Feb 16, 20226

David Esrati
100 Bonner St
Dayton OH 45410

RE SB 63 Opposition

Chair Ray, Vice Chair LaRe, Ranking Member Brent, and members of the House General
Government Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony. My name is David Esrati. I’'m a Dayton
resident, a small-business owner, a long-time civic watchdog, and a frequent participant in
Ohio’s election and public-records processes. I am here to urge you to vote NO on Senate Bill
63, the proposal to prohibit ranked choice voting and to withhold Local Government Fund
distributions from local governments that choose to use it.

I want to start with a basic question: Why is the legislature trying to ban a voting method that, at
most, a handful of Ohio communities might someday choose through their own local decision-
making? SB 63 is not election administration. It is preemption. It is the state telling communities:
“You may have ‘home rule,” but not when it comes to democracy.” And it goes further by
financially punishing that choice through the Local Government Fund. That is not principled
governance; it’s coercion.

Here is the “left field” point I want on the record: the real fear behind SB 63 isn’t ranked choice
voting. The real fear is actual choice.
Ohio already has a choice problem:

e We make ballot access hard for independents and non-establishment candidates, which
narrows competition before voters ever see a ballot.

e Boards of elections are controlled by political parties even though most Ohioans do not
vote in party primaries, meaning the machinery of elections is run by institutions that
represent a minority slice of the electorate.

o County party organizations often operate with incomplete or patronage-heavy structures,
yet state law still gives parties powerful roles in candidate and vacancy processes that
affect the public’s representation.

Against that backdrop, banning ranked choice voting reads like this: Ohio will tolerate two-party
gatekeeping, but not tools that might broaden participation, lower the “lesser-of-two-evils”
pressure, and make more people feel their vote is worth casting.

If the committee’s goal is to increase trust and participation, SB 63 moves the opposite direction.
Ranked choice voting is, at minimum, an attempt to solve a real problem voters experience every



cycle: strategic voting, spoiler fear, and the sense that politics is a forced-choice between two
bad options. SB 63 doesn’t solve those problems. It legislates them into permanence.

And if the General Assembly wants to talk seriously about election integrity and accountability, I
will offer a reality check from lived experience: right now, “the people” can’t even reliably
enforce basic accountability when public officials violate the public trust or the Ohio
Constitution. Case in point, I’'m currently the appelent in an Ohio Supreme Court case to remove
a convicted felon from office. In Ohio, meaningful accountability too often requires
extraordinary, expensive, time-consuming action by citizens—sometimes even litigation—
because the system is designed to protect insiders and incumbents. When government makes
accountability hard, it should not also be banning reforms that could broaden voter power.

If legislators want reform ideas, here are examples that would be more honest than banning a
voting method:

1. Require a “None of the Above” option on every ballot so voters can register legitimate
rejection of the choices presented, instead of opting out entirely.

2. Strengthen competition rules: for example, if a candidate has no primary opponent,
consider limits that reduce automatic incumbency advantages and force regular
accountability.

3. Reform who runs elections so election administration is not structurally dependent on
party machines in a state where most voters are not party-primary voters.

4. Stop using state revenue distribution as a political weapon against local decision-making.

You do not have to love ranked choice voting to see the deeper problem: SB 63 is a ban
motivated by political self-protection, not voter service. The legislature should not be in the

business of restricting democratic options because they might change outcomes.

Either you believe in home rule, or you don’t. If you pass this, it will just be one more example
of political hypocrisy.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask you to vote NO on SB 63.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

/s/ David Esrati

100 Bonner St.
Dayton, Ohio 45410
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