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Otto Groza V San Rafael Motor Corporation

Facts:  The defendant says that the company agreed to sell the land at $ 1000 per acre which he bought the land. The defendant   informed the company board and the CEO that he would buy the land.  The plaintiff admitted that the defendant being an employee in the company he did not conceal the idea that a different company wanted to buy the land.   The  complainant says that the defendant did not share the information that the Toth Properties Limited was going to buy the land and being the vice president of the finances in the company, he should have disclosed the information to the company and share the profit to all in the company. 
Issues:   Was the land stolen from the company or was sold to the defendant by the company? Was there enough evidence on the record to make the determination about employee theft   in San Rafael Corporation?

 Law: According to the law, when the company sells its property it is no longer under its ownership but under the ownership of the buyer. The buyer has also the right to sell the property or not.  Whether he or she sells it at a higher price or lower, it is not the company’s profit or loses. In case it involves companies property stolen by an employee the complainant should have enough evidence that the property was stolen.  In addition, the company should also be cautioned on spoiling   the employee’s dignity by claiming property stolen.  
Discussion:   If the company knew that the Toth Properties Limited was about to buy a land from the company and the land went missing, then that would be termed as employee stolen property.  In this case, the defendant had not disclosed the information to the company and just bought the land as a client and sold it to the other company.  

 Though the defendant bought the land with the intension to sell the land it for a higher profit, the complainant has not given enough evidence that shows that the property was stolen from the company. 
 Conclusion:  I think the court has ruled the case in a wrong way where the company is on the wrong side and should be said liable for the destruction of the defendant dignity. The fact that the property was out of the company’s ownership, the defendant has the right to sell the land or keep it.  The company should be contented with the money she sold to the employee and should not envy the profit made by the employee out of the same land.  The trust that the employee and the company had is not destroyed just because the employee got much profit from the land. This is because; it was an agreement for the employee to buy the land for $ 1000 per acre.  In that case, this shows that the company did not gain lose there was a profit made but not as much as the employee got from selling the land to the Toth Properties Limited Company. 
