
Chairman Coley, Vice Chair Seitz, Ranking member Yuko and members of the committee. My 
name is Richard Troha and I have been an Ohio Concealed Handgun Licensee since 2004. As 
a responsible gun owner, I feel it is incumbent on me to try to stay informed on Ohio gun laws.

Although I am a supporter of Sub. HB 48, I wanted to express my concerns with the substitute 
bill which the House State Government committee introduced to replace HB 48 as introduced 
by Representative Ron Maag.

Specifically, the committee replaced the language in 2923.126(B)(9) that removed government 
facilities as statutory no carry zones and instead substituted language the gives political 
subdivisions the option as to whether to keep government facilities as no carry zones or not. I 
find this change problematical for several reasons.

Under current law, government facilities are clearly forbidden. Under Rep. Maag's language, 
government facilites would have been allowed. In either case, there can be no doubt as to the 
legality of carry in a government facility. It's all very clear cut.

Under the language in the substitute bill, the status of carry in a government facility is not as 
clear cut. What if a city has not allowed carry in its facilities but has not clearly posted all the 
entrances with "no guns" signs? How will a licensee know that it is still forbidden to carry in that
building? To guess wrong is to commit a felony. I believe lawmakers should strive to avoid 
ambiguity in the law and unfortunately, Sub. HB 48 introduces ambiguity where none existed.

Another problem lies in the interaction between 2923.126(B)(1) and 2923.126(B)(9). In the 
original HB 48, 2923.126(B)(1) clearly was meant to allow carry in the unsecure parts of police 
stations, sheriff's offices and airport passenger terminals. Now with the language of the 
substitute bill, such carry would only be legal if cities allow it. Does anyone think Cleveland or 
Akron are going to allow carry in their facilities? I would bet that 99% of cities are going to 
continue to forbid carry in their facilities thus defeating the original intent of 2923.126(B)(1).

I also have a philosophical objection to this language. There was a hard fought battle over 
O.R.C 9.68 and state preemption culminating in two Ohio Supreme Court cases. After winning 
this battle, it seems like the General Assembly is handing back to the cities a part of the power 
to regulate the carry of firearms thus creating a Home Rule loophole in state preemption. I 
believe this sets a bad precedent.

I urge the committee to improve the bill by returning to the langauge as introduced by Rep. 
Maag. Barring that, I would suggest leaving 2923.126(B)(1) and 2923.126(B)(9) as it is 
currently based on the reasons I gave above.


