MINUTES OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAUREL

January 27, 2026

A regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Laurel, Montana, was held in the Council
Chambers and called to order by Mayor Dave Waggoner at 6:30 p.m. on January 27, 2026.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Thomas Canape Sara Naylor
Brent Edgmond Jessica Banks
Casey Wheeler Irv Wilke
Richard Klose Jodi Mackay
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT: None
OTHER STAFF PRESENT: Michele, Braukmann, Civil City Attorney

Brittney Harakal, Administrative Assistant
Kurt Markegard, CAO
Kelly Strecker, Clerk/Treasurer

Mayor Waggoner led the Pledge of Allegiance to the American flag.

MINUTES:

Motion by Council Member Canape to approve the minutes of the regular meeting of January
13, 2026, as presented, seconded by Council Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council
discussion. A vote was taken on the motion. All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion
carried 8-0.

CORRESPONDENCE:

Civil Attorney Braukmann briefly reviewed how land issues work and what it means for the Council
to serve as a quasi-judicial body for land use matters. In layman's terms, they are judges on land use
matters. Judges cannot hear a full evidentiary record until it is put in front of them. Council can
acknowledge ex parte communications, but they cannot speak until the full record is put in front of
them.

Civil Attorney Braukmann read the attached emails into the record.
COUNCIL DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS:

Council Member Edgmond noted that he heard from three constituents and responded that he did not
know.

Council Member Mackay reviewed the attached communications log.

Council Member Wilke received two voicemail messages from constituents. He played both messages
during the meeting. One is from someone who did not leave their name, and the other is from Richard
Swanson. Council Member Wilke responded to the first voicemail and encouraged her to wri{é a letter
to the Mayor and Council with her concerns.

Council Member Naylor reviewed the attached communications log.

PUBLIC HEARING: None.

CONSENT ITEMS:

e Claims entered through January 23, 2026.
A complete listing of the claims and their amounts is on file in the Clerk/Treasurer's Office.

e Approval of Payroll Register for PPE 1/18/2026 totaling $254,217.79.
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e Council Workshop Minutes of January 6, 2026.

e Council Workshop Minutes of January 20, 2026.
The Mayor asked if there was any separation of consent items. There was none.
Motion by Council Member Klose to approve the consent items as presented, seconded by

Council Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on
the motion. All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

CEREMONIAL CALENDAR: None.

REPORTS OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS:
Budget/Finance Committee Minutes of January 13, 2026.
Tree/Park Board Minutes of January 8, 2026.

Public Works Committee Minutes of December 15, 2025.
Laurel Urban Renewal Agency Minutes of January 12, 2026
Emergency Services Committee Minutes 11.24.2025

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (THREE-MINUTE LIMIT):

CAO Markegard: So there's a lot of public comment public interest in this and I've spoken to the
Mayor we've had discussions over say the last six months I've talked to him about if I can discuss close
the conversations that we've had with between each other, me and him. After the meeting, after the
Council does their business, I would be willing to stay here and I've offered tonight, tomorrow night,
and that's Thursday night and Friday night to come in here, meet with the members of the public, go
over zoning, go over annexation, the laws that we are going off of, and I have all my emails from the
state Board of at their, my chair, and I'd be willing to, after the meeting, to go over all the emails and
do a timeframe of what transpired over the last six months to the members of the public. I will sit here,
and I will discuss it. If everything can be civil, I'll be sitting here and discussing it with you. I would,
I'm not sure the Council should be involved in it if it's going to pop.

Mayor Waggoner: Council will not be there.

CAO Markegard: So the city attorney has agreed to sit with me. Be willing to sit here and talk to you
about our zoning laws, our annexation resolution, and then go over my emails and chronological,
sorry, order of how those came about, and the discussion and how it went, so that there can be no
miscommunication on what city staff has to do when they bring in a project like this. We've got to sit
there and go through a certain criteria when we're reviewing stuff. And so I just want to let the public
know, the state reached out to us in July and invited us on a tour. I think the commissioner was there.
There were council members in Billings there. There were state representatives there. I was one of
many that got included in a tour of facilities in Billings and one in Laurel, which was up by the airport.
So, with that, I'd be willing to stay tonight and discuss my email. Their public record just like my letter
states in November 17th I'd like to clarify that letter and what that meant and why it was written so
after the meeting if people want to stay I will have no problem discussing with you the last thing I
would have to say to the public I have been committed this community my entire life last 22 years
here so I want open and transparent government that's what I want that's what I want from the council
members that's what I want from the Mayor and I want that from the public I'm so tired of not having
that maybe in the last few years so I want to be an open book I will discuss my emails my
communication and where it was going and where it was being directed so afier the meeting I'd like
to do that Mr. Mayor.

Mayor Waggoner: okay now this three minutes, you come up, and you give your name and your
address. The clerk is timing because we've got a lot of people. So when it hits three minutes, I'm going
to gavel and please stop and go back to your seat, and then the next person. So we can get plenty of
people up talking. Okay, first. Yes.

Matt Torix: I'm Matt Torix, 635 Mountain Front Avenue in Billings. I am the superintendent of Laurel
Public Schools, and I'm here on behalf of myself, but I also feel I represent the school district. I would
not be in support of this facility in any way, being close to Laurel Elementary School. It is within about
460 yards of the edge of the properties. I do feel like it's just not the appropriate place. My concern is
safety for students, and I do not feel that this lends itself to the safety of our children. There's a lot of
other things. I won't reiterate all the other items that have been read into the record already, but I just
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want to say that I do not support the facility being placed where it currently is being suggested. [ would
encourage the City Council to vote against annexation of this state request if should it come to this
group. Thank you.

Kris Vogele: Hi, I'm Kris Vogele, 306 East 4th Street, Laurel, Montana. And Kurt, thanks for standing
up and also making yourself available to the citizens. You have a leadership role now, so I think you
can do that without anybody else getting in the way of it. And we were hoping that maybe that would
have happened over the last six months versus now. Things have gotten to this point. [ understand a
lot of us understand the executive versus the legislative or Council branches. And we understand that
all the authority and basically the buck stops with the Mayor in terms of operations and day-to-day
activities. Council's involved in planning and looking toward the future and setting guidance for that.
They also serve on committees that deal with day-to-day operations and would deal, I would think,
information about the state coming in to build this facility. One thing I want to apologize to the Mayor
and to Kurt about is there were negative comments made about your children in Facebook posts. And
when we make posts, we don't we don't encourage that, and we don't like invite that. And so we do
apologize for comments that were made personally about you, because this is a professional matter,
not a personal matter. There, Kurt, when you had sent, when the CAO had sent his letter to the state
about a piece of land, we understand that it would have been about Woods Power Grip, and that was
a 10-acre piece of land, but it also opened up the floodgates and the search capacity for the state.
Information was given to the state that's normally not given to a private party, about, hey, here's ways
that you can save costs. And it was almost like a broker. It felt like a brokerage of a deal or finding
land. And we have a lot of questions as city members about that. We're here basically for a concern
for the future of our city. Questions that I have: Who authorized the chief administrative officer to
work with the state of Montana on siting a forensic psychiatric facility in Laurel? Why was the city
council not of staff communications with the state beginning in August of 2025? Does identifying
sites, utilities, and annexation potential constitute facilitation of this project? Why were feasibility,
fiscal impact, and public safety studies not completed before sites were offered? And if they were
completed, has the Council seen those? Because the public has not. What is the project's net fiscal
impact to the city over the next 10, 20, and 30 years? How will police, fire, and emergency services
be funded for tax-exempt state facility? What infrastructure upgrades will be required, and who will
pay for them? Why were residents and City Council told the city had no involvement when
documentation shows staff engagement? We understand that you have said now that there was an
involvement, but people were acting really surprised when the state chose Laurel. Will the city pause
cooperation with the state until independent studies are completed and reviewed publicly? What steps
will the Council take to ensure staff cannot unilaterally facilitate major projects without Council
approval?

Juanita Bear: My name is Juanita Bear. My husband's family has four generations of living three
parcels away from this field that has been a peaceful field. We have some additional questions. What
specific authority does the Chief Administrative Officer have to communicate with state agencies
regarding siting major state facilities within city limits? First of all, thank you, Mr. Mayor. Thank you,
Councilmembers. Thank you, City Attorney. Each one of you have challenging situations as you serve
our community, and 1 want to thank you, each one of you. Thank you. Was the City Council ever
asked to authorize the CAO to engage in discussions with the State of Montana regarding a forensic
psychiatric facility? If no authorization was given, under what legal authority did the CAO proceed?
Does the city have a written policy governing when staff may negotiate or coordinate with outside
governmental entities? Was the Mayor aware of the CAO's communications with the Board of
Investments at the time they occurred? Did the Mayor approve or direct the CAO to send the letter
identifying potential sites? Was the city attorney consulted before the letter was sent to the Board of
Investments? If not, why was legal counsel excluded from a decision with major legal and financial
implications? Did the CAO brief the city council after the letter was sent? If not, why was the Council
not informed? Does the city consider identifying sites and utility availability to be an application or
facilitation of a project? If not, how does the city define an application? How does the city ever take
in the position? Has the city ever taken the position that providing site selection assistance is not
participation? Would the city accept the same definition if it were applied to a private developer? Did
the CAO exceed the scope of administrative authority by influencing site selection? Has the city
council reviewed the CAO's job description? In relation to this matter is there any precedent for staff
independently offering land options to outside entities without council approval if this is precedent
setting why was Council not involved has any disciplinary or review process been initiated regarding
this conduct if not why not and again thank you each one because each one are so important to our
community and I want to emphasize that we are so of each of you. Why were these discussions not
disclosed during public city council meetings? Why were executive sessions held? Were any executive
sessions held regarding this facility? If so, under what statutory exemption? Were meeting notes,
emails, or calendars related to this project made available to the public? Has the city conducted a
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public records review of communications with the state where citizens were intentionally excluded
from early discussions? Was a public ever given? Thank you, sir.

Chris Lorash: Okay. Hi, I'm Chris Lorash. I live at 1805 Duval Drive here in Laurel. I'm a citizen, but
also a board member of the school board, currently serving as the chair of that board. And I just wanted
to reiterate, I'm sure you saw our message today in opposition as a board to the location of this facility
near West Elementary, formerly West Elementary, now Laurel Elementary. The reasons, as Matt
articulated, mostly related to safety, for the students and safety doesn't just mean we're worried about
trust me this facility is secure we've spent a lot of time and effort recently even doing that but safety
is more than just access to the building it's the students and the teachers state of mind having a facility
like this nearby. I've already had my children coming home asking about this facility and wondering
about what it means, so I think something that needs to be considered. As a citizen, I'm also concerned,
but I also understand that you don't have a lot of information, and a lot of that comes out. A lot of the
questions that are here and a lot of questions that have been asked ad nauseam in the previous section
of this meeting will be answered during discovery, but I can assure you that there's no amount of
discovery that could take place that would change my mind that this is an inappropriate location due
to safety for the students. Our school district. I am in support of such a facility in eastern Montana as
a citizen. Again, I'm separating that. I am in support of that, and I'm supportive it in Laurel or in its
vicinity. This is just not an appropriate location given its proximity to such a sensitive area. So that's
what ] had. You don't have to knock on me. What do we say, 27? 27, anyone.

Julie Jones: My name is Julie Jones. My residence is at 1201 4th Street West, which is very close to
the property in question. And I guess I'd just like to ask the Council a favor that they take the same
stance as the school and oppose this project. All the way. Thank you.

Bailey Dempster: My name is Bailey Dempster. I'm at 209 Golf Course Road in Laurel. Members of
City Council, I'm speaking today as a parent and as a homeowner, and I am firmly opposed to the
proposed forensic mental health facility being placed near our homes and our schools. This location
is inappropriate. Parents should not be asked to accept added risk to their children's safety.
Homeowners should not have to live with increased security concerns, constant uncertainty, and long-
term impacts that come from placing a high-risk facility in a residential area. While mental health
treatment is important, a forensic mental health facility serves individuals involved in the criminal
justice system. That reality must be acknowledged. This is not a stigma or fear. It is about
responsibility and common sense. Facilities of this nature should be located in areas designed to
support secure operations and public safety, not next to children's schools and family homes. Once
this facility is built, the impact is permanent. The consequences will be carried by residents long after
this vote is taken. Please reconsider this location and look for safer alternatives. Thank you for your
time.

Jennifer: Hi, my name is Jennifer live at 916 5th Avenue in Laurel obviously and I'm here to oppose
the annexation and then I'm gonna continue on the list all right well number 27 was the public ever
given the opportunity to comment before the state selected Laurel why was the first public notice the
state's announcement does the city believe that this meets standards of transparent governance would
the city consider this process acceptable if rules were reversed did the CAO or Mayor correct the
public record when they stated that the city had no involvement if not why were city staff instructed
not to discuss the project project publicly who made that that instruction did the city consider issuing
a clarification once documents became public does the city believe a mission of material facts is
consistent with public trust Has the City Council reviewed the letter sent to the Board of Investments?
When did the Council first become aware of its contents? Why was the Council blindsided if staff had
been working on this since August of 2025? And what safeguards exist to prevent this from happening
again? Did the CAO conduct any feasibility study before identifying sites? Was a cost-benefit analysis
performed? Was a fiscal impact study conducted? Was a long-term operating cost analysis done? Were
emergency service impacts evaluated? Was traffic impact on Highway 10 analyzed? Was proximity
to schools evaluated? Was public safety staffing analyzed? Was police overtime cost estimated? Was
the fire and EMS capacity evaluated? Was water demand modeling performed? Was sewer capacity
evaluated? Capital upgrades identified? Who would pay for those upgrades? Was lifecycle
infrastructure cost considered? Was insurance or liability exposure evaluated? Were mutual aid
agreements considered? Was an annexation fiscal analysis completed? Was a facilities compatibility
study done? Were alternative locations outside Laurel evaluated? Did the CAO consider declining to
participate? Did the CAO consider the City Council's stated opposition? Did the CAO document any
risks? Where is that documentation? If no studies exist, why not? Okay, so is a facility exempt from
property taxes? If so, how will the city recover service costs? Has the city calculated the net fiscal
impact? Has the city requested a payment in lieu of taxes? If not, why? Will the city subsidize state
operations? Has the city evaluated bond rating impacts? All right. 73.
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Brian Lubinski: Alright, my name is Brian Lubinski, 327th Avenue. My wife, Callie, and I very
strongly oppose this. We have three small children in the school system moved out here to create a
family in a family setting, and we are very close to the schools, and this would absolutely get it. So,
we will utility rates increase for residents? Will capital improvement plans change? Has the city
identified unfunded mandates? Has the city budgeted for increased calls for services? Has the city
negotiated reimbursement with the state? Has the city evaluated long-term maintenance costs? Who
pays for the infrastructure fails? Has the city identified opportunity costs? What city projects will be
delayed or displaced? Has the city modeled worst-case scenarios, cost scenarios? Has the city
disclosed these risks to the residents? Will taxpayers be asked to subsidize this facility? Why was the
Council not given the information beforehand? Who initiated annexation discussions? Was annexation
conditioned on council approval? Was annexation analyzed independently of the project? Does
annexation primarily benefit the state? Was limited annexation considered? Why was 114 acre parcel
proposed? Proposed? Does the facility require that much land? What future uses are contemplated?
Does annexation create future development pressure? Has zoning capabilities been evaluated? Was a
growth policy consistency review done? Were statutory annexation findings prepared? Has the
Council reviewed those findings? Does the annexation obligate the city to future costs? What was
discussed in public? Was annexation leveraged as an incentive? Is the city exposed if annexation is
denied? Has the city considered rescinding annexation support? Can the city withdraw cooperation?
What is the city's exit strategy? Does the City Council believe the staff acted appropriately? Should
staff have sought council discretion? Should feasibility studies have been mandatory? Will Council
require these studies now? Will Council pause cooperation until studies are complete? Will Council
request an independent audit? Will Council request a third-party fiscal analysis? Will Council formally
clarify staff authority limits? Will Council correct public statements? Will Council require disclosure
of all communications? Will Council consider censure or reprimand? Will Council adopt a policy
preventing unilateral facilitation? Will Council commit to a public engagement before a future siting?
Who is accountable if this harms Laurel? How will the Council restore public trust?

Brittany Hunter: Brittany Hunter, 2604 Willowwood. I also am a school board trustee, and I oppose
this. The only thing I'm going to ask the rest of you is, once the state leaves and this facility stays, can
you look us in the eyes?

Rich Holstein: Hi, my name's Rich Holstein. I live over on 712 8th Avenue. And as somebody who
lives very close in proximity to this, as somebody who lives with a bunch of elderly and disabled
people around me, it's a concern. And I know that I hear it from everybody in that community. All
those, all the little old ladies, everybody, man, I hear it from, and they're worried about this. Know it
shouldn't be in a neighborhood it's not it's not the right place you know um I don't feel that that it
should be by a school I'm I'm right there I got grandkids going to school here I do all of that and there's
just nothing good that really comes out of this and in the end I think that we really need to be looking
at what would this benefit Laurel? If there's no benefit to Laurel, other than we sold them some land,
then why are we doing it? It's really simple. Why are we doing it?

Steve Kurm: Hi, my name is Steve Krum. 24th Avenue West, Laurel, Montana. I'm a county resident,
and one of the things I want to say here is that even though we're county residents, decisions this city
council makes does affect us. That's why there was a state law to have zoning authority outside of it,
because you do impact people who live around the city when you make these decisions, which we've
been here. I've been here before with you guys, and you've heard me speak before, and it is important
that you think of how you impact your community, and that is the citizens of Laurel and the county.
That power plant that went in is not the issue here, but it does impact people. It affects their mental
health and their physical health. My daughter's house, when that plant's up and running, water glass
vibrates inside their house, ripples, because of the vibration from that plant, this noise vibration. That
same thing's gonna happen when this mental institution is built around your neighbors, and they're
going to be stressing about it. They're going to be worried about it. This affects their health. So you
got to ask yourself some questions, because this has happened just recently when loves coming in with
this truck stop. They do full well with the sign height of that ordinance said that they could put up
there. They wait till it gets built, put up a 2000-foot sign, and say, City Council, you want to approve
that? Heck, yeah, we're going to prove that. So it concerns me now that we went from a 10-acre lot to
114 acre lot with this little small facility, what are their other plans there? Do they plan on putting a
super fence around it because it's such a dangerous facility and a big buffer zone? If that's the case,
then it definitely doesn't belong here. If they plan on more expansion there, so the same thing. Here
loves to get their new sign. What is the state going to be dumping on them same lots there? What's
next? Have they told you what's next for the other 110 that they bought there? We should be concerned
about this. This should be very, very open. So I ask that you think about this, you have the opportunity
to say no, and I know Kurt came up here and said, there's laws that say you have to do stuff during
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zoning, but this is a state public entity, and this is a city public entity, and it's a county public entity.
You guys don't necessarily have to force stuff like that on the people of this town. You can bump this
up. Laurel, you have the opportunity to bump this up to the county. They need more prison or jail cells.
And they're the ones that are bringing these people back and forth to this building right next to the
county jail. Expand their seats, their jail cells, expand seats for these mentally ill criminals with the
money they're using to buy this land instead of building something like this in the middle of our
community. So please, and let the county have it, let them build it there. So no matter where you put
it in Laurel, you're gonna have a neighbor that's not gonna want it. It just doesn't belong here. Thank
you.

Mark Morris: Mayor Wagner, City Council, my name's Mark Morris, Chairman of the Yellowstone
County Board of Commissioners. Thank you for allowing comments on the proposed mental health
prison. County commissioners have received many questions request from Laurel residents concerning
the mental health facility. County commissioners have voiced their concerns. I have my concerns. The
devil is in the details. Without detail, I cannot support this facility being in Yellowstone County. That
is a shame because Montana is in dire need of additional mental health resources. Without details, I
am concerned they are building this facility, not for additional space for these mentally ill folks, but
as a replacement for the forensic facility in Galen and Warm Springs, which the state has admitted
they struggled to staff. The state has said this facility to be billed as a forensic facility by which, by
state administrative rules, means it's a secure facility for the mentally ill. It is like a jail or share similar
characteristics to a prison. It is not a residential campus. Residents of these facilities are generally
committed to a forensic facility after judicial action, such as evaluating whether the resident is mentally
fit to stand trial. People charged with homicide or other assault of crimes populate these facilities. It
is, in fact, a forensic facility, as the state has said that most of these inmates are pending criminal trial
or will have been sentenced to the facility by conviction of a crime. Yellowstone County already has
the Montana Women's Prison, the largest number of pre-release centers, the largest number of criminal
the largest number of sober living facilities, and several other state programs, including treatment for
sex offenders. No other county in Montana comes close to housing this number of facilities. All these
facilities and programs take a toll on our neighborhoods and the resources provided by the county and
municipalities. These types of facilities and programs bring a substantial number of people sentenced
to the criminal justice system into Yellowstone County. Despite best efforts, criminal recidivism rates
are sky high in Montana. A significant portion of these folks will continue to commit crimes, whether
suffering a mental health issue or not. Since I have been elected commissioner, I have repeatedly heard
from the state and local leaders that Billings and Yellowstone County are the dumping grounds for the
rest of the state's problems. The reason they say why the facility must be here is that we have the
resources. Approximately 20 years ago, Yellowstone County invested in themselves and they passed
a public safety mental health levy. It generates approximately one to one and a half million dollars
annually, and we share that with Bridgemont Health, the Crisis Center, Rimrock Foundation, and other
smaller partners. One of the reasons other counties in Montana bring their mental health patients to
our community is because we have these resources. Warm Springs, the location of the state hospital,
intentionally discharges their patients. So I would urge you to deny annexation if it comes before you.
Thank you for your time.

Darby Turndale: Hi there. My name is Darby Turndale. I live at I am also a local small business owner.
So while my home isn't in city limits, my businesses so just wanted to point out or talk with you and
oppose the facility. One of the things that sorry I struggle with talking. I'm good, I just want to let you
know that I oppose. Thank you.

Kellen Renner: Hi, my name is Kellen Renner, 606 10th Ave. I live about 250 yards from where this
facility is proposed to go, right behind the school. Kind of going off of what the man from the
accounting commissioning board said, I work with law enforcement and billings. | have no idea how
this community plans on actually releasing people from this facility or how our police will actually be
able to respond to any incidents. And that's pretty much it. That's my concern. I want to oppose the
annexation.

Ellie Marshall: Good evening. I'm Ellie Marshall, 1518 West 9th Street. I am directly and negatively
affected by the proposed prison in Laurel. I'm not alone. One public elementary school, over 10
businesses, and over that families live in, where grandparents, parents, and our kids live, that directly
surround the proposed prison. All four sides are surrounded. This isn't farmland. This isn't ranchland.
We live here. The city of Laurel is also negatively affected by this prison. If the state assumes this 114
acres, look at it under an assumption of 80 private homes at $2,000 home, that's revenue $160,000 loss
for our town. That's just taxes. Laurel's first responders are already stretched thin. We know that. We
live here. The city of Laurel can't even afford an ambulance. We're currently holding privately funded
fundraisers so we can buy an ambulance. This prison has no business surrounded by family homes and
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businesses, especially has no business near our elementary schools and private schools. When escapes
happen, these prisoners are the worst of the worst, convicted rapists and murderers. In 2013, two
prisoners escaped: Charles White, a convicted murderer, and another male, convicted of rape and
murder. An escapee, and these are Montana, and during COVID, another escapee convicted murderer.
And as late as early as 2023, another escapee. It's not if; it's when. I'm not opposed to Montana building
a mental facility at all. As others have expressed as well. But I am opposed to such a prison in my
hometown and in our backyard, literally my backyard. Vote no to a prison in Laurel.

Devin Rotabaugh: Hello, my name is Devin Rotabaugh. I'm at 715 West 6th Street here in Laurel. 1
just encourage you to be against this as well. I'm coming at it from a different angle. As a graduate
from here, ] have a lot of pride as a locomotive and a loco, and having this facility in our town changes
what a loco is. So thank you.

Shawna Hopper: Hi, my name is Shawna Hopper. I'm at 504 Roundhouse Drive here in Laurel, and
I'm just going to share a couple of things that have been spoken at the school board meeting last night.
One of the school board members stated last night that during her tenure as a student teacher, she had
children stating that they were scared to go to the bathroom alone. She reiterated that this would only
add to that problem. Another person stated, community member, that although property values may
not decrease, as there's not really any study proving that, families will want to leave this community.
Families will not want to live near a prison. And what does that do? That will then take taxes. It will
take residents from voting for city mills levies that will take residents and parents from supporting
school bonds what else will that do that will continue to take people out of small businesses and we
will lose businesses and other businesses other than Main Street will leave this community one other
statement last night at the school board was why is the state of in Montana not being held to the same
accountability that the school was when they had to go through the annexation process. The final thing
I'm going to comment on is the fire department. That's very dear, near and dear to my heart. And this
is not something that should put the risks, the lives, the lives at risk for people that don't get paid.
These guys go out, men and women, protect our community day in and day out for pennies on what
they put into this community. And this is absolutely not okay with me as a wife, as a parent of a

firefighter, or as a citizen of Laurel. Please oppose annexation and having this in our community.
Thank you.

Jean Kerr: My name is Jean Kerr. [ live at 1128 Ninth Avenue, and I am asking the Council to not
consider the forensic mental hospital that basically is also an incarceration center. People have talked
about that the potential for property values could go up. I will tell you that as of today, my best friend
in the whole world, I talked to them, told them about this meeting. They put their housing plans on
hold. They were going to move to Laurel. They called their builder. They said, it's on hold. We're
going to see what the city of Laurel does with this issue. We have seen a lot of community backing.
As someone had just stated, as far as the ambulance fire truck, a lot of community outside of the
outside of the edges basically doing community spaghetti dinners and such to raise funds to get this
for the police to help fund the fire department to help fund that ambulance, and yet when the people,
I think that that speaks volumes, too. So I really feel that if the community does not support this, stop
the process now. Don't even go forward. There's talking about safety studies, economic studies,
infrastructure studies, community impact studies. They all cost money. Who pays for those? And as a
past employee, I saw a lot of studies that would happen, whether it was building a swimming pool or
whatever, that's all it was, was a study. Money spent, nothing happened after that. The project was just
null and void. And so with that in mind, I also think that there needs to be that consideration as far as
we're the ones that are gonna pick up the tab for this building after it's built. Talking about safety, it
seems like with the law, Safety usually occurred after there was an incident. Then that's when we
tighten up the rules as far as how we respond to issues that lack the safety of our community members.
So with that in mind, more than likely it would take a bad thing to happen without a safety impact
study as well. And it's not just with CHS, it's with anybody. When I served as judge here in this city
for all these years, there used to be a transport system where if somebody was in jail and they had to
go to another facility to be seen by the judge or whatever, there was a van that picked them up and
took them to the next place and dropped them off at that facility. Thank you. Please vote no.

Pamela Trostle: Hello, my name is Pamela Trostle. My address is 1310 Saddlehorn Drive I am in the
county not in the city but I do oppose this I have two sons that have went all the way through Laurel
schools the safety concerns with the school the concerns with water the you know safe fire police all
of that so basically I'm just requesting that you vote no when the annexation comes if it becomes an
issue Thank you.

Miles Walton: Evening. My name is Miles Walton. I've sat where you gentlemen set a few years back.
I just want to say that this, this project brings nothing to the city of Laurel. It drains another drain on

V)
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the city of Laurel. We don't need another drain. Our roads and our infrastructure needs a lot of care
and upbringing. This will just take money we don't need to give out. Please oppose this.

Smiley Nagy: Hello, I'm Smiley Nagy. I live at 415 8th Avenue. And I see that the kids here in the
schools, I've had three grandkids go from South School all the way through in high school and
graduating. And they've got enough safety problems over at West Elementary now with the way
they've redone that place. The parking facility is terrible, dangerous for the kids crossing there with
the drivers going in, and we do not need another unsafe thing set there for our kids. Get rid of that
thought of even letting that place come into our town. Thank you.

Brian Letcher: Hello, my name is Brian Letcher, and my five acres directly borders that property. And
I have two young kids that go to school at West. So I don't want them to look at that place, and I don't
want them to go to school where there's essentially a prison. And so if that does happen, we I will for
sure leave, and I will tell my friends not to come here. This place is just, I just ask you vote no, please.
There's enough going on in this town anyway. I moved back here to get away from all of this stuff,
and I don't really want to get back into it. So thank you.

Casey Britton: My name is Casey Britton. I live on West 4th, three parcels from the proposed lot. As
elected officials, I'm asking the elected officials of this town to oppose this and kill this idea. I think
that the entire country we're in a bit of a mental health crisis. We need these facilities, absolutely. Just
don't think this is a really good spot for it. If they require city utilities, fully understand. I think that
the state should look elsewhere. Maybe we can find a different place that's not near school. It's not
surrounded by residential homes. Yeah, thanks. Thanks for your time. Please oppose.

Jacob Schreiner: My name is Jacob Schreiner. I live in the county, but I still have a Laurel but I pastor
one of the churches here in town. And as we're discussing what's happening within our community, I
just want to represent how much we have fought for this town to make progress, for things to change,
for things that would actually benefit this community. And as we step in and look at a facility that
literally brings the worst of us together, I really question why there any even thought about why this
is right for this community. We're raising kids. We're trying to help stand for things to be different. I
offer that as someone who steps into that world every day, trying to help people, trying to get people
pulled from what is destroying them. It's not the right thing. I run a school a block from here to try and
help the next generation make different choices, to be able to walk into it and look at and be proud of
this community just to step in and say no this is great for everybody without looking at it it really is a
sad view for this community that we would even have to have this kind of conversation where people
have made every effort to say this is ridiculous please do what this community needs and step in to
take care of our families to take care of what is happening don't make this an issue where the city once
again does something that looks horrible in everybody's eyes and we go, our hands are tied. It's not
true. Everybody knows that. Everybody can make a different choice. Quite frankly, we probably need
to start pushing this on the state level. We need to start here, but this has to look different. How we
run these things has to look different. It really is part of, I'm in this community. My grandparents
farmed between here and Park City. We love this area. Please don't do this.

David Bear: I'm David Bear. I live at 1113 West in Laurel, just two houses down, basically from this
proposed site. It's been farmed. Cougars farmed it for years. It's been farmed by Doug Schreiner for a
lot of years, while Miller, the housing contractor, figured out what to do with the land, and I guess he
finally found something to do with it, but it's not safe for kids to be right that close to that place. [ don't
[ vote no. All right. If anybody's been up to Sydney, Montana, there's a prison up there. Sydney prison
has to fly in guards to watch their prisoners because of the fact nobody in town wants to work at the
Sydney prison. And so eventually, the town becomes a ghost town. And Laurel will. You'll see U-
Hauls going out here like California.

Gloria Alwin: I'm Gloria Alwin, 185 Gulf Course Read. Our land is right across the fence from the
land you're proposing to put this on. If you want city growth, this is not going to help it. People aren't
going to want to live out there or build more businesses, and we oppose it.

Heather Safford: My name is Heather Safford, and I live at 1103 Milwaukee Read, and I'm all for
before it gets this far but once it's to this point it's too much and I am opposed to this thank you do we
have other people if we do please step up we have other business tonight okay seeing none we'll move
on to schedule matters.

Many who spoke during the public comment period read portions of the attached questions.
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SCHEDULED MATTERS:

o Appointment of Joe Holzwarth to the Tree/Park Board for the remainder of a four-year
term ending December 31, 2028.

Motion by Council Member to approve the Mayor's appointment of Joe Holzwarth to the
Tree/Park Board for the remainder of a four-year term ending December 31, 2028, seconded by
Council Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on
the motion. All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

e Resolution No. R26-02: A Resolution Of The City Council Authorizing The Removal Of
City Council Member Heidi Sparks From All City Accounts, Adding City Council
President Thomas J. Canape, And Adding Chief Administrative Officer Kurt Markegard
To All Such Accounts.

Motion by Council Member Wilke to approve Resolution No. R26-02, seconded by Council
Member Klose. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on the motion.
All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

e Resolution No. R26-03: A Resolution Of The City Council Of The City Of Laurel,
Montana Approving Agreement Between Peaks Planning And Consulting, LL.C And The
City Of Laurel Related To On-Call Planning Services.

Motion by Council Member Naylor to approve Resolution No. R26-03, seconded by Council
Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on the motion.
All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

e Resolution No. R26-04: A Resolution Of The City Council Of The City Of Laurel,
Montana Approving Agreement Between KLJ Engineering LL.C And The City Of Laurel
Related To On-Call Services For Subdivision And Engineering Review Involving Public
Works.

Motion by Council Member Mackay to approve Resolution No. R26-04, seconded by Council
Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on the motion.
All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA: None.
COMMUNITY ANNOUNCEMENTS (ONE-MINUTE LIMIT): None.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION: None.

MAYOR UPDATES: None.

UNSCHEDULED MATTERS: None.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion by Council Member Edgmond to adjourn the Council meeting, seconded by Council
Member Wilke. There was no public comment or Council discussion. A vote was taken on the motion.
All eight Council Members present voted aye. Motion carried 8-0.

There being no further business to come before the Council at this time, the meeting was adjourned at

N YN E N,

Briitney Marakhl, Administrative A§sistant

Approved by the Mayor and passed by the City Council of the City of Laurel, Montana, this 24" day
of February 2026.
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Brittne Harakal

From: Peggy Arnold <pegyarn@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 3:35 PM

To: Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel. mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>
Subject: Annexation

Dear council representatives,

| am happy that you are my representatives. | have looked at MCA Title 7, chapter 2 part 42 through 47. |

believe it is up to the council to.approve any and all annexations as stated in Title 7-2-4202. | am opposed
1




to this attempt to steamroll the annexation for the state mental hospital. The letter that the CAO sent 10
the state was dated November 17 after the election. There are too many things to consider starting with
how close the proposed site is to a public school, a private pre-school, a private school, the public library
and the softball field. Other concerns are the impact to our infrastructure and traffic. Also that this

property will not bring in new property tax funds. Thank you for considering my concerns,
Peggy Arnold,

long time resident



Brittnex Harakal

From: Ward 2B

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:12 PM
To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: FW: State Psychiatric Facility

Same as the one before. Please communicate to the City Attorney.

Thank you!

From: Ward 2B

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 4:33 PM

To: 'Samantha Mayes' <brown.samantham@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: State Psychiatric Facility

Mrs. Mayes;

Thanks for reaching out.

| do appreciate your communication and understand your concerns.

| understand the three Yellowstone County Commissioners are upset. However; | have not had any
communications from them..

Nothing has yet been presented to the City Counsel.
That’s all I know.
Sincerely,

Brent

From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 8:12 AM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <wardlb@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@I|aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <wardda@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: State Psychiatric Facility

Good Morning! | hope this email finds you well.

| am just reaching out to see what can be done by Laurel citizens to stop the state psychiatric facility
from being built between Highway 10 and Golf Course Road. The buy-sell that was released last night at
the Laurel City Council meeting has that facility rightin the middle of a residential area, right by our
houses, and near an Elementary school. | understand the need for a new mental hospital for the state,

1



but does it really need to be there? Laurel would be losing 114 acres of taxable land while using city
taxpayer-funded resources. This is a net negative for our small community. Instead of bringing in taxes to
fund our schools and community, this gives the state land that they can use with little oversight from the
Laurel City Council. 1 am so incredibly concerned about this plan, as it will drive down home values, drive
down the value of the Laurel Golf Course, and is close to an elementary school! Is there anything we, as
Laurel citizens, can do? Have you spoken to the state about this plan? Ryan and | are so worried about
the long-term impacts that this could have on our family. | hope there is something you or we can dotoat
least get the facility built somewhere else in Laurel. It does not need to be in the middle of a residential
neighborhood, near a school, and one of the economic drivers of our community.

Thanks for your time,

Samantha Mayes



Brittney Harakal

From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 6:42 AM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardla@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 18 <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4da@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Kurt Markegard
<kmarkegard@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Re: State Psychiatric Facility

Good Morning-

As | am sure you each know, the school board last night came out in opposition to the plot of land for the
proposed mental health prison, as did County Commissioner Mark Morse. | encourage each ofyou to
watch the video to hear the opposition from our elected school board members, the commissioner, and
the community. | understand it has to go to the planning board first, but since we do not have public
contact information for the planning board, | will urge each of you to oppose this plan and vote against
the placement of a prison within yards of an elementary school.

Thank you,
Samantha Mayes

On Wed, Jan 21, 2026 at 8:12 AM Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com> wrote:

Good Morning! | hope this email finds you well.

| am just reaching out to see what can be done by Laurel citizens to stop the state psychiatric facility
from being built between Highway 10 and Golf Course Road. The buy-sell that was released last night at
the Laurel City Council meeting has that facility right in the middle of a residential area, right by our
houses, and near an Elementary school. | understand the need for a new mental hospital for the state,
but does it really need to be there? Laurel would be losing 114 acres of taxable land while using city
taxpayer-funded resources. This is a net negative for our small community. Instead of bringing in taxes

" to fund our schools and community, this gives the state land that they can use with little oversight from
the Laurel City Council. | am so incredibly concerned about this plan, as it will drive down home values,
drive down the value of the Laurel Golf Course, and is close to an elementary school! Is there anything
we, as Laurel citizens, can do? Have you spoken to the state about this plan? Ryan and | are so worried
about the long-term impacts that this could have on our family. | hope there is something you or we can
do to at least get the facility built somewhere else in Laurel. It does not need to be in the middle of a
residential neighborhood, near a school, and one of the economic drivers of our community.

Thanks for your time,

' Samantha Mayes



From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 9:42 AM

To: Kelly Strecker <kstrecker@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Re: Public Records Request

Good Morning- not to bother you again but with the time crunch of the speed of all of
this, do you have a time frame on when that record request will be reviewed? The state
generally gives a response within 2 business days.

On Mon, Jan 26, 2026 at 8:37 AM Kelly Strecker <kstrecker@laurel.mt.gov> wrote:

Good morning,
| have forwarded your message to the appropriate personal.

Thanks

Kelly Strecker
Clevrke/Treasurey

City, of Laurel, Montana
(406) 628-7431 extension 5100

From: Samantha Mayes <brown,samantham@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:26 AM

To: City Clerk <cityclerk@laurel.mt.gov>; Civil Attorney <civilattorney@laurel mt.gov>
Subject: Re: Public Records Request

Good Morning!



| would like to confirm receipt of this public records request.
Thank you!

Samantha Mayes

" On Fri, Jan 23, 2026 at 1:43 PM Samantha Mayes <prown.samantham@gmail.com>

' wrote:

| am writing in accordance with MCA 2-2-1003 to request all copies of any emails
and communications between Mayor Dave Waggdner, City Administrator Kurt
Markegard, the city council, or Michelle Baukman regarding the planning and
proposal of the new mental health inpatient facility in Laurel. Including proposals,
emails, discussions with the state, and memos.

Thankyou,

Samantha Mayes
Laurel Resident



Brittnez Harakal a

From: Ward 1A

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 2:55 PM
To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: FW: State Psychiatric Facility

Sara B. Naylor

Conie Mcmber Ciy of Lurel Ward

<4 106 308 2160
+ Wardlgplarcti goy

From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 12:54 PM

To: Ward 1A <wardla@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Re: State Psychiatric Facility

| appreciate your reply. | understand that this is not officially on the agenda, but since it is going to the
planning board and this directly impacts my family and our community, | will not wait untititis on the
agenda to reach out and will continue reaching out. Thank you for sharing my comments with the Mayor,
as he has yet to respond to any of my concerns or emails.

On Tue, Jan 27, 2026 at 12:39 PM Ward 1A <wardia@laurel.mt.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your outreach and for taking the time to share your perspective. As a City Council Member, | value
thoughtful public engagement and the role it plays in our civic process.

At this time, there is no formal matter related to this issue pending before the City Council, and therefore no
action currently before me for consideration. That said, | will ensure your comments are shared with the Mayor
and appropriate City staff and included for review as part of the public record.



Please note that public comment is most impactful during the designated comment period once an itemis onthe
agenda. You are welcome and encouraged to participate and to attend all duly noticed City Council meetings

should you wish to speak when the matter is presented.

Thank you again for your engagement and continued interest in the City’s work.

Respectfully,

Sara B. Naylor

Comacd Member Ctiy of Laueel Ward |

4+ (16 30H-A90
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From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 6:42 AM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardla@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b@la urel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 38
<ward3b@Iaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a@aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>; Kurt Markegard
<kmarkegard@Ilaurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Re: State Psychiatric Facility

Good Morning-

As | am sure you each know, the school board last night came out in opposition to the plot of land for the
proposed mental health prison, as did County Commissioner Mark Morse. | encourage each ofyou to
watch the video to hear the opposition from our elected school board members, the commissioner, and
the community. | understand it has to go to the planning board first, but since we do not have public
contact information for the planning board, ! will urge each of you to oppose this plan and vote against
the placement of a prison within yards of an elementary school.



Thank you,

Samantha Mayes

OnWed, Jan 21, 2026 at 8:12 AM Samantha Mayes <phrown.samantham@gmail.com> wrote:

Good Morning! | hope this email finds you well.

| am just reaching out to see what can be done by Laurel citizens to stop the state psychiatric facility
from being built between Highway 10 and Golf Course Road. The buy-sell that was released last night
at the Laurel City Council meeting has that facility right in the middle of a residential area, right by our
houses, and near an Elementary school. | understand the need for a new mental hospital for the state,
but does it really need to be there? Laurel would be losing 1 14 acres of taxable land while using city
taxpayer-funded resources. This is a net negative for our small community. Instead of bringing in taxes
to fund our schools and community, this gives the state land that they can use with little oversight from
the Laurel City Council. | am so incredibly concerned about this plan, as it will drive down home values,
drive down the value of the Laurel Golf Course, and is close to an elementary school! Is there anything
we, as Laurel citizens, can do? Have you spoken to the state about this plan? Ryan and | are so worried
about the long-term impacts that this coutd have on our family. | hope there is something you or we can
do to at least get the facility built somewhere else in Laurel. It does not need to be in the middie of a
residential neighborhood, near a school, and one of the economic drivers of our community.

Thanks for your time,

Samantha Mayes



Brittnex Harakal

From: Laurel MT <laurel-mt@municodeweb.com>
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:37 AM

To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: Samantha Mayes

Submitted on Monday, lanuary 26, 2026 - 8:36am
Submitted by anonymous user: 71.85.191.45
Submitted values are:

Name Samantha Mayes

Address 1102 Duval Drive

Public Comment The lack of transparency the city is giving Laurel residents about the proposed inpatient
facility for the criminally insane is bothersome. There are also serious concerns about the proposed site
itself. The location is in a residential area, adjacent to a school, youth softball fields, a golf course, and a
public library. It is also within a mile of the CHS refinery. Given current land values, this raises legitimate
questions about whether the state may be overpaying for property that appears poorly suited for this
purpose. In addition, | am requesting clarification regarding the site’s proximity to nearby oil refineries or
retated industrial facilities. Specifically, | would appreciate information on: Whether the proximity to
schools, an oil refinery, and public facilities was considered during site selection. Why did you not loop
Rep. Deming and Sen. Ricci into the decision-making process on this plan? Why not listen to our County
Commissioners? Do you have an evacuation plan in place if something were to happen at the refinery?
How will you safely remove 32 criminally insane people from the facility without posing a danger to the
community? Have you even spoken to CHS about this? Have you been in contact with our school board
or superintendent about the placement so close to the school? If not, why? Wouldn't protecting our
children be the primary question to be asked here? Whether any environmental, air quality, or health
impact assessments have been conducted in relation to this site. Have you studied water tables? Have
you reviewed safety concerns related to the proximity of the refinery? Have you done traffic studies?
Have you done tax studies? Exactly how many dollars will this pull from our already struggling schools?
What will happen to the real estate values in the area? Have you done economic studies? What will this
do to expansion in our city? We are limited geographically on where we, as a town, can expand-
residentially or commercially. Have you researched whether this will impact future expansion? Most
troubling is the apparent breakdown of the local governmental process. The majority of residents oppose
this plan, and our city does not have the tax base to absorb the infrastructure demands this facility would
create. Backdoor deals have been made without consulting the Laurel community. We deserve answers.
| again what to know what role the city played in this decision, how Laurel was selected over other willing
communities, and—most importantly—how the voices of residents and elected officials are intended to
be heard. The continued lack of response only reinforces the perception that this process has excluded
the community most directly affected. | respectfully request a response addressing these concerns.
Thank you for your time and attention.

Email brown.samantham@gmail.com

The results of this submission may be viewed at:



https://cityoflaurelmontana.com/node/16092/submission/3250



Kelly Strecker

From: Ward 28

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:19 PM
To: Kelly Strecker

Subject: FW: State Psychiatric Facility

Hey there.

More data that was communicated to me.

Thank you!

From: Ward 2B

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 7:33 PM

To: 'Samantha Mayes' <brown.samantham@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: State Psychiatric Facility

Not at all.
I’ll always listen.

From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 12:25 PM

To: Ward 28 <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>

subject: Re: State Psychiatric Facility

As always thank you for response! | may become a name you dread seeing in your inbox:)

On Mon, Jan 26, 2026 at 11:53 AM Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov> wrote:
Hey Sam.
Thank you for your comments and insight.
| do appreciate your concern.
Sincerely,

Brent

From: Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham @gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:24 AM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardla@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <wardlb@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@Iaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a @laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Re: State Psychiatric Facility




Good morning,

| am writing again to follow up on my previous email regarding the proposed facility in Laurel. To date, |
have received a response from a few of you, and for that | am very grateful. | know you are all just doing
your best, but after more thinking about this, | have some more questions. With such little information
we have, | urge the City Council to stop this facility from proceeding as soon as possible.

As | outlined previously, after speaking with Lee Deming, and our County Commissioners, it appears
that no local representatives were consulted or gave approval for this plan. What role did Kurt
Markeegard and Mayor Waggoner play in bringing this to Laurel?

There are also serious concerns about the proposed site itself. The location is in a residential area,
adjacent to a school, youth softball fields, a golf course, and a public library. It is also within a mile of
the CHS refinery. Given current land values, this raises legitimate questions about whether the state
may be overpaying for property that appears poorly suited for this purpose.

In addition, | am requesting clarification regarding the site’s proximity to nearby oil refineries or related
industrial facilities. Specifically, | would appreciate information on:

« Whether the proximity to schools, an oil refinery, and public facilities was considered during
site selection, and will be considered when it comes to annexation.

« Why did you not loop Rep. Deminginto the decision-making process on this plan? Why not
listen to our County Commissioners?

« Do you have an evacuation plan in place if something were to happen at the refinery? How
will you safely remove 32 criminally insane people from the facility without posing a dangerto
the community? Have you even spoken to CHS about this?

« Have you been in contact with our school board or superintendent about the placement so
close to the school? If not, why? Wouldn't protecting our children be the primary question to
be asked here?

« Whether any environmental, air quality, or health impact assessments have been conducted
in relation to this site. Have you studied water tables? Have you reviewed safety concerns
related to the proximity of the refinery? Have you done traffic studies?

« Have you done tax studies? Exactly how many dollars will this pull from our already struggling
schools? What will happen to the real estate values in the area?

« Have you done economic studies? What will this do to expansion in our city? We are limited
geographically on where we, as a town, can expand- residentially or commercially. Have you
researched whether this will impact future expansion?

Most troubling is the apparent breakdown of the local governmental process. The majority of residents
oppose this plan, and our city does not have the tax base to absorb the infrastructure demands this
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tacility would create. Backdoor deals have been made without consulting the Laurel community. We
deserve answers.

| am again requesting clarification on the city's role in this decision, how Laurel was selected over other
willing communities, and—most importantly—how the voices of residents and elected officials are
intended to be heard. The continued lack of response only reinforces the perception that this process
has excluded the community most directly affected. At this point, because of the lack of information
coming from the state and the city, but with the information | do have from the County, | can only see
negatives to the placement of this facility and | urge you to oppose annexation.

| respectfully request a response addressing these concerns.

Thank you for your time and attention.

On Wed, Jan 21, 2026 at 8:12 AM Samantha Mayes <brown.samantham@gmail.com> wrote:

Good Morning! | hope this emait finds you well.

| am just reaching out to see what can be done by Laurel citizens to stop the state psychiatric facility
from being built between Highway 10 and Golf Course Road. The buy-sell that was released last night
at the Laurel City Councit meeting has that facility right in the middle of a residential area, right by our
houses, and near an Elementary school. | understand the need for a new mental hospital for the state,
but does it really need to be there? Laurel would be losing 114 acres of taxable land while using city
taxpayer-funded resources. This is a net negative for our small community. Instead of bringing in taxes
to fund our schools and community, this gives the state land that they can use with little oversight from
the Laurel City Council. | am so incredibly concerned about this plan, as it will drive down home values,
drive down the value of the Laurel Golf Course, and is close to an elementary school! Is there anything
we, as Laurel citizens, can do? Have you spoken to the state about this plan? Ryan and | are so worried
about the long-term impacts that this could have on our family. | hope there is something you or we can
do to at least get the facility built somewhere else in Laurel, It does not need to be in the middle of a
residential neighborhood, near a school, and one of the economic drivers of our community.

Thanks for your time,

Samantha Mayes



Brittnex Harakal

From: Amber Zahn <blondie_locksO9@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 1:41 PM

To: Civil Attorney <civilattorney@laurel.mt.gov>
Subject: Re: Psychiatric prison
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The property circled in blue is where we live. What would you do if it were you? How would you feel? We
have two small children here. Their school is approximately four blocks away. This is absolutely
terrifying.

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer

On Wed, Jan 21, 2026 at 1:33 PM, Amber Zahn
<blondie_locks09@yahoo.com> wrote:

My name is Amber Zahn.

This is the view from my living room. The living room in the house where | raise my small children.
Approximately four blocks east of here is their elementary school. Their dad was raised here. His
mother was raised here. But the view that | show you in these pictures is a farmers field. The same
farmers field in process of a buy/sell agreement for a psychiatric prison. | do not oppose the prison,
what | oppose is the location. Developing a prison here will drive down our property values. Our
neighbor's property values. Even with all of the security, it puts our family at risk. It puts the kids in the
school at risk. It puts Laurel at risk. We don't even have the infrastructure to sustain such a facility.
We don't have the emergency services. This was a poorly thought out plan only reaching for gain at
the cost of the residents. We cannot afford to lose the value we have in our home, both monetary and
memory.
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Brittney Harakal

From: Amber Zahn <blondie_locks09@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 1:33 PM

To: Civil Attorney <civilattorney@laurel.mt.gov>
Subject: Psychiatric prison

My name is Amber Zahn.

This is the view from my living room. The living room in the house where | raise my small children.
Approximately four blocks east of here is their elementary school. Their dad was raised here. His
mother was raised here. But the view that | show you in these pictures is a farmers field. The same
farmers field in process of a buy/sell agreement for a psychiatric prison. | do not oppose the prison,
what | oppose is the location. Developing a prison here will drive down our property values. Our
neighbor's property values. Even with all of the security, it puts our family at risk. It puts the kids in the
school at risk. It puts Laurel at risk. We don't even have the infrastructure to sustain such a facility.
We don't have the emergency services. This was a poorly thought out plan only reaching for gain at
the cost of the residents. We cannot afford to lose the value we have in our home, both monetary and
memory.
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Brittnez Harakal

From: Ward 2B

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:11 PM

To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: FW: Concerns regarding the proposed State Mental Facility
Hey Brittney;

Could | please ask you to deliver this to our city attorney?
Thank you,

Brent

From: Ward 2B

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 4:18 PM

To: 'Patrick Kimmet' <pat.kimmet@outlook.com>

Subject: RE: Concerns regarding the proposed State Mental Facility

Mr. Kimmet;

Good afternoon.

As far as the three Yellowstone County Commissioners and their opinions; nothing has been communicated.
Honestly, nothing has been presented to the City Counsel.

| appreciate your communication.

Sincerely,

Brent

From: Patrick Kimmet <pat.kimmet@outlook.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 3:50 PM

To: Ward 1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@I|aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B
<ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Concerns regarding the proposed State Mental Facility

Tom, Brent, Casey, and Richard

Today at Rotary the 3 County Commissioners expressed very strong opposition to the new State Mental Facility
being discussed for Laurel. They indicated that the Laurel City Council has to approve the annexation so you folks
are critical to whether the facility is built in Laurel. | am not familiar with all the pros and cons of the facility and
don’t know the issues enough to support or be opposed at this time. However, they were opposed so strongly that
| wanted to encourage you to at least consider their input before a vote.

1



| live outside the City of Laurel so | am not in any of your Wards but since | know each of you (at ieast a little!) it
seemed appropriate to give you this feedback.

My thanks to all of you for serving our community!

Pat Kimmet
406.860.3533



Council Member Jodi Mackay
Ex Parte Communication Log
RE: Montana State Mental Health Hospital

December 2, 2025 (Tuesday)
Call from Mara Silvers of the MT Free Press (406) 459 - 1807
| did not answer and she left a voicemail asking for comment on the proposed mental health hospital
in Laurel. She noted the type and capacity of the facility and the fact that an annexation request had
not been made. She noted “there’s lots of moving pieces here.”
1 replied via text that same day saying, “Hi Mari. Thank you for reaching out. I'd like to hold comment
until we have our Council meeting this evening. I'm hoping we receive more information. Thank you.
Jodi Mackay.”

December 19, 2025 (Friday)
Text from Mara Silvers of the MT Free Press
“Hi Jodi, hope you're doing well. This is Mara from Montana Free Press. Just wanted to see if the ity
council has received any notice of an annexation request from the state on this issue. | know they
said they'd notify you if they made a purchase. Thank you!”
| replied via text on Sunday, 12/21/25 saying, “| have no new information to share. Please reach out to
Mayor Waggoner, CAO Markegard or Attorney Braukmann for updates.”

January 15, 2026 (Thursday)
| attended the Beartooth RC & D board meeting as a new member. When | introduced myself and
shared some of the projects and happenings in Laurel, Zoey Stroop (Field Rep for Congressman Troy
Downing), asked if there were any updates regarding the State Mental Health Hospital. | told her |
could only speak to what was already public knowledge and that | could only speak for mysetfas a
Council Member. | told the group that Council had received no further information and had largely
been out of the loap with discussions and planning.
At the end of the mesting, Billings City Council Member, Dr. Mark Nicholson, approached me to
discuss the MH Hospital. He said to note thatitis the Board of Investments behind the hospital and
they will want to ensure it turns a profit. He encouraged Laurel to make sure it gets what it needs
through the process. He does not have concerns about public safety, but is concerned about
providing housing for the influx of necessary staff. We discussed that DPHHS was not involved due to
losing its certification at the other State MH hospital, hence the involvement of BO!. Dr. Nicholson
noted the need for the facility and encouraged conversations with Mike Yakawich to further
understand the intentions.
During either interaction, t did not express an opinion for or against the MH hospital. | did note that
the lack of City Council and community involvement and information has soured community
members and did not seem to be a good way to introduce such an undertaking.

January 21, 2026 (Wednesday)
I, along with City leadership and State representatives, received 2 emails regarding Tuesday’s
announcement from Dan Villa that property had been purchased west of Laurel for the MH hospital.
From Ms. Mayes to: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward 1a@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 28
<ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b®@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B warddn@laurel, mt.gov
My Response: “Ms. Mayes,
Thank you for reaching out and expressing your COncerns regarding the proposed Mental Health
Facility in our community. | greatly appreciate your involvement and willingness to reach out to those
that represent you.
As this process moves forward, there will hopefully be mare opportunities to express your concerns
not only to City leadership but to our State representatives and those championing this hospitat. As



you knaw, each City Council meeting has an opportunity for public comment. When the annexation
application is submitted, | believe it goes to the City County Planning Board first. Those meetings are
public. When it moves to Council, there will be a Public Hearing with opportunity for public
comment. Meeting dates, agendas and packets can be found here:
attos://ciyoflaursimontana.com/catendar. The State has developed a website with FAQ's and
pertinent documents. It may be a good resource for further information - 2itps:/nh3.NLEov/.

| encourage you to stay active, involved and informed.

Thank you for your concern and commitment to our city.

Sincerely,

Council Member Jodi Mackay

Ward 4a”

From Ms. Hill to: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardta@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward
1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>; Vince.Ricci@legmt.gov;
Lee.Deming@legmt.gov; governor@mt.gov

My Response: “Ms. Hill,

Thank you for reaching out and expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Mental Health
Facility in our community. | greatly appreciate your involvement and willingness to reach out to those
that represent you.

As this process moves forward, there will hopefully be more opportunities to express your concerns
not only to City leadership but to our State representatives and those championing this hospital. As
you know, each City Council meeting has an opportunity for public comment. When the annexation
application is submitted, | believe it goes to the City County Planning Board first. Those meetings are
public. When it moves to Council, there will be a Public Hearing with opportunity for public
comment. Meeting dates, agendas and packets can be found here:
nups./iciyaflaurslmontana.com/zalendar. The State has developed a website with FAQ’s and
pertinent documents. It may be a good resource for further information - htips:i/hod.mt.gov/.

| encourage you to stay active, involved and informed.

Thank you for your concern and commitment to our city.

Sincerely,

Council Member Jodi Mackay

Ward 4a”

January 23, 2026 (Friday)

Ms. Mayes replied to my response: “Thank you so much for your response. | am deeply frustrated
with the lack of coordination here- it feels like the state, the county, the Mayor, the City Administrator,
and the Council are all operating on separate spheres, and it makes it harder to get reliable
information. That is by no means a criticism- I think in a lot of ways itis the Council that is receiving
the brunt end of this deal. | have noticed that our Mayor is liking comments on Facebook in support
of the facility- that makes me wonder if he and Markeegard are working with the state in ways that
they have been less than forthcoming about. | also have heard from Rep. Demming that if the council
chooses to vote against annexation, this whole plan will be stopped. In that case, if a vote for
annexation comes to you, | respectfully ask that you consider a vote against annexation. | have yet to
see an argument that clarifies what good this will bring to Laurel. The employees that work in a facility
like this will not live in Laurel- we don't have the housing. This will not bring in any income tax to fund
our schoots or our public services. Additionally, | have yet to see a clear argument on why this land in
particular, when there are multiple other plots of land in our area that could accomplish the same
goals that are not so close to a school, a pubtic library, our great Golf Course, a youth softball field,
and in one of our higher-taxable residential areas. | plan to be at every meeting | can, and | also plan
on continuing to contact all in our government that have any say in this decision.



From the bottormn of my heart, | really appreciate all you and the council do for Laurel. | appreciate
your time,

Samantha”

January 22, 2026 (Thursday)
Volcemail from Sidney Walton - 1102 Cherry Hilts Drive. “ was interested in your take on the new
forensic hospital and | wanted to give you my input as | hope that any and everything you can do to
make sure it doesn’t happen, | would appreciate it. | do not feel that it’s a bedroom community to
Billings that it’s any, it would benefit us in any way, and | really feel that people would be reluctant to
move here with that type of a facility. Um, | would gladly speak at a city mesting. | would do anything
you need mae to do. | feel that adamantly about it. Thank you and have a good day. Bye.”

Responded via text message: “Hi Sidney. This Is Jodi Mackay. Thank you for reaching out and sharing
your concerns. Given that this will ultimately be a land use matter I’'m not at liberty to discuss my
personal opinion regarding the facility. However, [ am listening to what the people of Laurel have to
say and | appreciate their involvement in the process. Every City Council meeting has an opportunity
for public comment. Council meetings are every Tuesday (except the 5™ Tuesday) at 630 pm at City
Hall. When the State applies for annexation to add the property to city limits, it wilt go to the City
County Planning Board. Those meetings are public. After it goes through Planning, there will be a
Public Hearing on the annexation. This will be another opportunity to comment. You can find meeting
agendas and packets on the “calendar” tab of the City’s website. You can also reach out to your local
state representatives (Deming and Ricci) and / or Daines, Downing and Gianforte. Again, | appreciate
you reaching out. | will ensure your comment is added to the public record.

January 26, 2026 (Monday)
Voicemail from Richard Swanson - “Uh, Richard Swanson, the, um, mentai health facility coming to
Lauret. Um, yes, this many message is for, uh, Jody. Um, city council ward number four. Concerning
the mental forensics slash hospital, state of Montana hospital that's coming to Laurel. Um,
expressing a desire that if the council has, um, has something in front of it, like annexing in the
property, that would be very key into whether or not this facility does come to Laurel or not. thatin
that event, that, um, a lot of time and effort is spent in contacting and visiting with, having meetings
with, of people inside your district, um, inside your ward, so that when you do cash your vote, that
you will follow the general, the, | guess, the overall wishes of of your constituents. Thank you very
much for your time and consideration. Bye.”

Responded via text message: “Hello. This is Council Member Jodi Mackay. Thank you for reaching out
and expressing your thoughts. | am very interested in hearing what the constituents have to say on
this matter and | do intend on listening to their thoughts.

Thank you again for taking the time to contact me.”

January 26, 2026 (Monday)
I, along with City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1 a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 18
<ward1b®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3A <ward3a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<wardda@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B ward4b@laurel.mt.gov, received another email from Samantha
Mayes

January 27, 2026 (Tuesday)
I, along with Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward 1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A
<ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 48



ward4b@laurel.mt.gov; Kurt Markegard <kmarkegard@lauret.mt.gov>; City Mayor
citymayor@laurel.mt.gov received an email from Kris Vogele.

My response: “Mr. Vogels,

Thank you for taking the time to reach out and express your concerns regarding the proposed State
project. | appreciate the time you took in composing your thoughts and the extra documentation you
provided.

| can assure you that | am listening to what our community has to say and | appreciate the
engagement.

Sincerely,

CM Jodi Mackay

Ward 48”

January 27, 2026 (Tuesday)
i, along with City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B
<ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<wardda®laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>; Kurt Markegard
kmarkegard@!laurel.mt.gov received another email from Samantha Mayes.
My response: Ms. Mayes,
Thank you for sharing this information.
| wanted to send this link with the contact Information for those that serve on the City County
Planning Board (attos:/citycflausatmonta na.com/hc-ccab). Also, if you click the calendar Link, it will
take you to a monthly calendar that will have the next City County Planning Board meeting listed.
They're last meeting was 1/21 and | think they are scheduled for the 3™ Wednesday of each month.
Once the agenda is set, it should show up on 2/18.
Thank you,
CM Mackay

January 27, 2026 (Tuesday)
1, along with Richard Klose received an email from Robert Dupuis:
“In my opinion, this is a very bad idea to locate this facility in our little town of Laurel. My wife and |
have been homeowners here since 2017. Laurel isn't perfect, but bringing all the problem people
from atl over the state here is not the kind of popuiation growth that is beneficial to our community.
Surely, there are other options available.....like expanding the existing facility at Warm Springs.
Let's not ruin Laurel for the sake of whoever is benefitting from this decision.
Sincerely,
Robert Dupuis”
My response: Mr. Dupuis,
Thank you for taking the time to reach and share your concerns regarding this facility. | genuinely
appreciate your engagement.
Sincerely,
CM Jodi Mackay
Ward 4a

January 27, 2026 (Tuesday)

I, along with Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a®@!aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A
<ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A
<ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B ward3d@laurel.mL.goy, received an email from Samantha Mayes with a
doc attached from a State records request with a letter to the State from Kurt regarding the listed Woods’
property.

“Good afternoon-



I thought you all might find this public record email helpful in understanding what happened with the land
proposal. Here you gave the city administrator, on behalf of land, offering up the woods land to the state.
Despite claiming to the press that he had no idea why the state was looking at Laurel during the December
4th meeting.

Tuesday, Chief Administrative Officer Kurt Markegard said the city learned of the decision only after the public
announcement was made.

“The state did not send me information on it. | had to go seek it once it went to the press,’ Markegard said
during the meeting.”

Attached letter:

From: Kurt Markegard <kmarkegard@laurel.mt.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 22, 2025 2:44 PM

To: Breretan, Charlie <Charles.Brereton@mt.gov>; Osmundson, Ryan <Ryan.Osmundson@mt.gov>; Villa,
Dan <DVilla@mt.gov>

Cc: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: RE: Laurel property for new state facility 002801

To you all, forgive me for missing an Lin the spelling of Laurel.

Kurt

From: Kurt Markegard

Sent: Friday, August 22, 2025 2:46 PM

To: 'charles.brereton@mt.gov’ <charles.brereton@mt.gov>; 'Ryan.osmundson@mt.gov’
<Ryan.osmundson@mt.gov>; 'dan@mt.gov' <dan@mt.gov>

Cc: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Laurel property for new state facility D02801

Mr. Brereton, Mr. Osmundson, Mr. Villa,

On behalf of the City of Laure’s Mayor, | am emailing you to let you know about a potential site for the new
State of Montana mental health facility.

The property is just west of the Laurel city limits and with the start of the development of a Love's Truck Plaza
just west of the city, there will be new

water and sewer services installed as part of the truck plaza. Love’s is investing 2.4 million installing new
water and sewer lines to their property

and the property depicted in the attached pictures and below in this email will benefit by having a 12-inch
water main and an 8-inch sewer line run

past this proposed property.

As a certified building inspector, | know what the state will need for water and sewer services to develop a
building that will meet current building

standards. Having a water line of 12 inches would allow any facility the ability to sprinkle the building to
protect from fire spread. | believe that

Laurel will have the necessary infrastructure adjacent to this property including gas and electric services than
the other sites that have been

considered. | realize that the state has limited funds to build such a facility but having all utilities close by
would allow the state to purchase property

that is currently listed for sale.

This site also has the benefit of having the old interstate interchange that was deeded to the City of Laurel
after the State DOT built a new on/off

interstate ramp further west. The city was granted this parcel from the Montana Department of Transportation
and is 120 feet in width. The state

had plans to demolish the asphalt, and | requested they deed it to Laurel for access to our land that is just
north of the interstate. This old interstate

on/off ramp would make an excellent access road for the new facility. Or the State could remove the asphalt
and seek the property from city making

the parcel even larger for facility expansion.



| have researched the necessary zoning needed to allow for a facility of this type and with annexation into the
City of Laurel, the state could request

a zoning designation of “Public” which would allow the facility to be built at this location. The property to the
south is county zoning heavy industrial

and this property is currently zoned county highway commercial. Residential development is sparce in the
surround area.

The Mayor of Laurel would like to invite you all to a teams meeting to further discuss the potential for the
proposed site to become the home of a

new state facility. Please let me know if the state will consider discussing this site with us. Please look over
the included information and pictures

and consider this site as the best site in Yellowstone County to build a facility. The property is currently on the
market to be sold. | did check with

the listing agent yesterday and it is available.

The Mayor and | look forward to further discussions.

Kurt Markegard

Chief Administrative Officer

City of Laurel, Montana

406-628-4796 ext. 5305



Council Member Sara Naylor
Ex Parte Communication Log
RE: Montana State Mentat Health Hospital

January 21, 2026
I, along with City leadership and State representatives, received 2 emails rega rding Tuesday’s
announcement from Dan Villa that property had been purchased west of Laurel for the MH hospitat.
From Ms. Mayes to: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 18 <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B
<ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B ward4b@laurel.mt.gov

Good Morning! | hope this email finds you well.

| am just reaching out to see what can be done by Laurel citizens to stop the state
psychiatric facility from being built between Highway 10 and Golf Course Road. The
buy-sell that was released last night at the Laurel City Council meeting has that
facility right in the middle of a residential area, right by our houses, and near an
Elementary school. | understand the need for a new mental hospital for the state,
but does it really need to be there? Laurel would be losing 1 14 acres of taxable land
while using city taxpayer-funded resources. This is a net negative for our small
community. Instead of bringing in taxes to fund our schools and community, this
gives the state land that they can use with little oversight from the Laurel City
Council. | am so incredibly concerned about this plan, as it will drive down home
values, drive down the value of the Laurel Golf Course, andis closetoan
elementary school! Is there anything we, as Laurel citizens, can do? Have you
spoken to the state about this plan? Ryan and | are so worried about the long-term
impacts that this could have on our famity. | hope there is something you or we can
do to at least get the facility built somewhere else in Laurel. It does not need to be in
the middle of a residential neighborhood, near a school, and one of the economic
drivers of our community.

Thanks for your time,

Samantha Mayes

1 did not respond.

From Ms. Hill to: City Mayor <citymayor@taurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward
1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 28 <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<ward4a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>; Vince.Ricci®@legmt.gov;
Lee.Deming@legmt.gov; governor@mt.gov

Dear City Council Members and State Representatives,



I am writing as a concerned, tax-paying community member to strongly oppose the proposed
annexation and placement of a state mental health facility in the middle of our town, surrounded by
homes, schools, and other public buildings.

This proposal is neither a safe nor a cost-effective decision for our community. Placing a large-scale
mental health facility in a densely populated residential area raises serious concerns about public
safety, emergency response capacity, and the overall well-being of nearby families and children.
Schools, neighborhoods, and public spaces should not be placed at risk due to poor site selection
for a facility of this nature.

Additionally, this project provides little to no financial benefit to our city. The facitity will not generate
sufficient tax revenue to support or improve our local schools, roads, water systems, or other critical
infrastructure. At a time when our community is already struggling to maintain and upgrade essential
services, this proposal would place additional strain on local resources without providing meaningful
financial support in return.

Equally troubling is the lack of long-term resources and funding commitments from the State of
Montana to adequately sustain a facility of this scale. Without guaranteed staffing, funding, and
ongoing operational support, the burden will inevitably fall on the city-—our emergency services, law
enforcement, healthcare providers, and taxpayers.

The lack of transparency from the state throughout this process raises even greater concern. Limited
communication, unanswered questions, and vague assurances do nothing to build public trust.
Instead, this absence of clear and open information creates the impression that critical details are
being withheld. When decisions of this magnitude are made without full transparency, it undermines
confidence and leaves community members feeling ignored and misled.

Furthermore, placing this facility in the heart of town will significantly impact current home and land
values. Many residents have invested their life savings into their properties, and this decision
threatens to devalue those investments and destabilize our community.

It is also important to note that other cities applied for this facility and have suitable land,
appropriate zoning, and the capacity to house it in locations that are not directly in the middte of
residential neighborhoods. Those locations are far better suited for a facility of this nature and would
not place it in immediate proximity to homes, schools, and public spaces.

| strongly encourage the City Councit and our State Representatives to listen to us—the tax-paying
members of this community. We are the people who live here, raise our families here, and support
this city through our taxes and civic involvement. We do not want this mental health facility placed in
our community in this location.

For the safety, financial stability, and long-term well-being of our town, | urge you to not vote to
annex this property and to reject this proposal. Please act in the best interest of our community and
pursue alternative locations that are more appropriate and better equipped to support such a facility.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Hill

Concerned Community Member

My response:
Thank you for your outreach and for taking the time to share your perspective. As a City Council
Member, | value thoughtful public engagement and the role it plays in our civic process.

At this time, there is no formal matter related to this issue pending before the City Council, and
therefore no action currently before me for consideration. That said, | will ensure your comments are
shared with the Mayor and appropriate City staff and included for review as part of the public record.

Please note that public comment is most impactful during the designated comment period once an
item is on the agenda. You are welcome and encouraged to participate and to attend all duly noticed
City Council meetings shoutd you wish to speak when the matter is presented.



Thank you again for your engagement and continued interest in the City’s work.

Respectfully,

January 23, 2026

| along with Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b®laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A
<ward2a@!aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B
ward4b@laurel.mt.gov received anather email from Samantha Mayes.

Good Morning!

| am writing to follow up on my previous email regarding the proposed facility in Laurel. To date, | have not
received a response, which is deeply concerning given the scale and impact of this project and the level of
opposition and confusion within our community.

As | outlined previously, after speaking with Lee Deming, Vince Ricci, and our County Commissioners, it
appears that no local representatives were consulted or gave approval for this plan. Our City Council and
Mayor’s office have all stated that this proposal moved forward without council discussion, without adequate
research into Laurel’s infrastructure capacity, and without engagement with the community. This stands in
stark contrast to other communities—such as Hardin, Mites City, and Columbus—that have offered land and
services for this facility. Even Rep. Deming has said that he has been kept in the dark and cannot get answers
on any of this.

There are also serious concerns about the site itself. The proposed locationisina residentia! area, adjacent
to a school, youth softball fields, a golf course, and a public library. Given what | understand about racent
land values, it raises legitimate questions about whether the state is overpaying for tand that is poorly suited
for this purpose. There are plenty of plots of land that are not so close to these areas, and | just need to know
why this land.

| would like to know why this land- what are the benefits of this placement, what are the benefits of bringing
this facility to Laurel at all? Have water tables been studied? Have we done traffic studies? Reviews on
environmental impact or neighborhood compatibility?

| am again requesting clarification on your committee’s role in this decision, how Laurel was selected over
other willing communities, and—most importantly—how the voices of local residents and elected officials
are Intended to be heard. The continued lack of response only reinforces the perception that this process has
excluded the community most directly affected. Furthermore, as of last night, Mayor Waggoner was liking
comments on Facebook critical of those oppasing this proposal. Does that mean he is in support of the plan?
If s0, why has the community of Laurel not heard from him? What are his reasons?

| respectiully request a response addressing these concerns.

Thank you for your time and attention.

I did not respond.

January 26, 2026
Voicemail from Richard Swanson — Hello, Sarah, this is Richard Swanson. I'm calling in regards to
your um, position on the council membership. It’s in regards o the, uh, forensics mental hospital for
the state that coming in New York potentially is coming into, um, cominginto Laurel. Um, been
visiting with a lot of people over in the um, quote unquote, uh, you know, golf course road area. Not
getting a lot of reception. Um, so | guess what | would wish that you would do is talk to your
constituents in your ward, uh, your ward one. Um, not exactly sure where world one lays in Laurel. |
haven’t don't that research, just pulling up members. And, you know, spend a little time talking with
them in regards to whether or not they would like it. Um, from my understanding. The city has
annexing, um, to make. And if it doesn’t get annexed, um, the facility will have to go 10 a community,



um, that has expressed an interest. For this facility .Anyway, food for thought,. Thank you very much
for your time and consideration. Bye.

| did not respond.

January 26, 2026
I, atong with City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward 1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B
<ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov=>;
Ward 3A <ward3a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 38 <ward3b@laurel. mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<wardda@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 48 warddb@laurel.mt.gov, received another email from Samantha
Mayes

Good morning,

1 am writing again to follow up on my previous email regarding the proposed facility in Laurel. To date,
| have received a response from a few of you, and for that | am very grateful. | know you are all just
doing your best, but after more thinking about this, | have some maore questions. With such little
information we have, | urge the City Council to stop this facility from proceeding as soon as
possible.

As | outlined previously, after speaking with Lee Deming, and our County Commissioners, it appears
that no local representatives were consulted or gave approval for this plan. What role did Kurt
Markeegard and Mayor Waggoner play in bringing this to Laurel?

There are also serious concerns about the proposed site itself. The location is in a residential area,
adjacent to a school, youth softball fields, a golf course, and a public library. It is also within a mile of
the CHS refinery. Given current land values, this raises legitimate questions about whether the state
may be overpaying for property that appears poorly suited for this purpose.

In addition, | am requesting clarification regarding the site’s proximity to nearby oil refineries or
related industrial facilities. Specifically, | would appreciate information on:

e Whether the proximity to schools, an oil refinery, and public facilities was considered during site
selection, and will be considered when it comes to annexation.

« Whydid you notloop Rep. Deming into the decision-making process on this plan? Why not listen to
our County Commissioners?

e Do you have an evacuation plan in place if something were to happen at the refinery? How will you
safely remove 32 criminally insane people from the facility without posing a danger to the
community? Have you aven spoken to CHS about this?

= Have you been in contact with our school board or superintendent about the placement so close 10
the school? If not, why? Wouldn't protecting our children be the primary question to be asked here?

e Whather any environmental, air quality, or health impact assessments have been conducted in
relation to this site. Have you studied water tables? Have you reviewed safety concerns related to the
proximity of the refinery? Have you done traffic studies?

o Have you done tax studies? Exactly how many dollars will this pull from our already struggling
schools? What will happen to the real estate values in the area?

e Have you done economic studies? What will this do to expansion in our city? We are limited
geographically on where we, as a town, can expand- residentially or commercially. Have you
researched whether this willimpact future expansion?

Most troubling is the apparent breakdown of the local governmental process. The majority of
residents oppose this plan, and our city does not have the tax base to absorb the infrastructure
demands this facility would create. Backdoor deals have been made without consulting the Laurel
community. We deserve answers.

| am again requesting clarification on the city's role in this decision, how Laurel was selected over
other willing communities, and—most importantly—how the voices of residents and elected officials
are intended to be heard. The continued lack of response only reinforces the perception that this
process has excluded the community most directly affected. At this point, because of the lack of



information coming from the state and the city, but with the information | do have from the County, |
can only see negatives to the placement of this facility and 1 urge you to oppose annexation.

| respectfully request a response addressing these concerns.

Thank you for your time and attention.

1 did not respond.

January 27, 2026
1, along with Ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A
<ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3B <ward3b®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B
ward4b@laurel.mt.gov; Kurt Markegard <kmarkegard@laurel.mt.gov>; City Mayor
citymayor@laurel.mt.gov received an email from Kris Vogele.

Dear Mayor and Members of the Laurel City Council,

My name is Kris Vogele, and 1 am a resident of Laurel living at 306 E 4th Street, Laurel, MT 59044
and | alsc own property in the downtown district. | am writing to formally oppose the anticipated
annexation and siting of a 32-bed forensic psychiatric facility on the approximately 114-acre
property near the City of Laurel.

Annexation is a discretionary decision of the City Council. The fact that the State may acquire or
control this property does not obligate the City to annex it, nor does it justify annexation of the entire
114-acre tract. Any annexation request should be evaluated on its merits and limited to the minimum
acreage necessary, if approved at all.

A forensic psychiatric facility is a secure institutional use involving individuals in the criminal legal
system. Local police, fire, and emergency medical services are the first responders to incidents,
regardless of state ownership. Annexation would therefore impose increased public safety,
infrastructure, and fiscal burdens on the City without sufficient guarantees that the State will fully
and permanently cover those costs.

This facility will place a significant long term burden on the current water and sewer system at local
taxpayer expense without reimbursement from the State of Mantana and it's proposed locationin
very close proximity to residential properties and the Laurel Primary Elementary school is of
significant concern. | am including an attachment regarding proximity to the school (less than 500
yds from property line to property line).

| am also disappointed to learn that Laurel City staff have been involved in talks with the state about
this facitity documented as far back as August of 2025 per state records. Thatis at least six months
of time that we as a community could have come up with so much better options without operating
in a vacuum as has been the case.

The Letter from Mr Markegard to Mr Villa at the State of Montana Board of Investments (November 17,
2025) was nothing less than an application for consideration regardless of how staff frame it. Given
the chronolgical timing of this letter, it begs the guestion if the state did not initiate and call for the
letter. The Letter reads more like a document written up by a consultant or agent for a land search
placing Mr. Markegard and the city in a precarious sltuation. It is upsetting that a task force of
community members wera not assembled by the mayor to involve stakeholders from the community
in the process along with city council members.

It is also incomprehensible that the city council was apparently kept in the dark about the city staff
intentions of making application through a letter versus making an outright application that may have
required city council approval through a prescribed process.

One of the Mayor's primary duties is to maintain safety for our community. The Montana State
Legislature feels so strongly about safety that private facilities holding incarcerated individuats were
required per MCA to be located no closer than 1 mile from school property. The same philosophy on
safety applies to any facility regardless of being public or private. The land the state wants to
purchase is less than 500 yard from the property line of the school. Please see attachments.



There are many questions that need to be answered as to how this process took place, what state
and local influences played a part in moving this forward without city council knowledge, and if there
have been any quid pro quo dealings in the process.

| respectfully request that the Mayor and City Council:

1. Stop allowing city staff to act as a liaison for the State of Montana which places the City of Laurel ina
precarious situation with potential liability. Staff, in particular the CAO, has made suggestions and
inferences that may not align with current zoning, general safety, intended use, emergency services,
and impacts on economic development and long term growth that actually benefit the state over the
negative impacts to the city. Doesthe city have fully vetted impact studies on the short and long
term costs to our city and infrastructure for the location Mr. Markeguard is recommending to the
state? Also, what are the benefits for Laurel? These are two pivotal questions that should have been
answered prior to inviting the state to move into our community.

2. Deny any annexation petition related to this facility; or

3. Ata minimum, strictly limit annexation to the smallest feasible footprint (ie; 10 acres adjacent to the
highway to accomodate a facility approximately 1 acre in size) and exclude the remainder of the 114
acres; AND

4. Require binding, enforceable agreements ensuring the State bears 100% of all incremental public
safety and infrastructure costs.

Thank you for your time and consideration, and for placing the safety, fiscal health, and long-term
interests of Laurel residents first.

Respectfully,

Kris Vogele

306 E 4th Street

Laurel, MT 58044

Attachments: BOI Notice, Map School Distance, Nav 17 letter to BOH, School Safety and proximity for
annexation, draft psych facility, Reasons to oppose psychiatric facility on hwy 10 in Laurel.

My response:
Thank you for your outreach and for taking the time to share your perspective. As a Gity Councit
Member, | vatue thoughtful public engagement and the role it plays in our civic process.

At this time, there is no formal matter related to this issue pending before the City Council, and
therefore no action currently before me for consideration. That said, | will ensure your comments are
shared with the Mayor and appropriate City staff and included for review as part of the public record.

Please note that public comment is most impactful during the designated comment period once an
item is on the agenda. You are welcome and encouraged to participate and to attend all duly noticed
City Council meetings should you wish to speak when the matter is presented.

Thank you again for your engagement and continued interest in the City’s work.

Respectfully,

January 27, 2026
|, along with City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; ward 1A <ward1a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B
<ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@!aurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 3A <ward3a®@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B <ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A
<ward4a®@lauret.mt.gov>; Ward 4B ward4b@laurel.mt.gov, received another email from Samantha
Mayes

Good Morning-



As | am sure you each know, the school board last night came out in opposition to the plot of land for
the proposed mental health prison, as did County Commissioner Mark Morse. | encourage each of
you to watch the video to hear the opposition from our elected school board members, the
commissioner, and the community. | understand it has to go to the planning board first, but since we
do not have public contact information for the planning board, | will urge each of you to oppose this
plan and vote against the placement of a prison within yards of an elementary school.

Thank you,

Samantha Mayes

My response:

Thank you for your outreach and for taking the time to share your perspective. As a City Council
Member, | value thoughtful public engagement and the role it plays in our civic process.

At this time, there is no formal matter related to this issue pending before the City Council, and
tharefore no action currently before me for consideration. That said, | will ensure your com ments are
shared with the Mayor and appropriate City staff and included for review as part of the public record.
Please note that public comment is most impactful during the designated comment period once an
itemn is on the agenda. You are welcome and encouraged to participate and to attend all duly noticed
City Council meetings shoutd you wish to speak when the matter is presented.

Thank you again for your engagement and continued interest in the City’s work.

Respectfully,

January 27, 2026
| received a response email from Samantha Mayes.
| appreciate your reply. | understand that this is not officially on the agenda, but since it is going to the
planning board and this directly impacts my family and our community, | will not wait untilitis on the
agenda to reach out and will continue reaching out. Thank you for sharing my comments with the

Mayor, as he has yet to respond to any of my concerns or emails.

| did not respond.



Brittney Harakal

From: Ward 1A

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 2:55 PM

To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: FW: Letter of Concern of the Possible State Mental Facility in Laurel

Sara B. Navlor

Comnact Membes City of Lanred W oaed (
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From: The Front Porch <thefrontporchmt@gmail.com>

sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:18 PM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <ward1a@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Vince.Ricci@legmt.gov; Lee.Deming@legmt.gov; governor@mt.gov

Subject: Letter of Concern of the Possible State Mental Facility in Laurel

Dear City Council Members and State Representatives,

| am writing as a concerned, tax-paying community member to strongly oppose the proposed annexation
and placement of a state mental health facility in the middle of our town, surrounded by homes, schools,
and other public buildings.

This proposal is neither a safe nor a cost-effective decision for our community. Placing a large-scale
mental health facility in a densely populated residential area raises serious concerns about public
safety, emergency response capacity, and the overall well-being of nearby families and children.
Schools, neighborhoods, and public spaces should not be placed at risk due to poor site selection for a
facility of this nature.

Additionally, this project provides little to no financial benefit to our city. The facility will not generate
sufficient tax revenue to support or improve our local schools, roads, water systems, or other critical
infrastructure. At a time when our community is already struggling to maintain and upgrade essential



services, this proposal would place additional strain on local resources without providing meaningful
financial support in return.

Equally troubling is the lack of long-term resources and funding commitments from the State of Montana
to adequately sustain a facility of this scale. Without guaranteed staffing, funding, and ongoing
operational support, the burden will inevitably fall on the city—our emergency services, law
enforcement, healthcare providers, and taxpayers.

The lack of transparency from the state throughout this process raises even greater concern. Limited
communication, unanswered questions, and vague assurances do nothing to build public trust. Instead,
this absence of clear and open information creates the impression that critical details are being
withheld. When decisions of this magnitude are made without full transparency, it undermines
confidence and leaves community members feeling ignored and misled.

Furthermore, placing this facility in the heart of town will significantly impact current home and land
values. Many residents have invested their life savings into their properties, and this decision threatens
to devalue those investments and destabilize our community.

Itis also important to note that other cities applied for this facility and have suitable land, appropriate
zoning, and the capacity to house it in locations that are not directly in the middle of residential
neighborhoods. Those locations are far better suited for a facility of this nature and would not place itin
immediate proximity to homes, schools, and public spaces.

| strongly encourage the City Council and our State Representatives to listen to us—the tax-paying
members of this community. We are the people who live here, raise our families here, and support this
city through our taxes and civic involvement. We do not want this mental health facility ptaced in our
community in this location.

For the safety, financial stability, and long-term well-being of our town, | urge you to not vote to annex
this property and to reject this proposal. Please act in the best interest of our community and pursue
alternative locations that are more appropriate and better equipped to support such a facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Cheryl Hill
Concerned Community Member



Brittney Harakal -

From: Ward 1A

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 2:55 PM

To: Brittney Harakal

Subject: FW: Forensic Psychiatric Facility

Attachments: 1000018959 .jpg; 1000018970.jpg; Annexation_Denial_Prison_School_Buffer_Montana_

260126_161820.pdf; Full_Draft_with_Statutory_References (1)_260126_1 85708.pdf;
Psychiatric Facility Laurel_260126_185436.pdf; Screenshot_20260121_171931
_Facebook jpg; Screenshot_20260121_171954_Facebook jpg

Sara B. Navlor
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From: Kris Vogele <threepeat43@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 7:08 PM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardla@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 18 <ward1lb@Ilaurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@!aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 48 <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Forensic Psychiatric Facility

Dear Mayor and Members of the Laurel City Council,

My name is Kris Vogele, and | am a resident of Laurel living at 306 E 4th Street, Laurel, MT 59044 and |
also own property in the downtown district. | am writing to formally oppose the anticipated annexation
and siting of a 32-bed forensic psychiatric facility on the approximately 114-acre property near the
City of Laurel.

Annexation is a discretionary decision of the City Council. The fact that the State may acquire or control
this property does not obligate the City to annexit, nor does it justify annexation of the entire 114-acre
tract. Any annexation request should be evaluated on its merits and limited to the minimum acreage
necessary, if approved at all.

A forensic psychiatric facility is a secure institutional use involving individuals in the criminal legal

system. Local police, fire, and emergency medical services are the first responders to incidents,
1



regardless of state ownership. Annexation would therefore impose increased public safety,
infrastructure, and fiscal burdens on the City without sufficient guarantees that the State will fully and
permanently cover those costs.

This facility will place a significant long term burden on the current water and sewer system at local
taxpayer expense without reimbursement from the State of Montana and it's proposed location in very
close proximity to residential properties and the Laurel Primary Elementary school is of significant
concern. | am including an attachment regarding proximity to the school (less than 500 yds from

property line to property line).

| am also disappointed to learn that Laurel City staff have been involved in talks with the state about this
facility documented as far back as August of 2025 per state records. That is at least six months of time
that we as a community could have come up with so much better options without operating in a vacuum
as has been the case.

The Letter from Mr Markegard to Mr Villa at the State of Montana Board of Investments (November 17,
2025) was nothing less than an application for consideration regardless of how staff frame it. Given the
chronolgical timing of this letter, it begs the question if the state did not initiate and call for the

letter. The Letter reads more like a document written up by a consultant or agent for a land search
placing Mr. Markegard and the city in a precarious situation. Itis upsetting that a task force of
community members were not assembled by the mayor to involve stakeholders from the community in
the process along with city council members.

It is also incomprehensible that the city council was apparently kept in the dark about the city staff
intentions of making application through a letter versus making an outright application that may have
required city council approval through a prescribed process.

One of the Mayor's primary duties is to maintain safety for our community. The Montana State
Legislature feels so strongly about safety that private facilities holding incarcerated individuals were
required per MCA to be located no closer than 1 mile from school property. The same philosophy on
safety applies to any facility regardless of being public or private. The land the state wants to purchase is
less than 500 yard from the property line of the school. Please see attachments.

There are many questions that need to be answered as to how this process took place, what state and
local influences played a part in moving this forward without city council knowledge, and if there have
been any quid pro quo dealings in the process.

I respectfully request that the Mayor and City Council:

1. Stop allowing city staff to act as a liaison for the State of Montana which places the City of
Laurel in a precarious situation with potential liability. Staff, in particular the CAQO, has made
suggestions and inferences that may not align with current zoning, general safety, intended use,
emergency services, and impacts on economic development and long term growth that actually
benefit the state over the negative impacts to the city. Does the city have fully vetted impact
studies on the short and long term costs to our city and infrastructure for the location Mr.
Markeguard is recommending to the state? Also, what are the benefits for Laurel? These are
two pivotal questions that should have been answered prior to inviting the state to move into
our community.



2. Deny any annexation petition related to this facility; or

3. At a minimum, strictly limit annexation to the smallest feasible footprint (ie; 10 acres adjacent
to the highway to accomodate a facility approximately 1 acre in size) and exclude the remainder
of the 114 acres; AND

4. Require binding, enforceable agreements ensuring the State bears 100% of all incremental
public safety and infrastructure costs.

Thank you for your time and consideration, and for placing the safety, fiscal health, and long-term
interests of Laurel residents first.

Respectfully,
Kris Vogele

306 E 4th Street
Laurel, MT 59044

Attachments: BOI Notice, Map School Distance, Nov 17 letter to BOI, Schoot Safety and proximity for
annexation, draft psych facility, Reasons to oppose psychiatric facility on hwy 10 in Laurel.



LEGAL BASIS FOR ANNEXATION DENIAL BASED ON STATEWIDE
POLICY REGARDING PRISON SITING NEAR SCHOOLS

. Statewide Public Policy Disfavors Prison Siting Near Schools

Montana law expressly requires that private correctional facilities be located no less than one
mile from any school. While this statute applies by its terms to private prisons, it reflects a
clear and deliberate statewide public policy determination: correctional facilities are
incompatible land uses in close proximity to schools and children.

The Legislature’s adoption of a fixed, objective buffer demonstrates that proximity between
incarceration facilities and schools presents unacceptable land-use, safety, and planning
conflicts, regardless of whether a specific incident has occurred. The statute embodies a
precautionary principle, recognizing that the severity of potential harm—not merely the
likelihood—justifies spatial separation.

Local governments are entitled, and in fact obligated, to give weight to this expressed policy
when making discretionary land-use decisions, including annexation.

Il. Annexation Must Be Evaluated in Light of State Policy, Not in Isolation

Annexation under Montana law is not automatic, even when requested by a governmental
entity. A municipality must determine whether annexation is reasonable and necessary,
consistent with the local growth policy, compatible with surrounding land uses, and in the
public interest.

In making that determination, the City may—and should—consider statewide land-use
policies adopted by the Legislature. The one-mile prison-school buffer statute constitutes
persuasive evidence that Montana disfavors prison siting near educational facilities as a
matter of public policy. Approving annexation for the express purpose of facilitating a prison
within close proximity to Laurel Elementary School would place the City in direct tension with
that policy.

lll. The Legislature’s Policy Applies by Analogy to State-Run Facilities
Although the statute expressly governs private prisons, its underlying rationale is not

ownership-dependent. The concems motivating the Legislature—child safety, land-use
incompatibility, emergency response risk, and irreversible community impacts—exist



regardless of whether a prison is privately or publicly operated.

Nothing in Montana law suggests that the presence of incarcerated populations, secure
transport, perimeter security, or emergency response activity becomes benign merely
because the operator is the State rather than a contractor. The Legislature’s decision to
impose a bright-line distance requirement reflects a judgment that schools are uniquely
sensitive land uses warranting protection from proximity to correctional facilities of any kind.

IV. Annexation to Enable a Disfavored Use Is Arbitrary and Capricious

Annexation is a discretionary governmental act. When annexation is sought solely to enable a
land use that is disfavored under statewide policy, approval becomes legally vuinerabie.

Here, annexation would enable a correctional facility in close proximity to an elementary
school, contradict a clearly articulated legistative policy favoring separation, undermine
land-use compatibility principles reflected in both state law and local planning, and expose the
City to claims of arbitrary and capricious decision-making.

Where the Legislature has already determined that a one-mile buffer is appropriate to protect
schools, approving annexation to defeat that policy in practice would be unreasonabie and
inconsistent with sound planning.

V. Growth Policy Consistency and Community Character

Montana growth policies emphasize protection of established residential neighborhoods,
compatibility of adjacent land uses, public safety and quality of life, and predictable, orderly
development.

A prison sited near Laurel Elementary School conflicts with these objectives. The statewide
prison-school buffer statute reinforces that educational environments are incompatible with
correctional uses, and that such incompatibility is recognized at the highest level of state
policymaking. Annexation that facilitates this conflict cannot be found consistent with the
growth policy, nor with the intent of Montana land-use law.

VI. Proper Remedy: Denial or Limitation of Annexation

Given the Legislature’s expressed policy, the City has a legally defensible basis to deny
annexation outright, limit annexation to exclude areas whose inclusion would enable a prison



proximate to a school, or postpone annexation pending alternative siting that respects
statewide policy.

Failure to do so would elevate administrative convenience over legislative judgment and
community protection.

VIil. Conclusion

Montana law does not treat prison siting near schools as a neutral planning choice. By
enacting a one-mile separation requirement, the Legislature has declared that schools
warrant heightened protection from proximity to correctional facilities.

That policy must inform annexation decisions. Annexation sought to facilitate a prison near
Laurel Elementary School is therefore contrary to statewide public policy, inconsistent with
growth planning principles, and an improper exercise of municipal discretion.



Reasons the State of Montana should not build a 32-bed
forensic psychiatric unit in Laurel, Montana

Purpose. This document outlines public-safety, financial, governance, and land-use concems
associated with the State of Montana’s planned 32-bed forensic mental health facility near

Laurel, and proposes lawful, process-based methods residents and local officials can use to

oppose annexation and siting.

Note: This is general information and advocacy drafting—not legal advice. [f you want to pursue
a formal challenge (annexation/zoning/permits), you’ll likely want a Montana municipal/land-
use attorney.

1) Background and current status

« Montana DPHHS has proposed constructing and operating a 32-bed forensic mental
health facility, and the State selected Laurel as the location.

 Reporting indicates the State purchased (or is pursuing) a roughly 114-acre site in west
Laurel for the facility, and the City expects an annexation application and says it must
hold public hearings and accept public comment.

o State planning materials acknowledge the $26.5 million legislative allocation may be
insufficient for a “hardened” forensic facility, implying potential future cost escalation or
additional funding requests.

2) Public safety and community risk concerns

A forensic psychiatric facility is not a typical treatment clinic. It is designed for people involved
in the criminal legal system who are detained for competency evaluation/treatment, and it
requires secure operations, staffing, and transport.

A. Increased demands on local law enforcement and emergency services

« A secure forensic facility requires frequent coordination with law enforcement for
transports, perimeter incidents, mutual aid, and emergency response planning. Local
agencies may face higher call volumes, training requirements, and specialized incident
response needs—often without guaranteed, long-term reimbursement arrangements.

« Even if the facility is “state-run,” the immediate first responders in a crisis are local.

B. Operational risks: staffing shortages, turnover, and security failures



« Secure behavioral health facilities are highly sensitive to staffing levels and training.
Understaffing increases risks of assaults, contraband, elopement attempts, and lockdown
events.

o Montana’s existing state psychiatric system has faced repeated public concerns about
staffing, leadership turnover, and safety conditions (see Warm Springs section below),
raising credible doubts about whether a new facility can be operated safely and
consistently over time.

C. Site-specific community impacts
Common local safety issues that should be addressed before siting:

 Proximity to neighborhoods, schools, parks, and commercial corridors

o Traffic patterns (secure transports and staff commutes)

o Perimeter security design and lighting

« Mutual-aid agreements and who pays for training/equipment

« Emergency planning: lockdowns, missing-person protocols, evacuation and shelter-in-
place coordination

Key point: If the State cannot demonstrate a fully funded, enforceable plan for staffing, security,
and emergency coordination, the project poses avoidable risk to Laurel residents.

3) Financial impacts on Laurel and the surrounding
community

A. Cost shifting to local taxpayers

Even when the State builds the facility, annexation and development typically create ongoing
local costs:

e Road impacts, intersection upgrades, snow removal, traffic enforcement
 Increased police/fire/EMS readiness and training
e Utility capacity planning (water/sewer), stormwater, and maintenance

DPHHS planning documents explicitly state that BO//DPHHS will pursue “permits,

annexations, zoning, and other local approvals.” That is the stage where Laurel can demand
binding commitments and cost coverage.

B. Property value and insurance-market concerns

For some buyers and insurers, proximity to a secure forensic facility can be perceived as a
negative externality, potentially affecting:



« Residential desirability and property values (especially nearest the facility)
« [Insurance underwriting perceptions
» Commercial development patterns

C. Long-term uncertainty and budget escalation

The State’s own plan signals possible cost overruns (the “§26.5 million may be insufficient”
language), which can lead to:

« Phased construction pressure

« Later requests for additional appropriations

« “Temporary” operational compromises becoming permanent (e.g., staffing models, bed
use, security hardening)

4) Poor stewardship concerns: Track record of state
behavioral health management

Opposition to a new facility is strengthened when tied to the State’s demonstrated ability (or
inability) to safely operate comparable institutions.

A. Problems associated with Warm Springs (Montana State Hospital) and
oversight alarms

Recent reporting and public oversight have described serious, recurring problems at Montana
State Hospital in Warm Springs—particularly around staffing instability, leadership disruption,
and safety/care concemns.

Additionally, Montana’s Board of Visitors produces formal inspection reports for state facilities
(including forensic components), showing ongoing oversight concerns that should be weighed
before expanding the State’s institutional footprint into a new host community.

Argument frame: If the State has struggled to safely and effectively run the existing system,
Laurel should not be asked to absorb the operational risk of a new secure forensic institution—
especially without enforceable guarantees, transparent performance metrics, and independent
oversight conditions.

B. Accountability and transparency deficits

Key stewardship questions Laurel should demand answers to before any annexation/zoning
approval:

o Staffing ratios, recruitment plans, and contingency staffing
« Incident reporting commitments and public transparency



 Independent oversight, auditability, and corrective action timelines
« Clear boundaries preventing mission creep (e.g., expansion beyond 32 beds, civil-bed
“temporary” conversions)

5) Land-use, annexation, and lawful methods to block or
slow annexation into the City of Laurel

First principle: Annexation is a local approval choke point

DPHHS/BOI documents anticipate local annexation and zoning approvals.
Local residents and officials can lawfully use procedural and substantive standards to oppose
annexation or impose strict conditions.

A. Understand which annexation pathway is being used (and use its
requirements)

Montana law provides multiple annexation methods. Two common frameworks relevant here:

1. Annexation by petition (Title 7, Ch. 2, Part 46).
A petition with certain signature thresholds can trigger either an election or council
action:

« Petition signed by > 33 1/3% of registered electors in the area generally requires
submission to electors (with exceptions).

« Ifsigned by >50% of resident electors owning real property or owners representing >
50% of total area, the governing body may approve or disapprove the petition on its
merits.

2. Annexation with provision of services (Title 7, Ch. 2, Part 47).
A petition may require signatures of 51% of real property owners in the area sought to
be annexed, after which the municipality follows the statutory procedure.
Practical blocking strategy:

If the State needs a petition pathway, organize affected landowners/resident freeholders to refuse
signatures and document opposition early.

B. Use public hearings and the record: build an administrative file

Local reporting indicates Laurel expects annexation filings and confirms the City Council must
hear public comment.

Action steps:



Submit written comments with specific concerns (safety, cost shifting, stewardship,
zoning incompatibility)

Request the City require: traffic study, utility capacity study, public safety impact plan,
and a fiscal impact report

Demand all conditions be memorialized in enforceable agreements (development
agreement / annexation conditions / service plan)

C. Zoning and land-use tools

Even if annexation is pursued, zoning and conditional approvals can be decisive:

Argue the proposed zoning is incompatible with surrounding uses

Insist on strict conditional-use standards (hours, security perimeter, lighting, access
control, emergency response commitments)

Push for buffering requirements, setbacks, and design standards that may make the site
infeasible or require substantial redesign

D. Service-plan and cost-allocation leverage

Montana planning materials and model annexation guidance emphasize that annexation generally
involves specifying services (water/sewer/roads, etc.) and how they are funded.

Negotiation position for Laurel:

No annexation without a binding plan that the State pays 100% of incremental
infrastructure and public safety costs

Require reimbursement mechanisms and periodic true-ups

Require mutual aid and emergency response training funding

E. County jurisdiction and “stay out of city limits” options

If the project site is currently outside city limits, one approach is to:

Press the City to deny annexation and keep the facility in county jurisdiction (where
applicable)

Work with Yellowstone County officials on land-use controls, access permits, and
service extensions that may be necessary for development (depending on utilities/roads)

F. Political and legislative options (non-annexation)

Petition local electeds for resolutions opposing the site

Request state legislators pursue budget conditions, reporting requirements, or siting
alternatives

Demand independent oversight and performance triggers (€.g., operations paused if
safety metrics breached)



6) Recommended talking points (ready-to-use)

1.

Public safety: Laurel should not accept elevated risk without enforceable
staffing/security/incident-reporting standards and fully funded emergency response
coordination.

Cost shifting: The State must not externalize policing, EMS readiness, road impacts, and
utility capacity costs onto local taxpayers.

Stewardship: The State’s documented struggles operating Warm Springs undermine
confidence in safe long-term operations of a new secure facility.

Process: Annexation and zoning are discretionary local actions; Laurel can require
studies, conditions, and agreements—or deny approvals where standards are not met.
Better alternatives: Site the facility in a location that is already appropriate for high-
security institutional use, with existing infrastructure and distance buffers, and proven
operational oversight.

7) Attachments you may want to include (if you’re

submitting a packet)
» Timeline of key state actions and public statements (purchase/BOI/DPHHS milestones)
o News coverage summary showing pending annexation process and public hearings
« Warm Springs accountability and safety concern summaries from reputable reporting
. Statutory excerpts showing annexation thresholds and discretionary approval



Reasons the State of Montana Should Not Build a
32-Bed Forensic Psychiatric Facility in Laurel,
Montana

This document outlines public safety, fiscal, land-use, and governance concems regarding the
proposed forensic psychiatric facility.

Public Safety Concerns

Forensic psychiatric facilities serve justice-involved individuals and require heightened
security. Local police, fire, and emergency medical services are the first responders to
incidents, despite having no control over facility operations.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-1-111 (municipal police powers to protect public health and safety).

Financial Impacts on the Community

Annexation creates long-term service and infrastructure obligations and exposes Laurel to
financial risk.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-2-4601-4635 (annexation statutes); MCA § 7-6-4001 (municipal fiscal
responsibility).

Poor State Stewardship

Montana has experienced chronic staffing, safety, and compliance issues at existing
psychiatric facilities.

Relevant authority: Legislative audit and oversight under MCA § 5-13-201.

Problems at Montana State Hospital - Warm Springs

The Montana State Hospital at Warm Springs has been subject to repeated oversight, staffing
shortages, and safety concemns documented in public reports.

Annexation Authority and Limiting the 114-Acre Parcel

Annexation is discretionary. The City may deny annexation or limit it to the minimum footprint
required.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-2-4601-4635; MCA § 76-1-601 (growth policy consistency).



Public Methods to Oppose Annexation

Citizens may submit comments, testify at hearings, and request analyses under Montana
open meeting laws.

Relevant law: MCA § 2-3-203 (public participation).
Conclusion

The proposed facility should not be sited in Laurel. At minimum, annexation should be denied
or strictly limited.



MONTANA

BOARD OF INVESTMENTS

Statement of Board of Investments
Execvutive Director Dan Villa
August 20, 2025, Meeting

“l received a call Monday from the Executive that, in my opinion, necessitates a pause by the
Board. The Executive and Legislative branches currently hold differing interpretations of the
Board's authority under Section 17 of House Bill 5 relating to the construction of a Behavioral
Health Facility. In respect of both branches, in compliance with the Act, and to avoid acting without
clear direction, | recommend the Board suspend any further consideration and forgo further
implementation of House Bill 5 until we receive written guidance specifying services to be
provided at the facility, the general location desired for the facility, and confirmation that the facility
is to be built as an investment security held in trust for the State. The Board must avoid being
placed between coequal branches to which we owe legal and fiduciary duties.

| thank local leaders of Billings and Laurel for their candid input, especially Councilmen
Aspenlieder and Kennedy, Billings City Administrator Chris Kukulski, Laure! City Administrator
Kurt Markegard, Director Brereton and staff at DPHHS, Budget Director Osmundson and staff at
OBPP, as well as Senators Esp, Yakawich, Lenz, Ricci, and Representatives Etchart, Brewster
and Schomer. Their efforts reflect a shared commitment to expanding behavioral health service
capacity while protecting community safety and interests.

If due diligence resumes upon receipt of written guidance, no previously reviewed sites—including
those on Skyway Drive—are viable, given local feedback, infrastructure costs, local zoning
regulations, impacts on targeted economic development districts, and state land leasing
processes. If BOI is to engage further, our future work must begin with clarity on services and
siting from our partners, while still meeting our obligations to secure profits and cost savings for
Montanans.”
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v o City Of Laurel

PUB WORKS, 6154796

WATER OFC  628-M3)
COURT . 628 1964 P.0. Box 10
FAX 4202241 Laurel, Montana 53044

Offier of the CAD

November 17, 2028

Mr, Dan Villa

Executive Director

Board of lavestments
lmuldﬁkewcxplainwhyﬂrCin'nfhmldidnumuilxlffwﬂnwmﬁdmﬁm
for 3 new Forensic Mental Health Facility the State of Montana intends 1o build. Inside the ity
of Laure! limits there is o location that would be suitable for the facility and so therefore |
cannot ask the Laurel Cige Council to consider applying.

aurel’s Mayor David Waggoner and | have described 10 you a location just outside Laurel’s city
limits that has most of the criteria that would make building the facility remarkably successtul.

The land has adjacent water and scwer lines that are currently being installed. The area also has
natura) gas, an clectrical power line, cable tv, fice hydrants and | believe fiber optic tines. These
nccessary clements are crucial in providing all the needs a mental health facility development
would need. This location would lower the initial coat to construct such a facility versus lands
that do not have some or sny of the infrastructure 1o buaild out such a facilit

As | stated. this location is just outside the ity limits and thercfure must go through the legal
process 10 be considered for any city services. The City Council passed an annexation resolution
in 2008 that set the criteria for recciving city services. To annex any property the City relies on
Montana Code Annotated Title 7. Chapter 2, part 42 through 47. if the City of Laurel were to

requirements in City Council resolution ROS-22. land vutside city limits must be annexed to
receive city services and this is why Laurel could not apply during the recem process for
consideration for the state’s facility.

The process city staff has always followed with regands to anncxation is a pre-application
muﬁngmmmmmmﬁﬂmoﬂmdwbcm&xmlim. This mecting
will discuss all the necessary steps Laurel will require and annexation requirements in Montana
Code Annotated (MCA). MCA 7-2-44 is the process for annexation of contiguous government
tand if the state would like 10 consider the location just outside ity limits. In the past, buy/sell
mmummnmwk pumhaulcnplweuﬂnfnm:hlnw!‘m
annexation is complete by Laurel's City Council.



hope that those citics Followﬂnirﬂmmaudmduiumulhnendﬁndmehﬂd
officials on following Laurel’s ordinances and resolutions.

The right to have the public spukmthebmcﬁuorcommeymhawabmﬂmy
m:ﬁmmpmﬁsimoﬂmlmkuiswﬂdocumwdinhwel. 1 applaud the efforts o
seleumityi:wolvmminchmsingﬁwlouﬁun for the facitity, but 1 believe the process did
maﬂuwthemlpoimdnmwwudmin;dwmmmmumninmd.
lfmyomﬁmtheﬁtmmldlikelnspenkwLuml‘leywouity stafl, | am sure that we

mﬂmam&um&xmﬁbk&uiumd&ilurwhntpolicicsuﬂmefuﬂx
Laurel comumunity.

Sincerely. /
ﬁww%
Chief Administrative Officer

City of Laurel

Cec. Mayor David Waggoner



Kelly Strecker

—
From: Ward 2B
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2026 8:17 PM
To: Kelly Strecker
Subject: FW: Letter of Concern of the Possible State Mental Facility in Laurel
Hey there.

Good evening.
Here is another communication.
Thank you,

Brent

From: The Front Porch <thefrontporchmt@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:18 PM

To: City Mayor <citymayor@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1A <wardla@Ilaurel.mt.gov>; Ward 1B <ward1b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Ward 2A <ward2a@\aurel.mt.gov>; Ward 2B <ward2b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3A <ward3a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 3B
<ward3b@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4A <ward4a@laurel.mt.gov>; Ward 4B <ward4b@laurel.mt.gov>;
Vince.Ricci@legmt.gov; Lee.Deming@legmt.gov; governor@mt.gov

Subject: Letter of Concern of the Possible State Mental Facility in Laurel

Dear City Council Members and State Representatives,

| am writing as a concerned, tax-paying community member to strongly oppose the proposed annexation
and placement of a state mental health facility in the middte of our town, surrounded by homes, schools,
and other public buildings.

This proposal is neither a safe nora cost-effective decision for our community. Placing a large-scale
mental health facility in a densely populated residential area raises serious concerns about public
safety, emergency response capacity, and the overall well-being of nearby families and chitdren.
Schools, neighborhoods, and public spaces should not be placed at risk due to poor site selectionfora
facility of this nature.

Additionally, this project provides little to no financial benefit to our city. The facility will not generate

sufficient tax revenue to support or improve our local schools, roads, water systems, of other critical
infrastructure. At a time when our community is atready struggling to maintain and upgrade essential
services, this proposal would place additional strain on local resources without providing meaningful
financial supportin return.

Equally troubling is the lack of long-term resources and funding commitments from the State of Montana
to adequately sustain a facility of this scale. Without guaranteed staffing, funding, and ongoing
operational support, the burden will inevitably fall on the city—our emergency services, law
enforcement, healthcare providers, and taxpayers.



The lack of transparency from the state throughout this process raises even greater concern. Limited
communication, unanswered questions, and vague assurances do nothing to build public trust. Instead,
this absence of clear and open information creates the impression that critical details are being
withheld. When decisions of this magnitude are made without full transparency, it undermines
confidence and leaves community members feeling ignored and misled.

Furthermore, placing this facility in the heart of town will significantly impact current home and land
values. Many residents have invested their life savings into their properties, and this decision threatens
to devalue those investments and destabilize our community.

Itis also important to note that other cities applied for this facility and have suitable land, appropriate
zoning, and the capacity to house itin locations that are not directly in the middle of residential
neighbarhoods. Those locations are far better suited for a facility of this nature and would not place itin
immediate proximity to homes, schools, and public spaces.

| strongly encourage the City Council and our State Representatives to listen to us—the tax-paying
members of this community. We are the people who live here, raise our families here, and support this
city through our taxes and civic involvement. We do not want this mental health facility placed in our
community in this location.

For the safety, financial stability, and long-term well-being of our town, | urge you to not vote to annex
this property and to reject this proposal. Please act in the best interest of our community and pursue
alternative locations that are more appropriate and better equipped to support such a facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Cheryl Hill
Concerned Community Member



Brittney Harakal

From: Monna Rae Adickes <monnarae@cbthebrokers.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 2:24 PM

To: Ward 2A <ward2a@laurel.mt.gov>

Subject: Planning Board

Hi Tom,
| am sorry you have been thrown to the wolves your first year in office.
Please note, | agree with our Governor that a mental hospital is needed on the eastern half of Montana.

1




BUT not at the site that has been selected. This is site is surrounded by homes, one of them is my son Jay
Dempster’s home.

This site is less than 500 yards from West/ Laurel Elementary, and even closer to the softball fields use by the
youth of Laurel.

This facility should be located on land in an industrial park, or near our two hospitals in Billings.

| sell real estate, our home values will drop. Look at Warm Springs, no one wants to live there...why??
The workers will commute from Billings. What value does this bring to Laurel, NONE!

Our roads, water and sewer are already failing.

The City is hop scotching in their annexation process.

Please VOTE NO to the annexation of the annexation of this 114 acre parcel.

Thank you for listening.

MONNA RAE ADICKES

Real Estate Broker

® 406-860-4284
monnarae@cbthebrokers.com
@ 3135 Meadow View Drive
Billings, MT 59102
@www.mraﬂls.com

[E] coLDWELL BANKER | e BROKERS
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Condensed 1-Page Council Script

My comments tonight are focused on governance, transparency, and fiscal responsibility.

1. Who authorized the Chief Administrative Officer to work with the State of Montana on siting a
forensic psychiatric facility in Laurel?

2. Why was City Council not informed of staff communications with the state beginning in August 20257
3. Does identifying sites, utilities, and annexation potential constitute facilitation of this project?

4, Why were feasibility, fiscal impact, and public safety studies not completed before sites were
offered?

5. What is the projected net fiscal impact to the City over the next 10, 20, and 30 years?

6. How will police, fire, and emergency services be funded for a tax-exempt state facility?

7. What infrastructure upgrades will be required, and who will pay for them?

8. Why were residents and City Council told the City had no involvement when documentation shows
staff engagement?

9. Will the City pause cooperation with the State until independent studies are completed and reviewed
publicly?

10. What steps will Council take to ensure staff cannot unilaterally facilitate major projects without
Council approval?

| am submitting a written document containing 120 detailed questions for the public record and request
written responses.



City of Laurel, Montana

120 Questions Regarding the Montana Forensic
Psychiatric Facility

I. Authority & Governance (Questions 1-20)

1. What specific authority does the Chief Administrative Officer have to communicate with state
agencies regarding siting maijor state facilities within city limits?

2. \Was the City Council ever asked to authorize the CAO to engage in discussions with the State of
Montana regarding a forensic psychiatric facility?

3. |f no authorization was given, under what legal authority did the CAO proceed?

4. Does the City have a written policy governing when staff may negotiate or coordinate with outside
governmental entities?

5. Was the Mayor aware of the CAO’s communications with the Board of Investments at the time they
occurred?

6. Did the Mayor approve or direct the CAO to send the letter identifying potential sites?

7. Was the City Attorney consulted before the letter was sent to the Board of Investments?

8. If not, why was legal counsel excluded from a decision with major legal and financial implications?
9. Did the CAO brief the City Council after the letter was sent?

10. If not, why was the Council not informed?

11. Does the City consider identifying sites and utility availability to be an application or facilitation ofa
project?

12. If not, how does the City define an application?

13. Has the City ever taken the position that providing site-selection assistance is not participation?
14. Would the City accept that same definition if it were applied to a private developer?

15. Did the CAO exceed the scope of administrative authority by influencing site selection?

16. Has the City Council reviewed the CAO’s job description in relation to this matter?

17. Is there any precedent for staff independently offering land options to outside entities without
Council approval?

18. If this is precedent-setting, why was Council not involved?
19. Has any disciplinary or review process been initiated regarding this conduct?
20. If not, why not?



Il. Transparency & Public Process (Questions 21-40)

21.
22
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Why were these discussions not disclosed during public City Council meetings?

Were any executive sessions held regarding this facility?

If so, under what statutory exemption?

Were meeting notes, emails, or calendars related to this project made available to the public?
Has the City conducted a public records review of communications with the state?

Were citizens intentionally excluded from early discussions?

Was the public ever given the opportunity to comment before the state selected Laurel?

Why was the first public notice the state’s announcement?

Does the City believe this meets standards of transparent governance?

Would the City consider this process acceptable if roles were reversed?

Did the CAO or Mayor correct the public record when they stated the City had no involvement?
If not, why?

Were City staff instructed not to discuss the project publicly?

Who made that instruction?

Did the City consider issuing a clarification once documents became public?

Does the City believe omission of material facts is consistent with public trust?

Has the City Council reviewed the letter sent to the Board of | nvestments?

When did Council first become aware of its contents?

Why was Council blindsided if staff had been working on this since August 20257

What safeguards exist to prevent this from happening again?



41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

Feasibility & Due Diligence (Questions 41-65)

Did the CAO conduct any feasibility study before identifying sites?
Was a cost-benefit analysis performed?

Was a fiscal impact study conducted?

Was a long-term operating cost analysis done?
Were emergency service impacts evaluated?

Was traffic impact on Highway 10 analyzed?

Was proximity to schools evaluated?

Was public safety staffing analyzed?

Was police overtime cost estimated?

Was fire and EMS capacity evaluated?

Was water demand modeling performed?

Was sewer capacity evaluated?

Were capital upgrades identified?

Who would pay for those upgrades?

Was lifecycle infrastructure cost considered?

Was insurance or liability exposure evaluated?
Were mutual aid agreements considered?

Was an annexation fiscal analysis completed?

Was a facilities compatibility study done?

Were alternative locations outside Laurel evaluated?
Did the CAO consider declining to participate?

Did the CAO consider the City Council’s stated opposition?
Did the CAO document any risks?

Where is that documentation?

If no studies exist, why not?



IV. Financial Impact & Taxation (Questions 66—85)

B6. Is the facility exempt from property taxes?

67. If so, how will the City recover service costs?

68. Has the City calculated the net fiscal impact?

69. Has the City requested a payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT)?
70. If not, why?

71. Will the City subsidize state operations?

72. Has the City evaluated bond rating impacts?

73. Will utility rates increase for residents?

74. Will capital improvement plans change?

75. Has the City identified unfunded mandates?

76. Has the City budgeted for increased calls for service?
77. Has the City negotiated reimbursement with the state?
78. Has the City evaluated long-term maintenance costs?
79. Who pays if infrastructure fails?

80. Has the City identified opportunity costs?

81. What city projects will be delayed or displaced?

82. Has the City modeled worst-case cost scenarios?

83. Has the City disclosed these risks to residents?

84. Will taxpayers be asked to subsidize this facility?

85. Why was Council not given this information beforehand?



V.

86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.

Annexation & Land Use (Questions 86—105)

Who initiated annexation discussions?

Was annexation conditioned on Council approval?
Was annexation analyzed independently of the project?
Does annexation primarily benefit the state?

Was limited annexation considered?

Why was a 114-acre parcel proposed?

Does the facility require that much land?

What future uses are contemplated?

Does annexation create future development pressure?
Has zoning compatibility been evaluated?

Was a growth policy consistency review done?

Were statutory annexation findings prepared?

Has Council reviewed those findings?

Does annexation obligate the City to future costs?

100. Was annexation discussed in public?

101. Was annexation leveraged as an incentive?

102. Is the City exposed if annexation is denied?

103. Has the City considered rescinding annexation support?

104. Can the City withdraw cooperation?
105. What is the City’s exit strategy?



VL. Accountability & Next Steps (Questions 106-1 20)

106. Does the City Council believe staff acted appropriately?
107. Should staff have sought Council direction?

108. Should feasibility studies have been mandatory?

108. Will Council require those studies now?

110. Will Council pause cooperation until studies are complete?
111. Will Council request an independent audit?

112. Will Council request a third-party fiscal analysis?

113. Will Council formally clarify staff authority limits?

114. Will Council correct public statements?

115. Will Council require disclosure of all communications?

116. Will Council consider censure or reprimand?

117. Will Council adopt a policy preventing unilateral facilitation?
118. Will Council commit to public engagement before future siting?
119. Who is accountable if this harms Laurel?

120. How will Council restore public trust?



Reasons the State of Montana Should Not Build a
32-Bed Forensic Psychiatric Facility in Laurel,
Montana

This document outlines public safety, fiscal, land-use, and governance concerns regarding the
proposed forensic psychiatric facility.

Public Safety Concerns

Forensic psychiatric facilities serve justice-involved individuals and require heightened
security. Local police, fire, and emergency medical services are the first responders to
incidents, despite having no control over facility operations.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-1-111 (municipal police powers to protect public health and safety).

Financial Impacts on the Community

Annexation creates long-term service and infrastructure obligations and exposes Laurel to
financial risk.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-2-4601-4635 (annexation statutes); MCA § 7-6-4001 (municipal fiscal
responsibility).

Poor State Stewardship

Montana has experienced chronic staffing, safety, and compliance issues at existing
psychiatric facilities.

Relevant authority: Legislative audit and oversight under MCA § 5-13-201.

Problems at Montana State Hospital — Warm Springs

The Montana State Hospital at Warm Springs has been subject to repeated oversight, staffing
shortages, and safety concerns documented in public reports.

Annexation Authority and Limiting the 114-Acre Parcel

Annexation is discretionary. The City may deny annexation or limit it to the minimum footprint
required.

Relevant law: MCA § 7-2-4601-4635; MCA § 76-1-601 (growth policy consistency).



Public Methods to Oppose Annexation

Citizens may submit comments, testify at hearings, and request analyses under Montana
open meeting laws.

Relevant law: MCA § 2-3-203 (public participation).

Conclusion

The proposed facility should not be sited in Laurel. At minimum, annexation should be denied
or strictly limited.



LEGAL BASIS FOR ANNEXATION DENIAL BASED ON STATEWIDE
POLICY REGARDING PRISON SITING NEAR SCHOOLS

. Statewide Public Policy Disfavors Prison Siting Near Schools

Montana law expressly requires that private correctional facilities be located no less than one
mile from any school. While this statute applies by its terms to private prisons, it reflects a
clear and deliberate statewide public policy determination: correctional facilities are
incompatible land uses in close proximity to schools and children.

The Legislature’s adoption of a fixed, objective buffer demonstrates that proximity between
incarceration facilities and schools presents unacceptable land-use, safety, and planning
conflicts, regardless of whether a specific incident has occurred. The statute embodies a
precautionary principle, recognizing that the severity of potential harm—not merely the
likelihood—justifies spatial separation.

Local governments are entitled, and in fact obligated, to give weight to this expressed policy
when making discretionary land-use decisions, including annexation.

Il. Annexation Must Be Evaluated in Light of State Policy, Not in Isolation

Annexation under Montana law is not automatic, even when requested by a governmental
entity. A municipality must determine whether annexation is reasonable and necessary,
consistent with the local growth policy, compatible with surrounding land uses, and in the
public interest.

in making that determination, the City may—and should—consider statewide land-use
policies adopted by the Legislature. The one-mile prison-school buffer statute constitutes
persuasive evidence that Montana disfavors prison siting near educational facilities as a
matter of public policy. Approving annexation for the express purpose of facilitating a prison
within close proximity to Laurel Elementary School would place the City in direct tension with
that policy.

lll. The Legislature’s Policy Applies by Analogy to State-Run Facilities
Although the statute expressly governs private prisons, its underlying rationale is not

ownership-dependent. The concerns motivating the Legislature—child safety, land-use
incompatibility, emergency response risk, and irreversible community impacts—exist



regardless of whether a prison is privately or publicly operated.

Nothing in Montana law suggests that the presence of incarcerated populations, secure
transport, perimeter security, or emergency response activity becomes benign merely
because the operator is the State rather than a contractor. The Legislature’s decision to
impose a bright-line distance requirement reflects a judgment that schools are uniquely
sensitive land uses warranting protection from proximity to correctional facilities of any kind.

IV. Annexation to Enable a Disfavored Use Is Arbitrary and Capricious

Annexation is a discretionary governmental act. When annexation is sought solely to enable a
land use that is disfavored under statewide policy, approval becomes legally vulnerable.

Here, annexation would enable a correctional facility in close proximity to an elementary
school, contradict a clearly articulated legislative policy favoring separation, undermine
land-use compatibility principles reflected in both state law and local planning, and expose the
City to claims of arbitrary and capricious decision-making.

Where the Legislature has already determined that a one-mile buffer is appropriate to protect
schools, approving annexation to defeat that policy in practice would be unreasonable and
inconsistent with sound planning.

V. Growth Policy Consistency and Community Character

Montana growth policies emphasize protection of established residential neighborhoods,
compatibility of adjacent land uses, public safety and quality of life, and predictable, orderly
development.

A prison sited near Laurel Elementary School conflicts with these objectives. The statewide
prison-school buffer statute reinforces that educational environments are incompatible with
correctional uses, and that such incompatibility is recognized at the highest level of state
policymaking. Annexation that facilitates this conflict cannot be found consistent with the
growth policy, nor with the intent of Montana land-use law.

VI. Proper Remedy: Denial or Limitation of Annexation

Given the Legislature’s expressed policy, the City has a legally defensible basis to deny
annexation outright, limit annexation to exclude areas whose inclusion would enable a prison



proximate to a school, or postpone annexation pending alternative siting that respects
statewide policy.

Failure to do so would elevate administrative convenience over legislative judgment and
community protection.

VIi. Conclusion

Montana law does not treat prison siting near schools as a neutral planning choice. By
enacting a one-mile separation requirement, the Legislature has declared that schools
warrant heightened protection from proximity to correctional facilities.

That policy must inform annexation decisions. Annexation sought to facilitate a prison near
Laurel Elementary School is therefore contrary to statewide public policy, inconsistent with
growth planning principles, and an improper exercise of municipal discretion.






