
February 17, 2026 
 
General Government Commi8ee of the Ohio House of Representa@ves 
1 Capitol Square 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
 
Dear Chairwoman Ray, Vice Chair LaRe, Ranking Member Brent and members of the General 
Government Commi8ee, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit tes@mony on Senate Bill 63. My name is Ralph Vatner. I am a 
physician-scien@st and a resident of Cincinna@, District 26. I write in opposi@on to Senate Bill 63. 
 
I am a supporter of Ranked Choice Vo@ng (RCV) as a rela@vely simple means for improving our current 
vo@ng system and further empowering all voters, and I was surprised to hear that a new bill was being 
considered in the Ohio legislature that would effec@vely ban RCV. Ranked Choice Vo@ng is one of the 
most straighWorward methods for improving representa@on in our government, giving each ci@zen the 
freedom to vote for their true choice of candidates without fear that such a vote for a less popular 
candidate may detract from support of a more “electable” candidate and ul@mately facilitate elec@on of 
a candidate they least support. Ever since my first experience vo@ng as an 18 year-old college student, I 
have frequently felt the need to chose between the best candidate for elected office and the least bad 
candidate who I felt had enough support to win in the elec@on. This is by no means an isolated opinion. 
In the 2020 primary elec@on I canvased in support of a candidate I believed was best suited to serve my 
community and all Ohioans. Mee@ng voters face-to-face, I frequently heard that they also supported this 
candidate, but they were unlikely to vote for them due to concerns of “electability”. This concern is 
shared by voters of all par@es and is always a part of the discussion and news coverage in our elec@ons. 
The result of our current system of vo@ng is the eleva@on of candidates based on concerns and 
predic@ons of how other people will vote instead of who they truly support as the best candidates for 
elected office. RCV is a simple solu@on to this problem, allowing voters to select the candidates they 
truly support without fear that their vote will not count if their first choice candidate does not receive 
enough votes to win the elec@on. 

This issue should not be viewed through a partisan lens. It is fundamentally about personal and local 
independence and freedom, constitutional authority, and the ability of Ohio communities to make 
decisions that best serve their residents. RCV is simply an instant runoff process that allows voters to 
rank candidates in order of preference. If no candidate receives a majority of first-choice votes, the 
lowest-performing candidate is eliminated and those ballots transfer according to voters’ next choices. 
The result is a majority-supported winner without requiring a separate runoff election. Whether one 
personally supports RCV or not, the central question raised by SB 63 is whether the State should prohibit 
municipalities from even considering its use. 

Ohio has a long tradition of respecting Home Rule. The Ohio Constitution grants municipalities authority 
to govern local matters according to local needs. The Ohio Supreme Court affirmed in 1923 that 
municipalities and charter counties may adopt Ranked Choice Voting if they choose. Five Ohio cities 
used RCV in the last century. This reform is not foreign to our state’s history. Banning RCV would 
represent a significant departure from Ohio’s commitment to local self-government. Many Ohioans who 
value limited government believe that decisions impacting local communities should be made closest to 
the people affected by them. Senate Bill 63 would replace local discretion with a statewide prohibition. 



Concerns about complexity have not been borne out in practice. In jurisdictions that have implemented 
RCV, large majorities of voters report that it is simple and easy to use. Results are tabulated quickly and 
transparently, often on election night or shortly thereafter. The tabulation itself takes seconds and can 
be verified by hand count. The system has been upheld repeatedly under the principle of “one person, 
one vote.” 

RCV also addresses a structural feature of plurality elections: candidates can win with less than majority 
support when multiple candidates divide the vote. Some voters feel pressure to choose strategically 
rather than sincerely, worrying that supporting their preferred candidate might unintentionally affect 
the outcome. RCV allows voters to express their true preferences while still ensuring that the eventual 
winner earns majority backing. 

Across the country, jurisdictions of varying political leanings have adopted or used RCV. Some state 
party organizations, including Republicans in Virginia, have used it for internal nominating contests 
because it produces nominees with broader appeal. This demonstrates that the method itself is not 
inherently partisan; it is a tool that can be used in different contexts to promote majority outcomes. 

Reasonable people can disagree about whether RCV is the best approach for Ohio. But that debate 
should occur at the local level, where communities can evaluate the evidence and decide for 
themselves. Senate Bill 63 would foreclose that discussion entirely. 

This is ultimately a question about preserving local authority and allowing Ohio communities to serve as 
laboratories of democracy within the framework of our Constitution. Even those who do not support 
RCV should consider whether a statewide ban is consistent with Ohio’s longstanding commitment to 
Home Rule. 

I respectfully urge you to consider these principles carefully and to preserve the ability of Ohio 
communities to make their own decisions regarding their local election systems by voting NO on this 
harmful bill.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ralph E. Vatner, MD, PhD 
Cincinna@, Ohio 
 
 
 


