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Introduction

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony today. Ohio has long been a national
leader in election administration. Our state has consistently worked toward elections that are
transparent, fair, and trusted — elections where every valid vote is counted, and counted only

once, with results reported promptly.

In Ohio, the candidate who receives the most votes wins. That principle is simple and

fundamental to public confidence.

Today, however, an idea presented as “reform” is spreading across the country: Ranked Choice
Voting (“RCV”). Based on both real-world experience and empirical research, RCV is a failed

election reform that undermines the confidence n voters rightly expect from their elections.

RCYV Complicates Elections
RCV replaces a straightforward ballot with a multi-round elimination system requiring voters to
rank candidates in order of preference. Research on RCV has shown that instead of making it

easy to vote and hard to cheat, it makes voting harder, and the results convoluted.

e A 2025 Political Behavior study of more than 3 million ranked-choice ballots found 1 in
20 ballots were mismarked, with rejection rates 10 times higher than traditional ballots.

e A 2021 MIT study of Maine voters found RCV reduced voter confidence, lowered
satisfaction, increased voting time, and made ballots harder to use.

e A 2023 University of Minnesota study found little evidence that RCV reduces

polarization, increases turnout, improves diversity, or makes campaigns more civil.

Public opinion follows experience. A national Rasmussen survey found that once Americans
understood RCV:

60% opposed it.

Only 23% supported it.

42% had never even heard of it beforehand.
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RCYV Risks Voter Disenfranchisement
The greatest concern is that RCV does not simply count votes — it discards votes. Across the

country we have seen this happen.

Alaska
In a recent statewide election, over 11,000 ballots were excluded from the final count because
voters did not rank additional candidates. Those voters participated — yet their votes vanished

during later rounds.

New York City
In the 2021 mayoral primary:
e Approximately 140,000 ballots (about 15%) were excluded from the final round because
voters did not rank remaining candidates.
e Additionally, 135,000 test ballots were mistakenly counted, highlighting the complexity

risks of the system.

Oakland, California
e A school board race resulted in the wrong winner being sworn in and required months to
correct.
e In another race, 3,000 ballots were discarded as “overvotes” in an election decided by
only 677 votes.
When a legal voter casts a ballot that is not counted, voter confidence collapses, and rightfully

SO.

RCYV Delays Results and Reduces Transparency
RCYV requires multi-round tabulation that cannot begin until all ballots arrive — often delaying

results for days or weeks.

A 2022 analysis found the system inherently slows counting because ballots must be

redistributed round-by-round. In New York City’s mayoral primary last year,
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elimination rounds began a week late and continued with weekly updates before a winner

emerged.

Voters deserve election night results — not a prolonged mathematical process.

Under RCV, the Winner is not Necessarily the Candidate with the Most Votes.

RCYV allows a candidate who initially receives fewer votes to win after redistributions — even if

most voters preferred someone else as their first choice.

In Oakland’s 2025 mayoral race, nine counting rounds produced a winner who did not initially

lead, undermining trust in the outcome

The National Trend: States Are Rejecting RCV Because of Added Strain to Election Works
As of mid-2025:

e Only Maine and Alaska use RCV statewide
e 17 states have enacted bans, including Florida, Tennessee, South Dakota, Montana,

Alabama, Missouri, and Iowa

States across the political spectrum have examined the evidence and reached the same

conclusion: RCV creates confusion, delays, and distrust, as well as burdens election workers who

must conduct repeated tabulations, reallocate ballots multiple times, evaluate voter intent and
manage disputes and recounts. This is not modernization, it is a chaotic and confusing system

that frustrates candidates, voters, and election workers.

Conclusion

RCYV is not a harmless experiment. Evidence from elections and academic research shows it
discards valid ballots; confuses voters; delays results; reduces confidence in elections RCV is
antithetical to the election system of integrity that Ohio has worked so hard to build. One that is
clear, transparent, and trusted.
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