
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 

undersigned Magistrate for a hearing on Plaintiffs’ request for a preliminary 

–
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initiated law has remained in legislators’ 

— —

—

“ ”

(collectively, “Get Wright”)—

No. 56 (“S.B. 56”)

–

–
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(collectively, “State Defendants”), filed their opposition, supported by the affidavit of 

–

–

–

’ “ ”

–

Plaintiffs’ temporary 

–

–

“ ”
its title, ‘Plaintiffs’ Amended Emergency Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary 
Injunction,’ confirm that it is in fact an amended motion for injunctive relief
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–

The hearing on Plaintiffs’ request for preliminary injunction was held on May 

parties’ submissions

’

’
’s “Affidavit”

“affidavit” from Mr. White

the Magistrate’s request, 
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of Mr. White’s 

“affidavit” and Mr. White’s belated affidavit be “affidavits” 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Judicial Notice and
’

In State Defendants’ May 22, 2026 Motion to 

Strike, they request to strike Plaintiffs’ supplemental filings and 

The Magistrate recommends that State Defendants’ Motion to Strike be 

, and that Plaintiffs’ 
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of Cannabis Control (DCC”).

Magistrate’s Findings of 

. The Magistrate’s 

Plaintiffs’

These inconsistencies diminished the reliability of Mr. Fashian’s 

As to State Defendants’ witness,

–
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to S.B. 56, the legislation’s history and development 

56 proposed a comprehensive overhaul of Ohio’s medical and adult

former R.C. Chapter 3780 (“Adult Use 
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Cannabis Control”)

(“Medical Marijuana Control Program”). These changes 

“ ”

“ ”

certain marijuana forms, and permissible tetrahydrocannabinol (“THC”) levels in 
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the acquisition of marijuana from outside Ohio’s regulatory 
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requirements. While retaining the introduced bill’s packaging and labeling rules, it 

—

—to apply for expungement at any time on or after the bill’s effective date.

passed version (“House Version 18”) the bill’s 

overhaul of Ohio’s hemp laws. 
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Improvement Act (the “Farm Bill”)

—

—to be sold as “hemp,” provided delta

division between hemp and a newly defined category of “intoxicating hemp,”—

—

defined “intoxicating hemp products” as those containing more than 0.5 milligrams 

inition of “hemp” and formally created the new category of intoxicating hemp.
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While maintaining Ohio’s Hemp Cultivation and Processing Programs, the bill 

—

“ ” —
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Following the Senate’s refusal to concur, the House requested a conference 

committee removed House Version 18’s proposed regulatory framework for 

“intoxicating hemp”— —

adopted a definition of “hemp” tha

Extensions Act, 2026 (the “Act”). The Act revises the federal definition of “hemp” to 

container. The conference committee’s changes 

Regarding expungement, the conference committee retained the bill’s 

committee’s revisions, 
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Governor’s line

statutory definition of “hemp” are treated the same as all other non

tested, and distributed within Ohio’s regulated system to ensure seed
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S.B. 56 Opponents’ 

’s

–

was largely consumed by the Attorney General’s review process. (

’s 
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because “it was still cannabis.”

process for the petition took approximately 35 days, which limited the group’s ability 

’s on Plaintiffs’ Businesses

that, under S.B. 56’s 

framework, he now has “no lawful product to sell [and] no licensing pathway that 

in the hemp business.”
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Plaintiffs’

State Defendants’ argument that laches bars 

State Defendants argue that Plaintiffs’ alleged delay undercuts Plaintiffs’ 
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“Clear and convincing evidence is that measure or 

conviction as to the allegations sought to be established.”
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that “[n]o bill shall contain more 

than one subject, which shall be clearly expressed in its title.”

because it “logrolled” multiple unrelated provisions and therefore 

In Plaintiffs’ initial Complaint, they alleged that the Governor’s line

(“FAC”) 
Governor’s line
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“ ” “ ,” 

subject rule’s 

thereby advancing “the anomalous concept of a directory provision that operates with 

invalidating force.”

“ ” 

less than an abdication of the court’s 

only when there has been “a manifestly gross and fraudulent violation” of the rule.

… “

enactment to be invalidated.”) “O

” 

rule’s constitutional purpose while preventing undue 
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Ohio Constitution’s

—“

proposals as different provisions of a single bill and thus consolidating their votes” to 

–143. It does so by disallowing “unnatural combinations of provisions in acts” 

deference to the legislature with the judiciary’s constitutional responsibility, courts 

must liberally construe the term “subject” when applying the one

, stating “…

’ .”

bill’s
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marijuana licensing into the state’s occupational

–

–

–

–

–

Franklin County Ohio Clerk of Courts of the Common Pleas- 2026 Jun 24 12:18 PM-26CV002963



effective amendment to Ohio’s commercial driver licensing 

prior to this bill’s amendments.

—

—

Section 14 expresses the General Assembly’s intent regarding anticipated 

derived cannabinoid beverages and Ohio’s intent to 
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relate to the State’s regulation of cannabis and the licensing systems that govern 

finds no “unnatural combinations” of provisions in S.B. 56. 

 

Assembly’s decision to amend multiple chapters across multiple titles reflects the 

Accordingly, the bill’s components are germane to a single

Nor do the bill’s appropriations defeat this unity
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than diverge from, the bill’s central regulatory purpose, they remain 

the bill’s subject.

 

of a “manifestly gross and fraudulent violation” of that rule. 

 

The Ohio Supreme Court has held “where it can be proven that the bill in 
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void and without legal effect.” 

Amendments that do not “vitally 

alter the substance of a bill” do not require three new considerations. But “[w]hen 

proper to read the amended bill three times, and on different days.”

A “vitally altered” bill is one that “depart[s] entirely from a consistent theme.”

valid “

‘ ’

” 

would “set[] dangerous and impracticable precedent.” 

Plaintiffs contend that S.B. 56 violated the Ohio Constitution’s 

because the version ultimately enacted contained “vital alterations” that never 

version contained “vital alterations” from House Version 18. Specifically, Plaintiffs 
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of 12 new provisions under R.C. Chapter 3779 regulating “intoxicating hemp”; (2) 

adoption of the 70%/35% THC “potency caps”; (3) 

was not “vitally altered.” ( –

Plaintiffs’ challenge indeed rests

“vitally alter”

Plaintiffs characterize as “new” the THC potency limits

—

presence in the enacted bill cannot constitute a “vital 
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alteration.” Likewise, the criminal expungement eligibility provisions were present 

does not constitute a “vital 

alteration.” 

bill’s original purpose.

requires that a bill’s subject not be “wholly changed”

— —

the identified amendments constitutes a “vital alteration.” 

General Assembly improperly included an appropriations measure to “inoculate” S.B. 
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Plaintiff’s first challenge

Plaintiff’s own witness, Mr. Wright, attested to 

  –

’

Plaintiff’s second challenge, that question falls outside this Court’s 

“[a]

…

challenges of those certification decisions.” Thus, challenges to the Attorney General’s 

“facially discriminated against out

ly excluding all out of state producers.” (Pl. Am. Br. at 3.). They also claim 

S.B. 56 is preempted by the 2018 Farm Bill because S.B. 56 “criminalizes the 

ment of federally compliant hemp.” (
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“

”

“ ’

”

“

”

— —
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—

—
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State Defendants have shown that the unchecked sale of “intoxicating hemp” 

—
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children with alarming frequency. Since 2021, Ohio’s poison control centers have 

–

–

products sold through Ohio’s licensed dispensaries—

Plaintiffs’ 

Plaintiffs’ request for a Preliminary Injunction should be 
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A PARTY SHALL NOT ASSIGN AS ERROR ON APPEAL THE COURT’S 
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Franklin County Court of Common Pleas

Date: 06-24-2026

Case Title: DOUG STRAHM ET AL -VS- DAVID A YOST ET AL

Case Number: 26CV002963

Type: MAGISTRATE DECISION

So Ordered

/s/ Magistrate Jhay Spottswood-Harrison

Electronically signed on 2026-06-24 12:18:32    page 35 of 35
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