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SUMMARY

The Ohio Twelfth District Court of Appeals reviewed the issuance of a three-year civil stalking

protection order based on repeated offensive social-media posts. The court held that credible evidence

supported menacing by stalking and affirmed the order’s issuance, but concluded that its prohibition

on communications concerning the appellee and her family was an impermissibly broad, content-

based restriction on speech. The court vacated that portion of the order and remanded for further

proceedings.
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Appellant appealed the issuance of a three-year civil stalking
protection order and challenged the order's restrictions on his speech
under the First Amendment and Article I, Section 11 of the Ohio

Constitution.

Whether the CSPO was supported by sufficient credible evidence and
was against the manifest weight of the evidence; constitutional

restrictions on speech were reviewed under strict scrutiny.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether credible evidence supported the finding that Thomas engaged in menacing by stalking
sufficient to justify a civil stalking protection order under R.C. 2903.211 and R.C. 2903.214.

2. Whether Paragraph 7 of the CSPO was an unconstitutional prior restraint and overbroad, content-based

restriction on Thomas's speech.

3. Whether the speech restrictions were narrowly tailored and the least restrictive means of protecting
Thomason and her family.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not err in issuing the three-year CSPO because credible evidence established by a
preponderance of the evidence that Thomas engaged in a pattern of conduct that knowingly caused

Thomason mental distress.

2. Paragraph 7 was an overbroad, content-based prior restraint on speech because it effectively prohibited
Thomas from making any future post or communication concerning or referencing Thomason, her
family, or her business, regardless of the content or context.

3. Paragraph 7 had to be vacated and the matter remanded for the trial court to issue a narrowly tailored
provision protecting Thomason and her family while respecting Thomas's right to free speech; the
remaining CSPO provisions remained affirmed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A content-based regulation of protected speech cannot be sustained unless it is the least restrictive means to

achieve a compelling state interest.” ( 38)

“As written, the prohibition on any "contact," including any comment, post, message, or other writing about
appellee, is demonstrably overbroad, and constitutes an impermissible prior restraint on appellant's speech.”
(140)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Thomas repeatedly posted derogatory and allegedly false material about Thomason, her family, and her
residential cleaning business on the Change Clermont Facebook page. The posts included photographs and
references to Thomason's children, allegations linking her business and family to criminal activity, and public
disclosures concerning her mental-health treatment. Thomason testified that the posts caused serious mental

distress, anxiety, fear, reputational harm, and the need for mental-health treatment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Thomason petitioned the Clermont County Court of Common Pleas for a civil stalking protection order based on
Thomas's repeated social-media posts about her, her family, and her business. A magistrate denied an ex parte
order, but after a full hearing on July 3, 2025, the trial court issued a three-year CSPO on July 10, 2025. Thomas
appealed, and the appellate court affirmed the issuance of the CSPO but vacated Paragraph 7, reversed in part,

and remanded for a narrower provision.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate Paragraph 7 of the CSPO and direct the Clermont County Court of Common Pleas to revisit its definition
of contact and issue a provision narrowly tailored to protect Thomason and her family while observing Thomas's

right to free speech. The remaining CSPO provisions are affirmed.
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