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Telephone survey outline

• Survey included interviews with 350 registered voters 
living within the boundaries of the Kettle Moraine 
School District.

• Interviews were completed between September 24th

and October 2nd.
• Approximate margin of error is ±5.2%.
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Who we called

• Interviews included demographic targets intended 
to provide a representative sample of voters in 
the district.

• Parents and frequent voters were oversampled
– Good to get closer look at motivated voters.
– Sample weights for overall results were adjusted to 

compensate.
• Cell phones were tracked, but were not a 

demographic target.
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Community profile
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Community profile (cont.)
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Community profile (cont.)
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Who we called:  Cell phones



Exceeding revenue cap – initial support

“The School District is considering seeking voter approval 
next spring in order to exceed the state’s revenue cap for 20 

years. This would allow the district to maintain current 
staffing levels, programs and services for students; to 

expand mental health and guidance counseling services for 
students; to support maintenance projects and safety 

upgrades; and to provide competitive employee benefits.  
This proposal would generate an estimated $5.5 million per 

year in additional tax funding. 
Would you favor or oppose such a proposal?” 
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Increase operating levy – initial support  (cont.)
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Effects of information
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• Participants were given two sets of questions about 
the proposal:
– Potential consequences if the proposed increase was 

not approved.
– Potential improvements that could be made if additional 

funding was approved.



Potential consequences

“I am going to read some statements about the increase 
in the revenue cap the District is considering.  

For each of these statements, 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 tax levy.”
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Potential consequences (cont.)

• Nine elements were presented in the context of 
programs and services that could be affected if 
funding was not increased.

• Respondents were asked if they would support 
increase in order to avoid potential consequences.

• Elements were given to participants in random order.
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Potential consequences (cont.)
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Potential consequences (cont.)

• On average, positive support was 54%.
• Avoiding need to reduce teachers and staff had the 

greatest impact on support levels, with 69% of 
participants saying they would be much more or 
somewhat more likely to support a levy increase.
– Mental health/guidance and school nurses also had support 

near 60%
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Potential consequences (cont.)

• Avoiding cuts in course offerings moved only 40% of 
respondents to support proposal more.

• Avoiding need for increased class sizes showed 
unexpectedly low support, at 49%
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Potential improvements

“I’m going to give you some statements about changes 
the District would be able to make next year if the 

proposed levy increase is approved.  

For each of these statements, 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.”
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Potential improvements (cont.)

• Five elements presented in context of improvements 
that could be made if higher levy was approved.

• One split sample regarding classroom updates:
– Half of participants asked about updating classrooms and 

equipment for technical education programs.
– Half asked about updating classrooms and equipment for 

STEM programs.
• Elements were given to participants in random order.
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Potential improvements (cont.)
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Potential improvements (cont.)

• Voter support for improvements was split:
– Support for updates to technical education/STEM 

classrooms and equipment was fairly high, with 63% saying 
it made them somewhat or much more likely to support the 
proposal.

– Support for improvements to parking, drop-off areas, and 
outdoor athletics was lower, with just 44% combined 
support.
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Impact of information

“Now that you have heard some information about the 
District’s proposed increase in its revenue cap, would 

you favor or oppose such a proposal?”
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Impact of information (cont.)
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Impact of information (cont.)
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Impact of information (cont.)

• Support after information increased 1.7%
• Opposition decreased by 5.1%

– Many respondents moved from “No” to “Undecided,” but not 
willing to make the jump to “Yes.”
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Demographic differences

• The following slides show a quick snapshot of 
differences in support between demographic groups:
– Parent
– Gender
– Age

• Charts show level of support after hearing information 
but before tax impacts.

– Location
– Voting activity
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Demographic differences (cont.)

• Very big split between parents and non-parents.
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Demographic differences (cont.)
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Demographic differences (cont.)

• Unexpectedly good support from retirees.
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Demographic differences (cont.)

27



Demographic differences (cont.)

• Voters with highest motivation have lowest support.
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Impact of cost information – tax increase

• Participants were asked about three potential property 
tax increases:  $25, $50, and $75 per year per 
$100,000 of fair market value.

• To 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 – tax increase
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Potential tax impacts tested were $25, $50 and $75.



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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Perception of quality

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

“Kettle Moraine schools provide an excellent 
education to all students.”
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Perception of quality  (cont.)
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Funding challenges

“Kettle Moraine schools receive less funding per 
student than most other districts in Waukesha County, 

based on revenue limits and the state’s school 
funding formula.  

Does knowing this fact make you more likely or less 
likely to support the proposed increase?”
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Funding challenges (cont.)
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Findings – revenue cap increase

• Initial support at 42%.
• Informed support at 44%.
• Change in support (1.8%) is not statistically significant.

– Of note, opposition decreased by 6 percentage points, and 
undecided responses grew by 4 percentage points.
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Findings – revenue cap increase

• Participants most likely to respond positively to 
avoid cuts to teachers and staff, mental health & 
guidance, and school nurses.

• Responses were also positive toward updating 
classrooms for technical education/STEM programs.

• Participants showed much lower support for parking, 
drop-off areas, outdoor athletics, and course 
offerings.
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Findings – demographic groups

• Most demographics showed informed support between 
35% and 55%.

• Groups with highest levels of support:
– Parents of current students
– Voters age 25-34
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Findings – demographic groups

• Groups with lowest levels of support:
– Voters age 55-64
– Very Active voters
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Findings – costs of revenue cap increase

• Support levels at specific tax impacts were as follows:
– $25 tax impact: 52%
– $50 tax impact: 40%
– $75 tax impact: 32%

• Lower support among Very Active and Active voters.
– $25 tax impact: 49%
– $50 tax impact: 34%
– $75 tax impact: 23%
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Conclusions

• Results show that election success is uncertain.
– At the $25 impact level, we estimate support in a range 

from 47% to 57%.
• Significant efforts will be needed to inform voters of 

the need for a tax increase.
• Tax aversion (“I would not support any tax 

increase…”) is unusually high, at 60%.
– Most districts are in the 15-25% range.

• Parent turnout will be critical to election result.
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Thank You!

Jerry Dudzik
Vice President
414-220-4255
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