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SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed the Delaware County Court of Common Pleas’
denial of Derek Vanhorn’s motion seeking an order allowing him to retest for an Ohio driver’s license.
The court held that the trial court acted within its discretion in considering Vanhorn’s subsequent
criminal and traffic convictions and that the denial did not alter the court’s prior 2015 entry concerning
limited driving privileges.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by denying Vanhorn's request to retest for an Ohio driver's license despite
the trial court's 2015 order.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by considering Vanhorn's intervening criminal and traffic
convictions and denying his 2025 motion.

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court may review the facts and evidence existing when a later motion is filed, even when an
earlier order addressed a related request; the law-of-the-case doctrine does not categorically prohibit
reconsideration of a prior ruling.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying Vanhorn's motion for an updated order allowing
him to retest for an Ohio driver's license.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Abuse of Discretion” has been defined by the Ohio Supreme Court as “conduct that is unreasonable,
arbitrary, or unconscionable.”” (¶ 12)

“The rule of the law of the case is a rule of practice, based upon sound policy that when an issue is once
litigated and decided, that should be the end of the matter.” (¶ 16)

“The doctrine's purpose is to ensure ‘consistency of results in a case, to avoid endless litigation by settling the
issues, and to preserve the structure of superior and inferior courts as designed by the Ohio Constitution.’” (¶
17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2011, Derek Vanhorn drove at a high rate of speed with a suspended license, crossed the center line, and
struck another vehicle, killing its passenger. He pleaded no contest to aggravated vehicular homicide and
received a 42-month prison sentence, restitution and court costs, and a lifetime driver's-license suspension. After
a 2015 order allowed him to renew his license subject to requirements, he incurred a 2019 failure-to-comply
conviction and a 2023 conviction involving driving under suspension and physical control. The trial court denied
his 2025 request for an updated order allowing him to retest for a license.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Vanhorn was convicted of aggravated vehicular homicide after entering a no-contest plea in 2012 and received a
lifetime driver's-license suspension. In 2015, the trial court granted him permission to renew his license subject
to specified requirements. In 2025, after additional criminal and traffic convictions, Vanhorn sought an up-to-
date order permitting him to complete a remedial driving course or take the driver's-license examination; the trial
court denied the request, and the Court of Appeals affirmed.
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