The Emaill Is the Proof

A structural analysis of the April 28, 2026 building-wide email and the

three-channel exclusion pattern at Goldtex Apartments.
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1. Headline finding

The April 28, 2026 building-wide email proves itself.

It refutes nothing, admits the central claim, and routes residents
to a verbal channel where the resident cannot witness or respond.

Greystar sent a building-wide email at 4:27 PM on April 28, 2026, in response to factually
accurate flyers about the property’s expired residential rental license. The email does
three things in five short paragraphs. It declines to identify any specific inaccuracy in the
flyers. It admits in writing that the license is in renewal and that items remain
outstanding with the City of Philadelphia. And it tells residents to seek “accurate
information” in person, at the office. The resident who is the subject of the email was not
on the distribution.

This document examines what that email proves on its own face, without relying on a
single witness statement, and how the email’s structure connects to a documented
pattern of conduct across two management regimes, one criminal predicate, and three
independent legal frames.

Witnesses corroborate content. The email proves structure. Each is independently

sufficient. Together they are the case.

2. The April 28 email — what it actually says

The email is short. Five paragraphs of prose, no attachments, signed “Management
Team.” It can be read in under a minute. The structural moves it makes can be
enumerated on one hand. The figure below reproduces the body verbatim and identifies
the four phrases that do all the work.
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What the email actually says
Subject: “Unauthorized Flyers” - Sent 4:27 PM, April 28, 2026 - Building-wide distribution

Dear Residents,

We want to take a moment to address flyers that have recently been
posted and distributed throughout the building. These materials are
not being distributed by management or the City of Philadelphia.

The flyers are being circulated by an individual resident and do not
reflect official communications regarding the property. For accurate
information, please rely on direct communications from the management
team.

We are actively working with the City of Philadelphia regarding our
license renewal and are taking the necessary steps to address all
outstanding items. We appreciate your patience and understanding as
we continue to work through this process.

If you have any questions or concerns, please reach out to the
management office directly.

Thank you,
Management Team

Four phrases that do all the work

“license renewal”

admits the license is not current

“outstanding items”

admits items remain unresolved with the City

“an individual resident”

refers to the resident; does not address them

“for accurate information ... management team directly”

routes residents to the verbal channel at the office

Zero specific inaccuracies named. Zero corrections issued.

The document refutes nothing and admits the central claim.

Figure 1. The April 28, 2026 email reproduced from the screenshot Justin received from neighboring

residents, with the four operative phrases isolated.

Two of those phrases are admissions. The other two are structural. “License renewal”
concedes that the license is not current; an active license is not a license being renewed.
“Outstanding items” concedes that items remain unresolved with the City of
Philadelphia. The flyers in the building say exactly this. The email does not name a single
inaccuracy in the flyers because there is none to name.
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The remaining two phrases route the reader. “An individual resident” refers to the
subject without addressing the subject. “For accurate information ... the management
team directly” tells residents that the truth lives elsewhere — specifically, in the office.
The reader is invited to leave the written channel and go to the verbal one.

3. The sealed logic

The question that opens the analysis is simple. If the flyers are accurate, what is the
“accurate information” the email directs residents to obtain in person, and why was it not
in the email itself?

The answer is that there is no withheld accurate information. Once you read the email
carefully, the logic forecloses every alternative.

The sealed logic

Every alternative reading of the email closes. One conclusion remains.

PREMISE 1 The flyers are factually accurate (license expired Feb 28; verifiable on phila.gov/li).

PREMISE 2 The email names no specific inaccuracy in the flyers.

PREMISE 3 The|email tells residents to seek “accurate information” at the office.

v

Two possibilities exhaust the space

(A)bﬁii‘:\f?ﬁ::iﬁo{v’i’;aﬂ:aﬁf'sm (B) No accurate information was withheld.
Then management knowingly excluded Then the office is not delivering “accuracy.”
factual information from a building-wide What it delivers is content that won’t

communication — itself misconduct. survive being put in writing.

EITHER PATH = the email’s function is not correction.

It is direction — to a channel where the content cannot be written.

Figure 2. Either the email withheld accurate information (which is itself misconduct), or no such
information was withheld (in which case the office is delivering something other than accuracy). Both
branches close in the same place.
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Branch (A) requires us to believe that management possessed accurate information
about the property and intentionally chose not to include it in the building-wide
communication where residents would receive it equally. That is not a defense; that is an
admission of a different category of misconduct — selective disclosure.

Branch (B) is the more honest reading. There is no accurate information being withheld.
The office visit is therefore not about accuracy. The only category of content that
requires the verbal channel is content that cannot survive being committed to writing —
because writing it would create evidence of defamation, retaliation, or another adverse
act. That category of content is characterization of the named individual. That is the
definition of a smear.

The email’s function is not to correct the flyers. It is to direct residents to the room

where the smear is delivered.

4. What each channel can deliver

Channels have legal properties. A written communication creates a record: timestamps,
distribution lists, signatories, retention. A verbal communication does not. This
asymmetry shapes which content can be delivered through which channel without
creating legal exposure for the speaker.
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What each channel can deliver

The email decides which content goes where.

WRITTEN - email, letter, notice
what it can carry without legal cost
¢ Generic acknowledgment of issues
* Soft references (“outstanding items”)
* Procedural language (“reach out to the office”)

« Distribution control (who gets it, who doesn’t)

Plausible deniability of intent

VERBAL - in-person at the office
what only this channel can carry
¢ Characterizations of named individuals
* Imputed motives, mental states, intent
« Statements that contradict the written record
¢ Off-the-record framings, deniable later

* Content that would be evidence if written

What the April 28 email actually contains:
- admission of license-renewal status
- admission of outstanding items
- reference to the resident without addressing them
- instruction to visit the office

What residents report being told in the office:
- the resident is “crazy”
- the resident “thought she was trying to kill him”
- the chemical-exposure complaint is paranoia
- framings that contradict the police record

Figure 3. The written channel and the verbal channel carry different categories of content. The April 28
email decides which goes where.

The April 28 email sorts content according to this property of channels. What appears in
writing is deliberately content-empty: soft verbs (“reach out,” “work through”),
procedural framings, distribution-controlled. What residents report hearing in person is
the opposite: specific, characterizing, dated, directed at a named individual.

Residents who have visited the office report being told that the resident is “crazy,” that
he “thought she was trying to kill him” when he called police, that his chemical-exposure
complaints are paranoia. None of these statements appear in any Greystar writing
produced to the resident, his guarantor, the police, or the City. They do, however,
contradict the Philadelphia Police Complaint Report (#26-09-47920) and the April 10
letter from Dr. Mark Fabi, M.D.

5. The third channel — physical suppression

The April 28 email does not exist in isolation. It is the public-facing response to a body of
work the resident has been physically posting in the building’s common areas for several
days — and that has been physically removed during the same window.
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The flyers are factually accurate. They cite Philadelphia Code §9-3901 et seq., enumerate
the rights protected under the Fair Housing Ordinance, and direct readers to free legal
help (Community Legal Services, the Fair Housing Commission, 311). They carry an
explicit “not legal advice, not attorney advertising” disclaimer. They name no individuals.
They are signed simply: “posted by a Goldtex tenant engaged in lawful tenant
organizing.”

_ Ay o S

Figure 4. Multiple “PUBLIC TENANT ALERT” flyers recovered from the fitness-center trash receptacle.
They were thrown out, not preserved as evidence of tenant misconduct — a posture the analysis below
treats as significant on its own.

Disposal, not preservation

If management believed the flyers were defamatory, inaccurate, or otherwise grounds for
action against the resident, the natural and predictable response would be to preserve
them. Photograph them in situ. Date-stamp a recovered copy. Attach them to an incident
report. Forward them to corporate counsel. Document the alleged misconduct by
retaining the alleged evidence.

That is not what happened. The flyers were pulled from the wall, thrown into the
fitness-center trash receptacle, and left there. There is no documentation chain because
no documentation chain was being built. The actor was eliminating content, not building
a record.
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The disposal pattern matches the email’s posture.

Both moves — throwing out the flyers and emailing the building without specific
corrections — treat the resident’s factual claims as content to suppress, not
claims to engage. Engagement would mean naming the inaccuracies in writing, or
preserving the flyers as the alleged evidence of misconduct. Neither happened.
Both channels of management response avoid the only response that would create
a written record of the dispute: addressing the substance.

What the flyers themselves say about removal

The flyers anticipate their own removal. The footer of every flyer carries the following
warning, reproduced here from a recovered copy:

POSTING THIS NOTICE IS
LEGAL.
REMOVING IT IS NOT.

Tenant organizing is a protected activity under Philadelphia

Code § 9-804 and Pennsylvania law. Removing or destroying
this notice — by management, staff, or anyone acting on their
behalf — interferes with that protected activity. Common-area
cameras and keyfob access logs document who enters these
spaces. Verify the license status yourself at phila.gov/li —
removing this notice does not change the underlying public
record.

Figure 5. The footer warning carried on every Public Tenant Alert flyer.

Tenant organizing is a protected activity under Philadelphia Code § 9-804 and
Pennsylvania law. Removal of factually accurate tenant-organizing materials from
common areas — by management, staff, or anyone acting on their behalf — is
interference with that protected activity. The warning notes what the flyers also note:
common-area cameras and keyfob access logs document who enters those spaces.

The fitness center is keyfob-accessed. Management posts its own promotional materials
(“The Way You Pay Rent is Changing — Greystar Rewards + Bilt”) in the same locations
from which the tenant alerts have been removed. Posting Greystar-branded marketing in
managed common areas is a function reserved to management or its directly-authorized
agents. That narrows the universe of plausible actors for the removal-and-replacement
cycle to staff or staff-authorized parties — the same set of actors who later sent the April
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28 email.

6. Three channels, one structure

Once the physical channel is named, the pattern across all three channels of
communication becomes legible. They differ in mechanism. They share a function:
control the information environment around the resident while preventing the resident
from accessing or correcting it.

Three channels, one structure

Different vectors. Same function: control the information environment around the resident.

April 15 - to guarantor;

WRITTEN

Communications about
the resident are sent
to others.

Resident excluded
from RECEIVING.

names resident.

April 28 - to entire building;

refers to resident.

PHYSICAL

Resident’s notices to
neighbors are removed
and discarded.

Resident’s message
excluded from
BEING SEEN.

Tenant alerts pulled
from fitness center,
thrown in trash —
not preserved.

VERBAL

Office is named the
source of “accurate
information.”

Resident excluded
from WITNESSING.

Residents directed
to in-person channel
where characterizations
are delivered.

Across all three channels, the resident is the subject of communication and excluded from it.

Figure 6. The same structural exclusion runs through every channel of communication around the
resident.

Across all three channels, the resident is the subject of the communication and excluded
from it. The pattern is the proof. No single instance, taken alone, would be conclusive.
Three vectors, all moving in the same direction, are.

The exclusion fingerprint

The April 15, 2026 email to the resident’s father (the lease guarantor) and the April 28,
2026 email to the building share a fingerprint. Both name the resident. Both characterize
his conduct. Both exclude him from the distribution. The first reached one person. The
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second reached the entire resident body. The structure is identical — only the audience
scaled.

Two iterations of the same move, separated by thirteen days, with the same author
(Cordial), the same subject (the resident), and the same structural exclusion (resident
not on distribution). That is not a coincidence. It is a method.

7. Two regimes, one pattern

The exclusion structure pre-dates Cordial. On October 6, 2025, the resident sent a
written habitability complaint to leasing manager Ryan Siminske at 11:17 AM. Siminske
escalated the complaint to Senior Community Manager Sara Kane. Approximately ninety
minutes later, Kane issued a “Resident Conduct” letter to the resident.

Two regimes, one pattern
The structural response to protected activity is institutional, not personal.

PRIOR MGMT - Sara Kane GREYSTAR - Nicole Cordial
Oct 6, 2025 Oct 6, 2025 Apr 28, 2026
11:17 AM ~1:00 PM Apr 13-15, 2026 4:27 PM
Resident emails about Sara Kane issues Cordial issues non-renewal, Cordial sends building-
81°F unit, air quality. “Resident Conduct” letter calls police, emails father wide email referring to
~90 minutes later. about resident. resident, excluding them.
Protected Adverse action Adverse action Adverse action
activity PRIOR MGMT GREYSTAR SCALED

Same structure each time: a resident’s protected activity is followed by an adverse action
that communicates about the resident through channels the resident does not control.
The pattern cr the man 1t transition. It is institutional.

9

Figure 7. The structural response to protected activity predates the Greystar takeover. The October 6,
2025 letter from Sara Kane is the predecessor instance of the same pattern Cordial later scaled.

Two managers. Two regimes. The same tenant. Each time the tenant engages in a
protected activity — reporting habitability conditions, reporting antisemitic content from
another resident, posting factually accurate license-status notices — management
responds with an adverse action that communicates about the resident through channels
the resident does not control.
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This continuity across the management transition is what converts the conduct from “one
manager’s overreach” into “a property posture toward this tenant.” It is institutional.
Cordial inherited a file that contained the Kane letter. The pattern did not begin with her,
and it has not deviated under her.

What this changes about the legal frame.

Retaliation under Philadelphia Code § 9-804 is the strongest available frame for
the email itself, because intent is not required. The cross-regime continuity
strengthens it: a single instance can be explained away as a misjudgment by one
manager. Two instances across two managers, with the same structural
fingerprint, is a pattern. Patterns survive motions to dismiss.

8. Predicate, disability layer, convergence

The protected-class predicate

On August 22, 2025, the resident was the victim of an eleven-minute assault inside the
Goldtex lobby. Injuries included an orbital fracture, a broken nose, and a broken jaw. The
Commonwealth filed charges against the named defendant, Stephen Talley, that include
ethnic intimidation. The case is currently pending: Commonwealth v. Talley,
CP-51-CR-0000673-2026, with trial in progress at the time this analysis is written.

The District Attorney’s charging document places on the public record — not as the
resident’s claim, but as the Commonwealth’s charge — that the resident was targeted on
the basis of a protected characteristic. Membership in the protected class is established.
It is not a matter for the resident to argue.

Reports of antisemitic content from a separate resident (a Twitter account flagged to two
pre-Greystar managers in summer 2025 and re-reported to Siminske in October 2025)
are themselves protected activity under fair housing law: reporting harassment of a
protected class is protected. Management had knowledge through three reports across
two regimes.

The disability layer

On April 10, 2026, Dr. Mark Fabi, M.D. issued a written letter to Greystar documenting
concern for both physical and mental health effects from possible airborne contaminants
in the resident’s unit. The letter put management on written notice of a medical concern
related to mental health.

The verbal smear delivered through the office — framing the resident’s documented
chemical-exposure complaint as paranoia, characterizing him as believing his manager
was “trying to kill him” — imputes mental disability to the resident as the ground for
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treating his protected complaints as non-credible. Under the Fair Housing Act,
discrimination based on perceived mental disability is actionable. The disability need not
be real. The landlord need only treat the tenant as if it is and take adverse action on that
basis.

By writing an email that directs residents to the channel where this characterization is
delivered, Cordial places management’s authorship on top of the perceived-disability
discrimination. The April 28 email and the verbal channel are two parts of the same act
— the email being the part she committed to writing.

Convergence

Three legal frames apply to the same documented sequence of events. They do not
compete. They are independent grounds, each with its own elements and its own
evidentiary support, that point to the same underlying conduct.

What the record shows

Three independent legal frames, one set of facts.

PROTECTED-CLASS PREDICATE

Commonwealth v. Talley, CP-51-CR-0000673-2026 — ethnic intimidation charge filed by the District Attorney.
Targeting on protected basis is on the public record.

RETALIATION DISCRIMINATION PERCEIVED-DISABILITY

Phila. Code § 9-804 FHA - PA Human Relations Act FHA - perceived disability
Adverse action following Member of protected class Dr. Fabi letter put mgmt
protected activity, with (per Talley charge). on notice (April 10).
temporal proximity.
Antisemitism reports Verbal channel imputes
Repeat structural move separately protected. paranoia / delusion to
across two managers. resident’s complaints.

Adverse actions follow.

Strongest under city law. Religion / national origin / Disability need not be real.
Does not require intent. ethnicity ground. Perception + adverse act.

ONE FACT PATTERN, THREE FRAMES

Predicate (Talley) + protected activities (habitability, antisemitism reports, organizing)
+ adverse actions (Kane letter, non-renewal, guarantor email, building-wide email, verbal smear)

+ cross-regime continuity = institutional pattern, not isolated conduct.

Figure 8. Three independent legal frames, one set of facts. The protected-class predicate is established
by the Commonwealth, not by the resident.
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Retaliation under city law is the most direct frame and the easiest to plead. It does not
require litigating intent. It requires protected activity, an adverse action, and temporal
proximity — all of which are documented multiple times.

Religious / national-origin / ethnicity discrimination under the Fair Housing Act and the
Pennsylvania Human Relations Act has the strongest predicate because the class
membership was established by the District Attorney’s charging decision. Adverse
actions following protected activity by a member of a protected class, taken with
knowledge of that class membership, is the disparate-treatment frame.

Perceived-disability discrimination is the newest frame and the one Cordial just opened.
It depends on what is being said in the office. The April 28 email does not deliver the
discrimination directly. It delivers the directions to the room where the discrimination is
delivered.

9. State of the record

The case is no longer being assembled. It has been assembled. What remains is
preservation, not construction. The list below is documentation; it is not strategy.

Predicate Commonwealth v. Talley, CP-51-CR-0000673-2026 — ethnic
intimidation charge filed by the Philadelphia District Attorney;
trial in progress.

Protected activities Habitability complaints (October 6, 2025; April 6, 2026);
antisemitism reports (summer 2025 to Rashawn and successor;
October 3, 2025 to Siminske); license-status flyers (April 26, 2026
onward); police report (April 15, 2026, #26-09-47920).

Adverse actions Sara Kane Resident Conduct letter (October 6, 2025, ~90 minutes
after escalation); non-renewal notice (April 13/15, 2026); police
call by management (April 14, 2026); guarantor email (April 15,
2026, 8:00 AM); building-wide email (April 28, 2026, 4:27 PM);
physical removal of tenant alert flyers (ongoing through April
26-28, 2026).

Medical record Dr. Mark Fabi, M.D. letter dated April 10, 2026, sent to
management.

Forensic record FLIR thermal documentation of portable AC exhaust hose at
102-113°F surface temperature; chemical-emission analysis of
FSK tape under thermal stress (toluene, xylene, styrene,
formaldehyde, plasticizers, tackifier resins).
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L & I record Residential Rental License #602204 — EXPIRED February 28,
2026, not renewed. 13 currently open code violations. Greystar
holds no license at the address.

Cross-regime Two managers (Sara Kane, Nicole Cordial), two regimes, the same
continuity tenant, the same structural exclusion of the tenant from
communications about the tenant.

Witnesses corroborate content. The email proves structure.

The flyers in the trash prove the same structure in the physical world.
The Kane letter proves the structure precedes the manager.

Compiled April 28, 2026. This document is a structural reading. It stands alongside the Goldtex
Combined Forensic Report v3 (license, violations, review-manipulation evidence) and the Goldtex
Case File Working Document (consolidated narrative record). Where the forensic report compiles
the public record and the case file consolidates the private record, this analysis reads what those
records mean when placed against a single document Greystar published this evening.
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