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AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order 

 

II. Roll Call 

 

III. Approval of Minutes 

 

 Meeting of December 11, 2014 

 

IV. Discussion 

 

 Endorsement of House Joint Resolution 12 on Redistricting 

 

 Term Limits for Members of the Ohio General Assembly 

 

 Public Officials Compensation Commission 

 

 

V. Public Comment 

 

VI. Adjourn 

 
 



OHIO CONSTITUTIONAL MODERNIZATION COMMISSION 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:   Chair Fred Mills, Vice Chair Paula Brooks, and  

   Members of the Legislative Branch and Executive Branch Committee 

 

CC:   Steven C. Hollon, Executive Director 

 

FROM:  Shari L. O’Neill, Counsel to the Commission 

 

DATE:  January 30, 2015 

 

RE:   Ohio Constitution Article II, Section 2 

   (Term Limits for State Legislators) 

 

 

The Legislative Branch and Executive Branch Committee has asked staff to provide a 

memorandum relating to the history of Article II, Section 2, as it relates to the Election and Term 

of State Legislators.   

 

Article II, Section 2, reads as follows: 

 

Representatives shall be elected biennially by the electors of the respective house 

of representatives districts; their term of office shall commence on the first day of 

January next thereafter and continue two years. 

 

Senators shall be elected by the electors of the respective senate districts; their 

terms of office shall commence on the first day of January next after their 

election. All terms of senators which commence on the first day of January, 1969 

shall be four years, and all terms which commence on the first day of January, 

1971 shall be four years. Thereafter, except for the filling of vacancies for 

unexpired terms, senators shall be elected to and hold office for terms of four 

years. 

 

No person shall hold the office of State Senator for a period of longer than two 

successive terms of four years. No person shall hold the office of State 

Representative for a period longer than four successive terms of two years. Terms 

shall be considered successive unless separated by a period of four or more years. 

Only terms beginning on or after January 1, 1993 shall be considered in 

determining an individual's eligibility to hold office. 
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In determining the eligibility of an individual to hold office in accordance to this 

article, (A) time spent in an office in fulfillment of a term to which another person 

was first elected shall not be considered provided that a period of at least four 

years passed between the time, if any, which the individual previously held that 

office, and the time the individual is elected or appointed to fulfill the unexpired 

term; and (B) a person who is elected to an office in a regularly scheduled general 

election and resigns prior to the completion of the term for which he or she was 

elected, shall be considered to have served the full term in that office. 

 

Under this provision, members of the General Assembly may not serve more than eight years’ 

total in successive terms.  They may, however, serve continuously by being elected to a seat in 

the other chamber after being term-limited out of the House or Senate.  They also may return to 

legislative service in the same chamber by waiting four or more years to run again.  The 

restrictions in Article II, Section 2, are set forth in the following chart: 

 

Legislative Chamber House Senate 

Length of Term 2 years 4 years 

Commencement of Term January 1 after election January 1 after election 

Term Limit 4 successive terms of 2 years 2 successive terms of 4 years 

Total 8 years 8 years 

Successive Term Defined Terms successive unless 

separated by 4 or more years. 

Terms successive unless 

separated by 4 or more years. 

Restriction on 

Subsequent Term in 

Different Chamber 

No No 

Effect of Appointment to 

a Vacant Seat 

If an individual is appointed to 

fulfill another’s term, that 

service doesn’t count toward 

term limits unless less than 4 

years has passed since that 

same individual previously 

held that office.  

If an individual is appointed to 

fulfill another’s term, that service 

doesn’t count toward term limits 

unless less than 4 years has 

passed since that same individual 

previously held that office. 

Effect of Resignation If elected and resigns before 

end of term, individual is 

considered to have served the 

full term. 

If elected and resigns before end 

of  term, individual is considered 

to have served the full term. 

 

 

Ohio’s limitation on the number of consecutive terms that a state legislator may serve dates to 

1992, when many states followed a national trend of amending their constitutions to limit the 

number of times state legislators could run for re-election.  In 2000, the first year Ohio’s 

legislative term limits took effect, the Ohio House of Representatives lost 45 of its 99 members, 
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and the Senate lost 6 of its 33 members.
1
  Some members accepted other employment or retired 

in anticipation of being term limited.  Consequently, as noted by Rep. Michael F. Curtin, “When 

the 124
th

 Ohio General Assembly convened in January 2001, nearly half of the previous 

legislature—with 211 years of combined experience—were gone.”
2
  The most immediate effect 

of the change was that freshman legislators were assigned committee chairmanships, but this and 

other changes were ameliorated by the fact that, in the ensuing years, seasoned legislators were 

able to change houses or to return to the General Assembly after sitting out for four or more 

years.
3
   

 

Opponents criticize term limits as increasing the importance of legislative staff and the influence 

of lobbyists because legislators themselves have less time to gain the experience and skills 

needed for the job.
4
  Term limits are condemned as interrupting continuity, weakening 

leadership, undermining collegiality, and jeopardizing diversity.
5
  Term limits also are seen as 

being detrimental to institutional memory, increasing partisanship, empowering the executive 

branch over the legislative branch, and encouraging short-term legislative responses to 

complicated and long-standing societal problems.
6
  A plethora of scholarly studies have focused 

on how term limits have affected fiscal policy, legislative professionalism, policy complexity, 

the partisan composition of the legislature, descriptive representation, redistricting procedures, 

electoral competition, and other facets of the legislative process.
7
    

 

On the other hand, proponents maintain that term limits are a necessary tool to reduce lobbyist 

influence, and to infuse state government with new faces who will bring a fresh perspective to 

the legislative process.
8
 Proponents embrace the view that term limits remove entrenched 

political careerists, replacing them with selfless “citizen legislators,” whose tenure will be brief 

but effective.
9
  For term limit supporters, the goal of guarding the legislative process against the 

taint of corrupt influences and the control of powerbrokers is paramount, even if turnover 

eliminates the selfless as well as the self-serving.
10

 

 

History of the Provision 

 

The 1802 Constitution provided for terms of only one year for representatives and two years for 

senators.
11

  The 1851 Constitution increased the terms to two years for each.  Term lengths of 

two years for senators remained in place until 1956, when voters approved, by a vote of 57.4 

percent to 42.6 percent, an amendment that increased the term of office to four years.
12

  Another 

amendment in 1967 staggered senate terms, requiring only half of the senate to stand for election 

at a time.
13

   

 

In the early 1990s, some 21 states enacted state legislative term limits, responding to public 

opinion that “career politicians” were to blame for perceived governmental deficiencies.
14

  In 

line with that trend, Ohio voters adopted an amendment limiting all state legislators to eight 

consecutive years of service, with the result that senators may only serve two successive terms of 

four years, and representatives may only serve four successive terms of two years.
15

    Placed on 
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the ballot by initiative petition as Issue 3, the measure was approved on November 3, 1992 by a 

margin of 2,982,285 to 1,378,009, or 68.4 percent to 31.6 percent.
16

   

 

Litigation Involving the Provision 

 

Article II, Section 2 has not been the subject of litigation; however, similar state constitutional 

provisions by which Ohio and other states imposed term limits upon federal congressional 

offices, were rejected in U.S. Term Limits, Inc. v. Thornton, 514 U.S. 779 (1995) (“Allowing 

individual States to adopt their own qualifications for congressional service would be 

inconsistent with the Framers' vision of a uniform National Legislature representing the people 

of the United States.”). 

 

Presentations to the Committee 

 

The committee received two presentations from John C. Green, Ph.D., Director of the Bliss 

Institute of Applied Politics at the University of Akron, and one presentation from Ann 

Henkener, First Vice President of the League of Women Voters of Ohio on this issue. 

 

First Green Presentation 

 

John C. Green first presented to the committee on April 10, 2014.  According to Dr. Green, 

Ohio’s model, called the “common model,” imposes eight-year consecutive limits in each 

chamber, while other models include six- or eight-year consecutive limits for the house and 

senate respectively, twelve-year lifetime limitations in both chambers combined, and twelve-year 

consecutive limits in each chamber.  Dr. Green indicated that, between 1997 and 2012, six states 

repealed or struck down term limits, while one state enacted term limits.  Thus, in 2014, 15 states 

have legislative term limits.   

 

Describing the impact of legislative term limits, Dr. Green stated that term limits have impeded 

the development of legislative leaders, reducing leaders’ agenda-setting and coalition-building 

capabilities.  He further indicated that the limits reduce the influence of the legislative branch in 

state government, instead empowering the executive branch, administrative agencies, 

nonpartisan staff, and lobbyists.  Dr. Green also indicated that term limits increase partisanship 

and reduce the time legislators have to accomplish legislative goals.  He noted that term limits 

have failed to achieve the goal of increasing the number of “citizen legislators,” as opposed to 

career legislators.  Dr. Green observed that term limits have not increased gender, racial, or 

ethnic diversity in state legislatures.  

 

Dr. Green stated that term limits have had only a modest impact on the electoral process, with no 

increase in the overall competitiveness of elections, no decrease in campaign spending, and an 

increase in the role of party caucuses in legislative campaigns.  Dr. Green opined that, despite 

these drawbacks, term limits will continue to have strong public support.  However, he stated 

that increasing the limits from 8 years to 12 years may alleviate the problem of a diminished role 
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for legislative leadership.  He also indicated that allowing former legislators to return to office 

mitigates some of the impact of term limits. 

 

Second Green Presentation 

 

In his second presentation to the committee, on June 12, 2014, Dr. Green presented polling data 

related to term limits.  Conducted by the Center for Marketing and Opinion Research for the 

Bliss Institute in April 2014, the “2014 Akron Buckeye Poll” surveyed a random sample of 1,078 

registered Ohio voters, including both landline and cell phone users.
17

  Participants were asked 

whether they thought term limits produced poor government or good government and whether 

the limits have helped or hurt the state.  The resulting data, with a margin of error of plus or 

minus three percentage points, indicates that 57 percent of those polled indicated they thought 

that term limits have helped the state, with 30 percent stating that the limits hurt the state and 13 

percent having no opinion.  These figures may be compared with 2005 polling data indicating 

that 59 percent of voters believed that term limits help the state, with 30 percent saying the limits 

hurt the state and 11 percent indicating they had no opinion.   

 

Asked whether term limits should be kept at eight years, extended to 12 years, or repealed 

altogether, 70 percent of those polled favored keeping term limits at eight years, with 13 percent 

willing to extend the limits to 12 years, 12 percent agreeing that they should be repealed 

altogether, and five percent having no opinion. Queried as to whether they could accept an 

increase in the limit to 12 years, 38 percent of participants answered that they were firm on 

keeping the total number of years served at eight, with 32 percent willing to accept a 12-year 

limit, 13 percent being firm on a 12-year limit, 12 percent supporting a complete repeal of term 

limits, and five percent having no opinion.   

 

Asked whether they would support increasing state legislative terms by two years, meaning that 

representatives would serve a four-year term and senators a six-year term, 61 percent of 

participants indicated they would support such a measure, with 36 percent indicating they would 

not and three percent having no opinion.   

 

Sixty-two percent of participants stated that it should take a legislator less than five years to learn 

the job, while 28 percent said five-to-ten years was appropriate, seven percent identifying more 

than 10 years as the correct time span, and three percent having no opinion.   

 

Henkener Presentation 

 

Ann Henkener, First Vice President of the League of Women Voters of Ohio (“League”), 

presented to the committee on July 10, 2014.  According to Ms. Henkener, the league’s long 

opposition to term limits is based upon the rationale that terms are inherently limited to two years 

for representatives and four years for senators, requiring legislators to seek re-election at the end 

of those terms.  Ms. Henkener asserted that the arguments against term limits as presented by the 

League to voters in 1992, when the current version of Article II, Section 2 appeared on the ballot, 
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have proved mostly true.  As she described them, those arguments are that term limits create 

more “lame duck” legislators, reduce competition for legislative seats, result in less-experienced 

legislators, reduce institutional memory, impede long-term thinking about societal problems, and 

increase the power of staff, bureaucrats, and lobbyists.  Ms. Henkener opined that voters 

continue to support the concept of term limits because they are perceived as a counterbalance to 

problems attributed to the redistricting process.  She stated that if redistricting reform occurs, 

allowing for more competitive districts, then voters might look more favorably on extending 

term limits. 

 

Analysis 

 

Dr. Green’s polling data suggests that, while the majority of voters may be unwilling to repeal 

legislative term limits altogether, they may be amenable to extending the limit from the current 

eight-year total to 12 years.  Despite a lack of strong support for extending or eliminating term 

limits, the fact that 61 percent of those polled were in favor of lengthening the terms suggests 

that extending term lengths may be an attractive alternative to extending term limits. 

 

In April 2013, the Columbus Dispatch, based upon a poll by Saperstein Associates, reported that 

59 percent of respondents felt that term limits have not made a difference in the quality of the 

representation provided by members of the General Assembly, with 16 percent answering that 

term limits had made the legislature better, 11 percent answering the legislature was worse, and 

14 percent being unsure.
18

  The paper reported, however, that term limit advocacy groups 

continue to support the need for term limits, and that they blame other developments, such as 

uncompetitive legislative districts, partisan interference with the primary process, and legislators’ 

being elected to seats in the other chamber at the end of their terms, for diluting the impact of 

term limits.  

 

A 2004 Ohio survey of some 295 knowledgeable observers, described as former members, staff, 

former staff, lobbyists, reporters, and others, revealed the common view that new legislative 

members require a full legislative session before they become acclimated to the legislative 

process.
19

  Thus, the first two years of service are spent simply learning how the process works.  

Many have complained that limiting legislators to eight total years of service is too brief: by the 

time legislators know enough to truly be effective at legislating, the sun is setting on their 

service.  

 

Additional Considerations 

 

In discussing potential changes to Article II, Section 2, the committee may wish to consider the 

following related topics: 

 

 The possibility of extending term lengths in addition to or instead of extending term 

limits. 

 Whether there should be a cap on total years of legislative service. 
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 Whether any change in term limits or term lengths would apply retroactively or 

prospectively. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to facilitate the committee’s discussion of this topic.  If further 

research is required, Commission staff is pleased to assist.   
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OHIO CONSTITUTIONAL MODERNIZATION COMMISSION 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:   Chair Fred Mills, Vice Chair Paula Brooks, and  
   Members of the Legislative Branch and Executive Branch Committee 
 
CC:   Steven C. Hollon, Executive Director 
 
FROM:  Steven H. Steinglass, Senior Policy Advisor 
    
DATE:  February 5, 2015 
 
RE:   Ohio Constitution Article II, Section 2 
   (Term Limits for State Legislators) 
 

Legislative Term Limits Nationally and Efforts to Repeal or Modify 
Them  

 
 
This Memorandum reviews efforts throughout the country to repeal legislative term limits or to 
lengthen the permissible terms. This information may be useful to the committee as it reviews 
legislative term limits in Ohio. 
 
Ohio Background 
 
On November 3, 1992, Ohio voters approved an initiated amendment that limited the terms of 
state senators to “two successive terms of four years” and the terms of state representatives to 
“four successive terms of four years.”1  These are chamber-specific consecutive term limits not 
lifetime limits, and Ohio legislators who are term-limited in one chamber may run for the other 
chamber. In addition, term-limited senators and representatives may run again for a term in their 
current chamber after a four-year hiatus.2  As a result of the adoption of this constitutional 
provision, 45 members of the Ohio House and 6 members of the Ohio Senate were term-limited 
in 2000 and thus barred from running for the chamber in which they had been serving.3 
 
Variations of Legislative Term Limits—Chamber-Specific and Lifetime Limits 
 
Most legislative term limits are for 8 years, but a few are for 12 years.  Some are lifetime limits, 
but others, including Ohio’s, are chamber-specific limits on the numbers of consecutive years 
that may be served.  With chamber-specific or consecutive term limits, a legislator is typically 
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limited to serving a particular number of consecutive years in a chamber. Upon reaching the limit 
in that chamber, a legislator may immediately run for election to the other chamber. After a set 
period (from two to four years), the legislator may run again for election to his/her original seat 
and again serve up to the limit.  With lifetime limits, on the other hand, a legislator who has 
served up the limit may not again run for election to the legislature (or for a particular branch if 
the term limits are lifetime and chamber-specific).  

VARIATIONS IN LEGISLATIVE TERM LIMITS (2014)4 

Limit in Years Consecutive Lifetime Ban 

6 house / 8 senate -- MI 

8 total NE -- 

8 house / 8 senate AZ, CO, FL, ME, MT, OH, SD MO 

12 total -- CA, OK 

12 house / 12 senate LA NV 

16 total  AR* 

 
National Context 
 
Between 1990 and 2000, 21 states adopted legislative term limits. Of these 21 states, 18 adopted 
them between 1990 and 1994.  And of these 21 states, 15 adopted legislative term limits by 
amending their state constitutions with 14 of the 15 doing so as a result of initiated constitutional 
amendments. One state, Louisiana, amended its constitution through a legislatively-proposed 
amendment. In four states—Washington, Wyoming, Massachusetts, and Maine—the voters 
approved legislative term limits through initiated statutes, and in two states—Idaho and Utah— 
the state legislature adopted legislative term limits.  
 
Currently, the following 15 states, including Ohio, have constitutionally-based term limits for 
state legislators: 
 

Arizona  Louisiana  Nebraska 
Arkansas  Maine   Nevada 
California  Michigan  Ohio 
Colorado  Missouri  Oklahoma 
Florida   Montana  South Dakota 
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In no state have the voters repealed legislative term limits that had been placed in their state 
constitution. As described below, however, two states (Arkansas and California) have approved 
constitutional amendments that lengthened the time that legislators may serve.  
 
Efforts to Repeal or Amend Constitutionally-Adopted Legislative Term Limits 
 
There is a voluminous academic and journalistic literature criticizing legislative term limits as 
well as a wealth of anecdotal information about how term limits have worked against the 
professionalization of legislative staff, strengthened the role of legislative leadership, enhanced 
the power of lobbyists, deprived legislatures of experienced members, encouraged legislators to 
avoid making commitments to a chamber and a leadership track, and deprived legislatures of 
institutional memory. Nonetheless, few proposals to either repeal or extend constitutionally-
based legislative term limits have made it to the ballot.  Prior to 2012, the one proposed repeal to 
go before the voters (South Dakota, 2008) lost badly, receiving only 24.3 percent of the votes. 
And during the period prior to 2012, all four proposals to extend the permissible length of 
legislative service also lost badly. 
 
Successful State Repeals of Legislative Term Limits 
 
With the single exception of Oregon, efforts to repeal legislative term limits have only been 
successful in states in which the term limits are not contained in the state constitutions.  In states 
where legislative term limits have been included in state constitutions (whether as a result of an 
initiated or a legislatively-proposed amendment), repeal efforts have rarely even reached the 
voters.  Likewise, with only two recent exceptions, efforts to extend the limit on terms have 
generally been unsuccessful. 
 
Between 1997 and 2004, legislative term limits were eliminated in six states.  In Idaho and Utah, 
state legislatures repealed the legislative term limits that they had adopted.5  In three other 
states—Massachusetts, Washington, and Wyoming—the state court of last resort struck down 
initiated statutes that imposed legislative term limits because their adoption was beyond the 
power of the legislature.6  And in Oregon, the Oregon Supreme Court threw out an initiated 
constitutional amendment that had adopted legislative term limits provision for having violated 
the state’s separate vote requirement.7 

 
SUCCESSFUL REPEALS OF LEGISLATIVE TERM LIMITS8 

 

State Year 
Repealed 

Year 
Enacted Who Repealed? 

IDAHO 2002 1994 Legislature 

MASSACHUSETTS 1997 1994 State Supreme Court 

OREGON 2002 1992 State Supreme Court 
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Efforts to Extend Legislative Term Limits  
 
Efforts to extend (not repeal) constitutionally-based legislative term limits have met with limited 
success.  With the recent exceptions of California (2012) and Arkansas (2014), voters soundly 
rejected legislatively-proposed attempts to extend legislative term limits in Nebraska (2000), 
Arkansas (2004), Montana (2004), and California (2008).  Similarly, in 2007, voters in Maine 
soundly defeated a legislatively-proposed referendum to repeal term limits that had been 
imposed through the state’s indirect statutory initiative. 

 
PROPOSED EXTENSIONS OF LEGISLATIVE TERM LIMITS 

 
State Year Adopted; 

Method of Adoption 
Year of Proposed 
Extension 

Percent 
yes vote 

Arkansas 1992 const. initiative 2004  29.9 
Montana 1992 const. initiative 2004  31.4 
Maine 1993 (indirect 

statutory initiative) 
2007  32.9 

California 1990 const. initiative 2008  46.4 
California 1990 const. initiative 2012  61.0 
Nebraska 2000 const. initiative 2012  35.3 
Arkansas 1992 const. initiative 2014  52.5 

 
The California Experience 
 
The experience in California is very interesting.  In 1990, the voters approved Proposition 140, 
which imposed chamber-specific term limits.  Under this initiated amendment, which was 
approved by a relatively close vote of 52-48 percent, state senators were limited to two four-year 
senate terms, and members of the state assembly were limited to three two-year terms.  Thus, a 
state legislator (who served the maximum in each branch) could serve a total of 14 years. 
 
An unsuccessful effort was made in February 2008 in Proposition 93 to extend the terms and to 
permit legislators to serve for 12 years regardless of legislative chamber.  Thus, state senators 
would have been able to serve three four-year terms, and members of the state assembly would 
have been able to serve six two-year terms. According to Ballotpedia, proponents of a “yes” vote 
to extend term limits contributed $16.8 million in support of the proposed amendment, while 
opponents contributed $9.0 million to defeat the proposed amendment.  The voters defeated the 
proposed amendment by a vote of 53.6 percent to 46.4 percent. 

UTAH 2003 1994 Legislature 

WASHINGTON 1998 1992 State Supreme Court 

WYOMING 2004 1992 State Supreme Court 
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On June 5, 2012, California voters approved Proposition 28 along the lines of the failed 
Proposition 93 to allow a legislator to serve a total of 12 years regardless of chamber.  
Proposition 28, however, only applied to legislators first elected after the measure was approved, 
thus not applying to sitting legislators.  This proposed amendment was approved by a vote of 61 
percent to 39 percent. 
Proponents of Proposition 28 argued that the lifetime limitation of 12 years was a reduction from 
the 14 years that a legislator could serve under the existing limits (under which a legislator could 
serve 8 years in the Senate and 6 years in the Assembly).  Opponents of the proposed 
amendment, however, viewed it as an attempt to extend legislative term limits.  Far less was 
spent on this issue in 2012 than was spent in 2008.  According to Ballotpedia, in 2012, $2.3 
million was contributed to the campaign to vote “yes,” while only $835,000 was contributed to 
the campaign to vote “no.” 
 
The Arkansas Experience 
 
In 1992, Arkansas voters adopted an initiated constitutional amendment in which state senators 
were given a lifetime limit of two four-year terms (whether consecutive or nonconsecutive) for a 
maximum service of eight years, and state representatives were given a lifetime limit of three 
two-year terms (whether consecutive or nonconsecutive) for a maximum service of six years. 
Because these were chamber-specific limits, legislators were able to serve the maximum number 
of terms in each chamber, and (ignoring partial terms) for as long as fourteen years. 
 
A proposed amendment to extend the terms to 12 years in each chamber had been 
overwhelmingly rejected by Arkansas voters in 2004. 
 
On November 4, 2014, however, Arkansas voters approved by a 52.5 percent to 47.5 percent 
vote a broad ethics amendment, the Arkansas Elected Officials Ethics, Transparency, and 
Financial Reform Amendment of 2014 (HJR 1009).  In addition to the ethics provisions, this 
amendment addressed term limits by removing the chamber-specific term limits in favor of a 
lifetime sixteen-year limit on the number of years that may be served in the General Assembly 
(whether consecutive or nonconsecutive and regardless of chamber).9 
 
As a result, Arkansas legislators are now able to serve sixteen years in the General Assembly, 
and some senators who will reach their limit mid-term will be able to complete their final senate 
term and end up serving a total of eighteen years. 
 
There is nothing in the proposed amendment that suggests that it does not apply to both 
incumbent and newly-elected legislators. As a result, incumbent senators who complete their 
second four-year term in 2016 will be able to run for two additional four-year senate terms and 
thus serve in the Senate for a total of sixteen years (assuming no service in the house). And 
incumbent representatives who complete their third two-year house term in 2016 will be able to 
run for five additional two-year terms and thus serve in the House for a total of sixteen years. 
 



 
 

          OCMC                                                                                              Ohio Const. Art. II, §2 
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Endnotes 
 
1 Ohio Const. Article II, Section 2. 
 
2 See also Ohio Const. Article II,  Section 2. 
 
3 In the same election, Ohio voters placed a two successive term limitation on state constitutional officers (who, 
other than the governor, had no limit), see Ohio Const. Article III, Section 2, a two successive term limitation on 
United States Senators, and a four successive term limitations on United States Representatives. See Ohio Const. 
Article V, Section 8.  The term limitations on members of Congress became unenforceable as a result of the United 
States Supreme Court decision in U.S. Term Limits v. Thornton, Inc., 514 U.S. 779 (1995). 
 
4 Source: National Conference of State Legislatures (2/11/2013) 
http://www.ncsl.org/research/about-state-legislatures/chart-of-term-limits-states.aspx (last visited on February 1, 
2015)  *(chart revised to reflect Arkansas extension of limits in 2014). 
 
5 In Idaho, the repeal of term limits was the object of a referendum in 2002, but 50.2 percent of the voters approved 
the repeal. 
 
6 See League of Women Voters of Massachusetts v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 681 P.2d 842 (Mass. 1997); 
Gerberding v. Munro, 949 P.2d 1366 (Wash. 1997); Cathcart v. Meyer, 88 P.3d 1050 (Wyo. 2004).  
 
7 See Lehman v. Bradbury, 37 P.2d 989 (Or. 2012) (holding that state legislative term limits approved by voters was 
not closely related to change that limited terms of members of Congress and thus violated the state separate vote 
requirement). 
 
8 Source: National Conference of State Legislatures (2/11/2013) 
http://www.ncsl.org/research/about-state-legislatures/chart-of-term-limits-states.aspx (last visited on February 1, 
2015). 
 
9 The new provision of the Arkansas Constitution Article 19, Section 2(c) (1) & (2), provides as follows: “A 
member of the General Assembly shall serve no more than sixteen (16) years, whether consecutive or 
nonconsecutive***.  A member who completes his or her sixteenth year of service during a term of office for which 
he or she has been elected may serve until the completion of that term of office.” 
 



TERM LIMITS IN THE STATES* 
2014 

 
   House Senate   

State Year Enacted Limit Year of Impact Limit Year of Impact % Voted Yes 
MAINE 1993 8 1996 8 1996 67.6 
CALIFORNIA 1990 12 (c) 1996 12 (c) 1998 52.2 
COLORADO 1990 8 1998 8 1998 71 
ARKANSAS 1992 6 1998 8 2000 59.9 
MICHIGAN 1992 6 1998 8 2002 58.8 
FLORIDA 1992 8 2000 8 2000 76.8 
OHIO 1992 8 2000 8 2000 68.4 
SOUTH DAKOTA 1992 8 2000 8 2000 63.5 
MONTANA 1992 8 2000 8 2000 67 
ARIZONA 1992 8 2000 8 2000 74.2 
MISSOURI (a) 1992 8 2002 8 2002 75 
OKLAHOMA 1990 12 (c) 2004 12 (c) 2004 67.3 
NEBRASKA 2000 n/a n/a 8 2006 56 
LOUISIANA 1995 12 2007 12 2007 76 
NEVADA (b) 1996 12 2010 12 2010 70.4 
 
(a) Because of special elections, term limits were effective in 2000 for eight current members of the House and one Senator in 1998. 
(b) The Nevada Legislative Council and Attorney General ruled that Nevada's term limits could not be applied to those legislators 
elected in the same year term limits were passed (1996). They first applied to persons elected in 1998. (c) In California and 
Oklahoma, a legislator may serve a total of 12 years in the legislature during his or her lifetime. The total time may be split between 
the two chambers, or spent in its entirely in a single chamber. Before 2012, California's limits were identical to those in Arkansas: six 
years in the assembly and eight years in the senate. 
 

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures (2/11/2013) 
http://www.ncsl.org/research/about-state-legislatures/chart-of-term-limits-states.aspx (last visited on February 1, 2015) 

 
*The above chart does not include the 2014 amendment to extend the permissible terms in Arkansas. 

http://www.ncsl.org/research/about-state-legislatures/chart-of-term-limits-states.aspx
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   Members of the Legislative Branch and Executive Branch Committee 

 

FROM:  Steven C. Hollon, Executive Director 

 

DATE:  February 11, 2015 

 

RE:   Two Options for Amending Ohio Constitution Article II, Section 2  

   (Term Limits for State Legislators) 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

    

 

Article II, Section 2 of the Ohio Constitution limits the terms of legislators serving in the Ohio 

General Assembly.  

 

Chair Mills has asked staff to distribute two different options of a possible amendment to this 

section which are provided as Option One and Option Two. The options contain strike-through 

(denoting deletions) and underlining (denoting new language) markings which set out the 

proposed amended provision.  

 

Option One – Increase Limit from Eight to Twelve Years; Applies to Current Members of 

the General Assembly 

 

Article II, Section 2 

 

Representatives shall be elected biennially by the electors of the respective house of 

representatives districts; their term of office shall commence on the first day of January next 

thereafter and continue two years. 

 

Senators shall be elected by the electors of the respective senate districts; their terms of office 

shall commence on the first day of January next after their election. All terms of senators which 

commence on the first day of January, 1969 shall be four years, and all terms which commence 

on the first day of January, 1971 shall be four years. Thereafter, except for the filling of 

vacancies for unexpired terms, senators shall be elected to and hold office for terms of four 

years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



No person shall hold the office of State Senator for a period of longer than two three successive 

terms of four years. No person shall hold the office of State Representative for a period longer 

than four six successive terms of two years. Terms shall be considered successive unless 

separated by a period of four or more years. Only terms beginning on or after January 1, 1993 

shall be considered in determining an individual's eligibility to hold office. 

 

In determining the eligibility of an individual to hold office in accordance to this article, (A) time 

spent in an office in fulfillment of a term to which another person was first elected shall not be 

considered provided that a period of at least four years passed between the time, if any, which 

the individual previously held that office, and the time the individual is elected or appointed to 

fulfill the unexpired term; and (B) a person who is elected to an office in a regularly scheduled 

general election and resigns prior to the completion of the term for which he or she was elected, 

shall be considered to have served the full term in that office. 

 

Analysis 

 

The effect of the language in Option One will be that legislators who are in office at the time the 

amendment takes effect will now be able to serve consecutive terms totaling up to 12 years. 

 

For instance, if a senator is in his second consecutive four-year term, he will be eligible to be 

elected to one additional four-year term. If a senator is in his first four-your term, he will be 

eligible to be elected to two additional four-year terms. 

 

Likewise, if a representative is in her fourth consecutive term, she will be eligible for two 

additional two-year terms. If the representative is in her third consecutive two-year term, she will 

be eligible for three additional two-year terms. If the representative is in her second consecutive 

two-year term, she will be eligible to serve four additional two-year terms. Finally, if the 

representative is in her first two-year term, she will be eligible to serve five additional two-year 

terms.  

 

Anyone elected to their first term after the effective date of the amendment will be eligible to 

serve twelve consecutive years in the senate and twelve consecutive years in the house. 

 

Option Two – Increase Limit from Eight to Twelve Years; Does Not Apply to Current 

Members of the General Assembly   

 

Article II, Section 2 

 

(A) Representatives shall be elected biennially by the electors of the respective house of 

representatives districts; their term of office shall commence on the first day of January next 

thereafter and continue two years. 

 

Senators shall be elected by the electors of the respective senate districts; their terms of office 

shall commence on the first day of January next after their election. All terms of senators which 

commence on the first day of January, 1969 shall be four years, and all terms which commence 

on the first day of January, 1971 shall be four years. Thereafter, except for the filling of 



vacancies for unexpired terms, senators shall be elected to and hold office for terms of four 

years. 

 

(B)(1) No person shall hold the office of State Senator for a period of longer than two three 

successive terms of four years. No person shall hold the office of State Representative for a 

period longer than four six successive terms of two years. Terms shall be considered successive 

unless separated by a period of four or more years. Only terms beginning on or after January 1, 

1993 shall be considered in determining an individual's eligibility to hold office.  Terms to which 

a person is elected or appointed on or after January 1, 2016, shall be considered in determining 

an individual’s eligibility to hold office. 

 

(2) Notwithstanding the term limitations prescribed by division (B)(1) of this section and subject 

to Section 9 of Article V of this Constitution, persons who are holding the office of senator or 

representative on the day immediately before the effective date of this amendment and who 

continue to hold that office on and after that date may hold the office of senator for a period of 

up to two successive terms of four years or the office of representative for a period of up to four 

successive terms of two years, as applicable. 

 

In determining the eligibility of an individual to hold office in accordance to this article, (A) time 

spent in an office in fulfillment of a term to which another person was first elected shall not be 

considered provided that a period of at least four years passed between the time, if any, which 

the individual previously held that office, and the time the individual is elected or appointed to 

fulfill the unexpired term; and (B) a person who is elected to an office in a regularly scheduled 

general election and resigns prior to the completion of the term for which he or she was elected, 

shall be considered to have served the full term in that office. 

 

Analysis 

 

The effect of the language in Option Two would appear to be that legislators who are in office at 

the time the amendment takes effect will still be limited to serving consecutive terms totaling 

eight years. 

 

However, legislators elected to their first term after the effective date of the amendment will be 

eligible to serve twelve consecutive years. 
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