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(collectively “ ”)

“ ”).  The trial court ordered 

early termination of Ohio’s participation in the

Compensation (“FPUC”) program, 15 U.S.C. 9023, and to obt

Relief, and Economic Security (“CARES”) Act, 

(“ODJFS”) 

the State of Ohio could terminate any portion of its agreement at any time with 30 days’ notice.  
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violated R.C. 4141.43(I), which requires ODJFS to “cooperate” with the federal 

government “to secure . . . all advantages available” under the 

(“EUC ”)

Bowling’s

Bowling’s motion, rendering them moot. Bowling’s

reversed the trial court’s judgment, holding that 

2902 (10th Dist.) (“ ”)

held that the governor’s general authority to enter 

federal government did not override the legislature’s authority to govern the acceptance and 
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’s

Ohio’s 

appealed this court’s decision 

Bowling’s

: “This cause is dismissed, sua sponte, as moot.”

“The Tenth District’s judgment is vacated 

and the case is remanded with instructions to dismiss the case as moot.”

, the trial court granted Bowling’s motion 

DeWine’s Governor DeWine’s

“funds allocated as FPUC benefits remain in the general treasury” and that 

“Ohio can retroactively reinstate its participation in the FPUC program such that it can collect 

its share of any remaining benefits and distribute the same to eligible parties.” 

Governor DeWine’s

controversy was rendered moot by the Supreme Court’s November 2022 dismissal of the 
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decipher the Supreme Court of Ohio’s one sentence decision’s 

application founded in Ohio’s well

Supreme Court of Ohio’s decision relates solely to the
preliminary injunctive relief sought in plaintiffs’ original 

defendants’ arguments for dismissal on such grounds are not 

July 12, 2024 “

of Jim Garner,” 
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’

’

’

In his July 2024 declaration, Garner stated that the 2021 email “continues to 

represent the position of the Department.”  

correspondence “explains that i a state’s termination recission 

Department, the Department would cover all benefits and administrative costs.”

Department’s willingness to have case

cissions of CARES Act terminations “remains true even if the court order is issued after 

October 6, 2021.”
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Bowling’s

Bowling’s

take all action necessary to reinstate Ohio’s participation in 

Ohio’s share of the

appealed the trial court’s 

reinstating Ohio’s participation in the FPUC program

Appellees’ motion 
Appellants’ 

Bowling’s
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“whatever was before [the] court, and disposed of by its decree, is considered as finally 

settled.”  

1, 3 (1984) (“ ‘

’ ” Inferior courts are bound by the superior court’s decree, and cannot 

question, vary, or extend the superior court’s mandate.  “ ‘ “

” ’ ”

was “necessarily implied” in the previous proceedings.  

Bowling’s was limited to the trial court’s 

Bowling’s

Bowling’s

Supreme Court’s dismissal 

resolved only one issue: whether Bowling’s motions for a temporary restraining order and 
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inferences from the Supreme Court’s dismissal

imply that the trial court should reject this court’s legal reasoning in 

Bowling’s

Governor DeWine’s

Supreme Court’s failure to so 

Accordingly, the Supreme Court’s

’s

“substantially likely” that Bowling’s

is “moot only when it becomes impossible for a 

tribunal to grant meaningful relief.”  

St.3d 204, 207 (1991) (“For a matter to be considered moot, relief in the case must be 

impossible to grant.”)

Bowling’s Governor DeWine’s

’s

in Bowling’s favor.
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, pursuant to this court’s reasoning 

Court’s mootness holding in 

DeWine nonetheless asserts that this court’s leg

, the trial court’s

if an appellate court “considering the preliminary injunction has issued ‘[a] 

fully considered appellate ruling on an issue of law,’ then that opinion becomes the law of the 

case.”  

held that “FPUC is one of the ‘available advantages’ described in R.C. 4141.43(I) that the 

General Assembly requires [Governor Dewine] ‘secure’ to the citizens of the State of Ohio ”  

“

”  

“[T]he 

”  In the trial court’s decision granting summary judgment in 

Bowling’s favor, it noted its disagreement with this court’s analysis in 

“[i]nconsistency is the antithesis of the rule of law.”  
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Governor DeWine’s

Governor DeWine’s two assignments of 

Bowling’s the trial court’s 
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	Rendered on June 30, 2025

