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SUMMARY

The document is findings and recommendations addressing a plaintiff’s motion to enforce an alleged
settlement agreement and for summary judgment in a dispute arising from the sale of a residential
cleaning business. The court concludes that disputed facts concern whether the parties formed an
agreement to unwind the transaction and whether any agreement was coerced or otherwise improperly
influenced. The motion is therefore not suitable for summary enforcement or summary judgment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to enforce an alleged settlement agreement and for
summary judgment on its claim for enforcement of the agreement and
specific performance. The magistrate judge recommended denying
summary judgment because disputed factual issues existed regarding
contract formation, the agreement's terms, and possible coercion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is inappropriate where genuine disputes of
material fact exist. For summary enforcement of an alleged settlement
or specific performance, the enforcing party must establish that the
parties formed an enforceable agreement and agreed on its material
terms; disputed factual issues concerning formation, assent, terms, or
coercion preclude summary relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff established as a matter of law that the parties formed an enforceable agreement to
unwind the sale of the cleaning business.

2. Whether the parties' communications on February 12 and 13, 2024 established assent to the essential
terms of an agreement.

3. Whether the alleged later oral agreement was subject to summary enforcement despite factual disputes
concerning coercion, intimidation, translation, and the terms extracted from defendant.

4. Whether summary judgment was proper when factual disputes existed regarding contract formation, the
parties' meeting of the minds, and the terms of any proposed settlement.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment and summary enforcement were not warranted because disputed issues of fact
existed regarding whether the parties formed an enforceable agreement and what terms governed any
unwinding of the transaction.

2. The court could not summarily enforce an agreement based on the February 12 and 13 communications
because a disputed factual issue existed regarding whether plaintiff rejected defendant's offer or whether
the offer remained open for acceptance by plaintiff's later text.

3. The alleged later oral agreement could not be summarily enforced because factual disputes existed
regarding whether defendant's assent was coerced or improperly influenced and whether the parties
reached a true meeting of the minds.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment fails because there are questions of fact as to any agreement that
plaintiff and defendant allegedly reached.” (at discussion of motion)

“Plaintiff’s Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement and Motion for Summary Judgment on Claim for
Enforcement of Settlement Agreement/Specific Performance (ECF 26) should be denied to the extent plaintiff
seeks summary judgment because there are questions of fact as to whether the parties ever came to a meeting
of minds to settle the dispute about the sale of the cleaning business and the terms that would control any
potential “unwinding” of the deal.” (Recommendations)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Professional House Cleaning by Mary G, LLC, owned by Maria Guzman, purchased Sonia Medina Lopez's
Washington-based residential cleaning business, including a client list and supplies, for $30,000. After disputes



arose concerning Lopez's interactions with former clients, Lopez offered to return the purchase money in
exchange for receiving the business back, but the parties disputed whether Guzman rejected the offer or left it
open for further discussion. Guzman's counsel later demanded repayment and threatened litigation, and Lopez
participated in telephone discussions while unrepresented and communicating through interpreters; Lopez
claimed she acted out of fear and intimidation. The proposed written agreement would have required Lopez to
repay the money while allowing Guzman to retain the client list and vehicle, and Lopez refused to sign it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in federal court alleging claims arising from the sale of a residential cleaning business and
seeking, among other relief, enforcement of an alleged settlement agreement and specific performance. After the
parties conducted depositions, plaintiff moved to enforce the alleged settlement and for summary judgment. The
magistrate judge issued findings and recommendations recommending denial of the motion to the extent it
sought summary judgment, subject to referral to a district judge and the parties' opportunity to object.
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