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SUMMARY:



Defendants were given adequate notice of the charges against them where the indictments tracked the language of the applicable statutes, the defendants were supplied with bills of particulars to provide details of the charged offenses, and defendants were provided with discovery.



Because the indictments were valid on their faces, defendants could not challenge the evidence supporting the indictments.



The trial court did not err in entering not-guilty pleas on defendants’ behalf when they refused to enter pleas; a not-guilty plea does not admit any facts or waive any of defendants’ rights and, therefore, defendants were not prejudiced.



Defendants were not denied their rights to represent themselves, even though the trial court had initially issued an order requiring them to obtain leave of court to file any documents, where the court later rescinded that order and went to extensive lengths to make sure the defendants received transcripts of hearings and had access to the internet in jail.



Defendants were not forced to appear in front of the jury in jail garb when they were offered civilian clothes but they refused the offer.




The trial court did not deny defendants their rights to self-representation by failing to allow defendants’ family member to advise them or file documents on their behalf because only a licensed attorney may file pleadings on behalf of another. 




Defendants could not raise arguments about excessive bail on direct appeal, because after conviction any error concerning pretrial bail is moot.



Defendants failed to overcome the presumption that the trial judges were fair and impartial; the judges’ failure to provide the relief to which they believed they were entitled and the fact that defendants had filed litigation against the trial judges, without more, does not establish actual bias.




The trial court did not lack jurisdiction; the common pleas court has jurisdiction over all crimes and offenses unless jurisdiction is specifically vested in another court, and the fact that the court did not agree with the defendants’ arguments does not mean that it lacked jurisdiction.




Defendants were not denied their rights to a public trial where during voir dire, defendants claimed that they were told that only one family member and another person could attend due to lack of space, particularly where the record does not show that anyone was actually excluded from the courtroom.



Defendants were not denied a jury of their peers on the ground that none of the jurors were aware of the doctrine of adverse possession, because people aware of adverse possession are not a distinctive group in the community.




The trial court did not err in failing to instruct the jury on adverse possession where defendants failed to show that they were in possession of the properties for 21 years and where adverse possession is not a defense to charges of theft or tampering with records.
JUDGMENTS:
AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
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