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SUMMARY

The Alabama Supreme Court considers whether the trial court erred by refusing to grant a new trial
after the jury returned a verdict that was inconsistent with the court's instructions concerning
conversion, conspiracy, and unjust enrichment. The court discusses Alabama principles requiring a
new trial when a jury verdict is inconsistent or disregards the trial court's instructions. The opinion
arises from a dispute over the shipment and resale of children's clothing inventory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the jury's verdict was inconsistent with the trial court's instructions when it found Johnston
liable for unjust enrichment after finding her liable for conversion and conspiracy, and whether Johnston
was therefore entitled to a new trial.

2. Whether the new trial should encompass the claims asserted by Castles against Johnston and Johnston's
counterclaims and third-party claims against Castles and Tibbetts.

HOLDINGS

1. When a jury returns a verdict that is inconsistent with the trial court's instructions, the trial court may not
cure the inconsistency by selectively setting aside one part of the verdict after discharging the jury. The
prejudiced party is entitled to a new trial because reconciling the verdict would require speculation about
the jury's intent.

2. The new trial must encompass Castles's conversion, conspiracy, and unjust-enrichment claims against
Johnston and Johnston's defamation and tortious-interference claims against Castles and Tibbetts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a jury verdict is inconsistent, the proper remedy is a new trial.” (652)

“Based on the decisions in Clark and Monteleone, Johnston was entitled to a new trial because the jury failed
to follow the trial court's instructions.” (653)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Castles & Crowns operated a children's clothing business, and Johnston formed a consignment company with
her sister, Brandi Stuart, who worked for Castles. Evidence showed that thousands of pounds of Castles clothing
were shipped to Johnston or her consignment companies using Castles's shipping account, and Castles received
no payment or sales proceeds for the clothing. A jury found Johnston liable for conversion and conspiracy and
awarded Castles compensatory and punitive damages, while also finding her liable for unjust enrichment despite
instructions to consider that claim only if it rejected the conversion and conspiracy claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Castles sued Johnston and Brandi Stuart over clothing allegedly converted from Castles and asserted related
claims. Johnston asserted counterclaims and third-party claims against Castles, Vickers, and Tibbetts. After trial,
the jury found against Johnston on conversion, conspiracy, unjust enrichment, defamation, and tortious
interference; the trial court set aside the unjust-enrichment award as inconsistent but entered judgment on the
other verdicts. The trial court denied Johnston's postjudgment motions, and Johnston appealed.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Conduct a new trial on Castles's conversion, conspiracy, and unjust-enrichment claims against Johnston and
Johnston's defamation and tortious-interference-with-business-and-contractual-relations claims against Castles
and Tibbetts.
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