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MEMORANDUM OPINION  

HANISEE, Judge.  

{1} Ana Washburn, a self-represented litigant (Defendant) appeals from the district 
court’s memorandum opinion and order affirming the metropolitan court’s judgment for 
restitution in favor of Solar Villa Apartments (Plaintiff) in which Defendant’s rental 
agreement was terminated and Defendant was ordered to pay Plaintiff $159.50 in 



 

 

prorated rent and costs. [RP 12] The calendar notice proposed summary reversal on the 
basis that the metropolitan court legally erred in disregarding Defendant’s retaliation 
defense to Plaintiff’s action for possession.  

{2} Plaintiff has failed to file a memorandum in opposition to the proposed disposition 
and the time for doing so has passed. Defendant has filed a memorandum in support of 
the proposed disposition.  

{3} For the reasons set forth in this Court’s calendar notice, we reverse the district 
court’s memorandum opinion and order and the metropolitan court judgment for 
restitution. We remand to the metropolitan court for a hearing on and due consideration 
of Defendant’s owner retaliation defense, including, if the retaliation defense has merit, 
whether the eviction proceedings should be stayed pending completion of the 
discriminatory practices investigation.  

{4} IT IS SO ORDERED.  

J. MILES HANISEE, Judge  

WE CONCUR:  

RODERICK T. KENNEDY, Chief Judge  

LINDA M. VANZI, Judge  


