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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio denied respondents’ motion for judgment on the pleadings in a challenge
to petition signatures supporting the Ohio Drug Price Relief Act. The court held that Article II, Section
1g of the Ohio Constitution gives it original jurisdiction over the challenge and concluded that factual
disputes precluded dismissal of claims concerning allegedly false circulator statements and
unauthorized signature deletions.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW For a Civ.R. 12(C) motion, the court construes the material allegations
in the complaint and reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving
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that the nonmoving party can prove no set of facts entitling it to relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Article II, Section 1g of the Ohio Constitution grants the Supreme Court of Ohio original
jurisdiction over a challenge to signatures on Section 1b proposal petitions submitted for legislative
consideration.

2. Whether judgment on the pleadings was warranted on the claim that circulator statements overstated the
number of signatures witnessed.

3. Whether judgment on the pleadings was warranted on the claim that contractors' unauthorized deletion
of signatures required invalidation of entire part-petitions.

HOLDINGS

1. Article II, Section 1g of the Ohio Constitution grants the Supreme Court of Ohio original jurisdiction
over the challenge to the Section 1b proposal petitions and signatures.

2. Judgment on the pleadings was improper because the allegation that circulators wrote a maximum
signature number despite witnessing fewer signatures presented disputed factual questions concerning
what signatures the circulators actually witnessed and whether the statements were false or fraudulent.

3. Judgment on the pleadings was improper because the court could not adopt a categorical rule that
unauthorized signature deletions can never place the validity of an entire part-petition in question.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The language of Section 1g is broad and unequivocal: it confers upon this court original exclusive
jurisdiction to hear all petition-signature challenges.” (¶ 12)

“We also cannot at this point adopt a blanket rule, as urged by Booth, that a pattern of unauthorized deletions
can never, under any circumstances, call into question the validity of an entire part-petition.” (¶ 24)

“For the reasons indicated above, we grant Husted’s motion for leave and we deny Booth’s motion for
judgment on the pleadings.” (¶ 25)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The respondents submitted part-petitions supporting the proposed Ohio Drug Price Relief Act, and the Secretary
of State certified that the submission satisfied the constitutional signature-count and geographic-distribution
thresholds. The relators alleged four defects: circulators' use of nonresidential permanent addresses,
unauthorized deletion of signatures by contractors, false circulator statements overstating the number of
signatures witnessed, and circulation by five ineligible felons. The motion addressed the court's jurisdiction and
whether alleged signature overcounts and unauthorized deletions could legally invalidate entire part-petitions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The petition committee submitted part-petitions for the proposed Ohio Drug Price Relief Act to the Secretary of
State, who certified that the petitions met the constitutional numerical and geographic signature thresholds. The
Ohio Manufacturers' Association and other relators then filed an original petition-signature challenge in the
Supreme Court of Ohio. The court denied the respondents' motion for judgment on the pleadings in its entirety,
concluding that the jurisdictional issue and the challenged petition defects could not be resolved on the
pleadings.
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