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Survey outline

ÅSurvey included interviews with 400 registered voters 

in the Faribault Public School District.  

ÅInterviews were completed between January 22ndand 

January 26th. 

ÅApproximate margin of error is ±4.8%.
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Who we called

ÅInterviews included demographic targets intended 

to provide a representative sample of voters in 

the district.

ÅTo the extent that any demographic dimension was 

under- or over-sampled, sample weights were 

adjusted to compensate.



Who we called  (cont.)

ÅDemographic targets included:

ïAge

ïGender

ÅCell phones and homeownership were tracked, but 

were not demographic targets.

ïLocation

ïVoting history
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Survey structure
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ÅMain body of survey consisted of two sections: 

Operating Levy and Bond Levy.

ÅTo minimize effect of question order, half of 

participants received Operating Levy section first; the 

other half started with Bond Levy section.

ÅParticipants were asked to respond to school and 

classroom improvements, financial management 

questions, as well as potential tax impacts.



Bond proposal –initial support

ñThe Faribault Public Schools may seek voter approval 

again this fall to issue debt to fund projects that would 

address safety and security upgrades, Early Childhood 

Education, major maintenance needs, and 

modernization of classrooms. 

Based on what you know today, would you favor 

or oppose such a proposal?ò
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Bond proposal –initial support  (cont.)
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Effects of information –bond proposal

ñI am going to read some statements about some of the projects 

the district is considering.  

For each project, please tell me whether it would make you 

much more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat less likely, 

or much less likely to support a property tax increase.ò
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Reaction to proposed improvements

ÅEight elements were presented in the context of 

improvements that could be made to the Districtôs 

facilities with additional funding.

ÅThree elements were split, with half of participants 

getting each version.

ïSmaller sample size for the split sample means the margin 

of error for these is ±6.9%

ÅElements were given to participants in random order.
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Reaction to proposed improvements  (cont.)
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Reaction to proposed improvements  (cont.)

ÅGood support for accessibility, water/HVAC, 

engineering/manufacturing spaces, and secure 

entrances.

ÅWeaker support for Early Childhood Center, flexible 

learning spaces, and Area Learning Center.

ÅOn average, positive support was 64%.
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Bond proposal –Facilities Task Force

ÅAfter the list of potential improvements were presented, 

participants were asked to respond to the following:

ñThe projects in the list we just reviewed were identified 

as high priorities by a Facilities Task Force made up of 

parents, staff, and community members.  

Do the recommendations of this Task Force make you much 

more likely, somewhat more likely, somewhat less likely, or 

much less likely to support the proposal as a whole?ò
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Bond proposal –Facilities Task Force  (cont.)
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Å 61% indicated that the Task Force recommendations made them more likely to support.



Bond levy –informed support

ñNow that you have heard some information about

the proposal to fund improvements in the district, 

would you favor or oppose a proposal to fund school 

improvements through a property tax increase?ò
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Bond levy –informed support  (cont.)
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Individual components tested fairly well, but reaction to the components as 

a whole reduced support by a significant measure.



Demographic differences –Bond levy

ÅThe following slides show a quick snapshot of 

differences in support between demographic groups:

ïParent

ïGender

ïAge

ÅCharts show level of support after hearing information 

but before tax impacts.
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ïLocation

ïVoting activity

ïHousehold Income

ïEducational Attainment



Demographic differences (cont.)
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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.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)

23



Demographic differences (cont.)
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Impact of cost information –bond proposal

ÅParticipants were asked about three potential property 

tax increases:  $90, $130 and $170 per year.

ÅTo preclude responses given in anticipation of higher 

or lower options, dollar values were presented in 

random order.
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Impact of cost information –bond proposal
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Potential tax impacts tested were $90, $130 and $170.



Impact of cost information –voter groups
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Operating levy –initial support

ñIn order to enhance learning opportunities for students and 

avoid budget cuts, Faribault Public Schools may seek voter 

approval to increase property taxes to provide additional 

funding for the District. 

Based on what you know today, would you favor or oppose 

such a proposal?ò 
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Operating levy –initial support  (cont.)
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Effects of information –operating levy

ñI am going to read some statements about the 

operating levy the district is considering.  

Please tell me whether the information would make you 

much more likely, somewhat more likely, 

somewhat less likely, or much less likely 

to support an increase in the levy.ò
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Reaction to proposed benefits

ÅFour elements were presented in the context of 

benefits to the District if funding were approved.

ÅRespondents were asked to react to each project.

ÅElements were given to participants in random order.
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Reaction to proposed benefits  (cont.)
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Reaction to proposed benefits  (cont.)

ÅOpinions generally not as positive as for list of facilities 

improvements.

ÅHighest support shown for maintaining class sizes.

ÅWeaker support for avoiding budget cuts, reducing two-

mile transportation limit, and seven-period schedule.

ïChanging the two-mile limit to one mile was especially 

divided, with 47% saying they would be more supportive 

and 37% less supportive.

ÅOn average, positive support was 49%.
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Operating levy –informed support

ñNow that you have heard more information about the proposal to 

raise additional funding for the District by increasing its operating 

levy, would you favor or oppose such a proposal?ò
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Operating levy –informed support  (cont.)
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Details about projects did not have a significant effect on overall support. 



Demographic differences –operating levy

ÅAs before, charts show level of support after hearing 

information but before tax impacts.
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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ñAlumni Parentò refers to parents whose grown children attended District schools in the past.



Demographic differences (cont.)
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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.)
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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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Impact of cost information –operating levy

ÅParticipants were asked about three potential property 

tax increases:  $60, $90 and $120 per year.

ÅTo preclude responses given in anticipation of higher 

or lower options, dollar values were presented in 

random order.
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Impact of cost information –operating levy
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Potential tax impacts tested were $60, $90 and $120.



Impact of cost information –voter groups
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2017 election

ñIn 2017, the School Board asked voters to approve two 

measures.  The first was to increase the operating levy, and 

the second was to fund improvement projects in the schools.  

Thinking back, how did you vote on the two measures?ò
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2017 election  (cont.)
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2019 election

ñAssume 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 bonding request?ò
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2019 election  (cont.)
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Tax aversion

Participants were asked how much they agreed with 

the following statement:

ñI would never vote for a tax increase,

no matter the amount or how the money raised

would be used.ò
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Tax aversion (cont.)
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Grading the district

ñStudents are often given the grades of 

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

Suppose the public schools in your community were 

graded in the same way.  

What grade would you give the Faribault 

Public Schools?ò
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Grading the district(cont.)

Å30% of respondents give 

A and B grades to the 

School District.

Å22% gave D and F grades; 

this is a higher proportion 

than most.

Å15% of participants could 

not offer a response.
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅOver half of respondents based their grade on their 

personal or childrenôs experience.
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅFor reference, we compare District grades from current 

survey against a national benchmark.

ÅNational benchmark is the PDK Poll of the Publicôs 

Attitudes Toward the Public Schools, conducted in 2017.

ÅFor purposes of comparison between surveys, we do 

not include ñI Donôt Knowò responses.
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅMuch lower proportion of A 

grades compared to the 

2017 PDK Poll.

ÅMuch higher proportion of C 

and D grades.

ÅOverall grade profile 

indicates a challenging 

environment.
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅParticipants were also asked to grade the Districtôs 

financial management.
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Grading the district(cont.)

Å29% of respondents give 

A and B grades to the 

School District.

Å24% of participants could 

not offer a response.
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅParticipants were also asked about the Districtôs 

current facilities.

ñThinking about the districtôs buildings and facilities, 

how suitable do you think these facilities are for 

serving the needs of todayôs students?ò
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Grading the district(cont.)

ÅMost respondents (78%) 

thought facilities were at 

least somewhat suitable.

ÅOnly 10% of participants 

felt facilities were unsuited 

to todayôs needs.
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District communication

ñHow good of a job does the school district do at 

keeping you informed about issues and events 

happening in the schools?ò 
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District communication  (cont.)

Å40% of participants said 

the District does an 

Excellent to Good job of 

keeping them informed.

Å23% rated the Districtôs 

communications as Poor.
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Primary source of information
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Findings –bond levy

ÅInitial support at 54.9%.

ÅInformed support at 46.9%.

ÅChange in support (-8.0%) is significant.

ÅMost elements had positive impact for over 60% 

of respondents, but collectively the elements drove 

support lower.
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Findings –bond levy  (cont.)

ÅSupport over 57% at the $90 impact level.

ÅSupport from Active and Very Active voters drops below 

threshold at the $85 impact level.
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Findings –bond levy  (cont.)

ÅFor bond levy, most demographics showed informed 

support between 40% and 50%.

ÅGroups with highest levels of support:

ïVoters 35-44 years of age.

ïParents.

ïRenters. 

ÅGroups with lowest levels of support:

ïMale voters.

ïAlumni parents.
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Findings –operating levy

ÅInitial support at 41.5%.

ÅInformed support at 43.0%.

ÅChange in support (1.5%) is not significant.

ÅSupport for maintaining class sizes was the only 

element to move positive support for more than half 

of respondents.
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Findings –operating levy  (cont.)

ÅSupport over 59% at the $60 impact level.

ÅSupport from Active and Very Active voters drops 

below the margin of error threshold (55%) at the 

$65 impact level.

71



ÅFor operating levy, most demographics showed 
informed support similar to that for the bond levy, 
between 40% and 50%.

ÅGroups with highest levels of support:

ïVoters 35-44 years of age.

ïElementary and Middle School parents.

ïRenters

ÅGroups with lowest levels of support:

ïHigh School parents.

ïResidents outside of Faribault city limits.
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Findings –operating levy  (cont.)



Findings –general

ÅProportion of D and F grades in Phi Delta Kappa 

question is much higher than usually seen.

ÅProportion of voters feeling that current facilities are 

unsuitable is very low.

ÅProportion of voters saying that District 

communications are inadequate is very high.

ÅResponses to tax aversion question are within 

typical range.
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Recommendations

ÅThe District should make efforts to better 

communicate its needs with the community.

ïThis can address community sentiment about adequacy 

of current facilities and level of information received about 

the District.

ÅThe District should identify the drivers behind the high 

level of D and F grades given by voters.
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Recommendations  (cont.)

ÅIf a bond levy is proposed, we recommend a tax 

impact not to exceed $85 per year for an average 

homeowner.

ÅIf an operating levy is proposed, we recommend a 

tax impact not to exceed $65 per year for an 

average homeowner.

ÅIf both proposals are presented on the same ballot, 

the overall tax impact will need to be considerably 

lower.
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Thank You!

Don Lifto, Ph.D.

Consultant

651-223-3067
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Matthew Stark

Senior Analyst

651-223-3043

Kelly D. Smith, Ed.D.

Vice President

651-223-3099
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Demographic targets

ÅInterviews included demographic targets intended 

to provide a representative sample of voters in 

the district.

ÅTo the extent that any demographic dimension was 

under- or over-sampled, sample weights were 

adjusted to compensate.
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Demographic targets  (cont.)

ÅThe following slides show proportions of interviews to 

targets before any sample weighting was performed.

ÅAfter re-balancing, samples were each within 0.5% of 

targets.

ÅCell phones and homeownership were tracked for 

informational purposes, but were not treated as 

targets.
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Demographic targets:  Gender
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Demographic targets:  Age
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Demographic targets:  Location
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Demographic targets:  Past voting activity
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Demographic targets:  Parent households
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Demographics:  Cell phones
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Demographics:  Homeowner/renter


