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OPPOSITION  TESTIMONY OF ANDREA R. YAGODA ON SJR10 
 
 Chair Ray, Vice Chair LaRe, Ranking Member Brent and Members of the House General 

Government Committee, my name is Andrea R. Yagoda. I have been a resident of Ohio for fifty two 

(52) years and I am testifying today about concerns I have regarding SJR10. I cannot help but 

wonder why the rush to pass this Resolution now? Could it be to bolster the Republican 

gubernatorial candidate’s election promise to push for such a Constitutional Amendment? Why are 

you wasting time on this rather than matters which will actually affect the daily lives of Ohioans?  

 I remember when Ohioans sought to amend the constitution to permit choice in this state, 

in reaction, this legislative body argued that the Ohio Constitution was getting too long, that there 

were too many amendments, that we should go the statutory route, and then sought to limit the 

citizen’s initiative by making it almost impossible for one to get on the ballot under this false 

narrative. So why doesn’t this rationale apply now?  Now, when our voting system, proven by the 

statistics, is safe and secure, this Amendment is being offered and the rationale as stated in 

sponsor testimony is that there is a citizens’ initiative circulating to expand Ohioans ability to vote. 

Seriously? On the one hand the sponsor says the majority of voters want voter ID and yet 

Republicans are afraid that Ohio voters may vote to expand the ability to vote.1 Why are 

republicans so afraid of their constituents?  The other rationale we are given is that the republicans 

in the Ohio legislature, knowing the maps have been gerrymandered on steroids, are afraid they 

could lose the majority in the legislature and that a different legislature may change the voting ID 

laws. Really?? If as republicans say, the overwhelming majority of Ohioans support voter ID 

Ohioans would not support such changes but if they did why bind the hands of future legislatures 

and let the people govern? Are Ohioans really that gullible to believe these stated rationales? I can 
                                                                    
1 While I am not arguing against voter ID it is disingenuous to argue that one needs ID to cash a 
check, buy liquor, etc as none of these are constitutional rights and none have information on file 
like a signature, address, d/o/b like BOEs have 
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say emphatically that this Ohioan is not that gullible. I believe this is merely a tactic to scare the 

base and get them out to vote in  November. And you should all be ashamed abusing your 

positions in this manner and using taxpayer monies to do so. 

 I do have concerns about this Resolution as well. It defines Photo Identification as a 

state/federal issued ID which contains a name and photograph. I am concerned that this 

Amendment could be inconsistent with provisions in Chapters 3503 and 3505 of the Ohio Revised 

Code and that this body, in its rush to get this on the ballot, has failed to scrutinize all the 

provisions in these chapters and that there could be unintended consequences (or maybe intended 

that the general public would not be aware of). By way of example only, if a woman recently 

married appears to vote with a photo ID like an Ohio drivers license which contains her maiden 

name and does not reflect her married name which she assumed, would this be considered  a 

failure to provide an ID and even if she presented her marriage license in addition to her driver’s 

license?  

 Others in previous hearings in the House and Senate have also raised the issue of the 

definition of “document”. Merriam Webster defines “document” as “an original or official paper 

relied on as the basis, proof, or support of something”.  As technology progresses state and federal 

agencies/departments may rely upon more digital forms of ID and yet the Amendment will not grow 

with the advancements in technology. 

 As raised by representative Russo, why doesn’t the proposed Amendment fail to include 

that state ID’s are to be free of cost? 

 Why was the guarantee of voting provisionally deleted from the original version? I find this 

very concerning. I heard it was argued that it was already the law via statute and yet here we are. 

The hypocrisy has no low. 
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 And the sponsors claim that Ohio voters should not be concerned about mail in and early 

voting and although Section (C) from the original version has been deleted why were these forms 

of voting not guaranteed in this Amendment? Could it be that the legislature wants to give itself 

leeway to tinker or delete these forms of voting?  We all know why. The why: is that there will be 

changes made to these forms of voting in order to suppress the vote after this is on the ballot.  

 I am asking that you vote no and take the time to ensure that all provisions of the Ohio 

Revised Code are consistent with this proposed Amendment and stop wasting the money of your 

taxpayers in seeking to amend the Constitution for something already enacted in this state and 

concentrate on matters that actually will make life easier for Ohioans. 

    Andrea R. Yagoda 

 

   


