The United States Constitution has been the guiding light of our government - recognized for
establishing a democracy that is the envy of the world. It was written in 1787 by the only
Constitutional Convention ever conducted in our nation’s history. It can be modified by
amendments, and has been 27 times. The latest was in 1992 - establishing the procedure for
congressional pay raises. Prior to that - in 1971 - the voting age was reduced from 21 to 18
years. Modifying the original plan of our founding fathers has worked in this manner for nearly
240 years.

Setting term limits for public servants is an idea that has been on the mind of Ohioans for
many years. After the passage of an Ohio Constitutional Amendment in 1997 we were
prohibited from choosing to be represented in that manner by the US Supreme Court. | don’t
know what factored into that decision, but | disagree with the Supreme Court denying us the
right to make such a decision. So why haven’t Ohio and other states been pursuing passage
of an amendment to the US Constitution to permit states to limit the terms of their
representatives for the last 30 years?

Instead you are proposing having a national convention of states because you think the
federal government should mandate term limits for all states? That would seem to be the
opposite of the Ohio Constitution amendment, which just called for Ohio to have the right to
place a reasonable limit on how we are represented. Why should we now be telling every
other state how they should be represented?

This resolution SJR-6 states that “the Ohio General Assembly hereby makes an application to
Congress, as provided by Article V of the Constitution of the United States, to call a
convention limited to proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States to set
a limit on the number of terms that a person may be elected as a Member of the United
States House of Representatives and as a Member of the United States Senate.”

Yet there is another resolution - SJR-3 - on your desks which has a very different intent:
empowering State Legislators to be “guardians of liberty against excessive use of power by
the federal government”. It goes on to outline a drastic re-structuring of the federal
government - proposing amendments that impose fiscal restraints on the federal government,
limit the power and jurisdiction of the federal government, and limit the terms of office for its
officials and Members of Congress.

So, what is the intent of this resolution before us today, if it is duplicated by SJR-3?
Is it simply a smoke screen for the real intent of this legislature with SJ-6 — to re-write the
United States Constitution? And why do you think this is the right time for that?

Both resolutions start with the words “limited convention”. This is a fraudulent representation.
As | understand it, a convention of the states does not place limits on what changes the
delegates may choose to make. The US Constitution as we know it could be drastically
changed by a collection of unelected delegates with other agendas on their minds.
Republican-led Idaho recently rejected a Convention of States vote by nearly a 2 to 1 margin.
“This rejection occurred despite Convention of States promoters who have spent hundreds of
thousands of dollars each year to influence state legislators”, according to the Idaho
Republican Party Chairwoman. Is that what is happening in Ohio, with visits by Ron DeSantis
and Rick Santorum, representing the Convention of States Action organization?

You have all sworn an oath to defend the United States Constitution. What are you doing?



