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Executive Summary 
 

• 74.8% of respondents indicated that they could support a bond as high as $4 
million, and 48.2% indicated that they could support a bond as high as $5 million, 
assuming the bond contained projects of which they approved.  

• If the school district were able to raise $1.5 million in private money, 66.7% of 
respondents indicated that they could support a bond as high as $3 million plus 
$1.5 million in private donations, and 42.8% indicated that they could support a 
bond as high as $5.5 million plus $1.5 million in private donations, assuming the 
bond contained projects of which they approved.  

• Ratings of support for the various improvement projects were significantly lower 
for respondents who would not support a bond of any size.  However, the relative 
priorities of those who would not support a bond of any size were somewhat 
similar to those indicating they would vote for a bond of some size. 

• There was no difference between female respondents and male respondents 
regarding their support for proposed improvement projects and their selection of 
bond options.   

• Ratings of support for proposed improvement projects were generally higher 
among those younger than 45 years and thus more likely to have school-age 
children. People who were 45 years or older were also less likely to support a 
bond of any size.  

• The most popular improvement projects among both supporters and opponents 
of a bond include: replacing HVAC system, replacing and updating plumbing 
lines and fixtures, replacing gym roof, and replacing west wing roof at 
Washington Grade School.  

• The least popular improvement project among supporters and opponents was 
adding daycare facility/program, followed by replacing playground equipment at 
Washington Grade School. 
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Methodology 
In October 2019, the Docking Institute of Public Affairs at Fort Hays State University 

contracted with Unified School District 388 (USD 388) to conduct a study to 1) measure 

District voter support for a variety of prospective improvement projects identified as high-

need by USD 388 administrators, and 2) measure the size of school bond they would be 

inclined to support.  The purpose of the study is to provide valid data to assist 

administrators in authoring a bond proposal that will best meet the educational needs of 

students in the District and have a high probability of passing in a bond election. The 

opinions and preferences for the various proposed improvement projects among 

registered voters residing within the District were measured using a self-administered 

survey delivered to respondents’ mailing addresses of record via U.S. Postal Service. 
 

The cover letter (Appendix A) and survey instrument (Appendix B) were constructed in 

cooperation with District administrators and designed to measure respondents’ level of 

support for each individual improvement project and the size of school bond they would 

be willing to support. The sample data were obtained from the Ellis County Clerk and the 

Trego County Clerk, which included the most current official list of registered voters in 

USD 388 with their home mailing addresses.  The Institute had the Post Office update 

the file to include recent moves, leaving a sample of 1,839 registered voters.   

Questionnaires were mailed to each registered voter on October 29, 2019.  Data 

collection was terminated on November 25, at which time 421 completed questionnaires 

had been returned, resulting in a response rate of 23%.  Because there was no random 

sampling and instead all members of the target population were sent the survey, there is 

no sampling margin of error.  However, because not all of the 1,839 registered voters 

responded, there may be a potential for response bias.  The survey data were entered 

into an SPSS data file for analysis. 
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Responses to Survey Questions 
The survey first asked respondents about their support or opposition level for a list of 20 

proposed improvement projects, using an 11-point scale with -5 indicating “strongly 

oppose”, 0 indicating “neutral”, and +5 indicating “strongly support.” Figure 1 shows the 

proportional breakdown of ratings for those improvement projects. All proposed projects, 

except for adding a daycare facility/program, received more positive ratings than 

negative ratings. Almost half (46.8%) of respondents selected a rating lower than 0 for 

adding a daycare facility/program. The project that received the highest positive rating 

was replacing and updating plumbing lines and fixtures at Washington Grade School, 

with 84.2% of respondents giving a positive rating. Three other projects at Washington 

Grade School also received very high positive ratings. More than 70% of respondents 

gave a positive rating for replacing HVAC, replacing west wing roof, and replacing gym 

roof at Washington Grade School.  

 

The proportional distribution is reflected by the mean ratings in Figure 2. The mean 

ratings for replacing and updating plumbing lines and fixtures at Washington Grade 

School was 2.73, whereas adding a daycare facility/program had a mean of -0.68. Most 

of the proposed project at Washington Grade School received high support, with four of 

them having a mean of 2.0 or above, however, replacing playgroup equipment at 

Washington Grade School had a negative mean of -0.11. The proposed projects at the 

football field/track facility received lower support than those at Washington Grade School 

and Ellis Jr./Sr. High School. The mean rating scores for those projects at the football 

field/track facility were all lower than 1.4. The mean rating scores for the projects at Ellis 

Jr./Sr. High School were all positive, ranging from 0.24 to 1.85.  
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Figure 1:  Rating Distributions of Proposed Improvement Projects (All 
Respondents) 
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Figure 2:  Mean Ratings for Improvement Projects (All Respondents) 
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After rating potential projects, respondents were asked to select the largest school bond 

they would consider voting for, assuming that a proposed bond contained projects they 

rated highly.  To facilitate respondents’ decision making, estimated property tax 

increases were provided for different types of properties. Figure 3 shows that the lowest 

bond option ($4 million) was most popular, selected by 26.8% of respondents. The 

highest bond option ($7.5) received a little higher support than the second highest option 

($5 million). More than 20 percent (22.6%) of respondents said they would not support a 

bond of any amount, and 2.6% did not answer this question.  

 

Figure 4 shows the percentage of respondents that “should” vote for school bonds of 

varying size, assuming that respondents would vote for school bonds that were equal to 

or smaller than the maximum bond they indicated they would vote for. To be 

conservative, those respondents who did not answer the question were categorized with 

those who would not support a bond of any amount. The results suggest that 74.8% of 

voters would support a bond of $4 million, and 48.2% would support a bond of $5 million. 

The support for $7.5 million stays at 24.5%. Since over 50% is required for a bond to 

pass, these results suggest that a bond of at least $4 million, but not approaching $5 

million, should pass in a bond election, assuming the bond did not include any of the 

projects with high negative mean ratings among likely supporters. 

 
 
Figure 3:  Largest School Bond Respondent Would Support (Assuming Highly 
Rated Projects, n=421) 
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Figure 4: Overall Support for Various Bond Sizes (n=421) 
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Figure 6: Overall Support for Various Bond Sizes if Private Money Were Raised 
(n=421) 
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Figure 7:  Rating Distributions of Proposed Improvement Projects (Only 
Respondents Indicating Support for a Bond of Some Size without Private Money) 
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Figure 8:  Rating Distributions of Proposed Improvement Projects (Only 
Respondents Indicating Support for a Bond of Some Size with Private Money) 
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Figure 9:  Mean Ratings for Improvement Projects (Only Respondents Indicating 
Support for a Bond of Some Size) 
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The survey lastly asked about respondent’s gender and age. Among those registered 

voters who responded to the survey, 47.6% were male and 52.4% were female (Figure 

10). Almost one third of respondents were older than 64 years, and only 5.1% were 

between 18 years and 24 years old (Figure 11).  

 

Figure 10: Gender 

 
 

Figure 11: Age 
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T-test analysis found no differences between female respondents and male respondents 

regarding their support of all the proposed projects and their selection of bond options. 

ANOVA analyses were conducted to compare the mean scores of different age groups. 

At Washington Grade School, the mean scores for “renovate WGS” and “replace 

playground equipment” in general decreased as age increased. The mean scores for the 

other four items were highest among those who were between 25 years and 44 years 

old (Figure 12).  

 

The youngest age group (18 to 24 years) gave the highest support to “add secondary 

practice gym,” “add additional locker room,” and “replace south parking lot” at Ellis Jr./Sr. 

High School. The support for other projects at Ellis Jr./Sr. High School were higher 

among those who were younger than 45 years (Figure 13). 

 

In general, the means scores were highest in the age groups 18 to 24 years and 35 to 

44 years for all the projects proposed for the football field/track facility. The support for 

those projects was the lowest among those respondents who were older than 64 years 

(Figure 14).   

 

People who were 25 to 34 years old were most supportive of the proposed daycare 

facility/program, with a mean score of 2.32. The second highest support was among the 

youngest age group (18-24 years), but the mean score of the youngest age group was 

only slightly above zero (0.05). The mean scores of other age groups were all negative 

(Figure 15).   

 

Figure 16 shows the support for bond options without private donations among different 

age groups. People who were 45 years or older were more likely to say they would not 

support a bond of any amount. All respondents in the youngest age group supported a 

bond of some size. Those who were 35 to 44 years old were more likely to support a 

bond of at least $5 million, with a total of 77.6% saying they would support a bond of at 

least $5 million. The support for bond options with $1.5 million private donations had the 

same pattern among different age groups (Figure 17). All respondents in the youngest 

group selected one of the bond options. People who were 35 to 44 years old had the 

highest support of a bond of at least $3 million plus $1.5 million in private donations. The 

support of a bond of any amount was the lowest among those who were 55 years or 

older.   
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Figure 16: Largest School Bond without Private Money Respondent Would 
Support by Age 
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Figure 17: Largest School Bond with Private Money Respondent Would Support 
by Age 
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Conclusions 
The study has found majority voter support for a $4 million school bond among a sample 

of registered voters residing within the boundaries of USD 388. A bond of at least $4 

million, but not approaching $5 million stands a good chance of passing in a bond 

election. If the board were able to raise $1.5 million in private money, a bond of $3 

million (plus $1.5 million), but not approaching $5.5 million (plus 1.5 million in private 

money) stands a good chance of passing in a bond election. Although highly rated 

improvement projects can be readily included in a bond proposal, a successful bond 

initiative would likely not include projects that rated most negatively among bond 

supporters. These include replacing playground equipment at Washington Grade 

School, and adding a daycare facility/program. It is impossible to say which combination 

of projects will or will not garner majority voter support, but it is safe to assume that the 

more projects with negative or very low positive rating are included in the bond, the less 

chance that it will pass. 
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Appendix A: Cover Letter 
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Appendix B:  Survey Instrument 
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