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EXPLANATION OF WHY MY CASE IS A CASE OF PUBLIC OR GREAT GENERAL 

INTEREST AND INVOLVES A SUBSTANTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION 

In April 2016, I created my Facebook page, Help Our Sister Li Ouyang to Fight for 

Justice, to make my case public and transparent to the American people. Within three months, I 

have gained over 13k fans. From August 26 to August 28, 2016, two of the largest overseas 

Chinese media, Wenxue City and World Journal, reported my story that has aroused heated 

discussion in China, Canada, and United States.  

The intense interest, which the American people and the people in the other parts of the 

world have demonstrated in my situation, arises from some critical messages my case has sent to 

the society: (1) that honesty, integrity, faithfulness, and hard work in women are actually 

punished as a crime today in this land of the American Dream, (2) that the U.S. tax payers’ 

dollars and OU students’ tuition have been wasted in some shameless effort to aggravate the 

personal injury that a domestic violence victim has suffered from an OU professor and physician, 

(3) that  people are still struggling in the 21st century for the democratic values that the U.S. 

founding fathers put forward in the 18th century as the cornerstone of the Constitution, and (4) 

that a privileged few can stand above the law to abuse an overwhelming majority at their will. 

These messages happen to resonate with an increasing distrust in the U.S. justice system, setting 

millions of people pondering over the saying from Thomas Jefferson: "We hold these truths to be 

self-evident: that all men are created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator with certain 

unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." 

Along with a blatant mockery of the principles enclosed in the Declaration of 

Independence and in the U.S. Constitution the Founding Fathers fought for in the 18th century, 

the court decision from Athens County Municipal Court and Athens County Court of Appeals 
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has aroused an increasing awareness of the institutional barrier that contributes to the unheard 

voice from Asian American female victims of domestic violence.  

“When battered Asian women do seek help from outside agencies, the hurdles they face 

are tremendous. The primary institutional barriers are racism and homophobia and its variant 

expressions in the U.S. system. Racism is particularly problematic for Asian women. The 

attitude that immigrants don’t belong and shouldn’t ask for help or cause trouble is just one 

variant of racism. Another is the myth of the “model minority,” which assumes that Asian 

women don’t have issues with domestic violence. Yet another involves the xenophobic belief 

that people from colonized parts of the world are inferior to Americans.” (Warrier, S., Marin, L., 

& Masaki, B. (2004). heard voices: Domestic violence in the Asian American 

community. Family Violence Prevention Fund, San Francisco, California) 

Moreover, the appeal opinion has brought into question a deficiency of legislation 

concerning the fact that affidavit of support without enforced fulfilment as in my case and racism 

in the mainstream social services can combine to make Asian American battered women fall 

prey to escalated abuse.   

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

In July 2013, on reception of the affidavit of support and bank statements from my ex-

fiance, an OU faculty and physician, MU agreed that I can leave my campus to join him in Ohio 

while doing my dissertation. Since I came to Ohio in August 2013, I have relied on his promise, 

because it is illegal for an international student to work off campus. 

On Feb. 18, 2014, my ex-fiance broke our engagement as a result of his own unfaithful 

behaviors. From Feb. 2014 to Nov. 2014, my ex-fiance exerted intentional infliction of starvation 

and intentional infliction of emotional distress. The domestic violence not only made me 
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hospitalized in late Oct. 2014, but also left me a record of eviction and ultimately resulted in my 

dismissal from my doctoral program, illegal immigration status, and current homelessness.  

In Sept and Oct. 2014, my ex-fiance filed a revengeful eviction in response to my request 

for his fulfilling the affidavit of support. During the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2016, Judge Grim 

stated that he still remembered me because he supported the eviction by my ex-fiancé against me 

one year before and that I should be inflicted with a severe punishment given my “bad” history. 

The same judge made a record in my life: The first civil case record and the first criminal case 

record during my four decades’ life. 

Following my discharge from hospital in November 2014, my effort to regain 

independence, however, resulted in my being handcuffed, arrested, and charged with trespassing 

in 2015 when I worked hard on my academic paper in the authorized area with permission from 

authorized agents.  

From May 2015 to July 2, 2015, I used different rooms in the ARC for study purpose, 

with Room 227 often used due to its constant vacancy. Around 9am, July 2, 2015, Dr. Shawn 

Ostermann, an associate dean from OU College of Engineering, came to Room 227 and inquired 

about my situation. I explained in detail the domestic violence and abuse I suffered and my need 

to work hard on my dissertation. He told me that he would meet some other people and let me 

know if I could continue to use Room 227. Around 10:24 am, July 2, 2015 (according to the 

police report), Ms. Luanne Bowman, the chief financial accounting officer for the College of 

Engineering, reported me to OUPD with intentionally biased and misleading information. 

Around 2 pm, July 2, 2015 Ms. Bowman came to Room 227 with two policemen. Under 

their request, I went out of Room 227 and placed a call to Dr. Ostermann who said in the 

morning that he would let me know later. Around 3:17 pm, July 2, 2015, Dr. Ostermann told me 
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by phone that I’d better check with the OU legal to ask about the possibility of my use of the 

ARC. Around 3:31 am, July 2, 2015, I talked to the OU legal counsel and was told that the 

concern was expressed specifically about Room 227 and that I need to ask the person in charge 

to inquire about the use of other rooms. Around 4 pm, I met Ms. Bowman in the hallway with Dr. 

Ostermannx standing beside us. When they told me that I am not affiliated with OU and 

therefore cannot use the ARC, I explained my situation and the reason for my long hours worked 

in the ARC. Ms. Bowman stated that only under the condition that I get permission from OU 

faculty can I use the ARC. I repeated her words to confirm the information further, and in 

response she said “Yes, you can use the ARC if you get permission, but I doubt you can get it”. I 

kept silent at her words, although they made me feel hurt. 

Around 6:30 pm, July 2, 2015, I wrote an email to Dr. Dennis Irwin, the dean of the 

College of Engineering to request any document clarifying whether I could use ARC or not. The 

email was not answered until 3:35 pm, July 7, 2015. Between 6 pm and 7 pm, a few minutes 

after I sent the email, I spoke to Dr. Coschigano, a professor with College of Medicine, and got 

permission to use the ARC, Room 303, a College of Medicine conference room. Dr. Coschigano 

told me that she would try to leave that door unlocked for me in the future, but could not 

guarantee that it would be unlocked. On July 6, 2015, I also received permission to use 

Conference Room 303 in the ARC from Dr. Aili Guo, a professor with the College of Medicine. 

I explained to both Dr. Coschigano and Dr. Aili Guo that “I was told that I cannot use the ARC 

because I am not affiliated with Ohio Universit” and that “I need to get permission” in order to 

study for my work from the University of Missouri. Dr. Guo unlocked the door to Room 303 for 

me. Dr. Guo told me that it was okay to use the room as long as it was not occupied by students 

or faculty of the College of Medicine. 
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Around 3:35 pm, July 7, 2015, Dean Irwin from the College of Engineering responded to 

my July 2 email. The email explained that because I was not an Ohio University student, I was 

not permitted to use the ARC facilities. I sent a responsive email to Dr. Irwin, one around 4:01 

pm and the other around 5:26 pm, to inform him that I got permission to study in the area I used 

and to ask him if there was any problem. I have never received any response. Around 5:30 pm, 

July 7, 2015, I was arrested when two policemen told me that Ms. Bowman reported me to them 

for trespassing and I subsequently showed them the email from Dr. Aili Guo that stated she gave 

permission to me. 

On July 8, 2015, I went to the College of Medicine office to explain my arrest the day 

before. Two office ladies were surprised that the College of Engineering should send any OUPD 

to the College of Medicine area to arrest me when I studied there with permission from two 

College of Medicine professors. Under their suggestion, I went to ARC in order to get a picture 

of Room 303. Instead of going inside the building, I requested a professor who happened to pass 

by to help me take the picture.  

On July 9, 2016, human resources sent an email to Ohio University employees in the 

ARC instructing them not to allow me into the ARC. On July 9, August 6, and Sept. 24, 2015, I 

experienced three pre-trials. The investigation from the Public Defender’s Office found that the 

Alden library staff Mr. Schoeppner (who stole my materials in April 2015 at Alden library) and 

the College of Engineering staff Ms. Bowman (who reported me to OUPD with biased and 

misleading information) are connected. On Sept. 29, 2015, two professors from the OU College 

of Medicine, Dr. Karen Coschigano and Dr. Aili Guo, told the judge honestly at the court that 

they opened the door to Room 303 for me with their own keys, they gave me permission to study 

there, and they had the authority to do so.  
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PROPOSITION OF LAW 

Assignment of Error 

Against the manifest weight of evidence and in the absence of sufficient evidence, a criminal-

trespass conviction is not valid because I had expressed permission from the College of Medicine 

professors to be where I was (Room 303, College of Medicine conference room) when the 

College of Engineering administration told me (1) that I cannot study in the publicly open area 

(i.e. Room 227) because I am not affiliated with Ohio University and (2) that I can study in any 

non-publicly open space if I get permission . Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United 

States Constitution, and Article I, Section 16 of the Ohio Constitution.  

Ineffective Assistance Of Appellate Counsel 

1. Can university faculty and staff arbitrarily tell people not to study in public spaces? Fifth, 

Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 

2. Does behaving in accordance with rules and directions constitute a crime? Fifth, Eighth, and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 

3. Regardless of this, which does the U.S. constitution deem a crime, (1) my study in the area of 

College of Medicine with permission from College of Medicine professors, or (2) the report from 

the College of Engineering staff to the police with biased and misleading information that  

resulted in my arrest, criminal charge, dismissal from my doctoral program, and illegal 

immigration status…? Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution. 

ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSITION OF LAW 

Assignment of Error 
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Against the manifest weight of evidence and in the absence of sufficient evidence, the 

criminal-trespass conviction is no longer valid when I had expressed permission to be where I 

was from authorized agents (See Merit Brief for details). The conclusion from the appeals court 

is critically questionable regarding the validity and soundness of its argument that features 

logical pitfalls and factually flawed premises during the process of reasoning. 

A. The appeals court neglects facts. 

During the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015, Dr. Ostermann testified that (1) he met me around 

9 am on July 2, 2015 in the ARC Room 227, that (2) I told him about the domestic violence I 

suffered and my need to work long hours to regain independence, and that (3) he told me that he 

would let me know about my study at ARC later after his meeting with others. 

This fact, purposefully neglected in the appeal opinion, is very important in the sense that 

it sets the tone for a series of happenings: Given the 9 am meeting with Dr. Ostermann, how is it 

possible that Ms. Bowman reported to OUPD with bias, lies, and misleading information at 

10:24 am, July 2, 2015? 

B. The appeal opinion distorts facts. 

The appeal opinion states that Dr. Ostermann informed me on July 2 that I “could not 

stay in the building regardless of whose permission I got”. With no chronological order and 

circumstances specified, the appeal opinion distorts facts without any consideration given to Dr. 

Ostermann’s testifying to the contrary during the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015. 

During the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015, Dr. Ostermann testified that I called him at 3:17 

pm, July 2, 2015, that he told me he was not sure about my use of the other space in the ARC, 

and that he provided me with the phone number to the OU legal counsel for further information. 
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Although the Public Defender’s Office could not locate the specific legal counsel whom I 

talked with, I submitted my cellphone calling history to the jury court that consistently indicated 

that I placed a subsequent call to the OU legal counsel at 3:31 pm on July 2, 2015. 

As I stated during the jury trial, after the OU legal counsel told me that a specific concern 

was expressed over Room 227, that he had no answer as to whether I could study in the other 

publicly open space in the ARC, and that I needed to inquire with the person in charge, I 

accordingly went to see Ms. Bowman, who brought two policemen to Room 227 around 2 pm 

and told me that I could not study there. 

Dr. Ostermann testified that I met Ms. Bowman in the hallway around 4 pm, that he 

joined us later, and that I was told that I could not study in the ARC because I am not affiliated 

with OU. When I questioned Dr. Ostermann at the court whether Ms. Bowmann said that I could 

study in the ARC if I get permission from the OU faculty, Dr. Ostermann stated, instead of 

acknowledging or denying it, that he could not remember it. 

Given that Dr. Ostermann testified that (1) he met me on the morning of July 2, 2015, (2) 

he told me on the afternoon about his uncertainty about my study in the other space than Room 

227, (3) he gave me the phone number to the OU legal counsel for further information, despite 

his evasive attitude towards Ms. Bowman’s agreement, I was wondering how the appeals court 

reaches a counterfactual opinion that Dr. Ostermann informed me on July 2, 2015 that I “could 

not stay in the building regardless of whose permission I got”? 

C. The appeal opinion hides facts. 

During the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015, Ms. Bowman testified that: (1) around 4 pm on 

July 2, 2015 (after my phone call to the OU legal counsel), she met me in the hallway with Dr. 

Ostermann standing beside us, (2) that she told me that I cannot use the ARC publicly open 
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space because I am not affiliated with OU, and (3) that I explained my need for long hours of 

work to regain independence as a domestic violence victim of an OU professor and physician. 

When confronted with her agreement that I can use the ARC with permission from the OU 

faculty, however, she refused to acknowledge her promise. 

Despite her denial of the fact, I pursued further with her by reminding her that the reason 

both she and I should remember her words clearly is the scene on the afternoon of July 2, 2015: 

Following your statement on my use of ARC with permission, I immediately clarified with you 

“Do you mean that I can study here if I get permission from the OU faculty?” You responded at 

the time, “Yes, you can use the ARC if you get permission, but I doubt you can get it”…At your 

arrogant attitude, I kept silent at that time despite a hurt feeling…In front of my description of 

the scene, Ms. Bowman did not contradict any more during the jury trial; instead, she retorted 

“but you did not tell them (two professors who gave me permission to study in Room 303) you 

are prohibited from entering the building”… 

FACT IS CLEAR: She did say that I can study in the ARC if I get permission from the 

OU faculty, but she believed that I got permission without telling the two professors about the 

“prohibition”. 

D. The appeal opinion ignores facts. 

When cross-checking data from multiple sources converges that Ms. Bowman lied about 

her own saying about my use of the ARC with permission, the appeals court simply ignores the 

direct source of information from the police report that clearly validates my words despite all the 

lies of the other party during the jury trial (two policemen were on duty on the day of my arrest, 

July 7, 2015, but only one of them turned up during the jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015). 
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During the jury trial, the policeman testified that between 5 and 6 pm, July 7, 2015, they 

saw me in the hallway outside Room 303, that I was very polite, obedient, and cooperative, and 

that I acknowledged I received the letter from Dean Irvin, and that I showed them the letter from 

Dr. Irvin on my laptop computer….However, the policeman denied that: (1) I showed them the 

permission email from Dr. Aili Guo and that (2) they placed any call to confirm with Ms. 

Bowman. I tried to help him to remember the scene: When you two questioned me if I received 

the letter from Dr. Irvin, I answered “yes” while pulling up the prohibition letter and the 

permission letter at the same time. When you read the email from Dr. Aili Guo, one of you went 

out of the room to confirm with Ms. Bowman. When he came back, he explained that Ms. 

Bowman said that it is ok that I use the professor’s own office if I get permission, but the 

conference room 303 is a common space, so I cannot use it even if I get permission…Despite my 

effort to elicit his memories, the policeman still denied that I showed them the permission letter. 

Moreover, he reiterated his opinion that the permission I got from a professor of the College of 

Medicine is invalid in front of the prohibition letter issued by the dean of the College of 

Engineering. 

The police report of July 7, 2016, however, was written in black and white that reveals 

the truth: “I explained the reason we were there and asked her about the letter she received from 

Dean Dennis Irwin. She acknowledged she received it and even pulled it up on her laptop 

computer that was sitting on the conference room table. I then pointed to the part of the letter that 

showed she was not allowed to be in ARC. She responded by telling me Dean Irvin was over the 

Engineering Department and a professor (unable to recall any name if given) who was with the 

College of Medicine let her into the conference room. I verified she was not allowed to be in any 
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common/shared areas and I explained the letter cover the entire ARC building…” Is the truth 

clear enough? 

a) When two policemen approached and asked me if I knew I was prohibited, does anyone think 

that I would refuse to show the permission letter and instead I pulled up the prohibition letter to 

show how guilty I am (esp. considering that the permission email and prohibition letter stored in 

the same email address: dawn.dusk808@gmail.com)? Please resort to your common sense. 

b) When they read the permission letter, do you think I would refuse to tell them about Ms. 

Bowman’s words that I can study in the ARC if I get permission from the OU faculty? 

c) When they told me that the prohibition letter is from the dean and my permission letter is from 

a professor, what would you think I would respond? Yes, I told them that I studied in the area of 

the College of Medicine with permission from the College of Medicine professors, while the 

prohibition letter is from the College of Engineering dean. 

d) Under that circumstances, what do you think the policemen would do? Yes, one of them went 

out to call Ms. Bowman to make a confirmation. Consistently, the police report said that “I 

verified she was not allowed to be in any common/shared areas and I explained the letter cover 

the entire ARC building…” 

The truth is self-evident now: Ms. Bowman did agree to my use of ARC with permission 

from the OU faculty on July 2, 2015. She even conveyed an edited version on the day of my 

arrest (July 7, 2015) to the policemen to convince them that her promise covers only the 

professor’s office but not the conference room 303. 

E. The appeals court manipulates facts:  

The appeals opinion makes an analogy between the joint authority of parents over their 

kid and that of the College of Medicine and College of Engineering over Room 303. The blurred 
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distinction between Room 303 and Room 227 definitely facilitates any intention to prove my 

guilt regardless of what the evidence suggests. 

Room 303 (which I got permission to use after July 2, 2015): Locked area, a College of 

Medicine conference room that only the College of Medicine faculty have access to with their 

keys 

Room 227 (which I used a lot before July 2, 2015): Unlocked area that is open to the general 

public. 

The Academic and Research Center (ARC) consists of three parts: (1) the space 

dedicated to the College of Medicine, (2) the space dedicated to the College of Engineering, and 

(3) the common/ shared space that is unlocked. While the two colleges may serve as “parents” 

for the publicly open and shared space in the ARC, each of them understandably has their own 

unique authority over their own space. 

Neither the jury trial of Sep. 29, 2015 nor the appeals court of July 15, 2016 respects the 

objective fact and truth by focusing on all the relevant evidence. On the contrary, for the purpose 

of proving what a blunder I committed to Ohio University as a domestic violence victim by an 

OU professor, both courts have tried to either belittle something important or to make a fuss over 

something trivial: 

(a) My ignoring the letter from Dr. Irvin: Around 6:30 pm, July 2, 2015, I wrote an email to Dr. 

Irvin the dean of the College of Engineering to request any document clarifying whether I could 

use ARC or not. The email was not answered until 3:35 pm, July 7, 2015. Around 3:35 pm, July 

7, 2015, Dean Irvin from the College of Engineering responded to my July 2 email. The email 

explained that because I was not an Ohio University student, I was not permitted to use the ARC 

facilities. I sent a responsive email to Dr. Irvin, one around 4:01 pm and the other around 5:26 
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pm, to inform him that I got permission to study in the area I used and to ask him if there was 

any problem. I have never received any response. On July 9, 2016, human resources sent an 

email to Ohio University employees in the ARC instructing them not to allow me into the ARC. 

(b) My noon nap taking: When Ms. Bowman showed some concern over my noon nap, she has 

never taken any other students’ noon nap seriously. 

(c) My waiting beside the vending machine: When Ms. Bowman complained about my waiting 

beside the vending machine in order to talk to some OU professor and request permission, she 

seemed to get annoyed at my following her direction to get permission before I can study there. 

(d) The storage of my book luggage near the ductwork: When I repeatedly stated at OUPD and 

in the jury trial that it is the OU employee in charge of the ARC 2nd and 3rd floor that directed 

me to put it there while I went out for food, why not confirm with the employee before making 

an issue out of my constant law-abiding behavior? 

(e) My closeness to International Space University: My question is how to identify the level of 

confidentiality of the camp---If it is so important and confidential, do you think it should be set 

in the ARC that is open to the general public 24/7; If it is not so confidential, why did Ms. 

Bowman make a fuss by wronging me as a spy? 

(f) My appearance in front of the ARC on July 8, 2015: I explained clearly to the court during the 

jury trial of Sept. 29, 2015 that I went to the ARC on July 8, 2015, standing outside the building 

with a professor helping me take a picture of Room 303 as the evidence. If I entered the building 

to take the picture myself, why should I have troubled someone else? 

On July 8, 2015, I went to the College of Medicine office to explain to the staff about my 

arrest the day before. Two office ladies were so nice that they stated that the College of Medicine 

would never make any decision for the College of Engineering, that the College of Medicine 
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would never report to OUPD concerning anyone who studies in the area of the College of 

Engineering...They helped me print the permission email from Dr. Aili Guo. They suggested that 

I take a picture of Room 303. Instead of going inside the building, I waited outside and asked a 

professor who happened to pass by to help take a picture of Room 303. 

F. The appeals court supports and commits logical fallacies 

During the jury trial, both Dr. Karen Coschigano and Dr. Aili Guo testified that I 

requested a permission respectively on July 2, 2015 and July 6, 2015, that they told me that there 

are a lot of publicly open space outside, that I made it clear that I was told I could not use the 

publicly open space in the ARC because I am not affiliated with OU, and that I told them that I 

need to get permission to study there. 

Both professors further attested that (1) they opened the door to Room 303 with their own 

key for me, (2) they gave me permission to study there, and (3) they have authority to do so. 

They certified that they did not feel cheated by me when they gave permission, although Dr. Aili 

Guo stated that she would not give permission if there was really an official prohibition: If there 

is an official prohibition that bans me from the use of ARC regardless of from whom I get 

permission, why should I have taken any trouble to request a permission? It seems that Ms. 

Bowman enjoys playing a Catch-22: 

*I cannot use the ARC public open space because I am not affiliated with OU, but I can use the 

publicly non-open space if I get permission from the OU faculty. 

*I get permission from the OU faculty to study in the authorized area. 

*The permission is invalid, because I should have informed the professors that I was prohibited 

from using the ARC so that I could never get permission. 

 

When the whole world is speechless at such a logic, the Athens County Municipal Court 

and Athens County Court of Appeals accept this Catch-22 game! Their argument, justifiably, 

begs the question when it reasons in a circle or presupposes the truth of the very thing it is 
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intended to prove. It appears that the rigged system concludes that my trespassing must be true in 

virtue of what they want to be true instead of what the evidence suggests. 

Ineffective Assistance Of Appellate Counsel 

 Based on the above argument, the appeal opinion also brings the following issues into 

question (Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution):  Can 

university faculty and staff arbitrarily tell people not to study in public spaces?  Does behaving in 

accordance with rules and directions constitute a crime? Regardless of this, which does the U.S. 

constitution deem a crime, (1) my study in the area of College of Medicine with permission from 

College of Medicine professors, or (2) intentional infliction of wrongful criminal trespass that 

resulted in my arrest, criminal charge, dismissal from my doctoral program, illegal immigration 

status, and homelessness?  

CONCLUSION 

When I was told on July 2, 2015 (1) that I cannot study in the publicly open space (i.e. Room 

227) in the ARC because I am not affiliated with OU and (2) that I can study in the non-publicly 

open space if I get permission, my study in the College of Medicine locked area (Room 303) 

with permission from the College of Medicine professors does not constitute a crime. The appeal 

opinion is neither valid nor sound when it is reached on the basis of logical pitfalls and factually 

incorrect premise of the argument.  

 

Li Ouyang 

Phone: 573-639-9888 

Facebook Page: Help Our Sister Li Ouyang to Fight for Justice 

https://www.facebook.com/help.li.fight.for.justice/ 

Email: li_ouyang@helplifightforjustice.com 

https://www.facebook.com/help.li.fight.for.justice/
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In the Supreme Court of Ohio 

 

 

Li Ouyang 

Appellant 

 

v 

 

State of Ohio 

Appellee 

 

 

 

 

On Appeal from the 

Athens County Court of Appeals, Fourth 

Appellate District 

 

 

 

Court of Appeals 

Case No. 15 CA 35 

 

Notice of Appeal 
 

 

Timothy Young 

Ohio Public Defender 

Allen Vender 

Ohio Assistant Public Defender 

250 East Broad Street - Suite 1400 

Columbus, Ohio 43215 

614-466-5394 

800-686-1573 

TTY 800.750.0750 

 

Counsel for Appellant Li Ouyang 

 

 

Lisa A. Eliason 

Athens City Law Director 

Tracy W. Meek 

Assistant City Law Director 

8 E Washington St 

Ste 301 

Athens, OH 45701-2444 

Athens County 

Athens, Ohio 45701 

(740) 592-3332 

 



 

Notice of Appeal of Appellant Li Ouyang 

 

Appellant Li Ouyang hereby gives notice of appeal to the Supreme Court of Ohio from 

the judgment of the Athens Countyt Court of Appeals, Fourth Appellate District, entered in 

Court of Appeals case No. Case No. 15 CA 35 on July 15, 2016 

This case raises a substantial constitutional question and is one of public or great general 

interest. 

                                                                   

                                                                                                  Respectfully submitted, 

 

                                                                                      ___________________________________ 

Li Ouyang 

 

 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that a copy of this Notice of Appeal was sent by ordinary U.S. mail to counsel for 

appellees, Lisa A. Eliason, Athens City Law Director, and Tracy W. Meek, Assistant City Law 

Director, 8 E Washington St, Ste 301, Athens, OH 45701-2444 on August 29, 2016.  

 

 

 

                                                                                      ___________________________________ 

Li Ouyang 

 


