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Andrea Gyger

From: Neil B. Siegel [Neilbsiegel@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2010 3:50 PM
To: Andrea Gyger
Subject: Re: Ranked Voting Method - Request for Written Comments--PLEASE 

HELP!!

Categories: Ranked Voting Methods (RVM)

This is in response to your request for comments concerning elections using ranked voting methods. As a 
resident of Aspen I closely followed the evolution of instant run off voting (IRV) and testified numerous 
times before the City Council on the issues. I was an early supporter of IRV, backed the voter initiative 
that caused it to come into being, carefully studied the implementation (or lack thereof by the City of 
Aspen) and reviewed the post election comments following  its sole use in the 2009 City election.  As a 
result, my views changed completely as did those of the voters of Aspen who rejected subsequent use of 
IRV. The city has gone back to traditional run off elections for future contests.  Based on that experience, 
it can be fairly summarized that:  
           [1] IRV is completely unsuited for an election having multiple seats contested at once, i.e., a city 
council race with two or more open seats to be filled. 
           [2] IRV  is inferior to traditional run off methods in single seat elections. 
Let me briefly explain. 
     Aspen spent a considerable amount of time and resources on voter education before the May election 
so that IRV would be well understood and voters could evaluate candidates and rank them on one ballot 
thus eliminating the need for a subsequent election if none received the requisite majority.  On that front 
the city did all it could and deserves high marks.  The city however did not fully test and validate the 
software used to process ballots. While those glitches did not result in a different result from a hand 
count, they did undermine voter  confidence.  Moreover it was demonstated that by attention to ranking 
lower place choices anomolies could occur defeating overall voter preference, i.e., the elimination 
process could be gamed by emphasizing votes for lower tiered choices. 
  
    The city council race for two open seats had ten candidates and many of the votes cast did not rank all 
ten. Indeed many votes were filled in for a single person even though two seats were to be filled. Voter 
confusion was apparent.  It was also evident that a runoff using traditional methods would allow the field 
to be narrowed and differences between the candidates amplified within the context of a smaller field.  
  
    The same was true for the mayor's race, a smaller number of candidates but the same issues. 
Winnowing the field, focussing on the two top candidates and allowing a head to head run off would have 
been preferred. Again, after one try with IRV, the voters of Aspen opted to go back to prior methods for all 
elections. 
  
   In sum, while perceived as an efficent means of conducting an election by casting a single ballot to 
eliminate the need for run offs, IRV or ranked voting suffers from severe deficiencies. The experience of 
Aspen serves as a significant test case of a failed experiment that should not be duplicated.   
  
   If you would like further information please feel free to condact me. 
  
Neil Siegel 
    
    
    
    
   
        

From: State Election Division [mailto:State.ElectionDivision@SOS.STATE.CO.US]  

Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2010 8:40 AM 
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To: State Election Division 

Subject: Ranked Voting Method - Request for Written Comments 

 

Good morning, 

 

The Colorado Secretary of State is developing a report that will be provided to the 2011 Colorado 

General Assembly on issues relating to conducting elections using ranked voting methods.  Our office is 

soliciting written comments from interested parties regarding the following: 

 

•         Recommendations for changes to Colorado statutes, rules, and local voting procedures that 

would be required to implement ranked voting as a permanent alternative election method for 

state, federal, and local special and general elections; 

•         An assessment of any elections conducted using ranked voting methods by local governments 

and by home rule cities or cities and counties from August 5, 2008, through the November 2010 

General Election; 

•         Election equipment necessary for conducting elections using ranked voting methods, including 

the costs associated with the equipment; and  

•         Any recommendations made by the designated election officials of local governments that 

conducted an election using a ranked voting method.  

 

Please send any written comments via email to andrea.gyger@sos.state.co.us  by the close of business 

Friday, January 14, 2011. 

 

Thank you for your consideration and participation. 

 


