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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed the dismissal of Anthony Jones’s habeas corpus petition
challenging the Ohio Parole Board’s revocation of his parole. The court held that the claim was barred
by res judicata because Jones had previously asserted the same claim, and rejected his arguments that
the earlier court lacked jurisdiction or that newly obtained documents permitted relitigation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether res judicata barred Jones's second habeas petition because he had raised or could have raised
the same claim in his earlier habeas action.

2. Whether the alleged failure to attach documents required by R.C. 2725.04 and R.C. 2969.25 deprived
the common pleas court of jurisdiction to adjudicate Jones's first habeas petition.

3. Whether newly relied-upon documents prevented application of res judicata when Jones had already
asserted the same claim in his earlier action.

4. Whether it mattered whether the Third District dismissed the petition under Civ.R. 12(B)(6) or granted
summary judgment under Civ.R. 56.

HOLDINGS

1. Res judicata barred Jones's successive habeas petition because he asserted the same claim that he had
asserted in his earlier habeas action.

2. Jones did not establish that the common pleas court lacked jurisdiction to adjudicate his first habeas
petition merely because he allegedly failed to attach documents required by R.C. 2725.04 and R.C.
2969.25.

3. The availability of additional evidence did not defeat res judicata because Jones could and did assert the
same claim in his earlier habeas action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the doctrine of res judicata, “a final judgment or decree rendered on the merits by a court of
competent jurisdiction is a complete bar to any subsequent action on the same claim between the same parties
or those in privity with them.”” (¶ 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones pleaded guilty in 1985 to involuntary manslaughter and aggravated robbery and received an aggregate
prison term of 12 to 50 years. He was released on parole in 1994 and transferred to Maryland's parole
supervision in 2002, after which Ohio documents referred to closing interest in his case. In 2018, the Ohio
Parole Board found that Jones had violated parole and revoked it. Jones previously litigated a habeas claim
challenging the parole revocation and later filed a second petition asserting the same claim based on documents
concerning the 2002 closure of Ohio's parole supervision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones filed a 2018 habeas petition in the Marion County Court of Common Pleas, which dismissed the petition;
the Third District affirmed, and the Supreme Court of Ohio denied discretionary review. Jones then filed a
second habeas petition in the Third District asserting the same claim concerning the Ohio Parole Board's
authority to revoke his parole. The Third District dismissed the second petition on res judicata grounds and Jones
appealed to the Supreme Court of Ohio as of right.
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