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SUMMARY:
The trial court properly dismissed plaintiff’s fraud claims pursuant to Civ.R. 12(B)(6) and 9(B), because plaintiff pled neither that defendants had made a false representation nor that they had any duty to disclose to him their actions.
The trial court erred by granting motions to dismiss plaintiff’s conversion and replevin claims under Civ.R. 12(B)(6) based on defendants’ collateral-estoppel, collateral-attack, abandonment, and receivership-immunity defenses, where those defenses relied upon orders issued and actions taken in a separate proceeding, and where plaintiff did not allege or incorporate those orders and actions into his complaint.
Because plaintiff’s claims were for conversion and replevin, his action was not a divorce, dissolution of marriage, legal separation, or annulment case committed to the exclusive jurisdiction of the Domestic Relations Division of the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas, and it could properly be heard by the General Division of that court. 
JUDGMENT:	affirmed in part, reversed in part, and cause remanded

JUDGES:	OPINION by Crouse, P.J.; BOCK and NESTOR, JJ., CONCUR.









