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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 provide testimony on behalf of the Ohio Association of
Election Officials regarding Substitute House Bill 472.

Ohio’s election officials share the General Assembly’s commitment to election integrity.
We are responsible for administering elections fairly, accurately, securely, and in a manner
that ensures every eligible Ohioan has an opportunity to participate in our democracy.
While we appreciate the legislature’s continued focus on election security, we have
concerns regarding the provisions of Substitute House Bill 472 that would require absentee
voters to provide copies of qualifying photo identification documents.

Ohio already has some of the most stringent voter identification requirements in the
nation. In recent years, the General Assembly significantly strengthened voter
identification standards for both in-person and absentee voting. Election officials
throughout Ohio have successfully implemented those requirements and continue to
verify voter identity through multiple safeguards, including voter registration records, ballot
tracking procedures, bipartisan review processes, and numerous other security measures.

In addition, the Ohio Secretary of State already completes a BMV/SSA review at the time of
registration which already verifies a voters identity.

The proposal to require absentee voters to submit copies of qualifying photo identification
either when requesting an absentee ballot or when returning a voted ballot may appear
straightforward. In practice, however, election officials know that for many voters—
particularly older Ohioans—it creates substantial obstacles.

Many senior citizens vote absentee because travel has become difficult. Some no longer
drive and do not maintain a current driver’s license. Others rely on absentee voting
because of mobility limitations, chronic health conditions, or the inability to stand in long
lines. Although some seniors possess qualifying identification, many lack access to the
technology necessary to make and transmit copies of those documents. They may not own
a scanner, printer, smartphone, or computer. They may not have internet access. They may
not know how to create and submit digital images of identification documents.

For these voters, the requirement is not merely an inconvenience. It is a significant
obstacle to voting.



Election officials routinely assist elderly voters who struggle with existing absentee voting
procedures. For example, Franklin had 840 nursing home hospital voters for the 2024
Presidential General Election.

Under this proposal, many of those same voters would be required to locate identification,
make legible copies, ensure all necessary information is reproduced correctly, and submit
those copies within strict statutory deadlines. Inevitably, some ballots will be rejected
because documentation is missing, incomplete, illegible, or submitted incorrectly. Those
rejected ballots will not be evidence of fraud prevention; they will be evidence that eligible
Ohioans were unable to navigate an increasingly complicated process.

Military/UOCAVA voters will be adversely impacted by this legislative change. These voters
already have the most difficult and cumbersome pathway to vote. Why create additional
hurdles for the voters who are already having difficulties in voting due to an expired Photo
ID while serving overseas, no access to technology in the field.

If the SOS portal is a required step, this would cause yet additional 1- or 2-day delay in
getting applications approved and ballots issued. The timeline is already tight, and voters
are already dealing with the delays in the USPS system.

We are also concerned that these provisions attempt to solve a problem that has not been
demonstrated to exist. Ohio election officials have not seen evidence of widespread
absentee ballot fraud that would justify imposing additional burdens on lawful voters.
Before the state adopts measures that risk disenfranchising eligible citizens, there should
be clear and compelling evidence that existing safeguards are inadequate. To date, no
such evidence has been presented.

Public policy should be driven by demonstrated need. In this instance, Ohio already
maintains robust absentee voting security measures. The proposed changes would add
complexity and administrative burden while providing little measurable improvementin
election security.

From an election administrative perspective, the bill seems to indicate that an absentee
ballot could be sent without the submission of a photo ID but could be verified when the
voter returns their ballot. This provision would eliminate two key signature verification
processes already in place to verify the ID of a voter. A signature and ID verification to issue
an absentee ballot and a signature and ID verification to accept their absentee ballot when
itis returned to the Board of Elections.

Election administration works best when security and accessibility are balanced. The
absentee ballot photo identification provisions contained in Substitute House Bill 472
upset that balance by creating new barriers for voters who have long relied on absentee
voting, especially older Ohioans who may lack access to identification services,
transportation, copying equipment, or modern technology.



For these reasons, the Ohio Association of Election Officials respectfully urges the
Committee to reconsider the absentee ballot photo identification provisions contained in

Substitute House Bill 472.

Thank you for your consideration, and | would be pleased to answer any questions.



