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Survey outline

A Survey included interviews with 400 registered vc
In the Faribault Public School District.

A Interviews were completed between Jantemg 22
January 26

A Approximate margin of ertat.8%.
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Who we called

A Interviews included demographic targets intendec
to provide a representative sample of voters In
the district.

A To the extent that any demographic dimension w:
underor ovesampled, sample weights were
adjusted to compensate.
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Who we called(cont.)

A Demographic targets included:
I Age I Location
I Gender I Voting history

A Cell phones and homeownership were tracked, b
were not demographic targets.
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Survey structure

A Main body of survey consisted of two sections:
Operating Levy and Bond Levy.

A To minimize effect of question order, half of
participants received Operating Levy section first
other half started with Bond Levy section.

A Participants were asked to respond to school anc
classroom improvements, financial management
guestions, as well as potential tax impacts.
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Bond proposalinitial support

Nrhe Faribault Public Schools may seek voter approve
again this fall to issue debt to fund projects that woulc
address safety and security upgrades, Early Childhoo
Education, major maintenance needs, and
modernization of classrooms.

Based on what you know today, would you favor
Oor oppose such a pr
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Bond proposat initial support (cont.)

Initial Support - Bond

‘ = Favor
® Oppose
® Undecided
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Effects of information- bond proposal

N am going to read some statements about some of the pr
the district is considering.

For each project, please tell me whether it would make y
much more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat less |
or much |l ess |1 kely to s
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Reaction to proposed improvements

A Eight elements were presented in the context of
|l mprovements that coul
facilities with additional funding.

A Three elements were split, with half of participant
getting each version.

I Smaller sample size for the split sample means the Ir
of error for thesets9%

A Elements were given to participants in random or
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Reaction to proposed improvemenisnt.)

Effect on Support Levels - Potential Improvements

Q16B: Accessibility projects™

Q15B: High-priority (water and HVAC)*
Q17: Engineering & manufacturing

Q14: Secure entrances

Q15A: High-priority maintenance™
Q16A: Health and safety projects™

Q18: Special education

Q11B: Expanded early childhood center*
Q13: Flexible learning spaces

Q12: Area Learning Center

Q11A: Dedicated early childhood center*

0

X
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=
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=X
=
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=S

B Much More mSome More m No Difference  mSome Less M Much Less ® No Opinion

* Split sample; margin of erroris £6.9%
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Reaction to proposed improvemenisnt.)

A Good support for accessibility, water/HVAC,
engineering/manufacturing spaces, and secure
entrances.

A Weaker support for Early Childhood Center, flexil
learning spaces, and Area Learning Center.

A On average, positive support was 64%.
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Bond proposal Facillities Task Force

A After the list of potential improvements were pres
participants were asked to respond to the followir

NThe projects I n the |1 s
as high priorities by a Facilities Task Force made up
parents, staff, and community members.

Do the recommendations of this Task Force make you
more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat less likel
much | ess |1 kely to sup

Public Sector Advisors 11 Springsted



Bond proposal Faclilities Task Forcecont)

Facilities Task Force

= Much more likely
m Some more likely

m Some less likely
® Much less likely

® No Opinion

A 61% indicated that the Task Force recommendations made them more likely to <
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Bond levy—informed support

NNow that you have hear
the proposal to fund improvements in the district,
would you favor or oppose a proposal to fund school
| mprovements through a
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Bond levy— informed supportcont.)

Individual components tested fairly well, but reaction to the compc

70%
65%
60%
55%
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%

Initial Support Informed Support

Difference is -8.0%; margin of error is £4.8%

a whole reduced support by a significant measure.
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Demographic differencesBond levy

A The following slides show a quick snapshot of
differences in support between demographic grot

I Parent I Location
I Gender I Voting activity
I Age I Household Income

I Educational Attainment

A Charts show level of support after hearing inform:
but before tax impacts.
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Demographic differencasont.)

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Informed Support - by parent status

Parent Non-Parent Alumni Parent
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Demographic differencasont.)

70%
65%
60%
35%
50%
45%
40%

Informed Support - by grade level of youngest

Elementary Middle
N=61; margin of error #12.6%

High School
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Demographic differencasont.)

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Informed Support - by gender

Male Female
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by age

18-34 35-44 45-34 55-64

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by location

60%

50%

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Faribault - Faribault - Faribault - Faribault -  Western Eastern
Precinct1 Precinct2 Precinct3 Precinct4 Townships Townships
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by past voting activity
60%

50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Less/New Active Very Active
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by educational attainment

70%
60%

20%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

High School Some College Bachelor's Graduate

N=285; margin of error £5.7%
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by household income
60%

20%

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

<$25k §25-50k  $50-75k  $75-100k $100-150k >$150k

N=387; margin of error +4.9%
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Demographic differencasont.)

70%

65%

60%

35%

20%

45%

40%

Informed Support - by homeowner/renter

Homeowner Renter

N=369; margin of error #5.0%

Public Sector Advisors

24

Springsted



Impact of cost informatior bond proposal

A Participants were asked about three potential pro
tax increases: $90, $130 and $170 per year.

A To preclude responses given in anticipation of hic
or lower options, dollar values were presented In
random order.
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Impact of cost informatior bond proposal

Support versus cost

70%

60% 57.0%

50%

38.7%
40%

30% 27.2%
20%
10%
$70 $90 5110 $130 5150 5170 5190

Potential tax impacts tested were $90, $130 and $170.
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Impact of cost informatior voter groups

Support versus cost S .15%
by past voting activity ‘
80% ‘
20%

70% 62.9% —
II = Very Active voters (6-9 of last 9 elections)
60}6 54.5% I m Active voters (3-5 of last 9 elections)
50% L3 Gos — 43_8% = Less Active/New voters (0-2 of last 9 elections)
40% 32.4%
37.8% —
30%
’ 27.0%

20%

24.0%
10%

S70 590 5110 5130 5150 5170 5190

—8—\ery Active —@—Active —8— Less/New
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Operating levy- initial support

An order to enhance learning opportunities for students

avoid budget cuts, Faribault Public Schools may seek v

approval to increase property taxes to provide addition
funding for the District.

Based on what you know today, would you favor or opp:
such a proposal ?0
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Operating levy- initial support (cont.)

Initial Support - Operating

‘ = Favor
® Oppose
m Undecided
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Effects of informationr- operating levy

Nl am goling to read s
operating levy the district is considering.

Please tell me whether the information would make
much more likely, somewhat more likely,
somewhat less likely, or much less likely

to support an 1 ncre
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Reaction to proposed benefits

A Four elements were presented in the context of
benefits to the District if funding were approved.

A Respondents were asked to react to each project
A Elements were given to participants in random or
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Reaction to proposed benefig®nt.)

Effect on Support Levels - Operating Levy

Q26: Maintain class sizes
Q27: Avoid $600,000 budget cut
Q28: Reduce two-mile limit to one mile

Q25: Seven-period HS schedule

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Much more M Some more M No Difference  mSomeless M Muchless ™ No Opinion

Public Sector Advisors 32 Springsted



Reaction to proposed benefignt.)

A Opinions generally not as positive as for list of fax
Improvements.

A Highest support shown for maintaining class size

A Weaker support for avoiding budget cuts, reducin
mile transportation limit, and $@red schedule.

I Changing the twole limit to one mile was especially
divided, with 47% saying they would be more support
and 37% less supportive.

A On average, positive support was 49%.
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Operating levy- informed support

NNow that you have heard m
raise additional funding for the District by increasing its op
| evy, would you favor o
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Operating levy- informed supportcont.)

60%
55%
50%
45%
40%

35%

30%

Initial Support Informed Support

Difference is 1.5%; margin of error is £5.0%

Details about projects did not have a significant effect on overall support.
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Demographic differencesoperating levy

A As before, charts show level of support after hear
Information but before tax impacts.
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by parent status

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Parent Non-Parent Alumni Parent

AAl umni Parento refers to parents wh
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Demographic differencasont.)

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Informed Support - by grade level of youngest

High School

Elementary Middle
N=61; margin of error #12.6%
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Demographic differencasont.)

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Informed Support - by gender

Male Female
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by age
60%

50%

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

18-34 35-44 45-34 55-64
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by location

60%

50%

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Faribault - Faribault - Faribault - Faribault -  Western Eastern
Precinct1 Precinct2 Precinct3 Precinct4 Townships Townships
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by past voting activity
50%

48%
46%
44%
42%
40%

38%

36%

Less/New Active Very Active
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by educational attainment

High School Some College Bachelor's Graduate

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

N=285; margin of error £5.7%
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Demographic differencasont.)

Informed Support - by household income
60%

50%

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

<525k $25-50k  $50-75k  $75-100k $100-150k >$150k

N=387; margin of error +4.9%
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Demographic differencasont.)

70%
65%
60%
55%
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%

Informed Support - by homeowner/renter

Homeowner Renter

N=369; margin of error +5.0%
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Impact of cost informatior operating levy

A Participants were asked about three potential pro
tax increases: $60, $90 and $120 per year.

A To preclude responses given in anticipation of hic
or lower options, dollar values were presented In
random order.
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Impact of cost informatior operating levy

Support versus cost

70%

59.0%
60%

50% 46.5%
40% 35.4%
30%
20%
10%
S45 S60 S75 S90 $105 5120 $135

Potential tax impacts tested were $60, $90 and $120.
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Impact of cost informatior voter groups

15%
Support versus cost . .
by past voting activity
80% ‘
29%

1% 61.6%

m Very Active voters (6-9 of last 9 elections)

60% 59.0% —§

m Active voters (3-5 of last 9 elections)

57.0% — u Less Active/New voters (0-2 of last 9 elections)
50%
20% 37.0%
42.7% _ 353%

30%

33.4%
20%

545 S60 575 590 5105 5120 5135

—8—\ery Active —@—Active —8— Less/New
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2017 election

nn 2017, the School Board asked voters to approve twa
measures. The first was to increase the operating levy, a
the second was to fund improvement projects in the scho

Thi nking back, how did yo
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2017 election(cont.)

How voted in 2017

m Voted for both
= Only operating
® Only bond

‘ = Voted against both
\ ® Did not vote
2%

m Can't remember
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2019 election

PAssume for a moment that the District made changes
to its proposal from 2017 and brought it back
for another vote this fall.

Based on what you know now, would you favor
or oppose a future bol
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2019 election(cont.)

Support for updated request

m Favor
®m Oppose
m Undecided
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Tax aversion

Participants were asked how much they agreed wi
the following statement:

nl woul d never vot e
no matter the amount or how the money raised
woul d be used. o
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Tax aversiorcont.)

Would never vote for tax increase

m Strong Agree
m Agree
m Disagree

m Strong Disagree

® No Opinion
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Grading the district

Btudents are often given the grades of
A, B, C, D and F to denote the quality of their wor
Suppose the public schools In your community we
graded in the same way.

What grade would you give the Faribault
Public Scho@lso
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Grading the districtcont.)

A 30% of respondents g Grade the District
A and B grades to the
School District.

A 22% gave D and F gre a, :

this is a higher proport
than mosit. .
A 15% of participants co

not offer a response.

= T o 0O m @
o
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Grading the districtcont.)

16%

4%
. \

59 |

Basis of grade

® Personal experience
® Children's experience
® Friends and neighbors
® |[nfo from District

® Social media

m TV/radio/papers

® No Opinion

per sonal or

c hil

A Over half of respondents based their grade on the
dr eno
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Grading the districtcont.)

A For reference, we compare District grades from c
survey against a national benchmark.

A National benchmark ifi2 K Pol | o f
Attitudes Toward the Public Scbhoothjcted in 2017

A For purposes of comparison between surveys, wi
not I nclude nl Donot K

Springsted
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Grading the districtcont.)

A MUCh Iower proportlon Of District Grades - Comparison

grades compared to the . h
2017 PDK Poall.

A Much higher proportion o~ -
and D grades. : -

A Overall grade profile D '

Indicates a challenging
environment. F '

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

m 2019 Survey
m PDK Poll 2017

Comparisons do not include "Don't Know" responses
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Grading the districtcont.)

AParticipants were al so
financial management.
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Grading the districtcont.)

A 29% of respondents g Grade financial management
A and B grades to the
School District.

A 24% of participants cd
not offer a response.

E ®E E E ®E =
Z T o O W
D m

Py
7 3
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Grading the districtcont.)

AParticipants were al sc
current facilities.

Mhi nki ng about the di s
how suitable do you think these facilities are for
serving the ne?ocds of

Public Sector Advisors 62 Springsted



Grading the districtcont.)

A Most respondents (78% Suitable facilities
thought facilities were :
least somewhat suitabl

A Only 10% of participan
felt facilities were unsu
to todayos

® Very suitable
= Somewhat suitable
= Not very suitable

m Not at all suitable

® No Opinion
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District communication

How good of a job does the school district do a
keeping you informed about issues and events
happening in the schals
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District communication(cont.)

A 40%of participants saic District communication

the District does an
Excellertb Googbb of ‘
keeping them informec

A23% at ed t h
communicationskRasor

7%

Excellent

= Very Good

= Good

Fair S

m Poor

5

37%
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Primary source of information

Preferred information source

3% ——

= Newspaper

m Social media

m Teachers & staff

= Friends & neighbors
m District website

m Newsletters

m Emails
m Other

®m No opinion
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Findings— bond levy

A Initial support at 54.9%.
A Informed support at 46.9%.
A Change in suppest0%) is significant.

A Most elements had positive impact for over 60%
of respondents, but collectively the elements droy
support lower.
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Findings— bond levy (cont.)

A Support over 57% at the $90 impact level.

A Support from Active and Very Active voters drops
threshold at the $85 impact level.
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Findings— bond levy (cont.)

A For bond levy, most demographics showed inforn
support between 40% and 50%.
A Groups with highest levels of support:
I Voters 384 years of age.
I Parents.
I Renters.
A Groups with lowest levels of support:
I Male voters.
I Alumni parents.
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Findings— operating levy

A Initial support at 41.5%.
A Informed support at 43.0%.
A Change in support (1.5%) is not significant.

A Support for maintaining class sizes was the only
element to move positive support for more than h
of respondents.

Public Sector Advisors 70 Springsted



Findings— operating levy(cont.)

A Support over 59% at the $60 impact level.

A Support from Active and Very Active voters drops
below the margin of error threshold (55%) at the
$65 impact level.
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Findings— operating levy(cont.)

A For operating levy, most demographics showed
Informed support similar to that for the bond levy,
between 40% and 50%.

A Groups with highest levels of support:

I Voters 384 years of age.
i Elementary and Middle School parents.
I Renters

A Groups with lowest levels of support:
I High School parents.
I Residents outside of Faribault city limits.
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Findings— general

A Proportion of D and F grades in Phi Delta Kappa
guestion is much higher than usually seen.

A Proportion of voters feeling that current facilities
unsuitable is very low.

A Proportion of voters saying that District
communications are inadequate Is very high.

A Responses to tax aversion question are within
typical range.
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Recommendations

A The District should make efforts to better
communicate its needs with the community

I This can address community sentiment about adeque
of current facilities and level of information received a
the District.

A The District should identify the drivers behind the
level of D and F grades given by voters.
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Recommendationgont.)

A If a bond levy is proposed, we recommend a tax
Impact not to exceed $85 per year for an average
homeowner.

A If an operating levy is proposed, we recommend .
tax impact not to exceed $65 per year for an
average homeowner.

A If both proposals are presented on the same ballc
the overall tax impact will need to be considerabl
lower
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Thank You!

Don Lifto, Ph.D.
Consultant
6512233067

Kelly D. Smithd.D Matthew Stark
Vice President Senior Analyst
6512233099 6512233043
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Demographic targets

A Interviews included demographic targets intendec
to provide a representative sample of voters In
the district.

A To the extent that any demographic dimension w:
underor ovesampled, sample weights were
adjusted to compensate.
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Demographic targetgont.)

A The following slides show proportions of interviev
targets before any sample weighting was perfornr

A After rdbalancing, samples were each within 0.5%
targets.

A Cell phones and homeownership were tracked fo
Informational purposes, but were not treated as
targets.

Public Sector Advisors 78 Springsted



Demographic targets: Gender

70%
63%
60%
35%
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%

Males

Gender Balance

Females

W Registered Voters M Surveyed
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Demographic targets: Age

Age Balance

50%
42%
40%
30%
21%
19% 20%
20% 159 12%
12%

N -

0%

18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64

W Registered Voters M Surveyed
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Demographic targets: Location

Geographic Balance

Faribault - Faribault - Faribault- Faribault - Western Eastern
Precinct1 Precinct2 Precinct3 Precinct4 Townships Townships

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

W Registered Voters M Surveyed
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Demographic targets:. Past voting activity

Voter Activity Balance
50%

40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Less Active/New Active Voters Very Active
(0-2 of last 9 elections)  (3-5 of last 9 elections)  (6-9 of last 9 elections)

W Registered Voters ® Surveyed
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Demographic targets: Parent households

Parent Households

100%
80%
60%
40%

0%

Parents Non-parents

m Registered Voters ® Surveyed
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Demographics: Cell phones

Type of Phone

m Cell phone

®m Land line
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Demographics: Homeowner/renter

Homeowner/Renter

‘l ® Homeowner

m Renter

= Unknown
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