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L INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Court is considering whether Petitioner tenants were entitled
to a trial on whether Respondent owners had a just cause for terminating
_ the tenants’ lease, The Court of Appeals answered that guestion in the
negative, reading the City of Seattle’s Just Cause Eviction Ordinance
(“JCEO™) to mean that, if an owner files a cettification attesting to the
owner’s intent to occupy a rental unit or have an immediate family
member occupy it, a tenant’s exclusive femedy is to accede to the eviction
* and pursue a private cause of action should the owner fail to follow
through on that intent. !

The Court of Appeals mistead t.hc JCEQ, Its text, structure,
purpose, and history demonstrate that it does not limit a tenant to a poist-
eviction remedy, They show instead that the JCEO provides several
nonexelusive means of deterring an owner from falsely claiming an intent
to oceupy a unit or have an immediate family member do so, The primary
means the JCEO employs are defenses to evictidn —defenses tenants
retain in addition to ﬁost—eviction remedies,

The City takes no position on whether the tenants here were
entitled to a trial, The answer to that question depends on facts and law

beyond the JCEO’s remedies. The City maintaing only that the answer is

| Faciszewskd v. Brown, 192 Wn, App, 441, 452-54, 367 P.3d 1085 (2016),

1




not dictated by the JCEOQ, which does not constrain a tenant’s ability to

demonstrate to the trier of fact in an unlawful detainer action that, -
notwithstanding an owner’s certification, thé owner has failed to prove the
existence of a just cause for eviction,
1. IDENTITY AND INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE
Amicus curiae City of Seattle is a first class Washington charter
city. The City has an intereét in helping the judiciary properly construe
and apply the City’s JCEO, |
III.  STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The City relies on the staterents of the case provided by the
. Appellants and Respondents.
IV. ARGUMENT

A, The JCEQ’s text does not preclude 2 tenant from
challenging an.owner’s claimed just cause,

The JCEO allows a rental unit owner to evict a tenant only for
certain “j.ust causes,” among them that the owner wants to occupy the unit
or have an immcdiate family member do so0,* If a tenant receives a notice
from an owner invoking that reason for an eviction, the tenant may

complain to the City, which then requires the owner to file with the City a

? Seattle Municipal Code (“SMC™) 22,206,160.C.1 and .C, e, Section IV.B of this brief
quotes those provisions. The public may access the SMC on line at:
https:/fwww.municode.com/library/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code,
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certification of the owner’s intent to occupy the unit of have an immediaie

family member do so.*

The JCEO provides that an owner’s failure to make a requested
certification is a defense to eviction in a future unlawful detainer action:
“The failure of the owner to complete and file such a certification after a
complaint by the tenant shall be a defense for the tenant in an eviction
action based on this ground,™*

The JCEQ goes no further. It does not stop a tenant from rebutting
a certification in an unlawful detainer action. The certification, made
under ﬁenalty of Iiérjury, is tantamount to a declaration.® State law
addresses the weight to be giveh a declaration in civil litigation and when
a case may proceed to trial notwithstanding a declaration.® Thaf law

governs the implication of a filed certification or other declarations in an

unlawful detainer action, The JCEO does not, It does not preclude a tenant

3 SMC 22.206.160.C.4,
‘1 '

¥ See CP 77 (certification filed in this case). See also RCW 9A.72.085 (elements of
unsworn declarations and certifications); GR 13 (allowing use of unsworn statements),

6 An unlawful detainer action may proceed from the show cause hearing to trial if the
case presents a substantial issue of material fact. RCW 59,18.380. That echoes the

genvine-issue-of-material-fact standard employed In summary judgment motlons, where
" both parties may submit declarations—the initial declaration does not preclude an '

opposing party from raising a genuine issue of material fact. See CR 36(c); West Coast,
Ine. V. Snohomish County, 112 Wn, App. 200, 205-06, 48 P.3d 997 (2002).




from raising a substantial issue of material fact about an awner’s claimed

just cause,

B. The JCEQ’s stroeture confirms that a private cause of
action is not an exclusive remedy; it is one of three
independent means of implementing the JCEO,

- The JCEO is structured around three independent means of helping
to ensure an owner evicts a tenant only for a just cause, None is exclusive,

1. Subsections 1, 4, and 5 provide a defense that no
cause exists to justify an eviction, '

The primary mean§ is to prevent an eviction by providing a tenant
with a potential defense in an unlawful detainer action, This is eodified in
three subséctions of the JCEO,

First, subsection 1 establishes the basic rule that owners shall not
cvict a tenant unless the owner can prove in court that one of the
enumerated just causes exists:

1. ....Owners of housing units shall not evict or attempt
to evict any tenant, or otherwise terminate or attempt to
terminate the tenancy of any tenant unless the owner
can prove in court that just cause exists . . ., The
reasons for termination of tenancy listed below, and no
others, shall constitute just cause under this Section
22.206.160;

e, The owner seeks possession so that the owner or a
member of his or her immediate family may occupy
the unit as that person’s principal residence and no
substantially equivalent unit is vacant and available
in the same building, and the owner has given the

4




tenant at least 90 days’ advance written notice of
the date the tenant’s possessionistoend....?

Second, subsection 4 provides a specific defense in court if the owner fails
to file a requested certification of the owner’s infent to perform certain
acts, including an intent to have the owner or a member of their immediate
family occupy the unit:

4, If a tenant who has received a notice of termination of
tenancy claiming subsection 22.206.160.C.1.¢,
22,206,160.C 1.1, or 22,206,160.C.1,m as the ground
for termination believes that the owner does not intend
to carry out the stated reason for eviction and makes a
complaint to the Director, then the owner must, within
ten days of being notified by the Director of the
complaint, complete and file with the Director a
certification stating the owner’s intent to carry out the
stated reason for the eviction, The failure of the owner
to complete and file such a certification after a
complaint by the tenant shall be a defense for the tenant
in an eviction action based on this ground.®

Thitd, a tenant’s specific defense in subsection 4 is followed by a tenant’s
universal defense in subsection S:

5. In any action commenced to evict or to otherwise
terminate the tenancy of any tenant, it shall be a defense
to the action that there was no just cause for such
eviction or termination as provided in this Section
22.206.160.2

7 SMC 22.206.160.C.1.
¥ SMC 22.206,160,C.4,
¥ SMC 22.206.160.C.5.




That universal defense applies to all asserted just causes, including those

- for which subsection 4 might yield a certification of intent.

2. Subsection 6, bolstered by subsection 1.e, enables
the City to enforce the JCEQ if an owner evicts
and fails to follow through on their stated intent,

\A second means of helping to ensﬁre' evictions oceur only for a just
cause is City enforcement where an owner fails to follow through on their
stated intent, This takes the form of penalties up to $3,500 the City may
seek through a Municipal Court action for a violation,'® The foundation
for this is subsection 6 of the JCEQO, which declares a violation for not
carrying out the intended reason for the eviction:

6. It shall be a violation of this Section 22,206,160 for any
owner to evict or-attempt to evict any tenant or
otherwise terminate or attempt to terminate the tenancy
of any tenant using a notice which references
subsections 22.206.160.C.1.¢, 22.206,160.C.1.1,
22.206,160,C,1.h, 22.206,160.C.1.k, 22.206.160.C.1.1,
or 22.206,160.C.1.m as grounds for eviction or
termination of tenancy without fulfilling or carrying out
the stated reason for or condition justifying the
termination of such tenancy.!!

Where the asserted just cause is an owner’s intent to occupy the unit or for

an immediate family member to do so, the City’s ability to enforce is

bolstered by a rebuttable prosumption in subsection 1.e:

1% The City putsues civil enforcoment through SMC 22,206,280, See SMC 22.206.280.D

- (setting the penalty amount for violating the JCEQO,)

11 SMC 22.206.160,.C.6,




Thete is a rebuttable presumption of a violation of this
subsection 22,206.160.C.1.¢ if the owner or a member of
the owner’s immediate family fails to occupy the unit as
that person’s principal residence for at least 60 consecutive
days during the 90 days immediately after the tenant
vacated the unit pursuant to a notice of termination or
evlizction using this subparegraph as the cause for eviction . .

3. Subsection 7 authorizes a tenant to seek damages
if an owner evicts and fails to follow through on
their stated intent,

The final means of trying to limit evictions to just causes is a
private cause of action, As explained in subsection 7, a tenant may pursue
an action for damages against an ownet who fails to carry out the intended
reason for the eviction:'

7. Anowner who evicts or attempts to evict a tenant or -
who terminates or attempts to terminate the tenancy of
a tenant using a notice which references subsections
22.206.160.C.1.¢, 22.206,160.C.1.f or 22,206.160.C.1.h

. as the ground for eviction or termination of tenancy

without fulfilling or carrying out the stated reason for or
condition justifying the termination of such tenancy
ghall be liable to such tenant in a private right for action
for damages up to $2,000, costs of suit, or arbitration
and reasonable attorney’s fees. !

All of these three means are available, None precludes another,
Fach deters an owner from falsely claiming an intent to occupy a unit o to

have an immediate family member do so,

12 SMC 22.206,160.C.1.e.
1B SMC 22.206.160.C.7.




The JCEQ’s three-part structure cannot support the Court of

"Appeals’ conclusion that the JCEO limits a tenant to a private cause of
action if a landlord files a certification about their intent, A certification is
required only if a tenant complains to the City, bu‘-c‘ a tenant is not required
to complain, Either way-—with or without a complaint or certification—
the JCEQ provides no grounds for inferring that a tenant’s right to putsue
a JCEO-~provided cause of action gffer an eviction limits a tenant’s right to -
agsert JCEO-provided defenses before an eviction,

C. The underlying purpose of the JCEQ is furthered by an

interpretation that an owner’s certification does not

preclude a tenant from challenging an owner’s elaimed
just cause.

The general purpose of the JCEO, and the specific purpose of the
1995 ordinance ‘adopting the langﬁage at issue in this case, are furthered
by reading the private cause of action as an additional, nonexclusive
remedy.

The JCEQ is premised on a belief that arbitrary evictions undercut
the public interest. When first adopting the JCEQ in 1980, the City
Council found that “arbitrary eviction of responsible tenants imposes upon

such tenants the hardship of locating replacement housing and provides no




corresponding benefit to property owners.”™* The most direct way to

prevent arbitrary evictions is to place the burden on the owner to prove a
just cause and provide the tenant with a defensé that the owner lacks a just
cause, Limiting a tenant to a post-eviction private cause of action would
undercut the JCEO’s purpose of preventing improper evictions.

That purpose is echoed in the recitals of the 1995 ordinance
adopting the provisions at issue in this case.!’ They indicate the City
Council intended the post-eviction private cause of action to complement
post-eviction City enforcement, both of which help deter owners’ misuse
of the JCEO:

WHEREAS,...there currently exists no private right of -
action under the Just Cause Eviction Ordinance that would
allow tenants to sue owners for violations of certain
provisions of the Just Cause Eviction Ordinance that are
particularly difficult for the City to enforce, specifically,
the just causes relating to...the owner’s desire to occupy
the unit as a primary residence; and

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that certain just
causes may be misused, that the City’s ability to impose

penalties for violations of those just causes may not, as a
practical matter, protect from eviction those tenants who

Y Ord. 109219 at 1, Tn 1991, the Council codified that finding in the Housing and
Building Maintenance Code, which inclndes the JCEO, Ord, 115671 § 1; SMC
22,200.020.D, The public may search for City ordinances through a City Cletk web site:
http://elerk.cl.seattle, wa.us/~public/CBOR Lhtm (last visited Sept, 21, 20146).

15 See Ord, 117942, Appendix A of this brief provides the ordinance as maintained in the
ardinance file on record with the City Clerk’s Office:

http:/elerk.ciseattle. wa.us/~logislativeltems/Ordinances/Ord 117942 pdf (last visited
Sept. 21, 2016,




may be subjected to misuse of those just causes, and that a
private right of action may help to deter misuse of those .
certain just causes for eviction,.,.!8
In a similar but independent vein, the purpose of a pre-gviction
certification is to help assure—not conclusively prove—that the owner’s

claimed cause actually exists:

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that it may be
difficult to determine if some of the just canses actually
exist because the “cause” that is the basis for the eviction
occurs after the eviction and involves actions that are
difficult to monitor, and finds that requiring the owner in
certain instances to certify in writing that the Owner will
carry out the activity that is the reason for the

evietion,., will help in assuring that the invoked causes
actually exist.!”

These purposes are advanced by reading the JCEO as providing
three nonexclusive means of implementation: defenses to an unlawful
detainer action, City enforcement, and a private cause of action,

‘D, The legislative history of the 1995 ordinance

underscores that the JCEO is implemented through
multiple nonexclusive means,

The history of the JCEO underscores that the City Council did not
intend an owner’s filing of a certification to limit a tenant’s ability to
defend against an unlawful detainer action for lack of a just cause, The

1995 ordinance originated with the City Council’s Housing, Commﬁnity

18 0Ord, 117942 at 3, See App. A.
17 I;l. .

10
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Development, and Urban Environment Committee,'® The Committee

report to the full Council indicates an intent for tenants to have access to
multiple protections, none of which is exclusive, The report focused
attention on a recommendation by a majority of the Committee to add an
ownet’s intent to sell a single family home as a just cause.'® The mejority
explained how its recommendation “includes numerous provisions to
avoid misuse of this just cause and protect tenants,”*® Among those
nonexclusive provisions were “a complaint-based certification and a
private right of action are provided for this just caﬁse to deter misuse and
allow tenants several avenues of recourse in the event of misuse.”" The
majority did not intend to force the tenant to choose between those
provisions; both wete among the avenues of recourse the Committee
intended to accord the tenant. The Council adopted the majority

recommendation, along with the Committee’s proposal to apply those

18 See Bob Morgan, DIVIDED REPORT; JUST CAUSE EVICTION ORDINANCE, ITEM #12 CB
111018 (Nov. 30, 1995), Appendix B of this brief provides the report, as maintained in
the ordinance file on record with the City Clerls’s Office for Ord, 117942
http://clerk.ci.seattle. wa, us/~legislativeftems/Ordinances/Ord_117942.pdf (last visited
Sept. 21, 2016), '

9 14, a1 5-6.

0 Id, (emphasis added),

2L T4, at 6 (emphasis added).
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same provisions to other intent-based just causes, including the owner’s

intent to oceupy the unit or have an immediate family member do s0.22

Underscoring that neither the certification nor the private cause of
action is exclusive, the Committee report listed and discussed each
separately in é summary of the bill’s major provisions—without linking;
them or indicating ohe excluded the other, 2

The Court of Appeals’ reading of the JCEO is at odds With this
legislative history, The Council members did not suggest an owner’s filing
of a certification precludes a tenant’s ability to defend against an unlawful
detainer action for lack of a just cause, or limits the tenant to a private
cause of action after the evictioh, The Committee intended tenants to havé
both avenues of recourse.

V. CONCLUSION

Whether the tenant in this case is entitled to a trial on the owner’s
claimed just cause for eviction depends on the record and questions rooted
in the Unlawful Detainer Apt, court rules, case law, and other sources of

state law. The JCEQ does not obviate that inquiry, As the JCEO’s text,

2 See Ord, 117942 § 2 at 18 — 19 (enacting subsections 4 and 7 of the JCEQ). See App.
A,

 REPORT at 8. See App. B.
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structure, purpese, and history demonstrate, it does not limit a tenant to a
post-eviction cause of action for damages..
Respectfully submitted September 26, 2016,

PETER S. HOLMES
Seattle City Attorney

- J
By: /7}/2? Zy* %ﬂﬂw&.

ROGER D, WYNNE, WSBA # 23399
Assistant City Aitorney
Attorney for Amicus Curiae City of Seattle
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C 3 With apy termination notices required by law,

owners terminatlnq any tenanmy protented by thlﬁ sactioh
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provided .1n1 this section.
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6((5}). It shall be & vmolatlon of'this sectton for

any ownar "to avict Qr' attempt to ev1ct any tenant or'
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Seattle City Councs. -

| il ) fDate' November 30, 1995

-»Td‘;'- AL Counmlmembers 'r e

Bob Morgan, Centtal Staff

. 'From. ‘

:‘:Subject Diwded Repor':,'.',"_"""“'

Ba&kgrulmdz

The HCDUE Com:mttf'e urjammously rccommargds’passag )
; dedcreports: dniwo issnes

. é: cnrfen!: Just Cause Fuietiun 2xdinance pfondcs.
I ev‘icuon. Thls prqvxmon' hﬂb bqen, uztarprcfcd-

E’I‘he propbscd» ommaucg inclugies sevaral pxov‘xsmns. copcc;r'
ed,,upon by ;}}1 omg:nittqc e bem.‘ ,The. g;eedﬂpn pmy}swns would,dq thy

t er} : 'q_la,ted\actmty can: also be consLde.rcd cmmn. agf iy
that s separate hfom pmsance, a,r;d that ‘ohvietion i no
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Limit ekuon for pon- dmg—r&lated crifnes (o those that s1gmﬂcant1y affect the
health ox safety of tenants or owners; o e

Permit aviction for crimes compitted in the Building; on flie” pr

right of way abutting' the' prexmscs Currently only crimes: comnﬁttﬁ:d i the
building or on-the-premises aré oause forgviction;,and ., " -

: '1'-R*3}qliirc that notices, of tennmatmn gwen 10 tenants mclud' the
"termmahoh‘ and lHe facts. m support of those reasons AR

Fer crlmin,ﬂ actiwty thal is umuinentlv hazardous fo ether perséns on’ th ;
 and:that Thyolves.a phys,cal assault or witlawful use of a firgaxin or:othex” deadly
" Wedponjwe:believe: it 1b-appropriate sind: cansistent witli-stite law foeqlilfétan‘arre
mslead of‘convicuon before‘ 'an | vnction cah occur. If tlns type of ('rimmai actiwty has

St S R, TR

r' fn‘

1




R P e LR LT A A P,

M

For the narrow band- of criminal activity which. does not involve drug»related activity,
and for which state law does niot already allow evietion without » convigtion; we
“belieye it is, Important to mamtam the conviefion requirement, because, tenants may not
- realize thalr rights and may. move. in JTesparise: to.an unfounded, accusanon- At .
‘ tenam; agrces to, mOve thcte is neVer i hedrmg or. trial: at; wbu:h th‘ :

: ’T-Fmally. some actmt;ea that fall under the "crlmmal aetw:.ty“ _]BSt caus ma

ic tlon suél as:

ST standard is appropriatc. ‘ It ]S 1romc that :a tenam may be evmted relatwcl
SRR mnouuﬂus thmgs such’as: vmlatmg latmdry roorn Hiours, of ha\rmg  pet
' d-‘. et ti;ue.owner must. ‘take extraordmanly dlfﬁcult acnon 9. e‘{lc

Adepantmay.r not ige cvicted 'ased *;olely o the,i
d0gs,mot concu, . With'.an owrie; | 3 iid ft
‘ owne;Tmust pmva 40 court by-a, pmponderanca ‘of the. ewdbnoe that.th aIle e nme
- Has; taken-place, 1. have also recommended thiat the owner: £0:0n ‘
" notice of termination which states what crline is alleged and ‘the facts suppgrtmg the .
:alleggt;ion to. djscourage: those who would not y,o on.tecord. falsely q.ccusmg t;ieir
tenantofacmne AR N
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DI‘V]DDD REPORT #2 SALE OI‘ A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

i Currently evmtmm in. orderx to sull aigigle famlly dvellitig iy not a perrmttcti- just

++aid-shiow the*house 16-prijspective: buycrs withotit-hindefance. ‘Ténnhiy
currﬁntly reql‘ﬁrcd 10 Yacateas house utitita sale. Ha c!nScd aiid the i GiE
<ito'evict:the:fenant 1o eécuPy ithié House;" Thig; Staté I.zaﬁdlord Tenaht At etji;ire
prop;arty owners to give 48 jiowrs notice to malce. répairs or Jmpmvamonts ‘ahd 2 :

" hotrs ¢ nottce when showing propetty 1o prospective purchiasers. Also, owneis may.

Bty uniyra?ra isoriible: tlmes ami ‘musthave the cdpse 18- terAY

;mptxon of vmlation 1f ﬂlefh

The 6( daya notme g1ves teuants figre than' adequate 11ot1cc to telocate whxbh they
may have to face at sonfe point regardless of this amendment,

cause, {Owners: have~expr&ased eojicexhabot béing ‘able-o- prepare arHouse: for saie o

Our. récommendation also includes numerous prov;siouis to avoid misuse of this just
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- ¢ause anid proteu tenants: The owner mbist. attempt to sell the house within: 30, day o

aﬁer.the tenant vacates the house, and at a mhmhnum, must hst it for a.reasouable R
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. Summary of Major Provisions -
of CB 111{)13 Just Cavse. Evu:tmn Ordinimce Amenﬂments
as Approved by the HCDUE Commlttee MaJority

' ., . T W

The Councll bxll-: ":" , iy

¢

Cnmmél Acti'vuty' B | E

- A

"~ Clarify m the ordinance that. the.. " nulsance“' canse.for, evict_ i ,mcludas;
. drug—related ‘activity, "Nuisancé"- iisa, permltted cause; fo "'evmuon o
5wl ich. does-not requue COI]VlCthIl b rh '

spec 'ﬂc sondidons Wi, “evieting fi
far ly :dweliiﬁg'. or Wieri the owner or; inmeédiate: family seeks
. units - The prcsumption of-violation may- be:robitted by fig:ov
. . extehinating’ éircumstances. The mbuttable presumptug B

proai’ under speclﬁc circumstances 10. fa‘zox the tenant

,

;“._. AN O et

follost 'E_.,i,,,, B,

¢+ ale of a single famﬂy gig;; ' If the owner does not list the dwellmg for
salq as 'equired by the. ordinance, within90-days of vacfxt,mg ot hgtlng the-vnit
_'.thhdraws the unit from the market, repts the unit o sopigone. other
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. principal residerice for at Jesst:60- consecutive days during the 90 ‘dayrpermd

Gwe tenams ;1 pnvate nght of actl_on fm‘ damages up t‘

CE R T g
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CH | e

o

than the tenant, or otherwise mdicates that he or she does not intend to- sell the
unity cmd’ RS -

" '

.-

& When theo er or-immediate: fami gecgq to ok pgthe it

014 member of:the owner’s. immiediate family fails to°Octhgy- the prif dS’th

If the ownt;r

after the tenant has vacated the umt

causes foi evxctlon are employed ot

: whicli“accir aftér, thi teﬂa‘ni hag’,
vacated the umt aﬂd are ﬂlerefore_dlfﬁcuit fo‘f the (Slx 10"

Sale, or a ‘i)vmllmg as Just Cause
-Parmit owners to eth tcnants when they mte:nd m sell *a single famlly
dwcllmg 0wnels are'réqiréd 16, give'tendnts-60 dayw noticd:dhi: mﬁst make
reasonable attempts 1o sell the dwelling, Inchoding at o mimmum‘hstmg or
adverti‘smg 1t for sale at a reasonable pme. “

8

R R N T TRt L MR

e T S e

Several pI'OVISIOIIS are- mtended to’ prevcnt abuse of thm cause fox eviction As T
-asted above, there wotld be a rebuttable-prestimptlos-f violation 1f the umt is R
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not advertlsed as- 1equued, or i taken off the. market. or re-ronted; within: 90
fays..- DCLU may :requirs. certlficgtion Of:the intended cause.for evietion if
there i3 a,fenant comiplaint,. and tenants are gwen A perate 'right of action in
Qonnecpqn wlth thlS ,Causc. S

JS wqmmd to Lo
ESO, fox: evi : 10n ,if A

B 0 dﬂy

+ M;, v

: ot]J T

}m‘uluple renta zigrgemen;s oW o Have A
i 1‘hag énts,to; toin v terminafe ofily - | : i
- 0fs xequired o, dor ' wollances.. . ;

Wi
. : ; n al <t nuq}})cr.

,Tnét be rediced: to- comply,- w;th i not:ce of yiolation and. ilie vio ﬁtmn
peurred. wﬂh the }mowlcdge and consent qf che owmr,
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Add requirements to this exisiing canse for ‘eviction as f0110WS.
. A+ Provide for a rebuttable presimption of violitior. if the owne' of
Cvow o ediindetiate famnily does riot Geppy-the umit’ fov 4- Ot
- days-within the fixst 90 days after the ténant vatates; as:dascﬁbed above.’
" B, Reqmre certlﬁcaﬁon o DCLU of ﬂw mtended raus& for evmtipn 1f the

v

. ' -teuantcomplams TR e et T

I{elo' twﬂ asslstance' 'hgn e\'icting"dﬂe : :
' ‘occupants ’(whe‘ri the Giyner js- respo sible) T

Inciude the. Gwner's’ dbmestlc parthet reglétered purslfant 1t czty wde and the

. pamenfs, grandparents, chiidran, brothers and sisters of the. owhet’ ‘doiricstic

REs parl:ner athong tholewho'dré considéred: thie owrier’s: unmedxaté famﬂy for thie E
' putposes of. pemutl:mg ovigtion when the .owner or ownef’s’ in‘smédiate famlly A
seeks to- occupy a unlt, ‘ T
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OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK

From: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK

Sent; Monday, September 26, 2016 12:55 PM

To: 'Reise, Alicia L'

Cc: tik@tjkeanelaw.com; dmp@fjkeanelaw.com; ccutting@loefflerlegal.com; sidney@tal-

fitzlaw.com; ericd@nwijustice.org; allysono@nwijustice.org; leticiac@nwijustice.org;
chenis@hbslegal.com; kgeorge@hbslegal.com
Subject: RE: Faciszewski v. Brown, No, 92978-5

Received 9/26/16.

Supreme Court Clerk's Office

Please note that any pleading filed as an attachment to e-mall will be treated as the original. Therefore, if a filing is by e-
mail attachment, it is not necessary to mail to the court the original of the document,

Questions about the Supreme Court Clerk’s Office? Check out our website:
hitp://www.courts.wa.gov/appellate_trial_courts/supreme/clerks

Looking for the Rules of Appellate Procedure? Here’s a link to them:
http://www.courts.wa.gov/court _rules/?fa=court rules.list&group=app&set=RAP

Searching for information about a case? Case search options can be found here:
http://dw.courts.wa.gov/

From: Reise, Alicia L [mailto:Alicia.Reise @seattle.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 26, 2016 12:35 PM

To: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK <SUPREME@COURTS. WA.GOV>

Cc: tik@tjkeanelaw.com; dmp@tjkeanelaw.com; ccutting@loefflerlegal.com; sidney@tal-fitzlaw.com;

ericd @nwjustice.org; allysono@nwijustice.org; leticiac@nwjustice.org; chenis@hbslegal.com; kgeorge@hbslegal.com
Subject: Faciszewski v. Brown, No. 92978-5

Dear Clerk,

Please find attached for filing in Faciszewski v. Brown, No. 92978-5, the City of Seattle’s Motion for Permission
to File an Amicus Curiae Brief and the proposed Brief of Amicus Curiae City of Seattle.

By agreement, the City is serving the other parties by copy of this message.

Thank you,

Alicia Reise
Legal Assistant, Land Use
Section

Seattle City Attorney’s Office



Clvil Division

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2050
Seattle, WA 98104-7097
Phone: 206-684-8247

FAX: 206-684-8284
alicla.relse@seattle.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT; This message may contain information that Is protected by the attorney-client privilege, the
attorney work product doctrine, or by other confidentiality provisions. |f this message was sent to you in error, any use, disclosure,
or distribution of its contents is prohibited. If you receive this message in error, please contact me at the telephone number or e-
mail address listed above and delete this message without printing, copying, or forwarding it. Thank you.



