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SUMMARY

The First District Court of Appeals of Ohio held that the Cincinnati Citizen Complaint Authority's
proceedings were not quasi-judicial because the governing code did not require a hearing or an
opportunity to present evidence. The court therefore vacated the common pleas court's administrative-
review judgment for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, while affirming dismissal of Sergeant Lanter's
mandamus petition because he could not establish a clear legal duty to correct the report.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the common pleas court had subject matter jurisdiction under Ohio Revised Code section
2506.01 to review the CCA's report.

2. Whether the CCA proceedings were quasi-judicial proceedings subject to administrative review.

3. Whether Lanter was entitled to mandamus relief requiring correction of alleged inaccuracies in the CCA
report.

HOLDINGS

1. The common pleas court lacked subject matter jurisdiction because CCA proceedings are not quasi-
judicial proceedings subject to review under section 2506.01.

2. Mandamus was properly dismissed because Lanter failed to establish a clear legal duty requiring the
CCA to modify its report.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“whether a proceeding is a quasi-judicial one from which an R.C. 2506.01 appeal may be taken depends upon
what the law requires the agency to do, not what the agency actually does.” (¶ 11)

“To obtain a writ of mandamus, a petitioner must show that: “(1) he has a clear legal right to the relief
requested, (2) [the official] is under a clear legal duty to perform the requested acts, and (3) [the petitioner]
has no plain and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of the law.”” (¶ 18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Cincinnati Citizen Complaint Authority investigated a discrimination complaint by Daryl Spivey against
Cincinnati police sergeant Timothy Lanter. Spivey claimed Lanter called him “boy,” while Lanter claimed he
said “buddy”; the CCA sustained the charge based largely on witness-credibility assessments. The police
department conducted a separate investigation, rejected the CCA's conclusions, and imposed no discipline, while
the CCA made only a training-related recommendation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lanter sought review under Ohio Revised Code section 2506.01 of a Citizen Complaint Authority report
sustaining a discrimination charge, and also sought mandamus relief to require correction of alleged inaccuracies
in the report. The Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas overturned the CCA report but dismissed the
mandamus petition because the administrative appeal was considered an adequate remedy. The Court of Appeals
vacated the administrative-review judgment for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, remanded for dismissal of
that claim, and affirmed dismissal of the mandamus petition on the ground that no clear legal duty to modify the
report existed.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the trial court's judgment overruling the CCA's report and remand for entry of a dismissal for want of
subject matter jurisdiction. The trial court's dismissal of Lanter's mandamus petition is affirmed.
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