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To the Members of the Ohio House Judiciary Committee: 

I am submitting this written testimony in opposition to House Bill 160, which would fold the 
state's medical cannabis program into the recreational program. I am unable to appear in 
person due to disabilities that make public testimony impossible for me, which underscores one 
of my primary concerns about this legislation: those most affected by it are often the least able 
to advocate for themselves. 

As a registered Republican, taxpayer, and medical cannabis patient with severe disabilities, I 
respectfully request that the committee consider the following concerns: 

Medical Cannabis Is Not Recreational Cannabis 
The fundamental issue with HB 160 is that it treats medical cannabis as equivalent to 
recreational cannabis. By folding the medical program into the recreational framework, the 
legislature is effectively stating that there is no meaningful distinction between medical use and 
recreational use. This overlooks the critical therapeutic role cannabis plays for patients like 
myself. 

Specific Concerns with HB 160 
1.​ Public Consumption Restrictions: The prohibition of smoking cannabis in public 

places disproportionately affects medical patients. For conditions like PTSD, smoking 
provides immediate relief through delivery methods that cannot be replicated by 
vaporization or edibles. When a patient needs immediate symptom relief, they should 
have the same access to their medicine as patients using inhalers or other prescription 
medications.​
 



2.​ Gift Restrictions: Making the gifting of cannabis or clones illegal will severely restrict 
patient access. With the high costs of medical cannabis, many patients with limited 
financial resources rely on the compassionate gifting of medicine. This provision would 
criminalize acts of care within the patient community.​
 

3.​ Extract Strength Caps: Capping extract strength will directly impact highly effective 
medicines like Rick Simpson Oil (RSO), which many patients depend on. Medical 
cannabis often requires higher potency than recreational products to effectively manage 
severe symptoms.​
 

4.​ Restricted Medical Support: Patients already struggle to navigate consumption 
methods, strains, and dosing with minimal support. The medical field lacks education on 
cannabis, and many doctors are prohibited from discussing it. HB 160 does nothing to 
address these existing gaps in patient care.​
 

The Role of the Judiciary Committee 
I must respectfully ask: Why are medical patients required to stand before a Judiciary 
Committee to request protection for their healthcare? This framing treats medical cannabis as a 
legal issue rather than a healthcare issue. The committee has a responsibility to protect the 
welfare of all Ohioans, especially those with disabilities and medical needs. 

Request for Action 
I urge the committee to: 

1.​ Maintain separate regulatory frameworks for medical and recreational cannabis 
2.​ Expand covered conditions to include autism and other conditions with demonstrated 

benefits 
3.​ Ensure marketplace provisions that guarantee access to appropriately potent and pure 

medical cannabis 
4.​ Create meaningful patient representation in regulatory oversight 
5.​ Develop resources to help medical patients navigate treatment options 

The Ohio legislature has heard extensively from those with financial interests in the cannabis 
industry. Now it is time to hear from and protect those whose lives and wellbeing depend on 
access to this medicine. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Geoffrey Kleinman 
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