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SUMMARY:

The trial court did not err in determining that a gun-rights organization had standing to bring a declaratory-judgment action challenging a municipal ordinance banning “trigger activators”: although the organization does not keep an official list of members, it has an email listserv, an executive director, board members, and a website manager, and the gun-rights organization provided evidence to support associational standing and standing in its own right.  

The trial court did not err in determining that the city exceeded its home-rule authority by enacting Ordinance 91-2018 banning firearm “trigger activators”: R.C. 9.68 makes clear that Ohio citizens have the right to possess and transfer “any firearm, part of a firearm, its components, and its ammunition,” and even under the city’s restrictive definition of firearm “component,” meaning original equipment and not an after-market accessory or attachment, the city admits that trigger activators can be standard equipment on some firearms, without which the firearm would not function, and thus Ordinance 91-2018 conflicts with R.C. 9.68.  [But see DISSENT Trigger activators are not components, because they are not essential or integral to the operation of a firearm, and thus the city did not exceed its home-rule authority by enacting Ordinance 91-2018.]
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in awarding attorney’s fees and costs to the plaintiffs under R.C. 9.68 governing firearms regulations and R.C. 733.61 governing taxpayer actions: the statutes expressly provide for an award of attorney fees and costs to a prevailing challenger; the city failed to point to specific evidence in support of its argument that the attorneys’ time spent collaborating on the case unreasonably increased the overall fee award; and in light of the recent amendment to R.C. 9.86, the city failed to explain which litigation expenses were impermissibly awarded as costs. 
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED 

JUDGES:
OPINION by WINKLER, J.; MYERS, P.J., CONCURS and CROUSE, J., CONCURS IN PART AND DISSENTS IN PART.

