SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

State ex rel. Sneed v. Anderson

114 Ohio St. 3d 11 (Ohio 2007) - Decided June 6, 2007

SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court affirmed dismissal of Michael Sneed’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus
seeking release from prison. The court held that alleged sentencing errors were not cognizable in
habeas corpus, that Sneed had adequate ordinary legal remedies for his appeal-notice claim, and that

res judicata also barred his claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court of appeals improperly applied the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure to Sneed's petition

for a writ of habeas corpus.



2. Whether alleged sentencing errors were cognizable in habeas corpus.
3. Whether failure to advise Sneed of his right to appeal supported habeas corpus relief.

4. Whether res judicata barred claims previously raised in Sneed's postconviction litigation.

HOLDINGS

1. R.C. Chapter 2725 prescribes a basic, summary procedure for bringing a habeas corpus action; if a
petition does not state a facially valid claim for relief, the court should not allow the writ and should

dismiss the petition.

2. Sentencing errors are not jurisdictional and are not cognizable in habeas corpus when the petitioner has

or had adequate remedies in the ordinary course of law, such as appeal or postconviction relief.

3. A claim that the petitioner was not advised of the right to appeal a sentencing judgment is not cognizable
in a habeas or other extraordinary-writ action when delayed appeal or a motion to vacate the judgment

provides an adequate remedy.

4. Res judicata bars a habeas petitioner from relitigating claims previously raised in postconviction
litigation, and the prior unsuccessful invocation of alternative remedies does not entitle the petitioner to

extraordinary habeas relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“R.C. Chapter 2725 prescribes a basic, summary procedure for bringing a habeas corpus action.” ( 5)

“We have consistently held that sentencing errors are not jurisdictional and are not cognizable in habeas

corpus.” (17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sneed pleaded guilty to two counts of aggravated vehicular homicide, five counts of aggravated vehicular
assault, and one count of driving under the influence, receiving an aggregate prison term of 15 1/2 years. He
later alleged that the sentencing court disregarded statutory sentencing requirements and failed to notify him of
his right to appeal. Sneed had previously pursued several postconviction remedies concerning his conviction and

sentence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sneed pleaded guilty in 1997 and received an aggregate prison sentence of 15 1/2 years. After pursuing various
postconviction motions, including a delayed appeal, postconviction relief, and motions to withdraw his guilty
plea, he filed a habeas corpus petition seeking immediate release. The Lorain County Court of Appeals

dismissed the petition, and the Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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