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MELODY J. STEWART, J.: 

{¶1}  Defendant-appellant Fabian Barbolovici requested that this appeal be placed on our 

accelerated calendar under App.R. 11.1 and Loc.App.R. 11.1. By doing so, he has agreed that we 

may render a decision in “brief and conclusionary form.”  

{¶2} In a pretrial conference on plaintiff-appellee Alsol, Inc.’s complaint to quiet title to 

real property, the court ordered Alsol to file a preliminary judicial report as required by Loc.R. 

24(A) of the Court of Common Pleas of Cuyahoga County, General Division, under penalty of 

dismissal without prejudice.  Alsol failed to file the report, so the court dismissed the case 

without prejudice.  Barbolovici then filed a motion for sanctions under Civ.R. 11 and 

R.C. 2323.51.  The court denied the motion, finding that Alsol did not act frivolously or 

egregiously in bringing the quiet title action because Alsol and Barbolovici had a “business 

relationship” from which the dispute arose.2   

                                                 
2 As a matter collateral to the dismissal, the court had jurisdiction to consider a postdismissal motion for sanctions.  
ABN AMRO Mtge. Group, Inc. v. Evans, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 96120, 2011-Ohio-5654, ¶ 21. 



{¶3} We review the court’s decision on a motion for sanctions under Civ.R. 11 and R.C. 

2323.51 for an abuse of discretion.  Murman v. Univ. Hosps. Health Sys., 2017-Ohio-1282, 88 

N.E.3d 540, ¶ 6 (8th Dist.).  Barbolovici complains that the court inexplicably found that the 

parties had a “business relationship.”  While the parties did not have a “business relationship” in 

the truest sense, the complaint makes the allegation that Alsol had a 50-year lease with the prior 

owner of the property and that Alsol was attempting to void Barbolovici’s purchase in order to 

sustain the lease.  In addition, one of the court’s journal entries mentioned a Cleveland 

Municipal Court eviction action between the parties.  It is not beyond reason that the “business 

relationship” to which the court referred was Alsol’s attempt to enforce its lease and avoid 

eviction, a course of action that the court could rationally conclude was not so frivolous as to 

warrant sanctions.  Under the very broad standard of review employed in sanctions cases, we 

find no error.   

{¶4} Judgment affirmed. 

It is ordered that appellee recover of appellants costs herein taxed. 

The court finds there were reasonable grounds for this appeal. 

It is ordered that a special mandate issue out of this court directing the common pleas 

court to carry this judgment into execution. 

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to Rule 27 of the 

Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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