
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

 
Michael M. DeBlasis 
8798 Constance Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45231 
 
Lindsay A. DeBlasis fka Lindsay Conrad 
8798 Constance Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45231 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 

Vinebrook Homes Property Management 
Company, LLC 
c/o Statutory Agent 
C T Corporation System, Statutory Agent 
4400 Easton Commons Way, Suite 125 
Columbus, OH 43219 
 

VineBrook Homes Trust, Inc. 
300 Crescent Court, Suite 700 
Dallas, TX 75201 
 
NREA VB IV LLC 
300 Crescent Court, Suite 700 
Dallas, TX 75201 
 
                            Defendants. 

CASE NO. _______________ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT FOR 
VIOLATION OF O.R.C. 5321.01, ET 
SEQ., FRAUD, UNJUST 
ENRICHMENT, and CONVERSION 
(Jury Demand Endorsed Hereon) 

  
 
Plaintiffs Michael and Lindsay DeBlasis ( together “DeBlasis” or “Plaintiffs”), 

individually and on behalf of all other similarly situated persons and entities, upon personal 

knowledge of facts pertaining to themselves and upon information and belief as to all other matters, 

by and through the undersigned counsel, hereby file their Class Action Complaint against 

Defendants Vinebrook Homes Property Management Company, LLC, Vinebrook Homes Trust, 

Inc., NREA VB IV LLC (“VB”) (together “the Vinebrook Group” or “Vinebrook” or 

“Defendants”) and allege as follows:  
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PARTIES 

1. Plaintiffs Michael and Lindsay DeBlasis were tenants in residential rental property 

located in Hamilton County, Ohio, owned and managed by the Vinebrook Group. From July 2016 

until July 2021, they rented a single-family residence located at 4410 Simpson Avenue, Cincinnati, 

Ohio 45227 (“the Premises”). 

2. Defendant Vinebrook Homes Property Management Company, LLC is a domestic 

limited liability company that operates and/or owns thousands of residential rental properties 

throughout Ohio, including properties in Cincinnati, Columbus, and Dayton.  

3. Defendant Vinebrook Homes Trust, Inc. is incorporated in Maryland and owns 

NREA VB IV LLC and other limited liability companies throughout Ohio that own and manage 

residential real estate in Ohio. 

4. Defendant NREA VB IV LLC (“VB”), is a Delaware limited liability company that 

owns residential rental properties throughout Ohio.  

5. Beginning in July 2016, Plaintiffs occupied the Premises owned by VB and 

managed by Vinebrook Homes Property Management Company, LLC, authorized agent of VB 

with regard to the management, maintenance, and rental of the Premises. Throughout their tenancy 

at the Premises, Plaintiffs entered into a series of one-year leases with the Vinebrook Group. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6. The Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ claims because the claims arose under 

Ohio statute. 

7. This Court is the proper venue for the action because the events took place in 

Hamilton County; Plaintiffs are residents of Hamilton County; and Defendants conduct substantial 

business in Hamilton County. 
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8. The damages of Plaintiffs and putative Class members under each count of this 

Complaint exceed $25,000. 

INTRODUCTION 

9. VineBrook Homes Trust, Inc. began operating in the Greater Cincinnati housing 

market in 2018. Prior to that, contributing members of the VineBrook Homes Trust, Inc. owned 

and rented residential real estate properties in Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana, including VineBrook 

Homes Property Management Company, LLC. Since 2018, the Vinebrook Group has amassed an 

enormous portfolio of residential properties in the Greater Cincinnati, Dayton, and Columbus 

areas. Vinebrook owns more residential properties in Cincinnati than it does in any other city, 

followed by Dayton, and Columbus. 

10. As of June 30, 2022, the Vinebrook Group owned 3,164 residential rental units in 

the Cincinnati market area with an occupancy rate of 91.2%; 2,839 residential rental units in the 

Dayton market area with an occupancy rate of 89%; and 1,553 residential rental units in the 

Columbus market area with an occupancy rate of 91.6%.1  

11. As of the end of 2021, the Vinebrook Group had real estate assets totaling $1.5 

billion, including 15,787 residential rental units across 16 states. 

12. Cincinnati is home to an exceptionally large population who rent residential 

properties. The City has one of the highest per capita populations of renters in the United States: 

62% of all households in Cincinnati are rental properties.2 The Vinebrook Group owns 73% of 

properties listed in the Port of Greater Cincinnati Development Authority’s database.3 By virtue 

 
1 August 2022 Quarterly Report of VineBrook Homes Trust, Inc, at 31. 
2 “Cincinnati once again leads nation for fastest pace of rent hikes,” The Enquirer, September 21, 2022 
3 “Keep Out – As institutional investors snap up single-family homes across Hamilton County, housing 
advocates scramble to stabilize the market,” Cincinnati Business Courier, January 28, 2022 
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of its ownership of approximately three-fourths of the residential rental properties in Cincinnati, 

the Vinebrook Group dominates the residential rental market.  

13. The Vinebrook Group’s dominance in Cincinnati’s residential rental market has 

resulted in soaring rents for tenants. Between August 2021 and August 2022, the cost of rental 

units in Cincinnati increased by 25.8%, which is among the highest rent increases in the United 

States during that period. In the month of June 2022 alone, the median rent for residential tenants 

in Cincinnati increased 39%.4 

14. Despite increasing its rental rates in this manner, it took a lawsuit filed by the City 

of Cincinnati to force the Vinebrook Group to pay more than $500,000 in unpaid fines for repeated 

violations of the Cincinnati Municipal Code due to their widespread neglect of their residential 

properties.  

15. In July 2021, the City of Cincinnati sued the Vinebrook Group for allowing their 

properties to fall into a state of disrepair through neglectful ownership practices and widespread 

failure to properly maintain properties in compliance with the Cincinnati Municipal Code, thereby 

causing blight in the neighborhoods where their properties are located. The Complaint alleged that 

the Vinebrook Group owed the City of Cincinnati $600,000 in unpaid fines for neglect.  

16. One month later, in August 2021, the Vinebrook Group reached a settlement with 

the City of Cincinnati whereby it agreed to pay $536,000 of the unpaid fines in exchange for 

dismissal of the lawsuit.  

17. Despite operating in the Greater Cincinnati area since only 2018, the Vinebrook 

Group has become known for predatory business practices that include: monopolizing the local 

housing market, contributing to urban blight and crime through widespread neglect of their 

 
4 “Cincinnati once again leads nation for fastest pace of rent hikes,” The Enquirer, September 21, 2022 
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properties, unsafe living conditions for tenants, price-gouging rental fees, and having a corrosive 

effect on people’s ability to achieve home ownership.5  

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

18. Between July 2016 and July 2020, Plaintiffs entered into a series of one-year 

Vinebrook Homes Lease Agreement(s) (the “Lease”), under which the Plaintiffs were Lessees and 

the Vinebrook Group were collectively Lessor.  All of the Leases were drafted by the Lessor and 

were substantively identical. A copy of one of the Leases is attached as Exhibit A. 

19. By information and belief, during the last five years, the Vinebrook Group has used 

a standardized Lease for residential tenants in the residential real estate market areas of Cincinnati, 

Dayton, and Columbus with terms similar or identical to those in the Lease.  

20. By information and belief, Vinebrook Homes Property Management Company, 

LLC is identified as the Lessor in the standardized Leases for residential tenants in the Greater 

Dayton and Columbus areas, as well as in the Greater Cincinnati area.  

21. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Lease, the Vinebrook Group required DeBlasis and 

putative Class members to pay a non-refundable “fee” each month throughout their tenancies. The 

Vinebrook Group characterized it as a “Property Administration Fee” that was “being assessed to 

help Lessor pay for the costs associated with maintenance, repairs, and damages to the property 

based by natural and unnatural events along with general use of the property.”  The monthly fee is 

“non-refundable.” DeBlasis’ “Property Administration Fee” was $10 per month. See Exhibit. A.  

22. The “Property Administration Fee” is specifically distinguished from rent in the 

Lease and is due with and in addition to rent on the first day of each month as part of “monthly 

 
5 “Our forgotten Neighborhoods: Colerain’s Northbrook,” The Enquirer, December 12, 2018; “They want 
to make everybody a renter,” The Enquirer, July 13, 2022 
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charges.” Failure to pay the “Property Administration Fee” on the first day of the month can result 

in a late charge of $50 pursuant to Section 6.3 of the Lease.  

23. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members to pay for “damages to the property” that do not exist.  

24. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members to pay for “damages to the property” that are not documented or known to exist at the 

time payment of the fee is made.  

25. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members to pay for damages to the property attributed to their “general use of the property.”  

26. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members to pay for damages to the property attributed to “natural events.” 

27. Pursuant to Section 11.1 of the Lease (“Insurance”), the Vinebrook Group is 

financially responsible for minor, repairable damage to the property caused by natural events, such 

as a thunderstorm or fire, that do not arise from the actions or negligence of the tenant, tenant’s 

family, employees, guests, or others.  

28. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members for damages attributed to “general use of the property,” which is a depreciation expense 

caused by reasonable wear and tear that is the financial responsibility of the Vinebrook Group. 

29. Pursuant to Section 13.6.3.3 of the Lease and Ohio law, DeBlasis and putative Class 

members are financially responsible only for those necessary repairs to the property that go beyond 

normal wear and tear depreciation. 

30. Pursuant to Section 11.8 (“Move-Out”) of the Lease and Ohio law, upon vacating 

the property, DeBlasis and putative Class members are to return the property in the same or better 
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condition as it was at the beginning of the tenancy, excepting any depreciation due to reasonable 

wear and tear. 

31. The “Property Administration Fee” exacts funds from DeBlasis and putative Class 

members to pay for maintenance costs that are the financial responsibility of the Vinebrook Group. 

32. Pursuant to Section 12.2 of the Lease (“Maintenance Costs”) and Ohio law, the 

Vinebrook Group are solely responsible for making all reasonable and necessary repairs to put and 

keep the property in a fit and habitable condition.  

33. Pursuant to Section 12.2 of the Lease (“Maintenance Costs”) and Ohio law, the 

Vinebrook Group are solely responsible for maintaining in safe working order and condition all 

electrical, plumbing, sanitary, heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning fixtures and appliances 

supplied or required to be supplied by the Vinebrook Group.  

34. The “Property Administration Fee” forces DeBlasis and putative Class members to 

pay for speculative damages to the property during each month of tenancy, then pay again for 

alleged actual damages through the security deposit after the termination of the tenancy.  

35. Section 5 of the Lease acknowledges that DeBlasis deposited with the Vinebrook 

Group a Security Deposit in the amount of $900 to be held for “observance and performance” of 

the Lease. See Exhibit A.  

36. Upon information and belief, putative Class members provided a security deposit 

pursuant to Section 5. 

37. During the entirety of their occupancy, DeBlasis performed each and every duty 

required of them under the Lease timely and in full. 

38. At no time during their occupancy did the Vinebrook Group notify DeBlasis of any 

violation or breach of the Lease or any provision of law. 
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39. Upon termination of their final Lease, DeBlasis removed their possessions from the 

Premises, removed all trash and other objects, cut the grass, weeded the yard, cleaned the entire 

Premises, including pressure washing the patio, returned all keys, and left the Premises in better 

condition than when they began occupancy five years earlier, but for ordinary and reasonable 

“wear and tear” over their five years of occupancy. 

40. DeBlasis provided the Vinebrook Group with a forwarding address for return of the 

Security Deposit, as required under Section 5 of the Lease. 

41. Upon termination of the final Lease, the Vinebrook Group held a $900 Security 

Deposit and had received $600 in “Property Administration Fees” from DeBlasis pursuant to 

Section 7 (“Property Administration Fee”).  

42. DeBlasis also paid an additional $25 pet fee each month for their dog as a “monthly 

premium” pursuant to Section 8.1 (“Pet Rent”), as well as a non-refundable pet fee of $150 for the 

“sole privilege” of having a pet upon the property pursuant to Section 8.2 (“Non-Refundable Pet 

Fee”). 

43. The Vinebrook Group made false, deceptive, unreasonable, and excessive 

deductions from the $900 Security Deposit and then issued to DeBlasis a refund check in the 

amount of $35.16.  The Vinebrook Group never credited to DeBlasis the $600 paid as “Property 

Administration Fee.”  

44. DeBlasis and putative Class members never received credit or a refund of “Property 

Administration Fee” amounts that the Vinebrook Group charged for “… maintenance, repairs, and 

damages…” throughout their tenancies. The result was that DeBlasis and putative Class members 

paid twice for any damages through the withholding from their security deposits and the mandatory 

“Property Administration Fee.”  
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45. In an attempt to stifle lawsuits against them, the Vinebrook Group placed a 

restrictive indorsement on refund checks for security deposits issued to DeBlasis and putative 

Class members, to wit: “Payment in Full Accord & Satisfaction of all Claims[.]” DeBlasis have 

not indorsed or cashed the refund check issued to them. 

46. DeBlasis and putative Class members received no accounting for amounts they paid 

as “Property Administration Fee” that showed whether and how those funds were used for the 

purposes set forth in Section 7. 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

47. Plaintiffs bring this action, pursuant to Civ.R. 23, on behalf of themselves and a 

putative Class of persons similarly situated in Ohio to remedy the ongoing unlawful, fraudulent, 

unfair and/or deceptive business practices alleged herein, and to seek redress on behalf of all those 

persons similarly situated and harmed thereby. 

48. The proposed Class is defined as all persons who: 

a. Rented residential real estate from the Vinebrook Group in Ohio during the period 

from July 2016 through the present; 

b. Deposited a security deposit with the Vinebrook Group; 

c. Paid a monthly, non-refundable “Property Administration Fee” to the Vinebrook 

Group; and 

d. Received no credit for or refund of their monthly payments of the “Property 

Administration Fee” after vacating the Vinebrook premises; 

49. The putative Class is so numerous that joinder of all members would be 

impracticable; the exact size of the proposed Class, the identity of the members, and the amounts 

of the claims of the members are readily ascertainable from Defendants’ business records. Given 
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the number of rental residential units owned by the Vinebrook Group in Ohio, the Class includes 

thousands of former tenants.  

50. There is commonality of interest between Plaintiffs and members of the putative 

Class in that there are questions of law or fact common to Plaintiffs and members of the putative 

Class that predominate over questions affecting only individuals. Common questions of law or fact 

include: 

a. Whether putative Class members rented residential real estate from the Vinebrook 

Group during the relevant time period and signed a standardized lease; 

b. Whether putative Class members provided security deposits to the Vinebrook 

Group; 

c. Whether putative Class members paid a monthly “Property Administration Fee” 

during the term of their tenancies;  

d. Whether the “Property Administration Fee” was an improper non-refundable fee; 

e. Whether the Vinebrook Group should have credited payments of the “Property 

Administration Fee” to putative Class members security deposits and/or returned 

the “Property Administration Fee” following termination of the lease; 

f. Whether the Vinebrook Group credited putative Class members for their “Property 

Administration Fee” payments upon termination of their tenancies. 

51. Plaintiffs’ interests are typical of those of the Class they seek to represent. Like 

putative Class members, Plaintiffs paid a monthly “Property Administration Fee,” but received no 

credit to their Security Deposit for those payments upon termination of their final Lease. Plaintiffs 

will fairly and adequately represent the interests of the putative Class. 



11 

52. Plaintiffs are represented by counsel competent and experienced in consumer 

protection, landlord-tenant law, and class action litigation.  

53. A class action is superior to other methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of 

this controversy: the damages suffered by each individual Class member may be relatively small 

compared to the expense and burden of individual litigation, making it impracticable and 

economically infeasible for putative Class members to seek redress individually.  

54. The prosecution of separate actions by the individual Class members, even if 

possible, would create the risk of inconsistent, incomplete, or varying adjudications with respect 

to individual Class members against Defendants, and may establish incompatible standards of 

conduct for Defendants as to the applicability of the “Property Administration Fee.” 

COUNT ONE: VIOLATION OF R.C. 5321.01, ET SEQ. 

55. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully re-written herein. 

56. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.04(A)(2) and § 5321.04(A)(4) by 

charging Plaintiffs and putative Class members for the costs of making repairs, keeping the 

property in a fit and habitable condition, and maintaining the property in good and safe working 

order, including electrical, plumbing, sanitary, heating, ventilating and air-conditioning fixtures 

and appliances.  

57. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.06 by including terms, conditions, and/or 

provisions in the lease agreements that were inconsistent with and/or prohibited by Chapter 5321 

of the Ohio Revised Code because Defendants allocated to Plaintiffs and putative Class members 

financial responsibility for repairs and maintenance costs that were the financial responsibility of 

Defendants under § 5321.04 and § 5321.13. 
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58. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.13(D) by including terms, conditions, 

and/or provisions in the rental agreement that exculpated, limited, and/or indemnified Defendants 

for liabilities or related costs concerning liabilities that were the sole responsibility of Defendants 

under Ohio law, including those due to regular maintenance to keep the property in a fit and 

habitable condition, damage from natural events, and/or Plaintiffs’ and putative Class members’ 

general and reasonable use of the property. 

59. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.16(B) by failing to credit Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members for security deposits, including credit for “Property Administration Fee” 

payments for “… maintenance, repairs, and damages to the property based by unnatural and natural 

events.” 

60. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.16(B) by failing to return to Plaintiffs 

and putative Class members proper amounts of their security deposits because Defendants failed 

to account for ordinary and reasonable wear and tear. Defendants violated Revised Code § 

5321.16(B) by charging Plaintiffs and putative Class members non-refundable “Property 

Administration Fees” for reasonable wear and tear during the course of their leases. 

61. As a result of Defendants’ actions or omissions described herein, Plaintiffs and the 

members of the putative Class have been damaged in the actual amount of Defendants’ 

overcharges. 

62. As a result of Defendants’ violation of Revised Code § 5321.16(B), Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class are entitled to an award of damages in the amount provided in 

Revised Code § 5321.16(B). 

63. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.18 by failing to include in the lease 

agreements between Plaintiffs, putative Class members and Defendants the name and address of 
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the owner of the property and the name and address of the owner’s agent, including the principal 

place of business in the county in which the residential property is situated or, if there is no place 

of business in such county, then its principal place of business in Ohio, including the name of the 

person in charge thereof.  

64. Due to Defendants’ dominance of the residential real estate market in Plaintiffs’ 

and putative Class members’ areas of residence, the lease agreements were contracts of adhesion 

because there was an absence of meaningful choice on their part and the parties did not meet on 

equal footing or share equal bargaining power as to contract terms in the lease agreements that 

were unreasonably favorable to Defendants.  

65. Defendants violated Revised Code § 5321.14 by including and enforcing 

unconscionable terms in the lease agreements, e.g., the “Property Administration Fees.”  

COUNT TWO: FRAUD 

66. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully re-written herein 

67. The lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and putative Class 

members are contracts of adhesion 

68. The term “Property Administration Fee” is printed in bold face capital letters in 

Section 5 of the lease agreement and is followed by non-bold face standard text that memorializes 

the tenant’s agreement to the fee and further states: the amount of the fee; the date on which the 

fee is due; that the fee is non-refundable and “additional” to monthly rent charges; the purpose of 

the “Property Administration Fee;” and, lastly, the penalties for non-payment of the fee, which can 

result in both a late fee of $50 and tenant’s default of the lease agreement 
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69. Rather than for administrative purposes, the “Property Administration Fee” was 

assessed in order to “help Lessor” pay for costs and expenses that are solely landlord’s duties under 

Chapter 5321 of the Ohio Revised Code. 

70. At no time during the lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members were R.C. § 5321.04, § 5321.06, § 5321.16 and all provisions thereof ever 

nullified or inactive or different than they are today.  

71. At no time during the lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members did Ohio law permit a landlord to transfer the landlord’s statutory 

liabilities or duties arising under Chapter 5321 of the Ohio Revised Code to tenants. 

72. When the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members for 

signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware that Ohio law 

prohibited a landlord from shifting a landlord’s statutory liabilities or duties arising under Chapter 

5321 of the Ohio Revised Code to tenants through provisions in a lease agreement.  

73. At no time during the lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members was a landlord permitted to charge a tenant for reasonable wear and tear 

damages to a property due to the tenant’s “general use” of the property.  

74. When the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members for 

signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware that Ohio law 

prohibited landlords from charging a tenant for reasonable wear and tear damages to a property 

due to the tenant’s “general use” of the property. 

75. At no time during the lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members was a landlord permitted to charge a tenant for necessary repairs to the 
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property caused by “natural events” with no causal relationship to any action or inaction on the 

part of the tenant or any licensee of the tenant.   

76. When the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members for 

signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware that Ohio law 

prohibited landlords from charging a tenant for necessary repairs to the property caused by “natural 

events” with no causal relationship to any action or inaction on the part of the tenant or any licensee 

of the tenant.   

77. At no time during the lease agreements between Defendants and Plaintiffs and 

putative Class members was a landlord permitted to charge a tenant for regular maintenance or 

repair costs necessary to keep the property in a fit and habitable condition.  

78. When the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members for 

signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware that Ohio law 

prohibited landlords from charging tenants for regular maintenance or repair costs necessary to 

keep the property in a fit and habitable condition. 

79. At the time the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members 

for signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware of the existence 

of Chapter 5321 of the Ohio Revised Code. 

80. At the time the lease agreements were sent to Plaintiffs and putative Class members 

for signature and/or agreement, Defendants were aware or should have been aware that Ohio law 

prohibited the practices described in paragraphs 70, 72, 74, and 76.  

81. The fact that Ohio law prohibited the practices described in paragraphs 72, 74, and 

76 was a fact that was material to the transaction between Defendants and Plaintiffs and putative 
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Class members at the time that they entered into contractual relationships pursuant to the lease 

agreements.  

82. Despite Ohio law explicitly prohibiting a landlord from charging a tenant for the 

costs described in paragraphs 72, 74, and 76. Defendants falsely represented to Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class that the monthly payments under Section 7 and prospective 

penalties for non-payment thereof was a “Property Administration Fee” when, in fact, the fee was 

to “help Lessor pay for the costs associated with maintenance, repairs, and damages to the property 

based by natural and unnatural events along with general use of the property.”  

83. Defendants’ actions in misrepresenting to Plaintiffs and putative Class members 

that the non-refundable monthly payments under Section 7 for purposes not permitted under Ohio 

law was a permissible “Property Administration Fee” demonstrates malice and/or aggravated 

and/or egregious fraud that Defendants have authorized, participated in, and/or ratified.  

84. Defendants knew or should have known that the misrepresentation was false, 

fraudulent, and/or that the misrepresentation was made with utter disregard and recklessness as to 

its truth or falsity. 

85. Defendants’ misrepresentation was of material fact and was made with the intent 

of deceiving and/or misleading Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class.  

86. Defendants’ misrepresentation that Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class 

could be lawfully charged a monthly fee for the costs described in Section 7 of the lease agreements 

as a “Property Administration Fee” was made with the intent of misleading Plaintiffs and members 

of the putative Class into relying on it. 

87. Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class justifiably relied on Defendants’ 

misrepresentation that the prohibited allocation of Plaintiffs’ and putative Class members’ funds 
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for “costs associated with maintenance, repairs, and damages to the property based by natural and 

unnatural events along with general use of the property” was a permissible “Property 

Administration Fee.” 

88. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ misrepresentation, Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class have been damaged in the amounts they paid as monthly “Property 

Administration Fees.”  

89. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions and omissions, Plaintiffs 

and members of the putative Class are entitled to punitive damages. 

90. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions and omissions, Plaintiffs 

and members of the putative Class are entitled to non-economic damages and attorney fees. 

COUNT THREE: UNJUST ENRICHMENT 

91. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully re-written here. 

92.  Plaintiffs and putative Class members conferred a benefit on Defendants by virtue 

of Defendants’ receipt and retention of funds paid by Plaintiffs and putative Class members to 

Defendants as “Property Administration Fees.”  

93. Defendants were aware of the benefit they received, and their retention of that 

benefit without refunds to Plaintiffs and putative Class members is manifestly unjust.  

94. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions or omissions, Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class have been damaged in the amounts of Defendants’ overcharges and 

failure to refund to Plaintiffs and putative Class members amounts paid as “Property 

Administration Fees.”  

95. Defendants unjustly enriched themselves at the expense of Plaintiffs and putative 

Class members by forcing Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class to provide non-refundable, 
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monthly payments in order to “help Lessor pay for the costs associated with maintenance, repairs, 

and damages to the property based by natural and unnatural events along with general use of the 

property.” Defendants retained those monies to which they were not entitled and failed to credit 

Plaintiffs’ and putative Class members for the funds paid as “Property Administration Fees.”  

96. Through this conduct, Defendants acted with bad faith and malice toward Plaintiffs 

and putative Class members. 

97. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions or omissions as described 

in this count, Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class are entitled to compensatory and 

punitive damages. 

COUNT FOUR: CONVERSION 

98. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations as if fully re-written here. 

Plaintiffs and members of the putative Class enjoy a right to ownership or possession of their 

“Property Administration Fee” payments furnished to Defendants. 

99. Defendants’ failure to refund the “Property Administration Fee” payments 

constitutes a wrongful act of dominion or control over the funds of Plaintiffs and putative Class 

members. 

100. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions or omissions, Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class have been damaged in the amount of Defendants’ overcharges. 

101. Defendants’ actions in assessing a monthly charge to Plaintiffs and putative Class 

members for reasonable wear and tear through the “Property Administration Fee” assessed for 

“maintenance, repairs, and damages” due to “general use of the property” and Defendants’ failure 

to account for said “Property Administration Fees” at the time contemplated by R.C. 5321.16 
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constitutes conversion of the funds of Plaintiffs and putative Class members, demonstrates malice 

or aggravated or egregious fraud that they have authorized, participated in, and/or ratified. 

102. Defendants’ actions in assessing a monthly charge to Plaintiffs and putative Class 

members for costs associated with “maintenance, repairs, and damages” due to “natural and 

unnatural events” demonstrates malice or aggravated or egregious fraud that they have authorized, 

participated in, and/or ratified. 

103. Defendants’ actions in assessing a monthly charge to Plaintiffs and putative Class 

members for costs associated with “maintenance, repairs, and damages” due to “general use of the 

property” demonstrates malice or aggravated or egregious fraud that they have authorized, 

participated in, and/or ratified. 

104. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions or omissions, Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class are entitled to damages for conversion of their funds. 

105. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions or omissions, Plaintiffs and 

members of the putative Class are entitled to non-economic damages, punitive damages, and 

attorney fees. 

106. The manner in which Defendants violated their duties of good faith and fair dealing 

to Plaintiffs and putative Class members demonstrates that Defendants acted in bad faith and in a 

dishonest manner toward Plaintiffs and putative Class members. 

107. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions and omissions, Plaintiffs 

and members of the putative Class are entitled to non-economic damages and attorney fees. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all other putative Class members, 

respectfully request that the Court enter an Order as follows: 
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(a) Certification of the Class under Civ. R. 23 as requested herein, appointment of 

Plaintiffs as Representative Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ counsel as Class Counsel; 

(b) Award to Plaintiffs and putative Class Members actual, consequential, and 

incidental damages in an amount to be determined by the trier of fact; 

(c) Award to Plaintiffs and putative Class members punitive damages; 

(d) Award to Plaintiffs and putative Class members twice the amount of the security 

deposit overcharges, pursuant to R.C. 5321.16(C). 

(e) Award to Plaintiffs and putative Class members pre- and post-judgment interest on 

all amounts awarded; 

(f) Award attorney fees, litigation expenses, and costs incurred throughout the 

litigation, trial, and any appeals of the case; and 

(g) Grant any such other relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 

  /s/  Rick D. DeBlasis    
Rick D. DeBlasis (#0012992) 
DEBLASIS LAW FIRM, LLC 
120 East Fourth Street, Suite 319 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45202 
PH: 513-416-4020 
EM: Rick@DeBlasisLaw.com 
 
 
  /s/  Adam S Brown    
Adam S Brown (#0077803) 
Phyllis E. Brown (#0037334) 
BROWN LAW FIRM, LLC 
250 East 5th Street, Suite 1500 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
PH: 513-878-2700 
EM: pbrown@blfohio.com 
EM: abrown@blfohio.com  
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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JURY DEMAND 
 

 Plaintiffs respectfully demand trial by jury for all issues so triable. 

 

  /s/  Rick D. DeBlasis    
Rick D. DeBlasis (#0012992) 
DEBLASIS LAW FIRM, LLC 
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