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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed the dismissal of Phillip Dionte Boler’s habeas corpus petition.
The court held that the petition was barred by res judicata because Boler had previously raised the
same claim, and successive habeas petitions are barred even when the grounds differ. The court also
denied Boler’s motions for discharge and to expand the record, as well as his requests for oral
argument.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether res judicata barred Boler's successive habeas corpus petition.

2. Whether Boler's convictions were void because the aggravated-robbery charge allegedly relied on a
nonexistent predicate offense.

3. Whether the court of appeals improperly dismissed the petition for failure to attach all commitment
orders under R.C. 2725.04(D).

4. Whether Boler was entitled to discharge, to expand the appellate record, or to oral argument.

HOLDINGS

1. Res judicata barred Boler's habeas petition because it raised essentially the same claim presented in his
prior habeas petition; even if the grounds had differed, successive habeas petitions are barred when the
claims could have been raised in the earlier petition.

2. Boler failed to establish that his convictions were void because he did not challenge the sentencing
court's subject-matter jurisdiction or jurisdiction over his person.

3. The court did not need to address Boler's arguments concerning R.C. 2725.04(D) or the merits of his
habeas claim because res judicata independently required dismissal.

4. Boler was not entitled to discharge merely because the warden failed to file a merit brief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The doctrine of res judicata precludes successive habeas petitions even when the grounds for relief are
distinct.” (¶ 8)

“For these reasons, we hold that the court of appeals correctly dismissed the habeas corpus petition because
it was barred by res judicata.” (¶ 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Boler was indicted in Athens County in 2009 for aggravated robbery and felony murder, both with firearm
specifications, and was convicted of both charges in June 2009. In 2021, he filed a habeas petition contending
that the aggravated-robbery charge was based on a nonexistent predicate offense and that his convictions were
therefore void. He had previously raised essentially the same claim in a 2019 habeas petition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boler filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus in the Third District Court of Appeals challenging the validity
of his 2009 convictions. The court of appeals dismissed the petition for failure to attach all commitment orders
under R.C. 2725.04(D) and because the claim was barred by res judicata based on an earlier habeas petition. The
Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed on the res judicata ground and declined to address the remaining arguments.
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