
Executive Summary
Under the Constitution, states have the power to set state and 
local election dates, while federal law dictates that federal elec-
tions occur on the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November 
(Overseas Vote Foundation, 2024).

There are four benefits behind implementing uniform election 
dates. First, turnout will be increased by consolidating local elec-
tions with regularly scheduled primary and general elections. Sec-
ond, consolidation will save money  at the county or other local 
jurisdiction level. Third, special interests will be less able to dom-
inate an election due to low turnout. And lastly, consolidation will 
reduce election worker burnout. 

overview
According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), 
seven states require municipal elections to be consolidated with 
even-year federal election dates (i.e., on-cycle with the regular 
November general elections in even years for federal and state 
offices): Arizona, Arkansas, California, Hawaii, Kentucky, Nevada, 
and Oregon (NCSL, 2025).
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key points
•	 Seven states require 

municipal elections to be 
consolidated with even-year 
federal election dates. This 
increases turnout and saves  
$29.5-129 million for local 
government per biennium. 

•	 Should Texas and the 
other 42 states move to 
consolidate local elections, 
other benefits include 
reduced election worker 
burnout.

•	 Consolidating elections 
means less likelihood of 
special interests dominating 
low-turnout elections.

•	 When local elections are 
held separately, it leads to 
a higher chance of passing 
tax increases, a significantly 
increased chance of 
candidates endorsed by 
teachers’ unions winning, 
and higher pay and benefits 
for public employees.

Uniform Election Dates Produce Four Main Benefits: 
1)	 Higher voter turnout

2)	 Election administration cost savings

3)	 Decreased likelihood of special interests dominating a 
low-turnout election

4)	 Reduced election worker burnout

https://www.overseasvotefoundation.org/post/why-election-day-united-states-america-tuesday
https://www.ncsl.org/elections-and-campaigns/consolidating-election-dates
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Another 19 states allow municipalities or counties to 
set their own dates, with five of those (Maine, Mary-
land, Rhode Island, Virginia, and West Virginia) plus 
the District of Columbia mostly opting for on-cycle 
even-year consolidation. 

The remaining 24 states prohibit municipal elec-
tions on federal even-year dates, opting instead for 
off-cycle scheduling (such as odd-year November 
or non-November dates like May in Texas). Virginia 
and New Jersey are among the states with off-cycle 
requirements or practices, as their state elections 
are held in odd years, so local elections typically 
align with those rather than even-year federal cy-
cles. 

According to the NCSL, local elections were typically 
scheduled on an ad hoc basis through the 1890s. At 
that point, states began standardizing local election 
schedules, often in “off-cycle” years from federal or 
state elections. There was a practical reason for this: 
elections with long ballots were not feasible to ad-
minister at the time with the available technology. In 
addition, it was thought that separating local con-
tests from state and federal races would act to keep 
partisanship out of these elections. 

The NCSL reports a gradual trend towards consoli-
dation of elections, initiated mostly by state legisla-
tures. Per NCSL, “Over the past two decades, over 50 
cities have consolidated their elections with general 
elections, including a majority of the cities in Arizona, 
California and Nevada” (NCSL, 2025). 

Again, pulling from NCSL, “About half of the states 
hold school board elections off-cycle from gener-
al elections and only a handful—Alabama, Arizo-
na, California, Florida, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, South Carolina, Utah, 
Wyoming—hold elections in November of even-num-
bered years” (NCSL, 2025). 

There are important considerations for election tim-
ing that tend to favor interest groups or taxpayers, 
with NCSL noting that while election consolidation 
may boost turnout, some local political subdivi-
sions prefer a special date for planning purposes or 
to get “better engagement among their core con-
stituents when other races are not competing for 
attention” (NCSL, 2025). The fact is that these off-cy-
cle elections result in dismal turnout. As many as 
60,000 of America’s 90,000 school-board members 
are elected with a 10%–15% turnout (Hartney, 2021). 
 
What exactly is the benefit of “better engagement” 
by leaving local elections separate, in other words, 
not consolidating with lower attendant turnout? 
NCSL cites three:

•	 Higher chance of passing tax increases (Kogan 
et al., 2018).

•	 Significantly increased chance of candidates 
endorsed by teachers’ unions winning (Hartney, 
2021).

•	 Higher pay and benefits for public employees 
(Hartney, 2021).

Since studies show that a smaller pool of voters is 
more likely to vote for tax increases (Kogan, 2018), 
this leads to an incentive for local governments to 
choose their voters—in other words, purposefully 
aim for a low election turnout where a greater pro-
portion of the electorate will likely be voters with a 
direct stake in the elections’ outcome. 

Per NCSL, “Over the past two 
decades, over 50 cities have 
consolidated their elections with 
general elections, including a 
majority of the cities in Arizona, 
California and Nevada.”  

https://www.ncsl.org/elections-and-campaigns/consolidating-election-dates
https://www.ncsl.org/elections-and-campaigns/consolidating-election-dates
https://www.ncsl.org/elections-and-campaigns/consolidating-election-dates
https://manhattan.institute/article/revitalizing-local-democracy-the-case-for-on-cycle-local-elections
https://joeornstein.github.io/pols-4641/readings/Kogan et al. - 2018 - Election Timing, Electorate Composition, and Policy Outcomes.pdf
https://joeornstein.github.io/pols-4641/readings/Kogan et al. - 2018 - Election Timing, Electorate Composition, and Policy Outcomes.pdf
https://manhattan.institute/article/revitalizing-local-democracy-the-case-for-on-cycle-local-elections
https://manhattan.institute/article/revitalizing-local-democracy-the-case-for-on-cycle-local-elections
https://manhattan.institute/article/revitalizing-local-democracy-the-case-for-on-cycle-local-elections
https://joeornstein.github.io/pols-4641/readings/Kogan et al. - 2018 - Election Timing, Electorate Composition, and Policy Outcomes.pdf
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The Situation in Texas
In Texas, counties choose when to set local elections, 
with most of them opting for elections out of sync 
with federal elections (Texas Election Code, Chapter 
3, Ordering Election). Table 1 shows how this leads 
to low turnout, likely driven by voter confusion, such 
as an election on a Saturday in May, and apathy 
(C.S.S.B. 1209, 2025).

Digging deeper into Texas’s uniform local elections 
in May for jurisdictions, including cities, indepen-
dent school districts (ISDs), municipal utility districts 
(MUDs), and other special districts, these elections 
typically feature low turnout compared to statewide 
or federal races. Typical turnout ranges from 5%-18% 
of registered voters based on sampling data from 
102 jurisdictions across 52 counties, including all top 
five by population (Harris, Dallas, Tarrant, Bexar, Tra-
vis). Samples were drawn from county reports, rec-
onciliation forms, and results pages, covering a mix 
of urban, suburban, and rural areas to capture a 
range. Contested races (e.g., mayoral or bond prop-
ositions) tend to have higher participation, while un-

opposed or elections lacking statewide contests or 
local elections with little in the way of active cam-
paigning, known as “low-stakes elections,” have 
lower turnout.

Table 2 summarizes turnout data from the five most 
populous counties in Texas, including turnout for the 
May 2023 and 2025 elections. 

Further examining the sampling of 102 Texas politi-
cal subdivisions in 52 counties in May 2023 and 2025, 
we find the highest observed turnout in the May 2023 
elections was the Amarillo City election, jointly held in 
Potter and Randall Counties, with 17.8% (Gay, 2023). 
The lowest overall county turnout in May 2023 was 
seen in Harris County’s 4.87% (Harris County, 2023), 
though the lowest turnout for a specific election 
with more than 10,000 registered voters was seen in 
Grimes County for the Navasota Independent School 
District, which registered a 4.85% turnout (Grimes 
County, 2023). In May 2025, the lowest observed 
turnout was in Harris County at 5.44% (Harris County, 
2025), while the highest was recorded in Potter and 

Table 1
Turnout for Elections in Texas by Type and Year

Election Type Year Turnout

Primary 2022 17.6%

Runoff 2022 ~7.0%

General 2022 45.9%

Primary 2024 18.4%

Runoff 2024 ~7.2%

General 2024 61.2%

Local (May) 2023 4.9–17.8%

Constitutional (November) 2023 14.4%

Local (May) 2025 5.4–12.4%

Constitutional (November) 2025 16.0% 

Note. Data from Turnout and Voter Registration Figures (1970-current), Texas Secretary 
of State, n.d. (https://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/historical/70-92.shtml); Summary 
Results Report 2023 Joint Election, Dallas County (https://assets01.aws.connect.
clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/
ElectionDocuments/2023/May%206,%202023/Unofficial%20Final.pdf).

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/?tab=1&code=EL&chapter=EL.3&artSec=
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/?tab=1&code=EL&chapter=EL.3&artSec=
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/89R/analysis/html/SB01209S.htm
https://www.myhighplains.com/news/your-local-election-hq/potter-randall-counties-report-may-2023-election-totals/
https://files.harrisvotes.com/harrisvotes/prd/Reports/May-6-2023-Joint-Election-Cumulative-Results.pdf
https://grimescountytexas.gov/vertical/sites/%7B958238D0-27E6-4F6C-919E-F1D98542C5FD%7D/uploads/Canvass_Results(1).pdf
https://grimescountytexas.gov/vertical/sites/%7B958238D0-27E6-4F6C-919E-F1D98542C5FD%7D/uploads/Canvass_Results(1).pdf
https://www.harrisvotes.com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final Official Cumulative Results-5-12-2025 11-49-06 AM.pdf?ver=3DON-RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d
https://www.harrisvotes.com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final Official Cumulative Results-5-12-2025 11-49-06 AM.pdf?ver=3DON-RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d
https://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/historical/70-92.shtml
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
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Randall Counties’ joint election for city council and 
bond approvals at 12.37% (Early, 2025).

The Texas Public Policy Foundation published a de-
tailed analysis of the bonds voted on in Texas in 2025, 
finding that many multimillion-dollar bond elections 
had such low voter turnout that “nine school bonds 
were either carried or defeated by 10 or fewer votes” 
(Bonura, 2025, p. 9). In a local contest with 100 reg-
istered voters, a 5% turnout, as seen in Harris County 
in 2023, would mean that as few as five voters might 
decide the outcome of an election. As noted by Bon-
ura, “City propositions can be carried by small mar-
gins. For example, Krum City’s Proposition B carried 
an $11 million bond by only a difference of 23 votes. It 
is problematic that a small proportion of the popu-
lation is able to take on a large portion of debt for the 
whole local populace” (Bonura, 2025, p. 2). 

In the Texas Legislature, some Republican lawmak-
ers have expressed concerns that election consoli-
dation would help Democrats by driving Democratic 
voters who participate in local elections but not in 
the general election to cast ballots in the general, 
thus increasing the voter turnout for partisan Dem-
ocratic candidates (federal and state offices in Tex-
as). Others hold the opposing position that election 
consolidation will not, on balance, shift partisan re-
sults in November elections.  But a detailed analysis 
by a veteran Texas campaign consultant suggests 
a decidedly mixed bag. Derek Ryan examined 18 
school board elections in ten Texas counties, com-
paring partisan turnout in two off-year local elec-
tions—November 2023 and May 2025—with two 
general elections—November 2022 and November 
2024 (see Appendix A). 

Table 2
Turnout in Texas’s Odd-Year May Elections

Note. Data from Cumulative Results Report, Harris County, Texas, 5/6/2023 (https://files.harrisvotes.com/harrisvotes/prd/Reports/May-
6-2023-Joint-Election-Cumulative-Results.pdf); Cumulative Results Report, Harris County, Texas, 5/3/2025 (https://www.harrisvotes.
com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final%20Official%20Cumulative%20Results-5-12-2025%2011-49-06%20AM.pdf?ver=3DON-
RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d); Summary Results Report 2023 Joint Election, Dallas County, Texas, May 6, 2023  (https://assets01.aws.
connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May%20
6,%202023/Unofficial%20Final.pdf); Summary Results Report, Joint and Special Election, Dallas County, Texas, May 3, 2025 (https://www.
dallascountyvotes.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Unofficial-Final-1.pdf); Cumulative Report, Joint General and Special Elections, 
Tarrant County, Texas, 5/6/2023 (https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/content/dam/main/elections/2023/0523/reports/cumulative.
pdf); Cumulative Report, Joint General and Special Elections, Tarrant County, Texas, 5/3/2025 (https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/
content/dam/main/elections/2025/0525/reports/cumulative.pdf); Summary Results Report, Joint General, Special, Charter and Bond 
Election, Bexar County, Texas May 6, 2023 (https://www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/38278/May-6-2023-Joint-General---Official-
Summary-Results-Report); Summary Results Report, Joint General Special and Bond Election, Bexar County, Texas May 3, 2025 (https://
www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/48372/May-Summary-Official); Election Reconciliation, Joint General and Special Elections, 
Travis County, Texas, 5/6/2023 (https://votetravis.gov/wp-content/uploads/L23Reconciliation.pdf); Election Reconciliation, Travis 
County Joint General and Special Elections, Travis County, Texas, 5/3/2025 (https://votetravis.gov/wp-content/uploads/12-2f-L25-
Election-Reconciliation_SIGNED.pdf).

County Jurisdiction/Example 2023 Turnout 
(May 6)

2025 Turnout 
(May 3)

Harris (Houston) Joint Election (inc. City of Houston, HISD, MUDs) 4.87% 5.44% 

Dallas Joint Election (inc. City of Dallas, DISD) 8.85% 8.35% 

Tarrant (Fort Worth) Joint Election (inc. City of Fort Worth, FWISD) 8.9% 7.7%

Bexar (San Antonio) Joint Election (inc. City of San Antonio, SAISD) 15.34% 9.27%

Travis (Austin) Joint Election (inc. City of Austin, AISD) 10.45% 8.52%

https://amarillotribune.org/2025/05/05/the-2025-election-postmortem-by-the-numbers-turnout-undervotes-and-the-amount-spent-per-voter/
https://www.texaspolicy.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/2025-08-TPP-May-2025-Bond-Election-Report-Bonura-Ebert.pdf
https://www.texaspolicy.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/2025-08-TPP-May-2025-Bond-Election-Report-Bonura-Ebert.pdf
https://files.harrisvotes.com/harrisvotes/prd/Reports/May-6-2023-Joint-Election-Cumulative-Results.pdf
https://files.harrisvotes.com/harrisvotes/prd/Reports/May-6-2023-Joint-Election-Cumulative-Results.pdf
https://www.harrisvotes.com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final Official Cumulative Results-5-12-2025 11-49-06 AM.pdf?ver=3DON-RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d
https://www.harrisvotes.com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final Official Cumulative Results-5-12-2025 11-49-06 AM.pdf?ver=3DON-RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d
https://www.harrisvotes.com/Portals/harrisvotes/Documents/Final Official Cumulative Results-5-12-2025 11-49-06 AM.pdf?ver=3DON-RotO2jhVbdQNWECPQ%3d%3d
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
https://assets01.aws.connect.clarityelections.com/Assets/Connect/RootPublish/dallas-tx.connect.clarityelections.com/ElectionDocuments/2023/May 6, 2023/Unofficial Final.pdf
https://www.dallascountyvotes.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Unofficial-Final-1.pdf
https://www.dallascountyvotes.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Unofficial-Final-1.pdf
https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/content/dam/main/elections/2023/0523/reports/cumulative.pdf
https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/content/dam/main/elections/2023/0523/reports/cumulative.pdf
https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/content/dam/main/elections/2025/0525/reports/cumulative.pdf
https://www.tarrantcountytx.gov/content/dam/main/elections/2025/0525/reports/cumulative.pdf
https://www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/38278/May-6-2023-Joint-General---Official-Summary-Results-Report
https://www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/38278/May-6-2023-Joint-General---Official-Summary-Results-Report
https://www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/48372/May-Summary-Official
https://www.bexar.org/DocumentCenter/View/48372/May-Summary-Official
https://votetravis.gov/wp-content/uploads/L23Reconciliation.pdf
https://votetravis.gov/wp-content/uploads/12-2f-L25-Election-Reconciliation_SIGNED.pdf
https://votetravis.gov/wp-content/uploads/12-2f-L25-Election-Reconciliation_SIGNED.pdf
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Of the data, Ryan noted in an email to the author on 
December 11, 2025,

“As you will see, in some districts, Republican Pri-
mary voters made up a larger share of the vote 
in May than they typically do in November elec-
tions, while in other districts, the opposite is true.”

He concluded his analysis by writing, 

“I’m all for moving May elections to November, 
not for any partisan gain, but because I think it’s 
easier for voters, it’s cheaper for taxpayers, and 
lastly, from a data collection standpoint, it would 
make my life easier professionally. I think if any-
thing, some of this data refutes the argument 
that conservatives want to move the election to 
get better results.” (D. Ryan, personal communi-
cation, December 11, 2025)

The 18 jurisdictions across four elections (two general 
elections and two local elections) provide 36 turnout 
comparisons. On average, the data show that lo-
cal elections are dominated by partisan voters, with 
voters having most recently voted in a Democratic 
or Republican primary making up 80.4% of the vote 
in November 2023 and 72.2% of the vote in May 2025, 
compared to 61.0% in November 2022 and 46.6% in 
November 2024. This simply shows that voters who 
appear for local elections are more likely to also ap-
pear for primary elections. Of the 18 local ISD jurisdic-
tions, for the 2022 and 2024 November elections, four 
saw a plurality of Democrats, and 14 saw a plurality of 
Republicans (with three of those seeing a majority of 
Republicans voting in the November 2022 election). 
Of the four Democratic districts, Democrats saw their 
partisan turnout advantage increase in six of eight 
local elections, meaning that the local election turn-
out was stronger for Democrats than in the gener-
al election. In the 14 Republican districts, Republican 
turnout was higher in 27 of 28 local elections. In both 
cases, this was due to voters who had not participat-
ed in a prior primary voting in the general election, 
thus diluting the share of the vote of the dominant 
party to a greater extent than for the minority party. 

This pattern likely reflects mathematical distribution 
effects: the majority party in a jurisdiction has more 
of a share to lose than does the minority, though 
this isn’t to suggest that the majority party’s parti-
san candidates are at greater risk, as we could only 
measure those voters who voted in a general elec-
tion who did not vote in the primary. 

Election consolidation would also save political sub-
divisions money. A detailed report on the annual cost 
for administering U.S. elections ranges from $2 to $10 
billion (Stewart, 2022), and “the cost of individual 
elections is about half of overall spending on elec-
tion administration in a state.” What are these costs? 
According to the report referenced above, “Opera-
tional costs that surge around an election can be di-
vided into four major categories: printing of ballots 
and related documents, salaries of poll workers and 
other temporary staff, rental of polling places, and 
postage for informational materials and mail bal-
lots.” Naturally, the proportion of these costs differs 
from state to state depending on how elections are 
conducted. A study published by the Sightline Insti-
tute estimated that “Idaho, Montana, and Washing-
ton could save 57 to 88 percent  of what authorities 
spend on these elections” (Durning, 2023). This study 
estimates savings in the range of $18 million to al-
most $47 million, with a mid-range estimate of $30 
million  per biennium. Separate methodologies from 
the same report look at the cost to hold local elec-
tions per registered voter, with one average of two 
cities yielding $5.92 for each voter. The study also 
cited an estimated cost in Texas and Louisiana of $7 
per ballot cast in primary and runoff elections in 2018 
and 2020 (de la Fuente & Otis, 2021). 

Applying the two different methodologies for esti-
mating election administration costs above, scaling 
up the estimated election costs for Idaho, Montana, 
and Washington State to Texas, and applying the es-
timated per voter costs in Texas and Louisiana, yields 
a high and a low range estimate for Texas. 

https://electionlab.mit.edu/sites/default/files/2022-05/TheCostofConductingElections-2022.pdf
https://www.sightline.org/2023/07/05/idaho-montana-and-washington-could-save-30-million-by-moving-local-elections-to-national-election-day/
https://www.thirdway.org/memo/high-costs-and-low-turnout-for-u-s-runoff-elections
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Applying the findings for Idaho, Montana, and 
Washington State to Texas suggests savings for lo-
cal government of up to $129 million per biennium. 

A low-range estimate of election administration 
costs can be derived by applying the per ballot cast 
costs in Texas and Louisiana, per the study above. 
The Texas Secretary of State reported 18,488,166 
voters for the 2025 constitutional election, casting 
2,964,635 ballots (Texas Secretary of State, n.d.). 
Striking a mid-range value between the estimated 
costs to hold an election in Louisiana ($5.92) and 
Texas ($7) per voter yields $6.46 per ballot with the 
potential biennial savings in consolidating the odd-
year election of about $19 million. Then, going back 
to Table 2 and taking the average of the ten Satur-
days in May local elections over two cycles, 8.77%, 
and applying that to the 18,488,166 registered Texas 
voters in 2025 at a cost of $6.46 per ballot, sums up 
to $10.5 million. Thus, a low-end estimate for local 
government savings per biennium would be about 
$29.5 million. 

Uniform Election Date 
Implementation 
In Texas, Sen. Bryan Hughes  introduced SB 1209, “An 
Act relating to election dates,” in 2025 to mandate 
uniform election dates, aiming to eliminate some 
of the voter confusion  attendant with Saturday 
elections in May and odd-year November elections 
(C.S.S.B. 1209, 2025).

Other states, like those that have been expanding 
early voting since 2000, provide templates for in-
tegration (The Center for Election Innovation & Re-
search, 2023). Federal reforms, such as updates to 
the Electoral Count Act, could be complemented by 
standardizing timelines.

Texas’s current primary, runoff, and general election 
cycle offers a clear path towards the implementa-
tion of a uniform election date. Local off-cycle elec-
tions in Texas often include a requirement for runoffs 
if the top vote-getter does not achieve 50% +1 of the 
votes. Whether a local jurisdiction requires a runoff 

election depends on the type of entity and wheth-
er its elections mandate a majority vote rather than 
just a plurality. Under Chapter 2 of the Texas Election 
Code, the default for most public offices is plurali-
ty unless otherwise specified by law, the constitu-
tion, or local policy. If a majority is required and no 
candidate achieves it, a runoff between the top two 
vote-getters is held. City elections are nonpartisan 
and typically held on a Saturday in May or Novem-
ber. The vote requirement is governed by the Texas 
Constitution, Article XI, Section 11, and Section 41.001 
of the Texas Election Code. 

School board elections per Texas Education Code 
§11.057 default to a plurality vote (no runoff unless 
tie), but the board can adopt resolutions requiring 
numbered positions or a single-member district to 
require a majority vote, meaning a runoff would be 
required if no candidate achieves a majority. 

Lastly, there has been concern over the matter of 
voter “rolloff,” also known as “drop-off” or “undervot-
ing,” where voters, when confronted with long bal-
lots, tend to leave the end of the ballot untouched. 
This could be an issue if the resultant votes at the 
end of the ballot end up being the same or fewer 
than would be the case if the local election remained 
unconsolidated. This proposition can be tested in a 
state with a consolidated ballot. In this case, the au-
thor selected Orange County, California, due to his 
familiarity with that jurisdiction as a former state 
legislator from that area. In the 2024 general elec-
tion, Orange County saw 76.1% turnout with 1,861,450 
registered voters casting 1,417,397 votes (OC Vote, 
2024). Table 3 details turnout down the ballot for the 
November 2024 General Election in Orange Coun-
ty, California. While voter rolloff does occur, there is 
only a weak correlation between rolloff and ballot 
position, with city proposition FF in the City of Santa 
Ana, placed about 26 deep on the ballot, only seeing 
a 7% rolloff. The measure drew some attention, as 
it was a proposal to increase city council pay from 
$12,000 a year to $78,698 annually. It was rejected, 
with 34% voting “yes” to 66% voting “no.”

https://goelect.txelections.civixapps.com/ivis-enr-ui/races
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/89R/analysis/html/SB01209S.htm
https://electioninnovation.org/research/expansion-voting-before-election-day/
https://electioninnovation.org/research/expansion-voting-before-election-day/
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/?tab=1&code=EL&chapter=EL.2&artSec=2.025
https://tlc.texas.gov/docs/legref/TxConst.pdf
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/EL/htm/EL.41.htm
https://ocvote.gov/fileadmin/live/GEN2024/sov.pdf
https://ocvote.gov/fileadmin/live/GEN2024/sov.pdf
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Conclusion 
Studies show that consolidating elections, by expand-
ing the pool of voters to become more representative 
of the broader public, leads to a reduced chance of 
passing tax increases at the local level, a significantly 
reduced chance of candidates endorsed by teach-
ers’ unions winning school board elections, and lower 

pay and benefits for local public employees, as well 
as local government cost savings. Though, regard-
ing the latter, studies offer a wide range of estimates 
that, when applied to Texas, suggest local govern-
ment savings in the range of $29.5 million to $129 mil-
lion per biennium.n

Table 3 
Rolloff in Consolidated Elections for Local Contests vs. Federal and State Elections

Contest Registered 
Voters

Jurisdiction 
Turnout Votes Turnout 

%
Rolloff 

%
Ballot 

Position

Presidential 1,861,450 76.1% 1,391,307* 74.7% 1.4% 1

40th Cong. District 456,133 80.6% 353,112 77.4% 3.2% 4

70th Assembly Dist. 266,653 70.3% 187,570 65.9% 4.4% 5

Irvine Council Dist. 1 28,039 75.4% 18,250 65.1% 10.3% 7

Irvine Ranch Water District, District 4 52,204 77.1% 33,256 63.7% 13.4% 8

Prop. JJ, City of Yorba Linda 48,927 83.0% 38,404 78.5% 4.5% 19

Prop. FF, City of Santa Ana 133,477 61.5% 72,921 54.5% 7.0% 26

Note. Data from Certified Statement of the Votes Cast at the Presidential General Election, Orange County, California, November 5, 
2024 (https://ocvote.gov/fileadmin/live/GEN2024/sov.pdf). 
*The discrepancy between the total votes cast of 1,417,397 and 1,391,307 votes cast in the presidential election represents 26,090 voters 
who did not cast a vote for president.

https://ocvote.gov/fileadmin/live/GEN2024/sov.pdf
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Appendix A

REP = Share of votes which were cast by voters who have most recently voted in a Republican Primary
DEM = Share of votes which were cast by voters who have most recently voted in a Democratic Primary
NO PRI = Share of votes which were cast by voters who had no previous Republican or Democratic Primary 
history

Data provided by Derek Ryan, Dec. 11, 2025.

COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT REP DEM NO PRI REP DEM NO PRI REP DEM NO PRI REP DEM NO PRI
CAMERON LA FERIA ISD 21.9% 39.3% 38.7% 31.6% 47.7% 20.7% 18.7% 25.9% 55.4% 31.4% 41.4% 27.3%
COLLIN MELISSA ISD 38.5% 14.1% 47.5% 56.5% 17.2% 26.3% 26.5% 10.1% 63.4% 45.5% 13.3% 41.3%
COLLIN CELINA ISD 43.9% 10.2% 46.0% 60.6% 14.3% 25.1% 30.8% 7.9% 61.3% 52.1% 9.7% 38.3%
COLLIN BLUE RIDGE ISD 52.4% 6.1% 41.5% 70.9% 8.5% 20.6% 42.7% 4.1% 53.2% 63.1% 6.2% 30.7%
COLLIN LOVEJOY ISD 51.7% 13.6% 34.7% 68.6% 16.3% 15.1% 43.1% 10.8% 46.1% 53.8% 12.1% 34.1%
DALLAS DESOTO ISD 8.1% 60.9% 30.9% 11.5% 77.7% 10.8% 5.8% 47.1% 47.1% 7.6% 81.5% 10.9%
DALLAS MESQUITE ISD 24.4% 33.6% 42.0% 37.6% 43.1% 19.3% 16.3% 24.3% 59.4% 37.4% 46.8% 15.8%
DENTON ARGYLE ISD 44.8% 10.1% 45.1% 62.3% 13.5% 24.2% 36.4% 7.9% 55.7% 50.1% 8.6% 41.3%
ELLIS RED OAK ISD 33.9% 26.9% 39.2% 47.3% 34.6% 18.1% 24.7% 22.2% 53.1% 45.7% 27.4% 27.0%
ELLIS FERRIS ISD 38.5% 19.5% 42.0% 56.4% 23.2% 20.4% 26.8% 15.3% 57.9% 39.9% 18.1% 42.1%
HARRIS TOMBALL ISD 42.0% 13.7% 44.4% 56.5% 18.0% 25.5% 29.4% 10.5% 60.2% 51.5% 15.5% 32.9%
HAYS HAYS CONS ISD 24.3% 30.5% 45.1% 34.3% 40.7% 25.0% 17.8% 23.3% 58.9% 34.0% 44.5% 21.5%
HAYS DRIPPING SPRINGS ISD 35.7% 24.8% 39.5% 47.1% 31.1% 21.8% 30.5% 19.8% 49.7% 41.6% 25.1% 33.3%
HAYS WIMBERLEY ISD 44.0% 28.9% 27.2% 49.5% 35.6% 14.9% 38.6% 24.5% 36.9% 47.7% 32.9% 19.4%
KAUFMAN TERRELL ISD 48.5% 17.7% 33.8% 64.5% 18.5% 17.0% 37.0% 13.2% 49.9% 56.5% 18.6% 24.9%
KAUFMAN KEMP ISD 60.9% 8.0% 31.1% 76.9% 8.8% 14.3% 48.8% 5.7% 45.5% 74.4% 6.7% 18.9%
LUBBOCK LUBBOCK ISD 45.5% 19.8% 34.7% 63.2% 22.1% 14.7% 32.4% 14.0% 53.6% 56.8% 24.7% 18.5%
TARRANT KENNEDALE ISD 35.1% 26.4% 38.6% 47.4% 33.7% 19.0% 25.7% 19.4% 54.9% 48.7% 29.0% 22.3%
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