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Survey outline

• Survey included interviews with 340 registered voters 

in the Columbia Heights Public School district.  

• Interviews completed between April 4th and April 12th.

• Approximate margin of error is ±5.3%.
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Who we called

• Interviews included demographic targets intended to 

provide a representative sample of voters in the 

district.

– Less Active voters were initially undersampled, so 40 

additional interviews were completed to mitigate the 

imbalance.

– All other demographic targets were achieved.

• Cell phones were tracked, but were not a 

demographic target.
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Who we called:  Gender
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Who we called:  Location
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Who we called:  Past voting activity
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Who we called:  Parent households
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Who we called:  Cell phones



Initial support

“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?” 

8



Initial support
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Effects of information

“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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Support for referendum elements

• Nine elements were presented in context of 

improvements the District could make if additional 

funding were made available.

– Seven elements were for North Park Elementary 

improvements

– Two elements were for High School improvements

• Elements were given to participants in random order.
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Support for referendum elements (cont.)
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Support for performing arts

• One additional question was asked after the list of 

potential improvements:
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“How much do the performing arts contribute to the 

quality of life in the community?”



Support for performing arts (cont.)
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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 (cont.)
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Impact of cost information

• Participants were asked about four potential property 

tax increases:  $50, $60, and $70 per year.

• Impacts were for property valued at $125,000.

• To preclude responses given in anticipation of higher 

or lower options, dollar values were presented in 

random order.

17



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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Tax aversion

Participants were asked how much they agreed

with 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 (cont.)
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Demographic differences

• The following slides show a quick snapshot of 

differences in support between demographic groups:

– Gender

– Location

– Parent households

– Voter activity

• Charts show favorable responses after hearing 

information about the proposed levy.
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)

26



Extended demographics

• The next slides show responses broken out by 

extended demographic groups:

– Household income

– Educational attainment

– Length of residence

• Extended demographics are not available for all 

voters; sample size and margin of error are shown for 

each group.
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Extended demographics (cont.)

N = 242; margin of error = ±6.2%
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Extended demographics (cont.)

N = 73; margin of error = ±11.4%
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Extended demographics (cont.)

N = 254; margin of error = ±6.1%
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Grading Minnesota’s schools

“Students are often given the grades of

A, B, C, D, and F to denote the quality of their work.  

Suppose the public schools in the state of Minnesota 

were graded in the same way. 

What grade would you give to Minnesota's public 

schools?”
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Grading Minnesota’s schools (cont.)

• More than half (57%) of 

respondents give A and B 

grades to Minnesota’s 

school districts.
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Grading the district

“Now consider the public schools 

that serve your community. 

What grade would you give the 

Columbia Heights Public Schools?”
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Grading the district (cont.)

• A similar proportion of 

respondents (54%) give 

A and B grades to the 

School District.

• 15% of participants could 

not offer a response.

– Previous surveys had 

“no response” of 20-25%. 
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Grading the district (cont.)

• When “no response” taken 

out, 64% of remaining 

participants give A and B 

grades to the District.

• Participants graded District 

higher than Phi Delta Kappa 

national survey benchmark, 

and higher than previous 

surveys of CHPS.
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Grading the district (cont.)
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Grading the district (cont.)

• Participants were also asked to evaluate how well the 

district maintains its buildings and grounds, and how 

well it manages its finances.
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Grading the district (cont.)
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Grading the district (cont.)
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Primary source of information

• At the end of the survey, participants were asked 

where they got most of their information about the 

school district.
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Primary source of information (cont.)
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Findings

• Strong initial support at 69.1%.

• Informed support slightly higher, at 72.4%.

– Value is within margin of error with initial support.
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Findings (cont.)

• Most demographics showed support of 65% to 75%

• Groups with highest levels (75%+) of support:

– Parents

– Southern precincts of Columbia Heights

– New/Less Active voters

• Groups with lowest levels (under 65%) of support:

– Columbia Heights precincts 4 & 6
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Findings – tax impacts

• Support at $50 and $60 impacts was over 60%.

– Support drops by 10% between $60 and $70

• Support for $70 impact was 54.7%

– Within margin of error (5.3%)

• Moderately active voters were comparatively the lowest 

in terms of support.

– New/less active voters were the most supportive.
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Findings – project elements

• Four elements had very positive impact on participants’ 

level of support:

– North Park library renovations

– High School performing arts center

– North Park bus loading area

– High School support spaces for theater, band, choir

• One element with comparatively lower support:

– Separate gym and cafeteria areas at North Park

45



Findings – overall

• Support for overall project is well above margin of error.

• Information about the project appears to have a minor 

impact on participants.

– Given high initial support, this result is not surprising.
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Findings – overall (cont.)

• Definite sensitivity to potential tax increases:

– Support drops considerably as tax impacts reach $70 

per year.

• Recommend that annual tax impacts be kept at 

$65 or less.
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