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Memorandum

The Court in this case finds for Plaintiff.  Plaintiff proved that Defendant “significantly” damaged 

property when both his front and rear entry doors were kicked in, and subsequently damaged a second 

time, in late 2019.  This is an allowable basis for eviction under Executive Order 20-79, Subd. 2(d)(ii).  In 

addition, Plaintiff proved that Defendant “seriously endanger[ed] the safety of others” when he was 

arrested for a domestic assault that occurred at the unit on January 4, 2020.  EO 20-79, Subd. 2(d)(i).  

While the Court understands that Defendant claims he was the victim of a break-in, the fact that the 

damage was (1) to BOTH the front and back doors, (2) per testimony occurred on at least 2 occasions, (3) 

that Defendant reported missing property but there is no evidence that he ever contacted law enforcement, 

(4) there is no evidence that any neighboring units experienced this problem, and (5) combined with the 

numerous admitted reports of many people coming and going from his unit, the Court finds it appropriate 

to hold the Defendant liable for this damage, which the evidence demonstrates will exceed $2,000 despite 

the fact that to date the doors are not replaced.  Plaintiff also presented evidence through photographs of 

damage to the interior of the unit including dog feces on the carpet and a unit kept in generally very poor 

condition.

Defendant argues that this Court is bound by the holding in the very recent Minnesota Court of 

Appeals ruling in Olson Property Investments v. Alexander, A20-1073 (Minn. Ct. App. Sept. 1, 2020).  In 

Olson the District Court reviewed the file and declined to allow an eviction to proceed under the previous 

Executive Orders 20-14 and 20-73.  Landlord appealed and requested a Writ of Mandamus compelling 

the case to go forward based on the allegations in the Compliant.  That case is distinguishable.  First, the 

Court in that case in its discretion declined to allow the case to proceed, meaning the Court of Appeals 

was asked to issue a Writ of Mandamus, expressly described as an “extraordinary remedy.”  Second, the 

Olson Court was interpreting an earlier version of the Executive Order concerning evictions, one that did 

not include as an allowable ground significant damage to property.  The Olson Court did hold that to 






