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SUMMARY

The Ohio Court of Appeals for the Seventh District affirmed the Belmont County Court of Common

Pleas’ denial of John E. Amos’s successive petitions for postconviction relief. The court held that the
petitions were untimely, did not satisfy an exception under R.C. 2953.23, were barred by res judicata,
and failed to establish substantive grounds for relief or entitlement to an evidentiary hearing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by denying without a hearing Amos's successive postconviction petitions

alleging ineffective assistance of counsel, prosecutorial misconduct, and witness intimidation.

2. Whether the petitions satisfied the statutory exception for an untimely postconviction petition under R.C.
2953.23.

3. Whether res judicata barred the claims because they were raised or could have been raised on direct
appeal or in earlier postconviction proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. The petitions were untimely because they were filed approximately eighteen years after the trial
transcripts were filed in the direct appeal, well beyond the 365-day deadline in R.C. 2953.21(A)(2)(a),
and Amos failed to establish an exception under R.C. 2953.23(A)(1).

2. Res judicata barred Amos's ineffective-assistance, prosecutorial-misconduct, witness-intimidation, and
sentencing claims because they were raised or could have been raised on direct appeal or in earlier
postconviction proceedings.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying the petitions without a hearing because the
petitions, affidavits, and record did not establish substantive grounds for postconviction relief or show

that the alleged misconduct affected the trial outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the doctrine of res judicata, a final judgment of conviction bars the convicted defendant from raising
and litigating in any proceeding, except an appeal from that judgment, any defense or any claimed lack of due
process that was raised or could have been raised by the defendant at the trial which resulted in that

judgment of conviction or on an appeal from that judgment.” (Y 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Amos was convicted by a jury of five rape counts involving two victims, including his daughter, and received
consecutive ten-year sentences. In 2025, he filed successive postconviction petitions alleging ineffective
assistance of trial counsel based on purported prosecutorial misconduct and witness intimidation, supported by
affidavits. The appellate court concluded that the claims could have been raised earlier, were filed approximately
eighteen years after the direct-appeal transcripts, and did not establish that the trial result would have been
different.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Amos was convicted in 2007 of five rape counts and received consecutive ten-year sentences. His direct appeal
resulted in a remand for resentencing, after which he did not appeal the new sentencing entry. He filed multiple
postconviction motions and petitions, several of which were denied or affirmed on appeal. In 2025, he filed
motions alleging ineffective assistance, prosecutorial misconduct, and witness intimidation, and seeking to

vacate his sentence; the trial court denied both motions, and the Seventh District affirmed.
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