
Senate Joint Resolution 10 (SJR 10) Interested Party Testimony June 2, 2026 

Chair Roegner, Vice Chair Gavarone and members of the committee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide interested party testimony for SJR 10. I agree with legislative leaders that 
Ohio should pursue strong election security measures and that voters should have confidence that every ballot 
counted was cast by an confirmed eligible voter.  

Unfortunately, SJR 10 as introduced does not align with these goals. Specifically: 
 Ohio’s 2023 “strict” photo ID law applies only to in-person voting. Since then, more than 2 million votes 

have been cast by mail, leaving roughly 20% of ballots subject to a “less strict” identity verification 
standard. While SJR 10 constitutionalizes the 2023 in-person photo ID standard, it does not extend a 
comparable requirement to other voting methods, including absentee by mail voting.  

 By placing this framework in the Constitution, SJR 10 limits future lawmakers’ ability to adopt a uniform 
voter identification standard across all voting methods.  

 Ohio law already permits a copy of a photo ID for absentee ballot identification. SJR 10 could be amended 
to apply this as a requirement and establish a uniform photo ID standard across voting methods.  

To further clarify the uneven standards and verification methods in SJR 10:   

 In-Person Voting includes multiple layers of identity verification, including:  
o A voter presents an unexpired government-issued photo ID to election officials who interact with 

the voter, and physically compare the voter to the photo and verify ID information against 
registration records.   

o A voter with expired photo ID must vote provisional and provide a valid, unexpired photo ID in the 
time period allowed for their vote to count.  

o A voter’s signature is witnessed live and compared with registration records. 

o Depending on the photo ID presented, citizenship, name, age, and residence may be confirmed as 
an additional layer of verification.  

 Other Than In-Person Voting does not provide the same level of identity verification. An ineligible 
individual may register with information that is not independently verified, then vote by mail using the 
same information. This creates different verification standards across voting methods. The lack of identity 
verification includes:   

o A voter is not required to submit a photo ID copy with the ballot. 

o Election officials cannot interact with the voter in person, and cannot physically compare the voter 
to a photo ID before a ballot is cast.  

o Ballots are accepted without regard to expired ID numbers, creating unequal standards for identity 
verification across voting methods. 

o Election officials cannot check ID information against registration records, relying instead on written 
identifying information without proof. 

o A voter’s signature is not witnessed live, and can be falsified to match registration records (e.g., 
through AI or Autopen). 

o There is no photo ID copy to provide an additional layer of verification to confirm citizenship, name, 
age, and residence (depending on ID).  

o While a photo ID copy cannot compare a voter to a photo, the copy may help confirm that the 
information submitted corresponds to a government-issued credential, whereas submission of ID 
numbers alone, as currently permitted, do not provide the same safeguard.    



 
 
I share the legislative leaders’ goal of secure elections and voter confidence. As written, SJR 10 takes an ineffective 
law and asks voters to enshrine it in Ohio’s Constitution while claiming to enhance election security.  It creates 
different constitutional standards for voter identification depending on how a ballot is cast. If lawmakers believe 
photo ID is necessary to protect election integrity, comparable verification standards should apply to all voting 
methods.  

I would support SJR 10 if paired with the in-person photo ID requirement with a comparable photo ID copy 
requirement for all other-than-in-person voting methods, to ensure consistency across current and future non-in-
person voting systems. House Bill 577 can statutorily accomplish that goal for mail-based absentee voting.  

Without these changes, I oppose SJR 10.   

If the General Assembly places the constitutional amendment proposed by SJR 10 on the November ballot without 
addressing these concerns, I will not support it. Instead, I and other election integrity advocates across Ohio will 
work to provide transparency regarding issues that have not been fully addressed in SJR 10’s public messaging to 
date, and to educate Ohio voters so they can make an informed decision on whether to support, or oppose the 
measure.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Gail Niederlehner 
Butler County 


