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MCSHANE, Judge:

Plaintiff Brad Avakian, Commissioner of Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries
(BOLI), and plaintiftintervenor Fair Housing Council of Oregon (€EB), collectively referred
to as “plaintiff,” move forpartial sunmary judgment against defend@handler Apartments,
LLC, fka L&T Chandler, LLC, and Oregon Limited Liabiity Company (Chandler ré&peants)*
Plaintiff brings three claims under the Fair Housing Act (FHA) an@itegon counterpatrt.
Plaintiff aleges Chandler Apartments discriminated against prospective tenant®iaiseid
disabilties and failed to provide reasonable accommodations. As discussed below, defendants
provided only a token defense with no basis in las it is clear that ChandieApartments
violated the FHA, plaintiff’'s motion for summary judgment, ECF No. 7&RANTED.

BACKGROUND ®

In 2010, defendant James Tarantino purchased the Chandler Hot®Mehith Lesher, a
business partner. Buitt in 1908, the Chandler Hotel is on the National Redistestoric Places.
Tarantino Decl., § 2. Tarantirend Lesher formed L&T Chandler LLC to refurbish the hotel and
operate it as Chandler Apartments. Tarantiven purchased ésher’s interest through a
corporation of which Tarantino is the president.

In May 2011, Tarantin@llowed an acquaintance by the name of Steve Lyorigetcat

the Chandler Apartmenis exchange for workLyons hadasked Tarantino to allow him to live

! Other defendants include dissolved entities and entitegert by defendant James Tarantitiee sole member
and manager of Chandler Apartmenrgfter the events atissue. Chandler Apartments and 1031ats¢he only
defendants to answer the amendedmaimt. The history of the various entities is describedsitipaulation of the
parties See ECF No. 74. Although itis clearthat Tarantino and Chagi@rtments are nearly synonymous, this
opinion generally distinguis hes between those two deféad

? After | granted plaintiff's motion for summary judgmenganly two months after the deadline to respond, and
without requesting leave to file, defendants filed a “Réedring Memorandum of Additional Authority in
Opposition to Motions of Plaintiffs f&isummary Judgmersee ECF No. 97. This response comes fartoo late and s
denied as untimely.

* As this is theplaintiffs’ motion for summary judgment, | construe all facts in thietlimost favorable to
defendantghe nonmoving paties
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at the Chandler Apartmenitfor free for a brief time as a friend) exchange for whicl.yons
would keep an eye on things and answer the business phone during times when [Tarastino] wa
away in California.” Tarantino Decl., § 3. The two agreed Lyons was neithemployee nor a
manager of the Chandler Apartments. Tarantino authorized Lyons “to show apatonent
prospective tenants and provide them with tenancy applications if they askedripbtibevas

not allowed to make any decisions either acceptingjecting applications.’ld. Lyons would
simply forward completed applications to Tarantino, who retained sole auttwmatccept or

deny the applications. Lyons was not authorized to amewarg theapplications, which
authorized no pets other thaarvice animalsld. Tarantino also authorized Lyons to speak to
prospective tenants and provide information about renting at the Chandler Aparthev. 7,
2014 Aldworth Decl., Ex. 4.yons was listed as “Osite manager” on at least some documents
provided to tenants of Chandler Apartments. Aldworth Decl., Ex. 5, 2.

In September 2011, two FHCO *“testers” called Chandler Apartments pasing a
prospective renterSTester Alpha calledhe Chandler on September 23, 2011 and spoke with
“Steve” about renting an apartment. Alpha Decl., Ex. AAfier Steve provided information
about the available apartments, Tester Alptaded “Just so you know, | have a therapy animal.”
Id. Stevestated,‘Ok, I'd have to check with the actual owner, I'm just the interim managg:
Steve said Tester Alpha could come look at the apartment or call back.

Tester Alpha spoke with Steve again on SeptembefeZder Alphaasked ifthe owner
wasavailable and whethe6teve spoke with the owner about the service animal. Steve said, ‘|

already talked to the owner, and he does not want dogs in the buiding.” AlphaBExedé, 6.

* FHA “testers” contactapartmentcomplexes and inquire aboutsi@sabespite having no interestin renting an
apartment, testers attempt to determine if the landloidlsting the FHA.
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Tester Beta called on Septeml3® and also spoke with “Stéverho described himself
asa friend ofthe owner’sfiling in until the ownerfound new managemerBeta Decl., Ex. A,
1. Afterdiscussing theentas, Tester Beta said, “l should probably let you know that | have an
assistancelog.” Id. Steve said, “I dort’'think they wil let people have animals.” Tester Beta
statedshe had a note from her doctond Steve said, “I could say something, not [sic] I'm too
sure. Somebody else brought that up. | don’t think they allow that.” Beta BrcA, 1.

In his declaation, Lyons states:

3. In the course of my job answering the phone at the Chandler, | received a call
from an individual who stated that he had a service animal and asked if he could
rent a unit atthe Chandler. |told the caller that | needed to check withvites.

4. | informed Tarantino that | had received a call from a person who wanted to
know whether he could rent a unit with a service animal. Tarantino informed me
that no animais-whether service animals or retvere allowed at the Chandler.

A few days later, the person called back, and | told him that the owner does not
want any animals in the building, including service animals.

5. Thereatfter, | received additional calls from individuals spedyfigaduiring
whether they could rent atthe Chandiethey had a service animal. | informed
each caller that the owner did not allow any animals, including semicla.

6. All of the work that | performed at the Chandler was at the direction and
control of Tarantino.

Lyons Decl. 1§ &. Tarantino sties Lyons never asked him about allowing service animals

| have maintained the L&T Chandler LLC policies prohibiting smoking and pets.
The nepets policy does not apply to service animals and never has. | have never
told anyone, including Steve Lyons, that disabled tenants of The Chandler may
not keep service animals. . .. In all of the time | have been involved in the
ownership of The Chandler, | have never received or heard of an application from
a disabled potential tenant to move in with a service animal. If attena

prospective tenant could document an actual disability, tleydwboe free to

bring a genuine service animal into their apartment and keep it there.

Tarantino Decl., 1 6.
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Tarantino notes he previously allowed a service animal to stay with a.t€@asaitino
states the smell of cat urine and feces ultimately deble loss of a business tenant, costimg
$20,000 in rent. Tarantino Decl., 5.

Tarantinobelievesthis actionis part of a “fraudulent prank” dreamed up by Lyamsl
Sax, aormer manager of the Chandler Apartmefigrantino Decl., § 3Around Chrstmas of
2011, several months after Lyons’s interactions with the testers, he m@mdifica had a faling
out and Tarantino ordered Lyons to move taitLyons moved out two months latéxs
discussed below,ven asuming thathis is a “fraudulent prarik Chandler Apartmets cannot
avoid liability as it is clear Lyons had, atthe very leagparent authority to make the
discriminatory statements to prospective tendnis.also clear Lyons’s statements violated the
FHA and the corresponding Oregon statutes.

STANDARDS

The court must grant summary judgment if there is no genuine issue of hfatrand
the moving party is entitled to judgment aaatter of law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 8h(An issue is
“genuine” if a reasonable jury could return a verdict in favor of thenmoring party.Riverav.
Phillip Morris, Inc., 395 F.3d 1142, 1146 (9th Cir. 2005) (citidAgderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,
477 US. 242, 248 (1986)). A factis “material’ if it could affect the outeoof the casdd. The
court reviews evidence and draws inferences in the light most favorable nodmoving party.
Miller v. Glenn Miller Prods., Inc., 454 F.3d 975, 988 (9th C006) (quotingHuntv.
Cromartie, 526 U.S. 541, 552 (1999)). When the moving party has met its burden, the non

moving party must present “specific facts showing that there is a gessiune for trial.”

> While this couldenhanc&arantino’s credibilitypefore a jury, it does nisulate defendaniomliability under
the FHA .SeeHarrisv. Itzhaki, 183 F.3d 1043, 1053 (9th Cir. 1999) (fact an apartment exispgdomewhat
integrated does notinsulate landlord fromviolationsefRHA).
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Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 5887 (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P.
56(e)).
DISCUSSION

Plaintiff moves for summary judgment on three claims urdef~HAand corresponding
Oregon statutemiaking it unlawful to: make a statement connected with the rental of a dwelling
indicating any preference, limitation, or discrimination based on handiap.S.C. § 3604(c)
and ORS 659A.145(R) refuse to make reasonable accommodations when reasonable
accommadations may be necessary to afford such person equal opportunity to use or enjoy a
dwelling (42 U.S.C. 8 3604(f)(3)(Band ORS 659A.145(2)(g) anddiscourage any person from
inspecting or renting a dwelling because of handicap (24 C.F.R. § 100.7@&a}(DRS
659A.145(2)(d).
l. Lyons’s Statements Violated the FHA

Defendants’ respondails to addresglaintiff’'s legal arguments anthe uncontradicted
evidence in the rexd. Instead, Chandler Apartments generally holds firits fposition that
there can be no discrimination here because “FHCO is not representtim@ram behalf of
anyactual disabled person with argctual service animal.” Resp. 14 (emphasis in original).
Defendantsacknowledgethe “noble heritage” of usintesters as “a powerful tool to prove
discrimination” in FHA casefResp. 13. Curiouslyin the next sentencdefendants state,
“In contrast, what happened here is that two people were paid to lie thatetteprospective
tenants of The Chandler, knowing that it had@ets policy.” Id. Defendants go so far as to
argue that a jury should be allowed to conclude that the fadestatrs go through training and
are compensated for completed tests is a form of extortion becaugieeit‘payment of

professional liars to manufacture false claims of discriminatiorifd]at 14.
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Thevalid use of testers in FHA cases@&tled lawdespite the incredulity of the defense
in this matter Although this action involves a claim under § 804(c) of the FHA, the Supreme
Court discussed testers in case involving § 8G4(d):

A tester who has been the object of a misrepresentation made unladéul 8.
804(d) has suffered injury in precisely the form the statute was intendedrdo gua
against, and therefore has standing to maintain a claim for damages under the
Act’s provisions. That the tester may have approached the real estatdudy
expecing that he would receive false information, and without any intention of
buying or renting a home, does not negate the simple fact of injury within the
meaning of § 804(d).

Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman, 455 U.S. 363, 3734 (1982).Addtionally, “underthe FHA

the plaintiff need not allege that he or she was a victim of discriminatHarrisv. Itzhaki, 183

F.3d 1043, 104%0 (9th Cir. 1999)To have standing under the FHA, a plaintiff need only suffer
“a distinct and palpable injury” from a defendantiscriminatory conducti.d. at 1050 (citation

omitted). As discussed Harris:

Under the [FHA], any person harmed by discriminatiamether or not the target

of thediscrimination, can sue to recover for his or her own injuBge Trafficante

v. Metropolitan LifeIns. Co., 409 U.S. 205, 212, 93 S. Ct. 364, 34 L. Ed. 2d 415
(1972). “This is true, for example, even where no housing has actually been
denied to persons protected under the ASdri Pedro Hotel, 159 F.3d at 4736
(upholding standing of hotel owners in suit alleging that the City interferad wi
the rights of the mentally ill)Smith v. Stechel, 510 F.2d 1162, 1164 (9th Cir.
1975) (real estate agent fired for renting apartments to minoritewedllto sue
under the Act).

183 F.3d at 1050 (emphasis in originafjor an organization like FHCO to demonstrate standing,
it must demonstrate “a drain on its resources from both a diversion dfatsreces and
frustration of its mission."Fair Housing Coundil of San Fernando Valley v. Roommate.com,

LLC, 666 F.3d 1216, 1219 (9th Cir. 2012he Executive Director of the FHCO provided a

® As relevantherehiere is no difference in the analysis between the two sitse® 804(c) makes it unlawfulto
make any statementindicating a preference or discrimmiéised on handicap. § 804(d) makes it unlawfulto
represent to any person based on handicap that a remaligilable whenitis in fact available.
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declaration,unchallenged by defendanmoviding standing.See McGuire Decl., 15 (FHC
“suffered a concrete injury to the organization’s mission of eliminating ingudiscrimination
through enforcement and education. Additionally, FHCO plans future expendituifes Goos

Bay area for remedial education and outreach, which further frustnatesganization’s

mission.”). To the extent Chandler Apartments argues there was no harm and no victim in this
instance, that argument fails.

Defendants also argu&he ‘testers’ failed to communicate information identifying
themselves as disabled within the meaning of the regulation, or identify@rginbaginary pets
as sevice animals.” Resp. at 11. That this argument ignores undisputed evidetheerecord
does not prevent defendants from repeatinBei.ld. at 1314 (“They did not communicate any
information to the volunteer answering the telephone that would gvedide that they were
anything more than potential renters who had pets that they wanted to bring withhiagm
neither described themselves as disabled nor identified their imagie#syas real service
animals.”). Defendants repeated this mantra@l argument, arguing the testers did nothing
other than request Chandler Apartments allow pets in the apartmentardunsent, however,
relies on a distortion of the undisputed evidence in the record.

First, Lyons’s declaratiomakes clear he understb the requests related to reasonable
accommodations for “service animals,” not “pets.” Lyons Decl. -§Additionally, Lyons’s
declaration aligns with the reports of the two testers, completed shfiglythe calls to Chandler
ApartmentsDespite repated statements in briefings and again at oral argument that the testers
never specifically mentioned “service animals,” the testers’ repohish defendants do not
contradict,show otherwise. In Tester Alpha’s second call to Lyons, the tester spliyciticsked

if Lyons spoke with the owner about the tester’s “service animal.” Alpha ,[EeclA, 6. Tester
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Alpha previously informed Lyons that he had “a therapy animédl.atl. Tester Beta informed
Lyons she had “an assistant dog” and a note from her doctor. Beta Decl.,JEx. A,

At oral argument, defendants attempted to shift the burden from the larultirel t
prospective tenant. Defendants argued the prospective tenan{ipsgiecifically state he has a
disabilty; (2) specifically state he has a service animal; and (3) spégifrequest an exception
to any nepets policy.In support of this argument, defendants read long portbas April 23,
2013 HUD notice explaing obligations of landlordsvith regard to assistance animaisder the
FHA. See FHEO Notice:FHEO-201301; ECF No. 941, 1.

Despite focusing on “service animals” (while ignoring that Tester Alpheifsdy
inquired about his “service animal’), defexmts ignore HUD’s note that “Assistance animals are
sometimes referred to as ‘service animals,” ‘assistive animalgjogugnimals,” or ‘therapy
animals.” 1d. at2 n.4. Defendants also ignored the specific reference in HUD’s noticéhéha
burden to iquire further is on the landlord, not the prospective tenant. This clawificacoming
one paragraph below the section defendants quoted extensively at oral argumesnt, sta

A housing provider may not deny a reasonable accommodation request because

he or she is uncertain whether or not the person seeking the accommodation has a

disability or a disabilityrelated need for an assistance animal. Housing providers

may ask individuals who have disabilities that are not readily apparent or known

to the provider to submit reliable documentation of a disability and their

disabilty-related need for an assistance animal. If the disability is readily apparent

or known but the disabiltyelated need for the assistance animal is not, the

housing provider may ask timividual to provide documentation of the
disability-related need for an assistance animal.

Id. at 3.

There is no genuine issue of material fact that Lyons’s statements éstibies twere:

discrimination based on handicapviolation of42 U.S.C. 8604(c)and ORS 659A.145(3)a

" HUD interpretations of the FHA are entitledZbevrondeferenceMeyer v.Holley, 537 U.S. 280, 2838 (2003).
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refusalto make reasonable accommodatienyiolation of42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)(3)(Band ORS
659A.145(2)(g); discouramg any person from inspecting or renting a dweling because of
handicapin violation of24 C.F.R. 8 100.76{(1) and ORS 659A.145(2)(d)The testers’
statements certainly put Lyons on notice thattesters were requesting reasonable
accommodations for their assistance animals. Rather than requeshalddiformation from
the testers, it is undisputed that Lyons told the testers uncertain termthat animals were not
allowed at the Chandler Apartments. In this action involving clear vin&tof the FHA he

only question is whether defendants latde for Lyons’s statements.

Il. There is a Question of Fact Concerning Lyons’s Actual Authority

Any questions as to the existence of an agency relationship under the FHA are
determined under federal laWarris, 183 F.3dat 1054 (citingCabrerav. Jakabovitz, 24 F.3d
372, 386 n.13 (2d Cir. 1994)), whiddoks to the Restatement of Agen&ge Holley v. Crank,
400 F.3d 667, 673 (9th Cir. 2005).

“Agency is the fiduciary relationship that arises when one person (a ‘pfinaipanifests
assentto another person (an ‘agent’) that the agent shall actmtligal's behalf and subject
to the principal's control, and the agent manifests assent or otherwisats@s¢o act.”
Restatement (Third) of Agency, 8 1.01 In determining whether an agency relationship exists,
courts look to all the factors and the terms employed by the parties are nolirgpntd. at 8
1.02. Formal writings or spoken words are not required. That is, courts ldo& ¢oriduct of the
paries (and others) in determining intent or asdelnat § 1.03."An agent acts with actual
authority when, at the time of taking action that has legal consequenclks fointipal, the
agent reasonably believes, in accordance with the principals matigiestéo the agent, that the

principal wishes the agent so to ad¢t’at § 2.01.

10-OPINION AND ORDER



If Tarantino told Lyons that no animals, including service animals, aleweed at the
Chandler Apartments, this is an open and shut cas@.a@Bantinodenies telingLyons that
disabled persons could not brisgrvice aimals tothe Chandler Apartment$arantino Decl., |
6. Principals however,are often liable for unauthorized statements of their agents under the law
of agencyCabrera, 24 F.3dat 389 (quoting Restatement (Second) of Agency, 8 216 comment a
(1958)).To hold otherwise would make it too easy for a negligent principal “to plead ignorance
when an agent was caught and it would be unfair to only punish a manager or agent fioe wha
owner or employeshould have controlled and trained the employee to avalddt 389
(ctation omitted).

The facts here are similar to those discussddairis, wherea landlord had an elderly
tenant keep spare keys to the units, receive rent checks, show vacantm@tpaxrprospective
tenants, and provide rental applications to prospective tenants (with the landlordact
information on the forms)183 F.3d at 10448. Thelandlord did not pay the tenant for her
assistance. A black resident overheard the teedird gardener “The owners don’t want to rent
to Blacks.” After testers found other inferences of racial discrimna(by the landlord and the
elderly tenant), the resident brought an action under the Mdéh like the case here, the
landlord inHarrisdid not dispute the statements, arguing instead that the elderly tenant was
neither an agent nor an employéd. at 1054. The court concluded a jury could find the tenant
was an agent of the landlord and that the statement was not a mere stréy remar

Here thereis a question of fact as to the scope of Lyons’s authorityagrtdwhat
actions a reasonable person in Lyons’s shoes would have thought were authorizeshtoyoTar
Therefore, summary judgment is not appropriate omtestion of whether lons had actual

authority to make the statemerise Harris, 183 F.3d at 1054 (“the question of agency should
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be submitted to the jury unless the facts are clearly insufficieastablish agency or there is no
dispute as to the underlying facts.”).
lll. Lyons Had Apparent Authority

At oral argument, despite the fact that plaintiff raised the issue bri¢fing, defendants
admitted not having addressedesenconsidered whether Lyons had apparent authority to make
the statements to the testddgfendants stated they might concede the issue. As it is not clear
whether defendants in fact conceitiés issue, | turn to it now.

Lyons’s statements to the testers violated the FHA. At the very leasts had apparent
authority to make the statemefsthe testersApparent authority is the power held by an agent
or other actor to affect a principal's legal relations with thirdiggrvhen a third party
reasonably believes the actor has authority to act on behalf of the principal tameli¢fias
traceable to the principals manifestation&éstatement (Third) of Agency, § 2.03.Tarantino
admits authorizingLyons to man the front desk, answer the phone, answer questions about
apartmery, and show apartmenté/hether Lyons decided to pull a “fraudulent prank” on
Tarantinois irrelevant to this analysis, which depends on the point of view of a reasdtiniebl
party. Apparent authority does not depend on any agency relatioaskifjtlhe definition [of
apparent authority] thus applies to actors appear to be agents but are not, as well as to agents
who act beyond the scope of their actual authority.” 8§ 2.03 (comment a).

“Apparent authority . . . is created by a person’s manifestation that aheth@uthority
to act with legal consequences for the person who makes the manifestation, tiitte party
reasonably believes the actor to be authorized and the belief is tracdhblentnifestation.” 8§
3.03. Tarantino’s manifestation here is the act of putting Lyons behind the candter

authorizing Lyons toanswer questions from prospective tenaisut vacancies
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Vicarious liability flows to the principal through anagent acting with agmaauthority.
“A principal is subject to vicarious liability for a tort committed byagent in dealing or
communicating with a third party on or purportedly on behalf of the principal whensatiken
by the agent with apparent authority constitute the tort or enable the agent @l @snce
commission.” 8§ 7.08. These torts include fraudulent and negligenepresentationdd.
(comment a.Lomment b to § 7.08eals nearly exactly with the scenario here

When an agent acts with apparent authority, the agent’s motivation is inamate
to the legal consequences that the agent’s action carries foiritipal.

Likewise, the factthat an agent’'s conduct is not in fact beneficiaktprincipal
does not shield the principal from legal consequences. This is becausetppare
authority holds a principal accountable for the results of-giardy beliefsabout

an actor’s authority to actas an agent when the belief is reasonabge and i
traceable to a manifestation made by the principal. ... So to charge paprsci
fair because it is the principals manifestation that clothes the agarthe
appeaance of authority to act on the principals behalf and that induces the third
party reasonably to believe that the agent acts with actual authority.]]

Apparentauthority doctrine thus focuses on the reasonable expectations of third
parties with whom an agent deals. This focus is inapposite to many instances of
tort liability. However, apparefduthority doctrine is operative in explaining a
principal's vicarious liability when a third party’s reasonable betiedn agent’s
authority to speak or deal on ladfhof a principal stems from a manifestation

made by the principal and it is through statements or dealings that the agent acts
tortuously.

A principal's liability under the rule stated in this section does not depend on
whether the principal benefits from the agent’s tortious conduct.

[llustrations:

1. P Numismatics Company urges its customers to seek investment advice
from its retail salespeople, including A. T, who wishes to invest in guies,c
seeks A’s advice at an office of P Numismatics Compamgncourages T to
purchase a particular set of gold coins, falsely representing méaetmlelevant
to their value. T, reasonably relying on A’s representations, purchasest thfe
coins. P is subject to liability to T. A is also subject to the Sty to T. []
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2. Same facts as lllustration 1, except that A persuades T to pay cash for
the coins and to leave the coins with A so that they may be safely stored by P
Numismatics Company. A then absconds with both the coins and the cash paid by
T. Same results.

As Chandler Apartments deliberately placed Lyons in a position to comraitiond of
the FHA, Chandler Apartments cannot avoid liability by arguing Lyons is simpsgligent or
bad actorWhile this may appear a harsh result at firstagit is merely a balancing of which
innocent partyshall bear theburdenof harm forthe discriminatory actsa landowner whose
agent acted outside of its authority and instructions, or the potential Gsgt&Vvalker v. Crigler,
976 F.2d 90090405 (4th Cir. 1992)(to prevent similar harms occurring in future, FHA requires
innocent party “with the power to control the acts of the agent” to compensatenhnmzaty
injured by violations) The result is no different when a principal takes multiplérnaditive
actions aimed at preventing FHA violations, sucha&sely training and educating agents to
avoid discriminating against apartment and home seed@r€ity of Chicago v. Matchmaker
Real Estate Sales Center, Inc., 982 F.2d 1086109396 (7th Cir. 1992).

Because it is clear Lyons had apparent authority to bind Chandler Apartpientsf's
motion for summary judgment is GRANTED as to the FHA and correspondingastatéaims.
IV. Piercing the Corporate Velil

At oral argumentsimilar to £veral other seemingly crucial portionsthe deferse ofthis
action, defendants admitted not addressing the issue of whether piercing the corpbigsite ve
appropriate in this instance. Defendants argued that because Tarantmpawesl defendant,
the issuas moot. That may or may not be true. But assuming Lyons’s actions only lead to
liability for Chandler Apartments, it is clear that piercing the caf@oweil is appropriate in this

instance.
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When substantial ownership of all theck of a corporation in a single individual

is combined with other factors clearly supporting disregard of the corporate

fiction on the grounds of equity and fairness, courts have been wiling to apply the
“alter ego” or instrumentality theory in order ¢ast aside the corporate shield and
to fasten liability on the individual shareholder.

Holley v. Crank, 400 F.3d at 67445 (quoting Wiliam Meade Fletchef]etcher Cyclopedia of
the Law of Private Corps., § 41.35 at 66668).

The November 6, 2014 stiption of the parties describes the numerous entities that
ownedthe actual apartment buildinthroughout the years. ECF No. 74. There is no question that
during the relevant times in question (March 12, 281 Tarantino was the “alter ego” of the
various entities. Tarantino personaly managed the Chandler Apartirantdlarch 12, 2011
untii December 2013, when he hired a professional management firm to mamagatments.
Tarantino Decl., f.4Tarantino was the sole shareholdememberof the varus entities At
times, the apartment complexawtransferred to new entitiésrmed, managed, and owned by
Tarantino, for no consideraticat all ECF No. 74, § 10. Tarantino clearly attempted to shield
himself from personal liability by moving the sole asset of Chandler mpats in and out of
various entitieshe controlledand managedro the extent defendants did not waive or concede
this issue plaintiff’s motion to pierce the corporate veil is GRANTED.

1111
1111
1111
1111

11

¢ Attimes, Tarantino’s minor sonwho lives outof stedes a shareholder. | granted the opposemod dismiss
Tarantino’s minor son at the outset of this action, as it ¥eas the minor was a shareholder in name only.
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CONCLUSION
Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment, ECF No. 75, is GRANTED. Asusised at
oral argument, plaintiff shall provide a written status reporlater than February 23, 2015.
IT IS SO ORDERED

DATED this 30th day of January2015.

/s/ Michael J. McShane
Michael McShane
United States District Judge
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