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Study Background

The City of Lake Forest Park is facing a $1.5 million annual budget shortfall driven by rising costs for essential 
services such as public safety, and infrastructure maintenance. Limited by a 1% annual property tax revenue cap, 
the city has implemented cost-cutting measures but still faces tough decisions. Previous levy proposal of 2021 has 
not passed, highlighting the need to understand community concerns and priorities prior to introducing a 
temporary levy in 2025. 

Study Objectives

Identify a levy structure and positioning that resonates with residents to address the budget 
shortfall.

Understand why previous levy efforts were unsuccessful.

Gauge community reactions to a temporary levy option as a potential solution.

Develop effective messaging and communication strategies for introducing a potential 2025 levy.



Methodology

• 526 (online) and 413 (mail-in and phone-in) surveys were collected.
• Respondents who are not registered to vote, not planning to register, and/or unlikely to vote in the next 

election were removed from the total respondent data set.
• Duplicate respondents (those responding both online and through mail) had their second entry deleted.
• A total of (918) surveys are included in the final data set.

• Address-based paper survey with QR code and unique pin for online survey option
• Telephone survey option
• Post-notification post cards sent after the paper survey to encourage participation
• Paper surveys and post cards were sent to 5,395 households
• Online survey offered in both English and Spanish



Weighting

• Ensure proportional representation of voting-eligible adults.
• Prioritize responses from residents most likely to participate in the upcoming ballot.

Research respondents had a mean age of 58 years, with 49% male and 47% female. Most (95%) were 
homeowners and long-term residents, with 60% having lived in Lake Forest Park for over 15 years and 23% for 6-
15 years. The mean household income was $174,000, and household composition varied, with 65% having 2 
adults, 18% with 1 adult and fewer with 3 or more adults.

Demographic Summary of Respondents

• Weighting was applied to ensure the survey results accurately reflect the distribution of voting-
eligible adults in the City of Lake Forest Park. Each household’s weight was based on the number of 
adults eligible to vote and those who reported that they “absolutely will vote” in 2025.

• For example, a household with two adults who are certain to vote received a weight of 2, while a 
household with one adult absolutely certain to vote received a weight of 1.



Summary Overview: Community Satisfaction

Overall, LFP residents value their community and appreciate what it has to offer. 

• 4 in 5 believe things in Lake Forest Park are going in the right direction. 

• However, many residents shared opinions on changes they would like to see to 
improve the community and its management.

That said, substantial numbers DO NOT feel the city clearly communicates reasons behind 
a property tax increase and how additional revenue will be used. Some doubt whether 

the city will use additional tax revenue responsibly for community projects. 

Most AGREE that occasional property tax increases are essential for maintaining and improving city 
services into the future, and they are twice as likely to agree (than disagree) that an increase in their 
property tax could have a positive impact on the community and their quality of life, and make living 
in LFP more desirable.  

They want to see the City CUT COSTS and explore OTHER 
FUNDING before considering a property tax increase.  

• 3 in 4 support the idea of hiring a grant writer                 
to help the city secure external funding.



Summary Overview: Community Engagement

LFP residents are highly engaged voters. 

• Nearly all are currently registered to vote, voted in 2024, and are certain or likely to vote in November 2025.

• While four in five were aware of the Permanent Property Tax Levy in 2021, just 2 in 5 voted for it – confirming 
that the City will face some challenges garnering sufficient votes on a proposed Multi-Year Temporary Levy.

31% 
NO

42%
YES

2021 Levy Supporters:

• Voted YES because they felt the services were beneficial and necessary for themselves and the community, they 
wanted pedestrian safety improvements, and/or they felt that the taxes were necessary for the city to operate.

• Think that the main barriers to its passing were a lack of information and full transparency of how the money 
would be utilized, and the fact that people, in general, resist paying more taxes.

2021 Levy Opposers:

• Voted NO because they didn’t see a match between the city’s priorities and theirs, they mistrust city management, 
the levy was permanent, the plan lacked specifics, and/or they felt their taxes were already high.

• Cited their existing ‘high’ tax burden, distrust of city management/lack of accountability measures, lack of 
information/transparency, having different priorities or feeling the levy was unnecessary, and the fact that the levy 
was to be permanent among the top barriers to its passing.



Summary Overview: Support for a 6-Year Temporary Levy

In total, 3 in 5 support the idea of a six-year LFP temporary levy and a quarter oppose it.

• 2021 Levy ‘Yes’ voters are more than three times as likely as ‘No’ voters to support the six-year levy.

• Support is higher among younger and middle-aged residents and higher income households.

SUPPORT FOR THE LEVY AT DIFFERENT RATES

• The potential for passing a temporary levy at a rate of $0.30 to partially address 
the budget shortfall is promising, as more than seven in ten say they would 
support it.

• That support falls to just over half (56%) at the $0.45 rate, requiring more effort 
to garner support in order to reach the sixty-percent threshold to pass.

• Just thirty-seven percent say they will support the levy at the $0.60 rate.

• Two in ten (22%) say they will not support any temporary levy.

Support 
62%

Oppose 
25%



Summary Overview: Information Required for Support

Detailed information, clearly and transparently communicated, will be key to garnering support 
for the proposed temporary levy – among both those who support the idea as well as those who 
currently oppose it.

• SUPPORTERS of the Temporary Levy primarily want the city to provide them with details on its purpose, and 
specifics regarding what will be included in the spending plan – itemizing each project and its cost, location, 
rationale, and timeline.

Plans for cost-cutting measures and other examples of belt-tightening will be essential to 
winning over those who currently oppose the idea of a temporary levy.

• In addition to an itemized spending plan, OPPOSERS of the proposed levy want the city to transparently 
provide information on what budget cuts have already been or will be made, details on the current budget 
and shortfalls, and information about other means for raising funds and cutting costs.

“Any private for-profit business facing revenue shortfall would immediately initiate 
cost reduction and improved efficiency measures. LFP has done neither. Get on it!”

“A very detailed breakdown of how it would shore up the budget and specifically what 
services would be maintained and what would be improved in each of the 6 years the levy is 

in place. A well written summary of the community benefits and why each was chosen.”



Summary Overview: Information Required for Support

Residents want the City to make the case for how the projects will benefit the community overall, 
as well as those directly impacted.

“I can imagine folks having a hard time approving a new tax that just generally will 
help fund the city without understanding the specific benefits they can expect to get.”

“Don't forget about redevelopment of the town center having the 
potential bringing in more tax revenue and more renters/condo owners.”

They want to know what other sources of funding the city is pursuing in order to put less of a 
burden on residential property owners. They want to see that the City is taking steps to 
encourage business development and other measures to broaden the tax base.

“What are we doing for taxes on businesses as well as residents? Are city administrators 
effectively securing funding from State and Federal sources or are we not very good at that?”



Summary Overview: Information Required for Support

Supporters think the City needs to communicate not only the benefits to the community if the  
levy passes, but also what will happen if it does NOT pass. They feel the City should be well-
prepared to counter any “No” Campaign that will be galvanized by those who oppose the levy.

“A clear written description of what could be gained, as well as a description of what could be lost should 
the levy fail to pass.  Also - a more aggressive (visible) campaign to prompt passage of the levy.”

“Specific examples of improvements, strong and early campaign to educate voters as the 
NO campaign will come out in force again (signs are already going up!).”

“I would also like better ways to engage with city leadership, 
e.g. coffee with the mayor or other dedicated engagement times.”

“Outreach meetings are great, but some of them should be scheduled outside of traditional 
work hours. Community emails or links to websites explaining the levy are also helpful.”

Residents want to see the City offer more opportunities for engagement.



Detailed Findings



Four out of five believe things in Lake Forest Park are going in the 
right direction. Sidewalks/pedestrian safety leads as the top 
suggested improvement.

Right 
direction

79%

Wrong 
track
21%

Satisfaction of  Living in Lake Forest Park

Things in Lake Forest Park…

‘Wrong track’ opinions are significantly 
higher among those who voted ‘no’ on  the 
2021 levy (39%) and those opposed to the   
6-Year temporary levy (50%).

22%

11%

9%

8%

8%

Sidewalks and pedestrian
safety improvements

Better city management
(fiscal responsibility, budgeting,

live within means)

Public safety (police patrolling,
solve speeding, emergency
response, prevent crime)

New services (business
development, support

small business)

Road maintenance (potholes,
lights, reflective paint)

Suggestions for Improvement (Top Mentions)

“I see kids and parents and elderly walking on busy streets 
because there are no sidewalks. Perkins is a nightmare. The roads 
around it are nightmares. Please fix this..."

“Better funds management, spend money wisely. While the property tax 
rate hasn't increased, property values have significantly increased meaning 
people are paying a lot more tax today."

“Budget priorities- city hall, police, crime prevention- excessive expenses on 
all else. is not putting money to core services."

“Allow more businesses, restaurants, shops to build and establish in the town center 
area as well as other parts of LFP. Bring in more revenue for the city with retail rather 
than relying on property taxes and traffic tickets.”

“Small things like repainting crosswalks, adding lights to crosswalks so 
cars can see people walking at night, some roads don't have streetlights, 
trimming bushes/shrubbery around street signs to increase visibility.”



Public Safety/Emergency Management stands apart as the #1 prioritized 
service, followed by Public Works and, more distantly, Pedestrian Safety.

City Service Prioritization: Residents Insights

Service Prioritization: Ranked #1

Differences of note…

• 2021 Levy ‘Yes’ voters and Supporters of the proposed 6-Year Levy are 
more likely than their counterparts to rank Pedestrian 
Safety/Sidewalks/Bimodal, Parks and Rec Spaces, and Community 
Development among their top three.

• 2021 Levy ‘No’ voters are more likely than ‘Yes’ voters to rank Public 
Works, Public Safety, Traffic Management, and Court Services in their top 
three.

• Opposers of the proposed 6-Year Levy are more likely than Supporters to 
rank Public Safety and Traffic Management in their top three.

43%

20%

13%

6%

5%

5%

4%

4%

0%

Public Safety and
Emergency Management

Public Works

Pedestrian Safety/Sidewalk
Improvements/Bimodal

City Hall Services

Environmental and
Sustainability Programs

Community Development
Services

Parks and Recreational
Spaces

Traffic Management

Court Services

72%

69%

41%

27%

25%

20%

18%

16%

9%

Public Works

Public Safety and
Emergency Management

Pedestrian Safety/Sidewalk
Improvements/Bimodal

Parks and Recreational
Spaces

Traffic Management

Community Development
Services

City Hall Services

Environmental and
Sustainability Programs

Court Services

Service Prioritization: Ranked #1, #2 or #3

#1

#2

#3

Top Priorities



A third offered suggestions for additional services, re-emphasizing the priorities 
of public safety and public works, and their desire to see the city cut costs/ 
explore other funding. Tree maintenance, zoning/business development, and 
improved walkability, parks, and public spaces rounded out top suggestions. 

City Service Prioritization: Residents Insights

18%

8%

8%

6%

6%

6%

6%

Public safety – police more involved/first responders/
crisis response/manage homelessness

Rebudgeting/cutting costs/other ways to fund

Tree maintenance

Road maintenance (potholes, pumps,
cleaning, lights,winter services)

Zoning/Rezoning (ex. Business
development, housing etc.)

Sidewalks/walkability

Public spaces and parks

Other City Services to be Prioritized (Top Mentions)

“Public safety and enforcement of existing laws against habitual violators.“
“Monitor the homeless and ensure we do not develop the same issues as they do in Seattle.”

“Prioritize balancing your budget and not coming up with ways to spend more money (those silly blinking stops signs, new 
police cars, entertaining the idea of hiring more city workers). Figure out how to keep people here, not pricing people out.“

“I think that it's important to maintain the trees near power lines to avoid power outages… We had to buy a generator 
because the power goes out more than 6xs a year on average. We now know why they call it "Lake Forest Dark."

“Services that keep our roads safe. Street cleaning, snow removal, detour signs when roads are closed.”

“Rezoning to create local jobs/businesses and services/resources for our community so that we do not have to leave LFP… 
The owners of the Town Center complex have too many non-competes which making leasing with them either impossible or 
extremely difficult and expensive. This leads to a lot of money leaving LFP. We primarily leave LFP to do our shopping.”

“I suppose this goes under parks, but developing our waterfront into something that everyone can share. Right now, the 
exclusive ‘club’ that exists seems like the 1950s…"

“Safety for those who walk our streets with special attention being paid to children going to and from school and bus stops."



Over three fourths feel it is important to have tax exemptions or reductions for 
some residents, and two thirds agree occasional tax increases are essential for 
maintaining and improving services.

Statement Agreement

5%

9%

13%

13%

20%

5%

9%

14%

11%

13%

44%

46%

32%

41%

33%

34%

23%

24%

15%

9%

78%

68%

57%

56%

42%

Statement Agreement

Only ratings of agree (4-5) or disagree (1-2) are shown. (Ratings of neither agree nor disagree (3) are not shown.)
The bold percentages represents the corresponding net total Agree / Disagree.  

Agree Strongly AgreeStrongly Disagree Disagree

It's important to provide property tax (levy) exemptions 
or reductions for low-income or disabled residents.

I believe occasional property tax increases are essential for 
maintaining and improving city services into the future.

I believe an increase in the amount of property 
taxes I pay could have a positive impact on 

community safety and quality of life.

Reasonable property tax (levy) increases make 
living in Lake Forest Park more desirable.

I trust that the city will use any additional tax 
revenue responsibly for community projects.

10%

18%

27%

24%

32%

More likely to agree:

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (83%) vs. Opposers (65%)

• Women (83%) vs. Men (74%)

• HH income <$100K (89%) vs. >$100K (77%)

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (90%) vs. Opposers (23%)

• Women (73%) vs. Men (65%)

• HH income >$100K (73%) vs. <$100K (62%)

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (80%) vs. Opposers (7%)

• HH income >$100K (63%) vs. <$100K (48%)

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (78%) vs. Opposers (13%)

• HH income >$100K (62%) vs. <$100K (47%)

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (60%) vs. Opposers (6%)

• HH income >$100K (47%) vs. <$100K (33%)



9%

11%

36%

4%

4%

16%

33%

38%

18%

35%

23%

9%

68%

61%

27%

Most believe the city should explore other options before a property tax increase. 
They don’t feel the city clearly communicates the reasons for an increase and how 
additional revenues will be used.

Statement Agreement

Half DISAGREE, indicating that they DO BELIEVE the city services they use would benefit from additional funding.

Only ratings of agree (4-5) or disagree (1-2) are shown. (Ratings of neither agree nor disagree (3) are not shown.)
The bold percentages represents the corresponding net total Agree / Disagree.  

Despite the City Council's efforts to raise revenue, I believe 
the city should still explore further funding sources before 

considering a property tax (levy) increase.

I don't feel the city clearly communicates with the residents
on certain topics such as the reasons for a property tax 

(levy) increase and how additional revenues will be used.

I don't believe the city services I use 
would benefit from additional funding.

13%

15%

52%

More likely to agree:

• 6-Yr Levy Opposers (91%) vs. Supporters (55%)

More likely to agree:

• 6-Yr Levy Opposers (77%) vs. Supporters (52%)

More likely to disagree:

• 6-Yr Levy Supporters (70%) vs. Opposers (16%)

• Ages 18-34 (73%) vs. 35-64 (55%) or 65+ (46%)

• HH income <$100K (44%) vs. >$100K (57%)

More likely to agree:

• 6-Yr Levy Opposers (64%) vs. Supporters (9%)

• Men (30%) vs. Women (21%)

• HH income <$100K (35%) vs. >$100K (23%)

Statement Agreement

Agree Strongly AgreeStrongly Disagree Disagree



Close to four in five were aware of the 2021 Levy proposal and its 
objectives, but just two in five say they voted for it.

Yes
77%

No
23%

2021 Levy: Awareness and Voting Behavior

Aware of 2021 Levy

42%

31%

9%

Voted FOR it

Voted AGAINST it

Did not vote

2021 Levy Voting Behavior

Awareness was significantly 
higher among ages 35 and 
older (78%); more than half 
(55%) of residents ages 18-34 
were unaware of the levy.

More likely voted for it:

Women were more likely than men to vote for 
the levy (50% vs. 37%); as were higher income 
households vs. their counterparts (47% vs. 33%). 

More likely voted against it:

Men were more likely than women to vote against 
the levy (39% vs. 20%); as were residents 65+ (34% 
vs. 29% ages 35-64 and 14% ages 18-34). 

More likely did not vote:

Two fifths of those ages 18-34 did not vote on the 2021 proposal.

Note: 18% did not recall



Those who voted in favor of the 2021 levy did so primarily because they felt the 
services were beneficial and necessary for themselves and the community, they 
wanted pedestrian safety improvements, and/or they felt that the taxes were 
necessary for the city to operate.

Reasons for Voting “YES” on 2021 Levy 

42%

33%

22%

9%

7%

5%

3%

Services are beneficial and needed for me
 and my community/care about others

Pedestrian safety/I want sidewalks

Taxes are needed for the city to function/
levy needed/That’s how cities operate

 I want parks and recreational spaces

 It seemed reasonable

General - I wanted those specific services
(traffic calming/bike lanes/road maintenance)

  Public/community/children safety

Reasons for Voting “YES” on 2021 Levy (Top Mentions)

“Because we need these things and should be willing to pay for it. I was very 
disappointed it did not pass.”

“Residents in LFP have been wanting these pedestrian safety improvements for a long time, and I was 
excited at the prospect of making them happen through this funding increase.“

“Levies are the only reasonable way to raise the needed funds in an area with no industrial or large commercial base."

“Because our parks are well used and there is often congestion at popular courts. Outdoor access is 
necessary for physical health and mental wellbeing.”

“The proposed increases were modest and if passed would have helped improve the quality of life for residents.”

“I would happily pay extra to have my children walk safely to LFP Elementary and enjoy more public spaces."

“I think LFP has historically been one of the most pleasant and well-maintained areas in the greater Seattle metro area. I 
understand that decent funding is necessary to make improvements and maintain the services we enjoy."



Those who opposed the 2021 levy did so primarily because they didn’t see a match 
between the city’s priorities and theirs, they mistrust city management, the levy was 
permanent and the plan lacked specifics, and they felt their taxes were already high, 
especially those with fixed/limited income.

Reasons for Voting “NO” on 2021 Levy 

20%

17%

17%

15%

15%

13%

12%

11%

8%

Different priorities/wants for me vs. the city

Distrust in council/management

 It was permanent rather than temporary

Affordability/inflation/fixed or low income

There was no specific plan

Taxes already high/tax fatigue

Reprioritize-focus on essentials/live within budget

Vague/lack of information/awareness/deceptive

Unnecessary purchases/misuse of funds

Reasons for Voting “NO” on 2021 Levy (Top Mentions)

“It hardly benefitted our neighborhoods.  We wanted to be tied in to the center of the city with some 
safer connections.  Most of the improvements were for other areas of the city.”

“I did not really know what it was about- not clear on objective, and I didn't trust LFP to manage those funds acceptably.“

“The way this proposal was presented made the levy seem like a beautifying slush fund that had no end.“
“It was perpetual.  Stop asking for money in perpetuity.  I agree with the premise, not the funding mechanism.”

“I have lived in LFP all my life. When I moved into our current home in 1996 my taxes were under $4k.  Today they 
are nearing $13k. This represent nearly 50% of my social security support. I don't want to get taxed out of LFP!”

“Its an outrage that the levy would never sunset, and what it was supposed to do was vague to say the least. 
That’s why it got slammed by 60% thank goodness.”

“Cities need to live within their budgets, just like residents. Cut back on services and provide what you can afford.“
“Financial mismanagement. Safety (cops, fire, EMT) more important. Use the money you already collect wisely.”

“It was too much of an increase.  I pay more in taxes now than what I paid for my entire mortgage when I moved to LFP.   
As the value of my house goes up, I pay more taxes so this levy felt like I was getting a double whammy."

“The money was not specifically allocated for use but  put into a council controller fund. If you want to pay for 
improvements through taxes, the projects must be specifically identified in the levy."

“No clear delineation of expenditures for the projects, unnecessary 
waterfront park and the huge percentage increase it represented."



Those who voted in favor of the 2021 levy think that the main barriers to its 
passing were a lack of information and full transparency of how the money would 
be utilized, and the fact that people, in general, resist paying more taxes.

Barriers to 2021 Levy Passing

Barriers to 2021 Levy Passing: Among Those Who Voted “YES” (Top Mentions)

29%

20%

11%

9%

9%

9%

9%

8%

7%

7%

6%

Lack of Information/too broad/need transparency

No one wants to pay more money/taxes

Self-absorbed/selfish/short-sighted residents

Bad timing/Covid

Expensive/taxes already too high/tax fatigue

The NO campaign

Distrust management/need accountability measures

It was permanent

Bad messaging/benefits don’t outweigh costs

High cost of living/inflation

Different priorities/unnecessary

“I think residents would like to see how our town is spending the revenue they have before just voting to 
give the town more money. Fiscal responsibility requires transparency...”

“People can't stand tax increases because they see them as a slippery slope.  The wording of the levy must spell out very 
clearly… what the money will be used for, and that it will not continue to go up every year.“

“Anti-tax selfishness… ‘Me first’ thinking rarely proves positive for the vast majority of citizens.“

“Let’s not forget Covid either where many people lost jobs/income and are still trying to crawl back out of a deep hole!”

“Our taxes are already too high. We are being priced out.”

“Concern about council’s ability to manage within a budget and not overreach.”

“1. Disinformation   2. The anti-prop 1 campaign got an early start and promulgated fuzzy math and lack of community spirit."

“Making it permanent was an avoidable over reach."

“Bad communication from the city.  It made it look like it was all about the waterfront park."

“Asking for more at a time when residents were already strapped and fighting inflation, similar to now, was a bit tone deaf.”

“People either not understanding how much good the levy would do 
for everyone or thinking it costs them more than they want to pay.”



26%

24%

24%

24%

19%

11%

6%

5%

Expensive/taxes already too high/tax fatigue

Distrust management/need accountability measures

Lack of Information/too broad/need transparency

Different priorities/unnecessary

It was permanent

Bad 'benefits' messaging/benefits don’t outweigh costs

City needs to cut spending/find alternate ways

High cost of living/inflation

Those who voted against the 2021 levy cited their existing ‘high’ tax burden, distrust of city 
management/lack of accountability measures, lack of information/transparency, having 
different priorities or feeling the levy was unnecessary, and the fact that it was to be 
permanent among the top barriers to its passing.

Barriers to 2021 Levy Passing

Barriers to 2021 Levy Passing: Among Those Who Voted “NO” (Top Mentions)

“Our property taxes are ridiculously high… Since 2020 I'm paying over $1000.00/mo. more, EVERY 
MONTH, than I did in 2019.  NO ADDITIONAL TAXES!!!”

“The city could not be trusted to use additional funds wisely. without showing a sincere effort to cut spending 
or the real demonstrated need for various improvements, no additional funds should be requested.“

“Insufficient detail about how the plan would be executed, including budget details about cost/shortfall and where 
the money will be used… Perceived as a "blank check" with no concrete specifics.“

“Our taxes are already too high and you waste our money on stupid things like bike lanes and expanding parks and 
recreation when you can't pay for our police!”

“You don’t get a blank check. You don’t get a permanent levy approval. It needs a deadline, then a review of 
effectiveness and then, a vote to renew or not. How can you believe that would fly?”

“It’s becoming too expensive to live in LFP. I pay more every year as my house increases in value and then you want to increase my taxes 
even more… Figure out where you can cut spending like the new property just purchased by the 5-acre park. That was a waste of money.”

“The value proposition was not explained well enough. You have a marketing problem and haven’t convinced public of the 
value of these services."

“Personal income is not keeping up with inflation and overall increased cost of living."



Given the budget shortfall, most residents, in total, would prioritize addressing 
policing needs, hiring a grant writer to secure external funding, and improving/ 
maintaining the city’s parks. 

Community Priorities for Addressing Budget Shortfall

6%

5%

8%

11%

11%

7%

15%

7%

9%

5%

15%

13%

26%

41%

22%

35%

37%

25%

29%

20%

19%

54%

38%

35%

38%

28%

27%

9%

76%

73%

72%

63%

58%

46%

28%

Priorities for Addressing Budget Shortfall – Among TOTAL

Only ratings of important (4-5) or unimportant (1-2) are shown. (Ratings of neutral (3) are not shown.)
The bold percentages represents the corresponding net total Important / Unimportant.  

Somewhat Unimportant Somewhat Important Important Unimportant

Maintaining the current police force, hiring new police officers and replacing aging patrol 
vehicles, some of which are over 10 years old and have over 100,000 miles on them.

Hiring a grant writer to help the city secure external funding to support vital projects such as traffic, parks, 
stream restoration and other community initiatives. This role can aid in reducing reliance on local tax revenue.

Improving and maintaining the city's parks to ensure they remain 
accessible and well-used by the community.

Expanding sidewalk installations and improvements to enhance 
pedestrian safety and connectivity within the community.

Funding and implementing Clean Water Act programs for public 
education and pollution prevention, to protect local waterways.

13%

14%

13%

26%

24%

Aligning with other similar cities' tax rates. Currently Lake Forest Park 
has a lower tax rate than Kirkland, Shoreline, Kenmore, and Bothell.

33%

Hiring new positions, such as a Climate Manager, to lead the city's efforts in 
addressing climate change impacts and developing initiatives to mitigate these risks.

56%



Seven in ten who oppose the 6-year levy feel it is important to address policing 
needs, but only a minority of the opposed feel it is important to address other 
needs, especially aligning with other cities’ tax rates or hiring new positions to 
address climate impacts.

Community Priorities for Addressing Budget Shortfall

7%

17%

13%

19%

20%

9%

11%

9%

15%

28%

37%

34%

68%

81%

16%

30%

23%

16%

14%

4%

53%

14%

17%

13%

11%

4%

69%

44%

40%

29%

25%

6%

5%

Priorities for Addressing Budget Shortfall – Among OPPOSERS of 6-Year Levy

Somewhat Unimportant Somewhat Important Important Unimportant

Maintaining the current police force, hiring new police officers and replacing aging patrol 
vehicles, some of which are over 10 years old and have over 100,000 miles on them.

Hiring a grant writer to help the city secure external funding to support vital projects such as traffic, parks, 
stream restoration and other community initiatives. This role can aid in reducing reliance on local tax revenue.

Improving and maintaining the city's parks to ensure they remain 
accessible and well-used by the community.

Expanding sidewalk installations and improvements to enhance 
pedestrian safety and connectivity within the community.

Funding and implementing Clean Water Act programs for public 
education and pollution prevention, to protect local waterways.

16%

32%

41%

56%

54%

Aligning with other similar cities' tax rates. Currently Lake Forest Park 
has a lower tax rate than Kirkland, Shoreline, Kenmore, and Bothell.

77%

Hiring new positions, such as a Climate Manager, to lead the city's efforts in 
addressing climate change impacts and developing initiatives to mitigate these risks.

92% Percentages <3% not 
labeled on chart.

Only ratings of important (4-5) or unimportant (1-2) are shown. (Ratings of neutral (3) are not shown.)
The bold percentages represents the corresponding net total Important / Unimportant.  



16%

41%9%

2%

15%

13%

6%

16%

27%

25%

22%35%

66%

6%

Total Column2 Column1 Voted 'Yes'
in 2021

Voted 'No'
in 2021

Strongly support

Somewhat support

Unsure

Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

In total, three fifths support the idea of a six-year LFP temporary 
levy and a quarter oppose it.

Initial Reaction to a Proposed Temporary Levy Increase in November 2025

Reaction to a City of Lake Forest Park Seeking a Six-Year Temporary Levy

Support
Net: 
62%

Oppose
Net: 
25%

Net: 
91%

Net:
28%

Net: 
56%

Net: 3%

More likely to support the levy (net):

• 2021 Levy ‘Yes’ voters are more than 
three times as likely as ‘No’ voters to 
support the six-year levy at a rate of 91% 
to 28%.

• Support is higher among younger (70%) 
and middle-aged (66%) residents than 
those age 65+ (57%).

• Higher income households (69%) are more 
likely to support the levy than households 
with income under $100K (48%).



72%

56%

37%

22%

Would support
a levy at $0.30

Would support
a levy at $0.45

Would support
a levy at $0.60

I do NOT support
a temporary levy

While seven in ten would support a levy of $0.30 to partially address 
the budget shortfall, support falls to just over half at the $0.45 rate, and 
fewer than four in ten at the $0.60 rate.

Reaction to Proposed Levy Rates

Reaction to Proposed Levy Rates*

More likely to oppose any levy:

Households with income <$100K were more likely than higher 
income households to oppose any levy (30% vs. 17%); as were 
residents 65+ (26% vs. 18%-20% of middle aged or younger).

*See Notes section for full description of each option shown.



Those who support the proposed levy primarily want the city to provide them with 
details on its purpose and specifics regarding what will be included in the spending 
plan, itemizing each project and its cost, location, rationale, and timeline.

Feedback for the City Before Next Levy Proposed

Information Needed from the City to Decide How to Vote: 
SUPPORTERS* of the Proposed Temporary Levy (Top Mentions)

70%

12%

10%

8%

8%

7%

6%

6%

6%

5%

Detailed purpose and itemized Spend Plan

Positive/negative impact if  passes or is rejected

Transparency

What other means to raise funds/cut costs

Better/clear communication efforts; involve public

Exact financial cost on each household

Which services prioritized and criteria

Timeline of projects

Accountability

Budget cuts (already  made/prior to asking)

“A project plan and itemized budget showing exactly what would be 
accomplished, a timeline for completion, and cost transparency.“ (1)

“A clear and summarized budget view, indicating what are the areas that will be cut/reduced in case the levy doesn't pass, 
as well as the areas that will be funded/implemented if the proposal passes.“ (2)

“Complete transparency about exactly how the funds would be used… (and) during the life of the levy and afterwards, a full 
accounting of the funds to ensure that they were used for the approved purposes.“ (2)

“(It said) that the City had done everything it could to cut costs… What was actually cut?  What are we doing for taxes on 
businesses as well as residents? Are city administrators effectively securing funding from State and Federal sources.“ (2)

“A clear explanation as to how the funds will be used… in person and zoom community meetings- also mailing detailed information.” (1)

“How will the money be used? How did you decide what to prioritize?” (2)

“A breakdown like you just had on the previous page – ex: a house estimated at $XYZ would pay $.XY per month.“ (1)

“1. Projects, completion costs, timelines, factors to keep projects on time and within budget.  2. How future maintenance and operation of 
projects will be funded. 3. What happens in six years when the levy expires.“ (1)

“Clear statement of how money will be spent. Accountability to residents via annual reports and future feedback opportunities.“ (1)

“Current budget and shortfall as well as what cuts have already been enacted.” (2)

*Verbatim codes: 1=Strongly Support, 2=Somewhat Support.



In addition to an itemized spending plan, those who oppose the proposed levy 
want the city to transparently provide information on what budget cuts have 
already been or will be made, details on the current budget and shortfalls, and 
information about other means for raising funds and cutting costs. 

Feedback for the City Before Next Levy Proposed

Information Needed from the City to Decide How to Vote: 
OPPOSERS* of the Proposed Temporary Levy (Top Mentions)

42%

17%

15%

11%

9%

8%

7%

7%

5%

Detailed purpose and itemized Spend Plan

Transparency

Budget cuts (already  made/prior to asking)

Current budget expenditures/cost/shortfall

None/already know how I will vote

What other means to raise funds/cut costs

Which services prioritized and criteria

Should only be for necessary services only

Assurance it's temporary/plan after 6 years

“A detailed itemized list of how money is spent, that is auditable and reported on to 
residents frequently.” (5)

“1)Transparency of funds allocated to each objective and 2) what other resources provide funding and their contributions (i.e., 
businesses), and what is their tax rate…Why is there such a reliance on homeowner property tax levies to fund the City?“ (5)

“I’d want to see cost-cutting measures implemented first. Consider an independent audit to identify cost-cut opportunities. After 
this has been completed, I  would consider property tax increases.” (4)

“Current budget and shortfall as well as what cuts have already been enacted.” (4)

“None. I will vote no always until you show me you can live within your means. Cut staff. Salary is always the #1 cost saving measure.” (5)

“How much would the levy generate?  How would the city prioritize the use of the funds, including what would the basis 
for the prioritization be?” (4)

“I need to see a detailed itemized budget and several examples of the cities effort to raise revenue from other sources and an 
explanation of why those sources didn’t provide enough funding.” (5)

“LFP city council needs to get their heads out the clouds wanting to fund pet wish lists with tax payer money.  Stick to 
necessary services only.  We don't need more parks, we don't need a Climate Manager, we don't need a grant writer.“ (5)

“It must be temporary with a stated expiration date.“ (4)

*Verbatim codes: 5=Strongly Oppose, 4=Somewhat Oppose.



Most stay informed about city services through newsletters/mail 
received at home. Mailed newsletters and email hold top spots for 
their preferred method of city engagement.

Engagement with Lake Forest Park

City Engagement / Staying Informed

Differences of note…

Supporters of the proposed 6-Year Levy are 
more likely than Opposers to mention 
staying informed through city newsletters/ 
mail received at home (88% vs. 77%) and 
city email/news flashes (34% vs. 24%).

84%

39%

31%

27%

22%

20%

5%

3%

11%

Newsletters/mail - home

City website

City email/news flashes

City social media posts

Local news media

Community events

Friends/family/neighbors/
word of mouth

Local cable channel

Other

Mailed 
newsletters

44%

Email
36%

Website 
9%

Social media
5%

Community 
events

3%

Other
2%

None
2%

First Choice for City Engagement



Appendix



These LFP survey respondents are highly engaged voters. Nearly all are 
currently registered to vote in LFP, voted in the 2024 general election, 
and are certain or likely to vote in the November 2025 election. 

Resident Voting Behaviors

97%

3%

Yes No/Not Sure

Currently registered 
to vote in LFP

Voted in 2024 
General Election

98%

2%

Yes No

Voting in November 
2025 Election

91%

7%

1%
1%

Absolutely certain to vote

Probably will vote

Chances are 50-50

Will not vote

1% are likely to register 
before the Nov. 2025 
election, 1% are unlikely to 
register and 1% are unsure.



5%

21% 21%
16%

19% 18%

<$50K $50K-
$99.9K

$100K-
$149.9K

$150K-
$199.9K

$200K-
$299.9K

$300K+

4%

15% 18% 17%

46%

18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Age

49% 47%

3%

Male Female Self-describe

Gender Home 
Ownership

Own
95%

Rent/
Lease

4%

Time Living
in the Area

HH composition HH income

1
18%

2
65%

3
12%

4+
5%

Adults in HH Children in HH

72%

13%

13%

3%

None

1

2

3+

Children in HH

Mean: $174K

Mean: 58

4%
13%

23%

60%

<2 years 2-5 years 6-15 years >15 years1% Refused/NA

Demographic Overview of Survey Respondents   



Post Card


