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{11} Petitioner-appellant Jan F. Becker appeals from the November 24, 2003,
Judgment Entry of the Richland County Court of Common Pleas which denied
appellant's petition for writ of habeas corpus. Respondent-appellee is Margaret
Bradshaw, Warden.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND CASE

{12} Appellant is being held in the Mansfield Correctional Institution.
According to appellant, he has been held there since August 10, 2001, pursuant to an
order from the Holmes County Court of Common Pleas. On July 28, 2003, appellant
filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus. In that petition, appellant contended that he
was being confined illegally and unfairly and for political reasons. In response, appellee
filed a motion to dismiss. In the motion to dismiss, appellee stated that appellant was
being held pursuant to a conviction in the Holmes County Court of Common Pleas on
eight counts of gross sexual imposition, nine counts of felonious sexual penetration and
one count of rape.! According to appellee, appellant was sentenced to two years of
imprisonment for each of the eight counts of gross sexual imposition, to be served
concurrently. In addition, appellant was sentenced to life imprisonment for each of the
nine counts of felonious sexual penetration and the count of rape. Three of the life
sentences were ordered to be served consecutively (for each of the three victims) and
the remaining life sentences were ordered to be served concurrently to each other and
concurrently to the sentences for gross sexual imposition. Thus, according to appellee

appellant was ordered to serve 30 years of imprisonment prior to parole eligibility.?

! Holmes County Court of Common Pleas Case No. 2000-CR-040.
2 Appellant’s conviction was affirmed in State v. Becker, Holmes App. No. 01-CA-006, 2001-
Ohio-7033.



{13} On November 24, 2003, the trial court granted appellee’s motion to
dismiss. In the Judgment Entry, the trial court stated that it was granting the motion to
dismiss for two separate reasons. First, the petition was defective when it was filed
without a copy of the commitment papers as required by R.C. 2725.04(D). Second, the
trial court stated that it denied the motion to dismiss because appellant was not entitled
to immediate relief.

{4} Thus, it is from the November 24, 2003, Judgment Entry of the Richland
County Court of Common Pleas that appellant appeals, raising the following
assignments of error:

{15} “I. DeWEESE ERRORED J[SIC] IN ORDERING THE RETRIBUTION
AND RETALIATION RAID AGAINST BECKER, ASSUMING HE COULD TRIGGER
THE STING WITH MANCI C.O0.S BEFORE HE WAS FORCED TO RENDER A
CORRUPT DECISION FURTHERING SCANDAL.

{16} “lIl. DeWEESE ERRORED [SIC] IN DRAGGING OUT AN INSTANT
HABEAS CORPUS FOR SIX MONTHS, COSTING THE STATE UNTOLD MILLIONS
OF DOLLARS IN DAMAGES.

{17} “lll. DeWEESE ERRORED [SIC] IN ASSUMING THAT THE HABEAS
CORPUS WOULD THEN BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY FOR FEDERAL REVIEW, AND
NOT APPEALED FOR DAMAGES.

{18} “IV. DeWEESE ERRORED [SIC] IN ASSUMING THERE IS NO STING,
AND THAT HE AND THE APPELLEES COULD ACT WITH IMPUNITY AND THE

ABSOLUTE JUDICIAL ANARCHY OF UNITED WAY; WHEN THE CONSPIRACY



FOLLOWED APPELLANT INTO THE PRISON SYSTEM, THE PRISONS BECAME
THE NEW OBJECT OF THE FEDERAL STING.”

{19} Appellant argues that the trial court erred when it dismissed appellant’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus. Our standard of review is de novo.

{1110} Upon de novo review, this court finds that the trial court did not err when it
denied appellant’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus. Accordingly, appellant’s four
assignments of error are overruled.

{111} The judgment of the Richland County Court of Common Pleas is affirmed.
By: Edwards, J.

Gwin, P.J. and

Wise, J. concur
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FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

JAN F. BECKER, Pro Se
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-VS- : JUDGMENT ENTRY

MARGARET BRADSHAW, WARDEN
Defendant-Appellee : CASE NO. 2003-CA-0117
For the reasons stated in our accompanying Memorandum-Opinion on file, the

judgment of the Richland County Court of Common Pleas is affirmed. Costs assessed

to appellant.

JUDGES



		reporters@sconet.state.oh.us
	2004-07-30T15:28:54-0400
	Supreme Court of Ohio
	Supreme Court of Ohio
	this document is approved for posting.




