OPPOSITION TO SUB H.B. 472
Senate General Government Committee

June 9, 2026

Chair Roegner, Vice Chair Gavarone, Ranking Member Blackshear Jr., and Members of the
Senate Government Committee:

| am deeply disturbed by the extremely last minute amendments to Sub. H.B. 472 that are
apparently being considered without the benefit of public participation or transparency.

The proposed Sub. H.B. No 472 (1_136_3353) completely high-jacks a bill intended only
to help the homeless obtain identification. This bill was not intended to impact Ohioan’s
procedure for absentee voting as it was deliberated and passed in the House. To come in at the
11" hour and change the voting requirements for almost 40% of Ohioans without in-depth and
transparent public participation is a complete abdication of your duties as legislators.

On page 52-53, this last-minute, secretive substitute bill would require new photo
identification requirements for absentee voting. This is completely improper procedure and
MUST be struck from the bill.

Ohio already has some of the most onerous photo identification requirements in the
country to vote. Secretary LaRose has stated year after year that there is no voter fraud occurring
in Ohio. So it is hard to see any reason behind a last minute, undercover high-jacking of an
unrelated bill to change Ohio’s absentee voting procedure other than a blatant attempt at voter
suppression.

As all systems move more towards digital, fewer and fewer Ohioans have access to
equipment like scanners and printers. Being that Ohio absentee voters already have to provide
identifying information, including license or state identification card number and last four digits
of the elector’s social security number.

There has been ZERO evidence that the currently required identification information is
insufficient to keep Ohio elections secure. There is ZERO evidence of absentee voter fraud.

This is a clear attempt to further discourage and prevent Ohioans from voting. The fact
that this is JUST NOW coming up in a bill that already has passed the House, and is on its
second hearing in the Senate, should be reason enough to reject this language.

This is a violation of public transparency and a solution in need of a problem.



