








Plaintiff’s conversion claim involve the property included in Plaintiff’s Exhibit 2 which
she alleges the Defendant improperly removed from the property. “[Clonversion is the wrongful
exercise of dominion over property to the exclusion of the rights of the owner, or withholding it
from his possession under a claim inconsistent with his rights.” State ex rel. Toma v. Corrigan,
92 Ohio St.3d 589, 592, 752 N.E.2d 281 (2001), quoting Joyce v. Gen. Motors Corp., 49 Ohio
St.3d 93, 96, 551 N.E.2d 172 (1990). To prevail on a claim of conversion, a plaintiff must
demonstrate “(1) that [she] owned or had the right to control the property at the time of the
conversion, (2) the defendant's wrongful act or disposition of the plaintiff's property rights, and
(3) damages.” Pelmar USA, L.L.C. v. Mach. Exchange Corp., 9th Dist., 2012-Ohio-3787, 976
N.E.2d 282. “It is not necessary that the property be wrongfully obtained.” McCartney v.
Universal Elec. Power Corp., 9th Dist. Summit No. 21643, 2004-Ohio-959.

Plaintiff did not meet her burden in establishing her conversion claims. As stated above,
Plaintiff’s testimony regarding the allegedly converted property was largely based upon hearsay
and conjecture and did not support the conclusion that she was the owner of the property or has
the right to control the property. Specifically, Plaintiff referred to several of the items, including
the tools and drills, as being “his” or “ours”, referring to property that Nathan Olp may have
purchased or may have been jointly purchased. Plaintiff had no receipts or other independent
evidence to demonstrate who purchased any of the items or to establish the replacement price.

Furthermore, Plaintiff failed to meet her burden in establishing the Defendant was
responsible for conversion. Plaintiff testified that several pieces of the allegedly converted
property was outside the trailer, open for any individual to take and evidence that Defendant was
involved was based upon weak circumstantial assumption or complete conjecture. In addition,
Plaintiff provided inadequate support for her claimed damages as her testimony regarding
valuations was largely based upon unsupported “Google” research and now testimony regarding
the age or conditions of the items.

Finally, Plaintiff provided no testimony to support her claim for actual and punitive
damages for violation of the common law covenant of quiet enjoyment. When Plaintiff’s
counsel inquired about any other ways this situation may have harmed Plaintiff other than the
aforementioned hotel stay and allegedly converted property, Plaintiff responded that it did not

affect her in any other way.












