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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 

WESTERN DIVISION 

JEFFREY RASAWEHR 
221 Baldwin Road 
Birmingham, Michigan 48009 

    Plaintiff, 

     v. 

JEFF GREY 
MERCER COUNTY SHERIFF 
c/o Mercer County Sherriff’s Office 
4835 State Route 29 
Celina, Ohio 45822 

     and 

MERCER COUNTY 
C/O BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
220 West Livingston Street Room A201 
Celina, Ohio 45822 

     and 

CHAD FORTKAMP 
c/o Mercer County Sherriff’s Office 
4835 State Route 29 
Celina, Ohio 45822 

     Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CASE NO. 

Judge 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY  
JUDGMENT, INJUNCTIVE AND OTHER 
EQUITABLE & MONETARY RELIEF 

Dennis E. Sawan (#0090289) 
Dennis P. Sawan (#0040117) 
Christopher A. Sawan (#0096403) 
Sawan & Sawan LLC 
416 N. Erie St. Suite 200 
Toledo, Ohio 43604 
Tel (419) 900-0955 
Fax (419) 900-0955 
des@sawanandsawan.com 
dps@sawanandsawan.com 
cas@sawanandsawan.com 

Joseph Yamin (MI #P33905) 
Lambert Leser P.C. 
755 West Big Beaver Road Suite 410 
Troy, Michigan 48084 
Tel (248) 251-1001 
Fax (248) 244-2244 
jyamin@lambertleser.com 

Michael Stahl (#0097049) 
316 North Michigan St. Suite 600 
Toledo, Ohio 43604 
(419) 214-0573
Fax (419) 754-2205
mstahl@mhstahllaw.com
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

William Stephenson (#0037839) 
316 North Michigan St. Suite 600 
Toledo, Ohio 43604 
Tel (419) 308-0195 
Fax (419) 754-2205 
billstephensonlaw@hotmail.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Now comes Plaintiff, JEFF RASAWEHR, by and through undersigned counsel, and for his 

Complaint against Defendants JEFF GREY, CHAD FORTKAMP, and MERCER COUNTY, states 

and avers as follows: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff JEFF RASAWEHR is a citizen of the United States of America and a resident

of Birmingham, Oakland County, Michigan. 

2. At all times herein relevant, MERCER COUNTY, OHIO (hereinafter “County”) was

and is a governmental entity that may be sued for declaratory judgment, injunctive, monetary or other 

equitable relief.   

3. At all times herein relevant, JEFF GREY, Mercer County Sheriff, Mercer County,

Ohio, was and is a governmental elected official that may be sued for declaratory judgment, injunctive, 

monetary or other equitable relief.   

4. Defendant CHAD FORTKAMP is now, and at all times material to this action was,

duly appointed, employed, and/or acting Officer of the County of Mercer, a municipal corporation 

and governmental subdivision of the State of Ohio.  
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

6. This action arises under the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the

Constitution of the United States of America (U.S. Const. Amends. I, IV, XIV), and under the Civil 

Rights Act, Title 42 of the United States Code, Section 1983 (42 U.S.C. § 1983). 

7. This Court has jurisdiction over all claims by virtue of Title 28 of the United States

Code, Sections 1331, 1343 and 1367 (28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343 and 1367). 

8. Plaintiff’s claims for declaratory and injunctive relief are authorized by 28 U.S.C §§ 

2201 and 2202, by Rule 57 and 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and by the general legal 

and equitable powers of this Court.  

9. Plaintiff’s claims for damages are authorized under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and by the general

legal and equitable powers of this Court. 

10. Venue is proper in this Court as all facts alleged in the Complaint occurred in Mercer

County, Ohio within the territorial jurisdiction of this Court. 

FACTS 

11. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

12. Plaintiff has been the victim of law enforcement and prosecutorial harassment in

Mercer County for nearly six years. 

13. On or about December 6th, 2015, the Plaintiff published an editorial in the Lima News

stating that Sherriff Jeff Grey is ineffective and called for his resignation. See Exhibit A. 

14. Starting in 2015, the Plaintiff began posting on the internet matters of public concern

including the criticisms he had of the job being done by the Sherriff’s Office generally, and Defendant 

Grey specifically, and his concerns over malfeasance in the office. 



15. On or about July 6th, 2015, at the direction of Defendant Grey, Mercer County

Prosecutor Matt Fox (“Prosecutor Fox”) wrote a letter to Plaintiff’s attorney stating that Plaintiff 

should not contact the Sherriff’s Office unless it was a “true 9-1-1 emergency”. See Exhibit B. 

16. On October 25th, 2016, Plaintiff was charged in Celina Municipal Court case CRB-16-

00942 with 13 counts of “Obstructing Official Business” purportedly in violation Ohio Revised Code 

(O.R.C.) § 2921.31.    

17. On October 25th, 2016, Sheriff Grey told the Lima News that the First Amendment

did not protect the Plaintiff, alongside a photo of the Plaintiff taken from his prior arrest. See Exhibit 

C. 

18. The thirteen charges were filed by Defendant Fortkamp. See Exhibit D.

19. The charges were based solely upon speech directed at either an internet forum created

by the Sheriff’s office to elicit public comment, and/or the Sheriff’s non-emergency phone line. See 

Exhibit B.  

20. No threats or other instances of unprotected speech were made by Plaintiff or alleged 

to have been made by him. See Exhibit D. 

21. A full jury trial was held in CRB-16-00942 from May 21st to May 24th, 2019, where 

Plaintiff was acquitted of all charges in CRB-16-00942. See Exhibit E. 

22. At trial, deputies and other alleged victims and officials of Mercer County whom 

received Plaintiff’s speech testified that they were not hampered or impeded in the performance of 

their duties by Plaintiff’s communications.  

23. At trial, Defendant Grey acknowledged that he had caused the complaints to be filed 

against Plaintiff, and further testified that he did so because of the content of Plaintiff’s speech 

(which was critical of the Sheriff and the department) to stand up to the bully and because 

Plaintiff had gotten into his head. 
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24. None of the complaints against Plaintiff alleged any acts other than Plaintiff’s

engagement in speech concerning matters of public interest which is fully protected by the U.S. First 

Amendment and as such, the complaints lacked indicia of probable cause that a crime occurred. See 

Exhibit D. 

25. Defendant Sheriff Grey is an Elected Official of Mercer County and is the Chief Law

Enforcement Officer of Mercer County under Ohio Law. See O.R.C. § 311.07. 

26. Defendant Fortkamp is an appointed Deputy Sheriff under the supervision of

Defendant Sheriff Grey. See O.R.C. § 311.04. 

27. By reason of the illegal conduct of the Defendants, and each of them, in arresting,

seizing and prosecuting the Plaintiff, the Plaintiff sustained the following injuries: 

a. Emotional distress; and
b. Embarrassment and Humiliation; and
c. Loss of Constitutional Right to Free Speech; and
d. Significant reputational damage; and
e. Unlawful physical confinement of liberty; and
f. Significant defense costs.

28. By reason of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, including Plaintiff’s

unlawful arrest, search and seizure and aforementioned injuries sustained, Plaintiff has sustained 

damages in a sum to be determined at trial, but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00. 

COUNT #1 

CLAIM UNDER 42 U.S.C. §1983 
THE ATTEMPTED EXCLUSION OF THE PLAINTIFF FROM SPEAKING IN A 

PUBLIC, TAXPAYER FUNDED FORUM VIOLATED THE FIRST AMENDMENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION. 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)
3. Chad Fortkamp (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

29. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

30. The Plaintiff has a constitutional right to exercise freedom of speech in public forums.
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31. The Mercer County Sheriff’s Website is public property which the State has opened

for use by the public as a place for expressive activity and is, thus, a public forum. 

32. The Defendants Mercer County and Grey sought to exclude Plaintiff’s speech in this

public forum without justifying their actions to the standard required for the particular forum at issue. 

33. The Defendants do not have a compelling interest in limiting the Plaintiff’s speech,

nor is such a restriction on the Plaintiff’s speech narrowly tailored to protect an important 

governmental interest.  

34. Defendant Grey, in his supervisory role and as an elected official of Mercer County,

directed Mercer County Prosecutor Matt Fox (“Fox”) to send the offending letter to Plaintiff’s 

counsel, and further, as he admitted in at trial under oath, directed that charges be filed against Plaintiff 

because of protected speech critical of Grey.  

35. The Defendants’ restriction was not content neutral: instead Defendant Grey and

Mercer County solicited comment, and then chilled dissenting commentary with threats of criminal 

charges and the actual filing of criminal charges: 

a. any citizen can contact the Sheriff’s office via Defendants’ comment mechanism.

b. according to Defendant Grey’s testimony, favorable commentary would not trigger

criminal charges, and critical commentary would.

36. The failed prosecution of Plaintiff in CRB-16-00942 was calculated to suppress and

punish critical speech in a public forum and served no other purpose: the deputies and other officials 

involved testified that they were not hampered at all in the execution of their duties because of the 

critical speech.  

37. By reason of the foregoing, the Defendants have deprived Plaintiff of a right, privilege,

or immunity secured to him by the United States Constitution and/or other federal law, specifically 
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freedom of speech under the First Amendment as applied to the Defendants by incorporation through 

the Fourteenth Amendment. 

38. At all times relevant to the allegations contained in this count, the Defendants were

government employees and/or elected officials whose acts were made under color of law. 

39. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 

COUNT #2 

CLAIM UNDER 42 U.S.C. 1983 
THE SEIZURE OF THE PLAINTIFF IN RETALITION FOR THE CONTENT OF 
HIS SPEECH VIOLATED THE FIRST AMENDMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

CONSTITUTION 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)
3. Chad Fortkamp (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

40. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

41. The Defendants Grey and Fortkamp, in their individual and official capacities, acted

under color of state law in depriving the Plaintiff of his First Amendment right to Freedom of Speech.  

42. Defendant Grey as Sheriff is an elected official of Mercer County, and as such is the

policy maker for the Sheriff’s office, and did set a policy, according to his own testimony, that his 

office would retaliate by bringing criminal charges against citizens, specifically Plaintiff, engaging in 

speech critical of the Sheriff.  

43. The Plaintiff was engaged in a protected speech, namely, speech regarding matters of

public interest specifically criticizing the conduct and policies of government officials, dissenting from 

government policy, and expressing concerns of malfeasance.  



44. Defendant Fortkamp, acting under the Sheriff’s policy, did bring charges based upon 

Plaintiff’s critical speech in case number CRB-16-00942 under the pretext of “obstructing official 

business.” 

45. Defendants Grey and Fortkamp were unable to adduce any testimony to support the 

pretext of “obstruction” and as such the complaints not only lacked probable cause, but were 

apparently false: no reasonable person could have believed that Plaintiff’s acts as alleged were made 

with the purpose to hamper or impede an official in their official business, he was criticizing the 

Sheriff.  

46. Defendant Grey then admitted under oath that it was the type of speech that caused 

the retaliation and that non-critical speech would not have been prosecuted, removing any legitimate 

question as to the retaliatory motivation of the charges. 

47. Defendants, by threatening criminal action and bringing criminal charges based upon 

such protected speech deprived Plaintiff of rights secured by the U.S. Constitution, specifically 

Freedom of Speech and the right to petition the government for redress of grievances under the First 

Amendment as incorporated against the States through the Fourteenth Amendment.   

48. After nearly three years of litigation, at great expense, humiliation, mental and 

emotional distress, Plaintiff was acquitted of all charges under CRB-16-00942. 

49. At all times relevant to the allegations contained in this count, the Defendants were 

acting under color of state law. 

50. The Defendants, in instituting, participating in and/or influencing the course of the 

Prosecution, exercised their authority for, among other reasons, personal motives in retaliation for 

perceived slights to their dignity.  
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51. The retaliation for the exercise of free speech had a significant chilling effect on the

further exercise of free speech of the Plaintiff that continues unabated to this day and would chill any 

reasonable person from criticizing the Defendants.  

52. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct 

COUNT #3 

CLAIM UNDER 42 U.S.C. 1983 
THE CHARGING AND ENSUING PROSECUTION OF THE PLAINTIFF – BOTH 

LACKING PROBABLE CAUSE - VIOLATE THE PLAINTIFF’S FOURTH 
AMENDMENT RIGHTS 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)
3. Chad Fortkamp (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

53. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

54. At all times relevant hereto, Defendants were acting under the color of state law.

55. The Defendants initiated a criminal case against Plaintiff and subjected him to court

process. 

56. Defendant Grey, Mercer County and/or Defendant Fortkamp made, influenced or

participated in the decision to prosecute Plaintiff. 

57. By Defendant Grey’s own admission in open court under oath, the charges were

brought against Plaintiff for an illegal purpose - specifically because Plaintiff engaged in protected 

speech critical of the Sheriff.  

58. Defendants caused Plaintiff to be charged with “Obstructing Official Business” for

which no probable cause existed: despite vague assertions of hampering or impeding deputies in their 
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work, no sufficient evidence of this was adduced to support this claim, and no reasonable person 

would believe that Plaintiff’s conduct was intended to hamper of impede any official.  

59. After nearly three years of litigation, with Plaintiff subject to bond, numerous

mandatory court appearances and incurring extensive legal fees, Plaintiff was acquitted of all charges 

against him.  

60. Plaintiff’s speech was regarding matters of public concern, specifically alleged

malfeasance in office by Defendant Grey. 

61. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages as a direct and proximate result of

Defendants’ unlawful conduct. 

62. The foregoing had a significant chilling effect on the further exercise of free speech of

the Plaintiff that continues unabated to this day and would chill any reasonable person from criticizing 

the Defendants. 

63. By reason of the foregoing, the Defendants have deprived the Plaintiff of a right,

privilege, or immunity secured to him by the United States Constitution and/or other federal law, 

specifically his Fourth Amendment right to be free from unreasonable seizure. 

64. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 

COUNT #4 

CLAIM UNDER 42 U.S.C. 1983 
PRIOR RESTRAINT ON FREE SPEECH IN VIOLATION OF THE FIRST 

AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

65. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.
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66. On or about July 26th, 2016, the Defendant Grey directed that a letter from the Mercer

County Prosecutor’s office be sent to Plaintiff’s counsel seeking to limit the speech of the Plaintiff. 

67. On or about October 25th, 2016, Defendant Grey commented in an article in the Lima

News that “people have a First Amendment right to free speech”, but that Plaintiff did not in this 

context.  

68. Additionally, Defendant Grey stated in the same article that the “investigation was

ongoing and additional charges could be filed”, thus chilling future speech of the Plaintiff. 

69. The purpose of the aforementioned actions was to forbid otherwise protected free

speech in advance of it being communicated. 

70. The restraint of Defendant’s protected free speech had a significant chilling effect on

the further exercise of free speech of the Plaintiff that continues unabated to this day. 

71. Such behavior represents an impermissible prior restraint on free speech.

72. By reason of the foregoing, the Defendants have deprived the Plaintiff of a right,

privilege, or immunity secured to him by the United States Constitution and/or other federal law 

under color of state law. 

73. At all times relevant to the allegations contained in this count, the Defendants were

government agents acting with governmental authority. 

74. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 
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COUNT #5 

CLAIM UNDER OHIO LAW 
ABUSE OF PROCESS 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)
3. Chad Fortkamp (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

75. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

76. Plaintiff avers that Defendants instituted a legal proceeding against Plaintiff in such a

way that it was perverted and used for impermissible purposes. 

77. The prosecution of case number CRB-16-00942 was instituted to exact revenge for

the dissenting content of Plaintiff’s speech, and thus was an attempt to accomplish an ulterior purpose 

for which it was not designed.  

78. The process was abused when the Defendants persisted in the prosecution of CRB-

16-00942, despite knowing that the prosecution was violative of constitutional rights and not

supported by evidence. 

79. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 

COUNT #6 

CLAIM UNDER OHIO LAW  
NEGLIGENT RETENTION, HIRING AND SUPERVISION 

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

80. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

81. Defendant Grey and Fortkamp were at all time relevant herein employees of

Defendant Mercer County. 
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82. Defendant Grey was the direct supervisor of Defendant Fortkamp and had

supervisory authority over the Mercer County Sheriff’s Department. 

83. At all times relevant to this action, Defendant Grey knew or reasonably should have

known of and/or participated in, and/or condoned, and/or ratified: 

a. Defendant Fortkamp’s filing of 13 separate criminal charges in CRB-16-00942; and

b. The ongoing prosecution of CRB-16-00942.

84. Defendant Grey knew or reasonably should have known that these acts and/or failures

to act would likely cause Defendants to inflict the constitutional injury that befell Plaintiff. 

85. Defendant Grey and/or Mercer County had a duty to provide training, take action, or

otherwise prevent Defendants from engaging in the above stated conduct. 

86. Despite their collective knowledge of the above misconduct, Defendants took no

action, failed to impose reasonable discipline or training, and/or otherwise abandoned his/their 

supervisory duty.  

87. As a result of their incompetence, failures and/or abandonment of supervisory duties,

Defendants created an environment that condoned misconduct and perpetuated and/or facilitated 

and/or aided the Defendants in the baseless and unconstitutional charging and prosecution of the 

Plaintiff.  

88. Defendants engaged in acts or omissions that were the product of a reckless or callous

indifference to the Plaintiff’s constitutional rights. 

89. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 
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COUNT #7 

CLAIM UNDER OHIO LAW 
R.C. §311.05

1. Mercer County
2. Jeff Grey (In his Official and Individual Capacity)

90. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

91. Defendant Grey ordered and/or had knowledge of and/or participated in and/or

acted in reckless disregard of and/or ratified the neglect of duty or misconduct of Deputy Chad 

Fortkamp.  

92. Plaintiff suffered and continues to suffer damages in a sum to be determined at trial,

but not anticipated to be less than $1,000,000.00, as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ 

unlawful conduct. 

DECLARATORY RELIEF 

1. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

2. Plaintiff is entitled to a declaratory judgment establishing that the charges filed against him in

case number CRB-16-00942 were filed and prosecuted in violation of his constitutional rights.

3. Plaintiff is entitled to such additional declaratory relief as in necessary and appropriate to

enforce his rights under Ohio law and the United States and Ohio constitutions.

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

4. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing as if fully restated herein.

5. The ongoing prosecution in CRB-16-00942 was undertaken in bad faith.

6. The ongoing prosecution in CRB-16-00942 was part of a pattern of harassment against the

Plaintiff in retaliation for his use of protected speech.
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7. The law being enforced, as applied, is utterly irredeemable and unconstitutional.

8. Plaintiff is entitled to a preliminary and permanent injunction preventing the County of Mercer 

from any future attempts at prosecution of alleged crimes based on those protected rights 

enumerated in the foregoing.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff petitions this Honorable Court to: 

1. Assume jurisdiction over this matter; and

2. Enter a judgment and decree declaring Defendants’ application of Ohio Revised Code 2921.12

unconstitutional for denying Plaintiff of First and Fourth amendment rights as applied; and

3. Enter a preliminary and permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from applying and

enforcing Ohio Revised Code 2921.13 against Plaintiff as described above; and

4. Award Plaintiff monetary damages to compensate him for his past, present and continuing

loss of free speech, and for all other actual injuries Plaintiff has suffered as a result of

Defendants’ conduct; and

5. Award punitive damages against Defendants; and

6. Interest on such damages awarded at the legal rate from date of judgment until paid; and

7. Declaratory judgment; and

8. Injunctive relief against all Defendants; and

9. Attorney’s fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C.A. § 1988(b); and

10. Costs of suit; and

11. Such other and further relief as the court deems just and proper.

JURY DEMAND 

Pursuant to Rule 38(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs hereby demand a 

trial by jury of all issues triable of right by a jury. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Joseph Yamin (MI #P33905) 
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s/  Joseph Yamin /s

Dennis
CAS SIG
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STATE OF OHIO 

V. 

IN THE CELINA MUNICIPAL COURT 
F ~ f~~\fjCOUNTt,.', OHIO 

CELINA MUN!CIPAL COURT I 
JUL 'i 2 201S* GASE NO. 16CRB00942 

16CRB00943 

JEFFREY E. RASA WEHR * JUDGMENT ENTRY ON 
JURY TRIAL 

This matter came before the Court upon the verdict of the jury returned on May 24, 

2019 after the jury concluded deliberating in this matter this same day. 

In Case No. 16CRB00942, the jury found the defendant not guilty of the following offenses: 

Counts 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,10, 11, and 12, Ohio Revised Code §2921.31(A);(B), 
Obstructing Official Business, Misdemeanors of the Second (M-2) degree; 

In Case No 16CRB00943 The jury found the defendant guilty of the following offenses: 

Count 5, Ohio Revised Code §2903.21 l(A)(l);(B)(l), Menacing by Stalking, a 
Misdemeanor of the First (M-1) degree, and 

Count 6, Ohio Revised Code §2917.21(A)(6);(C)(2), Telecommunications 
Harassment, a Misdemeanor of the First (M-1) degree. 

The jury found the defendant not guilty of the following offenses: 

Count 7 Ohio Revised Code §2917.21(A)(6);(C)(2), Telecommunications Harassment, 
a Misdemeanor of the First (M-1) degree, and 

Count 10 Ohio Revised Code §2917.21(A)(6);(C)(2), Telecommunications 
Harassment, a Misdemeanor oft · -1) de 

ssignment 

Copies sent to: Det Chad Fortkamp 
Attorney Dennis E. Sawan 
Pros Atty Matthew K. Fox 
Attorney Yamin 
Judge David C Faulkner 



CELINA MUNICIPAL COURT 
P.O. BOX362 

CELINA, OH 45822-0362 
TEL. (419) 586-6491 

STATE OF OHIO 
Plaintiff 

vs. 
JEFFERY E RASA WEHR 

Defendant 

r=- ~-~ -t .. ~"t·i 
1 CEUNil\u Ml~t~"i"ci~ tC COURT 
'1 AUG O 8 2r.mr 

3(,1..P,,,o;,, 11,,.,1.-~'£;,emma, 
L _ Clerk 

JOURNAL ENTRY 

Case No. 16CRB00943 
16CRB00943 

The following charge was dismissed on case 16CRB00942 during the Jury Trial: Count 3 - 
2921.31 A, Obstructing Official Business, Misdemeanor of the Second (M-2) degree, and 
On the request of the State of Ohio, count 13 - 2921.31 A, Obstructing Official Business, 
Misdemeanor of the Second (M-2) degree is nolled. 

The following charges were dismissed on case 16CRB00943 during the Jury Trial: 
Counts 1,2,3,4 - 2903.211, Menacing by Stalking, Misdemeanors of the first (M-1) degree, and 
Counts 8, 9, 11, 12, 13 - 2917.21, Telecommunications Harassment, Misdemeanors of the first 
(M-1) degree 

IT IS SO ORDERED 

Date: 8-8-19 

CC: DET CHAD FORTKA:MP 
ATTYSAWAN 
PROSFOX 
ATTY YAMIN 
JUDGE FAULKNER 
DEFENDANT 
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