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Chair Roegner, Vice Chair Gavarone, Ranking Member Blackshear, and members of
the Senate General Government Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony. My name is Tracy Reiss, and | am a
resident and registered voter of Akron, in Summit County — part of the district Chair
Roegner represents. | write in respectful but firm opposition to SJR 10.

This amendment solves a problem that does not exist. Ohio already requires photo
identification to vote in person — that has been the law since 2023. SJR 10 would not
change how anyone votes tomorrow; it would simply move an existing statute into our
state’s founding document. The justification offered is election integrity, but the kind of
fraud a photo-ID rule could theoretically prevent — one person impersonating another at
the polls — is vanishingly rare. The Brennan Center for Justice and study after study
have found it occurs at rates measured in the thousandths of a percent. Ohio’s own
post-election reviews have repeatedly confirmed our elections are secure. We should
not amend the Constitution to address a problem the evidence says we do not have.

The Constitution is the wrong place for this. Our state Constitution exists to
establish enduring rights and the structure of government — not to lock in the
operational details of election administration. Those details need to adapt: to new forms
of identification, to court rulings, to lessons learned by election officials, and to the
practical needs of voters. Placing a specific photo-ID regime in the Constitution strips
future legislatures of the ability to fix problems or improve access without forcing voters
back to the polls for another statewide amendment. Good election law should remain in
statute, where this body can refine it. Freezing it in the Constitution trades flexibility for
rigidity, and Ohioans will bear the cost of that rigidity for decades.

This permanently locks out eligible Ohioans. Photo-ID requirements fall hardest on
the Ohioans least able to absorb them: older residents who no longer drive, people with
disabilities, low-income workers, students, and rural voters who live far from a BMV.
When such a requirement is statutory, this legislature retains the power to ease those
burdens. When it is constitutional, those barriers become permanent and beyond
ordinary legislative remedy. SJR 10 asks us to wall off a class of eligible citizens from
the ballot with no practical way back.

The door this opens is as concerning as the text itself. By enshrining a photo-ID
standard for in-person voting and treating it as a constitutional baseline, SJR 10



establishes a framework that can be used to justify narrowing other long-standing
options Ohioans rely on, including early in-person voting and absentee voting by mail —
methods used by a large share of Ohio voters every cycle. Constitutionalizing one piece
of a restrictive election framework makes the next restriction easier, not harder.

Finally, consider the process. This resolution is moving quickly toward a November
ballot in a major election year, a pattern Ohioans have seen before when ballot
measures are used to shape turnout rather than to meet a genuine governing need. And
it is telling that at the recent House committee hearing on the identical resolution, not a
single member of the public testified in support, while dozens testified in opposition.
When a measure cannot find public defenders on its merits, that should give this
committee pause.

For these reasons, | respectfully urge the committee not to report SJR 10, and | ask
each member to vote no. Thank you for your time and for your service to our state.

Respectfully,

Tracy Reiss
Akron, Ohio



