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SUMMARY

The Ohio Eleventh District Court of Appeals affirmed a judgment granting Mary B. Ziegler a civil
stalking protection order against her neighbor, Eve Tameris. The court held that the evidence was
legally sufficient to establish a pattern of conduct constituting menacing by stalking under Ohio
Revised Code 2903.211(A)(1), including conduct that caused Ziegler mental distress.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to support issuance of a civil stalking protection order under
R.C. 2903.214.

2. Whether the evidence established that Tameris engaged in a pattern of conduct constituting menacing by
stalking under R.C. 2903.211(A)(1), including conduct knowingly causing Ziegler to believe that
Tameris would cause her mental distress.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient to support the finding that Tameris committed acts constituting
menacing by stalking and therefore supported the civil stalking protection order.

2. The cumulative pattern and frequency of Tameris's conduct were sufficient to establish a statutory
pattern of conduct and support a finding that the conduct caused Ziegler mental distress.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Importantly, “in determining whether or not to grant a stalking civil protection order, the trial court needs to
view the actions with respect to their effect on the petitioner.”” (¶ 9)

“we conclude that the evidence was legally sufficient to support a decision that Tameris has committed acts
against Ziegler that constitute menacing by stalking under R.C. 2903.211(A)(1).” (¶ 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ziegler and Tameris were next-door neighbors whose homes were less than 100 feet apart. Over approximately a
year, Tameris allegedly engaged in repeated conduct directed at Ziegler, including loud music, insults,
intimidating gestures, surveillance-like photography and recording, nighttime activity, property-line conduct, and
other acts that caused Ziegler anxiety, sleeplessness, nightmares, fear, and continuing efforts to avoid Tameris.
The magistrate credited Ziegler, her husband, her adult daughter, and a sheriff's deputy, found Tameris not
credible, and concluded that the cumulative conduct constituted menacing by stalking.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ziegler petitioned for a civil stalking protection order under R.C. 2903.214. After an ex parte order and a full
hearing, the magistrate recommended granting the order through January 1, 2024. The trial court adopted the
magistrate's decision and later overruled Tameris's objections and supplemental objections. Tameris appealed,
challenging the sufficiency of the evidence.
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