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Statement of the Case 

[1] David Dobson appeals his conviction, following a bench trial, for conversion, 

as a Class A misdemeanor.  He raises one issue on appeal, namely, whether the 

State presented sufficient evidence to support his conviction.   

[2] We affirm.  

Facts and Procedural History 

[3] On April 5, 2018, Dobson entered a Meijer store.  Once in the store, Dobson 

put two air mattresses into an empty cart, walked to another section of the 

store, removed one of the air mattresses, and walked to the service desk.  

Dobson then attempted to return the remaining air mattress.  Dobson presented 

the employee at the service desk with a receipt, but the employee declined the 

return because the UPC code on the receipt did not match the UPC code on the 

air mattress.  At that point, Dobson attempted to leave the store.  He pushed the 

cart with the air mattress past the last point of sale and through the first of two 

sets of doors.  However, while Dobson was in between the two sets of doors, 

Tim Stephens, a loss prevention officer for Meijer, stopped Dobson.   

[4] The State charged Dobson with one count of conversion, as a Class A 

misdemeanor.  At Dobson’s ensuing bench trial, the State presented as evidence 

Stephens’ testimony.  Stephens testified that, while he did not witness Dobson 

enter the store, he observed Dobson place two air mattresses into an empty cart, 

remove one, and proceed to the service desk to attempt to return the “same air 

mattress that [he] saw [Dobson] pick up in the store that day.”  Id. at 13.  
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Indeed, Stephens testified that, after he first saw Dobson with the empty 

shopping cart, he “[n]ever” lost sight of Dobson.  Id. at 21.  Stephens further 

testified that he watched Stephens attempt to leave the store with the air 

mattress.  At the conclusion of the State’s evidence, the parties stipulated to the 

admission of surveillance footage from Meijer’s entrance.  The parties further 

stipulated that the video footage did not show Dobson entering the store.  The 

trial court found Dobson guilty of conversion and sentenced him accordingly.  

This appeal ensued.   

Discussion and Decision 

[5] Dobson contends that the State failed to present sufficient evidence to support 

his conviction.  Our standard of review on a claim of insufficient evidence is 

well settled: 

For a sufficiency of the evidence claim, we look only at the 
probative evidence and reasonable inferences supporting the 
verdict.  Drane v. State, 867 N.E.2d 144, 146 (Ind. 2007).  We do 
not assess the credibility of witnesses or reweigh the evidence.  Id.  
We will affirm the conviction unless no reasonable fact-finder 
could find the elements of the crime proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt.  Id.  

Love v. State, 73 N.E.3d 693, 696 (Ind. 2017).  

[6] To prove that Dobson committed conversion, as a Class A misdemeanor, the 

State was required to show that Dobson knowingly or intentionally exerted 

unauthorized control over the property of another person.  Ind. Code § 35-43-4-

3(a) (2019).  On appeal, Dobson contends that the State presented insufficient 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2012354058&pubNum=0000578&originatingDoc=Ie583797036ec11e78e18865f4d27462d&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_578_146&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_578_146
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2012354058&pubNum=0000578&originatingDoc=Ie583797036ec11e78e18865f4d27462d&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2012354058&pubNum=0000578&originatingDoc=Ie583797036ec11e78e18865f4d27462d&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
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evidence to prove that he exerted unauthorized control over the air mattress.  

Specifically, Dobson maintains that “the air mattress was his property” that he 

was “attempting to return” and that the State failed to present sufficient 

evidence to support his conviction because “there was no video evidence that 

he came into the store empty-handed.”  Appellant’s Br. at 8.  We cannot agree. 

[7] At Dobson’s trial, Stephens testified that he observed Dobson place the air 

mattress into an empty cart, try to return the “same air mattress” and then 

attempt to leave the store with the air mattress when he could not complete the 

return.  Tr. Vol. II at 13.  He further testified that, even though he did not see 

Dobson enter the store, he “[n]ever” lost sight of Dobson after he first observed 

Dobson pushing an empty cart.  Id. at 21.  Based on that evidence, a reasonable 

fact-finder could conclude that Dobson did not enter the store with the air 

mattress and that the air mattress was not Dobson’s property.  Dobson’s 

argument on appeal is simply a request that we reweigh the evidence, which we 

cannot do.  We affirm Dobson’s conviction.   

[8] Affirmed.  

Bailey, J., and May, J., concur. 
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