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My	 name	 is	 Jodi	 Duron.	 I	 am	 the	 superintendent	 of	 Elgin	 ISD,	 and	 I	 am	 here	
representing	the	Texas	Association	of	Mid-Size	Schools	(TAMS).	TAMS	represents	
almost	a	quarter	of	the	school	districts	in	the	state,	with	enrollments	ranging	from	
1,600	to	5,000	students.	
	
We	deeply	appreciate	state	leadership’s	focus	on	funding	for	public	education	this	
session.	We	support	funding	levels	that	help	us	keep	up	with	the	cost	of	inflation	
and	other	true	costs	associated	with	educating	5.4	million	children.		
	
We	also	support	the	Legislature	maintaining	the	state’s	funding	level	–	for	school	
districts	specifically	–	at	an	amount	that	will	not	continue	to	shift	 the	burden	to	
our	local	property	taxes.	Current	state	funding	levels	have	dipped	to	one-third	of	
school	 districts’	 Foundation	 School	 Program	 funding,	while	 local	 property	 taxes	
pay	two-thirds.	
	
TAMS	advocates	for	recognizing	the	true	costs	of	education	in	our	school	finance	
formulas.	 That	 means	 a	 focus	 on	 the	 costs	 to	 educate	 all	 students,	 no	 matter	
which	 district	 they	 attend,	 from	 the	 children	 being	 educated	 in	 full-day	
Prekindergarten,	 whom	 our	 formulas	 pretend	 aren’t	 there	 a	 full	 day,	 to	 the	
children	 in	 high	 school	 whose	 opportunities	 and	 pathways	 are	 aided	 by	 high	
school	and	CTE	funding.	
	
We	 appreciate	 the	 focus	 in	 the	 Commission	 report	 on	 the	weight	 changes	 that	
provide	 greater	 funding	 for	 children	 with	 greater	 needs.	 We	 appreciate	 cost-
based	formula	funding	that	is	stable	from	year-to-year	and	that	we	can	plan	and	
budget	around	wisely.	Cost-based	formula	funding	–	properly	funded	–	is	efficient	
and	effective	at	improving	student	outcomes.	
	
Cost-based	 formula	 funding	 also	means	 recognizing	 the	 cost	 of	 educating	 each	
student,	and	meeting	each	student’s	needs,	no	matter	what	kind	of	district	they	
are	attending,	so	that	each	student	has	similar	educational	opportunities.		
	



Our	smaller	districts	face	diseconomy	of	scale	issues	in	programs	and	personnel.	
That	 is	 why	 the	 Small	 and	 Mid-Size	 District	 Adjustment	 recognizes	 this	 cost	
difference	 for	districts	under	5,000	students.	The	 formula	helps	compensate	 for	
costs	of	education	 that	are	outside	of	 the	district’s	 control,	using	a	 sliding	 scale	
with	 higher	 amounts	 for	 smaller	 districts	 and	 lower	 amounts	 for	 larger	 districts	
(see	TEA	chart).			
	
The	 Commission	 report	 recommended	 changing	 from	 an	 “adjustment”	 which	
applies	to	regular	program	ADA	and	to	all	student	weights	–	and	which	provides	
more	 for	 special	 programs	 –	 to	 a	 standalone	 “allotment”	 that	 applies	 only	 to	
regular	program	ADA.	
	
We	 appreciate	 the	 recognition	 that	 our	 smaller	 districts	 face	 diseconomies	 of	
scale	in	employing	teachers,	counselors,	librarians,	and	principals	and	in	providing	
for	 high	 school	 endorsement	 areas,	 transportation,	 technology,	
telecommunications,	 infrastructure,	 and	 facilities.	 A	 bus	 that	 is	 half-full	 is	 as	
expensive	to	operate	as	a	bus	that	is	full,	for	example.		
	
However,	diseconomies	of	scale	do	not	exist	only	in	regular	programs.	When	few	
children	are	enrolled	in	a	special	program,	it	becomes	financially	more	difficult	to	
offer	the	same	levels	of	service	as	larger	districts.	That	is	why	our	current	formula	
also	adjusts	funding	for	special	programs.	
	
We	are	greatly	concerned	that	the	size	adjustment	would	no	longer	help	us	with	
the	very	real	and	very	 large	diseconomies	of	scale	we	have	 in	special	program	
areas,	such	as	special	education.	This	is	especially	true	in	special	education	where	
we	are	seeing	growing	student	enrollment.	To	quote	a	Legislative	Budget	Board	
appropriations	 document,	 “it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 the	 special	 education	 student	
population	 will	 rise	 dramatically	 in	 the	 coming	 years,	 beginning	 in	 the	 current	
2018-19	 school	 year	 and	 continuing	 to	 grow	 as	 capacity	 at	 school	 district	
increases.”	
	
Special	 education	 was	 one	 formula	 area	 where	 the	 Commission	 did	 not	
recommend	 an	 improvement	 in	 funding	 levels,	 despite	 being	 the	 biggest	 gap	
between	 school	 district	 expenditures	 and	 school	 district	 revenue	 (see	 attached	
TEA	 chart).	 The	 Commission	 recommendation	 to	 decouple	 our	 smaller	 districts’	
real	 costs	 to	 serve	 special	 education	 populations	 appears	 both	 to	 decrease	



smaller	 districts’	 special	 education	 funding	 and	 to	 grow	 the	 gap	 between	 our	
expenditures	and	our	revenue	in	this	area	(given	that	there	was	no	level	set	for	a	
Basic	Allotment).	
	
We	also	are	concerned	about	school	districts’	ability	to	meet	federal	maintenance	
of	effort	requirements	for	special	education	if	this	Commission	recommendation	
results	in	a	decrease	to	special	education	funding	in	any	district.	Again,	we	cannot	
ascertain	the	overall	amount	because	no	level	was	set	for	a	Basic	Allotment.	
	
We	were	alarmed	to	hear	that	this	change	could	cost	small	and	mid-size	districts	
$600	million	per	year.	We	and	other	organizations	representing	smaller	districts	
raised	concerns	about	our	ability	to	meet	obligations	to	provide	special	education	
and	 other	 programs	 if	 this	 funding	 for	 special	 programs	 was	 removed.	 We	
appreciate	the	School	Finance	Commission	clarifying	their	intent	that	this	change	
be	 cost-neutral	 but	 remain	 concerned	 about	 the	 impact	 on	 special	 program	
funding	in	the	future.		
	
We	 look	 forward	 to	 working	 with	 legislators	 and	 leadership	 this	 session	 to	
improve	 our	 school	 finance	 system	 and	 to	 improve	 resources	 to	 benefit	 all	
children	in	the	state.	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	


