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SUMMARY:






The trial court erred in granting plaintiff’s motion for a charging order pursuant to R.C. 1705.19 where three of the entities identified in the charging order were not limited liability companies, as required by R.C. 1705.19, and plaintiff failed to tender requisite evidence as set forth in Stanfield v. On Target Consulting, LLC, 2017-Ohio-8830, 90 N.E.3d 962 (1st Dist.), to establish defendants are members with a membership interest in the remaining three limited liability companies named in the charging order. [But see DISSENT: The trial court did not err in granting plaintiff’s motion for a charging order pursuant to R.C. 1705.19 as to the three entities that were limited liability companies where the charging order was issued “based on the evidence and testimony” presented below and no transcripts were transmitted to the court of appeals for review, thus limiting appellate review to a presumption of regularity as to a determination on membership interests.  Further, the trial court erred in issuing a charging order that was not limited in scope to the defendants’ membership interests in the limited liability companies.]
JUDGMENT:
REVERSED AND CAUSE REMANDED
JUDGES:
OPINION by BERGERON, J.; CROUSE, J., CONCURS and ZAYAS, P.J., CONCURS IN PART AND DISSENTS IN PART.

