HMS Next Steps
Post-Referendum Community Data
May 23, 2016

Survey Notes
• Phone survey window:

April 28 - May 13, 2016

• Online survey window:
May 2 - May 18, 2016

• Notes regarding online data reliability
• Notes regard phone survey language
(i.e. items not read aloud)

• Comparisons to the Pre-Referendum
Survey will be noted throughout the
presentation

• Percentages were rounded down
• Goals of the surveys / analysis
• Conversation will continue at
May 24 and May 26 events
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Respondent Demographics
Phone Survey

Online Survey

500 Respondents

1,584 Respondents

75% Residents
25% Parents
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68% Parents
25% Residents
5% Staff
3% Other
1% Local Business Employees

51% HMS Attendance Area
Elm (64) • Madison (52)
Oak (76) • The Lane (60)

57% HMS Attendance Area*
Elm (198) • Madison (201)
Oak (248) • The Lane (205)

49% CHMS Attendance Area
Monroe (93) • Prospect (87)
Walker (68)

41% CHMS Attendance Area*
Monroe (239) • Prospect (233)
Walker (143)
* Parents/Residents (Not Staff)

Awareness and Voting
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Phone Survey

Online Survey

96% Were Aware of the Referendum
Prior to the Survey

98% Were Aware of the Referendum
Prior to the Survey

76% Voted in the March Election

81% Voted in the March Election

40% of Respondents Said They
Voted in Favor of the Referendum

48% of Respondents Said They
Voted in Favor of the Referendum

55% of Respondents Said They
Voted Against the Referendum

47% of Respondents Said They
Voted Against the Referendum

Reasons for Referendum Failure
Phone Survey
(Responses Ranked Using Patron Insight Weighted Scale)
1. The total project cost was too high (1,065)
2. The design seemed to be extravagant, compared to other middle schools (394)
3. The tax impact for homeowners was too much (279)
4. The total cost for the project kept changing (103)
5. I thought it was a mistake for a new HMS to stay in the same location (60)
6. I didn’t know much about it (44)
7. Most people that I talked to seemed to be against the referendum (40)
8. The process felt too rushed (37)
9. I don’t trust the district to spend this new money properly (32)
10.What the district communicated about the proposal wasn’t very helpful to me (19)
11.I didn’t like the design (11)
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Reasons for Referendum Failure
(Phone Survey)
1. Total Cost
5. Location
9. Trust
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2. Extravagant
6. Didn't Know
10. Communications

3. Tax Impact
7. People
11. Design

4. Changing Cost
8. Rushed

Reasons for Referendum Failure
Online Survey
(Ranked by Percentage / “Check All That Apply” Responses)
1. The total project cost was too high (77% / 1109)
2. The design seemed to be extravagant, compared to other middle schools (55% / 790)
3. The tax impact for homeowners was too much (37% / 534)
4. The total cost for the project kept changing (37% / 533)
5. The process felt too rushed (28% / 408)
6. Other (22% / 321)
7. I don’t trust the district to spend this new money properly (19% / 279 )
8. I thought it was a mistake for a new HMS to stay in the same location (8% / 125)
9. Most people that I talked to seemed to be against the referendum (7% / 111)
10.What the district communicated about the proposal wasn’t very helpful to me (7% / 109)
11.I didn’t like the design (5% / 83)
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12.I didn’t know much about it (2% / 35)

Reasons for Referendum Failure
(Online Survey)
1. Total Cost
5. Rushed
9. People
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2. Extravagant
6. Other
10. Communications

3. Tax Impact
7. Trust
11. Design

4. Changing Cost
8. Location
12. Didn't Know

Reasons for Referendum Failure
“Other” Responses
• Lack of parity with CHMS
• Flawed process
• Community divide
• No clear personal benefit / No clear benefit on property values
• Not unanimous Board support
• Concerns with Curriculum / Academics
• Location
• Proposed building size relative to enrollment
• Preference for renovation
• No need for a new school
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General Advice to the District
Phone
Survey

Online
Survey

Don’t make any changes to the plan for
the new Hinsdale Middle School and
run the referendum again.

3%

1%

Before running another referendum,
modify the Hinsdale Middle School
plans to find some overall cost savings.
But try to keep the design the same as
the one that was voted on in March.

29%

30%

Develop a new, less expensive design
for HMS

58%

48%

Other

10%

18%

Recommendation
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Changes to the Proposed Design
(Phone Survey)
Most
Important

Second-Most
Important

Weighted
Scale

121

85

-

Remove the 500-seat auditorium

78

64

220

Reduce the overall building size

83

23

189

Reduce the overall cost

62

0

124

Remove the elevated running track

45

19

109

Renovate Instead

35

-

70

Change the location

31

-

62

Eliminate the synthetic turf

19

3

41

Something Else / other

26

27

-

Potential Changes
Don’t Know
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Changes to the Proposed Design
(Online Survey)
Online survey respondents were given four building components and asked to
indicate their opinion regarding whether they should be kept, eliminated, or
modified / reduced in a future design, or the respondent could select “No Opinion.”

Keep

Eliminate

Modify /
Reduce

Elevated running track

19%

51%

11%

17%

Synthetic turf

13%

60%

8%

17%

500-seat auditorium

29%

42%

19%

8%

Two-tier, 244-space parking deck

38%

25%

19%

16%

Building Components
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No Opinion /
Unsure

Location
Preference
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Phone Survey

Online Survey

Stay in the same location

51%

44%

Move to a new location

31%

9%

Depends on the location

9%

27%

Don’t Know / Don’t Care
No Opinion / Unsure

16%

18%

Location
Respondents who said they are in favor of moving the location of HMS, or who said
“It depends” were asked whether their opinion would change “if a move to a
different location could involve providing transportation for all students because of
the varying quality and safety of some of the walking routes, and would probably
mean that the new school would be on the edge of the District boundaries.”

Level of Change
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Phone Survey

Online Survey

More in favor

25%

10%

Less in favor

5%

33%

Doesn’t affect my opinion

59%

40%

Don’t Know / Unsure

11%

15%

Structuring the Bond Scenario
Phone
Survey

Online
Survey

A small annual tax increase
over a longer period of time,
with a higher total cost to the District

54%

49%

A more significant annual tax increase
over a shorter period of time,
with a lower total cost to the District

28%

15%

Don’t Know / No Opinion

2%

20%

It would depend on the
specifics of the costs

6%

-

None / No Referendum

9%

-

-

14%

Preferred Scenario
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Other

Total Project Cost
Cost
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Phone Survey

$65 million again

1%

$62.5 to $64.9 million

0%

$60 to 62.5 million

1%

$55 to 59.9 million

4%

$45-54 million

14%

Less than $45 million

32%

Would not support it at any cost

5%

Whatever it takes to build the
school with changes as described

1%

Don’t know

43%

“The District's proposal
in March 2016 was a
$65 million project. Do
you believe there is a
total project cost that
would be successful in
a future referendum?”

Timing for Second Referendum
Preferred Timing

Phone
Survey

Online
Survey

Right away (November 2016)

31%

33%

Wait a little bit (April 2017)

16%

13%

Wait even longer (April 2018)

9%

5%

36%

33% *

Don’t Know

3%

4%

Not at all / Never

4%

-

Cost is more important
than when the election happens

1%

-

-

9%

Whichever is needed to allow the
time to develop a design that the
community can support
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Other

If Another Entity Had a
Referendum on the Ballot
Phone
Survey

Online
Survey

Yes on Both

11%

24%

Yes on D181 / No on the Other

16%

5%

No on D181 / Yes on the Other

<1%

3%

No on Both

18%

7%

Don’t Know / Unsure

42%

-

Depends on the Cost

13%

-

-

58%

Anticipated Vote

Depends on Both Proposals
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Communications
Survey respondents were asked in an open-ended question, how the District could
best provide information to them about the referendum.
• Email
• Newspaper
• Mail
• Door-to-Door
• Website
• Meetings
• Social Media
• Fliers in Village locations
• Community events / Small-Group Coffees
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Sub-Group Comparisons
Notes regarding the following sub-group comparisons will be shared as part of the
Monday evening presentation.
• CHMS Attendance Area / HMS Attendance Area
• Parents / Residents / Staff
• Those Who Voted in the Election / Those Who Did Not Vote in the Election
• Those Who Voted in Favor of the Referendum and Those Who Voted Against It
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Key Findings
• The vast majority of respondents recognize the facility needs of HMS, and specifically, the
need for new construction. The vast majority of respondents are aware of the referendum.
• Cost was the primary reason the referendum lost.
• There were limited concerns with the design itself, but significant concerns with the design
components, specifically the auditorium, running track, and turf. While it may be possible to
improve understanding on the reason these components were included in the previously
approved design, there is a strong desire to see these components eliminated or
considerably modified to reduce the total cost and build a school more in line with CHMS
and other middle schools.
• While there are those who want a new HMS to be in a different location, the majority would
like to see it remain in its current location. Those who want to see it move largely confirmed
that preference after hearing some of the challenges presented.
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Key Findings
• There is no clear, specific desired cost but rather a largely held desire for the total cost to be
reduced.
• A smaller annual tax increase over a longer period of time is clearly preferred.
• There is no clear, specific desire for when a next referendum should be run - moreso a desire
to do it “right” - with broader support and unified Board support.
• There is no one communication method that will be best for all. A mix of traditional
communication vehicles (such as information in the newspaper) will need to be supported by
newer communication tools (such as social media), along with opportunities for in-person
meetings held in convenient, community locations.
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Concluding Comments
The failed referendum is an opportunity - to bring people together, to build
trust, to create stronger engagement in our schools, and to support the
achievement of our students.
The opportunity can be realized if we can demonstrate
• Our focus is first on students and academics
• A clear goal and a unified voice
• Due diligence in our process
• Fiscal responsibility
• The design is equitable with other D181 schools
• The input of our stakeholders has been heard and thoughtfully considered
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Thank You

