
 
Testimony at the Sec of State rulemaking hearing on August 8, 2018 
Re: revised rules for ranked voting 
 
Good morning.  My name is Celeste Landry.  I live in Boulder, CO.   
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Election Rules.  Thank you also for revising 
the original proposed rules, particularly the definition of “winning candidate.” 
 
Ranked voting, the subject of proposed Rule 26, is a timely topic as we see more and more momentum 
for better voting methods across the nation.  Not surprisingly, the Secretary of State has received quite a 
number of comments on proposed Rule 26.  Judging from the details in those comments, the rule is still 
in need of clarity and process improvements.  In fact, one expert and advocate of ranked voting 
recommended holding off entirely on adopting Rule 26 until “a better rule is proposed.” 
 
I submitted written comments on June 22, and I would like to emphasize a few points during my oral 
comments today.  I would like to strongly urge you to more clearly separate the single-winner version – 
better known as instant-runoff voting – from the multi-winner version – better known as single 
transferable vote.  I proposed a way to do that in the written comments that I submitted.  Here are 
three examples to illustrate the importance of separating the different versions.  [26.1 Defns] 
 

1) Aspen had problems in its only ranked voting election in 2009 because election administrators 
only planned how to tabulate a single-winner contest, but both single-winner and multi-winner 
contests were on the ballot.   

 
2) This year David Brooks of the NY Times in his June 1st column incorrectly explained how to 

tabulate a multi-winner ranked voting contest.  He provided the single-winner tabulation 
method instead.*   

 
3) The Economist magazine in their recent July 14-20 issue attempted to explain multi-winner 

ranked voting but left out the critical ideas of surplus votes and the winning threshold.* 
 
The more people understand that the single-winner and multi-winner versions are tallied differently and 
have different properties, the more likely we are to have success implementing these methods when 
they are adopted.  FairVote and I both suggested in our comments including a definition of “ranked 
voting method” which clearly distinguishes between instant-runoff voting and single transferable vote. 
 
Moving on to another point: It seems important to note, for a single-winner contest, that the winning 
candidate must get over 50% of the “active ballots” or the “non-exhausted ballots,” but no term such as 
“active ballot” or “exhausted ballot” is in proposed Rule 26.  Rather, the current phrasing is “over 50% of 
the votes cast.”  Unless I’m misunderstanding the language, “votes cast” includes exhausted ballots.  In 
the recent San Francisco mayoral election, the winning candidate did not receive a majority of the votes 
cast, but she did win a majority of the active ballots in the final round.     [26.1 Defns] 
 



Another point: Everyone who commented on the tabulation process of the multi-winner contests 
agreed that we should deal with wining candidates’ surplus votes before we eliminate a candidate.  
Please make this change in Rule 26.         [26.7] 
 
Finally, I agree with FairVote that there should be an effort to conduct a preliminary tabulation of results 
soon after the election.  If the media is fully aware that the number of outstanding, uncounted ballots 
may alter the election, they will be your partners in getting out the word that the results are 
preliminary.  We see this right now with yesterday’s Ohio special election.  The media will not call the 
election because they don’t want to sully their reputation.  Colorado can’t yet legally hold statewide 
ranked voting elections as they’ve had in North Carolina and, most recently, in Maine so please let 
localities announce unofficial, preliminary results soon after the polls close.    [26.6 & 26.7] 
  
To review my main points: 

1) Please clearly distinguish between single-winner and multi-winner versions of ranked voting. 
2) Please include language about active ballots and/or exhausted ballots. 
3) For multi-winner contests please have the tabulation process transfer surplus votes before 

eliminating a candidate. 
4) Please allow and encourage election administrators to conduct and announce tabulations of 

preliminary results.  
 
In his comments, David Cary recommended “constructive engagement with domain-specific experts.”  
Given the number of people who commented on Rule 26 and who provided resources for improving the 
rule, the Secretary of State’s office could find many experts who would be happy to help write the gold 
standard of ranked voting election rules.   
 
Meanwhile, I don’t believe there aren’t any elections in Colorado coming up this year which fall under 
Rule 26** so the Secretary of State’s office could adopt the other proposed changes and come back with 
a well-vetted Rule 26 in a future rulemaking hearing. 
 
Thank you. 
   
 
 
*Attached 
**Possible upcoming ranked voting elections-- Telluride 2019, Carbondale April 2020, Basalt 2020 
 
 













Use of STV in the US in the 1900s
Chart by Jack Santucci, jacksantucci.com, 2017 PhD, Georgetown University
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