
plaintiffs’ motion for preliminary injunction and a trial on the merits plaintiffs’ claims 

(the “Act”)

separate clauses of the Ohio Constitution: (1) Article II, Section 15(D) (the “Single Subject 

Rule”); (2) Article I, Section 21 (the “Health Care Freedom Amendment”); (3) Article I, 

Section 2 (the “Equal Protection Clause”); and (4) Article I, Section 16 (the “Due Course 

of Law Clause” or “Due Process Clause”). 

Plaintiffs’ constitutional challenges grounded in the Health Care Freedom 

provisions of R.C. Chapter 3129 (the “Health Care Ban”).





With respect to Plaintiffs’ claim that the Act violates the Single Subject Rule, the 



Article II, Section 15 of the Ohio Constitution is entitled “How bills shall be 

passed.”  It regulates the procedures used by the legislature in adopting or amending laws, 

“

clearly expressed in its title.”  This Constitutional provision was 

Constitution *** Ohio’s One

Comment: Returning the “One” to Ohio’s “One

Subject” Rule, 

d that “[j]ust as the C

”



“concrete limits on the power of the General Assemb

enactment of legislation” 

finding that even a liberal view of the term “subject” could not be extended to 

“blatantly unrelated matters.”  

cognized that “we are not obliged

rule.” 

matters under the heading of “law.”

t said, the judiciary’s role in the enforcement of 



6363, P27 (“SERB”).  In order to avoid 

of the Ohio Constitution.  Id. at 497.  A Court’s decision that they are not so united is to 

conclude that there is “no discernable practi

combining the provisions in one Act.”  

“[t]o enact sections 3109.054, 3129.01, 

gender transition services for minors, and to enact the Save Women’s Sports Act to 

s and sports for each sex.”

transgender adolescents’ 

females’ access to



the General Assembly’s 

“legitimate ”

Gender transition services constitute “health care.”

The State of Ohio has legislated that a medical provider’s provision of gender 

“ ”



State of Ohio’s

Constitution declares that no state shall “deny to any person within its jurisdiction the 

equal protection of the laws.”  Ohio’s Equal Protection Clause states that all political 







e State’s deeply rooted legitimate interest in the regulation 



risks “far outweigh any benefit at this stage of clinical study * * *.” 

As was the case with the Court’s analysis of the Single Subject Rule and the Health 

General Assembly’s determinations must be exercised through their vote as opposed to 

’
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It Is So Ordered.

/s/ Judge Michael J. Holbrook
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