Chair Ray, Vice Chair LeRay, Ranking Member Brent, thank you for taking the time to hear my
testimony today. Feel free to reach out to me personally if | can answer anything for you.

There are many reasons to oppose Senate Bill 63 — it is unconstitutional and threatens to
permanently undermine home rule in Ohio. This bill hands the state unchecked authority over
how cities govern themselves. That opens the door for any future majority, whether Democratic
or Republican, to target municipalities that make decisions they disagree with — whether about
taxes, public health, or election procedures. What's to stop them?

But today, | want to focus my testimony on a different point: as Executive Director of Rank the
Vote Ohio, and someone who has studied Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) extensively for five
years, | want to correct several misrepresentations made in proponent testimony.

CLAIM #1: "Ranked Choice Voting decreases voter turnout"
This is misleading.

Turnout always varies by election type, local dynamics, and candidate appeal.
In Ohio, turnout in primaries is already low — only 22.22% in 2024 — compared to
general elections.

e In municipal elections, studies have shown an increase in participation when
Ranked Choice Voting is used. Instead of reducing turnout, Ranked Choice Voting
provides voters with more choices, encouraging participation.

e According to census data, the top two reasons people gave for not voting in 2024 were
“lack of interest” and “dislike of candidates.”

RCV addresses both of those issues — by giving voters more options, it increases both
interest and satisfaction.

CLAIM #2: "1 in 20 voters mark their ballot incorrectly under RCV"

That’s an exaggeration not supported by evidence.

e Across multiple studies, 68% of voters rank more than one candidate, showing
understanding of the process.

e As more candidates run, the number of voters ranking multiple choices increases,
up to 74%.
Invalid ballots are rare and occur in all voting systems, not just RCV.
Errors occur in all elections but with proper voter education, RCV ballot accuracy
remains high.

Let’s focus on improving education, not banning innovation.

CLAIM #3: "Arlington, VA repealed Ranked Choice Voting"
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This example is misleading and incomplete.

e Arlington paused RCV to allow more voter education, not because the system failed.
e After that effort, RCV was reinstated with strong public support in a July 2024 poll:

o 67% of voters wanted to use it again.

o 88% said it was easy to use.

This isn't a failure — it's an example of local democracy working as intended.

CLAIM #4: "Oakland had a big election error"

Yes, a mistake happened — but it had nothing to do with RCV.

It was a human error by election officials.
Similar human errors occur in all systems — for instance, Milwaukee had to recount
30.000 ballots due to a non-RCV mistake.

e In fact, the same Oakland board has made serious errors in non-RCV elections —
including disqualifying every candidate in a race after drawing the wrong district lines.

RCV didn’t cause the problem — poor oversight did.
CLAIM #5: "Five states rejected Ranked Choice Voting"
Ballot measure failures aren’t proof of a flawed system.

e These losses were often due to poor voter education and confusing ballot language,
especially where RCV was tied to other reforms like open primaries.

e Meanwhile, municipalities across the country passed RCV in every city where it
was on the ballot.

One failed vote doesn’t invalidate an idea. That’s not how democracy works.
CLAIM #6: "Ohio needs uniformity in elections"

Ohio already has decentralized elections:

e 88 counties run elections using 9 different machines, software, and ballot types.
e C(Cities already make independent choices on many matters under home rule.
e Why should voting systems be treated any differently?

Uniformity isn't the standard — local control is.

CLAIM #7: "Ranked Choice Voting delays election results"

It's true that RCV takes longer — but not for the reasons opponents claim.
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RCV requires all ballots to be counted — which should be the goal of any fair system.
Absentee and provisional ballots also slow down reporting in traditional elections.
Once ballots are processed, RCV tabulation is just a push of a button using software.
Most importantly, RCV elections are verifiable and auditable — using paper ballots.

If a better government takes an extra day, isn’t it worth it?
CLAIM #8: "Cities in Ohio repealed RCV in the past"
Let’s talk about Cincinnati.

e The repeal of RCV in Cincinnati had nothing to do with confusion or failure.

e A Black council member was elected under the system — and party leaders fought
five times to repeal it.

e Race and power, not system flaws, drove that decision.

Meanwhile, cities like Cambridge, MA have used RCV successfully since 1941, and
Australia has used it nationally since 1912.

CLAIM #9: "Portland had 50 candidates — it's too confusing!"

This is simply false.

e Portland’s mayoral race had just 5 candidates.
e 47 total candidates were spread between four city council wards.
e The most any voter had to rank was 17 candidates, in district 3.

Opponents inflate numbers to create confusion — but RCV doesn’t require ranking all
candidates, and most voters don’t.

CLAIM #10: "RCV decreases voter confidence"
Voter confidence suffers when voters feel powerless, unrepresented, or disrespected.

e Lack of choice, polarization, corruption, and lies about elections are what destroy
confidence.
RCV increases the chance your vote counts — even if your first choice doesn’t win.
It encourages honest campaigning, coalition-building, and majority support.

Voters don’t lose confidence because they can rank their choices. They lose confidence
when leaders don’t listen.
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