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SUMMARY

The Ninth District Court of Appeals of Ohio reviewed consolidated appeals involving sanctions
imposed after a motion for default judgment and an order compelling arbitration. The court held that
the trial court was required to conduct an evidentiary hearing before imposing sanctions, but
concluded that the motion to stay and compel arbitration suspended the defendants’ deadline to answer
and that the arbitration order was otherwise proper. The sanctions ruling was reversed and remanded,
while the arbitration ruling was affirmed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court was required to hold an evidentiary hearing before imposing sanctions under
Civ.R. 11 and/or R.C. 2323.51.

2. Whether the appellate court had jurisdiction in the sanctions appeal to review the trial court's ruling that
the motion to stay and compel arbitration tolled the answer deadline.

3. Whether a motion to stay and compel arbitration suspends the defendant's deadline to answer under
Civ.R. 12(A)(2), thereby preventing default while the motion is pending.

4. Whether the trial court erred by staying the action and compelling arbitration despite the defendants'
failure to file an answer or other responsive pleading.

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court must hold an evidentiary hearing before imposing sanctions under either Civ.R. 11 or R.C.
2323.51, unless it finds no basis whatsoever for sanctions.

2. The appellate court lacked jurisdiction to review the trial court's ruling on the motion to strike and its
related answer-deadline rationale because that ruling was outside the scope of the final sanctions order
and did not independently qualify as a final, appealable order.

3. A motion to stay proceedings and compel arbitration operates as a motion to dismiss or other motion
under Civ.R. 12 and suspends the defendant's twenty-eight-day deadline to answer until the court rules
on the motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under either the statute or the rule, however, “a trial court must hold a hearing before granting a motion for
sanctions.”” (¶ 10)

“Thus, Mr. Core and Canvas Coworking were not in default when the trial court ruled on their motion to stay
and compel arbitration.” (¶ 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Haley Dietrich entered a one-year coworking-space agreement with Canvas Coworking for $6,050, and Daniel
Core signed the agreement as Canvas Coworking's representative. The agreement contained a mandatory
arbitration clause. After suing Core and Canvas Coworking for breach of contract, fraud, and piercing the
corporate veil, Dietrich sought default judgment against Core because he had not filed an answer. Core and
Canvas Coworking had previously moved to stay the case and compel arbitration, and the trial court treated that
motion as suspending the answer deadline.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Dietrich sued Core and Canvas Coworking for breach of contract, fraud, and piercing the corporate veil. Core
and Canvas moved to stay the action and compel arbitration; Dietrich opposed the motion and also sought
default judgment against Core for failing to answer. The trial court struck the default-judgment motion, imposed
sanctions on Dobbins, and compelled arbitration. The Court of Appeals affirmed the arbitration ruling, reversed
the sanctions ruling for failure to hold a required evidentiary hearing, and remanded for that hearing.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand the sanctions matter to the Summit County Court of Common Pleas for an evidentiary hearing on the
motion for sanctions. The arbitration ruling remains affirmed.
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