Date: November 18, 2007

To: 
Honorable Dan Larson, Senator, Minnesota State Senate

From:
Richard DeLeon, Professor Emeritus of Political Science, San Francisco State University

Subject:

REQUESTED WRITTEN TESTIMONY ON SELECTED ASPECTS OF SAN FRANCISCO’S EXPERIENCE WITH INSTANT RUNOFF VOTING (IRV) – WITH SUPPORTING EVIDENCE ATTACHED.
(1) IDENTIFICATION: My name is Richard DeLeon. I am professor emeritus of political science at San Francisco State University, where I have taught since 1970. See C.V. (Attachment 1)

[Contact info: E-mail: rdeleon18@comcast.net, home phone: (510) 581-4472.]

(2) BACKGROUND ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IRV IN SAN FRANCISCO: 
In the March 5, 2002 local election, San Francisco voters voted 55% to 45% to approve Proposition A, a charter amendment providing for the election of all citywide offices and members of the board of supervisors using ranked ballots and instant runoff voting. The city’s leading civic think tank, the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), published what I believe is the best pre-election description and analysis of Proposition A and key pro and con arguments, see Attachment 2 below.
(A) In the November 2, 2004 election, San Francisco voters in each of seven districts used IRV to elect their representative on the eleven-member Board of Supervisors. The Board is the legislative body for the consolidated City and County of San Francisco. 

(B) In the November 8, 2005 election, San Francisco voters used IRV for the first time to elect winners in citywide races for assessor-recorder, treasurer, and city attorney. 

(C) San Francisco State University’s Public Research Institute (PRI) conducted exit polls of polling-place and absentee voters in both elections. Other organizations, like the Chinese American Voter Education Committee (CAVEC), sponsored similar exit polls that yielded similar results, but in my opinion the PRI polls provide the best and most reliable (and most publicly accessible) empirical evidence regarding voter opinions about the actual practice and experience of using IRV in local elections.

[On the 2004 exit poll, see “An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the San Francisco 2004 


Election: Final Report” (May 2005). 
URL: http://pri.sfsu.edu/reports/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf.

On the 2005 exit poll, see “ An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the San Francisco 2005 

Election: Final Report” (July 2006).


URL:  http://pri.sfsu.edu/reports/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_July_17_2006.pdf
Also see SFSU Press Release, “Public support for ranked-choice voting remains 

high in San Francisco” (Dec 15, 2005).



URL: http://www.sfsu.edu/~news/prsrelea/fy05/044.htm.]

(D) More recently, San Francisco voters in November 2006 used ranked ballots and IRV once again to elect members to the Board of Supervisors; and in November 2007, for the first time, to elect the city’s mayor, district attorney, city attorney, and sheriff. Note: The city’s Department of Elections (DOE) still has not completed the official count of the Nov 2007 vote, owing mainly to complications in election administration forced by a directive of the California Secretary of State regarding lack of certification of the voting machines used by the city. See Attachment 3 for a San Francisco Examiner story describing the problems (which have nothing to do per se with ranked choice ballots or IRV), and also the DOE’s own most recent report at: http://www.sfgov.org/site/elections_index.asp?id=68997
(3) On the whole, based on my own analysis of the November 2004 exit poll data, IRV in San Francisco passed the test of actual political practice with flying colors. 

[See my “San Francisco and Instant Runoff Voting: An Analysis of the SFSU/PRI Exit Poll Data 

Assessing Voter Opinions about Ranked Choice Voting in the November 2004 Board of 

Supervisors Elections: Working Paper” (September 11, 2005).

URL: 

http://www.sfusualsuspects.com/Rich%20DeLeon%27s%20Working%20Paper%20on%20IRV%20in%20SF%20--%20Sept%2011%202005.pdf
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

(A) The city’s voters – specifically, those who voted in one of these seven district elections -- clearly understood the system and the mechanics of how it works. 
(B) They were much more likely to vote for their preferred candidate under the new IRV system than under the old December runoff system.

(C) Voters were less likely, on net, to see their votes as wasted. 
(D) There is little evidence in the exit poll data that IRV reduced the level of negativity in campaigning. 
(E) Voters overwhelmingly preferred the new IRV system to the old December runoff system by a ratio of more than five to one.

(F) These general findings hold for virtually all politically relevant subgroups in the city’s voter population. Liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans, whites and non-whites, men and women, young and old, rich and poor, and so on – all preferred IRV to the old December runoff system.  The level of support for IRV did vary, however, ranging from moderate among African American and Latino voters to very strong among White and Asian voters.

[See Attachment 4, “Questions and Answers,” Tables 1-6, and Tables A-E.]
(4) Based on initial studies of IRV in the November 2005 citywide elections, the city’s voters continue to prefer IRV to the old December runoff system by a margin of over three to one. 

[See PRI report and SFSU Press Release, cited above.]

(A) A study by Christopher Jerdonek (of FairVote) provides strong evidence that IRV significantly boosted voter turnout in the city’s most disadvantaged racial minority neighborhoods over typical turnout rates in December runoff elections.

[See Christopher Jerdonek, “Study: San Francisco IRV elections show big improvement in voter turnout” (February 4, 2006). URL: http://www.fairvotemn.org/node/257]
(B) An analysis and commentary by DeLeon, Jerdonek, and Hill shows how the city’s Asian voters, in particular, were able to use IRV effectively to overcome divided loyalties and split endorsements to elect an Asian-American candidate as Assessor-Recorder. 
[See Attachment 5: “Instant Runoff Voting Gives Ethnic Communities Greater Say in Elections” New America Media Commentary (March 15, 2006).]
(5) In my opinion, IRV is particularly well-suited to cities like San Francisco that have a high degree of racial, ethnic, social and cultural diversity, a high level of political activism and mobilization, and multiple axes of political conflict. In an era of extreme partisan polarization, legislative gridlock, and obsessive single-issue politics, I welcome any electoral reforms such as IRV that encourage a more subtle & complex style of politics that can deal with conflict & diversity through coalition-building, accommodation, & compromise. 
(6) On the other hand, I have seen no evidence that IRV discourages candidates from taking strong and clear positions on the issues or from engaging in sharp debates. In the November 2004 Board elections, for example, the battles in District 1 and District 11, in particular, were brutal knock-down drag-outs. Politics is a blood sport in San Francisco, and the old saying that “truce is stranger than friction” in this city still applies, even under the civilizing inducements of IRV. 
(7) One thing I especially like about IRV is that it discourages two-stage Janus-faced political campaigns, the first to place a candidate in the runoff, the second tailored to conquer the one remaining rival. Under IRV, elections are truly a “one-day sale,” and the candidates must place all their cards on the table and deal with a much wider range of issues and constituencies if they hope to win. The exit poll evidence suggests that the voters themselves are gladly willing to bear the additional burden of gathering more information and doing their political homework a bit earlier to be able to make informed decisions in November rather than waiting until December. 
(8) One last comment: For the purpose of facilitating implementation of IRV elections, it is hard to overstate the importance of San Francisco’s home rule powers as a consolidated city and county government. In California, county governments perform election administration services for county cities and places, In other Bay Area cities like Berkeley and Oakland, where voters have approved IRV for their local elections, the actual implementation has been delayed indefinitely and for a variety of reasons by Alameda County election administrators. San Francisco’s DOE has faced problems implementing IRV, but seeking the approval of a separate group of county-level government officials was not one of them. 
Respectfully submitted,

Richard E. DeLeon
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ACADEMIC BACKGROUND 

Degrees:



B.A. (1966) University of California, Berkeley

M.A. (1968) San Francisco State College 

Ph.D. (1972) Washington University, St. Louis   

Fellowships:



NDEA Title IV Fellowship, 1967‑69 

Woodrow Wilson Dissertation Fellowship, 1969‑70 

Teaching: 



Professor of Political Science & Urban Studies  

San Francisco State University, 1970-2006

Courses:



Research Methods and Data Analysis

Urban Politics

American Government and Politics

Policy Analysis & Public Administration

Administrative:


Chair, Social Science Research and Instructional Council, CSU, 1986-87

Founder and Director, Public Research Institute, SFSU. 1984-1994   

Chair, Department of Political Science, 1994-2000

Professional Associations:   


American Political Science Association (APSA)

Western Political Science Association 

Urban Affairs Association

Member, Executive Council, Urban Politics Section, APSA, 1994-1995

Associate Editor, Stata Technical Bulletin, 1990-94

Member, Editorial Board, Urban Affairs Review, 1994-1996

Member, Board of Directors, San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), 


2000-2001 (Member, Advisory Council, 2001-2002).

Grants and Awards (partial list):



National Science Foundation, 1991: Exploratory Data Analysis Workshop grant (co-recipient)

National Science Foundation, 1994: Exploratory Data Analysis Workshop grant (co-recipient) Annual Award Best Book 1992 for Left Coast City  by Urban Politics Section, APSA, 1993.

Certificate of Honor from the Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco,


 May 1998.

Consultantships (paid and pro bono):


The Brookings Institution; the Rockefeller Institute; Abt Associates, Inc.; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; City of Brisbane; State and Local Partnership for the Arts; AT&T; San Francisco City Planning Department; San Francisco Charter Revision Commission; San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Community Development; SFSU Human Relations Commission; The GCA Group; San Francisco Department of Public Works; San Francisco Water Department; EDAW, Inc.; Public Affairs Management; Coalition for Immigrant and Refugee Rights and Services; San Francisco Elections Task Force; San Francisco Foundation; San Francisco Examiner, Center for Voting and Democracy, Vermont State Senate, North Carolina Legislative Research (partial list)

PUBLICATIONS
Articles and Book Chapters

“A Note on the Use of Aggregate Personal Income Data as a Research Tool,” Western Political 


Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1 (March 1973).

“Politics, Economic Surplus and Redistribution in the American States: A Test of a Theory,” 


American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 17, No. 4 (November 1973).

(Co-author) "Communiy Development Block Grants: Redistribution Effects and Equity Issues," 
The Urban Lawyer, Vol. 9, No. 2, (Spring, 1977) 

“Labor Unionism, Political Participation and Interparty Competition in the American States,” 


GPSA Journal, Vol. 5, No. 2 (Fall 1977)

 (Co-author) "Beyond Cybernetic Federalism in Community Development," UrbanLaw Annual, 
15, 17 (1978) 

(Co-author) “Economic Development Projects and CDBG Program Benefit Analysis,” 


Clearinghouse Review, Vol. 13, No. 6 (November 1979).

 (Co-author) "Growth Control and Electoral Politics in San Francisco: The Triumph of Urban 
Populism," Western Political Quarterly, June, 1989. 

"The Progressive Urban Regime: Ethnic Coalitions in San Francisco," in Michael Preston and 
Byran Jackson, eds., Racial and Ethnic Politics in California (Berkeley: Institute of 
Governmental Studies, University of California, 1991)

"San Francisco: Postmaterialist Populism in a Global City," in H. V. Savitch and John C. 


Thomas, eds., Big City Politics in Transition (Beverly Hills: Sage Publishing, 1991)

"The Urban Antiregime: Progressive Politics in San Francisco," Urban Affairs Quarterly, June, 
1992 

"Old Maps and New Roads: Left Turns in Urban Politics," Policy Studies Journal, 1993, Vol. 


20, No. 1, Spring 1993. 

 “Research Methods in Urban Politics and Policy,” in Ronald K. Vogel, ed., Handbook of 
Research on Urban Politics and Policy in the United States (Westport, CT: Greenwood 
Press, 1997)

“Progressive Politics in the Left Coast City: San Francisco,” in R. Browning, D. Marshall, and 


D. Tabb, eds., Racial Politics in American Cities, 2d Ed. (New York: Longman, 1997).

(Co-author) “The Campaign for Proposition H and Preference Voting in San Francisco, 1996,”


Representation, Vol. 35, No. 4 (Winter 1998), 265-74.

“San Francisco and Domestic Partners: New Fields of Battle in the Culture War,” in Elaine 


Sharp, 
Ed., Culture Wars and Local Politics (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 


1999).

“San Francisco: The Politics of Race, Land Use and Ideology,” in Rufus P. Browning, Dale 


Rogers Marshall, and David H. Tabbs, Eds., Racial Politics in America, 3d Ed. (New 


York: Longman, 2003).

(Co-author) “Identity Politics and Local Political Culture: Some Comparative Results from the 


Social Capital Benchmark Survey,” Urban Affairs Review, Vol. 39, No. 6 (July 2004).

Books

Left Coast City: Progressive Politics in San Francisco, 1975-1991 (University Press of Kansas, 
1992)  Received award as Best Book on Urban Politics in 1992 from Urban Politics 
Section, American Political Science Association, 1993.

(Co-author) StataQuest 4: Text Companion (Belmont: Duxbury Press, 1996).

(Co-author) StataQuest 4 for Windows 95 (Belmont: Duxbury Press, 1997).

(Co-author) Governing California in the 21st Century: The Political Dynamics of the Golden 

State (W. W. Norton, 2007).

Book Reviews

Review of  John Jacobs’s A Rage for Justice: The Passion and Politics of Phillip Burton, Journal 


of Ecology, Vol. 5 (1998) 


 [URL: http://jpe.library.arizona.edu/volume_5/deleonvol5.htm]

Additional book reviews in American Political Science Review, American Journal of Political Science, Western Political Quarterly, Journal of Politics, Journal of the American Planning Association, Urban Affairs Review, Political Science Quarterly.
Selected Conference Papers, Research Reports, and Other Writings 
 (Co-author) Redistribution Effects of Special Revenue Sharing for Community Development, 


Monograph (UC Berkeley: Institute for Governmental Studies, 1977).

(Co-author) North Beach in Transition: A Study of Business Survival and Neighborhood 
Preservation, Report 3-86, Public Research Institute, SFSU, 1986.

(Co-author) Economic Impact of the Non-Profit Arts in San Francisco, Public Research Institute, 
SFSU, 1987.

(Co-author) “The Party’s Not Over,” Golden State Report, November 1988.

AIDS, Homophobia, and Political Tolerance: Public Opinion in California (California State 
University, Social Science Research Module, 1988).

(Co-author) “Stata and the Four R’s of EDA,” Stata Technical Bulletin, June 1991.

(Co-author) San Francisco State of the City Poll, 1989, Public Research Institute, SFSU, 1989.

(Co-author) “Human Relations, Political Correctness, and Political Tolerance: A Survey of 


Students at San Francisco State University,” presented at the Ninth Annual Conference of 


the Association for Asian American Studies, San Jose, California, May 28, 1992.

 (Co-author) Environmental Awareness and Best Management Practices: A Survey of San 
Francisco Residents, Report 92-4, Public Research Institute and Public Affairs 
Management, June 1992.

 (Co-author) San Francisco’s Changing Demography and Social Needs: Maps and Analyses for 
Community Development Strategic Planning, Working Paper No. 1, Public Research 
Institute, SFSU, May 1994.

“The Political Chemistry of Ethnic Coalition Building in San Francisco,” presented at the


Annual Meeting of the Western Political Science Association, San Francisco, March 12-


16, 1996.

(Co-author) “Urban Conservatism in an Age of Diversity: A Comparative Analysis of the 
Mayoralities of Rudolph Guiliani, Richard Riordan, and Frank Jordan,” presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, San Francisco, 


California, August 28-September 1, 1996.

(Co-author) “The Politics of Electoral Reform in San Francisco: Preference Voting versus 
Districts vs. At-Large Plurality,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Western 


Political Science Association, Tucson, Arizona, March 13-15, 1997.

(Co-author) San Francisco Votes ’96: Maps and Tables of Precinct Votes for Candidates and


Ballot Measures in the General Election of 5 November 1996. (San Francisco State


University, Public Research Institute, SFSU, 1998.)

“San Francisco Politics in the Year 2000: Reflections on ‘Glocalization,’ Regionalism, and the 


Perils of District Elections,” SPUR Newsletter (February 2000).

(Co-author) “Morality Politics in Modest Growth, Unconventional Cities,” presented at the 


Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, DC, August 


31-September 3, 2000.

“Some Thoughts on District Elections and the New Progressive Majority,” SPUR Newsletter 


(January 2001).

(Co-author) “Student Voter Turnout at San Francisco State University in the 2000 General 


Election,” Public Research Institute, SFSU, January 22, 2001.

“In Search of a ‘Progressive Supermajority’ on the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: A 


Working Paper” (www.sfusualsuspects.com, October 14, 2002)

“Only In San Francisco? The City’s Political Culture in Comparative Perspective,” SPUR 


Newsletter (November 12, 2002) [URL: http://www.spur.org/documents/OnlyInSF.pdf]

“Measuring and Mapping Racial Diversity in San Francisco Precincts: Working Paper” 


(www.sfusualsuspects.com, July 15, 2003).

(Co-author) “Updating the New Progressive Voting Index (PVI) with Tables, Map, and Precinct 


Scores” (www.sfusualsuspects.com, April 16, 2004).

“San Francisco and Instant Runoff Voting: An Analysis of the SFSU/PRI Exit Poll Data 


Assessing Voter Opinions about Ranked Choice Voting in the November 2004 Board of 


Supervisors Elections: Working Paper” (www.sfusualsuspects.com, September 11, 


2005).

ATTACHMENT 2

Ballot analysis of Proposition A (Charter Amendment establishing IRV in San Francisco), March 2002 election, by the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR)

URL: http://www.spur.org/documents/020301_ballot_analysis.shtm#a
Proposition A
Instant Run-Off Voting

Proposition A would provide for the election of all citywide offices (Mayor, Sheriff, District Attorney, City Attorney, Treasurer, Assessor-Recorder, Public Defender) and members of the Board of Supervisors using an "instant run-off" ballot, which allows for ranked choices and therefore eliminates run-off elections. This charter amendment was placed on the ballot by a 10-1 vote of the Board of Supervisors.

Analysis
This measure was motivated by a desire to maximize voter participation in elections. Run-off elections in San Francisco historically have had substantially lower voter turnout than November and March elections. Over the past 25 years, five of seven December runoffs have drawn significantly lower numbers of voters than the election in the preceding November. Turnout declined by 44 percent between November and December of 2000. In the recent contest for City Attorney, only 60 percent of those who voted in November returned to the polls for the December run-off. The idea behind this ballot measure is that elections will be decided when voters are most likely to be at the polls, thus increasing participation in the electoral process. 

The City Charter currently requires the winner of any elective office (except for the Board of Education and the Governing Board of the Community College District) to receive a majority of votes cast in an election, or else the two candidates receiving the most votes must compete in a run-off election.

Instant run-off voting compresses the current system of election and run-off into one series of votes done at one time. The instant run-off ballot allows a voter to rank a number of candidates in order of preference (write-in candidates would still be allowed). If a candidate receives a majority of the first preferences of those voting, that candidate is declared the winner. If no candidate receives a majority, the candidate who receives the fewest first choice votes is eliminated and each vote cast for that weakest candidate is then transferred to the next ranked candidate on that voter's ballot. If any remaining candidate now has a majority of votes, that candidate is declared the winner. If no candidate has a majority of votes, the next-weakest candidate is eliminated and those votes are transferred to the next ranked candidate on that voter's ballot. This process continues until a remaining candidate has a majority of votes.

Candidates can be eliminated, but each voter's vote is always preserved if enough choices are ranked. For example, in an instant run-off election, you would vote for your most-favored candidate as #1. You would also have the option of listing your second and third choices (you could also choose to list only your #1 candidate, but if that candidate is eliminated as the weakest, then you would no longer be casting a vote for the remaining candidates). Should there be more than three candidates for this office, you could continue ranking more candidates if the voting system has sufficient technical capacity ​ otherwise the Director of Elections may set the number of choices a voter may rank at no fewer than three. If your #1 candidate is not eliminated, your vote continues to support that candidate. If your top candidate is eliminated, your vote now is counted for your #2 candidate. The system is, in effect, like holding multiple elections for the cost of only one.

The 1996 city ballot Proposition H was a proportional representation initiative, using a ranked-ballot system like instant run-off voting, but it was a very different proposal that would have replaced district elections for supervisors with an at-large system using a proportional allocation of seats. The electorate at that time decided to keep the district election model that instant run-off voting maintains.

Instant run-off voting is currently used to elect, among others, the Australian House of Representatives, the President of Ireland, the Mayor of London, and has been approved (although not yet used) for special elections to fill vacancies on the Oakland City Council.

San Francisco's current voting equipment can handle instant run-off voting at no additional cost. This charter amendment, if passed, would take effect in November 2002, unless the Department of Elections determines that it needs to wait until November 2003 to be fully prepared.

Pros 
Those who support Proposition A state: 

•  Instant run-off voting would save the public the expense of holding run-off elections, which can cost taxpayers up to $2 million for a single office. This figure doesn't include the cost of run-off campaigns to candidates.

•  Instant run-off voting strengthens local democracy. This method of voting is more democratic as it involves the greatest number of voters, since voter turnout is highest for general elections and usually declines for run-offs. 

•  Negative campaigning is reduced. Candidates have an incentive to stick to issues and not personally attack opponents because winning may depend on getting second-place votes from those giving their first choice to someone else.

Cons 
Those who oppose Proposition A state: 

• The political argument is that instant run-off voting is too confusing and complex for voters to understand.

• The intellectual argument against instant run-off voting is that run-offs give voters more time to consider the top two candidates and their views.

Recommendation 
SPUR recommends a yes vote on Proposition A. Instant run-off voting will take some degree of explaining and is a significant departure from past practice, but San Francisco has a politically sophisticated electorate and is a good place to implement a system that would both save taxpayer money and perhaps improve the level of public campaigning for office. 

ATTACHMENT 3

Another setback for S.F. ballot-counting

Bonnie Eslinger, The Examiner
Oct 31, 2007 3:00 AM (1 day ago)
SAN FRANCISCO –

The San Francisco Elections Department — already preparing for the time-consuming task of having to visually inspect all ballots cast on Election Day — has come up against an additional glitch that is forcing election workers to re-mark thousands of ballots.
The result of problems with The City’s electronic voting machines is that San Franciscans won’t get computerized results on Tuesday, but will have to wait days, possibly weeks, for the final outcome.
San Francisco learned last month that The City’s precinct machines would only be certified for conditional use because state testing revealed that ballots marked with lighter inks were at risk of not being counted. As a result, the 561 machines used at the polling sites will not be used to tabulate votes — meaning all ballots will need to be transferred to City Hall to be fed through the Election Department’s central voting system.
Additionally, the state is also requiring that San Francisco election workers visually inspect all

ballots before putting them through the central system, further slowing down the count.

Now, as absentee ballots come in, election officials have found something else to drag the process down: when a San Francisco voter — who is allowed to rank up to three local candidates for the same office — leaves one or more of the slots blank.

According to John Arntz, the head of the Elections Department, ranked-choice voting in San

Francisco has always resulted in ballots being kicked out as “undervotes” when three choices are not ranked. But in the past, election workers have visually inspected such ballots and then put them back through the machine.

This year, because undervotes are also caused by marking the ballot with an inappropriate pen,

Secretary of State Debra Bowen is requiring San Francisco election workers to fill out, or “remake” a new ballot that replicates the rejected ballot, using the pen provided with the machines — just in case the ballot was also kicked out due to the ink, said Arntz.

“The challenge is the remakes,” Arntz said. “We’re getting thousands of these already; that’s what’s going to slow us down.”

The Examiner first reported the potential disaster in May, shortly after Bowen sent a letter to The

City’s electronic voting machine provider, Election Systems and Software, to say her office would

not certify the equipment.

Arntz said that his goal is to have 75 percent of the precinct ballots and 65 percent of the absentee ballots counted by Nov. 9, the Friday after the election.
(Cindy Chew/The Examiner)

Department of Elections employees will have to re-mark some ballots next week, as 561 vote-counting machines have not been certified.

On election night, San Franciscans will only know the tallies for the absentee ballots that came in by Election Day, and possibly the number of people who voted at the polls.

Glitch could affect primary

The problems that San Francisco is having with its electronic voting machines will likely carry into

the February election — the presidential primary — said John Arntz, the head of The City’s Election Department.

Mayor Gavin Newsom called the situation potentially “humiliating.”

“The consequence and the significance of not knowing who wins the primary for president is rather more glaring and onerous,” Newsom said. “It’s humiliating because we could have avoided it, but we got caught up in ideology.”

Earlier this year, a decision made by the Board of Supervisors resulted in an extension for the ES&S contract instead of an approval for a $12.6 million, four-year contract with a different company, Sequoia Voting Systems. At the time, some supervisors said they didn’t want to get locked into a new contract because they had questions about the transparency of the electronic voting machines.
beslinger@examiner.com

Examiner
ATTACHMENT 4
Summary of DeLeon Analysis of PRI Nov 2004 Exit Poll Data:

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT VOTER EXPERIENCE WITH IRV IN THE NOVEMBER 2004 ELECTION
QUESTION 1: Did San Francisco voters understand ranked-choice voting?
ANSWER: Yes. More than half the sample voters (52.8%) said they understood ranked-choice voting (RCV) “perfectly well,” and another 35.3% said they understood it “fairly well.” About 12% said they had at least some trouble understanding RCV, including only about 2% who said they did not understand it at all. See Table 1, attached. 

QUESTION 2: Did RCV require voters to gather more information about candidates compared to past elections? 

ANSWER: Yes, on net, with about 31% of sample voters saying they gathered more information than in the past and only about 7% saying less.  The vast majority of voters, however, reported no difference. Whether the need to gather more information is a good or bad thing, however, is an open question. There is evidence, for example, that voters who gathered more information were actually much more pro-IRV than were those who gathered less. See Table 2.

QUESTION 3: Did RCV increase the likelihood of voters voting for their most preferred candidate?  

ANSWER: Yes, overwhelmingly. Nearly 45% of sample voters said they were more likely to vote for their most preferred candidate compared to past elections; only a tiny 3% said less likely. Once again, however, most voters (52.8%) said there was no difference. See Table 3.
QUESTION 4: Did RCV reduce voter feelings that their votes were “wasted”?
ANSWER: Yes, on net, with about one in four sample voters saying they felt less like their vote was wasted this time using RCV. Only about 7% said they felt more like their vote was wasted under RCV than under the old voting system. Nearly seven out of ten voters, however, felt there was no difference between the two systems in this regard. See Table 4.
QUESTION 5:  In the voters’ eyes, did RCV reduce the level of negative campaigning?
ANSWER: No, on the whole, at least in this particular election. About as many sample voters (18.3%) said campaigning in their district was actually more negative than in past elections as those who said it was less negative (19.1%). More than three out of five voters, however, observed no difference in the level of negative campaigning. See Table 5.
QUESTION 6: Based on their actual experience with both systems, would voters prefer to continue using ranked-choice ballots and IRV or to go back to using the more familiar method of special runoff elections? 

ANSWER: Yes, overwhelmingly. Only 20% of sample voters saw no difference between the two systems, and of the 80% who did, those preferring the new RCV system outnumbered those preferring the old December runoff system by a ratio of more than five to one. If these are the only two options, RCV wins in a landslide, at least in San Francisco. See Table 6.
QUESTION 7: Finally, do these general findings for the total sample of exit poll respondents hold up for various subgroups of the voter population? 

ANSWER: Yes, almost without exception. Statistical breakdowns by race, ethnicity, sex, political party, political ideology, neighborhood, etc., cumulatively support the claim that San Francisco voters of virtually every type and stripe – liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans, whites and non-whites, men and women, young and old, rich and poor, and so on – prefer RCV to the old December runoff system.  See my “Working Paper,” cited above, specifically Tables 7A through 7V, and  Figure 1. For specific breakdowns by racial/ethnic group, see Tables A through E under “Further Breakdowns by Race/Ethnicity” below.
Table 1: LEVEL OF UNDERSTANDING OF RANKED-CHOICE VOTING: Estimated percentage responses to Question 18 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 18: “Overall, how would you describe your experience with Ranked-Choice Voting for the Board of Supervisors: Understood it perfectly well, understood it fairly well, did not understand it entirely, or did not understand it at all?” 

                                             Estimated    


Response



      Percent
  


Understood it perfectly well

52.8%




Understood it fairly well


35.3%




Did not understand it entirely

 9.7%


Did not understand it at all

 2.2%







      -------






Total:
      100.0%





Weighted N:

2654

(Unweighted N: 2561)

Table 2: INFORMATION-GATHERING BURDEN USING RCV: Estimated percentage responses to Question 19 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 19: “Compared to past elections for the Board of Supervisors, how much information did you gather about the candidates before voting today: More than in past elections, no difference, less than in past elections?” 








Estimated


Response




 Percent


More than in past elections

 30.8%


No difference




 62.3%


Less than in past elections

  6.9%








-------






Total:

100.0%





Weighted N:

 2610

(Unweighted N: 2509)

Table 3: LIKELIHOOD OF VOTING FOR MOST PREFERRED CANDIDATE UNDER RCV: Estimated percentage responses to Question 20 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 20: “Sometimes people vote for their most preferred candidate, and sometimes they vote for a candidate because he or she is more likely to win. Compared to past elections for the Board of Supervisors, were you more or less likely to vote for your most preferred candidate today: More likely, no difference, less likely?”








Estimated


Response




 Percent


More likely




 44.6%


No difference




 52.8%


Less likely




  2.7%








-------






Total:

100.1%





Weighted N:

 2616

(Unweighted N: 2520)

Table 4: PERCEPTION OF WASTED VOTES UNDER RCV: Estimated percentage responses to Question 21 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 21: “Sometimes voters feel like their vote is wasted, or doesn’t count for much in an election. What about you? Compared to past elections for the Board of Supervisors, which best describes you: Felt more like my vote was wasted this time, no difference, felt less like my vote was wasted this time?”








Estimated


Response




 Percent


More likely wasted



  6.7%


No difference




 68.0%


Less likely wasted



 25.3%








-------






Total:

100.0%





Weighted N:

 2615

(Unweighted N: 2514)

Table 5: PERCEPTION OF NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNING UNDER RCV: Estimated percentage responses to Question 22 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 22: “Thinking just about the campaign for the Board of Supervisors in your district, was it more or less negative than in past elections: More negative than past elections, no difference, less negative than past elections?”








Estimated


Response




 Percent


More negative




 18.3%


No difference




 62.6%


Less negative 



 19.1%








-------






Total:

100.0%





Weighted N:

 2602

(Unweighted N: 2487)

Table 6: OVERALL PREFERENCE FOR NEW RCV SYSTEM VS. OLD RUNOFF SYSTEM: Estimated percentage responses to Question 23 from the combined and weighted sample of election-day and absentee non-first-time voters who said they voted in the Board of Supervisors election.

Question 23: “With the Ranked-Choice Voting system (Instant Runoff), there will be no run-off election held in December. Which would you say describes you best: I prefer this system with no December runoff election, no difference to me between this and the former system, I prefer the former system with a December runoff election?”







     Estimated


Response



      Percent


Prefer new RCV to December runoff

 67.6%


No difference




 20.0%


Prefer old December runoff to RCV

 12.4%








-------






Total:

100.0%





Weighted N:

 2602

(Unweighted N: 2504)

Further Breakdowns by Race/Ethnicity


A. LEVEL OF UNDERSTANDING OF RANKED-CHOICE VOTING by RACE: 
Question 18: “Overall, how would you describe your experience with Ranked-Choice Voting for the Board of Supervisors: Understood it perfectly well, understood it fairly well, did not understand it entirely, or did not understand it at all?” 

Response



      Latino  Asian/PI   Black    White    Other
  

Understood it perfectly well

42.1%    38.3%    41.4%    57.9%    48.0%


Understood it fairly well


40.7%    46.6%    45.8%
31.4%    39.6%


Did not understand it entirely

13.8%    11.4%     7.2%     9.1%    10.7%
Did not understand it at all

 3.4%     3.7%     5.7%     1.6%     1.7%





      -------  ------   ------   ------   ------




Total:
      100.0%   100.0%   100.1%   100.0%   100.0%
B:  LIKELIHOOD OF VOTING FOR MOST PREFERRED CANDIDATE UNDER RCV: 
Question 20: “Sometimes people vote for their most preferred candidate, and sometimes they vote for a candidate because he or she is more likely to win. Compared to past elections for the Board of Supervisors, were you more or less likely to vote for your most preferred candidate today: More likely, no difference, less likely?”

Response



      Latino  Asian/PI   Black    White    Other
  

More likely




55.4%    54.5%    44.1%    40.9%    48.7%


No difference




39.4%    43.6%    50.3%
57.1%    45.2%


Less Likely 




 5.2%     1.9%     5.7%     2.1%     2.7%





      -------  ------   ------   ------   ------




Total:
      100.0%   100.0%   100.1%   100.1%   100.1%
C: PERCEPTION OF WASTED VOTES UNDER RCV: 
Question 21: “Sometimes voters feel like their vote is wasted, or doesn’t count for much in an election. What about you? Compared to past elections for the Board of Supervisors, which best describes you: Felt more like my vote was wasted this time, no difference, felt less like my vote was wasted this time?”

Response



      Latino  Asian/PI   Black    White    Other
  

More likely wasted



 7.6%     6.7%    12.0%     6.0%    10.3%


No difference




67.5%    72.2%    65.7%
67.4%    66.5%


Less likely wasted



24.9%    21.2%    22.3%    26.6%    23.2%





      -------  ------   ------   ------   ------




Total:
      100.0%   100.1%   100.0%   100.1%   100.0%
D:  PERCEPTION OF NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNING UNDER RCV: 
Question 22: “Thinking just about the campaign for the Board of Supervisors in your district, was it more or less negative than in past elections: More negative than past elections, no difference, less negative than past elections?”

Response



      Latino  Asian/PI   Black    White    Other
  

More negative




12.0%    26.6%    18.3%    17.7%    10.0%


No difference




72.6%    55.4%    64.3%
62.4%    70.0%


Less negative 



15.4%    17.9%    17.3%    20.0%    20.1%





      -------  ------   ------   ------   ------




Total:
      100.0%    99.9%    99.9%   100.1%   100.1%
E: OVERALL PREFERENCE FOR NEW RCV SYSTEM VS. OLD RUNOFF SYSTEM: 
Question 23: “With the Ranked-Choice Voting system (Instant Runoff), there will be no run-off election held in December. Which would you say describes you best: I prefer this system with no December runoff election, no difference to me between this and the former system, I prefer the former system with a December runoff election?”

Response



      Latino  Asian/PI   Black    White    Other
  

Prefer new IRV



52.1%    69.5%    40.7%    70.4%    69.0%


No difference




33.0%    18.0%    34.5%
18.2%    22.7%


Prefer old Runoff 



14.9%    12.5%    24.8%    11.4%     8.4%





      -------  ------   ------   ------   ------




Total:
      100.0%   100.0%   100.0%   100.0%   100.1%
SAMPLE SIZES (Unweighted): Hispanic/Latino: 313; Asian/Pacific Islander: 423; African American/Black: 258; White 1751; Other race/ethnicity: 169.
ATTACHMENT 5
Instant Runoff Voting Gives Ethnic Communities Greater Say in Elections

New America Media, Commentary, Richard Deleon, Chris Jerdonek and Steven Hill, Mar 15, 2006

Editor's Note: Instant runoff voting, recently introduced in cities like San Francisco and Burlington, Vt. has been criticized as being difficult to understand, especially for non-English speaking voters. But new studies show that ethnic voters not only prefer the new system, it also helps more of their votes be counted, giving them more say in who gets elected. Richard DeLeon is professor emeritus of political science at San Francisco State University, Chris Jerdonek is a representative of FairVote in California, and Steven Hill is director of New America Foundation's political reform program. To view the studies cited in this article, visit www.sfrcv.com.

SAN FRANCISCO -- From the mayoral race in Burlington, Vermont to local elections in San Francisco, Instant Runoff Voting (IRV) (also known as Ranked Choice Voting) is quickly garnering national attention as a necessary reform for repairing our broken democracy. 

Several recent studies show that the introduction of IRV in San Francisco has had a positive impact on ethnic communities. Among the findings, ethnic voter participation was much higher than would be expected using the old runoff system. Ethnic voters themselves, when polled, overwhelmingly preferred IRV to the old system. And in the 2005 election, Asian voters in particular, smartly used their ranked ballots to form an informal coalition that contributed to Asian candidate Phil Ting being elected to the citywide office of assessor recorder.

In IRV, voters rank up to three candidates. If no candidate wins a majority of first rankings, the candidate with the fewest first rankings is eliminated. Voters who ranked this eliminated candidate now have their vote counted for their second choice, and all ballots are recounted in an "instant runoff" until a candidate reaches a majority. IRV elects majority winners in a single election instead of needing a December runoff.

In the November 2005 election in San Francisco, approximately 200,000 voters turned out to vote for assessor-recorder, city attorney, treasurer and various ballot propositions. Only the assessor-recorder race did not produce a majority winner outright but thanks to IRV, there was no need to hold a December runoff.

Instead, the "instant runoff" system resulted in Phil Ting being elected as assessor-recorder in a single election. Some 200,000 voters cast a first choice ballot, and a full 190,000 of them (95 percent), including a larger number of racial minorities, saw their ballots count in the decisive final runoff round. That means 120,000 more voters decided the contest between Ting and second-place Gerardo Sandoval than likely would have turned out in a December runoff (using the December 2001 runoff for city attorney as a baseline). Finishing the election in November resulted in nearly a tripling in voter turnout, and taxpayers saved $3 million by not paying for a second election.

All San Francisco neighborhoods benefited from having more of their votes count in the final round of the instant runoff, but the six neighborhoods benefiting most had the highest concentrations of racial minorities. The estimated increase in voter turnout over the December runoff baseline ranged from 307 percent in heavily Asian Visitacion Valley (a quadrupling of turnout) to 210 percent in heavily African American Western Addition, with African American and Latino neighborhoods like Bayview/Hunters Point, Mission, Ingleside, and Excelsior/Outer Mission in between. Chinatown nearly tripled its number of voters participating in the final round. Together these six minority neighborhoods had 35,000 additional voters casting a vote in the decisive round than likely would have done so in a December runoff, showing how IRV can produce a more racially-diverse electorate. 

Moreover, Asian voters smartly used their rankings to form an informal coalition that contributed greatly to Ting's victory. Analysis of voters' rankings show that over 70 percent of third-place finisher Ron Chun's supporters ranked a second choice candidate as their runoff choice. Chun's supporters preferred Ting over Sandoval by a 2-to-1 margin. Adding on their second choice votes resulted in Ting winning a solid 58 percent of all votes cast in this final round of counting.

Interestingly, the city's major Asian American political clubs had split their endorsements, with the Chinese American Democratic Club backing Chun and the Westside Chinese Democratic Club endorsing Ting. Under the old runoff system, voters who wanted to elect an Asian American would have faced an either/or choice between Ting and Chun in the November election. But under IRV, those voters were able to rank both candidates, a factor that helped elect Ting.

Voters themselves clearly prefer the new system. An exit poll conducted by San Francisco State University in the November 2004 election showed 86 percent of voters reporting they understood the IRV system. And 68 percent of those who had used both systems said they preferred the new IRV over the old December runoffs, with only 12 percent saying the opposite.

Asians, Chinese-speakers, whites and English-speakers all said they understood IRV and preferred it to the old system at the same high rates. Latinos, African Americans, and Spanish-speakers were somewhat less enthusiastic but still strongly preferred IRV to the old December runoff.

The evidence suggests ethnic voters have made the transition from December runoffs to IRV with remarkable success. Still, education should continue for voters who are adapting more slowly, investing some of the millions saved each year by not holding a December runoff into a continuing public education campaign.

URL: http://news.ncmonline.com/news/view_article.html?article_id=704f31def3fad5235406f6e5a87ce5e9
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