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Overview of Previous
Research

San Francisco was the first city in the modern e
institutions. As such, it has regularly been the
seeking to better understand how voters handl e t
RCV, the data overall suggest that voters in fac
winners are taking office with the support of mo
Research referenced in this review includes the
1 DeLeon, FRianharRrdankE.i,sco and I nstant Runoff Votin
ta Assessing Voter Opinions about Ranked Choi cc¢
El ectid2MG5.
Neel vy, Francis, CorAeny AC0e&s s mealit oliodsse RvaoBKki endgh ,i n
Francisco Election,2®u®blic Research I nstitute,
T Robb, D. M., The Effect of Instant Runoff Votir
T Fried, JasoiNaaifdaeAWmad nEl Process, l ncluding Ra
in the City and Cosany Fofan®armsckhr dmciadc @ddrrcy F
f McDani elWridasgn,t he Rules to Rank the Candi dat e
ing on Racial Group Turnout, |JnouSramaIFr(nfncUrsb3a)nMAs
T Neely andOWMeDwaoiiehg and the EgRahofy Yob6t Vmog,cien L
California Journal of Politics and Policy, 201°¢
9 John, Sarah andScCairmdd nreoni.c TondeDdmographic Pe
Voting in,tiRaenBRay Aheace Voting Civility Proj et
T Donovan, Todd, Carol i n@anmdibgmr tCiawmidl iKtey | lemd &rr aR
Vot,i ngl ectoral Studies, 2016.
Use of Rankings and Incomplete Ballots
One area that researchers have addressed i s whet
color, find the ranked ballot more difficult to

pl e, San Francisco State Universift RVpPRGVessoredaasa
formation costs of voting by asking voteorsdemni rQq

candidates, and by removing some of-otthec pdoBgingn .a
making the voting decision-Rmommod fc&¥mpliingatodd camae s
the benefits of electoral participation, making

through theo¢ypTphng decisi on.

But other research does not support this cl ai m.
professor Richard DelLeon uses precinct data to s
more difficulties with ranked choice voting than
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Cook (2005), San Francisco State Uni ver siithy Rremf-
dency to rank three candidates was consistently
si d(ep..-5530 .

A Fairvote analysis of the 2006 District 4 open

system. District 4 is the only Board of Supervis
choice voting (RCV) election, aAsiAasni acna nAdmedraitcea nby
47 .5 %. | f one simulates the election without t hi
Asi an candidate i n the final round. | f one si mul
candi dat e dAesfieaant sc atnhdel dnaotne i n t he fi nal round.

The 2015 Neely and McDaniel study notes that the
and Cook also foufhy] othats were memerlal kgl y to us:
where more candi dates ran, dopd. tha®9) i nBYuenakywh!l
RCV el ections that have taken place in San Franc
the notion that voters rank when there are more

The “Outlier” Election in District 10 in 2010

The 2010 Board of Supervisors race in District 10 won by Malia Cohen is often cited by those concerned
that ranked choice voting leads to high levels of ballot exhaustion. In fact, the race is an extreme outlier
in RCV elections in San Francisco and would have proven challenging under any election method.

District 10 was an open seat race that drew 21 candidates. No clear frontrunner emerged, and the leading
candidate in the first round earned only 12.1% of first choices, with four other candidates within two per-
centage points of that total. RCV winner Malia Cohen was third in first choices, only 0.3% behind the first
place candidate. In the final round, she defeated the candidate who was second in the initial count. To-
gether they had earned only 23.6% of first choices, meaning that more than three in four ballots saw
their first choice eliminated—yet they had only two potential slots to rank back-ups. It should be no sur-
prise that a larger number than usual had only ranked candidates among the 19 who were eliminated.

After 20 rounds, Cohen won with 52.7% of the final round vote, and her vote total amounted to 24.3% of
valid first-round votes. More than half of ballots were exhausted during the count.

Critics of RCV may highlight this election, but it is a true outlier. For example, the next lowest percentage
of first round votes earned by a winning candidate in an RCV election reduced to two finalists was 41.4%.
It is useful to compare the RCV election in District 10 to a prospective runoff election:

9 First, the runoff would have taken place between two candidates who together earned only 23% of
the vote — and in fact would have excluded the ultimate winner, just as some fear may happen in
June 2018 “top two” primaries in California that may advance two candidates of one party despite the
other party earning a majority of the primary vote.

I Second, the voter turnout in a December runoff would have declined sharply. In the last regular run-
off election held in District 10 in 2000, the winner's runoff vote tally represented less than 30% of the
first round vote total. While Cohen’s wining vote total was the only RCV election won with less than
41% of the first round vote, 10 of 14 runoffs in 2000 to 2003 in fact had winners who earned less than
41% of the first round vote, with the median winner earning only 34.4% of the November vote.

Notably, Cohen’s victory ensured that an African American stayed on the Board of Supervisors, repre-
senting a district with the largest concentration of African Americans in the city. In 2014, she was easily re
-elected and now is running for higher office. Cohen was a legitimate winner despite the challenges of
her election.

5 RIS | Fair'/ote
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I n addition, mayoral elections are the ond y on
precipitously decline. As a result, it is the
l ess appli-mapodreal Fofff noeas, runoff el ections ha
ers participate in the decisive contest. By 1
number of voters who participédtestiudyt lhe ed é mioKis
nomayor al runoffs that prior to i mplementation
I n 2013, former San Francisco State University
the American Political Science Association Are
Chr oniecd.e Tohpefiy hwr p-eimé-eadei ng system facilitates
of San Francisco's diversitNowgmadrd owwvmaegn eV e®tcd i

The 2011 Mayoral Election

San Francisco will elect a new mayor in June 2018. It will be the first RCV election for mayor of San
Francisco in an election where there was not an incumbent favored to win. In mayoral elections in
2007 and 2015, elected incumbents won easily against poorly funded candidates. The 2011 mayoral
election was more competitive in part because it had been expected to be an open seat election
before appointed mayor Ed Lee reversed his pledge not to run for office after earning high popular-
ity in his early months in office after his appointment.

Sixteen candidates ran for mayor in 2011, with several candidates raising and spending significant
funds. Despite some voter discontent with breaking his pledge not to run, Mayor Lee was rated
highly by most voters and was far ahead in pre-election polling. He earned 31% of the vote in the
first round. Runner-up John Avalos had 19% in the first round with the remaining candidates all
having less than 12%. Nearly half of votes ranked other candidates other than the two frontrunners
first, meaning there was a large pool of potential votes to count for second and third choices.

In the final round Lee won with 59.7% of the active vote. While Lee easily won and his vote total
grew from 59,775 votes to 84,457 votes, his final round vote total represented only 43.4% of valid
votes in the first round—27.0% of all first round ballots were exhausted during the tally. In other
words, slightly over half of the ballots ranking candidates other than Lee or Avalos a first choice did
not rank either of them as a second or third choice either. While this dropoff did not affect the out-
come, it has raised questions about how well RCV worked compared to a traditional runoff election.

The 2011 mayoral election level of exhausted votes is far higher than the norm in San Francisco RCV
elections. A key factor in 2011 was the limit of three rankings. Mayoral elections draw relatively high
attention from voters. For example, in Santa Fe's mayoral election in March 2018 there were many
mayoral debates. But unlike in Santa Fe—where new voting equipment allows for more rankings
and two in three voters ranked all five mayoral candidates—San Francisco voters were limited to
just three rankings in a field of 16.

In fact, of the 52,524 ballots that were exhausted, 31,826 ballots—61% percent of the exhausted bal-
lots—ranked three candidates that were eliminated during the count. These ballots are referred to
as “involuntarily exhausted,” because voters may have had additional preferences but were not per-
mitted to rank additional candidates. Indeed, 74% of voters whose first choice was a candidate oth-
er than Lee or Avalos had fully ranked ballots.

In the upcoming mayoral election in June, there are only eight candidates and only three who are
polling in double digits in first choice support: London Breed, Jane Kim and Mark Leno. Any voter
that ranks at least two of those three frontrunners will almost certainly have their ballot count all
the way to the final round of the prospective RCV tally. But because future RCV elections may have
more candidates, FairVote California recommmends allowing more rankings.
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Figure 2: Median Fully Ranked Ballots in RCV Elections, San Francisco, 2004-2016

~ N M7 et

2015
rt
woul d expect
l'y rank t he
rank candi d:
C ti i
A S h
[ s e
n a i dat
S decr eas e
e of candi
ections was
t hes
ranking.
t I
| S
t r
a |
, per si st

dztadiwvalnnée et  nfl ien

98%
41% /
29%
2016
ncumbent

24

e

I

b
across

m

b

&

e

fact

2014
SCO.

an
w e
f ul
t o
el
one
C
ed
t h
pae:]
t e
n

ge
n

k

n

[

0
0 nusn daenrds ttahned ccoanmpdei t

67%

2012

S

id

S

t

y

dat es
S
S

I
e .

Competitive Elections of Three or More Candidates—Multiple Rounds
wer e

;
a
e
a
y
I

S

©5.C
Sepnwdooon
gsovs_2
- Vo mw (O]
8 — > s o C
'O D - e
- >4+ OO0
wnowoBE
C o > (@]
© Qo O w
(ORI © I o) R
Ecomcoumco
SB.Cc O
~0Ec._w
— OB L ®- O
n_vcre..l
~x T — —
—— C © 4+ O >
—S._0O> >
o o o
- = .
— >0
—_ 20 © —
QO OO
Ne N O O
S— = C o Cwm
CTOCL OLO
0O >aC > Oo—

a
k
t
t
e
h
w
;
d
I
|

ne

2011
Franci
candi
| e
anki
t1
av
4 %
et
y
t u
fu
d
i

c 4 coc . —_ w— O
Cuw CO._ Eo< Q500
NWo =2xo0 « —w—LC O
T ~C O0OWm e - >
C o @® © - O N y— —
—OCT - OOC COC @y
0 — © (@] — = O
oE_coo_ -
cc®©

2010
t her e
t her e
dec |

67%
22%
2007 2008 2009
== 3 Rankings % (% of Voted)
2016,
countin
h umb
t I
n n
I
o
o
ngs,
rel a
ent a
tudy.
t t h
a IV
no such

28%
2006
I
t
0
8 %
ranki
t
r
h
i
t hat

46%
2005
Kk

69%
2004

=
-0V C . o CODOT D — 0O O
QO+ @MMMO®C ©C T Cc

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

me d i
10

h e

t

rel®@asede semi

pl otted
ty

inding, we
el ections-20Dh6SahafFrwaces
ng. The ¢

f

S
dnautlet IRCV
count i

of

w e Fcea nld9i

round

Competitive Elections of Three or More Candidates Won on the First Count
Ther e
rst

fi

Fairv/ote | EENVENE
CALIFORNIA



O Oo.

|l ect i
ogi ca
nvol vi

e
I
[

Franci
f ewer

error .

voter

Elections with One or Two Candidates Won on the First Count

he

t

of
r

out of 25
m )

is detailed data for 11
only have detailed i
or four el ections. Due

e
we
f

— ) nl ~J — Nt — A — N dd N rr‘\2tl‘\
() o
SO® _ ©.= O® o @ _ - —va s neS
0 — X .00 Oxo O “ - 0O« — €& coeod
d n"\\l m™_N)
©
nh.W T > > > &> &> > o>
x 5% © o o oo o o
T % o' O N o % © 1p
> o I I
ml a> = o d o d N«
Bl - —
oW |- <T _
c 4
— omm n € -
(o] “qs hn_Sad ur\u © _ln‘_rrr tv,.rlu C_l._.” 4= 4= O .—
© Q.@m LB g Y0 ¢ & ad 0P PLa® o o M - o 7.U0n-10v._4 =
— nw.ﬂ - ©®.a oO,~ d.MLO o oo o H o ., o™ Vo o &L n<
dnmm a8 nD,ubdmkh,Dl 0 0o g o a0 _ 0P FO0 R co
cHdel| Eu 6 v Ew v 0Py P o n o DT 0T e nfE 0O
co® | @O 02005 @ O 000G SV 0 0 7 2§ 0®. 000 B O —
oul @@MDIermmBBbB\W@BmBBtahB&DkBr&ceW.hDTt(
P% (@] nUCS Y= an.lea w 2 0 r_H..T.C..L (&)
-+ —
elnu f.foagr|3nva mwlg a (o C: r..l..lev
co@ - 4.|4&.A3r..6.r W 0 Dl e B o O o oo Nt S T wlo — O
o |3 @O 2 Vo0 TR © onp¥H @ < 2 Ao gl g
o L ®O 0 000 &3 0 0 oS OO 0000000 Qo o o
Q- ) 29,_(232..._&%2 NN N T TN N NN N 2ﬂ/_.a2|nu2r2 Q¢
- O HOo0V®VOLTGXx oCPovco mS _~ ©co
cco > . goO-3go0 o ~xoo S QO M
Ow® —oov_+~® O w®co_ o S-—a’ ® )
— c c © >3- ©cQo o o) OX O~ O ©— w
n O.— O>0FT WO _O oY 2 ONd = . &
_ca — Y i % oc o 0O © "5 .<®©
_> ccx>goo~@ = 9>>w® o . Mguo o
ON® ~O0__Cw £T —-—_® 0 3 woon .0 O
NN - CHEBOV=— cC* _.m C DD Fchﬁ._
B_ o Wto.mcveru —-°s o fw coc~—oo0oQo
Laow T —a O .o O fx —>_7% .
Lz . NEC v @3 T— own . me X X S0 >e o
Ma O C+— 4+~ 00T - nono %Olp C@TS  O®CLC o
- ®C O ._—Loccoc._ x> n O0._ 0o c dm @ aM.tht
S Ce- _02T oLoTCO n? ocw T 0 2 =S-"0 S.—.o
O_®8x ~—- TO cwmcc S*Y oo c W = o dVSdWS
> T C oo oU® C© - - Canav T o % dhdn (o)) -
—_ ®© OBnCS0OOo - w9 .o ._o Dn.We vFo-_c 0.
—S0. —_TS £.. 00O .——olh.c OV 5 F o Qoo
B o VEB Vs > 0O T e %.m...m ccaloxoo
CNECC Cr0BOO®B>CBw 0P@MCoce T 5 g X—X3Sw GOOC
v520 —_wnwaoc._.oE_ oo <Pana_. U U U NWoWEOoL>>o

s NS

o o0

—_—C

rank,

——

— =

n 3 -

a

ps

on o

nrt

kta
C OC
c >0

s ki

r

a
ese
ity
k &dt

acO®

s ki
of t
t he

t @

who
mo st
to

voters
and
accordance
votexchoasts bal

r )
ound
: n
f ofi[l] of wsa:

mo e
r u

ti al
[ I

Further
n
e

|
w
as

B | Fair/ote
CALIFORNIA

11



Figure 4: Skipped Rankings in Multi-Candidate, Figure 5: Skipped Rankings in 1-2
1 Round Elections Candidate, 1 Round Elections
Ski pped Raphking (% of Skipped Ranking (

Year El ection voted) Year El ectijon voted)
2004 BOS DO03 1.40% 2006€ BOS D02 3.70%
2004 BOS DO?2 1. 30% 2011 BOS DO0?2 0. 70%
2004 BOS D09 1. 60% 2016¢€ BOS DO03 1.80%
2005 Treaiut gmw 2.90% 2016 BOS DO05 1.50%
2006 BOS DO08 2. 70%
2006 BOS. DlO. 3.20% ¢ KS LJl g SN\yé 2 —_l_— —_l_—
2007 May-€fr t y wi 2. 00% . =
2008 BOS D04 oltt2da | ONRaa w/
2014 BOS D06 CN} yOArAaO2 KI @S 0o
2014 BOS DOS8 . PP P P N
2015 SheCi t fy wi OQNJ\I\B{ l USAFS U2 UKSV
2015 BOS DO3 2F Iy StSOes2y I YR

2015 May-€f t y wi
2016 BOS DO09

YRARFGS& Ay i

ferred to that veétfer's next ranked choice.
Competitive Elections of Three or More Candidates Won on the First Count

Like data on fully ranked ballots, the city ha:c
of the-chhdmulattie, single round ranked ¢ h200ilc6e. vlon
this sample of 14, the average skipped ranking
competi trioviend maullgdt i ons (0. 92 %) .

Similar to the findings from the competitive r ¢
more correlated in this data set to the year tt
RCV, rat her than the number of candidates in tt
rate greater than 1% occurred in-20®7.fiThkda dwan
skipped rankings sciamcde d2ad 8 siim gtl hee sreo unmudl teil ect i
that voter understanding iIs improving comes fr«
2015 mayoral race, a decline from the barely cc¢
rate was 2% (Figure 4).

Elections with One or Two Candidates Won on the First Count

Skipped rankings wil/| al most never have an | mps:
dates because such elections almost never wil/|
make al |l ball ot I magmpdtai i agaraabée ¢c¢boi acenvot
one round because t hei amcdaddd RICV ttlhdud adli @ont iwan
skipped ranking data for four out of 25 of thes:s
Board of Supervisors District 2, 2016 Board of
trict 5 (Figure 5)

The average rate of skipped rankings across t he
types of elections, but without a bigger sampl ¢
worth noting, however, that two of these el ecti
fell from 3.7% in 2006 to just O0.7% in 2014, s
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Figure 6: Overvotes in SF RCV Races, 2004-2016
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2004-2016

Figure 7: Undervotes, San Francisco RCV Races,
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Figure 8: Voter Turnout, San Francisco RCV Races 2004-2016
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Figure 9: Ballot Exhaustion
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Competitive Elections of Three or More Candidates Won on the First Count
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Undervotes in RCV and non-RCV Elections in San Francisco
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