IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT OF OHIO
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO

STATE OF OHIO, : APPEALNO. C-250677
TRIAL NO. B-2405753
Plaintiff-Appellee,
VS. : JUDGMENT ENTRY
RONNEZ JOHNSON

Defendant-Appellant.

MOORE, Judge.

This court sua sponte removes this cause from the regular calendar and places
it on the court’s accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry is not an opinion of the
court. See Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); Loc.R. 11.1.

On December 24, 2024, then 18-year-old defendant-appellant Ronnez
Johnson was indicted for unlawfully carrying a concealed weapon, in violation of R.C.
2923.12(A)(2). R.C. 2923.111 provides that for an adult to lawfully carry a concealed
weapon, they must meet several criteria, including that they must be at least 21 years
old. Thus, under Ohio law, Johnson was not a “qualified adult.” Johnson filed a motion
to dismiss the indictment that the court denied. This appeal followed.

Johnson now argues that the court erred when it denied his motion to dismiss.
In his sole assignment of error, Johnson contends that Ohio’s concealed-carry laws

restricting adults between 18 and 20 years old from carrying a concealed weapon
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violates the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution, as interpreted in
New York State Rifle & Pistol Ass. v. Bruen, 597 U.S. 1 (2022).

We review a trial court’s denial of a motion to dismiss de novo. State v.
Stonewall, 2025-Ohio-4974 1 25 (1st Dist.). Statutes enjoy a strong presumption of
constitutionality that may be rebutted only upon the challenger proving beyond a
reasonable doubt that the statute in question is unconstitutional. State v. Riffee, 2025-
Ohio-4886, 1 13 (1st Dist.), citing Klein v. Leis, 2003-Ohio-3779, 1 4.

Bruen challenges of a similar ilk to the challenge raised by Johnson have
consistently been overruled by this court. We have held that the State may limit an
individual’s ability to carry a concealed weapon because they were under the age of 21.
Stonewall at § 25; State v. Ngaide, 2026-Ohio-478, 1 6 (1st Dist.); State v. Reed, 2025-
Ohio-4708, 1 5 (1st Dist.); State v. Baxter, 2025-Ohio-5722, 1 9 (1st Dist.).

Johnson contends that we should deviate from our well-established precedent
and adopt the Second District’s position in State v. Matosky, 2025-Ohio-5658 (2d
Dist.). Matosky in large part relied on the dissents in Stonewall and Reed to conclude
that Ohio’s prohibition on individuals carrying a concealed weapon while under the
age of 21 was unconstitutional. Id. at Y 30. The court in Matosky, quoting the dissent
in Stonewall, held that the “why” supporting concealed carry restrictions is
distinguishable from the “why” behind limiting an individual between the ages of 18
and 20 from carrying a concealed weapon. Id. at 1 34, quoting Stonewall at  69.

Johnson’s argument is meritless. Matosky’s rationale is based on positions that
this court has routinely refused to adopt. Johnson’s argument that we should abandon
our precedent and hold R.C. 2923.12(A)(2)’s age-based limitation unconstitutional is

unpersuasive.
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Accordingly, Johnson’s sole assignment of error is overruled, and the judgment
of the trial court is affirmed.

The court further orders that (1) a copy of this Judgment constitutes the
mandate, (2) the mandate be sent to the trial court for execution under App.R. 27, and
(3) costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24.

ZAYAS, P.J., and CROUSE, J., concur.

To the clerk:

Enter upon the journal of the court on 6/30/2026 per order of the court.

By:.. WM
-\J Administrative Judge



