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SUMMARY

The Tenth District Court of Appeals of Ohio dismissed Chesney Nicole Thompson’s petition for a writ

of mandamus against the Ohio Bureau of Workers’ Compensation and the Industrial Commission of

Ohio. The court held that the petition failed to comply with the captioning requirement of R.C.

2731.04 because it was not brought in the name of the state on the relation of the applicant. The court

adopted the magistrate’s findings and conclusions, rendered the remaining objections and pending

motions moot, and dismissed the writ.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petition for a writ of mandamus was subject to dismissal because it was not brought in the

name of the State on the relation of the person applying, as required by R.C. 2731.04.

2. Whether the remaining objections concerning the adequacy of a legal remedy and the merits of the

mandamus petition were moot after dismissal on the captioning ground.

HOLDINGS

1. A mandamus petition that is not brought in the name of the State on the relation of the person applying

fails to comply with R.C. 2731.04, and that defect is grounds for sua sponte dismissal.

2. The objections addressing the adequacy of a legal remedy and the merits of the mandamus petition were

rendered moot after the court dismissed the petition for failure to comply with R.C. 2731.04.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Failure to comply with this requirement is grounds for dismissal of a mandamus complaint.” ( 6)

“Such deficiency, as also determined by the magistrate, is grounds for dismissal of a mandamus complaint,

and we agree with the magistrate’s recommendation to sua sponte dismiss the petition on that basis.” (1 8)

“We therefore adopt the magistrate’s findings of fact and conclusions of law as our own, except to the extent

we decline to address the alternative basis for dismissal as raised in relator’s second objection.” ( 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Thompson alleged that she had an active workers' compensation claim arising from a November 24, 2021
workplace injury. She sought substantial compensation, penalties, housing support, restitution of attorney fees,
reinstatement of medical treatment, and reversal of alleged benefit denials through mandamus. Her petition was
captioned in her own name rather than in the name of the State on the relation of the person applying, as required
by R.C. 2731.04.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thompson filed a petition for a writ of mandamus on July 7, 2025, seeking workers' compensation payments,
restitution, reinstatement of medical treatment, and other relief. The matter was referred to a magistrate, who
recommended sua sponte dismissal for failure to comply with the captioning requirement of R.C. 2731.04 and,
alternatively, for failure to allege the absence of an adequate remedy at law. The Court of Appeals overruled
Thompson's first objection, rendered the remaining objections moot, adopted the magistrate's findings and
conclusions except for the alternative basis it declined to address, dismissed the writ, and rendered all pending

motions moot.
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