Cir No. 1825987 MANDATE Fled: NOV. 21,2019

D.C-No.2:17-cv-01857-TPD WESTERN DISTRILToF WASHINGTDN,SERTT LE

APPENDIX F



IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

P4 For cases from federal courts:

W
The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at y OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
Bq is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix "B
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
D] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

P4 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Jwuly 24, 2019

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

D& A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: Novembeyr 13, 29/9 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix <0 .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

LT the ceritiones Wanpa € Smith-Tetes; believe Yoot Federal

Fair Housing Laws were intenttionsally viclated aganst me

and the acts were re:i‘a,l\' a;lrof y W nedale.

Vs I a\os\Lg withmy husband, Jesse James 5) eter have resided.
ot Aedseace Everett Lofts since Tune 1\,2012. T is an
aPacttenent compPleX which is located in E\/ﬁl"ex"\’ Washington
N dnohom;sh County and that adjoins H’L& Schack At Center
sepalated by only a set & “Youble-doors » Betein Ilas 0. genuinte
issue ot mOd’erua,\ ‘F&(‘A’) ind AASP(H'e by both P(l(‘\’nﬁ% 3 ’Pnefeb)
eeventting the oranting of a sumenaty Judgment.

3 Ackspace Everett Lofds receives tax eredits under +he Tedera)
Low-TNcome Housing Tay Ced it Rogram. AS such, Avtspace
Eveyett Lof+s s subsect tothe Foir Nousing NeX.

A Respondents Actspate Evefetrt Lofis € onpominivd Associalion
made ug of o. boaxd. of raP(eSfiM%L'\’ ves Frot‘/\ e AH’SPOL“; E\JeYeH’
Lofts and the ad3oinNg propecty; the Schack Rer Cenvex: )

5. Reseondets Quarntust ManagementServices, Ine. (‘Quantum )is
L Washinston comeuny based in Lynnwsood, Washi nafon. Tnfebruary 20! 4,
Gucuﬁum was acc;wreci by Coast Managemend-( ompPany-
b.0indy Huan9, who is of Asian degent; was employed. by Qam«ﬂ’um ot 4he

Yime this laweuit was filed. Heidi Heimaxek and. William “Liam Cole
who are caucasian, e still currently emeloyees of Quantum as

Apactment Residend Mawager and Aeackment Maintenance Mangger,
resPectively. Sudy Touhy, Executive Director of Hhe SchacK Avt Center

4.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ond current President of he Everett City Council and Tulie Alexandey
of AH’SP&CQ ave also Laucasions.
1 I)+hc petitiones, ageci 65 and MY husband. aged_ 03 axe both
disgbled. ; with Jesse having been (lingnosed. with canicer theee Years
090.We are both blacK and members of erotected. closses, undes the

Faie Housing Ack The creator of the ‘obiectionable works that were
“Wlowed +o be hung iy the Jobby & Hhe alastmentt buildin g Lindo Ammak WilsoN,

15 also Black aud still a Yenantt ak Ackspace Evesert Lofds; o kad

epeatedly intentionally harassed Tesse and L inthe Pask.

B.MY husband and I have comelained vepeated\y +o Adsrace and Juantum

~iNcluding via. oral anid written comelaints to Ms, HeimareK and Me Cole,

about our housing tishts gud Hhe discriminatioN, hatassmend: stalking

intimidation and reraliation that we have expecienced; we believe,due +o
ourrace., ducing ourtenancy at Arkspace Everett Lofts; with the most

veeent incident oceuring in January 2020.

9. Sinee moving into Acksence Exerert Lofts, My husband and T have
been subletted.+oblatant stalKing,Physical aud emotiong|
itFidation, hamssment and hate speecks on e Yoasis o we
belieNe, ok myNiMum,, ous ro.Le.«

\0.Both Jesse and I believe thoat subseguessttly such incidents
amounted. toan aFtemet fo hatass us 4o such an exdreme. that
we would Vacade our unit resulting in & Consteuctive eVicton”s
N fetaliotion for our having filed a. disesiminodion lawsuit

ZJ%M%Jr “Dek-space Everett Lotts Condominiom Association’.
ashinaton State law allows landlords iy most areas o eviet tenants

5.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
\Cor “No rea_son” by giing +he tenant “roper Notice”, Durconcerd
over loosing our home,was not unfounded..
Il Tn October 2017, a.piece of adwok was placed. inthe lobby entrunice
+o Ackspace Everetrt Lofts. The actworK was ¢l aced. afewfeet from
out mailbok. The FiHe of tne achworK was “OLE, NTGGER,DIE .

For severnl dag 5, ceplichs f wo (7,) “Dloodied, daxk colored, severed.
head.s” Sust hung on the wall near our mailbol—alope, wsithout any

FiHe, author, Nor axy other indication that they were pact of any
“oraayized. oﬁshow); 25 all of Yoe other Yhree () wolls were
blank , for more than g week..
Jesse and I,Hze petitionen; were made tofeel shocK, alarm aNc}
hurk by Hhat presestation. Wefelt ivkimidated and harrassed
by the Reseond ents actions; of ‘@llowing™ e diselay of the
Piece. |
Ducine this same Period of Hime, three of thetires on our
veniele were punctured. and Flattened., while the Ninth Cireait
Couck of Appeals was also reviewing and ‘de,c,e'oti.'\(‘j My couft
case, Wanida E.Smith-Seter v Artspace Everett Lofte
CondomiMium AssociatioN[Docket No. 16735961 This review
was a_Pretected activity, under the FHA.
2. Tdonotbelieve ot there was a lesitimate, non-discriMinatory

basis forthe Resrondants actions; going against even theic
own rules amnd policy by allowaing the piece +obe p\(u,e(i Sug\' A

fewteet £rom our madl bOS()'gof more That a YYLOr\I‘WI,‘o[u(‘f(\lg
the act snow. After L e-mailed a written Complaint +o Actsphce

&.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
oo Quantum ey both acjreeoLJrhaf; the oC?st&y was in
violation of the FHA and it was removedl.
3T believe that by among other Hninas, “ecmitting e diselay of
the. veplicas, sf Two(Z) daxk colored,, severed., bloody, “uspoly "heads
with whet apreared. 4o be +we (2) bullet holes inthem, Yitled;

((DTE NIGGER DIE)) NCAY" ouy Mads \boy +o \M"'lf"(l(l(ﬂ'e us, the
respondexts diol aet erh disefiminatory jndrent ana. Mo’nves

based. on our roce.
14.My husband and L suffered. injury as o result of He qedions of

the resbondents, includiNg emotional distress, derexioration of
Physical health and the inability +o Peacefully exdoy ouf residence.

5. T, +he petitioney, do \oe\\e\le et the resPoﬂAe,\@VS NS case
did indeed subdect usto ‘anadverse ackion” Jr\aere\oy sanying
‘Hf(e “W&'Ke\" ” e\ emal\\\' st a Paima {3&6\6 fe\‘a\\a‘\\oi\) Qg umde:r the

Farr HOus\Ng fct.

16.T believe thad, in tis case, recoanition & dispasave wpack liability
under theF HA plays ant imeoctant Yole in un covenind disefiminatory
intent: 1t permits the Plaintif £ +o counternct uncontious presudices
and disguised BN Hat escae easy classificotioN o

d;spusate freatment’
| 1706 June 75,2015, by o 54 decision in Jexas Verartment of Rousing

and Communiity Affairs v Inclusive Communities froeet” e
Supreme Court held Hhat disparate imeack claims ate coonizable under Hhe

Fair Housing flct.
18.1 believe that any ressonable Pecson woald FHind. my claim of

7.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

(9. ontd) retaliation reasonable be cause Here defivitely is o
Causal 1inK between these and other adverse actions +aken

by +he respondents i this case, a9ainst us awd e frotected.

achvities of © “wy seeking the peaceful enjoymentof my home " ad.

e
2 having thedecision iN & lawsuit against the respondents,

reviewed. i afederal Louct of Appeals; without intimidodion.
r~~—_Y»



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The National importance of having the Supreme C,OarJr
J&c‘na\e +he questions involved (s beecause T believe that
Yhese are issues that need more Yisible assummnsee. of their
validity, by $nis Coutt; thad will aide futuce elaintits @rose)
iN seeking awd finding justice

L believe that the Disteiet Courts granting ofSummM})
ju&gmeﬁf W My actioN a\\egh\\g cetaliatioN N Violation of he
Fair Housing Act(FHA") 0as in exror because e Restondents
are vicetiously lioble tor the acts of their aﬂeN‘rs Joecause the duty
Jfa ,Oroper+y oLNeYT Not Yo <L§s’g(‘.'mx' wate g +he leasing or sale of
+hat property s (;doN—deleﬂ¢b\€JaNd+h,ckS,o.p(ope‘ﬁL)l owner (s |iable
unider the “FRA Fof the conduct of kis e,mp\oyee,s despite instructions
Lo Ynem not %o diserimiate. LLivi) Rigds Ack 6F 146, 302 (K),
42.U.5.C.A.8 3602 (K); Fair Housing Ack; § 804 (a,d), 42 0.5.£0.. 83604
(0,d). UL.S. v Foanttanblean Avochrments LBy 566E Supp 24, 726
(ED.Tenn.2008). ] |
T also believe dhat the Respondentts did ot meet their
bucden of Proving ok there ave no genuine issues &F naderial Fack
INdspute,
One mateciol Fact Hhat is disputed bg both Parties (s whethey
the Sehock Art Cendter aond Judy Touhy “had O)JWHQENS Yodo wWith
ﬂrlrspace E\/e)’eH | ofts (onalominiium Hssoaidﬂ‘oa\) p

5.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

L. Tnone of the +wo dedarations submitied by Propeﬁy
lV\aNager,C{ Moly Huana in supPort-of e defendonits motion
for SUMM oY Sudgmemt submitted.tothe coutt i tis casce
and. dated November04,208;Cinoy Ruand svates, “one entity hod
Nokhing o do with the ofher”,
T T another of the Two declorations suomit Yed. by Proper+})
Managey; Cindy Huand i suppoft of the defentdands motion for
Summay Judoment ) subbmitted. Yo the Courtin this tase as well ag
N @ Preyious dase 030N St the defendants and dated 0\/oH/2016 ;
Cindy Husng states, “Tne (2) enti es, “met and diseussed 3o'an
Payments of commant bills +o be eaid 3 Hus committiNg the crime of
Persury. |

Both of these contradictors staements ean not be Yrue; however,

+Hhey wece both used +o arant +he Respondessts Mot on £or Symmacy

Judament and the case was dismissed with predudice.

B%mi e pacticul arfacts and the Packies wolved, T believe
Hiatan issue of imeordauce nthis Case is tomake sue that thaough
Hhe consideratiol of disparate impact; the minocity plaintis is o)l
aFforded the proteetions erovided. by the Fair Rousing Act,

T believe +hat TrHe MIT of e (Vi Rigdats Ack 1962 a5
amended Yoy Yhe Fair Housing ek of 1988 allows challenses +o the e~

Meutral policies and actions taken by the Re spondentts, Hat have o
Negaive imPact o this MiNOTYY Sroup even without proof of jutenTional

/8,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

discriminaztion.
Y “Texas Decartment of Housing and ﬁoynmu,u.‘iry Affaics v
Twelusiwe Communities ?rojech, U.S. Supceme Court, No. 137137 “) te
U.S. Supreme. Court Justices tuled 54, tnat Federal Housing Laws

Prolubit Seem|y eatral Proctices that ham mi nocites, eyeN
without Peoot of intentional diserimination.

To establisha primafacie case of disPacate impact undey the
FHA, a Alaintiff must show at least the défendants actiols had o
diS(‘.rfM'\Na“\’or}’ E‘:"FCC\’ by Proving:
(1.) the occucrenice of corkaint outw@dly neyteal practices;
“Tnhis cese, the outwadly neutrel prackice, was ‘allowing” the
display of objectionable artworK that was offensie and harmful +o
(2) blac\{jrc‘\\am-\—s; but placei near their mailboy by “the ON\}' other black
Fenant:
and (Z) 4 sionifieantly adverse of disProPortiondte imeact on
Pecsons of 4 packicular ype Produced by the defendants PAC;Q\I![

Neutcal acts or practices .
‘ ( . 3] . ' ( »
“TnHis case, by “allowing +he dojectionable work titled DIE, NT6LERDIE

Yo be hungin fhe lobby, Near the maitbox o (2) blacKAenants, while
the other (3walls had been \eft blanK s was even prior Yo the

addiion of an agkshow lostine seyern) weeks), This action had a very
adverse imPact on the Jeters who believe HatHhe action was

retaatoly. Twis adverse action ook place ducing e time-perod
Hhat the Seters “protected activities of First, “having the

/7




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

court decision i #his fetitioner’s diserimmation lawsuit

QD aNST 'H’LP_/RES’PoN d_em+s uMd\ e Yeviewin g, U.S. Cou(—\—

of Appeal\s,without n\\‘nM\&odaoN m’\o\ secomd\g, Heeir attempt
Yo eNa0E (N the peaceful endoyment of their h0m€,|6 &ngﬂd'

tat was being denied themsin ViolatioN of the Fasir Housing Act:
The Jetersdid feel intimidated, b9 the actions of the R€5PONd€,ﬂ+3
which ‘Hlfy believe, were reJral.aJror)/ This satisfies all elements

of “Waler™. (Civi| Rights et of 1069, oMy 42 u.5.C.A.8 3604 ();

The Comml‘i’fee CONCQO\UNG CommuN'\*} TNProvemeny +, Ci’ry ofF
Modesto, 533F.3d 90 (&t (iv.2009).

&ubsjramﬂal evidence exists that ‘o dispute materiol fact ekists

ONol Jrhevef ole Summar) Judgment s Not aPpProPriocre. T€ a material
ot is disPuted by both sides, Yhen the coutt is Pr‘oh bited From

dranting a Summary Juddment.

Therefore, T ecay Yhat this “Pottion Tor a Wik oF Ceriovars >
will be aranted. by +his courdt:

/8.



