
LAUREL CITIZEN SURVEY - PARKS
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Agenda

1) Welcome
2) Goals
3) Survey Results
4) Participant Feedback
5) Next Steps
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Purpose & Outcomes
Purpose:
To provide an opportunity for the general public to participate in 
the future planning for the parks in Laurel.

Outcomes:
1) Attendees are informed about the feedback that the City has 

received as a part of this project;
2) Attendees will have a greater understanding of the process for 

developing a comprehensive parks plan;
3) Participants will have the opportunity to express their opinion 

regarding this planning process.
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Comprehensive Park Planning
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Comprehensive Parks Planning
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Survey Objectives & Methodology

• Survey conducted in October 2013
• 705 addresses were selected for the survey sample
• 314 surveys were returned, 44.7% completed response rate
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Survey Objectives

The survey questionnaire was designed to:
 Determine residents’ usage of Laurel Parks.
 Assess citizen satisfaction with existing parks and preferences for various 

types of park lands.
 Obtain citizen feedback on how well Laurel Parks serve the community.
 Assess citizen preferences for potential new park facilities.
 Determine residents’ positions on issues regarding future management, 

funding, and strategies for development of Laurel’s parks.
 Profile park users and issue preferences by demographic characteristics.
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Survey Sample and Mailing Process
The survey covers all households in Laurel. A commercial list of residences was 
obtained, reflecting households with Laurel addresses in ZIP Code 59044, 
excluding rural routes. The list contained 2,614 addresses, from which 705 were 
randomly selected for the sample.

Sampled addresses were contacted up to 4 times:

Sep-19: Announcement letter (from Mayor Olson)
Oct-07: Questionnaire packet
Oct-14: Thank you/reminder letter
Oct-21: Duplicate questionnaire packet (to non-responders only)*

The sample is household-based, though a single respondent (typically a ‘head of 
household’) would generally complete the questionnaire. Where survey findings 
relate to an individual (e.g., voter registration), this respondent is represented; 
where survey findings relate to a household (e.g., frequency of park usage), the 
entire household is represented.

*Questionnaires were numbered to avoid including duplicate responses.
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Quality Control
All completed returns received through October 29 are included in this report 
of findings, excluding:

 4 respondents who identified themselves as living outside the Laurel city 
limits

 3 respondents who removed the survey tracking number from their 
questionnaires prior to returning the completed form (this exclusion was 
to avoid possible duplication)

 6 duplicate responses (only the first return received from a given 
household was accepted)

Questionnaires received were reviewed for completeness and consistency; in 
some cases, editing of certain items was applied (e.g., to eliminate duplicate 
answers to a single question, to assure consistency on household composition 
questions, and to eliminate responses to the tax rate sensitivity question if all 
four parts were given the same value). After review, questionnaires were data 
entered and 100% verified to assure accuracy of the entry process. Survey 
comments were transcribed and edited to remove identifying information. 



USAGE/PERCEPTIONS OF LAUREL PARKS
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Number of Visits to Laurel Parks Past 12 Months

Frequently
(13+ times)

Occasionally
(3‐12 times)

Never/Rarely
(0‐2 times)

Alder Firemen’s Kiwanis Lions Murray Nutting Riverside Russell Soccer State Thomson
Family Heights Field Firemen’s

Memorial

There are 6 of the 11 developed parks in Laurel that 85% or more of the City’s 
households never or rarely visit. Conversely, Kiwanis (Kid’s Kingdom), Lions Family Park 
(South Pond), and Thomson Park are frequent destinations (more than 12 times per 
year) for between 12%‐14% of Laurel households. 
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Frequency of Visits – Undeveloped Parks 
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Only a very small percentage of Laurel households utilize any of Laurel’s undeveloped 
parks. 
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Satisfaction with Park Lands and Facilities
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NOTE: Bubble size represents 
relative % of citizens aware of 
park type or facility

NOTE: This chart zooms in on a narrow 
range of responses (approximately 2.0 
– 3.0 on each 4‐point scale)  in order to 
highlight differences.
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Underserved Age Groups
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Age Group

Age Groups Inadequately Served by
Current Parks in Laurel

Slightly more households perceive inadequate opportunities for the 15‐24 age group (37%) 
than for children under 15. 

“...small children are covered, but our teens don’t have anything.”
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PARK DEVELOPMENT PREFERENCES
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Tennis
Courts

Skate Park

Splash
Park

Dog Park

Multi‐use
Trails

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

Relative Importance and Expected Usage
of New Park Facilities

Not at all  Importance     Very

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 T
im

es
 U
se
d/
M
on

th

NOTE: Unlike the previous bubble 
chart, bubble size does not 
convey information in this chart.
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Preferences for Long Term Park Strategy Options
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Favorability of Long‐Term Park Planning Strategies
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NOTE: Values shown sum to less 
than 100% because some 
respondents had no opinion or 
did not answer the questions.



ACCEPTANCE OF TAX INCREASES
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Tax Rate Sensitivity Analysis

• Current annual property tax revenue used for parks/household:  $90/year

• Can the City generate additional tax revenue specifically for parks?

They were then asked to provide tax bill amounts that they felt corresponded to 
the following concepts:

a. What annual tax amount on the average household would you consider so low that 
you would question whether parks could even be maintained adequately by the City?

b. What annual tax amount on the average household would you consider a good 
value for parks that meet your needs?

c. What annual tax amount on the average household would you consider expensive, 
but worth it, as long as the parks meet your needs?

d. What annual tax amount on the average household would you consider too 
expensive for parks in Laurel; that is, you would oppose a levy that included this 
amount for parks?
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Tax Rate Sensitivity – All Households
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Average Household Annual Property Tax Bill for Parks 

Park Property Tax Rate Sensitivity Analysis
(All Laurel Households)

So low that you would feel that parks could not
be adequately maintained

A tax bill at which parks that meet your needs
would be a good value for the money

Starting to get expensive, but worth it, as long
as the parks meet your needs

A tax bill that is too expensive for parks in
Laurel; would oppose this levy

$90

A.

A. Only about 8% feel more than $90/year is required to assure minimum maintenance.
B. About 60% feel a bill as low as $90/year is a good value for parks that meet their needs. However, this 

percentage declines rapidly above $90.
C. Almost 20% consider a bill of $150/year or more to be worth the price of parks that meet their needs.
D. 50% feel a bill as high as $145/year is too expensive. Only 20% feel $100/year or more is too expensive.

B.

C.

D.
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Willingness to Accept a Tax Increase
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Maximum for
multiple options above

% of All Laurel Households

Additional Annual Property Tax Willing to Pay for Option

Nothing $10 Over $10

• 21% or more are unwilling to pay any additional tax
• 51% are unwilling to pay to acquire park land

NOTE: Values shown sum to 
less than 100% because some 
respondents did not answer 
the questions.
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Willingness to Pay by Special District Support
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SUPPORT FOR SPECIAL PARK DISTRICT
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City of Laurel’s Options

• Continue to fund parks with general fund revenues, competing 
with fire, EMT, streets, water, sewer and police (as-is)

• Council can state by resolution a minimum allowance of mills 
guaranteed annually specifically for parks

• MCA 7-11-1003 allows for the creation of a Special District, 
such as a park district, to generate revenue and governance

• City-run district
• County-run district (i.e. irrigation districts)

• Partner with a private or non-profit entity to fundraise and 
pursue grants for specific improvements
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City vs Special District Control of Parks
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NOTE: Values shown sum to 
less than 100% because some 
of respondents did not 
answer the question.
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Local vs Regional Parks 
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NOTE: Values shown sum to 
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respondents did not answer 
the question.
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Support for Special District Tax Authority
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Voluntary Comments (Over 130 submitted)
• “I very much enjoy the parks in Laurel and think they should 

be improved…as opposed to new ones being built.”
• “There could be more (covered) garbage cans.”
• “Please, please, please establish family friendly 

bike/walking/running trails, priority one.”
• “I feel the parks we have in Laurel are adequate.  I do not want 

to see an increase in taxes for park expansion.”
• “I think Russell Park needs to be upgraded.  Get a little 

playground for the kids.  I would like to see walking trails also.”
• “Sell underutilized park property; use the money to improve 

others.”
• “Question the process involved in setting district that would 

have the taxing authority for both city and rural.”
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Next Steps
1. Inventory the existing park facilities.

1. Can be done with volunteers.
2. Decide whether or not to pursue a Special District for Laurel’s 

parks.
1. Additional taxation can only realistically generate 

between $85K - $114K per year above the current 
general fund allocation within City limits.

3. Identify & prioritize potential improvements to the highest use 
park lands.

1. Pursue grants & donations
4. Consider selling underutilized park land & applying those 

funds to park improvements.
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For More Information

Please contact:
Peaks to Plains Design, P.C.
404 North 31 Street, Suite 405
Billings, Montana  59101
(406) 294-9499
www.peakstoplains.com

nVision Research
1602 S. Parker Road, Suite 203
Denver, Colorado  80231
(303) 322-1220
www.nvisionresearch.com

This is a project of the 
City of Laurel’s 
Park Board

Connecting People To Their Environment


