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EXPLORING A ROADMAP:

NOV 26

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

PHASE 4

How might we best steward 
and phase community 

resources while taking care of 
facilities needs?



Steering Team 
Overview Purpose

To serve as a representative, community -based advisory body that guides the 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ aƛŘƭŀƴŘ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ 
assisting the Board of Education in its final decision -making so that those decisions 
lead to meaningful, future-ready learning experiences for every student.

Blueprint for Tomorrow Steering Team
Å 29 Community Members [parents, staff, community members]
Å 150 Unique Groups represented from the community
Å 7 Sessions; 15 hours of in-person time
Å Discussion and study included:

1. Educational future aspirations for students
2. School finance and funding mechanisms
3. Facility and Educational Assessments
4. Facility-focused ballot proposals

Å Perspectives varied greatly in the group, as many different geographies, 
community roles, and connections to the district were represented. 

Å Robust community input was gathered to inform team discussion



Factors Guiding Our Decisions: Finding the Right Balance
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Infrastructure replacement

Parking/Drop -off improvements

Community Engagement 

Session #3 

(Mech., Electrical, Structural, Civil, etc.)

Steering Team Meeting #6

PTO Meetings and Boosters 

Groups

Curriculum ïTeacher 

Leader Workshop

MPS Staff Engagement 

Session

Community Wide Survey

(Ending June 7 th)

Steering Team Meeting #7

Recommendation to Board

Phone Polling

(Ending June 12 th)



Where is your head at?

Where is your
head at?

Which do you feel will 
be most viable in 
community eyes?



 Two Approaches: The Head and the Heart

Two Approaches: The Head and the Heart

THE HEAD

Cumulative Data Analysis of Guiding 

Value Alignment

THE HEART

Weighing Data Against what the 

Community would Support

3.6 mill increase scenario fulfilled the 
most guiding values*

2.0-2.5 mill increase scenario ranked 
the highest in viability



  Community Survey + Polling Data

Community Survey + 
Polling Data



Facilities Planning Survey 

May-June 2026

Survey administered by



Methodology

The 2025 Facilities Planning Community 

Survey was conducted May 22 - June 7 

via SurveyMonkey.

The survey was distributed through district 

email and Facebook pages, posted on the 

district website, shared with community 

organizations, and mailed via postcard to all 

registered -voter households within MPS district 

boundaries.

Respondents

Represented Groups: students, staff, 

parents of current students, parents of 

alumni, parents of future students, and 

non -parent community members

94.9% Reside within MPS District 

Boundaries

400+ Respondents took the survey 
via postcard link or in person 

1,866 Survey Responses

Completion rate85%



RESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHICS

Connection to MPS

Geographies

History in Community



2025 BOND AWARENESS & VOTING BEHAVIOR

2025 Voting Patterns
Reasons for Voting YES

Reasons for Voting NO



2025 BOND AWARENESS & VOTING BEHAVIOR

Reasons for Voting YES Reasons for Voting NO

Aging and deteriorating facilities

Overcrowding and lack of space

Better opportunities and learning 

environments for students

LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ

Keeping up with other districts

Open-ended Response Themes Open-ended Response Themes

Cost and tax burden concerns

Lack of trust and transparency

Bond scope was too large and 

unfocused

Disagreement with specific proposals 

(especially school consolidation)*

.ŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ 

student outcomes



Demographic, Geographic, and voting spread gives 

confidence in survey data, providing insight into the 

views of residents not directly connected to the 

schools. 

Geography and length of time in the community did 

not appear to have a significant effect on responses. 

The role in the community was the largest differentiator.

Throughout the survey, non -parent community 

members and parents of alumni responded very 

similarly. This group (most likely to vote) should be 

ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƴƻƴ-

ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ

Polling data indicated that the majority of voters 

have a positive perception of both the quality of 

education that MPS provides and school facilities.

KEY TAKEAWAYS

Respondents



PROJECT-SPECIFIC FEEDBACK

Most -Supported Projects

Least -Supported Projects

1. Addressing and replacing aging infrastructure

throughout the district.

2. Career Technical Education equipment and facilities.

3. Improving safety & security at all schools .

1. Addressing Elementary overcrowding, Option 1:

K-4, Unified 5 -6, Unified 7 -8, Unified HS Campus

2. Addressing Elementary overcrowding, Option 2:

Building a new Elementary School to relieve 

overpopulation

3. Athletics Infrastructure


