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St. Helens landlord sued over tenant's request for companion dog

Posted by Amy Wang September 23, 2008 16:52PM

The federal government has sued a St. Helens landlord for allegedly denying the request of a mentally disabled tenant to obtain a companion dog.

The civil action filed Monday in Portland's U.S. District Court accuses Ronald A. Lucas and R.A. Lucas Developments LLC of violating the Fair 
Housing Act.

According to the complaint, Marilyn Dirks, a tenant in the Old Portland Road Apartments, submitted letters to Lucas late last year from health 
care providers in support of her request for a dog. Dirks' lease includes a no-pets policy.

The animal was intended to act as therapy for Dirks' disabilities, which include depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, arthritis and 
fibromyalgia, according to the complaint. But Lucas told her she would be allowed to keep a dog in her apartment only if she were legally blind, 
although she was welcome to have a fish or bird, records show.

Dirks filed a complaint with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, which investigated her allegations and found probable 
cause that Lucas and his company had violated the Fair Housing Act, the U.S. attorney's office reported today.

Attempts to reach Lucas by phone were unsuccessful.

-- Bryan Denson; bryandenson@news.oregonian.com
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Comments

PEARLJAM550 says...

This is one of those situations thats unfair to both parties involved.
the lady knew she had a no pets policy when she moved in,the management okd' her for a bird or fish,mabye they should have compromised,met 
each other half way? or mabye she could move to another place where dogs are welcome.whats unfair about making someone adhere to the terms
of their lease if they knew when moving in certain pets were prohibited? another case of ''give me money''.and dont even jump on me about being
unfair to disabled people,i have some of the same issues this lady is said to have,but im being realistic.

Posted on 09/23/08 at 5:31PM

planeman says...

Words have meanings. "Pet" is a word. Apparently this dog was not intended to be a pet. The 'no pets policy' is simply not applicable. It is a rule
of law that a contract such as this rental agreement will be interpreted strictly against the landlord. In that case this dog is not a pet and the 
landlord loses.

Posted on 09/23/08 at 6:47PM

treesyjo says...

When doctors are recommending the animal, it stops being a pet and is no longer ruled by the "no pet policy". The story also doesn't say when
the tenant moved in so it is very possible the animal wasn't needed when she moved in. And the landlord said she could only have the dog if she
was blind. What if she was deaf? There are many medical conditions that require assistance or companion animals besides being blind. Too bad
this landlord couldn't be bothered to check the laws.

Posted on 09/23/08 at 7:07PM

plucack says...

"depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, arthritis and fibromyalgia..." Just what can a dog do for this lady that Prozac can't? Or "medical"
marijuana, for that matter. Betcha the lady is getting all sorts of handouts from the Feds, too. I side with the landlord on this stupid lawsuit which
only goes to show, people will sue for anything. Now the real big question: Does she get any damages, e.g., MONEY? What a load of dog crap...

Posted on 09/23/08 at 7:34PM

Oregonian86 says...

"depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, arthritis and fibromyalgia..." Just what can a dog do for this lady that Prozac can't? Or "medical" 




