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State ex rel. Woodard v. Hoying

2026-Ohio-1351 - No. No. 24AP-307 - Decided April 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The Tenth District Court of Appeals of Ohio denied Keimarkus Woodard’s petition for a writ of

mandamus against the Ohio Adult Parole Authority. The court adopted the magistrate’s decision,

concluding that substantial evidence supported the parole-violation findings and that Woodard failed

to establish a clear legal duty, abuse of discretion, or due-process violation. The action was dismissed.
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Original mandamus action challenging the Ohio Adult Parole
Authority's parole-revocation findings and seeking a new hearing, a
finding of no parole violations, and removal from post-release control.
The appellate court reviewed and adopted the magistrate's decision

after relator filed no objections.

The court reviews the magistrate's decision for errors of law or other
defects evident on its face when no timely objections are filed. In the
mandamus analysis, the relator must establish by clear and convincing
evidence a clear legal right to relief, a clear legal duty on the
respondent, and the absence of an adequate remedy in the ordinary
course of law. The court does not reweigh witness credibility, and a
parole-revocation finding is sustained when supported by substantial

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Whether Woodard established a clear legal right to mandamus relief requiring the Ohio Adult Parole

Authority to conduct another parole-revocation hearing and remove him from post-release control.

Whether the amendment of the location stated for the Rule 1 violations required the Authority to re-

serve the notice of violations or otherwise violated due process.
Whether the parole-revocation findings were supported by substantial evidence.

Whether the Authority improperly relied on hearsay or evidence obtained from Woodard's cell phone in

the parole-revocation proceeding.

Whether internal Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction policies created a legal duty

enforceable in mandamus.

HOLDINGS

1.

Woodard was not entitled to mandamus because he failed to establish a clear legal right to the requested
relief or a clear legal duty requiring the Ohio Adult Parole Authority to find that he had not violated his

supervision conditions.

. The Ohio Adult Parole Authority's conclusion that Woodard violated the terms of his parole was

supported by substantial evidence.

. The Authority was not required to re-serve Woodard after amending the location of the Rule 1 violations,

and the amendment did not violate due process.

. Woodard did not establish that the use of hearsay or evidence obtained through the seizure and forensic

examination of his cell phone required mandamus relief.

. An internal policy of the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction or the Ohio Adult Parole

Authority does not, by itself, create a legal duty enforceable in mandamus.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“These include written notice of the claimed violations of parole, disclosure to the parolee of evidence against
him, an opportunity to be heard in person before a neutral and detached hearing body, the right to present
witnesses and documentary evidence, the right to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses under most
conditions, and a written statement by the factfinder relating the evidence relied on and reasons for revoking
parole.” (9 24)

“An internal policy of an agency does not create a legal duty enforceable in mandamus.” (1 28)

“For all of the above reasons, relator has failed to show the OAPA had the clear legal duty to find he did not

violate the conditions of his supervision or that the OAPA abused its discretion when it found he had violated



the conditions of his supervision.” ( 40)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While on post-release control for aggravated robbery with a firearm specification, Woodard was stopped by a
border patrol agent after erratic driving in Perrysburg, Ohio, and then drove away during the encounter. During
the ensuing pursuit, the agent observed an object leave Woodard's vehicle; law enforcement recovered a packet
containing approximately one-quarter kilogram of fentanyl. Woodard was also accused of traveling to Michigan
without permission and communicating with an inmate, and after hearings held over three days the Ohio Adult
Parole Authority found him guilty of two Rule 1 violations and one Rule 5 violation, imposing 121 days of

incarceration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Woodard filed a petition for a writ of mandamus on May 16, 2024, after the Ohio Adult Parole Authority found
him guilty of two Rule 1 violations and one Rule 5 violation and ordered 121 days of incarceration. The matter
was referred to a magistrate, who recommended denial because Woodard failed to show a clear legal duty, an
abuse of discretion, or a lack of substantial evidence. Woodard filed no objections, and the court adopted the

magistrate's findings and conclusions in full.
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