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June 8, 2022 
 
To:   Nippersink School District 2 
 
From:  Sandy Kim and Dave Fako, Fako Research & Strategies, Inc.  
 
Re:  Assessment of Public Opinion of Nippersink SD 2 Community Survey 
 

 
 
The following is a summary of key findings for the Community survey of the residents of 
Nippersink School District 2.  
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Volunteered Education Issue Interests  
(Tables pp. 10 – 15) 
 
Respondents were asked to identify the one issue regarding Nippersink School District 2 that 
interests them most. Respondents were not given options for choices, in order to evaluate their 
own, unprompted views, and were allowed to provide more than one issue concern. Their 
responses were then coded into logical categories, presented below. 
 

Table 1 
Volunteered Most Important Education Issue Interests by District Area 

Most Important Education Issue Interest Overall Spring Grove Richmond 

Infrastructure / Buildings & Schools Need Updates & Repairs 15 13 17 

Funding / Tax Dollars / Budget /  
Administration Pay & Spending 

9 9 9 

Teachers / Staffing / Administration / Communication 9 9 9 

Curriculum: General / STEM / Help Prep for HS & Life 6 5 6 

Curriculum: Specific Content & Issues (CRT / Gender & 
Sexuality) / Transparency in Curriculum /  

State-Mandated Curriculum 
6 9 5 

Student Safety / Bullying / Mental & Emotional Health 6 6 6 

Reorganization / Consolidation / Grade Level Centers 5 5 6 

 
Table 2 

Volunteered Most Important Education Issue Interests by Parental Status 

Most Important  
Education Issue Interest 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Infrastructure / Buildings & 
Schools Need Updates & Repairs 

15 18 17 12 Ages <35 (23%) 

Funding / Tax Dollars / Budget / 
Administration Pay & Spending 

9 6 6 14 
Men (19%) 
Men 50+ (25%) 

Teachers / Staffing / 
Administration / Communication 

9 10 9 9  

Curriculum: General / STEM / 
Help Prep for HS & Life 

6 5 7 4 Women 50+ (12%) 

Curriculum: Specific Content & 
Issues (CRT / Gender & Sexuality) 

/ Transparency in Curriculum / 
State-Mandated Curriculum 

6 5 7 5 Men <50 (16%) 

Student Safety / Bullying / 
Mental & Emotional Health 

6 8 7 2  

Reorganization / Consolidation / 
Grade Level Centers 

5 6 6 6  
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Evaluation of Issue Interests: The community voluntarily expressed a typical array of 
education-related interests, including tax and fiscal issues, and topics related to teachers, 
curriculum, and safety. There is marginal variability in the interests among the subgroups, 
regardless of their status as a parent of a current student, the wider households with 
school-aged children, or those without school-aged children in their household. Overall, 
43% did not have a specific interest to express, indicating a potential lack of awareness, 
engagement, or interest in topics related to the District.          
 
The interesting aspect is that the top substantive response, albeit at 15%, is focused on 
facilities, infrastructure, repairs, and similar issues. This is likely due to the District’s 
efforts and communications on these topics. With facilities plans a primary focus and 
long-term objective of the District, this shows that the community, at least in part, is 
interested and engaged on this issue. It also is indicative to a degree that the 
communities’ interests are aligning with SD 2’s long-term goals. Related to this is the 
lower level, but noticeable interest, in the reconfiguration issues. There is at least residual 
awareness of these topics, which is also seen later in opinions of this issue, where nearly 
all already hold an opinion on this topic.    

 
Opinions of the Quality of Nippersink SD 2 
(Tables pp. 16 – 27) 
 
Respondents were asked to rate the quality of various aspects of the District. 
 

Table 3 
Quality Ratings by District Area 

Aspect of SD 2 
(Above Average / Average / Below Average)1 

Overall Spring Grove Richmond 

Teachers 69 / 16 / 4 67 / 17 / 6 69 / 15 / 3 

School leaders, like the principals 53 / 24 / 10 48 / 30 / 12 55 / 21 / 9 

District Administration 38 / 24 / 21 35 / 27 / 25 39 / 22 / 19 

District 2 Board of Education 31 / 25 / 20 30 / 30 / 21 31 / 23 / 19 

 
Table 4 

Quality Ratings by Parental Status 

Aspect of SD 2 
 (Above Average / Average / Below Average) 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 
Teachers 69 / 16 / 4 82 / 11 / 5 76 / 13 / 4 51 / 22 / 2 

School leaders, like the principals 53 / 24 / 10 65 / 23 / 10 60 / 24 / 10 34 / 27 / 8 

District Administration 38 / 24 / 21 44 / 24 / 21 42 / 22 / 21  30 / 25 / 18 

District 2 Board of Education 31 / 25 / 20 39 / 24 / 21 35 / 25 / 21 24 / 26 / 12 

 

 
1 Above Average = Excellent + Very Good; Below Average = Only Fair + Poor. 
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Opinions of Value of Property Taxes Paid to SD 2 
(Tables pp. 28 – 30 & 79 – 81) 
 
Respondents were asked to consider the property taxes they pay to Nippersink School District 2 
and rate the value they receive for them and the community.  
 

Table 5 
Value of Taxes Paid to SD 2 by District Area 

Value for Property Taxes Paid Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Total Good Value  
(Excellent + Very Good) 

33 36 32 

Total Low Value 
(Only Fair + Poor) 

57 57 58 

 
Table 6 

Value of Taxes Paid to SD 2 by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Value for Property Taxes 
Paid 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Total Good Value  
(Excellent + Very Good) 

33 38 38 24 
Ages <35 (49%) 
Women <50 (40%) 

Total Low Value 
(Only Fair + Poor) 

57 53 53 64 
Men (66%) 
Ages 50+ (66%) 

 
 
Respondents were also asked about their level of agreement with the following statement: “The 
quality of our public schools is the most important factor protecting property values in this 
area.”  
 

• Three-quarters (77%) of District residents agreed with the statement (36% Strongly Agree, 
40% Somewhat Agree) while a fifth of the District disagreed (7% Strongly Disagree, 12% 
Somewhat Disagree). 

 
Table 7 

Opinions about Statement by District Area and Parental Status  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 
NET Agree 77 76 77 85 81 68 

NET Disagree 19 20 18 12 15 27 
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Assessment of Opinions of the District and Value of Taxes Paid to It: When proposing 
policies or financially impactful plans, local governments and school districts are in a 
better position when starting with a foundation of favorable views and trust in the 
leadership of the governmental body. In Nippersink SD 2, this underlying favorable 
sentiment largely exists. The core educators – teachers, school leaders like the principal 
–  earn strong quality ratings. These good ratings are found across the spectrum, including 
among those with children in the District, among households with school-aged children, 
and those with less direct current connection to the schools. The community views these 
core players in the District’s mission in generally high regard. When the administrative 
and more “political” Board are assessed, the ratings are lower, as we typically observe, 
and a large share are less likely to offer an opinion. Overall, this aspect of Nippersink SD 
2 also earns favorable ratings, albeit not as high as the educators. 
 
Even with generally good ratings of various aspects of SD 2, some level of tax hesitancy 
and sensitivity manifests in their opinions of the value received for the taxes they pay to 
the District. The community generally holds favorable views about the schools, and they 
recognize the importance of good schools in relation to their property values. Yet, a 
majority, including those with school-aged children or attending SD 2 schools, give a 
lower, below average rating, for the value they receive. This is likely picking up larger 
economic and fiscal concerns that are getting reflected onto local taxing entities. When 
advocating for plans that may have an impact on taxes, this underlying concern should be 
taken into account, as this sentiment can influence opinions of fiscally impactful plans. 
For example, those who offer a lower rating for the value of taxes paid oppose the $27.1M 
plan 61% to 35%, and they evenly divide on the $17.1M plan (48% Support, 48% Oppose).   

 
Opinions of Reconfiguring Schools to Grade Levels 
(Tables pp. 31 – 45, 91 – 93, and 100 – 102) 
 

Table 8 
Opinions about School Reconfiguration by District Area  

Opinion of School 
Reconfiguration 

Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 45 (23) 40 (20) 47 (24) 

Oppose (Strongly) 43 (31) 50 (34) 39 (30) 

Don’t Know 12 10 13 
 

Table 9 
Opinions about School Reconfiguration by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinion of School 
Reconfiguration 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 45 (23) 44 (26) 44 (24) 49 (22) Women 50+ (54% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 43 (31) 47 (38) 45 (35) 34 (16) Men 50+ (50% NET) 

Don’t Know 12 8 10 18 Men 50+ (23%) 
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Those indicating support (n=180 respondents) were given an open-ended question asking why 
they would support a potential school reconfiguration. 
 

• 26% of respondents indicate they feel it would be “Good for Children as Students.” These 
include sentiments like having the same curriculum for cohorts, better transition to 
middle school, more programs, activities, and support, and related reasons. 
 

• 26% of respondents feel that it would be a “Better Use of Resources and Facilities,” 
which include feelings that it would be most efficient and cost effective, better for 
teachers, reduce class sizes, and related reasons. 
 

• 13% of respondents offer reasons related to the idea that it would be “Good for Children 
as Kids” which includes feelings that it would offer more time together as peers and 
friends in school, that it’s safer for younger students, there is less bullying, more 
diversity, and similar sentiments. 
 

• 12% of respondents feel a reconfiguration “Builds Community” and would connect the 
District together, reduce competition between schools and communities, wouldn’t divide 
neighborhoods, and related reasons. 

 
Opponents of the potential reconfiguration (n=174 respondents) were given a similar question 
asking for reasons why they oppose. 
 

• 20% indicate that it would be “Better for Students to Be With Other Grades” including 
feelings that they learn from each other, that it would be better for the transition to 
middle school, keep relationships with peers, teachers, and staff, and similar sentiments. 
 

• 20% feel that it would be “Bad for Community” which includes sentiments related to 
choosing that neighborhood school, preferring community-based schools, having a 
preference of one school over the other, the community school being closer to home, and 
similar reasons. 
 

• 17% offer “Logistic Issues for Parents” as reason for opposition, which includes reasons 
like having children at different schools and splitting up children, etc. 
 

• 16% feel that it would “Not Be Good for Kids,” feeling that it would be disruptive, too 
much instability, that children should have to move schools, that it would require too 
much time on the bus, and related reasons. 
 

• 14% feel that it is “Not Cost or Resource Efficient” and that it will raise taxes, increase 
transportation needs and costs, makes it harder on teachers, and similar sentiments. 
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Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the following statements 
related to different school organizations. Despite the fact that the statements are generally 
opposing in view, respondents indicated fairly high levels of agreement with both statements. 
 
I prefer neighborhood schools to a grade level organization. 
 

Table 10 
Opinions about Statement by District Area and Parental Status  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 
NET Agree 56 63 52 54 54 57 

NET Disagree 25 20 28 26 26 26 

 
Schools organized by grade level offer better opportunities to improve the quality of education 
because students of similar age and development are in the same school and classrooms. 
 

Table 11 
Opinions about Statement by District Area and Parental Status  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 
NET Agree 57 59 56 56 55 64 

NET Disagree 34 33 35 36 35 28 

 
Evaluation of Opinions of Reconfiguration: The community’s opinions of reconfiguration 
plans are best described as “variable.” The community holds comparably favorable views 
of both the neighborhood school model and a structure based on grade levels, with near 
equal levels of agreement in favor of both models. These opinions are relatively 
consistent among various groups, with a noticeable preference for neighborhood schools 
in Spring Grove (and the accompanying higher opposition to reconfiguration in that area). 
This also gets reflected in the reasons they support or oppose reconfiguration, with a 
range of comments of why one is better than the other or why one of the options is less 
desirable. These range from core educational points such as “it’s good for the kids,” to 
operational and logistical issues (transportation), and various pro and con sentiments 
about the value of the models to the community and the students. 
 
These variable and divergent views likely drive the near even divide on opinions of this 
potential proposal. This even split is observed among most subgroups, with the notable 
difference in Spring Grove. It’s not necessarily a divisive issue, as it is a difficult issue with 
the community, including those with school-aged children and those without. They have 
various favorable and less favorable views about both models, driving a difficult and 
nearly even view of it. Due to the even split of this topic, we advise to keep this issue 
separate from other policy and planning proposals.    
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Opinions of Estimated Tax Cost Impact 
(Tables pp. 46 – 51) 
 

Table 12 
Opinions of Tax Cost Impact by Plan 

Opinions of Tax Cost Impact 
$27.1 

Million 
$17.1 

Million 

Support (Strongly) 41 (19) 53 (23) 

Oppose (Strongly) 54 (37) 43 (30) 

Undecided 5 4 

 
$27.1 Million… 
 

Table 13 
Opinions of Tax Cost Impact for $27.1 M Plan by District Area  

Opinions of Tax Cost Impact Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 41 (19) 40 (20) 41 (18) 

Oppose (Strongly) 54 (37) 54 (33) 54 (39) 

Undecided 5 6 5 

 
Table 14 

Opinions of Tax Cost Impact for $27.1 M Plan by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinions of Tax Cost 
Impact 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 41 (19) 50 (24) 48 (22) 24 (10) 
Ages <35 (60% NET) 
Women <50 (53% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 54 (37) 45 (28) 47 (30) 70 (52) 
Men (63% NET) 
Ages 50+ (74% NET) 

Undecided 5 5 5 6  

 
 
$17.1 Million… 
 

Table 15 
Opinions of Tax Cost Impact for $17.1 M Plan by District Area  

Opinions of Tax Cost Impact Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 53 (23) 49 (20) 55 (24) 

Oppose (Strongly) 43 (30) 49 (29) 39 (30) 

Undecided 4 3 5 
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Table 16 
Opinions of Tax Cost Impact for $17.1 M Plan by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinions of Tax Cost 
Impact 

Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 53 (23) 64 (32) 60 (29) 38 (7) 
Ages <50 (65% NET) 
Women <50 (70% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 43 (30) 31 (21) 35 (24) 60 (41) 
Men (58% NET) 
Age 50+ (65% NET) 
Men 50+ (81% NET) 

Undecided 4 5 5 2  

 
 
Opinions of Facilities Plans 
(Tables pp. 52 – 60) 

Table 17 
Opinions of Facilities Plans by Plan 

Opinion 
$27.1 

Million 
$17.1 

Million 
Existing 
Funds 

Support (Strongly) 43 (26) 58 (22) 54 (25) 

Oppose (Strongly) 52 (36) 37 (22) 40 (24) 

Undecided 5 5 6 

 
$27.1 Million… 

 
Table 18 

Opinions of Facilities Plans for $27.1 M Plan by District Area  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 43 (26) 45 (25) 42 (26) 

Oppose (Strongly) 52 (36) 48 (32) 54 (39) 

Undecided 5 7 4 
 

Table 19 
Opinions of Facilities Plans for $27.1 M Plan by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinion Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 43 (26) 49 (31) 48 (30) 33 (17) 
Ages <50 (50% NET) 
Women <50 (51% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 52 (36) 46 (31) 47 (31) 60 (45) 
Men (61% NET) 
Ages 50+ (68% NET) 
Men 50+ (83% NET) 

Undecided 5 4 4 7  
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$17.1 Million… 
 

Table 20 
Opinions of Facilities Plans for $17.1 M Plan by District Area  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 58 (22) 59 (26) 57 (20) 

Oppose (Strongly) 37 (22) 38 (21) 37 (22) 

Undecided 5 4 6 
 

Table 21 
Opinions of Facilities Plans for $17.1 M Plan by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinion Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 58 (22) 67 (27) 64 (25) 46 (16) 
Ages <50 (68% NET) 
Women <50 (71% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 37 (22) 29 (14) 32 (16) 48 (30) 
Men (48% NET) 
Ages 50+ (52% NET) 
Men <50 (65% NET) 

Undecided 5 3 4 7  

 
 
Existing Funds… 
 

Table 22 
Opinions of Facilities Plans for Existing Funds Plan by District Area  

Opinion Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 

Support (Strongly) 54 (25) 58 (28) 52 (24) 

Oppose (Strongly) 40 (24) 36 (21) 42 (25) 

Undecided 6 7 6 
 

Table 23 
Opinions of Facilities Plans for Existing Funds Plan by Parental Status and Other Subgroups 

Opinion Overall 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-Aged 

Children 

HHLD w/out 
School-Aged 

Children 

Other  
Subgroups 

Support (Strongly) 54 (25) 51 (23) 51 (24) 61 (27) 
Ages <35 (60% NET) 
Ages 50+ (60% NET) 
Men 50+ (62% NET) 

Oppose (Strongly) 40 (24) 42 (24) 43 (23) 33 (24) Men <50 (46% NET) 

Undecided 6 7 6 6  
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Opinions of Plan Components 
(Tables pp. 61 – 78) 
 

Table 24 
Opinions of Plan Components by District Area and Parental Status 

Plan Component 
[% High Priority] 

Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-

Aged 
Children 

HHLD w/o 
School-

Aged 
Children 

Complete infrastructure repairs to HVAC (H-VAC), electrical, 
and fire alarm systems, improving the fire suppression 

system and student safety 
72 69 74 81 79 60 

Complete essential maintenance and repairs at all three 
District schools in order to improve infrastructure, ADA 

accessibility, safety and security, and learning 
environments, and to prevent costly emergency repairs 

62 62 62 70 67 50 

Complete long-term priority repairs at Nippersink Middle 
School, including replacing the roof and mechanicals 

60 54 64 70 68 46 

Replace existing mobile units at both Spring Grove and 
Richmond Elementary Schools 

38 32 41 46 45 22 

Add fencing and cameras to improve security at both Spring 
Grove and Richmond Elementary Schools 

38 34 39 42 41 31 

Make short-term repairs at Nippersink Middle School 34 36 33 33 33 37 

 
 
Opinions of Statements 
(Tables pp. 82 – 90 and 94 – 99) 

 
Table 25 

Opinions of Statements by District Area and Parental Status  

Statement 
[NET Agree / (Strongly Agree)] 

Overall 
Spring 
Grove 

Richmond 
Parents of 

Current 
Students 

HHLD w/ 
School-

Aged 
Children 

HHLD w/o 
School-

Aged 
Children 

I am aware that Nippersink School District 2 is separate 
district from Richmond-Burton Community High School 

District 157. 
83 (72) 80 (67) 85 (74) 85 (75) 83 (74) 81 (64) 

Investing in critical repairs to our school buildings now will 
prevent costly emergency repairs in the future and save tax 

dollars in the long run. 
75 (47) 72 (47) 77 (47) 84 (56) 81 (54) 64 (33) 

Deferred maintenance is a costly option at all three of our 
buildings, not just the Middle School. 

71 (41) 70 (40) 71 (41) 77 (48) 74 (45) 63 (32) 

Updating our schools and expanding classroom capacity will 
eliminate overcrowding and make necessary improvements 
that allows the District to replace mobile classrooms, which 

will improve the learning environment.   

69 (37) 67 (37) 70 (37) 79 (46) 75 (43) 56 (23) 

It is important for the community to invest in our schools 
and contribute to the District’s investment of $7.1 M (seven 

point one million dollars) to repair the three schools. 
68 (44) 65 (41) 70 (45) 78 (52) 75 (50) 55 (33) 
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Assessment of Facilities Plans: As we usually observe in scenarios like this, as the price 
tag and tax impact increase, support for a particular plan will decline. This holds true in 
Nippersink SD 2. In isolation, the $27.1 Million plan and its tax impact has net majority 
opposition. It is roughly evenly divided among families with school-aged children or in the 
District’s schools, and significant opposition among those without school-aged children. 
This is reflected in opinions of the plan, with the cost and its components included, where 
majority opposition remains, the divide among school-aged families remains intact, and 
those without school-aged children remain solidly opposed.   
 
The $17.1 Million plan earns modest majority support when only the cost and tax impact 
are assessed. It earns solid support among household with school-aged children, but as 
expected those without school-aged children remain opposed.   
 

• This changes when assessed in the aggregate, including the components of the 
plan. Majority support of the plan remains, significant support exists among 
parents of current students in the District, and those with school-aged children in 
general. Importantly, those without school-aged children move from solid 
opposition on the pure cost basis, to an evenly divided opinion of the plan as a 
whole. Generally, the $17.1 Million plan earns higher and wider support than the 
more expansive $27.1 Million option. 
 

• The short-term plan actually earns less overall support. In particular, support 
among parents of students and households with school-aged children declines 
significantly from their views of the $17.1 Million plan. 

 
The most prioritized individual components of the plan when evaluated individually 
largely align with the District’s needs and plan options. Additionally, when aligned with 
points about the plans (statements), the priorities and points about the plans align with 
the needs of the District. Items related to long-term and critical repairs, infrastructure, 
essential maintenance, updating and improving the schools, and investing in the long-
term needs, as well as understanding that deferring improvements will be costly, all earn 
very high priority ratings or higher levels of agreement.   
 
It is these components and points that help drive support of the plans, particularly the 
middle-ranged $17.1M option. That plan addresses various interests, priorities, and 
underlying views of the community. It is also at a price point that is at least marginally 
acceptable to the community, with the caveat of the earlier noted tax hesitations and 
sensitivity of the community that make any proposal with a tax impact inherently 
challenging.   
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Methodology (Mixed Mode):  
 
Nippersink School District 2 commissioned the survey. Fako Research & Strategies (FR&S), of 
Lemont, Illinois conducted the survey utilizing mixed mode data collection methodology via 
phone and an online survey.    
 
FR&S conducted the telephone segment of the survey on May 9 – 20, 2022 using professional 
interviewers, and hosted an invited and publicly accessible online version from May 5 – 20, 
2022. A total of n=404 interviews were completed via all modes of data collection. 
 
FR&S interviewed a random sample of n=112 adult (age 18+) residents that are registered to vote 
in Nippersink School District 2 via phone. The phone interviews lasted an average of 13 minutes. 
Scientific sampling techniques using a listing of households with at least one registered voter 
were used to give all residents within this group living in a telephone-equipped household, or 
with a listed cell phone number, an equal chance of being interviewed. Cellular phones were 
included within the sample and accounted for 12% (50 Completed Interviews) of all interviews. 
SMS text messages were sent to cellular phones within the sample with an online iteration of the 
survey, with 11% (46 Completed Interviews) completed online via this method. 
 
 The phone interviews were conducted in proportion to gender and regional shares of the 
population within SD 2’s defined school areas based on known demographics.  
 
FR&S conducted the public online surveys on May 5 – 20, 2022. 292 respondents completed the 
survey via the online mode. The online survey was promoted by Nippersink SD 2 with direct links 
and a QR Code via the District’s website and social media, and the District newsletter. 
 
A strict screening process was used to ensure that only adult (age 18+) residents of Nippersink 
SD 2 that are registered to vote participated in the survey. Weighting was not applied to any 
group due to the number of responses.  
 
The public online iteration of the survey is composed of a non-probability sample since it was 
conducted via an opt-in invite or publicly available. The data for both modes was aggregated. 
Because the online segment of the survey is not a probability sample, the results cannot be 
generalized to the unique population audiences affiliated with the District. Therefore, no Margin 
of Error (MoE) has been calculated, applied, or reported for the aggregated results of the survey. 
The phone segment of the survey would have a MoE of + / 9.23% when calculated and assessed 
independently of the online mode. 
 
The public online segment of the survey is heavily populated by parents of SD 2 students (n=205, 
or 70% of completed public online surveys) while the phone segment is more reflective of the 
District’s community population as a whole.  
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Glossary: 
 
Regions 
 

• Richmond (66%) 
o Contains the Village of Richmond only. 

 

• Spring Grove (34%) 
o Contains the Village of Spring Grove and all others (Fox Lake, McHenry). 

 


