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I. Executive Summary of Findings 
 

Overall Quality of Community Unit School District 200 

Stakeholders overwhelmingly approved of Community Unit School District 200’s (CUSD 200) quality of 

education and student experience within CUSD 200. However, some room for improvement emerged in 

stakeholder perceptions of CUSD 200 communication with stakeholders and management of CUSD 200 

finances. In regards to facilities, most stakeholders rated the quality of CUSD 200 facilities as “good” or 

“excellent”; however, when asked specifically to rate the quality of Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

facilities, only 29 percent deemed them “good” or “excellent”. 

Through open-ended results, it became apparent that many stakeholders did not feel they had enough 

information to make an informed decision about all quality areas. However, many respondents re-asserted 

their agreement with the Board of Education assessment that some CUSD 200 facilities are poor and in 

need of improvements. In addition, many respondents were upset with recent CUSD 200 financial 

decisions including the sale of the Hubble property and a perceived emphasis on building new facilities 

instead of keeping up with maintenance of existing facilities.  

 

Priorities for the Future of CUSD 200 Facilities 

The vast majority of stakeholders believe providing for the safety and security of students should be the 

highest priority. Other high priorities included creating an appropriate learning environment for students, 

accommodating students with disabilities, and having an innovative and forward-thinking approach to 

education.  

In addition, when asked which capital development concept they preferred for the Jefferson Early 

Childhood Center Project, the largest percent chose Concept 2, which includes a combined 

Jefferson/District Administration Office, addition for vehicle maintenance/storage at the School Service 

Center, and selling the Woodland Facility. The next most popular option differed only in the location of 

updates and in the future of the Woodland Facility. Additional exploration found the preference of 

Concept 2 to be consistent across various community member experiences and affiliations. On the other 

hand, those who chose none of the proposed concepts were found to be respondents who rated CUSD 200 

finances and communication poorly, rated Jefferson facilities highly, and valued keeping initial capital 

facilities costs as low as possible. These respondents also were much more likely to list Board of 

Education meetings as a main source of their information. 

However, many stakeholders also expressed a desire that CUSD 200 leaders respond to the challenges of 

the current economic climate by prioritizing classroom spaces over administrative offices, emphasizing 

repairs over renovations, and prioritizing academic expenditures such as teacher salaries and classroom 

supplies over facilities.  

 

Additional Findings 

The majority of respondents reported CUSD 200 publications, the CUSD 200 website, and newspapers, 

as one of their primary sources of information about CUSD 200. More parents of current students used 

CUSD 200 publications and the CUSD 200 website, while non-parents were more likely to report using 

newspapers as a primary source of information. In addition, 70 percent of stakeholders indicated a desire 

for more information about CUSD 200, specifically on the financial state of CUSD 200, how CUSD 200 

compares to other schools, and current facilities utilization and needs.   

I. Executive Summary of Findings 
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II. Context 
 

Introduction and Background 

CUSD 200 is a large district in DuPage County that serves approximately 13,000 students in pre-

kindergarten through twelfth grade. CUSD 200 leadership believes their educational mission is only 

possible with the support, involvement, and input of all community members.  

During the 2011 to 2012 school year, the CUSD 200 Board of Education communicated their intent to 

renovate the current Jefferson Early Childhood Center. In looking to build a shared vision for the future in 

partnership with the community, the leaders of CUSD 200 partnered with ECRA Group, Inc. (ECRA) to 

conduct a Capital Development Survey during the fall of 2012.  

 

The CUSD 200 Capital Development Survey was conducted to achieve the following objectives: 

 

 Assess the community’s beliefs regarding the overall quality of CUSD 200 

 Determine elements the community would like included in the Jefferson ECC Project 

 

The objectives and content of the survey were derived through collaboration between ECRA and CUSD 

200 leaders. The survey was administered to all residents residing within the boundaries of CUSD 200, 

offering every community member with a stake in CUSD 200 the opportunity to participate. This report 

documents the results of the 2012 CUSD 200 Capital Development Survey. 

 

Importance of Conducting Stakeholder Research 

Measurement and feedback are critical components of a continuous quality improvement framework due 

to their involvement with and focus on stakeholders. Participant feedback through surveys of key 

stakeholders is a particularly effective means of engaging this input because they collect a detailed 

description of participants’ perceptions of the school experience, with personal interpretation recognized 

and valued as an important component of any continuous quality improvement framework.  

  

II. Context 
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While many statistical analyses may be carried out in a study, typically only a subset is critical 

to the eventual results and interpretations. It is important to report the results of analyses that 

are critical for interpretation of findings. 

It is the researcher’s responsibility to show the reader that the report can be trusted. This begins 

with the description of evidence and analysis supporting each claim. The warrant for the claims 

can be established through a variety of procedures including triangulation or comparison of 

evidence from different sources. 

III. Methods and Sample Characteristics 
 

Research Process 

To launch the Capital Development Survey process, ECRA developed the Capital Development Survey 

Instrument. CUSD 200 administrators worked with ECRA to refine the survey until an optimal instrument 

was complete. In the fall of 2012, quantitative and qualitative data were collected through a community-

wide paper/pencil survey distributed to all residents within the CUSD 200 Report to the Community, with 

an option to take the survey online. 

In this report, quantitative data refers to numerical data that resulted from forced-choice survey responses. 

Qualitative data refers to unstructured text data that resulted from open-ended survey questions.  

 

Inference and Reporting 

ECRA followed the major principles of “Standards for Reporting on Empirical Social Science Research,” 

published by the American Educational Research Association (AERA), when reporting research findings 

related to the study. AERA was founded in 1916 and is the “most prominent international professional 

organization, with the primary goal of advancing educational research and its practical applications.” 

AERA is considered by many as the premier authority related to educational research, best practices, and 

standards for reporting research grounded in the empirical traditions of the social sciences. The following 

were taken from “Standards for Reporting on Empirical Social Science Research,” published by AERA. 

AERA defines two overarching principles that underlie the development of reporting standards: 

 

1. Reports of empirical research should be warranted; that is, adequate evidence should be provided 

to justify the results and conclusions. 

2. Reports of empirical research should be transparent; that is, reporting should make explicit the 

logic of inquiry. 

 

ECRA adheres to principle one by providing evidence in the form of data, statistics, and information from 

a variety of analyses that support any claims made by the findings. All findings contained in this report 

carry with them the evidence from various sources used to infer the research finding. This is considered 

best practice by AERA, which states: 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

ECRA adheres to principle two by clearly articulating the process of data collection and analysis used 

during the process. AERA states: 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

III. Methods and Sample Characteristics 
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ECRA used the process of triangulation, as described by AERA, to arrive at the findings contained in this 

report. Triangulation yields accurate findings because it uses multiple methods (quantitative and 

qualitative) to verify results, thereby eliminating bias and single-agenda purposes.  

 

Sample Characteristics 

The following table shows the number of surveys completed online and by paper. In addition, a 

disaggregation of CUSD 200 households and survey respondents by city of residence is included below.  

 

Figure 1. Survey Responses 

 Number Returned 

Online 528 

Paper 507 

Total 1,035 

 

 

Figure 2. Households and Sample Percent by Community** 

 CUSD 200 Population* Survey Respondents 

Carol Stream 12% 4% 

Wheaton 59% 78% 

Warrenville 15% 9% 

Winfield 6% 8% 

West Chicago 4% < 1% 

Other 5% 1% 

       * Data provided by CUSD 200 

                            ** Percents may not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
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Figure 3. CUSD 200 Households Versus Survey Respondents  
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III. Methods and Sample Characteristics (continued) 
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Survey respondents by city were proportional to actual values; however, residents from Wheaton were 

overrepresented among survey respondents, and residents from Carol Stream were underrepresented. 

Analysis by city of residence was conducted when appropriate throughout the report to disaggregate 

responses by underrepresented groups.  

 

 

The above chart illustrates the distribution of survey respondents and their direct or indirect relationships 

to CUSD 200. More than half of respondents have children who are currently attending CUSD 200 

schools, and over one-third have a student who graduated from CUSD 200 schools. Ten percent of 

respondents did not have a school-age child, a child that graduated from CUSD 200, or a child under 

school age. Response percents total to more than 100 because participants were able to select more than 

one category. 
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Figure 4. Respondent Experiences with CUSD 200  
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Figure 5. Age Group of Respondents 
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Figure 5 illustrates the age distribution of the sample according to United State Census categories. Only 

one respondent was in the 18 to 24 age group; while the majority of respondents fell in the 45 to 64 year 

age group.  

 

The above chart shows that almost half of the respondents have lived in the CUSD 200 community for 

over ten years. Another 29 percent of the respondents have lived in the community for 7 to 10 years, 6 

percent have lived in the community for 4 to 6 years, 15 percent have lived in the community for 1 to 3 

years, and only 1 percent has lived in the community less than one year.  
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1 to 3 years 
15% 

4 to 6 years 
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7 to 10 
years 
29% 

11 to 20 
years 
8% 

More than 
20 years 
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Figure 6. Length of Residence  

III. Methods and Sample Characteristics (continued) 
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Statistical Modeling 

Statistical modeling was used to examine respondents’ views regarding the quality of education at  

CUSD 200 and levels of support for CUSD 200 facilities construction and renovation plans. Modeling 

techniques were used in order to control for certain variables (see control variables below) when 

examining survey responses. This technique allowed variables to be jointly modeled so that the influence 

of various factors could be examined independently of other factors. 

 

Dependent Variables – The variables of interest that were examined were ratings of the quality of 

education at CUSD 200 and levels of support for various CUSD 200 facilities construction and renovation 

plans.  

Control Variables – Several control variables were included throughout the analysis when significant. 

These include variables that account for characteristics of the respondents including: 

 Respondent has child attending a CUSD 200 school 

 Respondent has a school-age child who is not attending a CUSD 200 school 

 Respondent has a child who graduated from a CUSD 200 school 

 Respondent has a child under school-age 

 Age of respondent 

 Proximity from the Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Familiarity with the Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Length of residence in the CUSD 200 community 

 Community of residence 

 School affiliations 

 

Explanatory Variables –Explanatory variables were added independently of each other to identify the 

influence each has beyond demographic factors. Explanatory variables for one or both research questions 

include: 

 Perceptions regarding the overall quality of education at CUSD 200 

 Perceptions regarding the quality of CUSD 200 facilities 

 Perceptions regarding the quality of the Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Perceptions regarding the management of CUSD 200 finances 

 Perceptions regarding CUSD 200 communication with stakeholders 

 Sources of information about CUSD 200 

 Desire for more information from CUSD 200 

 

 

  

III. Methods and Sample Characteristics (continued) 
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Interpretation of Results 

Correlation Coefficients 

Pearson’s correlations are a measure of the dependence between two variables. Correlation coefficients 

range from a value of -1 to 1, where -1 is a perfect negative linear relationship and 1 is a perfect positive 

linear relationship. A correlation of 0 indicates that there is no linear relationship between two variables.  

Interpretation of the size of a correlation has been subject to debate, but a commonly used rubric is shown 

in the table below, as suggested by Cohen (1988). However, interpretations of correlation coefficients 

depend on context and purposes, and in social science research results tend to exhibit lower correlations. 

Figure 7. Survey Response Rate 

Correlation Size (+/-) 

Small 0.1 to 0.3 

Medium 0.3 to 0.5 

Large 0.5 to 1.0 

 

Odds Ratios 

The odds of an event occurring is the ratio of the likelihood that it will occur to the likelihood that it will 

not occur. If the odds are 1, this indicates the event is equally likely to occur or not occur (see Figure 8 

below). An odds ratio of 3 indicates that an event is likely to occur 75 percent of the time and not occur 

25 percent of the time (see Figure 9 below). When interpreting groups of odds, a strict interpretation of 

the actual number should be avoided because the size of the ratio can vary depending on the control 

variables included in the model. What’s more important is to examine the relative size as compared to 

others in the table. This gives an indication of the strength and direction of the relationship. 
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Yes 
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No 
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No 
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Yes 

75% 

Odds = 50:50 
         = 1 
          = 1 
 

Odds = 75:25 
         = 3 
          = 3 
 

Figure 8 Figure 9 
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IV. Results 
 

Overall Quality of CUSD 200 

Respondents were asked to assign a rating to the overall quality of education and a number of other 

questions designed to develop an overall understanding of perceptions of CUSD 200. The following scale 

was used for quality ratings: 5 (excellent), 4 (good), 3 (average), 2 (below average), and 1 (unacceptable). 

The percent of respondents who rated quality items “excellent” or “good” are reported below. Overall 

results are reported as well as results by parents of current CUSD 200 students and community 

members who are not parents of current CUSD 200 students. Color-coding has been added to all 

percents to aid in comprehension (see key below). 

 

Figure 10: Quality Ratings of CUSD 200  

(Percent of Respondents who rated Excellent/Good) 

Item ALL Parents Community 

Overall quality of education at CUSD 200 schools 91% 91% 91% 

Overall student experience at CUSD 200 schools 88% 88% 87% 

Overall quality of CUSD 200 facilities 70% 69% 73% 

CUSD 200 communication with stakeholders 61% 63% 58% 

Management of CUSD 200 finances 50% 50% 49% 

Overall quality of Jefferson ECC facilities 29% 30% 27% 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The vast majority of respondents rated the quality of education in CUSD 200 as “good” or “excellent,” 

and a similarly high percent of respondents rated the overall student experience at CUSD 200 schools as 

“good” or “excellent”. In addition, there was a high correlation between respondent ratings of the quality 

of education and student experience (r=.76), indicating that most respondents felt the two were tied 

together so that those who felt one variable was higher most likely also felt the other was higher.  

In addition, the majority of respondents did not feel the overall quality of Jefferson Early Childhood 

facilities were “good” or “excellent”, supporting CUSD 200’s interest in updating the facility. However, 

an overall 70 percent of respondents felt the overall quality of CUSD 200 facilities was “good” or 

“excellent”. CUSD 200 received slightly lower ratings on communication with stakeholders and 

management of finances, thus identifying these items as areas for improvement. There was very little 

difference between the rating of those respondents who were parents of current CUSD 200 students and 

community members who were not parents of current CUSD 200 students. 

 

  

Higher rating (> 75%) 

 Mixed rating (50%-75%) 

 Lower rating (< 50%) 

 

KEY 

IV. Results 
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Open-Ended Responses 

Respondents were asked to elaborate on their ratings of the overall quality related items in Figure 10. It is 

the nature of such surveys that open-ended responses among various community members will be similar 

based on perceptions. Therefore, responses were coded and assigned to various categories. Responses 

could be assigned to more than one category.  

 Lack of Information – Many respondents reported a lack of information or prior experiences 

with some of the quality items. Specifically, many had no exposure to the Jefferson Early 

Childhood Center. Some expressed a desire for more communication from CUSD 200 to address 

the deficiency, especially in regards to finances; however, most respondents explained why they 

did not answer certain questions. 

 

 Perceptions of Poor Facilities – Many respondents agreed with the Board of Education 

assessment that some CUSD 200 facilities are poor and are in need of improvements. Many 

respondents remarked on aspects of Jefferson Early Childhood Center that were unsafe for 

preschool children. However, Franklin School was also mentioned as needing repairs. There was 

general agreement that the quality of facilities varied throughout CUSD 200. 

 

 Perceptions of Poor Financial Management – Many respondents were upset with recent CUSD 

200 financial decisions. Very few individuals expressed that property taxes were too high; 

instead, many respondents felt the money available to CUSD 200 was spent poorly. Commonly 

cited examples include high administrator salaries and severance packages, the sale of the Hubble 

property, and the emphasis on building new buildings instead of keeping up with maintenance. 

However, some respondents did acknowledge financial management across CUSD 200 appears to 

have improved. In addition, many respondents expressed a desire for the money earmarked for 

facilities be spent instead in other areas, such as hiring and retaining quality teachers. 

 

 

Significant Variations in Quality Ratings 

Correlations between respondent characteristics and ratings of educational quality were conducted. For 

most variables, correlations were small but in some cases statistically significant, indicating relationships 

between ratings of quality and respondent characteristics. Variables with correlations that are statistically 

significant at the .05 level are shown in the figures on the following page. The percents are the number of 

respondents in each category who rated the various quality items “good” or “excellent”. 
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As seen in Figure 11, stakeholders who had a Jefferson affiliation (child attends or neighborhood school) 

were significantly more likely to rate the overall quality of CUSD 200 “good” or “excellent”. However, 

stakeholders with a Washington affiliation (child attends or neighborhood school or those 45+ years old 

were significantly less likely to rate the overall quality of CUSD 200 “good” or “excellent”.  

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 12, stakeholders who had a Washington affiliation (child attends or neighborhood 

school), those without children, or those 45+ years old were significantly less likely to rate student 

experiences at CUSD 200 “good” or “excellent”. 
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Figure 11. Variations in Perception of Overall Quality 
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Figure 12. Variations in Perception of Student Experiences 
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As seen in Figure 13, stakeholders who were parents of current students or those with a Wheaton North or 

Bower affiliation (child attends or neighborhood school) were significantly more likely to rate CUSD 200 

financial management “good” or “excellent”. However, stakeholders who lived in CUSD 200 7+ years, 

those without children, or those 45+ years old were significantly less likely to rate CUSD 200 financial 

management “good” or “excellent”. 
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Figure 13. Variations in Perception of Financial Management 
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As seen in Figure 14, stakeholders who were parents of current students or those with a Jefferson or 

Wheaton North affiliation were significantly more likely to rate CUSD 200 communication “good” or 

“excellent”. However, stakeholders who lived in CUSD 200 7+ years, those without children, those 45+ 

years old, or those with a Hawthorn, Wheaton Warrenville South, or Washington affiliation (child attends 

or neighborhood school) were significantly less likely to rate CUSD 200 communication “good” or 

“excellent”. 

 

As seen in Figure 15, stakeholders with a Wheaton North affiliation (child attends or neighborhood 

school) were significantly more likely to rate CUSD 200 facilities “good” or “excellent”. However, 

stakeholders who are familiar with Jefferson, those without children, and those with an Edison, Lowell, or 

Washington affiliation (child attends or neighborhood school) were significantly less likely to rate 

facilities “good” or “excellent”. 

 

As seen in Figure 16, stakeholders who are familiar with Jefferson or 45+ years old were significantly 

less likely to rate Jefferson facilities “good” or “excellent”. 
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Figure 15. Variations in Perceptions of Facilities 
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Figure 16. Variations in Perceptions of Jefferson Facilities 
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Odds of Rating Quality Items Excellent 

Additional analysis was run to further examine the predictive influence of various factors on stakeholder 

perceptions of overall quality in CUSD 200. These results were obtained using logistic regression 

modeling techniques with stakeholders who rated overall quality “excellent” versus other stakeholders. 

Please refer to the Statistical Modeling portion of the report for a more in-depth description of methods. 

The following variables had no significant predictive effect on overall quality ratings of CUSD 200 as 

“excellent”. 

 Age group affiliation 

 Having a child who graduated from a CUSD 200 school 

 Having a child who currently attends a CUSD 200 school 

 Having a child who does not currently attend a CUSD 200 school 

 Being a current and past non-user of CUSD 200.  

 Length of residence in the CUSD 200 community 

 School affiliations with the exception of Washington Elementary School  

 

The following variable had a significant predictive effect on overall quality ratings of CUSD 200 as 

“excellent”. 

 Washington Elementary School Affiliation – Stakeholders who reported they had students at 

Washington Elementary School or that Washington Elementary School was their neighborhood 

school were significantly less likely to rate the overall quality of CUSD 200 as “excellent”.   

 

A number of explanatory variables were explored while controlling for the variables above. The 

following variables had no significant predictive effect on overall quality ratings of CUSD 200 when 

controlling for the above variables. 

 Source of information about CUSD 200 

 Expressing an interest in receiving more information from CUSD 200  

 Perceptions regarding the quality of the Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 City of residence 

 

The following explanatory variables had a significant predictive effect on overall quality ratings of 

CUSD 200 as “excellent” after controlling for the variable above.  

 Perceptions regarding student experiences in CUSD 200 – Those stakeholders who rated 

overall student experiences in CUSD 200 highly were significantly more likely to rate the overall 

quality of CUSD 200 as “excellent”.  

 Perceptions regarding CUSD 200 communication with stakeholders – Those stakeholders 

who rated communication with stakeholders highly were significantly more likely to rate the 

overall quality of CUSD 200 as “excellent”. 

 Perceptions regarding the quality of CUSD 200 facilities – Those stakeholders who rated the 

quality of CUSD 200 facilities highly were significantly more likely to rate the overall quality of 

CUSD 200 as “excellent”. 

 

IV. Results (continued) 
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 Perceptions regarding the management of CUSD 200 finances – Those stakeholders who rated 

management of finances highly were significantly more likely to rate the overall quality of CUSD 

200 as “excellent”. 

 

A summary of results when all variables were included in the model were summarized in the figure 

below. Overall, rating student experiences, communications, facilities, and finances highly lead to higher 

odds of rating overall quality as “excellent”; while, having a Washington affiliation lead to lower odds of 

rating overall quality as “excellent”. For example, the odds of rating the overall quality of CUSD 200 

“excellent” are 14.7 times larger for respondents who rated student experiences in CUSD 200 highly 

compared to those who rated student experiences in CUSD 200 as average or poor.  

 
 

 

 

Priorities for the Future of CUSD 200 Facilities 

Respondents were asked to rate the level of importance they placed on various characteristics as they 

related to the future planning of CUSD 200’s Capital Development Plan. The scale used was from 1 to 5, 

with 5 indicating greater importance and 1 indicating lesser importance. The percent of stakeholders who 

prioritized each item as a 5 and the percent of stakeholders who prioritized each item as a 4 or 5 are listed 

below in descending order by the percent that prioritized each item as a 5. Color-coding has been added to 

all percents to aid in comprehension (see key below). 

Figure 18. Priorities for the CUSD 200 Capital Development Plan 

 % Rated High 

Priority (4 & 5) 

% Rated Highest 

Priority (5) 

Providing for the safety and security of students 95% 76% 

Creating an appropriate learning environment for students 93% 70% 

Accommodating students with disabilities 80% 51% 

Having an innovative and forward-thinking approach to education 78% 49% 

Keeping ongoing repair and renovation costs as low as possible 72% 35% 

Renovating facilities to support the academic and extracurricular 

experiences of students 

72% 32% 
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Figure 17: Odds of Rating District Quality as Excellent 
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Figure 18 (continued). Priorities for the CUSD 200 Capital Development Plan 

 % Rated High 

Priority (4 & 5) 

% Rated Highest 

Priority (5) 

Keeping initial capital facilities costs as low as possible 70% 36% 

Emphasizing technology in the facilities plan 66% 26% 

Having facilities that are on par with other surrounding districts 56% 22% 

Investing in energy saving and other “green” solutions 56% 19% 

Developing Jefferson ECC in accordance with a long-range facilities plan 

for the District 

55% 23% 

Ensuring flexibility of use of the Jefferson ECC building 44% 16% 

Providing adequate space to run District services and administrative 

operations 

42% 11% 

Including open green space in renovation plans 41% 14% 

Providing space in schools for community use 30% 9% 

Blending Jefferson ECC building design with the neighborhood 29% 11% 

 

 

 

 

 

As seen above, stakeholders strongly prioritized providing for the safety and security of students in the 

CUSD 200 Capital Development Plan. In addition, a large majority of stakeholders rated creating an 

appropriate learning environment for students, accommodating students with disabilities, and having an 

innovative and forward-thinking approach to education as high priorities. While less than 50 percent of 

stakeholders identified ensuring flexibility of use in the Jefferson ECC building, including open green 

space in renovation plans, blending Jefferson ECC building design with the neighborhood, providing 

adequate space to run District services and administrative operations, and providing space in schools for 

community use as high priorities. 

 
 

 

Stakeholder Concept Selection 

Stakeholders were asked to select one of three concepts for the building of a new Jefferson Early 

Childhood Center based on personal opinion and full concept descriptions included in the Community 

Report distributed with the survey. All concepts also addressed additional CUSD 200 facility needs. 

Stakeholders were also allowed the option of writing in a different concept if none listed appealed to the 

respondent. A copy of the survey question is shown on the following page.   
 

 

  

Higher rating (> 75%) 

 Mixed rating (50%-75%) 

 Lower rating (< 50%) 

 

KEY 

IV. Results (continued) 



 

ECRA Group, Inc.  19 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Concept Selection Survey Question 

 

 

 

Stakeholder selections can be found in the figure below. Thirty-four percent of stakeholders supported 

Concept 2, which includes combining Jefferson Early Childhood Center with the District Administration 

Office on the Jefferson Site, adding to vehicle maintenance and storage at the School Service Center, and 

selling the Woodland Facility. The second most popular option, Concept 1, provided a similar capital 

development plan, differing only in the location of the administrative expansions and the outcome of the 

Woodland Facility. 

 

 

 

  

Concept 1 
27% 

Concept 2 
34% 

Concept 3 
15% 

Other 
24% 

Figure 20. Stakeholder Concept Selection 

PART III 
 

             
  

 24.      O     Concept #1 at a cost of $29.6 million 

 New Jefferson Early Childhood Center (stand-alone) 

 School Service Center Expansion of board room and additional storage 

 Woodland Expansion (Addition to house vehicle storage and technology) 

 

             O     Concept #2 at a cost of $29.4 million 

 Three facilities down to two through combined Jefferson/District Administration Office on 

Jefferson Site 

 Addition for vehicle maintenance/storage at the School Service Center 

 Sell Woodland Facility 

 

             O     Concept #3 at a cost of $38.6 million 

 Three facilities down to two through combined Jefferson/District Administration Office on 

Jefferson Site 

 Addition for vehicle maintenance/storage at the School Service Center 

 Sell Woodland Facility 

 High priority (Priority 1/Condition 1) capital improvements 
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Selection of Concept 2 

Additional analysis was run to further examine the predictive influence of various factors on stakeholder 

perceptions. These results were obtained using logistic regression modeling techniques with stakeholders 

who selected Concept 2 versus all other stakeholders. Please refer to the Statistical Modeling portion of 

the report for a more in-depth description of methods. 

The following variables had no significant predictive effect on support for Concept 2. 

 Familiarity with Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Proximity to Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Age group affiliation 

 All school affiliations other than with Hubble Middle School 

 Having a child who currently attends a CUSD 200 school 

 Having a child who does not currently attend a CUSD 200 school 

 Being a current and past non-user of CUSD 200.  

 

The following three variables had a significant predictive effect on support for Concept 2. 

 Length of Residency – Stakeholders who reported living in CUSD 200 community longer were 

significantly more likely to support Concept 2. 

 Hubble Middle School Affiliation – Stakeholders who reported they had students at Hubble 

Middle School or that Hubble Middle School was their neighborhood school were significantly 

more likely to support Concept 2.  

 Child Graduated from CUSD 200 – Stakeholders who reported having a child who graduated 

from CUSD 200 were significantly more likely to support Concept 2. 

 

A number of explanatory variables were explored after controlling for the variables above. The following 

variables had no significant predictive effect on support for Concept 2 when controlling for the above 

variables. 

 Perception of overall quality of education 

 Perception of quality of facilities 

 Perception of quality of Jefferson Early Childhood Center 

 Perception management of finances 

 Perception of communication with stakeholders 

 Use of the CUSD 200 website or newspapers as a main source of information 

 Expressing an interest in receiving more information from the district  

 

One explanatory variable had a significant predictive effect on support for Concept 2 after controlling 

for the variables above. 

 Use of CUSD 200 Publications – Those stakeholders who selected CUSD 200 Publications as 

one of their primary sources of information about CUSD 200 were significantly more likely to 

support Concept 2.  
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A summary of results was summarized in the figure below. All variables are significant in collaboration 

with the exception of length of residency and Hubble Middle School affiliation. For example, the odds of 

selecting Concept 2 are 1.5 times larger for respondents who have a child who graduated from CUSD 200 

versus respondents who do not have a child who graduated from CUSD 200. 

 

 

 

 

In addition, the odds of Concept 2 selection were explored by considerations for the Capital Development 

Plan and community of residence while controlling for the variables identified above.  
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Figure 21. Odds of Concept 2 Selection 
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Figure 22. Odds of Concept 2 Selection by Community 
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Figure 23. Odds of Concept 2 Selection by Priorities 
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As seen in the figures on the previous pages, there was no significant difference in support for Concept 2 

between respondents of different communities. Among stakeholder ratings of the importance of various 

considerations in the CUSD 200 Capital Development Plan there was only a significant difference among 

those stakeholders who did not prioritize emphasizing innovative technology in capital, having facilities 

that are on par with others, and investing in energy saving and other “green” solutions. Stakeholders who 

were less likely to select these items were more likely to select Concept 2. It appears consistent that 

stakeholders less interested in “bells and whistles” would select the most pared down option.  

 

 

Selection of No Concept 

In addition, analyses were run to examine the predictive influence of various factors on stakeholders who 

did not support any of CUSD 200 provided concepts. These results were obtained using logistic 

regression modeling techniques. Only variables that were statistically significant at the .05 level are 

shown in the figures below.  

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 24, stakeholders who rated finances poorly had odds that were three times higher to not 

support any of the concepts proposed. In addition, stakeholders who rated Jefferson facilities highly or 

communications poorly had approximately two times higher odds to not support any of the concepts 

proposed. 
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Rated communication poorly 

Rated Jefferson facilities highly 
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Odds Ratio 

Figure 24. Odds of No Concept Selection 
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Figure 25. Odds of No Concept Selection by Source of Information 
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As seen in Figure 25, stakeholders who indicated Board of Education meetings were one of their main 

sources of information about CUSD 200 had odds that were 3 times higher of not selecting any of the 

concepts proposed; while stakeholders who indicated CUSD 200 publications, employees, or website had 

half the odds of selecting not selecting any of the concepts proposed. 

 

 

 

As seen in Figure 26, stakeholders who rated keeping initial capital facilities costs as low as possible as a 

“highest priority” were almost four times as likely to not select any of the concepts proposed. Conversely, 

stakeholders who selected having an innovative and forward-thinking approach to education, providing 

for the safety and security of students, providing adequate space to run District services and 

administrative operations, or developing Jefferson ECC in accordance with a long-range facilities plan for 

the District as a “highest priority” were significantly less likely to select none of the concepts proposed.  

 

Open-Ended Responses 

As in the previous open-ended response analyses, responses were coded and assigned membership to 

various categories for each of the following questions. Responses could be assigned to more than one 

category. Respondents who selected a concept other than the three options provided were asked to explain 

their preferred course of action. The most frequently selected alternatives were described in greater detail 

below. 

 Zero Cost Option – Many stakeholders who did not select one of the provided options asked 

CUSD 200 to work within current facility and budget constraints. Many respondents were 

concerned they will be asked to pay more in taxes, which they cannot afford. 

 Prioritize Classroom Spaces – Some stakeholders do not want updates to the administrative 

buildings combined with renovations and maintenance of classroom space and other facilities 

directly used by children. They would like facilities with direct educational use to be prioritized 

and administrative updates put on the back-burner. 

  

0.3 
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0.6 
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3.9 

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 

Developing Jefferson ECC in accordance 
with a long-range facilities plan for the 

District 

Providing adequate space to run District 
services and administrative operations 
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Keeping initial capital facilities costs as 
low as possible 

Odds Ratio 

Figure 26. Odds of No Concept Selection by Priorities 
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 Emphasize repairs – Some stakeholders would like CUSD 200 to prioritize maintenance and 

minor updates such as Priority 1/Condition 1 capital improvements ONLY to keep buildings in 

good shape and prevent the need for new buildings in the future. In addition to a lower bill, many 

stakeholders feel this will spread the cost out over multiple years, which can be built into the 

budget instead of requiring a large one-time payment. 

 

Respondents were also asked to elaborate on their concept selection. The most frequently mentioned 

themes were described in greater detail below.   

 Prioritize Academic Expenditures – Many stakeholders would like CUSD 200 to revise current 

plans so money is spent directly in the classroom on teachers and supplies or at the very least in 

classroom spaces. Many did not support updates or an expansion of administrative space.  

 

 Spend Less – Many stakeholders were upset about a new capital development proposal so soon 

after Hubble. Stakeholders expressed frustration at bad economic conditions and many shared 

they were struggling economically. They would like CUSD 200 to respect this as they consider 

plans. 

 

 Include the Transition Program in Jefferson Plans – Some stakeholders expressed an interest 

in the Transition Program re-locating to Jefferson Early Childhood Center and being considered 

in the planning and building phases of the plan. Many of these stakeholders consider the program 

important and deserving of attention. They also expressed concern that the program’s current 

facility was limiting the program’s effectiveness.  
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V. Additional Findings 

Sources of Information 

Respondents were asked to mark the two most important sources of their information about CUSD 200 

schools from a list of nine options. In addition, they were asked to select all that applied from six topics 

on which they would like CUSD 200 to provide more information. They were also asked to write in 

responses to each question as needed. The percentage of respondents who picked each of the options was 

shown in the figures below, sorted from most selected to least selected. Percentages do not add to 100 

percent because respondents were allowed to select more than one response.  

 

Figure 27. Sources of Information 

Information Source Percent of Respondents 

CUSD 200 Publications 52% 

CUSD 200 Website 41% 

Newspaper (print or online) 31% 

CUSD 200 Students 17% 

CUSD 200 Employees 17% 

Neighbors/Friends 15% 

School Meetings and Events 10% 

Other 3% 

Board of Education meeting 2% 
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Figure 28. Sources of Information: 
Parents and Community Members 

Parent Community 
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As seen in the figures on the previous page, CUSD 200 publications, the CUSD 200 website, and 

newspapers were the main sources of information about CUSD 200 for parents and community members. 

However, when a distinction was made between parents with students who attended a school in  

CUSD 200 and those community members who do not currently have a child in the district, discrepancies 

emerged in certain areas. For instance, parents were substantially more likely to use the CUSD 200 

website than community members; while community members are substantially more likely to use 

newspapers as one of their main sources of information about the district when compared to parents. This 

information can help target mediums for communication to various stakeholder groups and also allows for 

an exploration of how stakeholders rate CUSD 200 by main sources of information. The figures below 

highlight correlations between ratings of quality and information sources. Only correlations significant at 

the .05 level were included. 

 
 

As seen in Figure 22, there was a significant positive relationship between receiving information about 

CUSD 200 from CUSD 200 Publications and rating CUSD 200 overall quality “good” or “excellent”. 

However, there was a significant negative relationship between receiving information about CUSD 200 

from newspapers and rating CUSD 200 overall quality “good” or “excellent”. 

 

 

As seen in Figure 23, there was a significant negative relationship between receiving information about 

the district from newspapers and rating CUSD 200 student experiences “good” or “excellent”. 
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Figure 29. Variations in Overall Quality by Source of 
Information 
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Figure 30. Variations in  
Student Experience by Source of Information 
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As seen in Figure 24, there was a significant positive relationship between receiving information about 

CUSD 200 from the CUSD 200 website and rating CUSD 200 financial management “good” or 

“excellent”. However, there was a significant negative relationship between receiving information about 

CUSD 200 from newspapers and rating CUSD 200 financial management “good” or “excellent”. 

 
As seen in Figure 25, there was a significant positive relationship between receiving information about 

CUSD 200 from the CUSD 200 website or from CUSD 200 publications and rating CUSD 200 

communication “good” or “excellent”. However, there was a significant negative relationship between 

receiving information about CUSD 200 from neighbors or friends or newspapers and rating CUSD 200 

communication “good” or “excellent”. 
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Figure 31. Variations in  
Financial Management by Source of Information 
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Figure 32. Variations in  
Communication by Source of Information 

Yes No 

12% 

33% 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

CUSD 200 Employees 

%
 R

a
te

d
 G

o
o
d
/E

x
ce

ll
e
n
t 

Figure 33. Variations in  
Jefferson Facility by Source of Information 
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As seen in Figure 26, there was a significant negative relationship between receiving information about 

CUSD 200 from CUSD 200 employees and rating the Jefferson Facility “good” or “excellent”. 

Overall, stakeholders who identified the CUSD 200 website or publications as one of their main sources 

of information about CUSD 200 were significantly more likely to rate communication higher than those 

who did not identify the two sources. Stakeholders who identified the newspaper as one of their main 

sources of information about CUSD 200 were significantly less likely to give high ratings on many 

quality items. As very little distinction between parents and community members was observed in overall 

ratings of overall quality items in CUSD 200, it is interesting that each stakeholder groups’ primary 

sources of information show a stratification of ratings.  

It is also important to note that there were no significant differences in rating of facilities by source of 

information, and the only source of information that correlated with stakeholder perceptions on the 

quality of Jefferson was CUSD 200 employees.  

 

Requests for More Information 

In addition, stakeholders were asked to select areas in which they would be interested in receiving more 

information from CUSD 200. Overall, 70 percent of stakeholders indicated a desire for more information 

from CUSD 200 in at least one of the six areas. Forty-five percent indicated they would like more 

information on the financial state of CUSD 200, 42 percent indicated they would like more information 

on how CUSD 200 compares to other schools, and 40 percent indicated they would like more information 

on current facilities utilization and needs. 

 

Figure 34. Requests for More Information 

Information Source Percent of Respondents 

The financial state of the District 45% 

How CUSD 200 compares to other schools 42% 

Current facilities utilization and needs 40% 

Current best practices in education 29% 

Rationale for a new Jefferson ECC 26% 

Changes in the national educational environment 23% 
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VI. Conclusion 
 

 

The Capital Development Survey results project a clear storyline of community perceptions about  

CUSD 200 and desires for the future, with great agreement among stakeholders from various 

communities and with various experiences with CUSD 200. It is evident that the vast majority of 

stakeholders perceive CUSD 200 as providing an excellent education for students and positive student 

experiences. The community also makes clear their prioritization of financial expenditures that directly 

improve students’ educational experiences.  

 

Stakeholders also indicate that while they value a safe and appropriate learning environment, 

considerations such as taking into account community use, expanding administrative space, and including 

green space does not necessarily equate with providing the highest quality education. Overall, when a 

response was forced, the majority of stakeholders support the two least expensive concepts proposed by 

the Board of Education, with 37 percent supporting combining Jefferson with the District Offices, adding 

vehicle maintenance and storage at the School Service Center, and selling the Woodland Facilities.  

 

However, while many stakeholders concede that some CUSD 200 facilities, and specifically Jefferson 

Early Childhood Center, are in need of upgrading, there was minimal support for upgrades to the 

Administrative Offices and other proposals not linked directly to improvement in teaching, learning, and 

student achievement. Importantly, results suggest this connection must be effectively communicated in 

order to be supported by the CUSD 200 community.   

 

The community’s ultimate desire is for CUSD 200 to continue to provide a high quality education for all 

students. Community members also desire an increase in CUSD 200 communication with stakeholders 

and better management of finances, with many community members identifying these as more important 

areas for improvement than CUSD 200 facilities. Overall, the community has sent the message that it will 

support CUSD 200 and new initiatives if they are directly tied to common educational values. 

VI. Conclusion 


