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Survey outline

• Survey included interviews with 300 registered voters 

in the School District

• Interviews were completed between April 18th and 

April 24th

• Approximate margin of error is ±5.6%
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Who we called

• Interviews included demographic targets intended to 

provide a representative sample of voters in the 

district

• Actual interviews came very close to targets

• Cell phones were tracked, but were not a 

demographic target
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Who we called:  Parent households
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Other demographic controls

• Gender

• Age

• Residence area within District

• Past voting patterns
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Who we called:  Cell phones



Proposal:  Approving a Bond Levy

“The District needs to raise local funds to improve classrooms, 

building entrances, and parking at North Park Elementary, and 

to upgrade the performing arts facilities at the high school.  To 

do so, the District may ask voters to approve a local school bond 

referendum.”  

“Would you favor or oppose such a proposal?”
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Initial support
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Effects of information about proposal

“I am going to read some statements about the school 

bond referendum the District is considering. 

Please tell me whether the information in each 

statement would make you more likely or less likely to 

vote for such a proposal.”
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Improvements to North Park Elementary
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Improvements to HS Performing Arts Center
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Impact of information about levy

“Now that you have heard some information about the 

school bond referendum the District is considering, I 

want to see if this information has changed your opinion.  

Would you favor or oppose such a proposal?”
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Impact of information
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Impact of cost information

• Participants were asked about three potential property 

tax increases:  $50, $60, or $70 per year

• Half asked about impact on “average homeowner,” 

half asked about impact on “$125,000 home”

– Split sample causes higher margin of error: approx. ±8.0%
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Impact of cost information
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Potential tax impacts tested were $50, $60, and $70



Impact of cost information – voter groups
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Demographic differences

• The following slides show a quick snapshot of 

differences in support between demographic groups

– Gender

– Age

– Location

– Parent households

– Voter activity

• Charts show favorable responses after hearing 

information about the proposed levy
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Demographic differences
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Demographic differences
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Demographic differences
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Demographic differences
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Demographic differences
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Grading the public schools

• Participants asked to give a letter grade to the CHPS

• Results shown for 2013, 2014 and 2016 surveys

• District-wide grade also shows comparison with 

Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup national survey



District’s overall grade
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District’s overall grade – comparisons
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• Overall grades for District 

generally comparable to national 

survey by Phi Delta Kappa/ 

Gallup

• Small shift from most positive to 

average or below average as 

compared to 2013 and 2014



Basis for grading the schools

• Participants were asked for the primary basis of the 

grades they gave to the schools

• Six options, presented in random order

– Some responded with other sources or “Don’t Know”

• Results from 2014 survey shown for comparison
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Basis for grading the schools
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• Many more participants relied 

on information from friends 

and neighbors

• Fewer based grades on 

perspective of kids’ experiences

• Fewer relying on traditional 

mass media

• Social media use growing, but 

still not widely relied upon



Voter awareness

• Participants were asked to 

rate how aware they were 

about the programs offered 

by CHPS

• 57% rated themselves as 

Very or Somewhat aware
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Other perceptions about District

• In addition to the grades given to CHPS, participants 

were asked their opinion about the following:

– Elementary, middle and high school  

– Maintenance of facilities

– Management of its finances

• Detailed results for all of the above are found in the 

full report



Voter perceptions – aversion to tax increases

Participants asked to respond to the following statement:

“I would never vote for a 

tax increase, no matter the 

amount or how the money 

raised would be used.”
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Tax aversion – comparisons
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• Strongly Agree/Agree combined 

were 25.3%, compared to 22.6% 

in 2014 and 17.5% in 2013

– Strong agreement unchanged; 

growth came in numbers 

expressing moderate agreement



Information sources

• At the conclusion of the survey, participants were 

asked for their primary source of information about 

the District

• Six options, again presented in random order
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Voter sources of information
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Findings

• Healthy support for the future bond referendum

– Initial support was 60%

– Informed support was 63.7%

– Impact of information was positive, but within the 

margin of error for the study (±5.6%)
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Findings

• Respondents given 3 statements about Performing Arts 

Center at the High School

– All three statements had positive impact higher than 70%
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Findings

• Three potential tax impacts were tested 

– $50, $60 and $70 per year

• Half of voters asked about impact on “average home,” half 

asked about impact on “$125,000 home”

– Slightly stronger support when “average home” language was used

– Difference within margin of error (±5.6%)

• Support above 50% is seen within the range of impacts tested
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Conclusions and recommendations

• If the district seeks to approve a bond levy, we recommend no 

more than a $60 impact on an average home

– Support for an tax increase of $70 in the split sample probe resulted 

in support levels at 50.4% and 45.5%. 

• At $60, support levels at 58.5% and 53.9%. 

– Average of two samples is 56.2%, above the margin of error
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