
Testimony in Opposition to Senate Bill 63 

Before the House General Government Committee 

Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the Committee: 

My name is Pierre Wolfe, and I am a resident of the State of Ohio. I respectfully submit 

testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 63. 

This legislation is unnecessary, prematurely restricts democratic choice, and would impose 

harmful financial penalties on Ohio communities. Ohio should not prohibit a voting system that 

does not currently exist in state law, nor should it punish municipalities for exploring lawful 

electoral reforms. 

 

Senate Bill 63 Addresses a Non-Existent Problem 

Ranked choice voting (RCV) cannot occur in Ohio without enabling legislation. Because Ohio 

has not authorized RCV, there is nothing to prohibit. Senate Bill 63 therefore addresses a 

hypothetical scenario rather than a real problem affecting Ohio voters. 

Public resources should be focused on urgent, real issues facing Ohioans — including housing 

affordability, transportation needs, and access to healthcare — rather than pre-emptive bans on 

policies that have not been adopted. 

 

The Bill Restricts Democratic Discussion and Local Self-Governance 

A core strength of democratic government is the ability of citizens to discuss, evaluate, and 

consider reforms. Senate Bill 63 would foreclose public debate before Ohioans have had an 

opportunity to evaluate ranked choice voting on its merits. 

Even more concerning, the bill proposes to withhold state funding from municipalities that 

implement ranked choice voting. This approach would penalize local communities for 

exercising self-governance and exploring election methods that are lawful elsewhere in the 

United States. 

Withholding funding for local services — including safety, infrastructure, and community 

programs — does not protect voters. Instead, it risks harming residents who rely on those 

services. Fiscal penalties should not be used to suppress local policy innovation or democratic 

experimentation. 

 



Ranked Choice Voting Is a Proven System in the United States 

RCV is not theoretical. It has been successfully used in major elections across the country: 

• Maine uses ranked choice voting for federal and statewide elections, including U.S. 

Senate and congressional races. 

• Alaska uses RCV in statewide general elections, including gubernatorial and 

congressional races. 

• New York City uses RCV in citywide primary elections, including for mayor and other 

municipal offices. 

• Minneapolis and San Francisco have used ranked choice voting for years in municipal 

elections. 

These jurisdictions demonstrate that ranked choice voting can be implemented successfully in 

diverse political environments. Voters in these locations have shown strong understanding of the 

process and high participation rates. 

 

How Ranked Choice Voting Works 

RCV allows voters to rank candidates in order of preference. If no candidate receives a majority 

of first-choice votes, the lowest-ranked candidate is eliminated, and ballots are transferred to 

each voter’s next choice. This process continues until one candidate achieves a majority. 

For voters, the process is simple: rank candidates in order of preference. Clear ballot instructions 

and voter education make the system easy to understand. 

 

Potential Benefits of Ranked Choice Voting 

RCV offers several potential advantages worth public consideration: 

• It allows voters to express preferences among multiple candidates without fear of wasting 

their vote. 

• It can encourage broader participation and a wider range of candidates. 

• It may promote outcomes supported by a broader share of voters. 

• It can reduce incentives for negative campaigning and polarization. 

Whether Ohio ultimately adopts RCV is a decision for Ohioans to evaluate through open debate. 

A pre-emptive ban prevents that discussion from occurring. 

 

Conclusion 



Senate Bill 63 is unnecessary, restricts democratic choice, and would impose punitive funding 

consequences on Ohio communities. It addresses a system that is not authorized in Ohio law 

while creating real risks for municipalities and their residents. 

Ohio should preserve the ability of citizens and local governments to discuss and evaluate 

electoral reforms without threat of financial penalty. 

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Committee to reject Senate Bill 63. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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