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STATEMENT OF AMICUS INTEREST 

The Attorney General is Ohio’s chief law officer and “shall appear for the state in 

the trial and argument of all civil and criminal causes in the supreme court in which the 

state is directly or indirectly interested.”  R.C. 109.02.  As the chief law officer, the Attor-

ney General has an interest in defending the constitutionality of validly enacted legisla-

tion, including the Reagan Tokes Law.  Indeed, the Attorney General is defending the 

Law in related litigation pending before this Court.  See State v. Hacker, 2020-1496 (Ohio).   

ARGUMENT 

Amicus Attorney General’s Proposition of Law: 

The Reagan Tokes Law does not contravene the United States Constitution or the Ohio 

Constitution. 

This case presents precisely the same question as the one the Court agreed to de-

cide in State v. Hacker:  whether the Reagan Tokes Law violates the Ohio Constitution or 

the United States Constitution.  The appellants in both cases raise precisely the same the-

ories.  In particular, both Hacker and Simmons maintain that the Reagan Tokes Law vio-

lates the Ohio Constitution’s separation of powers, the Sixth Amendment right to a jury 

trial, and the Fourteenth Amendment right to due process of law.  Each of those theories 

fails for the reasons laid out in the State’s brief in Hacker, which the Attorney General filed 

on the State’s behalf.  See Merit Br. of Appellee State of Ohio, State v. Hacker, 2020-1496 

(Aug. 2, 2022).  Rather than swelling this Court’s docket with a duplicative filing, the 

Attorney General refers the Court to that brief. 
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CONCLUSION 

This Court should affirm the judgment of the Eighth District Court of Appeals.  
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