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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed the grant of summary judgment to the warden in Lavelle
Humphrey's habeas corpus action. The court held that the evidence established the adult trial court
acquired jurisdiction through a juvenile-court bindover. To the extent Humphrey challenged defects or
findings in the bindover proceedings, the court held that he had an adequate remedy through appeal
rather than habeas corpus.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence established that the Cuyahoga County common pleas court acquired subject-
matter jurisdiction over Humphrey's 1984 offenses through a juvenile-court bindover.

2. Whether alleged defects or discrepancies in the juvenile-court bindover proceedings entitled Humphrey
to extraordinary relief in habeas corpus.

3. Whether genuine issues of material fact precluded summary judgment for the warden.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence established that the juvenile court conducted bindover proceedings and transferred
jurisdiction over Humphrey's case to the general division of the common pleas court; therefore, the adult
trial court had subject-matter jurisdiction over the 1984 convictions.

2. Alleged errors in the juvenile court's bindover proceedings do not support habeas corpus relief when the
adult court received the case through a bindover; such errors must be raised through an appeal in the
ordinary course of law.

3. Summary judgment for the warden was proper because the record established the occurrence of a
juvenile-court bindover and did not present a genuine issue of material fact concerning jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To be entitled to a writ of habeas corpus, Humphrey must show that he is being unlawfully imprisoned and
that he is entitled to immediate release from prison.” (¶ 8)

“But nonjurisdictional defects in the juvenile court’s bindover proceedings do not give rise to habeas corpus
relief and are instead subject to review on appeal in the ordinary course of the law.” (¶ 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Humphrey committed aggravated burglary and aggravated robbery at age 17 and pleaded guilty in adult court in
1984. The record contained juvenile-delinquency complaints, a transfer of one complaint from Summit County
to Cuyahoga County, and an April 1984 Cuyahoga County juvenile-court order binding him over to the general
division of the common pleas court. In 2020, while incarcerated, Humphrey sought habeas relief, claiming that
the 1984 convictions were void and that the maximum sentences for his later convictions had expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Humphrey filed a habeas petition alleging that his 1984 adult-court convictions were void because he had not
been properly bound over from juvenile court. The court of appeals granted the warden's motion for summary
judgment after considering delinquency complaints, transfer records, and the juvenile-court bindover order. The
Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed.
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