
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL SESSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER CONFERENCE ROOM 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 2015, 5:00 PM 
 
 
1.   Call to Order  
 
2.   Interviews - applicants for the Board of Adjustment 
 5:05 – Brandon Jacobson 
 5:15 – Josh Akey 
 5:25 – Douglas Peppmeier 
 
3.   Public Comment 
 
4.   Appointments – Council appointments 
 
5.   5:45 p.m. - Discuss a possible FY15 budget amendment and subsidy for an extension of the season at 

the Stumptown Ice Den for a private group  (see the items in the packet under Communications from 
Parks and Recreation Director for the background materials for this item)  

 
6.   Public Comment 
 
7.   Adjourn 
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Brandon Jacobson 

6203 Monterra Ave #A 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

(406) 471-8280 

Brandon@affiancegroup.com 

To Whom It May Concern, 

The Board of Adjustment is a Board that I would greatly be interested in joining. Although, I do 

not have previous experience in land use, building codes or real estate; I do have a high level 

of interest in learning about zoning regulations and being more involved with community 

affairs. 

1 would enjoy an opportunity to interview for consideration to sit on the Board of Adjustment. 

Sincerely, 

Brandon Jacobson 

2/9/2015 8:28AM 
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Subject: Josh Akey for Board of Adjustments 

From: Josh Akey <jtakey@gmail.com> 

Date: 2/5/2015 3:27 PM 

To: nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org 

Necile, 

My name is Josh Akey and I am requesting to be considered for the Board of Adjustments I am 

a 4th generation Whitefish resident. I grew up here, attended the University of Montana and 

have worked as a financial planner and branch manager for the past 17 years. Whitefish is my 

home and I would like to think that by participating on many boards and committee's I have 

helped shape what a wonderful place it is. A few of the boards that I have served on currently 

or in the past are Friends of the Whitefish Community Library, E. A. Hinderman Foundation, 

Whitefish Booster Club, United Way, Lions Club, North Valley Hospital Foundation and 

the Whitefish Winter Carnival Board. I am interested in the Board of Adjustments as a way to 

give feed back to our council and continue to participate in civic duties that I think we are all 

obligated to do. 

Regards, 

Josh Akey 

120 Hueth Ln. 

Whitefish 

406.253.6320 

jtakey@gmail.com 

And the KING's Son (please don't hold that against me) 

2/5/2015 3:35PM 
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February 2, 2015 

City of Whitefish 
Attn: Necile Lorang 

P.O. Box 158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
Via e-mail: nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org 

RE: LEITER OF INTEREST- VACANT BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT POSITION 

Dear Necile, 

In response to the public notice for vacancies on City Boards, I would like to submit my name for 

consideration to serve on the Board of Adjustment. I have been a resident of Whitefish since 2007 and 

currently manage a private consulting engineering office in Kalispell. I am very familiar with the City of 

Whitefish Planning and Zoning Regulations and would welcome the opportunity to serve on the Board of 

Adjustment. 

Thank you very much for time and I look forward to your response. If you have any questions or need 

any additional information, please feel free to contact me at the number listed below. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Peppmeier 

815 E. 2"d Street 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
(406) 212-0671 
doug.peppmeier@tdhengineering.com 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

2-3-1: BOARD ESTABLISHED: 

There is hereby established a board of adjustment for the city, hereinafter referred to as 
the board. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-2001) 

2-3-2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES: 
A. The powers and duties of the board are set forth in Montana code 76-2-321 through 
76-2-328, this chapter and rules of procedure adopted by the board. 

B. The purpose of the board is to: 

1. Hear and decide applications for appeals in which it is alleged that there is an error in 
an order, requirement, decision or determination made by the zoning administrator in 
the enforcement of these regulations. 

2. Hear and grant or deny any application for a variance to the terms of the Whitefish 
zoning jurisdiction regulations, except where such regulations specifically limit the 
power of the board. 

C. Decisions rendered by the board on applications for appeals and variances shall be 
made based upon written findings of fact establishing the reasons for each decision 
pursuant to the procedures for consideration established in either section 11-7-6 of 
this code, being the zoning jurisdiction regulations for appeals, or section 11-7-7 of 
this code, being the zoning jurisdiction regulations for variances. For each 
application whereupon the board renders a decision, the city clerk shall enter a copy 
of the findings of fact, along with the pertinent minutes of the board, into the public 
record. 

D. The board of adjustment shall not by either variance or appeal process make any 
changes in the uses categorically permitted in any zoning classification or zoning 
district, or amend the zoning text or map. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-2001) 

2-3-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
A. Appointments; Compensation: The board shall have seven (7) members. Members 

shall reside within the corporate limits of the City. Members shall be appointed by 
the city council. Board members shall receive no compensation. (Ord. 15-02, 2-2-
15) 

B. Terms Of Office: Board terms shall be three (3) years. There are hereby created 
positions numbered 1 through 7 inclusive of the members of the board. Members 
serving on the effective date of this chapter shall be assigned to positions that 
correspond with the expiration dates of their existing terms. 

�------ �----- ---------� 
Position Term 
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Number !Expiration Date 
_1 _ __ _ 1December 31,2004 
2 JDecember 31 , 2004 
3 !December 31, 2005 
4 !December 31 , 2005 
5 !December 31, 2005 
_6 ___ JDecember 31, 2003 
7 !December 31, 20-63 

As each of the above listed expiration dates has past, a member appointed to the 
position shall serve for a three (3) year term. Terms shall begin on January 1 
following the initial expiration date of the preceding term. At the discretion of the city 
council, members may be appointed for more than one term. (Ord. 03-06, 4-7-2003) 

C. Removal Of Member: A member of the board may be removed from the board by 
majority vote of the city council for cause upon written charges and after a public 
hearing. Wilful disregard of state statutes, city ordinances and the rules of 
procedures of the board, or absences from three (3) consecutive meetings, including 
regular and special work sessions, or absences from more than fifty percent (50%) 
of such meetings held during the calendar year, shall constitute cause for removal. 
Circumstances of the absences shall be considered by the city council prior to 
removal. Any person who knows in advance of his inability to attend a specific 
meeting shall notify the chair or secretary of the board at least twenty four (24) hours 
prior to any scheduled meeting. 

D. Vacancy: Pursuant to subsections A and B of this section, any vacancy on the board 
shall be filled by the city council acting in a regular or special session for the 
unexpired term of the position wherein the vacancy exists. The city council may 
appoint members of the city council to temporarily fill vacant positions on the board, 
including the extraterritorial position. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-2001) 

2-3-4: ORGANIZATION: 
At its first meeting after January 1 of each year, the board shall elect a chair, vice chair 
and secretary for the next twelve (12) month period. Upon the absence of the chair, the 
vice chair shall serve as chair pro tern. If the secretary is absent from a specific 
meeting, the attending members shall elect a secretary pro tern for the meeting. If a 
vacancy occurs in the chair, vice chair or secretary positions, the board shall elect a 
member to fill the vacancy at the next meeting. The secretary need not be a member of 
the board and shall keep an accurate record of all board proceedings. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-
2001) 
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2-3-5: MEETINGS, RULES AND REGULATIONS: 
Four (4) members of the board shall constitute a quorum. Not less than a quorum of the 
board may transact any business or conduct any proceedings before the board. The 
concurring vote of four (4) members of the board shall be necessary to decide any 
question or matter before the board, except a motion for a continuance and motions to 
elect a chair, vice chair and secretary may be decided by a simple majority vote of the 
board. The board shall adopt rules of procedure for the conduct of meetings consistent 
with statutes, the city charter, ordinances and resolutions. Meetings of the board shall 
be held at the call of the chair and at such other times as the board may determine. All 
meetings shall be open to the public. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-2001) 

2-3-6: EXPENDITURES: 
The board shall have no authority to make any expenditures on behalf of the city or 
disburse any funds provided by the city or to obligate the city for any funds except as 
has been included in the city budget and after the city council shall have authorized the 
expenditure by resolution, which resolution shall provide the administrative method by 
which funds shall be drawn and expended. (Ord. 01-08, 3-5-2001) 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT -wee 2-3-1 - (As needed -1"1 Tuesday, 7:00p.m.)- 3 YEAR TERMS 
(4 Members constitutes a quorum) 

Position # TERM EXPIRATION DATE 

1. Mike Kelley 6310 Locamo Dr, Unit G 863-2311 (0) 270-0530 (H) 12/31/2015 

2. Norm Nelson 503 Somers A venue 862-4574 12/31/2015 

3. Herb Peschel 1404 W. Lakeshore Dr. 862-4503 (H) 250-4524 (C) 12/31/2017 Chairman 

4. Vacancy 12/31/2017 

5. Vacancy 12/31/2017 

6. Scott Sorensen 285 Glenwood Road 862-3669 12/31/2015 Vice-Chairman 

7. Vacancy 12/3112017 

Councilors appointed as Temporary Members to fill vacancies (1-5-15) Jen Frandsen and Pam Barberis 
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CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
 
The following is a summary of the items to come before the  
City Council at its regular session to be held on Tuesday,  
February 17, 2015, at 7:10 p.m. at City Hall, 402 East Second Street. 
 
Ordinance numbers start with 15-04.  Resolution numbers start with 15-04. 
 
1) CALL TO ORDER 

 
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC – (This time is set aside for the public to comment on items that are 

either on the agenda, but not a public hearing or on items not on the agenda.   City officials do not respond during these comments, but may 
respond or follow-up later on the agenda or at another time.   The Mayor has the option of limiting such communications to three minutes 
depending on the number of citizens who want to comment and the length of the meeting agenda)    

 
4) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS 

 
5) CONSENT AGENDA (The consent agenda is a means of expediting routine matters that require the Council’s action.  Debate 

does not typically occur on consent agenda items.  Any member of the Council may remove any item for debate.   Such items will typically 
be debated and acted upon prior to proceeding to the rest of the agenda.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) 
WCC) 
a) Minutes from the February 2, 2015 City Council regular session (p. 31) 
b) Ordinance No. 15-03; An Ordinance adopting by reference the 2012 International Fire 

Code as adopted by the State of Montana; amending Section 9-1-1 of the Whitefish City 
Code to recognize said adoption; and allow continual adoption by reference of 
subsequent versions of the International Fire Code (Second Reading)   (p. 45) 

c) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Richard Bennett III 
Revocable Trust Agreement for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W01) at 
1726 West Lakeshore Drive to replace an existing dock with an EZ Dock subject to 11 
conditions  (p.48) 

d) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Carol and Richard 
Atkinson for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W02) at 404 Dakota Avenue 
to replace an existing dock with a new EZ dock and increase the length of the new dock 
to 98 feet subject to 11 conditions  (p. 63) 

e) Confirm the appointment of Trey Nasset as a police officer pursuant to Section 7-32-4113 
Montana Code Annotated   (p. 80) 
 

6) PUBLIC HEARINGS (Items will be considered for action after public hearings) (Resolution No. 07-33 establishes a 30 minute 
time limit for applicant’s land use presentations.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC)) 
a) Consideration of a request from the Iron Horse Homeowners Association for a 

modification to their subdivision to permit a reconfiguration of their guardhouse on the 
side of Iron Horse Drive to a welcome center in a median in the center of the road  (p. 83) 

b) Resolution No. 15-___;  A Resolution submitting to the qualified electors of the City of 
Whitefish, Montana, the question of whether, To protect and preserve water quality and 
quantity, including the source drinking water supply for the municipal water system of 
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the City of Whitefish, through the acquisition of a conservation easement or other 
interests in and around Haskill Basin, shall the existing Resort Tax rate be amended from 
2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 2025, with Resort Tax 
revenues resulting from the 1% rate increase to be used as follows: (i) 25% for property 
tax relief that is in addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be 
pledged to the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to 
otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, except 
that if such portion of Resort Tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more than is 
needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied to additional 
property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ costs of 
administration  (p. 144) 

c) Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution of Intention indicating its intention to adopt 
amendments to the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan as an amendment 
to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy)  (p. 222) 
 

7) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR 

a) Discuss and provide direction for a possible FY15 budget amendment and subsidy for an 
extension of the season at the Stumptown Ice Den for a private group  (two motions)     
(p. 397) 
 

8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 
a) Discussion and direction to staff regarding possible revisions to the Subdivision Code 

regarding payment-in-lieu-of parkland dedication requirements   (p. 438) 
 

9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
a) Discussion and direction on cost and desirability to pay to convert the overhead utilities 

on the West 7th Street Reconstruction Project (Resort Tax) to underground utilities        
(p. 450) 
 

10) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER  
a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 457) 
b) Other items arising between February 11th and February 17th   
c) Consideration of selecting Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the future 

City Hall/Parking Structure project   (p.  465) 
 

11) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Consideration of a change to April 20, 2015 schedule for work session and public 

hearing/consideration of Resolution for Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan   (p. 486) 
 

12) ADJOURNMENT  (Resolution 08-10 establishes 11:00 p.m. as end of meeting unless extended to 11:30 by majority) 
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Adopted by Resolution 07-09 

February 20, 2007 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
The following Principles for Civil Dialogue are adopted on 2/20/2007 
for use by the City Council and by all boards, committees and 
personnel of the City of Whitefish: 

 
 We provide a safe environment where individual 

perspectives are respected, heard, and 
acknowledged. 

 
 We are responsible for respectful and courteous 

dialogue and participation. 
 

 We respect diverse opinions as a means to find 
solutions based on common ground. 

 
 We encourage and value broad community 

participation. 
 

 We encourage creative approaches to engage 
public participation. 

 
 We value informed decision-making and take 

personal responsibility to educate and be educated. 
 

 We believe that respectful public dialogue fosters 
healthy community relationships, understanding, 
and problem-solving. 

 
 We acknowledge, consider and respect the natural 

tensions created by collaboration, change and 
transition. 

 
 We follow the rules and guidelines established for 

each meeting. 
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February 11, 2014 
 
The Honorable Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors: 
 

Tuesday, February 17, 2015 City Council Agenda Report 
 

There will be a work session on Tuesday at 5:00 p.m. for interviews and to discuss options, 
costs, and subsidies to extend the season at the Ice Den for user groups.     Food will be 
provided.   
 
 
The regular Council meeting will begin at 7:10 p.m. 

 
 

CONSENT AGENDA (The consent agenda is a means of expediting routine matters that require the Council’s action.  
Debate does not typically occur on consent agenda items.  Any member of the Council may remove any item for debate.   Such items 
will typically be debated and acted upon prior to proceeding to the rest of the agenda.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – 
Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC) 
a) Minutes from the February 2, 2015 City Council regular session (p. 31) 
b) Ordinance No. 15-03; An Ordinance adopting by reference the 2012 International 

Fire Code as adopted by the State of Montana; amending Section 9-1-1 of the 
Whitefish City Code to recognize said adoption; and allow continual adoption by 
reference of subsequent versions of the International Fire Code (Second Reading)    
(p. 45) 

c) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Richard Bennett 
III Revocable Trust Agreement for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-
W01) at 1726 West Lakeshore Drive to replace an existing dock with an EZ Dock 
subject to 11 conditions  (p. 48) 

d) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Carol and 
Richard Atkinson for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W02) at 404 
Dakota Avenue to replace an existing dock with a new EZ dock and increase the 
length of the new dock to 98 feet subject to 11 conditions  (p. 63) 

e) Confirm the appointment of Trey Nasset as a police officer pursuant to Section 7-32-
4113 Montana Code Annotated   (p. 80) 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council approve 
the Consent Agenda. 
 
Item a is an administrative matter, items b and e are legislative matters, and items 
c and d are quasi-judicial matters.    
 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS (Items will be considered for action after public hearings) (Resolution No. 07-33 establishes a 30 
minute time limit for applicant’s land use presentations.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC)) 
a) Consideration of a request from the Iron Horse Homeowners Association for a 

modification to their subdivision to permit a reconfiguration of their guardhouse on 
the side of Iron Horse Drive to a welcome center in a median in the center of the road  
(p.  83) 
 
From Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring’s transmittal memo: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  The Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association is 
proposing to construct remove the existing guard house and replace it with a single 
story welcome center in a landscape median in the center of Iron Horse Drive.  This 
work will also include consolidating two roads on the south side of Iron Horse Drive 
into one road uphill and to the east of the welcome center, provide three parallel parking 
spaces along the south side of Iron Horse Drive and complete some utility work 
associated with the welcome center.  The location of the project is the Iron Horse Drive 
right-of-way, a private road open to the public. 
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended to not 
approve the reconfigured entrance and identified Findings of Fact to support the denial.   
 
Public Hearing:  The President of the HOA spoke at the public hearing on January 15, 
2015 in support of the request and three members of the public also spoke in support 
of the request.  One member of the public spoke not in support of the request and felt 
it may be construed as not welcoming the public, which was an important aspect of the 
project.  The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 15, 2015 to 
conduct the public hearing.  Following the hearing, the Planning Board recommend to 
not approve the entrance modifications as recommended in the staff report and adopted 
the staff report as findings of fact (4-3, Stein, Laidlaw, Ellis voting in opposition). 
 
There are additional documents in the packet.  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council, after 
considering testimony at the public hearing and the recommendations from staff and 
the Planning Board, deny or not approve the changes to the Iron Horse entrance and 
adopt the Findings of Fact in staff report WPP 97-01A, as recommended by the 
Whitefish Planning Board. 
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This item is a quasi-judicial matter.   
 
 

b) Resolution No. 15-___;  A Resolution submitting to the qualified electors of the City 
of Whitefish, Montana, the question of whether, To protect and preserve water quality 
and quantity, including the source drinking water supply for the municipal water 
system of the City of Whitefish, through the acquisition of a conservation easement or 
other interests in and around Haskill Basin, shall the existing Resort Tax rate be 
amended from 2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 2025, with 
Resort Tax revenues resulting from the 1% rate increase to be used as follows: (i) 
25% for property tax relief that is in addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 
70% to secure and be pledged to the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a 
portion of the costs of, or to otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation 
easement or other interests, except that if such portion of Resort Tax revenues 
received in a fiscal year is more than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or 
bond, the excess will be applied to additional property tax relief in the next fiscal 
year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ costs of administration  (p. 144) 
 
City officials have had discussions back to at least 2009  and likely before then with 
the F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company regarding ways to preserve their 
timberlands in the Haskill Basin watershed for our water supply and for their timber 
management purposes.   Some of their timberlands were sold and developed into 
subdivisions in the past.  Development could increase sedimentation for our 
municipal water supply and if such development was not on a public sewer system, 
our water supply could be threatened as occurred when we had to shut down the 
water intake on 1st Creek in the past.     However, the cost for the City to purchase a 
conservation easement on as much as 3,024 acres of land in the past was too high for 
us to afford.    
 
The Trust for Public Land (TPL) became interested in this project in 2013 given their 
recent, successful efforts at protecting timberlands in the Swan/Blackfoot area and in 
Lincoln County.   They entered into negotiations with the F.H. Stoltze Land and 
Lumber Company and negotiated an option for the purchase of a Conservation 
Easement for a net estimated cost of $17,000,000.00,  for 3,024 acres.  The option for 
the Conservation Easement expires on December 31, 2015.   The F.H. Stoltze Land 
and Lumber Company will also donate the difference between the value of the 
Conservation Easement appraisal (estimated at $22,000,000) and the estimated 
$17,000,000 cost.    
 
Since that time, TPL, assisted by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks, has secured a $7,000,000.00 federal Forest Legacy grant and a $2,000,000.00 
Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund Grant.   That leaves 
$8,000,000.00 of the estimated $17,000,000.00 cost remaining to be funded in the 
local area of Whitefish.   
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At the request of the City for technical assistance, The Trust for Public Land 
presented a Financial Feasibility Study for local funding options at the September 15, 
2014 City Council meeting and a copy of that report and presentation is in the packet 
with this report.   At a work session on February 2, 2015, TPL also presented the 
results of a statistically valid telephone survey of randomly selected Whitefish 
registered voters on various funding options for raising this $8,000,000.     At the end 
of the February 2, 2015 City Council meeting, the City Council directed staff to bring 
forward for consideration at the February 17th City Council meeting, a Resolution 
calling for a special election on April 28th to ask the voters to increase the Resort Tax 
by one percentage point, up to 3% (the maximum allowed under the Montana Code 
and the same exacted by the other seven resort communities in Montana), for the 
purposes of funding $8,000,000 of the proposed Stoltze Conservation Easement to 
preserve water quality and water supply in the Haskill Basin watershed.   
 
We have worked with our Bond Counsel, the Dorsey and Whitney branch office in  
Missoula on this Resolution.   The Resolution attached in the packet is geared towards 
using any excess Resort Tax revenues, above what is needed to pay on the water 
revenue bond or loan and to repay any city loans or advances from the Water Fund, for 
property tax relief in the next fiscal year.   The option to prepay or pay down bond 
principal early, while possible, created many different problems and would have made 
for very complex ballot language.  So Mayor Muhlfeld, John Anderson, Mary 
VanBuskirk, and I decided just to recommend the option of having any excess go to 
property tax relief in the following year.  This method is also consistent with what we 
do with any excess revenues from the current 2% Resort Tax.     
 
We will discuss the ballot language at the meeting on February 17th and the City 
Council can make decisions on the final ballot language and Resolution.   For an 
election to be held on April 28th, the Resolution will need to be adopted on February 
17th in order to allow the Flathead County elections office the statutorily required 70 
days notification of the election.   
 
The Resort Tax Monitoring Committee met on February 11th and, after considerable 
discussion, passed a motion recommending against increasing the Resort Tax from 2% 
to 3% for funding the Conservation Easement (Chris Schustrom, Trek Stephens, and 
Julia Olivares (by text message) voted for the motion and Doug Reed and Ken Stein 
voted against the motion.    Brian Averill, Julia Olivares, and John Anderson were 
absent, although Julia voted by text message.    
 
As the pro forma spreadsheet in the packet shows for the cash flow of a 1% increase in 
the Resort Tax, in the early years, the City would still have to advance or loan itself 
some funding from the Water Fund, but those advances/loans can be repaid in later 
years if the Resort Tax does maintain at least a 5% annual growth rate as is assumed in 
the spreadsheet.   However, we think that the Montana SRF program may allow an 
adjustment to the bond debt service amortization schedule that would defer some 
principal payments to the later years so as to better match or revenue stream and 
possibly avoid us having to advance or loan money from the Water Fund.     
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Historically, the average annual growth rate of the Resort Tax has been 6.13% (see 
chart in the packet).   However, over 10 years, until the January 31, 2025 sunset of the 
Resort Tax, there would be enough funds to pay off a 10 year State Revolving Fund 
(SRF) loan at 2.5%.    That 2.5% interest rate is fixed for the entire term of the loan and 
the SRF program only occasionally adjusts their rates, so we should be able to obtain a 
2.5% interest rate even if we don’t close on the loan until later this year.   
 
Because the purpose of this SRF loan is for water quality and water supply, we can get 
a SRF loan.   We will have to pledge both the Resort Tax revenues and water revenues 
as security for the SRF loan.  If Resort Tax revenues are not enough, we will make up 
any deficits from water revenues and possible rate increases, but the pro forma 
estimates show that over the 10 year period, Resort Tax revenues should be sufficient.   
The resolution also preserves the opportunity to go into the public debt markets with a 
Water Revenue Bond as a backup if SRF funding should not be available.    
 
There are additional documents in the packet.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends that the City 
Council, after considering testimony at the public hearing and the 
recommendation from the Resort Tax Monitoring Committee, decide on a 
funding mechanism for the local funding needed for the Stoltze Conservation 
Easement.  The City Manager believes that increasing the Resort Tax to 3% is 
the least regressive of the tax options, people have more choice to pay it 
(however, this choice is the crux of business opposition), so therefore it is a 
fair and recommended funding option.    

If you want to set a special election on an increase of the Resort Tax to 3% for 
April 28th, then you would make a motion to approve a Resolution submitting 
to the qualified electors of the City of Whitefish, Montana, the question of 
whether, To protect and preserve water quality and quantity, including the 
source drinking water supply for the municipal water system of the City of 
Whitefish, through the acquisition of a conservation easement or other 
interests in and around Haskill Basin, shall the existing Resort Tax rate be 
amended from 2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 
2025, with Resort Tax revenues resulting from the 1% rate increase to be used 
as follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in addition to the existing 
property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to the repayment of a 
loan or a bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to otherwise pay for, the 
acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, except that if such 
portion of Resort Tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more than is needed 
in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied to 
additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for 
merchants’ costs of administration.   

This item is a legislative matter. 
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c) Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution of Intention indicating its intention to adopt 

amendments to the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan as an 
amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy)  
(p. 222) 
 
From Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring’s transmittal memo: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  This application is a request by the city of Whitefish 
to amend and update the 2006 Downtown Whitefish Business District Master Plan as 
an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
 
Background:  In Fall 2012, the Council requested the Downtown Master Plan be 
updated.  Public outreach began in 2013 and the Planning Board held a public hearing 
in September 2013.  The Planning Board recommended approval on the draft plan and 
the Council held a public hearing October 2013; however, they tabled action until a 
work session could be held.  The Council then requested additional work to the draft 
and additional public outreach.  The public hearing was left open at the November 4, 
2013 meeting. 
 
In September 2014, the Council approved a revised scope of work and a new contract 
to complete the amendments (attached).  The consultant held two public meetings 
(November 19, 2014 and January 14, 2015), met with stakeholder groups and, since it 
had been over a year since the Planning Board reviewed the Plan and we have a number 
of new members, a public hearing was held before the Planning Board in January for 
additional public input.  
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval 
of the attached Downtown Business District Master Plan update as an amendment to 
the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy.   
 
Because of the public comment received at the public meetings, public hearing and 
from city staff, the consultants requested additional time to incorporate this information 
into the Plan and refine the Implementation Chapter.  As such, staff would recommend 
the Council open the public hearing and take public testimony, but leave the hearing 
open until the March 16, 2015 meeting, when the finalized Plan will be available for 
review and the consultant will be in Whitefish.  In addition, the Council should consider 
hold a worksession with the consultant team that same evening prior to the regular 
meeting.  
 
Public Hearing:  At the public hearing, three members from the public spoke.  The 
draft minutes of the Planning Board hearing including the full public comments are 
attached.  Also, attached are comments received from staff and Montana Department 
of Transportation.    
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Planning Board Action:  The Whitefish Planning Board held a public hearing on 
January 15, 2015. Following this hearing, the Planning Board unanimously 
recommended approval of the above referenced Growth Policy Amendment with 
several suggested amendments from Board Member Ellis that referenced protecting 
residential neighborhoods from public parking and adopted the supporting findings of 
fact in the staff report. 
 
There are additional documents in the packet.  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after 
considering the testimony at the public hearing and the recommendation from staff and 
the Planning Board, move to continue the public hearing for the Downtown Master 
Plan update (WGPA 15-01) until the March 16, 2015 meeting in order to incorporate 
public comment received through the public review process. 
 
This item is a legislative matter. 
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR 
a) Discuss and provide direction for a possible FY15 budget amendment and subsidy for 

an extension of the season at the Stumptown Ice Den for a private group (two 
motions)  (p. 397) 
 
From Parks and Recreation Director Maria Butts staff report: 
 
From 2005-2007, the Stumptown Ice Den operated a six month ice season with an 
average budget profit of $1,393 and an average repair and maintenance cost of 
$4,797.  By 2008 the facility had increased its operations to a six and a half month 
season and by 2011 the season had increased to an eight month season.  This marks 
the point in time when the facility developed a deficit.  The average deficit of 2008-
2011 was $52,023, and the average repair and maintenance cost increased to $10,706.  
In 2012 the season was increased again to eight and a half months, growing to almost 
eleven months by 2014.  As well, in 2012, the Stumptown Ice Den introduced a junior 
hockey team as a new user group, the Glacier Nationals (replaced by the Whitefish 
Wolverines in 2014). With this introduction came a significant change in public skate 
times, frequently eliminating weekend public skate prime time hours that were 
historically well-attended.  In 2013, the City lost prime public skate hours during the 
weekdays when the Learn to Skate program was transferred to Glacier Skate. This 
change in operations has continued through present day.  The average budget deficit 
for the years of 2012-2014 increased exponentially to $131,925 and shows an average 
repair and maintenance cost of $24,173. 
 
HISTORY OF MOST RECENT REQUESTS FOR EXTENDED SEASON / 
YEAR ROUND ICE 
During the January 2015 Park Board meeting, Glacier Skate and Flathead Recreation 
Management proposed to the Board of Park Commissioners an extended season of ice 
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through June 18th, 2015 and a reopening date of August 3, 2015 to continue on a 
twelve month, year round schedule thereafter.  Staff’s recommendation at that time 
was to deny the request due to significant concerns regarding the capability of the 
cooling system, noting that the facility was and still is running on three out of four 
compressors.  The Park Board unanimously moved to deny the request for the 
extension of the season to June 18th and the startup date of August 3rd.  The Park 
Board then made a second motion to allow the extension of the season to June 1, 
2015 and a startup date of September 1, 2015, stating that these dates would put less 
stress on the cooling system.  The Park Board also conveyed to Glacier Skate 
representatives that the Park Board would reconsider the extension of the season if 
the user group(s) were able to fundraise enough dollars to cover the costs of two 
compressors, an estimated $24,000, but that this would still not be enough to allow 
the equipment to function effectively year round. On January 23, 2015 Glacier Skate 
representative Chad Goodwin informed the department and Park Board that Glacier 
Skate had raised funds in the amount of $9,754 for the purchase of one compressor.  
Glacier Skate stated that they were ready to purchase the compressor for the City on 
the condition that the Park Board grant the proposal for an extended spring and 
summer season and that the existing, failed compressor be returned to the supplier for 
a thorough inspection.  The Park Board has not yet met to discuss this proposal. 
 
 
CURRENT FINANCIAL STATUS 
At this time, the Ice Rink budget is close to reaching net-neutral for the first time 
since 2005.  The department has worked diligently to reevaluate operations and 
expenditures of the Stumptown Ice Den.  Although the department is headed in a 
financially positive direction, I am cautious of the financial impact of an extended 
season.  It is my prediction that without an extended season, the budget will be the 
closest it has been in ten years to a break-even point.  With so many variables 
associated with an extended season, the increased wear and tear on equipment, and 
the trend of an increase in maintenance costs associated with an extended season, it is 
difficult to predict the impact an extended season may have on the budget. 
 
CURRENT MECHANICAL REPORT (EXCERPTED FROM PARKS 
SUPERINTENDENT REPORT ATTACHED) 
“When fully running, the existing refrigeration system is in acceptable operating 
condition, but it has experienced several refrigerant leaks as well as mechanical 
failures due to the design and age of the system. The condition of many of the 
components cannot be determined accurately without being dissembled. A good 
portion of the components have been discontinued. If any of these components were 
to fail, a more expensive retrofit would be needed. Staff maintains the equipment as 
much as possible with the funds available, including a system check by rink staff 
eight times throughout the day, a daily system check, a preseason check and 
maintenance prior to startup, and an annual check on shut down. In the past we have 
budgeted for minor upgrades to the system to try and reduce downtime and more 
costly repairs.  Most of the work is done in-house or by our local refrigeration 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 21 of 486



company. Still, there are not enough funds available to do all of the maintenance that 
this system requires to run in this facility and under current conditions. 

 
We are also faced with the phase-out of the refrigerant that this system uses. The 
existing refrigeration system is using R-22 refrigerant. R-22 has been the most 
popular refrigerant used in ice rink applications in recent history. However, with the 
signing of the Montreal Protocol, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) implemented the final rule of Section 604 of the Clean Air Act in July 1992, 
limiting the production and consumption of a set of chemicals known to deplete the 
stratospheric ozone layer as measured by their ozone depleting potential (ODP). R-
22, which also has a high global warming potential (GWP), is one of these targeted 
chemicals.  
  
This phase-out has been happening for a while, and as the production and import of 
R-22 is phased out, the price of the refrigerant will increase drastically. To give an 
example, our system held 600 lbs. of refrigerant in 2006.  The price to fill the system 
was $1,158 at that time. The current cost to refill the system would be $9,138. The 
goal of the phase-out of the gas is to make it more practical to replace the equipment 
rather than buy the gas, so we can expect the price to continue rising. By 2020 all 
production and importing of this gas will be banned. With this phase-out, the 
department must establish a plan for the future. 
 
This season our chiller system has experienced several significant, unforeseen repair 
demands. We lost our refrigerant charge due to a malfunctioning relief valve, an oil 
pressure line broke, an electrical contractor overheated and melted, and an 18 month 
old, rebuilt compressor failed. Therefore, we are currently operating on only three of 
the four compressors.” 
 
(For more information, please see the attached Staff Maintenance Report from Jason 
Loveless, Parks Superintendent.) 
 
 
CURRENT SEASON LENGTH 
The regular season is identified as October 1st-March 31st.  This definition has 
changed throughout the history of the rink as user group demands have increased.  
The 2014-2015 ice season was established as September 1st-April 19th.  September 
was added by previous staff in order to accommodate the demands of Glacier Skate 
and the Whitefish Wolverines.  The season was extended through April 19th by 
previous staff to accommodate Glacier Skate and two adult hockey tournaments. 
  
CURRENT USER GROUP INTEREST FOR EXTENDED SEASON 
Out of the five regular user groups from the rink, staff has received requests for an 
extended season from one regular user group, Glacier Skate, as well as from an 
independent for-profit company, Flathead Recreation Management.  Glacier Skate 
has requested a total of 211.75 hours and Flathead Recreation Management has 
requested 74.5 hours for the extended season of April 20th-June 6th.  Total requested 
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hours of operation are 286.25 hours out of the regular 1197 standard, regular season 
operational hours.  The other four user groups have not requested extended season 
hours for this year, but Glacier Hockey Association has stated that they may be 
interested in holding a camp in the spring of 2016, if an extended season was 
approved for that time.  Historically and traditionally private user group interests ebb 
and flow.  At this time the interest level in a year round facility is high from a small 
population of individual, private interest groups.  The department cannot predict 
whether or not this interest level will be sustained long enough to off-set the 
significant financial contribution that must be made to maintain year round ice.   As 
well, our past consultants have cautioned against a year round facility, as our 
demographic does not support year round use. 
 
There are additional documents and financial analysis in the packet.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff seeks direction from the Council as to how to move 
forward with the request for an extended season as well as demands for year round 
ice.  The following options are areas staff would like Council to consider: 
 
Extended Season Request – Staff respectfully recommends an analysis of the 
associated fee structures, a capital improvement plan, and planning for a reserve fund 
to manage increased repair and maintenance costs associated with a depreciating 
facility and the demands of an extended season.  Staff respectfully cautions against an 
early summer season, as there are many repairs necessary at this time, and August ice 
requires an installation of ice during July, typically one of the hottest months, which 
would significantly increase expenditures as well as add undue stress to cooling 
system. Staff is also seeking direction from Council after considering the three 
following options: 
 

1) Subsidization of the associated costs of the extended season for the proposed 
extended season hours and a policy determination of an approved season length for 
future years. 

2) The approval of a budget amendment allowing the user group to cover the complete 
cost associated with maintaining ice through June 1st ($36,475), as approved by the 
Park Board.  Although the rink is functioning with three out of four compressors, staff 
predicts that ice could still be maintained through this date. As well, Staff seeks a 
policy determination of an approved season length for future years.   

3) Denial of the extended season request and a policy determination of length of season 
and use of the facility’s equipment. 
 
Year Round Ice Request – Staff respectfully recommends an analysis of the 
associated fee structures, a capital improvement plan, and planning for a reserve fund 
to manage increased repair and maintenance costs associated with a depreciating 
facility and the demands of a year round ice season.  In addition, staff recommends a 
thorough evaluation of public skate times, fees, and the availability of the facility to 
the public.  This could be accomplished through a consultant hired by and for the 
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department to evaluate operations as well as mechanical feasibility. Staff is also 
seeking direction from Council after consideration of the three following options: 
 

1) Subsidization of the associated costs of a year round ice facility. 
2) An analysis of the fee structure to ensure user costs fully cover expenditures 

associated with all rink operations and a policy decision of whether or not to charge a 
premium for off season use to offset year round use. 

3) Denial of the year round ice request and a policy determination of length of season 
and use of the facility’s equipment. 
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 
a) Discussion and direction to staff regarding possible revisions to the Subdivision Code 

regarding payment-in-lieu-of parkland dedication requirements   (p. 438) 
 
From Planning Director Dave Taylor’s transmittal memo: 
 
Enclosed in your last packet and copied in this packet is a letter from contractor Mark Van 
Everen discussing the parkland dedication standards for small subdivisions. The council asked 
staff to talk in more detail on this issue at their next meeting. In researching Mr. Van Everen’s 
points, it appears that small urban infill subdivisions of 3 or more small sublots may have 
somewhat of an unfair parkland dedication compared to larger suburban subdivisions which 
are more common.  Because of that, it may potentially discourage infill, or encourage 
developers to use other methods that require no parkland dedication (two lot subdivisions, etc). 
In Mark’s case, he is proposing to create three small sublots for a triplex townhouse out of one 
10,000 square foot lot, and the current subdivision code parkland dedication formula would 
require him to dedicate the equivalent of one of those three new 3000 + square foot sublots to 
parks. 
 
Whitefish’s parkland dedication requirements are similar to many other communities around 
the state, but our code does require the dedication of more land for small infill subdivisions 
than Missoula for instance (see attached).  Many codes from other communities, including 
Missoula, also provide a bit more clarity with regard to determining cash-in-lieu value.  If 
directed, staff can do more research into the matter to determine if this is truly an issue, and 
look deeper at how other Montana communities may have addressed it. We can also take the 
issue to the Parks Board and the Planning Board for their input.  In looking into this matter, 
staff also determined we may need take a look at how our subdivision code addresses 
requirements for condominiums, and clarify their requirements for parkland dedication.  At 
your direction, we can make a review of parkland dedication code requirements a priority on 
our zoning text amendment list. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully requests the City Council determine if 
this issue and project is a priority  and, if so,  ask staff to research and prepare a text 
amendment to address the issue. 
 
This item is a legislative matter. 
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
a) Discussion and direction on cost and desirability to pay to convert the overhead 

utilities on the West 7th Street Reconstruction Project (Resort Tax) to underground 
utilities  (p. 450) 
 
From Interim Public Works Director Karin Hilding’s staff report:   
 
Starting with the Whitefish West/Highway 93 and E. 2nd Street Reconstruction 
Projects, the Public Works Department has presented information concerning costs 
associated with undergrounding utilities (power, phone and cable) to the City 
Council.  Prior to that, utility conversion was not generally considered as part of street 
reconstruction projects.  We also investigated undergrounding utilities years ago with 
the Wisconsin Avenue bike path project, but were told by Flathead Electrical 
Cooperative (FEC) that it was impossible due to the size of their power lines.   
In the case of West 7th Street, there are existing transmission power lines that increase 
the cost and difficulty of undergrounding the power.  FEC has given us a very 
approximate cost for undergrounding the power lines, but they are not sure that it is 
even feasible.  If the City Council decides that it is serious about undergrounding the 
utilities on this project, then FEC will proceed with a feasibility analysis.  The Resort 
Tax Committee voted, at their last meeting, to recommend that the Council not 
proceed with undergrounding the utilities on W. 7th Street.    
Underground versus Above Ground Utilities  

1. The cost difference 
RPA has estimated that it will cost approximately $1.3 million dollars to convert the 
existing overhead utilities to underground on the project.   

2. The construction time difference 
The attached spreadsheet shows a comparison of quarterly tax resort revenue versus 
quarterly estimated expenses with utilities underground and left above ground.  By 
installing utilities underground the construction period would extend one entire year.  
The main reconstruction of the road would occur in 2017 versus 2016.  The 
neighborhood would be impacted for about eight additional months of construction 
due to overhead to underground utility conversions during 2016.  Future resort tax 
street reconstruction projects would be pushed back by a year.  

3. The change to the landscape on the south side 
By moving the utilities underground the extent of vegetative clearing would be 
expanded.  The entire south side of W. 7th Street (from Grouse Mountain to O’Brien 
Avenue) and north side of W. 7th Street (from O’Brien to Baker) would need to be 
cleared of trees, etc…to accommodate the utility trench and vaults.  This would open 
up the view and could lead to higher driving speeds on the road (the opposite of 
traffic calming).  The attached Figure 1 and 2 show the extent of additional clearing 
that would be required.  The cleared area is hatched in red.   

4. How many poles remain standing? 
FEC has estimated that approximately 15 service poles would need to be installed 
with the undergrounding of power.  This could change if the City had an incentive 
program for individuals to install underground power to their homes.  Otherwise, the 
cost is quite high for each resident to switch to underground power. 
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5. What do electrical vaults look like?  
The attached Figure 3 shows the probable location of the electrical vaults and photos 
of similar vaults.  The VFI vaults are about the size of a small Volkswagen.  They are 
required because the existing overhead lines are transmission lines.   

6. What do the neighbors prefer? 
We have had one public meeting and are holding another one tomorrow night, 
February 11th.  We will discuss this topic briefly with the neighborhood.  Some 
neighbors have expressed an interest in having the utilities placed underground.  
Several neighbors have expressed an interest in keeping as much existing vegetation 
along the road as possible.  Many have concerns about traffic speeds and higher 
speeds caused by an improved road.  Several mentioned that they would prefer a 
construction time period as condensed as possible.   

7. Would the choice limit future development? 
FEC mentioned that undergrounding power would require a feasibility study partly 
because it is very difficult with existing transmission lines.  Also, they have indicated 
that it may limit the availability of power for future development.  We don’t clearly 
understand the implications at this point. 
 
We are asking the Council to provide direction on whether it would like FEC to 
proceed with a feasibility study concerning the undergrounding of power on W. 7th 
Street.  There would be no cost to the City for FEC to prepare the study.  However, 
FEC does not want to prepare the study unless the City is seriously considering 
placing the utilities underground on this street. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully requests that the City Council provide 
direction on whether to have FEC proceed with a feasibility study to place power 
underground on W. 7th Street or to discontinue work on burying utilities underground 
on this project.    
 
This item is a legislative matter. 
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER  
a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 457) 
b) Other items arising between February 11th and February 17th   
c) Consideration of selecting Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the 

future City Hall/Parking Structure project   (p. 465) 
 
The Mayor and City Council, along with staff, determined that because of workload 
and lack of expertise on city staff, it is desirable to hire and use an Owner’s 
Representative on the future City Hall/Parking Structure project.  An Owner’s 
Representative takes the day to day oversight of the construction project from city 
staff, even though I, as City Manager, will still sign all pay requests and monitor the 
project.    An Owner’s Representative can devote the time needed to oversee such a 
large project.    
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A copy of the City’s RFP is contained in the packet.    In response to the first RFP, we 
received four  submittals by the January 30th deadline.   The proposals were from: 
 

• John Constenius and the Brookwood Group 
• Montana Creative Architecture and Design 
• Bison Creek, PLLC 
• Mike Cronquist 

 
The selection committee consisting of Mayor John Muhlfeld, Councilor Richard 
Hildner, myself, and Sherri Baccaro (Future City Hall Steering Committee 
representative) decided to interview three candidates, John Constenius and the 
Brookwood Group, Montana Creative, and Mike Cronquist.   Those interviews were 
held on Friday, February 6th.    
 
After the three interviews, the four selection committee members discussed the 
proposals and the interviews.    In a very close decision, the Committee’s consensus 
decision was to recommend that the City select Mike Cronquist as the City’s Owner’s 
Representative and try to negotiate a satisfactory contract with Mike first.   If we were 
unable to negotiate a satisfactory contract with Mike, we would pursue negotiations 
with the next ranked firm, The Brookwood Group.     
 
Mike was the City’s Owner’s Representative for the construction of the O’Shaughnessy 
Center and the Library.  He also was the Owner’s Representative for Iron Horse during 
the construction of their clubhouse and he oversaw large construction projects 
throughout his career.    A copy of the proposal from Mike Cronquist is attached to this 
report in the packet.    
 
Any such fees will be paid by the City Hall Construction Reserve Fund (January 1, 
2015 balance of $2,098,030.5).  This construction fund was created from Tax 
Increment revenues earmarked for construction of City Hall since 2004.   Total 
construction costs and other costs will be paid by money in this fund, funds in the Tax 
Increment Fund, and a future Tax Increment Bond issue later this year.      It is the 
committee’s recommendation that we try to negotiate a contract with Mike Cronquist 
that would not have an administrative assistant, but that City staff might be able to 
provide necessary staff support for Mike.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council select Mike 
Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the future City Hall/Parking Structure 
project and authorize the City Manager to negotiate and sign a contract for these 
services.    
 
This item is a legislative matter.   
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Consideration of a change to April 20, 2015 schedule for work session and public 

hearing/consideration of Resolution for Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan   (p. 486) 
 

On February 2nd, the City Council set April 20th for a work session and consideration 
of approving a Resolution of Intention to adopt the Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan.  
Planning and Building Director Dave Taylor will be out of town on April 20th and 
there has been suggestions that the City Council may want to separate the dates for 
the work session and the public hearing/consideration in case the Council makes 
changes to the plan during the work session.   In the packet is a schedule of upcoming 
work sessions that the City Council can consider in making any changes.   

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager 
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"Cheat Sheet" for Robert's Rules 
 
Motion In Order  

When 
Another has 
the Floor? 

Second 
Required? 

Debatable? Amendable? Vote Required 
for Adoption 

Can be 
reconsidered? 

 
Main Motion 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

Majority 
unless other spec'd 

by Bylaws 

 
Y 

 
Adjournment 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
N 

Recess (no question 
before the body) 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
N 

Recess (question  
before the body) 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
N 

 
Accept Report 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
Y 

Amend Pending 
Motion 

 
N 

 
Y 

If motion to be 
amended is 
debatable 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
Y 

Amend an  
Amendment of  
Pending Motion 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
See above 

 
N 

 
Majority 

 
Y 

Change from  
Agenda to Take a 
Matter  out  of  Order 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
Two-thirds 

 
N 

Limit Debate  
Previous Question /  
Question 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Two-thirds 

Yes, but not if 
vote taken on 

pending motion. 

Limit Debate or  
extend limits for 
duration of meeting 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Y 

 
Two-thirds 

 
Y 

 
Division of 
Assembly (Roll Call) 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
N 

Demand by a 
single member 

compels 
division 

 
N 

Division of 
Ques/ Motion 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
Majority 

 
N 

 
Point of  
Information 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
N 

 
Vote is not 

taken 

 
N 

Point of  Order / 
Procedure 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 
 

 
N 

 
Vote is not 

taken 

 
N 

 
Lay on Table 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
Majority 

 
N 

 
Take from Table 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
Majority 

 
N 

Suspend the Rules 
as applied to rules of 
order or, take motion out 
of order 

 
N 

 
Y 

 
N 

 
N 

 
Two-thirds 

 
N 

Refer (Commit) N Y Y N Majority Neg. vote 
only 
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WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

February 2, 2015 

7:20 P.M. 

 

1) CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld called the meeting to order.  Councilors present were Barberis, Frandsen, 

Hildner, Feury, Anderson and Sweeney.  City Staff present were City Manager Stearns, City Clerk 

Lorang, City Attorney VanBuskirk, Finance Director Smith, Planning and Building Director Taylor, 

Senior Project Engineer Hilding, Parks and Recreation Director Butts, Interim Fire Chief Page, Police 

Chief Dial, and Senior Planner Compton-Ring.  Approximately 75 people were in the audience. 

 

2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked Kelly Marchetti to lead the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3)  COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC – (This time is set aside for the public to comment on items that are either on 

the agenda, but not a public hearing or on items not on the agenda.   City officials do not respond during these comments, but may respond or follow-
up later on the agenda or at another time.   The Mayor has the option of limiting such communications to three minutes depending on the number of 

citizens who want to comment and the length of the meeting agenda)      (CD 1:04) 

 

Kelly Marchetti, 216 Central Avenue (Sprouts), said she has owned the store ‘Sprouts’ for 19 

years.  She spoke in support of a 1% increase in the Resort Tax, however she said she does realize it 

may have more impact on other retailers with larger ticket items that are taxed, and she said she was 

only speaking for herself. 

 

Joan Vetter Ehrenberg, 744 Hidden Valley Drive, spoke in support of a 1% increase in the Resort 

Tax to raise funds to protect the water quality of Whitefish’s water supply. 

 

Karen Reeves, 230 Missy Lane, spoke in support of the Haskill Basin Project to protect water 

quality.  She said she believes in paying her fair share so she shops in Whitefish, not Kalispell, and pays 

resort tax.  She said it was a great project and told the Council to go “full speed ahead.” 

 

Heidi Van Everan, 4 Pine Place, Executive Director of Whitefish Legacy Partners, said she was 

proud of the Haskill Basin Project, it will be of great value to the community to not only protect water 

quality but so much more.  As a member of the community, and representing her organization, she will 

help all she can. 

 

Lisa Jones, 314 Blanchard Hollow Lane, said the Haskill Basin Project is an incredible project 

and she spoke in support of it.  Regarding the 1% increase in resort tax she said she remembers when the 

resort tax was first proposed along with the uproar, but retail has thrived in Whitefish.  She said she 

certainly had respect for Whitefish businesses but felt that the resort tax increase was the best option for 

how the community could fund this project.  The other options, a water rate increase or property tax 

increase would make it more difficult for those already struggling who are on fixed incomes.  She 

complimented Trust for Public Lands for their research on the project. 

 

Jennifer Oliver, PO Box 4846 in Whitefish, spoke in support of a resort tax increase and thought 

the businesses would be in a great position to help sell it; she thought it was a minority of businesses 

who speak negatively about it.  Regarding the Haskill Basin Project, she said time is of the essence.  The 

timing is right for low interest rates and property costs.  She said big money is here and more is coming.  

She said we need to protect our mountains and water supply, and recreation opportunities.  She said 

during the work session earlier tonight Dan Graves from the Whitefish Mountain Resort spoke about the 
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skiers and visitors coming to their resort for the value in Whitefish and she said that is with the 2% 

resort tax in place, a 1% increase should not hurt.  She said she would vote for the increase, it will be 

gone in 10 years.  

 

Mayre Flowers, Citizens for a Better Flathead, 35 4th Street West in Kalispell, spoke regarding 

electronic recycling.  Pacific Steel has reinstated electronic recycling; and she continues to work with 

the County on other recycling issues.  She commented on the length of the last Planning Board meeting 

that lasted until midnight and said there were too many items on the agenda and too large a packet for 

the public to be able to read and comment on.  She thought the Planning Board should set a time limit on 

their meetings, similar to what the Council has done. 

 

Mark Van Everan, 4 Pine Place, said he had a letter in the packet and hoped the Council would 

direct staff to review Whitefish Policy on Park Land Fees.  He said state law allows flexibility. 

 

Durae Belcer, 230 Meadows Road, started to speak regarding the Hotel on Block 46 and the 

Mayor said she could speak to that during its public hearing. 

 

Chris Schustrom, 504 Spokane Avenue (The Garden Wall Inn), spoke to the Council regarding 

options for funding the Haskill Basin Project and the public opinion survey recently conducted by the 

Trust for Public Lands (TPL). He said he was not in favor of a resort tax increase, but he did support the 

purchase of the Haskill conservation easement.  He felt the survey was not objective, but was focused on 

gathering support for a 1% Resort Tax increase; so he requested a review of the survey by Dr. Norma 

Nickerson, Director of the Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research at the University of Montana, 

a department that collects primary data in the form of surveys and other methodologies.  Dr. Nickerson’s 

findings were:  

175 voting residents is only 3.3% of 5,319 Whitefish residents of voting age according to the 

2013 Census. 

Disagreement with the effectiveness with telephone surveys, depending on methodologies. 

Details of margin of error not well defined.  

“Test voter priorities/benefits” was not fairly tested. 

Survey did not go into funding options. 

Is “to protect and preserve water quality and quantity” the honest reason behind the conservation 

easement? 

Residents were not asked if they currently shopped in Whitefish, or whether a 1% increase in the 

resort tax rate would affect them. 

 

Chris Schustrom asked the Council to consider this review during their deliberation on 

increasing the resort tax; he felt an increase would have a negative impact on local business. 

 

4) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS 

 

City Clerk Lorang spoke to the Mayor and Council and audience of the current notice that has 

been published in the local papers regarding vacancies on the Board of Adjustment and the Impact Fee 

Advisory Committee; and added that the Impact Fee Advisory Committee only meets once a year.   City 

Manager Stearns described in more detail of the work done by the Board of Adjustment, and that it only 

meets as needed when there is an application for a variance. 
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Councilor Hildner reported that the Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Advisory Committee, along with the 

Park Board, have been reviewing plans for the BNSF Landing project.  The Skye Park Bridge project 

construction should begin this summer.  The Committee supports a path on the south side of Depot Park, 

and improvements on the viaduct that are included in recommendations from Crandall & Arambula in 

the Master Plan Update.  The Committee supports hiring a consultant for a Pedestrian/Bicycle Path 

Master Plan.  The Committee is considering setting up a “Tour the Trails Day” soon. 

 

Councilor Anderson reported that at the Resort Tax Monitoring Committee’s last meeting they 

held discussions on various projects and the nuts and bolts of the Resort Tax.  Their meeting was held 

prior to any release of the public poll that was discussed at tonight’s work session, and now that the 

survey results are out the Committee will be meeting again soon to review those. 

 

Doug Reed, 520 Somers Avenue and Chairman of the Resort Tax Monitoring Committee, said 

they did have a discussion at their last meeting regarding the upcoming 7th Street Reconstruction Project 

and their recommendation is to not place utilities underground due to the high cost of that process. 

 

5) CONSENT AGENDA (The consent agenda is a means of expediting routine matters that require the Council’s action.  Debate does not 

typically occur on consent agenda items.  Any member of the Council may remove any item for debate.   Such items will typically be debated and 

acted upon prior to proceeding to the rest of the agenda.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC  (CD 28:54) 

a) Minutes from the January 20, 2015 Council executive session and regular session (p. 77) 

b) Ordinance No. 15-02;  An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Title 2, Chapter 3, as 

it pertains to members of the Board of Adjustment to remove residence in the 

extraterritorial jurisdiction as a requirement  (Second Reading)  (p. 90) 

 

Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, to approve the consent 

agenda as presented.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

6) PUBLIC HEARINGS (Items will be considered for action after public hearings) (Resolution No. 07-33 establishes a 30 minute time limit 

for applicant’s land use presentations.  Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC))         

a) Ordinance No. 15-03; An Ordinance adopting by reference the 2012 International Fire 

Code as adopted by the State of Montana; amending Section 9-1-1 of the Whitefish City 

Code to recognize said adoption; and allow continual adoption by reference of subsequent 

versions of the International Fire Code (First Reading)   (p. 93)  (CD 29:20) 

 

Interim Fire Chief Page said the adoption of the 2012 Edition of the International Fire Code 

(IFC), will remove any inconsistencies that currently exist between the codes used by the Fire and 

Building Departments; allowing them to work more efficiently.  In addition, the adoption of the current 

Codes reflects positively when insurance companies establish appropriate fire insurance premiums for 

residential and commercial properties, (ISO Ratings).   Manager Stearns explained the proposed 

ordinance also includes language for the future that the updated IFC can be adopted at the same time and 

by the same administrative process done by the City Manager’s Office when updated Building Codes 

are adopted, all according to state law. 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing, and there being no public comment, Mayor 

Muhlfeld closed the public hearing and turned it over to the Council for their consideration. 

 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve Ordinance No. 

15-03; An Ordinance adopting by reference the 2012 International Fire Code as adopted by the 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 33 of 486



WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

February 2, 2015 

 

 4 

State of Montana; amending Section 9-1-1 of the Whitefish City Code to recognize said adoption; 

and allow continual adoption by reference of subsequent versions of the International Fire Code 

(First Reading).  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

b) Consideration of an application from Sean Averill on behalf of Whitefish Hotel Group, 

LLC for a Conditional Use Permit for a proposed hotel at 205 Spokane Avenue (Block 46) 

that exceeds 7,500 square feet and is proposed to contain 89 rooms with 72 parking spaces 

(WCUP 14-11)  (p.  100)  (CD 31:55) 

 

Senior Planner Compton-Ring drew the Council’s attention to the revised site plans and building 

elevations of a 3-story building that started on packet page 233 that were submitted to the City 

Manager’s office after her packet had been submitted to the City Manager for tonight’s meeting.  The 

revisions include a reduction in rooms from 89 to 86, and increases the parking spaces from 72 to 74 on 

land adjacent to and just south of the hotel, and about 5 on-street parking spaces.  In the revisions the 

applicants says the project is now for an independent hotel instead of a franchise hotel, along with some 

other details that the applicant will be going into with their presentation.  Customers will access the 

parking off the existing alleys at E. 3rd Street and Kalispell Avenue.  A Conditional Use Permit is 

required for buildings with a footprint that exceed 7,500 square feet; hotels are a permitted use in this 

zone (WB-3), but the process requires a conditional use permit and conditions can be attached to the 

permit that the developer must meet.   The Growth Policy identifies this area as Commercial, and the 

Master Plan that was adopted in 2005 identifies a boutique hotel as one of the catalyst projects.  The 

Planning Board held two public hearings on this project, one in December 2014 and one in January 2015 

because in December they had received an amended site plan and the traffic study.  There was 

considerable public comment at both public hearings.  The Planning Office has received over 100 

comments, and she was sure the Council had received more.  Of the 100, over half of them are a petition 

in support of the project and at least 33 are from citizens who have concerns about the project; those 

concerns are listed on page 129 of the packet.  Planner Compton-Ring detailed the evaluation of the 

project based on the criteria required for consideration of a conditional use permit; and said this was an 

application for a hotel only, and does not include a bar and/or restaurant.  That would have to be an 

application with a separate review.  Condition #8 addresses requirements regarding a Beer & Wine and 

alcohol permits.  Compton-Ring suggested the Council consider adding a condition of approval 

regarding the revised application that this project is not a chain hotel.  Compton-Ring reviewed the 

building height according to WB-3 zoning regulations; architectural review is required that not only 

includes review of the building but also parking lots, pedestrian features, and landscaping.  Compton-

Ring’s staff report also addresses Site Suitability; the site was a former gas station with a leaking 

underground storage tank and the applicant and staff are working with the Department of Environmental 

Quality to insure all standards are met and a condition of approval addresses these issues.   Additional 

issues of accessibility and traffic flow, a parking analysis, employee parking, and discussion regarding 

issues of hotel parking in the adjacent residential area, landscaping, overhead utilities going 

underground, an engineered stormwater plan, provision of extra right/way to allow an 11-foot 

pedestrian/bicycle path along Spokane Avenue, the compatibility of this building in this neighborhood, 

were included in Compton-Ring’s report as shown on packet pages 129 through 141.  The recommended 

Conditions of Approval are on packet pages 141 through 143; and Compton-Ring suggested the Council 

could consider adding another condition if they wanted to give the Architectural Review Committee 

(ARC) additional direction along with their standards to consider during the ARC review.   On a vote of 

5 to 2, the Planning Board is recommending approval, adopting the staff report as findings subject to 20 

Conditions of Approval, including an amendment to Condition #11, all as shown on packet pages 104 

through 106, and Planner Compton-Ring reviewed those.  The Planning Board also agreed to 
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recommend the Council carefully consider the impact of the roof top patio and associated activities, and 

to consider creating a residential parking district as discussed in her staff report.  The Planning Board 

was ready to add a condition regarding on-street parking, but Compton-Ring said that was within the 

Council’s authority.   

 

Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer, explained some of the issues regarding the drainage of 

surface water and groundwater that they have been dealing with on this property.  City Manager gave a 

further explanation of our current residential only parking area by the high school that is regulated by 

signage and enforced by the Police Department when complaints are called in.  The other residential 

parking district he was familiar with and explained was around the University of Montana in Missoula, 

that involves having a parking permit for each vehicle.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

 

Sean Averill from the Whitefish Hotel Group LLC addressed the Council.  He said their plan has 

evolved to address concerns they heard from the public and the Planning Board.  He said with him 

tonight were Roger Noble from Water Consulting and Brian Averill, both who could answer Council’s 

questions; also other members of their team were Bruce Boody – Landscape Architect, Montana 

Creative – Architect, and TD & H – Civil Engineer.  He said they have support from 64 of downtown’s 

71 businesses.  One of the biggest changes was going independent, so they could take out the pool that 

was franchise driven, they are working on off-site employee parking, they are excited about this site one 

block off Central Avenue, it is a gateway into Whitefish and their guests can walk to downtown retail, 

bars, and restaurants.  Their proposal fits what has been called for in the Downtown Master Plan as a 

catalyst project.  He showed the breakdown of the lots, 19 of them, all zoned WB-3; and said if each one 

would have been developed individually, lot line to lot line, and no additional parking added, think of 

the impact of that block on the downtown in comparison to their proposed development which he feels 

will complement the downtown rather than competing with it.  Their hotel will be built on the north 

portion of the block and parking will be provided in the back.  He compared, on an aerial photograph, 

their proposed footprint in comparison to other buildings in close proximity with a footprint larger than 

7,500 square feet; the school, the office building to the south at 307 Spokane Avenue, the church to the 

east and the First Interstate Bank.  So he said their building does fit into the character of the 

neighborhood.  He put up a slide from packet page 193 from their traffic study counting trips from 

Spokane Avenue: 35% goes west on 2nd Street and 35% goes south on Spokane Avenue, 15% goes north 

on Spokane Avenue, 5% goes east on 2nd Street and 10% goes west on 3rd Street.  The traffic study 

showed the property going east on 2nd Street has had an overall decrease in traffic volumes over the last 

10 years.  The study says the total traffic volume increase caused by this project on the surrounding road 

system is between 2% and 4%.  By going to an independent hotel; the current proposal is 86 rooms, 

onsite parking is 74 spaces, offsite leased parking is 16 (across the street to the south and to the west) 

and offsite public parking created is 5 that is public parking on 3rd Street newly created by this 

construction removing current curb cuts; for a total of 95 spaces.  Sean described their plans for the 

promenade, he said Bruce Boody will go over it in more detail; but it will be an improvement of the 

current narrow sidewalks fit between the buildings to the south that are built up to the lots lines, then the 

sidewalk, then the curbs onto Spokane Avenue.  Sean said they wanted to build a building that would 

stand for 50 years and looked like it had been standing for the last 50 years.  He said their current 

rendering has evolved from an earlier, more modern look, and he introduced their architect, Aaron 

Wallace (Montana Creative) to describe it. 
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Aaron Wallace went back to the current site plan on packet page 233, and described the setbacks, 

including that the setback on the west side of the building is setback 13 feet to allow room for the 

promenade.  He said with this site plan they don’t get into the city utility infrastructure in the alley 

which was always a concern, and their current plan maximizes parking spaces for the area.  He 

described a 3-story building with a basement for subsidiary public space and building 

support/mechanical space.  He said they are using stone and brick and architectural elements to help 

create their timeless look, and a series of breakups to address the building mass. A patio is on the roof 

top at both the north and south side of the western portion of the building.  The main building is 33’, a 

couple popup areas are 35’ and the elevator elements go up a little higher than that.  The same building 

design at the front of the building is carried through to both sides and the back of the building.   

 

Bruce Boody, Landscape Architect, again referred to the site plan on packet page 233 and said 

the primary entrance will be off of 3rd Street, with traffic entering into an alley widened to 20’.  The 

east-west alley that enters back onto Kalispell Avenue has also been widened to 20’ to allow room for 

emergency vehicles, as requested by the Fire Marshal.  He said greater setbacks to development provide 

3 public plaza areas along the west side; one at each corner and one at a center-point between the 

building and the parking area.  He said in order to allow room for the promenade, the developer has to 

give to the city, either through an easement or a deed, an amount of land just about equal to one city lot, 

(25’ x 130’ lot) as shown on packet page 237.  The existing easement and the promenade easement and 

building setbacks are detailed on Exhibits A, B and C on pages 234 through 236 in the packet; which 

Bruce Boody showed as he described those dimensions.  The architect and landscaping team has been 

working with city staff and Crandall & Arambula to fit their building, the landscaping buffer, and the 

addition promenade easement all in.    

 

Brian Averill called attention to the current rendering of the building on packet page 225, and 

said they are finally getting close to the look and feel of the building they want.  He confirmed that this 

is not a franchise hotel, but will be independent.  He said the Whitefish Lake Lodge is currently the only 

other large locally owned and operated hotel in Whitefish.  They reduced their room count to 86 to be 

able to offer some larger suites; also basing their final room count on a formula calculating annualized 

occupancy in town and associated development costs.  They hope to provide higher end 

accommodations with limited food and beverage services designed and intended to serve their guests.  

They do not intend to create a bar and restaurant but more a wine and beer and limited food service, not 

for the community.  He said they envision their guests going downtown for major dining and 

entertainment purposes.  He said this was one of the sites called out in the Downtown Master Plan for a 

hotel, and this is the only site downtown that has room for a hotel with parking.  There is a Montana 

State study projecting an economic benefit ration of $1 to $9.  If $26.5 million is spent in local 

businesses by travelers of the hotel; retailers will profit around $5.83 million in annual sales from hotel 

visitors, and restaurants and bars will profit around $5 million in annual sales from hotel visitors.  

Community Tax Benefit projections: Whitefish Resort Tax $59,000, Tourism Promotion Assessments 

$29,500, and TIF/Property Tax $100,000.  Brian brought up the parking and said they currently shuttle 

their Whitefish Lake Lodge staff back and forth to work in the peak seasons of summer and holiday 

times, it is not regulatory but have found that it works well for them and they anticipate doing the same 

at peak seasons for this project.  In addition, because they know parking is at a premium in Whitefish, 

the will need their onsite parking during the summer months and holidays, and less at other times.  They 

foresee opening up their parking to the community on a controlled basis during those times it is not 

needed for their business, doing their part in providing community parking as they can.  A residential 

parking plan to benefit those residential neighbors is not yet in place, but they anticipate being in support 

of that if it is of benefit to the residential community.  They feel their summertime and holiday traffic 
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will not be an impact to the school traffic; and not all their guests leave at 8 or check in at 5 but arrivals 

and departures are spread throughout the day so should be of minimum impact to surrounding 

businesses.   

 

Sean Averill introduced Mark Loncar, 422 Central Avenue, who has been working with them on 

theme development just since they decided to go with the independent hotel.  Mr. Loncar explained their 

theory of establishing an identity for the hotel, and it is early in the game because he has only been 

working on it for a couple days but they are thinking of working around the name of “Empire Hotel”.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked if there were public who would like to comment.   (CD 1:30:11) 

 

Jeffrey Anderson, PO Box 1242, Whitefish, spoke against the project.  He said he did not think it 

was an exciting project but an overwhelming project; massive and not within the character of the town 

and he thought it should have been reduced from 89 rooms to 64 instead of 86.  He said he was not 

against growth but had concerns about the impact to the Police Department, the school across the street, 

and the ‘liability’ of underground toxic waste becoming a burden to the taxpayers.  He said the list of 

concerns of others that Planner Compton-Ring read during her staff report was powerful.  He said this 

might be a great idea but the wrong place – the developers are banking on continued economic growth, 

but lately that trend has been going down.  He said in the developers’ words; the purpose of the project 

is to provide services for their guests, it is not for the community.  He said it is way too big, big impacts, 

and environmental concerns are a big potential problem. He thanked the Council for their time.    

 

Leo Rosenthal, 236 Columbia Avenue, spoke against the project.  He said he lives one block east 

of this project in an historic neighborhood, all older homes.  He said this is the block where everyone 

brings their kids to on Halloween for trick or treating.  He asked the Council to deny the conditional use 

permit (CUP) on the basis the project is too big, parking is an issue, the development displaces current 

parking for 30 to 40 cars, there will be snow removal impacts, parking problems for the adjacent 

residential neighborhoods and a possible burden on those neighbors if it becomes up to them to police 

those who are a parking violation, and the rooftop patio is not appropriate for the area that close to the 

neighborhoods and across from the school.  He said on a nice summer night he hears the rooftop bar at 

Casey’s which is five blocks away, so he asked them to imagine the noise from something so close as 

one block away.  He said the Downtown Master Plan calls for a small hotel and he requested the Council 

uphold that vision; he said a hotel about half this size would be a better fit with the zoning and to the 

Whitefish character, and would not negatively impact an historic Whitefish neighborhood.  He asked the 

Council to scale this down, he disagreed with Planner Compton Ring that they aren’t asking for 

exceptions; he said this project is too big and will forever change the face of Whitefish.  He asked the 

Council to think of the residents – Whitefish is where they live and work and enjoy, it is not just for 

tourists.  He asked the Council to uphold this philosophy and deny the CUP, keep Whitefish like it is. 

 

Erica Mortensen, 2650 E. Edgewood Drive, spoke against the project.  She said she has two 

children and is concerned about the safety and security at the school across from this project. She said 

the hotel will have windows that look directly into the school; and customers who come and go on 

irregular schedules that would be hard to monitor and difficult to pick up on if anything is suspicious.  

She said it is disappointing that it seems like many land decisions are made from the tourist’s 

perspective and not of those who live and work here in this community.  She asked the Council to 

consider the impact on the safety and security of the kids in this community, she said she is vigorously 

opposed to this hotel.   
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Durae Belcer, 230 Meadows Road, spoke against the project.  She said she used to live on 

Kalispell Avenue and now lives outside of town but still has concerns about this project.  She spoke 

against the size adjacent to a residential neighborhood and felt 86 rooms did not fit a boutique hotel as 

called out in the Master Plan, and it would be a dramatic change to the neighborhood.  Because they had 

to reduce their building to allow room for the promenade maybe they should reduce their building even 

more, there may be parking issues and problems for the residents, contaminated ground water, a rooftop 

patio that isn’t appropriate next to the neighborhoods; maybe this isn’t the right place for their hotel.  

She said there isn’t a benefit to the existing neighborhood, just to the visitors that come to town.  The 

size is not appropriate, it will change the character of the neighborhood and it won’t blend in.   

 

Chris Schustrom read a letter to the Council from Rhonda Fitzgerald in support of the project.  

She supported an independent hotel and thought the redesign fit the character of downtown Whitefish.  

She said visitors to Whitefish seek an “authentic sense of place”. 

 

Karen Reeves, 230 Missy Lane, spoke against the size of the project.  She was hoping it would 

have been reduced to a smaller hotel, this one is too big and there isn’t enough parking. 

 

Mayre Flowers, Citizens for a Better Flathead, 35 4th Street West in Kalispell, said her email had 

been distributed earlier to the Council wherein she listed her concerns regarding the size of this project, 

traffic and parking issues both for hotel use and spilling into the neighborhoods, prohibition of “formula 

retail”, and regulation of noise from a rooftop patio.  She said this application has been amended several 

times and with yet a new plan just submitted tonight – staff and public have not had the time for 

complete review nor the time to formulate their comments; and she said the City should change their 

regulations and process to prevent this kind of thing from happening.  She said this does not meet what 

was called for in the Master Plan which was a 36-room boutique hotel.  She had concerns over the 

findings and said the conditions of approval should align with the facts.  (Submittals are appended to the 

February 2, 2015 Council packet as after-packet materials). 

 

Jeff Raper, speaking in support of the project on behalf of the Chamber as a member of the 

Board of Directors, and said the developers had given a presentation on the project to the Chamber.  On 

a business perspective, he said there is a formula to determine number of rooms based on several things 

including economics, zoning, development costs, and sustainability.  His family faced that years ago 

when they bought a 7-cabin facility that, in order to make ends meet, became the 66-room Pine Lodge.  

He said this is 19 lots with WB-3 zoning that if developed individually could have a much greater 

impact that this one building with nice setbacks.   

 

Lauren Walker, has a business address of 713 E. 13th Street, spoke against the project.  This 

project is asking for special permission.  She thought this was a bad location for a hotel this size; the 

developer says they can’t go smaller or their numbers won’t crunch so she thought they should look for 

a different site.  She said the same developers have a large project to build out on East 2nd Street and she 

thought it would be best to see how that project impacts the community before another project is 

approved.  She said once this hotel is built on this site, it won’t go away.  She thought the site would be 

better for affordable housing.   

 

There being no further public comment, Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public hearing and called a 

recess at 9:30 p.m.  The Council reconvened at 9:42 p.m. 
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Some of the Council had questions answered by both applicants and staff.  Councilor Anderson 

said he was recusing himself both from the discussion and the decision on this project.  

 

Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve a Conditional 

Use Permit for a proposed hotel at 205 Spokane Avenue (Block 46) that exceeds 7,500 square feet 

and is proposed to contain 86 rooms with 74 parking spaces along with the Findings of Fact in the 

staff report  (WCUP 14-11) and the amended twenty conditions of approval as recommended by 

the Whitefish Planning Board, and with the addition of Condition 21 to read: “The hotel shall be 

required to maintain employee parking at an off-site location in order to ensure the hotel parking 

lot is used for hotel guests.” 

 

Councilor Sweeney made an amendment to the original motion, second by Councilor 

Frandsen, to add a Condition 22 to read: “Under no circumstances shall the roof top facilities be 

used as a bar, for music or other entertainment or for anything other than a patio.”  The 

amendment passed with five aye votes, Councilor Anderson abstaining.   

 

Councilor Frandsen made an amendment to the original motion, second by Councilor 

Sweeney, to amend Condition #1 to reference the most recent site plan dated 2-2-15.  The 

amendment passed with five aye votes, Councilor Anderson abstaining.   

 

At this point part of the Council asked the Public Works to have a viable parking plan in place at 

the time construction begins to address issues of this project impacting the parking in the adjacent 

residential area.  Manager Stearns advised that is an extra task assigned to an already busy and short-

staffed department; it may come to the point staff has to pick and choose what projects they have time to 

work on.   

 

Councilor Sweeney made an amendment to the original motion, second by Councilor 

Hildner, to add a Condition 23 to read: “The hotel shall not be a chain or formula hotel.”  The 

amendment passed with five aye votes, Councilor Anderson abstaining.   

 

Councilor Hildner made an amendment to the original motion, second by Councilor 

Frandsen, to add a Condition 24 to read: “Mass, scale and character of the building shall be 

consistent with the Architectural Review Standards and the building shall be sensitive to the 

residential neighborhood to the east.  No building wash lighting shall be permitted.”  The 

amendment passed with five aye votes, Councilor Anderson abstaining.   

 

The original motion, as amended, was approved with five aye votes, Councilor Anderson 

abstaining.  
 

c) Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution of Intention indicating its intent to adopt the 

Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish 

City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy) (WPGA 15-02)  (p. 240)  (CD 2:45:08) 

 

Planning and Building Director Taylor introduced the staff report presentation saying that with 

the consultant, the WGM Group, staff and a Steering Committee have worked together on a land-use 

plan for this area over a period of time in nine meetings, four public outreach sessions, 2 work sessions 

with the Planning Board followed by a public hearing at the Planning Board to bring forward the 

recommendation for the intent to adopt the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan.  Bruce Lutz, 
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Sitescape Associates and the local support to the WGM Group, continued with the staff report, referring 

to the Project Description that starts on packet page 258 – an expanse of land from Whitefish River west 

to the western boundary of the Whitefish city limits.  Members of the steering committee are listed on 

page 263 in the packet, and the process undertaken is described in the packet starting on page 262 

through 264.  Starting on packet page 265 is the detailed description of their process of analysis of 

existing conditions including uses, character, and zoning of each parcel and the descriptions of the 

public sessions and the outcome of those sessions, which was summarized by Mr. Lutz.   

 

Director Taylor added to the presentation by going into detail of the Visioning for the Future and 

Development Policy as described starting on packet page 294 and Proposed Zoning Districts which 

started on packet page 361.   

 

Due to the lateness of the hour and the impact and importance of this project; the Mayor said the 

Council had indicated to him that they would like to keep the public hearing open and schedule a work 

session to review this in depth.    

 

Consultant Nick Kaufman, Land Use Planner from WGM Group out of Missoula, addressed the 

Council and requested to schedule a work session early in the day, and to include enough time to allow 

for public input and staff presentation time.  Steering Committee Chair, Doug Reed, said Area B and the 

Idaho Timber sections are the areas with a lot of changes proposed and seems to be the sticking point 

with most people.   

 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to extend the meeting to 

11:30 p.m.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Steering Committee member Hunter Holmes said he represents the new owner of the Idaho 

Timber property who is waiting for the zoning to be set in place before he decides which direction he 

will go with development of his new property. 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing.  (CD 3:25:04) 

 

Anne Shaw Moran, member of the Steering Committee representing residential owners, said 

even though the staff had been contemplating a corridor plan, the catalyst was Ryan Zinke’s application 

for a non-zoning-compliant micro-brewery, which was eventually withdrawn because of what she called 

a successful neighborhood protest.  At any rate, the decision was made to proceed with a public process 

to decide what would be best for the neighborhood in the future.  She thanked all those that worked hard 

on this process and said her constituents are sending her with the message – don’t approve this proposal 

- - the recommendations for Area B are highly contentious.  The current proposed zoning showed up in a 

late version of this plan and does not have total consensus and has caused neighborhood polarity.  It 

comes down to a corridor study versus a neighborhood plan.  She said her constituents are more in favor 

of using existing zones for consistency and not creating new zones. 

 

Gail Linne, 106 Murray Avenue, said she lives in Area D and agrees Area B is most contentious.  

Tonight she submitted 50 signatures on a petition asking the Council to not adopt the proposed Draft 

Whitefish Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan for one or more of the reasons cited by a report submitted by 

Mayre Flowers of the Citizens for a Better Flathead (CFBF) along with two pages that she (Gail Linne) 

submitted from that same report (submittals have been appended to the February 2, 2015 Council packet 

as after-packet materials).  Points of concern on that CFBF memo are 1) Keep existing zoning for Area 
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B., 2) Don’t allow short-term and overnight rentals or five or more multi-unit rentals in Area B, 3) Limit 

commercial uses along the highway corridor and in Area B, 4) Limit commercial uses along the river 

corridor, 5) Don’t allow the 93 West Corridor to become lined with commercial uses which would 

create strip development patterns and traffic issues, 6) Don’t allow lot coverage in Area B to increase 

from 40% to 70%, and 7) Set clear standards now for private parks like the Peace Park area. 

 

Susan Prilliman, 334 W. 3rd Street, said she agreed with all of what Gail Linne and Anne Moran 

just said.  She thanked the Council for their time and asked them to give this proposal their full 

consideration. 

 

Ken Stein, 44 Fairway View, said he looks forward to having a work session and discussing his 

comments at that time. 

 

Jim Laidlaw, 1230 Lion Mountain Drive and member of the Steering Committee, and also a 

property owner in Area B.  He said they worked hard for 1½ years, gathered lots of public input, and 

agreed that yes, Area B is a problem area.  Time needs to be taken to see what is going to happen with 

the Idaho Timber property as well as what is going to happen in that whole area and not just what can 

happen in the “right now”, so he would like to see the transitional language to be carefully considered.  

He said the river is a very important aspect, and he didn’t think that all options for that river frontage has 

not been fully considered.  He said he’ll address it further during a work session.   

 

Randy Bradley, owns 514 and 526 W. 2nd Street, (part of Area B) and said he had a 10-condo 

project approved by Council but held off proceeding with that development because he thinks there 

might be better opportunities coming forward for that property.   

 

Mayre Flowers, Citizens for a Better Flathead, 35 4th Street West in Kalispell, said her email sent 

earlier includes a consolidation of maps that she thinks will help both the Council and the public to see 

the changes that are proposed (submittals have been appended to the February 2, 2015 Council packet as 

after-packet materials).  She called attention to comments regarding private parks like the Peace Park 

area, a traffic and travel plan for Area B, affordable housing and long-term rentals not short-term rentals.  

She stressed retaining the residential neighborhood of this area.   

 

The Mayor asked if there was any further public comment and there was none, so he said the 

public hearing would be left open, and turned it back over to the Council for direction or action.  The 

Mayor thanked the WGM Group and team, staff and Steering Committee for their work on this project. 

 

Councilor Anderson made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to continue the public 

hearing to the Council meeting on April 20, 2015, and to have a work session scheduled for earlier 

that same day, April 20, 2015.   

 

Manager Stearns handed out a current city zoning map to point out existing industrial zones; he 

said it is rapidly shrinking.  He said we have the former Idaho Timber lot, the city’s snow lot plus a 

couple small lots that are Burlington Northern lots; and further east is the industrial park site.  A couple 

industrial lots down on Baker Avenue but one cannot be used because it is dedicated as a stormwater 

drainage site, and the 40-acre parcel at the west end of 18th Street that is the City’s shop site.  He said he 

was just alerting the Council of this situation – industrial lands will enter into the City’s options to offer 

lands with industrial zoning to help provide jobs for the community.  He said it might enter into the final 
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decision regarding the proposed “transitional industrial zone” proposed in the Plan that was continued 

tonight.    

 

The motion passed unanimously.   
 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to extend the meeting to 

midnight.  The motion passed on a five to one vote, Councilor Anderson voting in the negative. 

 

7) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER    (CD 3:51:55)     

a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 440) – 

None. 

 

b) Other items arising between January 28th  and February 2nd   

 

Manager Stearns said the annual evaluations for the City Attorney and the City Manager are due 

and should be scheduled for one of the open sessions as listed on his report in packet page 440. 

 

c) Resolution No. 15-03; A Resolution relating to financing of certain proposed projects; 

establishing compliance with reimbursement bond regulations under the Internal Revenue 

Code   (Tax Increment Bond for City Hall/Parking Structure)    (p. 442) 

 

Finance Director Smith submitted her staff report to the Council and said approval of this 

resolution will establish compliance with reimbursement bond regulations under the Internal Revenue 

Code regarding financing for the new City Hall/Parking Structure construction project, and she was 

available to answer questions if the Council had any.    

 

Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, to adopt Resolution No. 

15-03; A Resolution relating to financing of certain proposed projects; establishing compliance 

with reimbursement bond regulations under the Internal Revenue Code   (Tax Increment Bond 

for City Hall/Parking Structure).  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

d) Mid-year financial report – Finance Director   (p. 446) 

 

Finance Director Smith submitted her staff report and said the City is in good financial standing.  

Revenues and Expenditures are tracking as expected with only minor deviations.  She mentioned some 

highlights as set out on packet page 448 and she called attention to; the Columbia Falls Building 

Inspection revenues are 28% higher than at this time last year and 104% of budget; Ambulance Service 

Charges are approximately 6% higher than the previous year’s second quarter and are tracking as 

expected at 51% of the budgeted revenue; Zoning Plan Review Fees are at 76% of the budgeted revenue 

for the year; The Resort Tax collections are up $65,704 or 5.23% compared to the prior year’s second 

quarter.  She gave an overview of the Expenditure Review which followed on packet pages 448 and 449, 

which are generally tracking as expected.  She said she would be happy to answer questions at this time 

or anyone is always welcome to drop into her office with questions. Councilor Hildner and Mayor 

Muhlfeld both complimented Director Smith for her clear and concise report.   

 

8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS (CD 3:56:06) 

a) Letter from Mark Van Everen of Bridgewater Innovative Builders, Inc. regarding subdivision 

payment-in-lieu of fees for parkland dedication requirements   (p. 457) 
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Councilor Anderson requested, with Council agreement, that this be placed on a future agenda 

for further review.   Manager Stearns said it would be discussed at the Department Director’s meeting as 

they plan for the next agenda.   

 

b) Reconsideration of prior City Council action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED (Leadership 

in Energy and Environmental Design) Certification for the new City Hall building  (p. 460) 

 

Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to reconsider Council’s 

prior action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED Certification for the new City Hall building.  

The motion passed on a five to one vote with Counselor Hildner voting in opposition.   

 

Councilor Frandsen asked the Mayor why it now seems that the cost to pursue LEED 

Certification turns out to be higher than first anticipated.  Mayor Muhlfeld said it was due to the cost of 

submittals required by both the architect and the engineer on the project, but now felt that the Council 

can require designs to be drawn and construction be built to those certification levels and have the 

quality of a building they want without paying for that paper-certification, he said ultimately the 

decisions on this new construction project are the Council’s.  Councilor Hildner said he could not 

support the motion as he wanted to see the City as a community leader in LEED Certification for 

sustainable construction, it keeps the feet of all parties to the fire to have the building we all hoped to 

have built, and felt there would be long-term benefits with having the certification.  Councilor Anderson 

said he felt the Owner’s Representative that will be hired by the City for the project can follow-up to 

insure the City is getting the quality and value in the design and construction of the project.   

 

The motion passed on a four to two vote, with Councilors Barberis and Hildner voting in 

opposition.   

 

Council Comments:  (CD 4:06:40) 

 

Councilor Feury said to follow up on comments made by Mayre Flowers earlier, the last 

Planning Board did have a ridiculously long agenda, he felt many items were not time sensitive or had to 

be included in that meeting; he said nobody does good work after all those hours.  He said it needs to be 

better managed.  Mayor Muhlfeld said he agreed and that maybe they should consider adopting a similar 

time-limit as the Council did.  Councilor Sweeney said he appreciates that and agrees but as a former 

Planning Board member he sat at many meetings that lasted until midnight.  He said you can try to set 

time limits but look at tonight’s City Council meeting, the time limit is set at 11:00 p.m. and they had to 

extend the limit twice tonight and let it run to midnight to take care of the business on the agenda.  

Sometimes it can’t be helped, but maybe better agenda planning and management is the way to go.   

 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, based on the report 

given to the Council earlier tonight from Trust for Public Lands during their work session, to 

have a Resolution of Intent for a ballot measure to increase the Resort Tax by 1% for a period of 

ten years for the purpose of providing sufficient funds to complete the purchase of the Haskill 

Basin conservation easement and to further property tax relief.   

 

Councilor Anderson said he wasn’t sure if he heard percentages in this motion or if that was 

what they wanted to do at this point but specifics on that point might be more helpful.  Councilor 

Anderson said his understanding of the motion is the proceeds will be used 25% towards property tax 
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relief, 70% towards the purchase of the conservation easement, and 5% for administration fees to the 

businesses for administering the Resort Tax; Councilor Hildner agreed with those percentages.   

 

Manager Stearns clarified for the purpose of reporting to the Bond Counsel, that it is the intent of 

the Council to have the afore mentioned Resolution of Intent placed on the February 17, 2015 agenda 

under Public Hearings, to call for a special election to be held on April 28th.  Manager Stearns handed 

out the ballot language proposed by Trust for Public Lands; they said it was important to preserve that 

language because it was tested in their survey.  If the Council wishes, they could decide to add other 

language for clarification regarding the percentages or if excess funds were collected it would go 

towards property tax relief, or include the statement that this amendment does not affect the regulations 

set on the original 2%.  There are some that say the additional language is more confusing than 

clarifying.  Manager Stearns asked the Council for their thoughts.  Councilor Anderson questioned 

whether or not the excess funds, if any, could be used to pay down the loan sooner; then when the loan 

is paid off the remainder of excess funds would go toward property tax relief.  He didn’t know if there 

were bond issues or covenants in place that would make that more difficult.  Manager Stearns said they 

would consult with Bond Counsel and come back to the Council with options for their consideration. 

Manager Stearns asked and it was Council consensus to hold the special election by mail-in ballot.  

Mayor Muhlfeld said he has been working on this project for the last couple years and said this is 100% 

about water rights and water quality, time is of the essence, it is a one-shot deal, let’s put it out to the 

voters.  Councilor Feury said he feels we are going to pay for it one way or another – this is giving an 

option out to the voters to vote on. 

 

The motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Frandsen said there will be a Town Hall Public Meeting Thursday, February 12th at 

7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 402 E. 2nd Street so Whitefish residents can hear and weigh in on 

the plans for the protection of Haskill Basin, the land that encompasses the primary source of the City’s 

drinking water.  Councilor Frandsen reiterated City Clerk Lorang’s earlier comments regarding the need 

for volunteers to fill vacancies on the Impact Fee Advisory Committee and the Board of Adjustment.  

She said staff gives great support as needed for committee and board member’s use to carry on the 

business they need to attend to so please, if interested, apply. 

 

9) ADJOURNMENT  (Resolution 08-10 establishes 11:00 p.m. as end of meeting unless extended to 11:30 by majority)   (CD 4:26:42)  

 

Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the meeting at 12:00 a.m. 

 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

Mayor John M. Muhlfeld 

 

Attest:              

  

 

______________________________     

Necile Lorang, Whitefish City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-03 
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, adopting by reference 
the 2012 International Fire Code as adopted by the State of Montana; amending 
Section 9-1-1 of the Whitefish City Code to recognize said adoption; and allow continual 
adoption by reference of subsequent versions of the International Fire Code. 
 

WHEREAS, on March 2, 2000, the Whitefish City Council adopted by Ordinance 
No. 00-03, the 1997 Uniform Fire Code, as published by the International Fire Code Institute, 
which amended Section 14-16-010 of the Whitefish City Code in its entirety; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 6, 2011, the City Council adopted by Ordinance No. 11-07, the 

2009 International Fire Code, which superseded the 1997 Uniform Fire Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State of Montana, Department of Justice, has adopted, with modifications, 

the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 Edition; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to MCA §7-33-4208, the governing body of an incorporated city or 

town may adopt technical fire codes, in whole or in part, by reference under the procedure provided 
in MCA §7-33-4202; and 

 
WHEREAS, MCA §7-33-4202 requires a notice of intent to adopt a technical code in 

whole or in part by reference be published as provided by MCA §7-1-4127; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Whitefish published in the Whitefish Pilot notice of intent to adopt 

the 2012 International Fire Code by reference into the Whitefish City Code, the type required by 
MCA §7-1-4127, on January 21 and 28, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, in order to initiate the process for adopting technical fire codes as allowed by 

MCA §7-33-4208, in whole or in part by reference under the procedure provided in 
MCA §7-5-4202, the City scheduled a public hearing before the Whitefish City Council to be held 
at 7:10 PM on Monday, February 2, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the February 2, 2015 public hearing, the City Council received written and 

oral reports from the Fire Department, invited public input, and considered all input and written 
comments received prior to the hearing, which were made a part of the public record; and 

 
WHEREAS, upon completion of the public hearing, the City Council determined it would 

be in the best interests of the City, and its inhabitants, to approve the 2012 International Fire Code 
as adopted by the State of Montana and allow continual adoption by reference of subsequent 
versions of the International Fire Code by reference. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of 

Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 
 
Section 1: The City of Whitefish hereby adopts those portions of the 2012 International 

Fire Code, which were adopted by the State of Montana, Department of Justice, exactly as 
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proposed, with modifications. 
 
Section 2: Whitefish City Code Section 9-1-1(A), shall be amended as follows: 
 

9-1-1:  FIRE CODE. 
 

A. Adoption by reference of the International Fire Code. 
 

1. The current edition of the International Fire Code together 
with any supplements, adopted by the Fire Prevention and 
Investigation Bureau of the Montana Department of Justice 
(or its successor), as set out in the Administrative Rules of 
Montana, and as amended from time to time by the Bureau, 
are adopted by reference and incorporated in this chapter as 
if set forth in full, with the additions, amendments, and 
deletions enumerated with the Administrative Rules, except 
as may be noted in this chapter, by future Administrative 
Order, or by any regulations not applicable to local 
government jurisdictions. 

 
2. One (1) copy of the current edition of the code shall be kept 

on file in the office of the Clerk of the City of Whitefish, 
418 East 2nd Street, Whitefish, Montana, and one (1) copy 
shall be kept on file in the office of the Whitefish Fire 
Department, 275 Flathead Avenue, Whitefish, Montana. 

 
3. Any amendments adopted by the Fire Prevention and 

Investigation Bureau which apply to local government 
jurisdictions, including the adoption of the latest editions of 
the International Fire Code or applicable Administrative 
Rules of Montana shall become effective upon execution of 
an Administrative Order of the City Manager, unless a 
different effective date is specified in the Administrative 
Order. 

 
4. A copy of the amendment notification and the 

corresponding new edition will be kept in the office of the 
Whitefish Clerk and the Whitefish Fire Department. 

 
5. The International Fire Code, Administrative Rules of 

Montana, as adopted above, are applicable within the city 
limits of Whitefish. 
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Section 3: All provisions of the ordinances of the City of Whitefish in conflict with the 
provisions of this ordinance are, and the same are hereby, repealed and all other provisions of the 
ordinances of the City of Whitefish not in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance shall 
remain in full force and effect. 

 
Section 4: This ordinance does not affect the rights and duties that matured, penalties 

that were incurred or proceedings that were begun before the effective date of this ordinance. 
 
Section 5: That should any sentence, paragraph, subdivision, clause, phrase or section of 

this ordinance be adjudged or held to be unconstitutional illegal, or invalid, the same shall not 
affect the validity of this ordinance as a whole, or any part or provision thereof, other than the part 
so decided to be invalid, illegal or unconstitutional, and shall not affect the validity of the Whitefish 
City Code as a whole. 

 
Section 6: This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption by the City 

Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, and signing by the Mayor thereof. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA, ON THIS ________ DAY OF _______________, 2015. 
 
 
 

  
John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
Necile Lorang, City Clerk 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 47 of 486



RICHARD BENNET III REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W01 
FEBRUARY 10, 2015 

 
Property Owner: Richard Bennet III Revocable Trust Agreement 
Mailing Address: 765 Cella Road 

St Louis, MO 63124 
Applicant Cory Izett                  
Mailing Address: 14 Scullers Way 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.250.2342 
Contractor: Whitefish Lake Services 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 5521 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.471.5723 
Property Legal Description: Lot 19 in Block 2, Lake Park Addition Subdivision in 

Section 26, Township 31 North, Range 22 West 
Property Address: 1726 W. Lakeshore Drive 
Lake: Whitefish Lake 
Lake Frontage: 77.85’ per COS 16472 
Project Description: Replace an existing dock with a new EZ dock 

 

 
Proposal:  The applicant is proposing to replace an existing dock with a new EZ dock.  The existing 
dock was approved in 2008 under lakeshore permit WLP-08-W12.  The original permit stated the 
lakeshore frontage was 75.6 feet; however staff has determined based on a recorded Certificate of 
Survey that the correct lakeshore frontage is 77.85 feet.  The applicant is proposing a new ‘L’ 
shaped dock with an attached gangway.  The main portion of the dock will be 39 feet long by 6.48 
feet wide, with a breakwater wing 12.92 feet long by 8 feet wide.  The dock will be connected to 
the shoreline by a gangway 20 feet long by 3 feet wide.  The dock and gangway will extend 59 
feet out into the lake, and will be placed as close as possible to the middle of the property.  The 
dock will be setback from the western property line 25 feet and the eastern property line 33.5 feet.  
The entire dock and gangway will equal 420.84 square feet of constructed area. 
 
The proposed constructed area for the dock is 420.84 square feet.  The existing constructed area 
located on the subject property is 194.3 square feet.  The total amount of constructed area proposed 
for the subject property would be 615.14 square feet. 
 
Frontage and allowable constructed area: The subject property has 77.85 feet of lakeshore frontage, 
and is eligible for 622.8 square feet of constructed area. 
 
Existing Constructed Area:  Staff has located two approved lakeshore permits for the subject 
property.  WLP-08-W12 was issued for the installation of a rock faced retaining wall, the existing 
dock, stairs, the removal of fallen trees, and revegetation.  The approved impervious coverage for 
the existing improvements was 556.1 square feet.  The existing dock was approximately 361.8 
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square feet.  With the removal of the existing dock from the property, the existing constructed area 
would be 194.3 square feet.  Recently a lakeshore permit was approved (WLP-14-W40) for the 
repair of the existing dry stacked rock riprap along the existing retaining wall; however it did not 
affect the amount of constructed area. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposed work complies with all requirements, most specifically Section 13-3-
1, General Construction Standards of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Regulations. 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Whitefish City Council approve the requested 
lakeshore construction permit subject to the following conditions: 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval: 
1. This permit is valid for a period of one year from the date of issuance.  Upon completion of 

the work, please contact the Planning Department at 406-863-2410 for final inspection. 

2. The Lakeshore Protection Zone shall be defined as the lake, lakeshore and all land within 20 
horizontal feet of the average high water line at elevation 3,000.79’. 

3. The proposed dock dimensions specified on the application project drawing shall not be 
exceeded unless modified by conditions of the approved permit.  Changes or modifications 
to increase any dimension or change configuration must be approved through a permit 
amendment. 

4. Temporary storage of vehicles, trailers, equipment, or construction materials in the lakeshore 
protection zone is prohibited. 

5. The natural protective armament of the lakeshore and lakebed must be preserved whenever 
possible.  Following installation, the lakeshore and lakebed shall be returned to its condition 
prior to construction. 

Dock 

6. Only one dock is permitted per property ownership.  The existing dock shall be removed from 
the lakeshore and the subject property prior to the installation of the new dock. 

7. The dock shall be placed in the middle of the subject property as outlined on the submitted 
site plan. 

8. Any wood used in construction of the new dock shall be untreated and left in its natural state.  
Use of a wood polymer composite (i.e. TREX) is strongly encouraged.  Use of painted 
material, plywood, particle board or other glued composite board is not allowed. 

9. If foam logs or similar easily damaged flotation systems are incorporated into the dock 
design, said material shall be completely encased in solid wood or a suitable impervious, non-
corrosive material such as a synthetic, aluminum or galvanized sheet metal to avoid the 
breakup or scattering of materials.  Boards may be spaced up to one-half inch (1/2") apart on 
the bottom or drain holes may be incorporated into other materials to aid in drainage.  All 
foam encased floating docks shall be maintained according to these standards or else be 
immediately and completely removed from the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  All foam shall 
be extruded closed-cell polystyrene (blue or pink logs) unless encased in synthetic 
"rotomolded" floats. 
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10. The dock shall be constructed outside of the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  Upon completion 
the components may be brought to the lakeshore area and launched. 

11. The floating dock shall be suitably anchored to the lake bottom to avoid drift.  Anchoring 
methods for the dock are limited to cable; galvanized chain or nylon or polypropylene rope 
attached to a suitable clean weight such as solid clean concrete, rock or steel blocks. 

 
Report by: Bailey Minnich 
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,~ 
City of 

'. Whitefish 
\ .... 

City of Whitefish 
Planning & Building Department 
PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

File #: W)X' .... V=3 -WD , 
Date: I ~/~l<? 
Intake Staff: 'f)T I BH 
Date Complete: ___ _ 

Phone: 406-863-2410 Fax: 406-863-2409 

LAKESHORE CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION 

WHITEFISH, BLANCHARD, LOST COON LAKE 

FEE ATTACHED $ 'JIl::I? ,00 

A permit is required for any work, construction , demolition, dock/shorestation/buoy installation, and 
landscaping or shoreline modification in the lake and lakeshore protection zone - an area extending 20 
horizontal fee landward from mean high water of: 
• 3,000,79' msl (NAVD 1988) for Whitefish Lake 
• 3,144,80' msl (NAVD 1988) for Blanchard Lake 
• 3,104' msl (NAVD 1988) for Lost Coon Lake 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

o Submit the application fee , completed application and appropriate attachments to the Whitefish Planning & 
Building Department a minimum of three (3) weeks prior to the Lakeshore Protection Committee meeting 
at which this application will be heard. 

o The regularly scheduled meeting of the Lakeshore Protection Committee is the second Wednesday of each 
month at 6:00PM in the Planning & Building Department Meeting Room . 

o After the Lakeshore Protection Committee meeting , the application is forwarded with the Committee's 
recommendation to the next available City Council meeting for final action , unless it is a committee 
approved permit. 

o All work will be inspected for conformity with permit. Permits are valid for one year from date of approval 
and can be renewed by the governing body upon request. 

A. LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 1 l 
Street Address 1/2 b L0, LQ!f!'sbc-~ 
How many feet of the lake frontage do you Qwn?~ _____ 7..L-;=:::~ _________ _ 
Assessor's Tract No.(s) See. J!--fkcb ~J Lot No(s) _________ _ 
Block # Subdivision Name ------------
1/4 Sec Section Township Range ____ _ 

I hereby certify that the information contained or accompanied in this application is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge. The signing of this application signifies approval for the Whitefish Staff to be present on the property for 
routine monitoring and inspection during the approval and development process. 

Owner's Signature 1 Date 

Print Name 

I May be signed by the applicant or representative, authorization letter from owner must be attached . If there are multiple owners , a letter authorizing 
one owner to be the authorized representative for all must be included 

Revised 12-31 -13 

JAN 
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Applicant's Signature Date 

,,----
/- fez-/J 

Date 

Print Name 

APPLICATION CONTENTS: 
Attached ALL ITEMS MUST BE INCLUDED -INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED 

Lakeshore Construction Permit Application 

Written description how the project meets the criteria in Sections C-F 

Site Plan drawn to scale 

Project Drawing that is drawn to scale 

Vicinity Map 

Minimum of three (3) photos: 1 photo of property from lake; 2 photos showing lakeshore 
protection zoning from property boundary toward the other property boundary (e .g., from the 
north property line across property to the south) and photos of each existing structure or 
constructed area within the lakeshore protection zone (dock, boathouse, stairs, etc.) 

B. OWNER(S) OF RECORD:
J 

I I J 
Name: Se~ /t-T1'r;,'-i,~_ Phone: --------
Mailing Address: ____________________________ _ 

City, State, Zip: ____________________________ _ 

Email: _______________________________ _ 

APPLICANT (if different than above): 

Name: C o,." ~ e. 1+ Phone: S-c; L - ) 3 J L 
Mailing Address: '} L{ &.:... II e--..s L J~ 
City, State, Zip: l_ .. Ll4-,~ h / 
Email : CO,' z-e. it G) t,o-l:r,e.l r Co ~ 
CONTRACTgR: . " 

Name: L-h~k<Q..J.J'") La.J~e (eCl_/ic f ~ Phone: LI) I -~-/2- 3 
Mailing Address: &Q K S~ 2- I 

City, State, Zip' t..y,L k~~L, 
Email: Jo..-~@bJLk~t)a.kse/t...-./· ce.> . co...--v:=) 

2 
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· c. NATURE OF THE PROPOSED WORK: (describe what you propose to build , demolish or install. Give 
dimensions, material and list heavy equipment, if any to be used.) 

<2eploce 

D. Describe any Environmental Impacts (e.g. impacts on water quality or fish and wildlife habitat, increased 
sedimentation , etc.). Explain what measures will be taken to alleviate these impacts. 

E. Describe existing improvements on the property within the lakeshore protection zone along with the square 
footage of each such as an existing dock, stairs, deck or patio and when they were constructed , if known , 

or the permit number. } / 0 .s Q 4.-t . Carle.,-e ~ re i ~"' .. \. c 
[" t _ LJa 1/ 

fiLl SL-4--I-· S+a.,~ $~~ s-

F. If a variance is requested in addition to this permit, specify the reasons or conditions which require or 
warrant the variance on a separate variance form . An additional fee is required for a variance request. 
What is the variance proposal? 

3 
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From: Rick Bennet <rbennet@ccaglobal.com> 
Subject: Whitefish Lake Dock Permit 

Date: November 24, 2014 3: 13:06 PM MST 
To: "Cory Izett (cnizett@hotmail.com)" <cnizett@hotmail.com> 

Corey-
Please apply for a Whitefish Lake dock permit on my behalf for 1726 Lakeshore Drive 
Thanks 
Rick Bennet 
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VlOntana Laaastral 

of 1 

nttp:llsvc .mt.gov/mSl/mtcaaastral 

Property Record Card 
Tax Year l 2014 : 

I 
I 

!:I 
Ii 

I 

f' 

Ii 
Ii I: 
II 

~ . 

,ri 

Print 

Summary 

Primary Information 

Property Category: RP 

Geocode: 07-4292-26-2-10-09-0000 

Primary Owner: 

Subcategory: Real Property 

Assessment Code: 0000111600 

PropertyAddress: 1726 W 
LAKESHORE DR 

BENNET III REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT 
RICHARD W 

765 CELLA RD 

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63124-1611 

NOTE: See the Owner tab for all owner information 

Certificate of Survey: 

Subdivision: LAKE PARK ADD 

Legal Description: 

WHITEFISH , MT 59937 

COS Parcel: 

LAKE PARK ADD, S26, T31 N, R22 W, BLOCK 002, Lot 019, 16472 LAKE PARK ADD LOT 19 
BLK 2 LAKE PARK ADD PT ABD RD 

Last Modified: 9/22/2014 7:25:31 PM 

General Property Information 

Neighborhood: 210.0 

Living Units: 0 

Zoning: 

Linked Property: 

Exemptions: 

Condo Ownership: 

General: 0 

Property Factors 

Property Type: VR - Vacant Land Rural 

Levy District: 07-133408-44 - L 

Ownership 0/0: 100 

No linked properties exist for this property 

No exemptions exist for this property 

Limited: 0 

Topography: 3 

utilities: 4 , 9 

Fronting: 4 - Residential Street 

Parking Type: 

Access: 1 

Location: 5 - Neighborhood or Spot 

Land Summary 

Land Type 

Grazing 

Fallow 

Irrigated 

Continuous Crop 

Wild Hay 

Farmsite 

ROW 

NonQualLand 

Total Ag Land 

Total Forest Land 

Parking Quantity: 

Parking Proximity: 

Acres Value 

0.000 00 .00 

0.000 00.00 

0.000 00.00 

0.000 00.00 

0.000 00.00 

0.000 00.00 

0.000 00.00 

0 .000 00 .00 

0.000 00.00 

n.nnn nn .nn 

111121146:50 Arv 
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VlOntana caaastral 

) 

of 1 

Property Rec ord Card 
Tax Year I 20 14 . 

l • 
Print 

I 
Summary 

Owners 

Appraisals 

Market Land I nfo 

Market Land Item #1 

..... . Co ntage and Depth 

Ko"dth: 78 =::) 
I ""Square Feet: 00 

Valuation 

Class Code: 2101 
Iii 

I' 
f, 

I: 
I' 

I' 

i: 
I: 
I: 

nttp:1 Isvc.mt.gov I mSl1 mtcaaastral 

Type: FR1 - Fronting Category 1 

Depth: 268 

Acres: 

Value: 1752982 

111121146:51 AIV 
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!E Z 1)ock 1)esian #1 Por : 

tBennet 

39 ft. 

~r--- 19.4ft. 

r-80 in ~ 

T 
8 ft. 

1 

421 Sq. Ft. 

~- 3 ft. X 20 ft. 
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...... ..... 

SlJte P{an Por : 

tBennet 

78 ft. 

25 ft. ........ 

194 Sq. Ft. Of 
Stone Stairs + 
Concrete Wall 
In Zone 

.. ...... 33.5 ft. 

t 
20 ft "Zone" 

~ 

... .. 

........ .. 
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VlOntana Laaastral nttp: IIS vc.mt.gov ImSl/mtcaaastral 

Whitefish Lake 

;' 

/ 
/ 

/ 
;' 

of 1 111121146:51 A1v 
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SOME EXISTING RIP RAP MAY BE 
!-lAND-PICKED t RESTACKED TO PROVIDE 
ARMAMENT AGAINST WAVE ACTION , 

/ 
/ 

.,' 

~ / ~ EXISTING 
/. ,/- ' DOCK 
. .' ......... , 

" , ' ......... 
~ <.." ~ EXISTING ST7."~ 
~.,~ STEPS TO REMA . . 

6 . ./. ~ .. ~ ..... , " .... 6 '\ 
---.. , ........ : ' 

-. -. ,,' 6. RETAINING ALL TO REMAIN. 
'_ .. ,- /' 7 EXISTING ~K-FACED 

"'-.. -.", /// y;. / APPROX. 50 OF PROPOSED RIP 
-' // RAP PLACED AT 2:1 IN FRONT 

" " __ ~.,/ ', _ // OF EXISTING RETAINING WALL. 
" T r- Elev. 3000.79 - published 

'~ ')111~~'<J / mean annual high-water 
' ,,-~S/ll" ~~D1 '- -.(/ elevation of Whitefish lake 

~ ~ . '~-- 20 foot horizontal offset to mean 
"'" annual high-water elevation 

'- . - Approx. 10 foot OrdInance 
,; 07 ·09 Zoning Setback 

SITE PLAN o 

APPfIL~ED 
C'TV OF ~fHITEFiSH 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
~( ~, (QDJ/l..!.'::CAA· L.;;.;;........ _ 

_ QIQ Cct-. (Q I 201 Lf 

>- ..; 
o .. E 1- ~ . 
O!}-U i ,. 

o ~~ I-I. 'I 
m .§< .Hi I. 
w 
U 
::l 
tr 
m 

¥ -
- ~-§ ~ 
~ ~"3 
~ 8~~ 
~ ~~~ 

II) 
c: o 
'iii 
> 
\l 

OC 

! 
~ .... 

! 
i. 

CD 
SCALE, 1'-20' 

I DATE, 'V2!i/t4 I 
I JOB It, 13-4q I 

I SHEET.. OF 61 
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OWNER: HELEN B. EVANS, 
TRUSTEE OF THE HELEN B. EVANS REVOCABLE UVING TRUST 

PURPOSE: RETRACEt.1ENT SURVEY 
OATE: NOVEMBER 5, 2004 CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY 

" 

.", 

N3S'20',B"E ".,..,,~ 
0.32'(M)(R) '" ~4i~')-".j,~ 

\; '<, .. ' 
FND SIB" REBAR rN~ ," PIPE 

• -,l-,,\I8-:~ <9~ 
..,o~ ,0'" ", ,'tt 

.." .. ')., .llWll. <9,:,'-"'0 
~." NOT TO SCALE .~: ... ,\ ~'>-

~'IJ>. 

FND S/8" REBAR BENT "0 ~ 

\.' \' 
\" \. 0 . 

\. ~ 
\) 

.'t>. , 

~'" 

REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR 

97-4 COLORADO AVE. 

P.O. BOX 323 

WHITEFISH, MT 59937 

PHONE: (o406)-862-99n 

\, ~o S/8" REBAR 
{ DEEP 

AMI':NDELi 1"1.A1' 
LOTS 'I, B ~ q O!,' BLOCl( 

L.AKE: PARI( ADDITION 

GOV'T LOT 1, SEC, 
FLATHEAD 

26, T3 1N, R22W, P,M "M., 
COUN1Y, MONTANA 

.4"'9~ 
"c/' o,o~ 

FNo REBAR W/CAP 
STAMPED '47395 

" 

-rota \ :fvb~ 
56, '22' ,5"E -= li.i(f; I 

~ • .:...§' 
0,'\' ~ 

c. l). ", . 

\\ 9 
~ () \) 

17 

FNo REBAR w/ CIoP 
STAMPED '47385 

EDGE Of' WATER 
, ~ LOCATED ,, /05/04 

' . 40' 40' BO' o 

.J.EQ.E..tiQ , 
rNo REBAR W/CIoP 
STAMPED ,79'85 

\ 
/) I) 

• ~~¥~S R~ OW~P~Tro) 
o SET S/S- X 24· RESAR W/PL.ASTlC CAP 

STAMPED ,t3101LS 

<:' 1 'i' 
f (' 

o COMPIITED POINT 

, \' P.O.B. POINT Of BEGINNING 

(lot) I.lEASURED DISTANCE 

DESCRIPTIONS 
(R) RECORDED DISTANCE 

LQLJ.S 
Thot portion of Government Lot One (1) of Section Twenty-six (26), Township Thirty-one North 
(T31 N), Range Twenty- two West {R22W}. Principal Meridian, Montana, Flathead County, Montano, more 
particularly described 0$ follows: 

Lot Nineteen (19), Block Two (2). Loke Pork Addition to WhItefish. Montano. according to the map or 
plot thereof on tile at the office of the Clerk and Recorder of sold Flathead County. containing 
0.389 acres of land, gross measure, more or less. Alios shown hereon. 

Subject to and together with all appurtenant easements of record. 

IIlAl:Ll 
That portion of Lyford Street located In the Lake Pork Addition · to Whitefish, Montano, according to 
the mop Of'" plot thereof on file at the the office of the Clerk and Recorder of flathead County, 
Montono, more particularly described as follows: 

Commencing at the northwesterly corner of Lot Nineteen (19). Block Two (2) of soid Lake Park 
Addition to Whitefish, Montano; thence North50oSS'53"East 174.28 feet along the westerly boundary of 
sold Lot Nineteen (19) to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of the tract of land herein described as 
follows; thence NorthJ9°04'07"West 2S.00 feet: thence NorthSOoS5'SJ"East 152.75 feet. more or less, 
to the low water of Whitefish Lake; thence the following two (2) courses and distances, more or 
less, along said low water: South61°22'lS"East 14.S6 feet, South46'06'04"Eost 11 .68 feet to the 
westerly boundary of said Lot Nineteen (19); thence SouthSO"SS'S3"West 1 60.11 feet, more or less, 
along sold westerty boundary to the point of beginning and containing 0.090 acres of land, gross 
meOsure, more or less. All as shown hereon. 

Subject to and together with all appurtenant easements of record . 

.tiQIE 

1) Basis of Bearings per Certificate of Survey 12926, 
according to the mop or plat thereof on file at the Clerk ond 
Recorder of Flathead County, Montano. 

2) Reference Is mode to Rood Abandonment No. 208. 
Couriy 01 Ratt.MI SS 

". 
FW.cl Onthe~daYol~ 
A.D. 2ot4-.t 2Jt6,·elociI ./LM. 

~~f, RobWl$~ 
Ci7R ANO RECO~ 

(5.&({lJ"u:c?6_~.~_ 
DEPLITY 

FNo S/8" REBAR l' DEEP 

,;: \(; - 17 ~~ 

INSTRUMENT REC. NO. ~j 

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY NO. 

MULDOWN_4-S9-RET.dwg 
.. ..-.. ~ . 
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CAROL & RICHARD ATKINSON 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W02 
FEBRUARY 10, 2015 

 
Property Owner: Carol & Richard Atkinson 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 370 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Applicant Cory Izett                  
Mailing Address: 14 Scullers Way 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.250.2342 
Contractor: Whitefish Lake Services 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 5521 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.471.5723 
Property Legal Description: Lot 21-NWPT and Lot 22-NPT in Block 8, WFSH TSTE 

CO 5 AC TR ADD 1 Subdivision in Section 25, Township 
31 North, Range 22 West 

Property Address: 404 Dakota Avenue 
Lake: Whitefish Lake 
Lake Frontage: 111’ per CAMA data 
Project Description: Replace an existing dock with a new EZ dock and increase 

the length of the new dock to 98 feet. 
 

 
Proposal:  The applicant is proposing to replace an existing ‘I’ dock with a new EZ dock of the 
same shape.  The existing dock was approved in 2010 under lakeshore permit WLP-10-W25 which 
was submitted to reconfigure the previous dock and extend the length of the new dock.  The permit 
was approved for a dock and gangway totaling 85 feet in length.  The current application is to 
replace the previously approved dock and extend the dock again for a total of 98 feet with an 
attached gangway.  The main portion of the dock will be 78 feet long by 8 feet wide.  The dock 
will be connected to the shoreline by a gangway 20 feet long by 3 feet wide.  The dock and 
gangway will extend 98 feet out into the lake, and will be placed in the middle of the property.  
The dock will be setback from the southern property line 50 feet and the northern property line 53 
feet.  The entire dock and gangway will equal 681.6 square feet of constructed area.   
 
The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations state that docks may be permitted to 
exceed 60 feet in length, “if the water depth at 60 feet from low water is less than 4 feet in depth, 
and cannot be moved to a location on the property to achieve 4 feet depth, then the total dock 
length may be increased to the point at which water depth equals 4 feet, but not to exceed 100 feet 
in maximum length, including gangway.” (§13-3-1(K)(5)(a) WLLPR)  The applicant has 
submitted a depth profile for the subject property which demonstrates that at 100 feet from the 
shoreline, the water depth is 3 feet 11 inches.  Therefore, the dock could be permitted to extend to 
the maximum 100 feet in length.   
 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 63 of 486



The proposed constructed area for the dock is 621.6 square feet.  The existing constructed area 
located on the subject property is 80 square feet.  The total amount of constructed area proposed 
for the subject property would be 761.6 square feet. 
 
Frontage and allowable constructed area: The subject property has 111 feet of lakeshore frontage, 
and is eligible for 888 square feet of constructed area. 
 
Existing Constructed Area:  There has been several approved lakeshore permits for the subject 
property.  The last permit application approved (WLP-10-W25) was for the replacement of a 
previous dock and an extension of the dock further into the lake to 85 feet.  The dock was approved 
for 660 square feet of constructed area.  Additionally, there are existing wooden stairs within the 
lakeshore protection zone which total approximately 80 square feet of constructed area. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposed work complies with all requirements, most specifically Section 13-3-
1, General Construction Standards of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Regulations. 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Whitefish City Council approve the requested 
lakeshore construction permit subject to the following conditions: 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval: 
1. This permit is valid for a period of one year from the date of issuance.  Upon completion of 

the work, please contact the Planning Department at 406-863-2410 for final inspection. 

2. The Lakeshore Protection Zone shall be defined as the lake, lakeshore and all land within 20 
horizontal feet of the average high water line at elevation 3,000.79’. 

3. The proposed dock dimensions specified on the application project drawing shall not be 
exceeded unless modified by conditions of the approved permit.  Changes or modifications 
to increase any dimension or change configuration must be approved through a permit 
amendment. 

4. Temporary storage of vehicles, trailers, equipment, or construction materials in the lakeshore 
protection zone is prohibited. 

5. The natural protective armament of the lakeshore and lakebed must be preserved whenever 
possible.  Following installation, the lakeshore and lakebed shall be returned to its condition 
prior to construction. 

Dock 

6. Only one dock is permitted per property ownership.  The existing dock shall be removed from 
the lakeshore and the subject property prior to the installation of the new dock. 

7. The dock shall be placed in the middle of the subject property as outlined on the submitted 
site plan. 

8. Any wood used in construction of the new dock shall be untreated and left in its natural state.  
Use of a wood polymer composite (i.e. TREX) is strongly encouraged.  Use of painted 
material, plywood, particle board or other glued composite board is not allowed. 

9. If foam logs or similar easily damaged flotation systems are incorporated into the dock 
design, said material shall be completely encased in solid wood or a suitable impervious, non-
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corrosive material such as a synthetic, aluminum or galvanized sheet metal to avoid the 
breakup or scattering of materials.  Boards may be spaced up to one-half inch (1/2") apart on 
the bottom or drain holes may be incorporated into other materials to aid in drainage.  All 
foam encased floating docks shall be maintained according to these standards or else be 
immediately and completely removed from the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  All foam shall 
be extruded closed-cell polystyrene (blue or pink logs) unless encased in synthetic 
"rotomolded" floats. 

10. The dock shall be constructed outside of the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  Upon completion 
the components may be brought to the lakeshore area and launched. 

11. The floating dock shall be suitably anchored to the lake bottom to avoid drift.  Anchoring 
methods for the dock are limited to cable; galvanized chain or nylon or polypropylene rope 
attached to a suitable clean weight such as solid clean concrete, rock or steel blocks. 

 
Report by: Bailey Minnich 
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     7-32-4113. Probationary period and confirmation of appointment. (1) Every applicant who has passed
the examination and received the certificate referred to in 7-32-4108 must first serve for a probationary term
of not more than 1 year. At any time before the end of such probationary term, the mayor, or the manager in
those cities operating under the commission-manager plan, may revoke such appointment.
     (2) After the end of such probationary period and within 30 days thereafter, the appointment of such
applicant must be submitted to the city council or commission, and if such appointment is confirmed by the
city council or commission, such applicant becomes a member of the police force and shall hold such position
during good behavior unless suspended or discharged as provided by law.

     History: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 136, L. 1907; Sec. 3306, Rev. C. 1907; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 198, L. 1921; re-en. Sec. 5097, R.C.M. 1921;
amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 119, L. 1923; re-en. Sec. 5097, R.C.M. 1935; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 152, L. 1947; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 160, L. 1973; R.C.M.
1947, 11-1803(part).

7-32-4113. Probationary period and confirmation of appointment. http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/7/32/7-32-4113.htm

1 of 1 2/9/2015 11:29 AM
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

510 Railway Street, PO Box 158,  Whitefish, MT  59937  

(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 
 
February 10, 2015 
 
 
 
Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish MT  59937 
 
RE:  Iron Horse Entrance Modification; (WPP 97-01A) 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  The Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association is 
proposing to construct remove the existing guard house and replace it with a single 
story welcome center in a landscape median in the center of Iron Horse Drive.  This 
work will also include consolidating two roads on the south side of Iron Horse Drive into 
one road uphill and to the east of the welcome center, provide three parallel parking 
spaces along the south side of Iron Horse Drive and complete some utility work 
associated with the welcome center.  The location of the project is the Iron Horse Drive 
right-of-way, a private road open to the public. 
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended to not 
approve the reconfigured entrance and identified Findings of Fact to support the denial.   
 
Public Hearing:  The President of the HOA spoke at the public hearing on January 15, 
2015 in support of the request and three members of the public also spoke in support of 
the request.  One member of the public spoke not in support of the request and felt it 
may be construed as not welcoming the public, which was an important aspect of the 
project.  The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 15, 2015 to 
conduct the public hearing.  Following the hearing, the Planning Board recommend to 
not approve the entrance modifications as recommended in the staff report and adopted 
the staff report as findings of fact (4-3, Stein, Laidlaw, Ellis voting in opposition). 
 
Proposed Motion: 
  
 I move to not approve the changes to the Iron Horse entrance and adopt the 

Findings of Fact in staff report WPP 97-01A, as recommended by the Whitefish 
Planning Board. 
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This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on 
February 17, 2015.  Should Council have questions or need further information on this 
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP 
Senior Planner 
 
Att: Draft Minutes, Planning Board, 1-15-15 
  
 Exhibits from 1-15-15 Staff Packet 

1. Staff Report – WPP 97-01A, 1-8-15 
2. Neighborhood Plan, Transportation Chapter, 9-16-1996 
3. Conditions of Approval, 7-21-1997 
4. Plat Maps, Phase 2-4 & 6 
5. City Council Minutes, 6-5-00 
6. Letter, Former City Manager Gary Marks, 10-5-04 
7. Letter, Former City Attorney John Phelps, 8-29-07 
8. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 12-18-14 
9. Advisory Agency Notice, 12-23-14 
10. Email, Warning, 12-23-14 
11. Letter, Aronson, 12-29-14 
12. Email, Hannon, 12-30-14 
13. Email, Parker, 1-2-15 
14. Email, Hoadley, 1-3-15 
15. Email, Horn, 1-3-15 
16. Email, Mayo, 1-4-15 
17. Email, Shennan, 1-4-15 
18. Email, Kelton, 1-5-15 
19. Email, Burke, 1-5-15 
20. Email, Wessels, 1-5-15 
21. Email, Miller, 1-5-15 
22. Email, Fuller, 1-5-15 
23. Email, Moshier, 1-5-15 
24. Email, Baur, 1-5-15 
25. Email, Grant, 1-5-15 
26. Email, Hetzer, 1-5-15 
27. Email, Voyles, 1-5-15 
28. Email, Yerger, 1-5-15 
29. Email, Rhemann, 1-5-15 
30. Email, Warrick, 1-5-15  
31. Email, Bayer, 1-5-15 
32. Email, Neuman, 1-7-15 
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The following were submitted by the applicant: 
33. Letter and Drawings, Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association, 12-31-14 
 
Additional Public Comment Received After Planning Board Packets 
Were Mailed: 
34.  Email, Witt, 1-9-15 

 
c: w/att Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
 
c: w/o att Michele Irelan, Iron Horse HOA 2150 Iron Horse Dr Whitefish, MT 59937 
 Andrew Moshier, President, Iron Horse HOA 2150 Iron Horse Dr 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
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DRAFT 

 

Whitefish Planning Board     * Minutes of the meeting of January 15, 2015 *     Page 9 of 20 

Jim called for the question.  In favor of the motion to deny the 
project (2-5) (Richard, Ken S., Melissa, Jim and Ken M voting in 
opposition). 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION Ken S. made a motion to approve WCUP 14-11 along with 
Findings of Fact and the 20 Conditions as presented.  Melissa 
seconded.  Ken S. made an amendment to Condition No. 11 that 
City staff and the applicant work together to review the 
landscaping to retain the proposed 15 spaces on the west side of 
the parking lot and include 5' landscaping areas within the parking 
lot.  John E. seconded.  Ken S. reminded the Board that they are an 
advisory board and thinks it’s appropriate to pass baton to other 
groups who have more expertise.  Unanimous vote in favor of 
amendment. 
 
Richard said when this goes to the ARC, some of the historic 
elements will receive a great deal of scrutiny and the franchising 
issue, and exactly what will be located inside and who it will be 
controlled or operated by, will be major concerns that will be well 
addressed by the Council.  Melissa suggested adding a Condition 
about residential permits, but Wendy said only group who can 
restrict parking is Council, but that could be added to her staff 
report, and Ken M. would also like the Council to look at the 
rooftop patio issue as he has heard people complain about the 
noise from Casey's. 
 

VOTE Ken M. called for question on motion.  The motion passed with 
five voting in favor (Richard, Ken S. Melissa, Jim and Ken M.), 
and two opposed (Rebecca and John).  The matter is scheduled to 
go before the Council on February 2, 2015. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 1: 

IRON HORSE 

HOMEOWNERS' 

ASSOCIATION 

REQUEST TO 

RECONFIGURE THE 

ENTRYWAY 

A request by the Iron Horse Homeowners' Association to 
reconfigure the entryway by installing a center landscape median 
that will include a single story welcome center.  The project will 
be located on Iron Horse Drive in the vicinity of the existing guard 
house which will be removed. 
 

STAFF REPORT 

WPP-97-01A 

(Compton-Ring) 

Senior Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff report and 
findings.  They are asking to reconfigure the entryway, not gate it, 
so it does meet the requirements of the Engineering Standards and 
Subdivision regulations that prohibit gating.  The Neighborhood 
Plan, approved in 1996, and the PUD of Phase II, say the roads 
will be privately owned and maintained but will be open to the 
public with the same rights of usage as owners and residents. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Board recommend to the Council 
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to not approve the request to develop a welcome center in the 
center of Iron Horse Drive.  If the Planning Board or Council 
disagrees, Findings of Fact No. 6 will need to be changed within 
staff report WPP-97-01A. 
 

BOARD QUESTIONS 

OF STAFF 

Richard asked whether the proposed spot for the welcome center is 
level and Wendy said yes, it is the flattest spot. 
 
Melissa asked how many letters Wendy said she sent out and 
Wendy said all residents and within 300' of the subdivision, so 
about 450 notices. 
 
Jim asked if it will it be staffed and Wendy said that would be a 
good question for HOA/applicant.  Melissa asked about 
year-round occupancy versus vacation homes and Wendy again 
said good question for the HOA/applicant. 
 

APPLICANT / 

AGENCIES 

Andrew Moshier, 132 Woodlandstar Circle, President of Iron 
Horse HOA said the Iron Horse Golf Club was turned over to the 
residents in 2008 and the HOA wasn't turned over until 2011.  At 
that time the HOA talked to the security staff and told them the 
roads were open for public access, and to be nice and friendly to 
everyone.  They don't want a gate and they don't feel they could 
even handle a gate.  Iron Horse has 314 homes and all the 
residents go in and out of one road.  They want to reconfigure this 
area to minimize the traffic problems and maximize the safety 
issue.  There are 15 homes under construction, and there is a lot of 
traffic with golf equipment crossing, cyclers, hikers, walkers with 
dogs, etc.  They are trying to slow people down and improve line 
of sight.  They want to have signage at the entrance that's 
welcoming, but reminds people to drive slowly. 
 
John asked if the golf cart path would still go across the road and 
Andrew said yes, but would be moved further uphill for a better 
line of sight.  Rebecca said she thought Iron Horse was the only 
subdivision that has a guard and asked why.  Andrew said it 
started during construction and the "guard" spends about half their 
time in the guard station and half the time driving around, or 
helping with questions or emergencies.  Residents rely on that 
person for many different situations. 
 
Richard asked about the proposed location of the golf cart crossing 
and Andrew showed the difference between the current and 
proposed.  Richard asked if the welcome center would have 
non-reflective glass, and Andrew said it wouldn't be mirrored.  
Richard liked the island to address getting traffic to slow down, 
but thought the golf cart crossing should go through island, and 
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Andrews said that was considered, but they felt it was better where 
proposed for better line of site. 
 
Melissa asked percentage of folks who live there fulltime and 
Michele Irelan from Iron Horse said there are 23 full-time 
residents.  Melissa asked about the security person maybe having 
an office somewhere else instead of a welcome center.  Andrew 
answered the area is flat and there are utilities there. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT Nan Askew, 3 Ridgecrest Court, Suncrest Subdivision, said Iron 
Horse is the best neighbors you could ever have, and she feels the 
Board should help them out. 
 
Turner Askew, 3 Ridgecrest Court, thought the welcome center 
would be fine in the middle of the road, and feels Iron Horse is a 
wonderful neighbor. 
 
Judah Gersh, 166 South Shooting Star Circle, felt this should be 
viewed as an information booth, rather than a security station.  The 
security staff act more like a neighborhood assistant, even jump 
starting cars.  He estimated there are probably ten houses under 
construction at any time so an information/direction giving person 
is needed for contractors and subcontractors.  No "For Sale" signs 
are allowed in Iron Horse so information person helps with issues 
like that, and GPS doesn't work well in Iron Horse.  He feels staff 
is being overly sensitive. 
 
Rhonda Fitzgerald, 412 Lupfer Avenue, spoke and said she was 
involved at the time, and that the development was very 
controversial in the community and a lot of negotiation was 
required.  She feels guard shack could have gone away following 
the initial, major construction, and that it is perceived as meant to 
deter public use.  She thinks the road should be rebuilt but doesn't 
feel a building needs to be included as a welcome center. 
 
Ken M. said he went up there last summer to hike and tried to 
access Haskill, and found signs that say your vehicle will be towed 
away if you park there.  The group he was with felt the signs were 
made to make people feel unwelcome, and they also felt that way 
when they talked to the security staff. 
 

MOTION Rebecca made a motion to adopt staff report WPP-97-01A which 
would deny Iron Horse their request to develop a welcome center 
in the center of Iron Horse Drive; Melissa seconded. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION Rebecca understands that people who live up there have beautiful 
houses and want a lot of privacy, and feels this is a great place to 
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walk.  She felt if the true intention of the applicants is to do traffic 
management, they could have a reception area or front office, but 
not a guard house/welcome center.  Melissa felt this is a really big 
change versus some of the issues the board has addressed.  Ken S. 
said not very many subdivisions would be able to staff an 
information center or welcome center, and was against the motion 
as presented.  He asked if the HOA can they come back with 
another plan, and Wendy said yes. 
 

VOTE The motion passed by a vote of four (Richard, Melissa, Rebecca, 
Ken M.) to three (Ken S., Jim and John).  The matter is scheduled 
to go before the Council on February 17, 2015. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 2 

(on agenda but moved to 

3 at meeting):  REVIEW 

OF DOWNTOWN 

MASTER PLAN 

 

A request by the City of Whitefish for review of the updated 
Downtown Master Plan.  The Downtown Plan is a portion of the 
Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
 
Jim wanted to know why the Board is reviewing this Plan as he 
went to the meeting last night and doesn't feel this Plan is finished, 
but rather still a work in progress.  Wendy said the Planning Board 
passed the Downtown Master Plan in the fall of 2013, but because 
there are a lot of new Board members, this was really a courtesy 
review before the Plan goes to the Council on February 17th.  John 
suggested the audience be polled to see how many are here for the 
Downtown Master Plan and how many for the Highway 93 
Corridor Plan.  No one was here for the Downtown Master Plan, 
so Richard made a motion that we consider the 93 West Corridor 
Plan ahead of the Downtown Master Plan on the agenda.  John 
seconded, and the vote was unanimous. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 3 

(on agenda but moved to 

2 at meeting):  REVIEW 

OF THE HIGHWAY 93 

WEST CORRIDOR 

PLAN 

 

A request by the City of Whitefish to review the Highway 93 West 
Corridor Plan as a new neighborhood plan for the Whitefish 
City-County Growth Policy. 
 

STAFF REPORT 

WGPA 15-02 

(Taylor) 

Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff 
report WGPA 15-02 and for approval to the Whitefish City 
Council. 
 

APPLICANT / 

AGENCIES 

Bruce Lutz, Sitescape Associates, introduced Nick Kaufman, land 
use planner with WGM Group and Kate Dinsmore, who helped 
with landscape and mapping portion.  There was also a Steering 
Committee chaired by Doug Reed, which included three of the 
current Planning Board members (Ken M., Jim and Ken S.)  They 
held 13 meetings, nine Steering Committee meetings (with the 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

510 Railway Street,  PO Box 158   Whitefish, MT  59937   

(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 
 
Date:  January 8, 2014  
 
To:    Honorable Mayor and Council 
 
C:    Whitefish Planning Board; Iron Horse HOA 
 
From:  Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP, Senior Planner  
 
Subject:   Iron Horse Entrance Changes; WPP 97-01A  
 
 
Request: 
The Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association (HOA) would like to remove their 
guardhouse, located along the south side of Iron Horse Drive, and replace it with a 
welcome center in a center of the road landscaped median in Iron Horse Drive near the 
current guardhouse.  As part of this project, the HOA will consolidate two roads on the 
south side of Iron 
Horse Drive into one 
road uphill and east 
of the welcome 
center, provide three 
parallel parking 
spaces along the 
south side of Iron 
Horse Drive and 
complete some utility 
work associated with 
the new structure. 
 
The landscaped 
median will be 
approximately 19-
feet wide and approximately 80-feet long.  
The median will have 20-foot paved 
clearance on each side of the structure for 
emergency services access.  The 
structure itself will be a 400 square foot 
single story building with a design that 
compliments the structures within the 
neighborhood.   
 

Location of Welcome Center 

Location of road to be abandoned 
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According to the letter from the HOA, the purpose of the request is to:  
 
1) Provide traffic calming in an area with a number of activities occurring including 

vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists and golf carts; and 
 

2) Complete the entrance into the neighborhood in an aesthetically pleasing manner.    
 
Applicable Whitefish Regulations: 
§12-3-13B of the Whitefish Subdivision regulations identify when a subdivision needs to 
be re-reviewed through the public hearing process.  Subsection (3) identifies ‘significant 
and material changes’ as one of the thresholds.  The subdivision administrator 
determined the proposed change to the entrance of Iron Horse is a ‘significant and 
material change’ warranting public review through the public hearing process. 
 
The HOA is not currently proposing to gate the subdivision, but will continue to maintain 
the roads as open to the public; therefore, this request is in compliance with the no 
gating standards found in the subdivision regulations (§12-4-14E) and the engineering 
standards (§1.3 and 1.5, adopted by Resolution 14-46). 
  
Background – planning and permitting: 
There was considerable planning and public review of the Iron Horse neighborhood – 
mostly in the late-1990s.  The project was a complicated series of neighborhood plans 
(and amendments), rezones, annexations, planned unit development permits and 
preliminary plats.  After review of the boxes of files, the following is a summary of the 
applicable approvals related to the roads and access: 
 
Iron Horse Neighborhood Plan. 
Iron Horse Neighborhood Plan (file #91-1B) was approved by the Whitefish City Council 
by Resolution 96-34 on September 16, 19961.  The Transportation Chapter (§IV.B.5.) 
states that the roads will be privately owned and maintained but ‘open to public use.’ 
 
Iron Horse Preliminary Plat/Planned Unit Development – Phase II.  
This preliminary plat/planned unit development approval (WPP 97-01) included all the 
residential components of the Iron Horse neighborhood, with the exception of the 
condominium/cabins in the golf course area which has its own approval.  Phase II was 
approved by the Whitefish City Council on July 21, 1997 subject to a number of 
conditions of approval, including the following pertinent condition: 
 
Condition #20 states: “All streets in the project will be built by the developer to City of 
Whitefish standards with a 60-foot right-of-way, and will be private, and will be open to 
public use.  Public use means that the general public will have the same rights of usage 
as owners and residents of the project.  The HOA shall be responsible for providing 
maintenance, repairs and depreciation for the streets, and for snow removal.  The city of 
                                                 
1 Interestingly, this neighborhood plan and the preliminary plat were also approved by Flathead County, as portion 
of the subdivision was located in the County.  The City and County coordinated review by using the City-County 
Planning Board and each governing body approved the project. 
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Whitefish shall have the right to convert the streets to public streets at its discretion and 
at no cost to the City.” (emphasis added.)  
 
Iron Horse Final Plats – notes. 
There are notes on all residential phases of the final plats indicating the roads are open 
to the public.  The note states: “Use of (list of streets within the phase) shall be open to 
the public in accordance with the Planned Unit Development and subsequent 
agreements with the City Council.”   
 
Background – guard house: 
A guard house was not part of the original neighborhood plan nor was it contemplated 
during the various phases of the approval.  The larger concern during the entire review 
process was to ensure the roads were open to the public and were not gated off from 
public use.  In review of the files, there was interest originally to have this subdivision be 
a gated community. 
 
Over the years the guard house has been a source of concern for both the public and 
the City.  According to letters found within the files, the structure has been located in the 
center of the road and on the side of the road, where it currently is located2.  It appears 
the guard house was originally installed to direct contractors to job sites and discourage 
the public from entering locations with active roadway construction.  In fact, in 2000, the 
Iron Horse developers were before the Council to review a subdivision matter (minutes 
attached) and the applicant stated the guard house was temporary and would only be in 
place while the roads and utilities were under construction.  There was concern on 
behalf of the Council that it might be in place for 20 years or more. 
 
However, over the years the guard house has remained and the role of the security staff 
has evolved into monitoring the coming and going of visitors and providing information 
to the public.  Both the public and the City have encountered security staff stopping 
vehicles, inquiring as to the driver’s purpose at Iron Horse and, on occasion, being 
persuaded to leave.  There are letters from the City to Iron Horse identifying the staffed 
guard house as limiting access to the subdivision and causing the roads to not be truly 
‘open to the public’.  These letters direct Iron Horse to not impede the flow of traffic or 
discourage the public from entering the subdivision.  (These letters are attached.) 
 
Staff has not heard of any recent incidences of people being discouraged from entering 
the subdivision. 
 
In 2008, prior to the HOA ownership, the developers approached the City to request the 
guard house be moved to the center of the road.  At that time, we discouraged them 
from pursuing this request as there were some site plan challenges at the selected 
location that included utilities constraints and the grade of road.  Staff made it clear that 
the change was significant enough to warrant re-review by the Council and public 

                                                 
2 It’s unclear from the correspondence whether the City compelled Iron Horse to move the structure to the 
side of the road or if they moved it on their own. 
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through the public hearing process.  The Iron Horse developer did not pursue this 
further.   
 
Staff Analysis: 
Staff is supportive of the safety measures to calm speeding traffic through the 
installation of a center landscaped median and the consolidation of roads for safer 
access to Iron Horse Drive.  There is a lot happening in this one area with golf paths, 
cars, pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles.   
 
However, staff is concerned with moving the security building to the center of the road.  
By placing a staffed building in the center of the road, it could be construed as limiting 
access or be used for that purpose. 
 
The community has a long history of supporting open access to all neighborhoods.  
Closing off subdivisions by gates or otherwise preventing access is not the kind of 
community Whitefish has historically wanted. 
 
As currently configured, staff is not in support of this request. 
 
If there was no structure or if the structure itself was located off to the side, near the 
proposed parallel parking spaces, staff would be less concerned with the proposal, as 
the public would not feel the need to stop.  In addition, the building would be closer to 
the parallel parking spaces designated for those wishing to obtain more information.  By 
placing the building in the center of the road, it gives the appearance that the roads and 
the subdivision are not open to the building.   
 
At a minimum, if the location of the building is non-negotiable, the site needs to be well 
signed welcoming the public and directing them to proceed with caution – no stopping 
necessary.  
 
Public Comment: 
A notice was mailed to adjacent land owners within 300-feet of the Iron Horse subdivision 
and within the subdivision on December 18, 2014.  A notice of the public hearing was 
published in the Whitefish Pilot on December 31, 2014 and notice was sent to Advisory 
Agencies on December 23, 2014.  As of the writing of this report, we received 22 letters – 
21 in support and one wondering how the request aligns with the approval for the 
subdivision.  
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Planning Board recommend to the Council to not approve the 
request to develop a welcome center in the center of Iron Horse Drive:   
 
Staff makes this recommendation based on the following findings of fact: 
 
Finding 1:  The preliminary plat/planned unit development was approved by the Council 
on July 21, 1997.  Final plat of the various phases took place over the next four years. 
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Finding 2:  A legal notice was placed in the Whitefish Pilot on December 31, 2014, 
public notice was mailed to property owners within 300-feet of the subdivision and within 
the subdivision on December 18, 2014 and advisory agencies were noticed on 
December 23, 2014.  As of the writing of this report, 22 letters have been received. 
 
Finding 3:  This request does not materially change the approval granted in 2007; 
therefore, all findings of fact and conditions from the approval will remain in place and 
unchanged. 
 
Finding 4:  Concern over the years has been raised by the public and Council over the 
guard house and it use to deter public access to the roads. 
 
Finding 5:  During the 2006-07 public outreach and visioning to create the Growth 
Policy, Whitefish citizens expressed their sentiments that there be no gated 
communities in Whitefish and identified gated communities and subdivisions as a threat 
to Whitefish’s small town feel and neighborhood character. 
 
Finding 6:  A staffed structure in the center of the road gives the appearance that the 
roads are not open to the public and is a deterrent to public use.  This is in conflict with 
the neighborhood plan and the preliminary plat approval condition #20.  
 
However, if Planning Board or Council disagrees with staff, Findings of Fact #6 will need 
to be changed.  In addition, there are other options the Planning Board and Council 
could consider:   
 
1. Location of the Building.  If the building itself was located to the side of the road, 

perhaps near the three parallel parking spaces and not in the center of the road the 
welcome center would not have the effect of requiring people to stop at the building.  
As indicated by the applicant, the purpose of the parking spaces is to have a place 
for one to park and walk over to the welcome center to obtain information.  If the 
parking spaces were next to the information building, people would not have to cross 
a lane of traffic in order to get to the welcome center. 
 

2. Signage.  The applicant has indicated they do not want people stopping in the road 
and causing traffic problems, perhaps if the landscaped median was well signed to 
direct traffic through this may help with the appearance that the neighborhood is 
closed to the public.  

 
With either of these design options, staff would recommend the following condition of 
approval: 
 
1. The applicant shall obtain Architectural Review approval prior to obtaining a building 

permit. (§11-3-3) 
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2. Prior to the start of any road work, the applicant shall submit engineering plans to 
the Public Works Department for review and approval. (Whitefish Engineering 
Standards, 2009) 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP 
Senior Planner 
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RESOLUTION NO. 96- 34 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA, 
ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE WHITEFISH CITY-COUNTY MASTER PLAN, 
RELATING TO THE IRON HORSE (KINNIKINNIK) NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 96-3, the City Council of 
the City of Whitefish adopted a Plan update to the Whitefish City
County Master Plan, known as the Whitefish City-County Master Plan 
Year 2020; and 

WHEREAS, included within the Whitefish City-County Master Plan 
Year 2020 is the Kinnikinnik Resort Neighborhood Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the developer of Kinnikinnik has renamed its proposed 
development "Iron Horse" and it shall hereafter be referred to as 
Iron Horse; and 

WHEREAS, the developer of Iron Horse has proposed amendments 
to the Iron Horse Resort Neighborhood Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City-County Planning Board held a public hearing, 
pursuant to law, on the proposed amendments, and made a 
recommendation to the Whitefish City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Whitefish held a 
public hearing on the proposed amendments; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City 
of Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 

Section 1: That the City Council hereby adopts the Iron Horse 
Resort Neighborhood Plan No. 91-1B, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2: That with respect to the Iron Horse Resort 
Neighborhood Plan No. 91-1B, the City Council hereby amends the 
Whitefish City-County Master Plan Year 2020 Map to designate the 
area as the Iron Horse Neighborhood Plan. 

Section 3: That the City Council hereby adopts findings that 
an extraordinary change in circumstances warrants the Map 
amendment; that the Map amendment would substantially conform with 
the Master Plan overall, that the Map amendment would encourage the 
most appropriate use of land throughout the planning jurisdiction; 

'and that the amendment would not benefit one or a few property 
owners to the significant disadvantage of other property owners in 
the planning jurisdiction. The facts supporting these findings are 
as follows: circumstances that warrant approval of the proposed 
Neighborhood Plan and amendments to the Master Plan Map are the 
reduction of proj ect density, reduced impact on municipal surfaces, 
a better relationship of the development to site conditions, and 

1 
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the provision of a significant public-access trail system. 

PAS SED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WHITEFISH, MONTANA, ON THIS 47/1 DAY OF .~S-\. o. ~ , 1996. 

City iiierk 
,/' 

2 
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4. A third primary access point is encouraged and should be developed in 
cooperation with adjoining properties located to the north and/or east of the 
project site. 

5. All streets in the project will be built by the developer to City of 
Whitefish standards with a 60 foot right-of-way and will be private, maintained 
by the homeowners association, and would be open to public use. The city shall 

, have the right to convert the streets to public streets at its discretion and at no 
cost to the city. Council policy 96-4 concerning sparsely developed subdivision 
infrastructure costs shall apply to future road maintenance rate decisions. 

6. Murdock Lane to the clubhouse site will be built to a 28 foot paved 
width with thickened shoulders to inhibit breakup. In addition, two foot wide 
gravel shoulders shall be constructed on each side. 

7. All other streets shall, at a minimum, be constructed to meet City 
standards. 

8. Murdock Lane serves as a Collector Street and the road shall be 
constructed to not exceed 8% slope. 

9. All other local roads shall be designed not to exceed 9% slope. 

10. Secondary access right-of-way to serve Ridge Crest Drive shall be 
provided. A 60' easement is in place for Suncrest First Addition. No additional 
easements are contemplated. 

11. Murdock Lane, as it accesses onto East Lakeshore Drive, shall be 
designed with three lanes to incorporate left and right turns for traffic exiting 
Kinnikinnik and one lane for entering traffic. This shall be the responsibility of 
the developer. 

12. The developer shall incorporate into East Lakeshore Drive deceleration 
lanes onto Murdock Lane as required by the Montana Department of 
Transportation. 

13. As school bus services are not provided within a three mile radius of the 
schools, a bus stop may not be required on East Lakeshore Drive. However, if 
bus service is provided, an area well off the paved travel lanes and shoulders of 
East Lakeshore Drive shall be provided for school age children to wait for 
school busses. 

14. All local roads shall intersect into Murdock Lane as close to a right angle 
as possible. 

Page 15 
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15. Every sub-phase of development will be fully and adequately serviced by 
underground electricity, telephone, CATV, and natural gas utilities. All utility 
companies have been apprised of the scope of development, and each 
extension will factor in the long-range development of the entire project. 

16. All disturbed areas shall be re-vegetated in accordance with a plan approved by 
the City of Whitefish. Said plan shall conform to the submitted statement of 
landscape philosophy. The natural landscape shall be disturbed as little as 
possible, and where disturbance is necessary, such areas shall be re-vegetated 
with suitable types of vegetation common to the Flathead and Montana. 

17. Fire hydrants shall be installed as approved by the City of Whitefish. Prior to the 
construction of any residential structures, streets adequate to accommodate fire 
trucks and hydrants shall be installed. 

18. All cul-de-sacs shall be designed with a 110 foot diameter right-of-way with 50 
foot radius of improvement. Permanent cul-de-sacs shall be paved 
improvements, temporary cul-de-sacs shall be gravel all weather surfaces and 
maintained the same as secondary access roads. The design of temporary cul
de-sacs'shall be approved bythE:fCity-of Whitefish. 

19. Annexation of each sub-phase of development shall occur at or prior to filing of 
Final Plat. 

20. All streets in the project will be built by the developer to City of Whitefish 
standards with a 60 foot right-of-way, and will be private, and will be open to 
public use. Public use means that the general public will have the same rights 
of usage as owners and residents of the project. The Homeowners Association 
shall be responsible for providing maintenance, repairs, and depreciation for the 
streets, and for snow removal. The City of Whitefish shall have the right to 
convert the streets to public streets at its discretion and at no cost to the City. 

21. Access to the individual phases would be required to be installed in accordance 
with the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations and provide temporary cul-de-sac 
turn around areas at the end of the paved roads. Each sub-phase of 
development shall provide a primary and a secondary or emergency 
ingress/egress from that phase or sub-phase. 

22. The primary access and all internal streets serving a phase or sub-phase shall 
be paved. 

23. The secondary access street serving a phase or sub-phase may be gravel 
surface, unless it transects or adjoins a previously developed sub-phase, in 
which case it will be paved. 

July 1, 1997 6 ~ J Phasing Plan 
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A~Cc~dlftg t .. the Jlr~l1unary plat eor.dltiol\& .. t .PJlro~ .. l. th .. 
r"U .. "lng "U.tc.~Mt" aro tc oppc!lr en thl~ !inal plAt' 

0) All Mo~oo n~.t...n .".11 ""' vl.,Il, .. t...,. u, .. read ••• ~""~ on 
tbc ll~lldl."9 0" at tlo .. " .. """ .. y enUance. 

1» Ccnatl:W:t.1onllhall ctU1.;conly Cbn /.or8 flrorcoiut""t 
~":~~:ti=~~ .. lal", am ... tad ~ u,. N .. tional Fin P=urtlan 

=1 ~!~::l~!~nS~~t~~.b~"T":l':,"'a::~tK1I!':'i~::I:d S:"bW!~!~:~ 
aC'l'~hticn •• 

"1 a.l-~a-c ..... ~u ~ ~.F" ~" ..... t:"'Ilctc<l.t all t1=u. 
t) I.CU"ltnln t~ .~bdlvi.lon".yl>e SUbject. to ...... N. !r"" ste<lpta.-.o1n. lIui1di"'l"n.ala~a .... l .... 1ud~"nU,cH"..t 

~~~i~~~~~~~~~E~;~~~;2f~:i?~~~~~§ 
tl ~~:.,~~.';=~:;t:: ~:·:l:':;'"':d ::til!)e~I~~ni'"~· a::!~c~~ 

a~r.e.cnu "loti> tI>" CL~y ~""""L1. 

9) :~~m::."" ~!~i:r'£f~·r;.:~·~IIS::~;: :~I~~~r~~: 

h) ~: ;:;;:·::':'':;;If:.~~Q:'':..:~:''dt,,~-::1" 1~~ !~';;.' "r 

1) AU ~tll1tlu Ellill bI in_UllO<! undlllr9rDlIn4. 

1) V .. ~ic;ul .... cc.~ .. tI>l«>pqnl:ll.lol:s."ollb<lH ... tacI ... _. 

1<) 111<1> til. puc-<;:IO""" or ... c~ IDt "hhln. pII ... u,. _nor ,,(ti!c 

!;~m~;~~~~~IE~::~L~~.~i~~~·1~~u:~ in~r:di~~ 

\J lOTS ~'. t6, U. 0'1 ,e~MItIt!lU1.,DlNG Sln:sa~SUlf'E:jGlltmJlT\Wol2S" .. 
Nt TtIE&lCNHOIISEHCM<aw~..sSD=IONM:.$HALlUElIESPaN5IllL£Fa!f 

~~~.i\!i.~"~AIiE~llOIIJ>OfC&DEIllIIHEIlAtr.l 

,. t.a11IWITH~G1I(.IirE!lT!l.OJlz:l%tlIIYE:fIp,~A~QWCALt.SSIt'SMEIiT 
1IEPOR1 J>ERFORYED. TH!i R£pO~T FOUNl TIW" 1i£SE; lflTS paS!;; NO S£V£A£ 
G.E£X.o<iIC.I.LRIIlICSCUE1CIDEWl.OPWE/ITWHltHCAljNQrSEOVERCO!.IEWlTH 
S'aI.'lDAImCDII!f'/fl\/l;TIDHPl!ACTI«5. 

"'" Sl1;:: ", GROSS 
r""",,> (ACRES) 

D.4S!! 0.10513 

g:~~: LOCAl 
0.9963 

0.554 
~:~~~~ 0.G3~ 

D.S~4 1.::!164 
O.?CB 1.1003 , 0.~9B 0.8903 , 
g:;;~ 0.9043 

" 0.1I9S3 
H 0.51::! 0.904) 

" 0.9~2) 

" 0.536 o.g~l!:l 

" 0.493 
~::!~5 " 0.453 

" ~:~;~ 0.9UJ 

" 1.0204 

H tUg 0.9613 
0.9483 

" 1.631 t~~!: " 1.324 

" 1.)21 1.?134 ,. 1.100 1.492-\ 

" 1.484 1.8?S4 

" 0.940 1.3324 

" O.SlS 0.90113 

" 1.)56 1.74S4 

" 1.090 L4SH 

" 0.4s9 a.Bal3 

i~ 0.640 1.0324 
0.602 ~:;~:~ " O.)'N 

" C.33'; 0.72S3 

" 0.343 C.7353 

" 0.340 C.73~3 

" C.~2J C.1I153 

" C.5S] 0.9453 

" 0.4114 0.91al 

" g::g; 0.87]3 

" 1.2954 

" 0.4;::;: 0.S143 

" 0.193 0.71152 

" 0.386 0.7783 

" 0.441 D.8JjJ 

" 0.967 1.1!i94 

" 1.121 1.51.J4 

" 1.045 1.4:174 

" 1.009 1.4814 

" 1.171 J .~6~4 

" 3.401 3.?934 

" D.liSI 1.0434 

" 0.600 1.0524 

" C.7J4: 1.1.244 

" 0.8n 1.2644 

" 0.6(;9 1.C614 

" 0.70Z 1.CIlH. 

" 1.415 1.8074 

" 1.266 i:~;:! '" 0.986 

" 1.042 1.4344 

" l.n7 1.5094 

" 0.855 1.2474 

" 0.?94 1.1864 

" 1.61? 2.0094 

" 2.510 ;:.9024 

" 1.501 1.89]4 

" 1.::!J!> 1.6274 

" 1.338 1.1J04 

" La? 1.0594 

" Q.706 1.0903 
n o.n' 1.3094 

" 0.868 1.2/ia] 

" 0.1115 1.1773 

" 0.930 1.3221 

" 0.863 1.2553 

;~ 0.445 0.11313 
c.ss:;] 

" ~:~~; 0.9113 

" 0.8B73 
U 0.480 0.1I?23 

" 0.501 0.893) 

" 0.8763 
0.422 0.B143 

" 0.464 0.S563 

" 0.~98 e.B903 

" O.49~ 0.11863 

=~ 
til?} 

Co", .. on Area ~ 0.595 
C~"""on Area B 1.778 
c:",. .. onAr.ac: 6.2aO 
C'l=monA!:ee.0 C.IJ1 C",.=nAr,,,,!: 0.010 
COllllllonArea , 0.914 

g=~~ ~:: ~ 0.949 
1.Sl7 

CelMlonAZC81 
'~:i~i CClO,l:Icn AreA oJ 

CQl:II>on,\reaK 0.114 
(wallsitel 

GROSS ACREJ.GE FOR T.AX PURPOSES: 
add l./8?tb of 34.1J~ AC. CoiOl:lon Areali 
"'/ld. Priv""t<l Roads acr''''9<1 pOll:" lot. 
(O.J92J +/- AC per lot) 

I\.OJll!EGT1QN SEEAFflDAV!t 
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JOS NO.. /68788 
'oWGNO: 8180! 
JOSFIL£: 13923 
DATE: MARCI-I13, 2000 

FO,", PAT OQNOI,IJ.N 
OWN£Ir.· IRON HOflSE AT 

WHfTEFlSH LLC 

~- ,-, 

=,L " .... n .•• '" 

,,. , .. ,. 1.''''. 

203 

(~ 
'" .. 
.. 
o 
S 

200 

202 

201 
2.314 Aa. 

LEGEND 

<D /,/4 CORNER (AS NOrm 

• FOUNJ) 1/2" HEBAR 0'(' 7975-$ 
(IJNI..ESSNOrm 

o SET 1/2"44· RfiBtR WITH 

'%;:;:WIJ':s Clp, S11JMPCD 

o Af)OR£SS 

•• -- 0 , 

PLAT OF 
i! --

IRON HORSE, PHASE 4 
A SUBDIVISION 

IN SECTIONS 12 & 13, T.31.N., R.22W., and IN SECTIONS 7, 17 & 18, T.3IN, R.21W., 
P.M,M, FLATHEAD Co., MON77J.NA 

WI!. '!'Jls I!WU~"'I1"NI!I> I'IW'.K .... V OIINEI<:I, D011I:II~UY C:HII'I'Hf 'nu,'r NIiJlAVM 
""""ED 'I'D BE "u~VHnU AND 1'IJ.'M't;Il u'ro L<mI Al.t. 'I'tI~ I'Ul.I.I>WfN<i 

~J1;1~:F A';;'H~D~uC!l~;::~ ~~ ":..'i. c::~{~~~!.:.:r ~HUI~;;::~,~~ 
A TWlCT 01' I.1.I<D, SlT11I1TI111, LYING, AltD BI:1N~ III SI'C'l'I""~ 7, '7 mn~ 

.:.ri.;N:r;·'~r ~1:~':n\1 ... ~"B~,21 .. ~. ~~.::.~~~~~ej,\; ci:~~: 
1'IIII01''''H~, AlII! IIOMII 1''''RTt~~I.I\lU.Y D!!SetllR!IIl A!I I'OLtDWS 'I'C lilT' 

8"","'1>11: at tIM> n<>l"thwont: CO...,"" Q~ 1:110 I/Qrth"ut !1U.~te ... of 

:=~~~ ~~=~·~r",;'l!sNn~ .. :~"";r::.. w:..np~,' I'';;:~'::;'nr~~:n:;:~ 
nart" b<J"nd"ry DC ... 1" ~~IJ., 9"~·3".O·1I UI3.]" r .... "" .. f""n~ 
Iron pin; TII.nee N.~'""'UO"I: ~U •• ? u.t ta .. '"un" tn>ll pin, 

m~~:~:~::~~:~t]:"~DE~'J:h .::f::::~~~~:·~!~la~~~~:~:h:~rE~ 

'oun~ 1 .... " JOin""" tn. r.". at·. 2Sa.OO ~""c .",HuG c" .... ~, c"""no 
.... ut~ ..... o~ll'. "."in<) a """uol ""'J18 at 37·49'OS., Th.""~ 4\1>11<1 
an "r" I.",,~ .. I:' ~U.K2 ..... " C<I • rD,,"" .INn pJ.n. "I'I>.n~. 
IIJl'lJ'l4"~ a~.2' hot to eh .. ".C, af .. 4'10.00 t""" nlll"" 01""0, 
"n"".v.DonI\ea ...... l,.. IUodDCII ".""r.lall\ll .. ,,t 24'."35", "I'I>.,,"~ 

:~~~!s~::::~:~:~:E~ E~ll~f~~~I;n::J~J:dfTE!,~~:j::~E~~:~ 
c,""co"'" n"rt~ .... ~ll' ( ....... i.~ boNri...; Nn'55'~~"W)1 'l"h""" .. 

~~F"~::~~~~~r!::;K.~ltJ:.~;~J.;?: ~~~?~:E~t7~U::f~~~~~ 
P.C. or. 2"0.00 r""t r4di"" CUrv<O. "o"".v •• I>uth" ... t ... ly. " ..... tnq 
• "ontl'al anql_ or ~.'Dl'12"' "1'1>.000& .Iong an Dr" l""'lth "t lt~.55 
r .... ~ tl> a round hOG Pin .ml tho i'.II.e. of • 47U.~D f,,",,~ r.diu.. 
r<O?&ue cu ..... ~, c""" ..... n"~.ut.rly (radial I>&arlnq 1f1>4'14'Q?"~J' 

"""~ 117~'21'"~'1: ID.01 rUmt. to t.h~ 

~~in~A~ ;id~{::>J;~~~ ,E~~~::::;1i.~g~~~~\~:{ !!~~~~ 
P.". or .. 206.00 ...... ".diu. cur.r .. , ""nC~Vo n"rCllw ... turll'. havl'19 
" ~ ... nud ""qJd or 4]'n'U", """"". A'""" ~n an, 'e"yt~ Dr I~U.J5 

.' m~ilj~~:gf~~~;~~~k1~~~:;g:N~;~:~:$.i~~(f;1:~~ 
~ t .. ~,,~ .h'~" 1'1", Th .. "". N04"lP'12" .. U01.2 ....... to> Q rDund 1<'<>0 

:::.~nh,~:~o!::;.rt~.:r-~:~:~s a!..~~!~ i'!~~j~: ~! po1~~":' ·t!~t,:1,~~ 
amI. ",,",""1"1"9 2~ •• nl ",,~kUl, Sutd~ut tu .. ,,,,- tuv .. tb ....... itn on 
.. rpu~u,.."~ .......... "bo ", ".~ ....... 

...... boY" ..... <:rl""<l u • ..t.,,~.1anll "balllUo" .... tur t..o knOwn as' 
:rJWOI~I:._' 

~~""NIi:RS 
»II ..... u ~I.Il.T" 
~IIIV"T£ """"",,"y 

.."U MlU1l:Rv'"~ TItS! 

"""'c.lTVC(lOJ""II..'I"IIt:Sl.RO.OoI)S.AlI.eOPIlMTD"nIli:PUI!l.lC. 

'·"'!;j),··::;·;~~:-,~~.l~'" 

~hi.fl.~~ 
-'-=,<.""'-~ ----

STlll'l:orllOl<TMA ) 

<:wM"l"Yorpt.\on,,,,,,, ) 

~oN~~~.~;~i~.~9:: ~.,~~~~~n"i'il:Q:,f;.:~o,:-:,:: 
~~ =o~~~.~.:_~: ::!·~~~';"7:"":. n~:,,!:),,~~ ~~c~!=..: 

~",,~.-dl"'i to tho P',,1l .. tn8ry pl"e ""ndl<l"ns 0' 0PIO<U • .J, tII. • 
• ulJawln'1 ...... """"r;.r."" .. conpI"' ... ronClWtr ..... ll.lat' 

a, /0.11 tlou~. nu ........... okoll boo v.Loibl .. fro. tho ........ ~JtIIoor on 
tlI" ""ildln~ or at t.h~ "dY~"'1' .n"c",,~o> • 

bl E~m:~~~r~l~~ :I~~~~ O~I' J.~A~:t~"~l B Ff~!" I'~;~~~i~~ 

cJ ~~~:::i:!:.. ~~~~~~~ ."~",.Qkt"n .. "f'o:':.l,;;...boI J'":'l::ti:::" s~::!~!'t!~:.: 
n",/ul"cl""., 

>II ""l-.loo·8~"" .noll be kep" uh~"""rucUd ~t .on ........ 
01 LotIO .. !tlII;/IJ. SUDollvldon &0&1 1>& .. ub1 ..... b Iw"u'dd tor. 

.'081' "" ..... ,n. BuUdl"q .. nvoJ~I'." 4r8 "~"'itboll ,,1.9 tll .. 
HnalpJat&M Indl";'du"llOlo"""',,,r."".ri,,ticaof tlU>lo" 

~~~:€t~:~:~t:r;%~~E:~!~·rJ;:!~~::·~i!r~ 
.J osoor~t"".=pl.an •• IIDcUln..~.-qr ... oCI""io, South ...... 9'".05 

Clccl_. lIit'."<J<Ot ~r'. '''",0,1l,,",1.~ el.,,,,,, Mlll ~U<j""-l 

:*~~EU. ~£i:~~,~~ ,~~:~:~ =~ DS~~ ~ 
91 ~:~!~::.n;~d~~~~dr~..:~"!:~~ld::t;: ::,~~~ ... h~: 

h) ;.;:: ;';:--;;: .. :b:~;l:r:.::c,;;.~":."~ .. '!"=k~~~~1~: 'r,~~.~ ot 
.II .. 11 ut.llltho 011011 %1<1 i=t .. n~ .. ""d.",,,o""". 
11 v""'~"Ul"" ao~"" .. tIl''''u~U til" 1"~. ~b~n ... HlIit.o.l ....... <own. 

kl ~!~U;'l~8':.'><~"..~ :t..:!'" 1:~~:I~: ="",":". :.-n.;o<s~~:;: 
f~:!:~:~"~Or!:~~l~ln~N~:t"~I.,';.·J:t ":t~':."w"",~ ~: 
p".h .. """ .. tor ....... " l.oop<"<>v .... " .... 

1] r::::m~,;J-:t.~~-rj!~;:~~!£.:1tE l~:,:i.!lL~ 
.. , 1.<>"" .. 1." sl."". 9u.tor .n .... ~5' b.v" '''' .... '1,"'~kni","' 

::~~",!.~!'~ "'::~~.~!!~~~l r1':.t. !:~:: Ja':.."l'!,p.~~ ::1:: 
~tM.L b<. D'U"'- vit.ll. '~""n~a'" ~"n~t"",ti"" P~~~~I""". 

n) "~tuo:,,' dr"I""~~ <"DuL"" be"""" 19~ ~nalt bo' pr,,"",",,"". 
l>iv"","iond or tllll"" or ~ .. """d~ h ""t "",, ....... 

p"",P"g(l 5 a/March 14, 1997~ppli,,",Uon 

A I'OH1'IO~ or =.Il I.Or.J·AlJU"f UJlIIS """Jill 81 r.lI. $TCI.~~ UIIl> Aml 
W>lDo;II.. eQ_t;:V.I."''''''In'Y1.C\'T\lTT''''SIU.VcecASIOR.\I.1.yoccr'~<>II 
r,,,,'PItflPvrrY WUleJlU.Y PnOI>tIC"'I'II"""""""""'''. l>UST. IIOI:S".SHDlE 
AN!lD"I'llllllHl'ACl5""""',...YBEPDoCl:IVi:IlIollDlQ)ttl'""TlIlUWITlI 
"l'>"i'I"""aES'O~~"a". . 

AI! mon"'n .. n!~.ha .... nol b .... " """ d .... Ie rood on<l ulilitY COII.I'"CfI"n 
Th .. v .. m .... ""I "ltar """"''''~''on but nol 1<I! .. o '~'''' M"V !, aool. 

I 
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_....-.;r .. '~_ 

::t~9fJlEAST 
PH: (401; 7$.$-U81 

JOB NO: 168777', DWG NO: SJ80I 
.KJ8 FLE NO: /3S23 

DATE: FEBRUAJIY ... 200Q 

FCJ& RItT DONOIAN 
DWItE'Ro IRON HORsE AT WHITEFISH LLC' 

LEGEND 

ffi SECTltJN CORNER (AS IJOTF:/)I 

<D V>4 CORIER (AS NOT£III 

F()(.NO v;r REBAR BY 7975-$ 
f/N.ES$ NOrEa 

o SETI.IT<t2>4-R£SAR WTTH 
IV>4-PJ.ASrlCCtP,SW#'£1J: 
~79rs-S 

o 

TOTAL AREA: 25.319 AC. 

=~ 
(12) 

~ .......... 1.H1 
e--=.uo.... '.U6 
caa.oII.uo .. e 
eo ..... n.uo...D 

GIIDSS~I'Qll.!J.XJ'lmi'OSUI 
..:Idt/12\:h .. t7.0.0 "".c....on ........ 
""" I'rh .. u __ .a.OO&QI p&~ 19~. 
(O."O.,_J.epU"lot.) 

A 
t.ln AC. 

~ 

h 12 @ 
2.472 AC. 

~~ 
~~ 
!~ ,,,,.1' 

~ e 
11 

2.6$41 AC. 

~-tf" 

# 10 
2.506 AC. 

14 \ ~ "''' ",0 

t=5~ 
13 

~-~ 
.-/ ~N89' ~"' .. '6'O!rw 420.52' 

23 24 

'" "' 
(FUTURE 

o 0 DEVELOPMENT) 
2S:'! 

/ 

.,:,df!;~,~ 5 

t.2tZ AC. 

"...' 

IRON HORSEs PHASE 6 
A SUBDIVISION 

IN TH£ WI/2SWI/4 SEC. 13, T.31N., R.22W., P.M,M, FLATH£AD COUNTY, 
MONTANA 

"""'""'1", tc U. pnU.J.nary pLl~ """"'i.i ..... ot Ipp""val. ~ 
tou .... !'" .t.t.....u In tI> appear Oft thl. UlIoIIl ph~, 

al .ul_._.aII&llboovllll>1.t .... t:ba"""~ •• il:l>.r"" 
tlI.bUJ.loUI\l;lCZ'.attlll4rivllW.1"'~""" 

b} CO/IoIuuc:d"" aho.ll vdl1 •• ..ru.1 e1aaa ... ar I fin rul..:.n. 
~":d-:..~rl&l .... nta4 by ~ IInt. ..... L rin ftQ1Oaet.1<>A 

, , 
cl o.r."dbla spoc. tt." ~_ aIIall loa ~vic!od ....... a!ZlI:a1nad 

.nllNl.~Itn<;tIIJ: .... 1n4i<:._1~lIbluf1o.bSllbdJ.vl..1"" 
b9U1&t1..-. 

~I ",,1-<1.-• ..,., Il10.1:1. h ~~ """I>I~ .~ aU o:a-, 

11 ~=:pv!:.,~ ~~1:"" ... :I"; •• ~~ubo&'1~"";fCbf= 
Unal I'ln and :I.n4J. .. t.dual a1.cpa cUl:.-..hU .... 0' tiI<I Lau 
t.av._.,.,.pr.:<ad .. ~C>t1:b. fWlpllt. Dd_:f1IllI&ll ... ~ ... ,,_ ~o' p'ada ...,~""' .. ~ _ ~o lIat: _ 111&11 "'" 
.pna_ ~ tb Ci1:y at iIIoJ.utio.b. ••• vJ.Ubl.. aCCU. 1'l'1" tA """.taR C>t .... 1d.oI:IUal ....... cncn:.1"". 

I) DII <It J:l.nnlldM:lt c:1=l •• sb...on ~1v. &rid lird>laot .ball 
hO!'Oo .. totlloopub1t.aiZl __ "1~tiI<I'1MnacI1I.t>1t: 
Dlv.l_~ "l1l:I .~t: _ta.11:1:1 u.. c:l.qo eooncu. 

'iI) ..... pl'"O:l"" of tlU"'tlUun .... pui~l"ld" 1ZI t:IUo ._1v111cm =:.,:: ~~::. eo ~O~ t:ba ... ear q\lallty <It tiI<I 

bl no. .. __ olI.o.l1h II poor _ •• Cbt.ctl;abJ,.<>, _. ~ at: 
<AoU<dl ......... ppll.Gat:i.<m~ • .s.t:ad1Ure.l>.1.7.U.7. 
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C1T''r' ('Ol'\(,IL ;vl!t\UTFS 
.ili,,\L 5.1UUO 

p~lssagc that the hOi1l~'O\\ncrs ;l11d guests <1150 cIljoY'cd lip there TI1"I'\; IS a gale <lnd it 

~Llard there, so til..: \layor wanted to make sun.: we're all vcry ckal Oil thal Issue, Jerry 
f-1aJ:soll s,lid Ill,; streds arc PI'lV(!IC and ll1ainl,lined by the 110I11co\\ ners Association and 
based ol1l11c approvals fOl each ph~lse ofclc\'elopmellt the streets ,Ire open to the publiC 
Then:' is a gllard shack 011 the street right now dllnng construction He n::1lI111dct\ tile 
Coellci! tiMt there had been some pl"l)hlcms during cdrllt'r cOllS1IUcrion so it sC'::nlS 

prudent to l1lo11i!Ot who goes ill and out. Below that guarci shack" gale is constructed but 
it is bolted Opl:11 and cannot be closed anclther.: is no intention to close and lock that gale 
or make Iron llorse a gated community The pedestrian path\\dY will also be OpGI1 to the 
publ ie 

Coullcilor Gwinzdoll made n motion, seconded by COllncilor Ask('\\', to 
approve the revised preliminary for Iron Borse Condominiul1ls Phase 1. 

COllncilor Hope did have some dISellSS!OlL I Ie noted to the Mayor tbat h.: was 
going to 8sk the same queslion the MayO! did about [ron Horse bemg a gated commUnil) 
He said he has secn it in print more than onc(; that il is a gated coml11tl!lity. The 
perception of the general publIc has is that it is a gated community. But Councilor Hope 
remembered as well as the IVlayor did that during the approval process of each phase of 
Iron Horse thatlhe roads and pedestrian paths would be accessible Lo the public. 
Councilor llopc tried to drive tlu'ough last night to illspect the condomlllium site fix 
tonight's meeting and was prevented from enterillg by the guard at tl1\: shack Theil he 
sought out the pedestrian path and found a sign that saie! "Pedestrian Access Closed Due 
to Logging Activity"' Jerry ILmson asked iChc could address that :lncl Councilor Hop(' 
recognized him Jerry Hanson said it is an 800-acri.': conslruc;lon site. I Ie said only a 
couple homes are completed and being Jived ill . the rest is under aeti\e constructiOll. 

t \VJ:en the construction is completed you'll find the guard \\ill be gone, By contacting the 
main office or the guard shack t'arlier in the day, Councilor Hope wOll:d have probably 
bee:1 allo\vcd to clIke Councilor Hl)pe smd he was concerned th::tt with the number of 
phases thai wii! be built will the guard and shack have to bi.: there rtJr th~ next !\\t:i1ty 

I yea,'s; keeping lhG public acccsscs closed for twenty years? Jerry Hanson said probably 
1 by the end of next SLl1lll1lCr if not sooner (he guard shack Ivi II be relocated funhcr lip into 

the devt'lopl1lcnt \\ hen the road construction and W<l(cr and sewer construction is 
completed 111 the lower part. He said it is 110t <l permanent condition by any means. He 
said timc\visc. the upper portion is Phase 4 <lnd it dOeS cover a lot of'aeres; but he thinks 
thullhe active construction in the phase will also he completed by the end oCnexl 
SlImmel. Hc said by (hen all the roads will be pan:d and all tbe watcr and sewer will be 
in place <Ind the whole nature of the dc\'e!oj1mcl1t will h:: changed TIL: said the 
developers of Iron Horse have every intention or living lip to all conditions of appro\ (1101' 
till' development including public access, 

COlincilor Gwinzdon said h(; has been up ther(~ during the (hy and he agrcccithnt 
It \vould be a hazardous sitllation to have bicyclists aml pedeslliaw; going through there 
Wilh the alTiount oeconstruction g01l1g 011. He hdS had cOllvcrsallllllS WIth Pat Donovall 
aboutlhe same subJ('ct and Pflt has always assured Coullcilor Cj\\'i:iZdoll the same tllat h,l:) 
beell said ronight. 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 104 of 486



• 

• 

• 

CITY COl:\CIL 1\lI>:LTfS 
Jl';\I: S,2(J()I) 

\layor Ft:ur; s~\id h.: didn't mea:1 In steer the C(lLII;cil \tll or; " t~ngcnt lilll'cLt: .. :d l,l 
this ~lppn)\',li but (cit tll,: air Ih~cded to be ckiU'.:d. He did '·lll·(Jllra~<.: 11'011 HOis;: ttl 1110\t,: 

the sluck and guard up as SOO1: as possd)lc: ",hen constl'llctlOI1 .dlm\'s, He iholl~~hllt 
\\'ould be 1Il IroIl Horse's best mterest to dl) s(}. The ivlayor said Irthnc is no further 
discussion l .... e would call for a vote 011 the motion on the nO,)) 

The yote on the motion to nppro\'C the Revised Preliminary Plat for Iroll 
Horse Condominiums Phase 1 \\ as ullanimolls. 

c) Request for approval of tlnal plat for Colorado !\lolllltaill Tracts; Bill 
Hileman 

Eric ]\lukahy', FROO g,~\'C rile staCfrcp0rt He said the pn.:liminnr:; pILl! oflhe 
Colorado [\:lountail1 Tracts was approved \\'i:11 10 conditions, all uf them cxc..:p! ti2 ha\c 
been address to the satisfactIon oCthe PIHnning Sturr. C'o:lditiotl #2 CO\'(;TS construction 
of ildhlstruclure and the lkn:iopcr has provided the ell} \\ith 11 subdivision impro\'cJ1)Cl1t 
agrc<..'lllcllt \\ ith a bond for S It),625,OU, Regulatiolls 1'-.:quJn: the bond to be held sliould 
be fOlI?5"" ofam,cipalccl costs, Eric ?vlulcahy said he l1utillccl the CIty AlIo!l1cy oI'lhe 
shortfall and tllC Cny Attorney tnt'! with the ckv(:]opcr and the dc\'(:lopcr has said the 
remainckr of rhe required bond \\ill be forthcoming, 1 Ie ady iscd the COUllC! could make 
the apprm'al conlillgenlllpon receiving the additional bond, Eric tvluicahy also noted 
Condition ;;9 ref~~rn ... d ro the ColoradoTc~xas SID and Joh11 \Vilson, Public Works 
Director. stat,xl that he' preferred to Secure the SID fee at the building permIt pha~e \\!lell 
the proposed lise is finalized; so csselltiaiiy Condition fiC} is bClI1g alh)\\cd to not be met 
at this time. 

Councilor Aske\\ made a motion, seconded h:.' Coullcilor G\\'iazdoll, to 
approve the Final Plat for Colorado ~101111taill Tracts subject to the Conditions of 
Approval attached within the letter of trallsmittal from the City County Planning 
Board and FRDO Staff Report WF/Yl)/Wfp 00-2. The motion pnssed unanimously. 

d) La\.:c'siIore Construction Permit WLP-OO-W7; Scott 
e) Lakeshore Construction Permit WLP-OO-\Y8; Hinman 
I) Lakeshore Constructiun Permit WLP-OO-\\9;i\\cllvalll' 
g) Lal~('sho\'e Construction Permit WLP-OO- \\' 11; La('ostn and lIileman 

COllllcilor Hope made a motion, seconded by COllncilor G\yiazdoll, (0 
appro\'c Lakeshore ConstrllctiOll Permits WLP-OO- \\'7, WI ,P-OO-W8, nnd \\,1.P-ClO
\\,11, "ill! tll(.' Conditions of Approval as recoll1mended by the Whitctlsh Lake and 
Lakeshol'(' Pl'otl'ction Committee. 

COlll1cih)) Hope cOlllplllllcllted the Ltkc and Lakeshore P)'O!c:ctlOl1 Committee Ol1 

the lil~mC:l\llolis amount of work they do Cor t:acll :1j)p!lc:lliOI, They' dt:.sctI'C l\ lot or 
cn::dit. 

9 
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October 5, 2004 

Jim Campbell, General Manager 
Iron Horse 
2150 Iron Horse Drive 
Whitefish, MT 59937-8178 

RE: Request for City Enforcement of Traffic Laws 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

I am writing in response to your request, conveyed to Police Chief Dial and our City 
Attorneys, that the City take over enforcement of traffic laws within the Iron Horse 
Subdivision. The City Attorney has informed me that the City could lawfully do so, 
although it would require action by the Whitefish City Council. Before I can take this 
issue to the City Council, however, several matters must first be cleared up. I will 
discuss them below. 

As you know, the streets within Iron Horse are privately owned and maintained, but 
based on a requirement imposed by the City Council at the time of subdivision approval, 
all of the Iron Horse streets are open to the public. For various reasons, however, over 
the years Iron Horse has imposed restrictions on the public's use of its streets. These 
restrictions have sometimes taken the following forms: 

1. Iron Horse has sometimes used a kiosk at the entrance to the subdivision to stop 
vehicles and inquire concerning the driver's purpose in entering Iron Horse. At times 
this kiosk has been manned and set in the center of Iron Horse Drive, forcing drivers to 
stop. At other times the kiosk has been moved to the side, where drivers, if sufficiently 
bold, could ignore it. I do not know the current state of the kiosk, but it would have to be 
permanently eliminated in order for the City to enforce traffic laws. A street is not truly 
"open to the public" if drivers are compelled to stop and explain themselves before 
traveling on. 

2. Depending on the particular security company involved, drivers on Iron Horse 
streets have been stopped and asked to explain their purpose within Iron Horse. I have 
personally been stopped when I was driving my family and visitors through Iron Horse, 
and the experience was unpleasant. Again, streets are not truly "open to the public" if 
travelers may be stopped at any time and asked to explain what they are doing. Before 
the City could undertake traffic enforcement, such treatment of motorists would have to 
permanently cease. 
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Jim Campbell, General Manager 
Iron Horse 
October 5, 2004 
Page 2 

3. Not only are the Iron Horse streets open to the public, but the pedestrian p~th is 
also open to the public. Over the years many Whitefish residents, including several City 
employees, have been stopped from using the pedestrian path. Such interference with 
the public's right to use the pedestrian path would have to permanently cease in order 
for the City to consider taking over traffic enforcement. 

4. In order for Whitefish residents to enjoy the pedestrian path, or to walk or bicycle 
on the streets that are open to the public, there must be some convenient parking 
available for them. However, it appears that Iron Horse has prohibited parking on its 
streets. Recently a resident of Whitefish, who parked on an Iron Horse street, was 
given the enclosed notice, indicating that her vehicle would be towed. Streets are 
commonly used not only for travel but for parking, and there is certainly sufficient right
of-way on many of Iron Horse's street to accommodate parking. In order for the City to 
consider traffic enforcement, Iron Horse would have to permanently cease preventing all 
parking on its streets. The City has no objection to limiting parking at specific points 
where streets are too narrow or where other factors create hazards. The City's Public 
Works staff could work with Iron Horse in order to identify such areas. 

* * * * * 

In addition to the issues discussed above, the stop signs and other traffic signs in Iron 
Horse do not all comply with State law and City traffic regulations. Before the City could 
begin actual traffic enforcement, some new signage would need to be installed at Iron 
Horse's expense. Our Public Works department could work with Iron Horse to identify 
'the specific signs that need to be enlarged or altered. 

I would be happy to meet with you concerning your request that the City enforce traffic 
laws within the Iron Horse Subdivision. It may be some of the problems discussed' 
above are entirely in the past. If not, however, these matters need to be corrected 
whether or not the City undertakes traffic enforcement on Iron Horse's streets. It is 
important to the City that public access to Iron Horse's streets, which past City Councils 
required, becomes a reality. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Very truly yours, 

Gary B. Marks 
City Manager 

Enclosure 
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Rick Tramontin, General Manager 
Iron Horse 
2150 Iron Horse Drive 
Whitefish, MT 59937·8178 

RE: f.y.t~.l.k...&cess to Iron Horse 

Dear Mr. Tramontin: 

August 29 t 2007 

In years post the City has received occasional complaints from members of the public who 
were stopped at the entrance to Iron Horse and discouraged from entering the subdivision. The 
City has previously notified Iron Horse of its objection to this, and it has been several years since I 
received a complaint from a member of the public. However, this post week the City was 
informed that several members of the public were stopped in their vehicle at the entrance to 
Iron Horse, questioned regarding their business at Iron Horsel and then persuaded to leave. I do 
not know the actual content of the conversation, but it is clear that their access to Iron Horse was 
impeded. 

I know that you are aware that Iron Horse streets are open to the public, and the City 
construes that to prohibit any interference with the right of citizens to walk or drive freely within 
Iron Horse. Certainly questioning members of the public as to their business is on interference with 
their access. The public cannot be required to Justify their presence on !ron Horse streets. 

I believe that the management at Iron Horse understands the City's position, and I expect 
that this recent incident arises from overzealousness on the port of the Iron Horse security 
personnel. Could you please make sure that the security personnel understand that they may not 
question citizens as to their business in Iron Horse, or otherwise interfere with their accessil 
Certainly If someone behoves in a suspicious manner, on inquiry from security personnel might be 
appropriate. But otherwise our citizens have a right to travel freely on Iron Horse streets. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

john M, Phelps 

JMP/klh 

cel Gory B. Marks, Manager 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street 
Whitefish, MT  59937   
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
Date:  January 1, 2015 
 
To:   Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties 
 
From:  Whitefish Planning & Building Department 
 

 
The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held on Thursday, 
January 15, 2015 at 6:00 pm.  During the meeting, the Board will hold public 
hearings on the items listed below.  Upon receipt of the recommendation by the 
Planning Board, the Whitefish City Council will also hold subsequent public hearing 
on items 3-5 on Monday, February 2, 2015 and items 1-2 on Tuesday, February 
17, 2015.  City Council meetings start at 7:10 pm.  Planning Board and City Council 
meetings are held in the Whitefish City Council Chambers, Whitefish, Montana. 
 
1. A request by the Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association to reconfigure the 

entryway by installing a center landscape median that will include a single story 
welcome center.  The project will be located on Iron Horse Drive in the vicinity 
of the existing guard shack which will be removed.  WPP-97-01A   (Compton-
Ring) 
 

2. A request by the city of Whitefish for review of the updated Downtown Master 
Plan.  The Downtown Plan is a portion of the Whitefish City-County Growth 
Policy.  WGPA 15-01 (Compton-Ring) 

 
3. A request by the city of Whitefish to review the Highway 93 West Corridor Plan 

as a new neighborhood plan for the Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
WGPA 15-02 (Taylor) 

 
4. A request by the City of Whitefish for an amendment to Section 11-2S, WPUD, 

Planned Unit Development District, to clarify the blending of uses and density 
where a PUD overlays multiple underlying zones. WZTA 15-01 (Taylor)   
 

5. Continuation of a request by Whitefish Hotel Group LLC for a Conditional Use 
Permit to construct a hotel that exceeds 7,500 square foot per §11-2L-4 of the 
WB-3 zoning district.  The property is located at 204 Spokane Avenue and can 
be legally described as Lots 1-11 and 19-25 in Block 46 of Whitefish Original 
Townsite in S36-T31N-R22W. WCUP 14-11 (Compton-Ring) 

 
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the 
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 510 Railway Street during regular 
business hours. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are invited to attend the 
hearing and make known their views and concerns.  Comments in writing may be 
forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above address 
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prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or 
further information regarding these proposals, phone 406-863-2410. 
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PLEASE SHARE THIS NOTICE WITH YOUR NEIGHBORS 

 

 
Planning & Building Department 

PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street  

Whitefish, MT  59937  

(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409 

 

Public Notice of  
Proposed Land Use Action 
 
The City of Whitefish would like to inform you that the Iron Horse Homeowners’ 
Association is proposing to develop a single story welcoming station located in a 
center landscape median on Iron Horse Drive in the vicinity of the existing guard 
shack which will be removed.   
 
You are welcome to provide comments on the project.  Comments can be in 
written or email format.  The Whitefish Planning Board will hold a public hearing 
for the proposed project request on:  
 

Thursday, January 15, 2015 
6:00 p.m. 

Whitefish City Council Chambers, City Hall 
402 E. Second Street, Whitefish MT 59937 

 
The Whitefish Planning Board will make a recommendation to the City Council, 
who will then hold a public hearing and take final action on Tuesday, February 
17, 2015 at 7:10 p.m., also in the Whitefish City Council Chambers. 
    
On the back of this flyer is a site plan of the project.  Additional information on 
this proposal can be obtained at the Whitefish Planning Department located at 
510 Railway Street.  The public is encouraged to comment on the above 
proposals and attend the hearings.  Please send comments to the Whitefish 
Planning Department, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937, or by phone (406) 863-
2410, fax (406) 863-2409 or email at wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org.  
Comments received by the close of business on Monday, January 5, 2015, will 
be included in the packets to the Planning Board members.  Comments received 
after the deadline will be summarized to the Planning Board members at the 
public hearing.   
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

MIKE WARNING <mike_warning@msn.com> 
Tuesday, December 23, 20144:22 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Station 

To: Whitefish Planning Board 

Subject: Proposed Welcoming Station on Iron Horse Drive 

My wife and I would like to offer our support for the proposed 
improvement. We feel the change will help manage the speed on Iron Horse 
Drive making it safer for walkers, cyclists, strollers, pets and golfers without 
burdening the city with financial costs. The new Welcoming Station and its 
landscaping would enhance the appearance while maintaining open and free 
access for all. Seems like a very positive improvement for all concerned. We 
think approval by the Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council is in the 
best interest of safety for all the residents. 

Thank you. 

Leslie & Mike Warning 
Whitefish, MT 
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December 29,2014 

Planning and Building Department 
P.O. Box 158 
Whitefish, Montana 59937 

RE: Iron Horse Welcoming Station 

Dear Planning and Building Department: 

Iron Horse wishes to construct a "welcoming station" on Iron Horse Drive near the current guard 
shack, which would be eliminated. What purpose is served by the new structure that isn't being 
accomplished now? Given the recent publicity about gated subdivisions in Whitefish, how does 
this proposal compare and what related conditions were attached to Iron Horse when initially 
approved by the city that may now be modified? 

Sincerely, 

.1/ 

Bni~-
6 Ridge Crest Court 
Whitefish 
Telephone: 863-9794 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy 

Murph Hannon <murphhannon@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, December 30, 2014 9:25 AM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Michele Ireland 
Welcome Station Iron Horse 

I am writing this email in support of the proposal submitted by Iron Horse Association to create a 
Welcome Center at the current Security Guard location on Iron Horse Drive As a resident of Iron 
Horse I would confirm that there is a definite safety issue that exists at that location. 
The proposed location of the center would enable control of the speed of the vehicle traffic traveling 
through that area which would help balance the golf cart, bicycle and pedestrian traffic In addition 
given the amount of construction traffic and resident guests looking for addresses within Iron Horse a 
Welcome Center located in a center median would help address the current deficiency of helping 
with directions I also feel that the center is a welcome addition to the overall feel and quality of Iron 
Horse without resorting to a gated feel which this is not intended to be nor would I support I would 
appreciate it if you would add my support as part of your recommendation to Planning Board and City 
Council meeting 

Murph Hannon 
Murcon Development Inc 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello Wendy: 

William Parker <rett.parker@icioud.com> 
Friday, January 02, 2015 1:29 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
IH Welcome Center 

Please accept this email as my notice of support for the proposed Iron Horse Welcome Center. 
have been a permanent resident of this neighborhood for 10 years and have witnessed a dramatic 
increase in traffic. 

The proposed project will have a positive influence on the neighborhood and improve safety by; 

1. Reducing vehicle speed through the area. 
2. Separate motorized and non-motorized traffic (I have seen numerous traffic conflicts here). 
3. Minimize the safety concerns of a blind curve by improving the vertical alignment of the existing 
travel way. 

I fully support the proposed roadway improvement project and welcome station. Further, I request 
both the planning board and city council to support/approve the project. 

Thank you, 

William M. (Rett) Parker 
192 Woodland Star Circle 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

BHoadley12@comcast.net 
Saturday, January 03, 2015 1:52 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse welcoming center 

As an Iron Horse resident, I fully support this project. The present arrangement 
presents a traffic congestion problem with limited sight distances. With ever increasing 
traffic into and out of Iron Horse, there is an ever increasing chance for collisions with 
bicycles, golf carts, passenger cars, construction vehicles, hikers, etc. By widening 
and straightening the line of sight from the welcome center, as well as for those on the 
paths and roadways, the new arrangement will greatly reduce the chances for 
injuries. In addition to the visual enhancement, it will (importantly) slow traffic through 
that area. 

Please support this safety enhancement project. 

Thank you, 
Bill Hoadley & DJ Wilson 

1 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jerry Horn <jerryhorn2@gmail.com> 
Saturday, January 03, 2015 5:52 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse welcome station 

I, as a resident of Iron Horse, am in favor of this plan, as I think it will cause a slow down in traffic, therefore be 
safer. It will also be helpful to guests finding the residence they are looking for. Thank you. Jerry Hom, 104 
Lookout Lane,Whitefish, Mt 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jan Mayo <nhmayo@gmail,com> 
Sunday, January 04/ 2015 6:49 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Andrew Moshier 
Welcome Center, Iron Horse Dr. 

As a resident living on Silverberry Lane I, without reservation, approve the plan to build the Welcome Center 
on Iron Horse Drive. Turning left onto Iron Horse Dr. from Silverberry Lane can be most difficult as we are 
crossing traffic coming uphill and around a blind comer. 

Slowing down traffic slightly to go around the guard shack while separating the golf carts, maintenance 
vehicles, and cars will greatly enhance the safety of that congested area. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Janet Mayo 
2067 Silverberry Lane, Whitefish 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jamie Shennan <Jamie@trinityventures.com> 
Sunday, January 04, 2015 1:15 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcoming Station 

My wife and I are Montana residents who live full time in the Iron Horse community. 
Over the past 8+ years, we have seen the speeds with which cars, trucks and bicyclists travel our streets increase 
dramatically. Frankly, we are clearly multiple accidents waiting to happen. We fully support the construction of a 
Welcome Station near the entrance to Iron Horse. Our belief is that the station will have an important impact on the 
safety of our streets. As it is right now, our employees in the current security shack have no chance of helping out, as 
they cannot see speeding vehicles or bicyclists approaching. 
Cordially, Janna and Jamie Shennan 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kelton, David J. <david.kelton@credit-suisse.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 1:39 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

As an owner in Iron Horse I'm in favor of the new plans for the Welcome Center. I live in the cabins just off the 
side from the proposed site, and I believe that the new building will enhance the entrance to the community by 
making it more welcoming to everyone. 

Most of all, I believe the safety of all who travel on the road - drivers, golf carts, bicyclists and pedestrians - will 
be improved by rerouting some of the walkways and paths. 

My family and I just returned from two weeks in town over the Christmas break. We love the community in 
Whitefish and look forward to being there for many years to come. 

Thanks, 
David 

David J Kelton 
CREDIT SUISSE 
CREDIT SUISSE I PB NorthAm Dallas, SAEL 2 
200 Crescent Court I 75201 Dallas I Americas 
Phone +1 214 979 4061 
david .kelton@credit-suisse.com I www.credit-suisse.com 

Please follow the attached hyperlink to an important disclosure relating to 
the Private Banking USA business of Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC 
http://www.credit-suisse.com/legal/enlpb/pb _ usa_ email.jsp 

Important Disclosures 

This is provided to you by Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC ("CSSU") for your information only. This is not 
intended to be an offer or solicitation to purchase or sell any security or to employ a specific investment 
strategy. No part of this material may be reproduced or retransmitted in any manner without the prior written 
permission of CSSU. CSSU does not represent, warrant or guarantee that this material is accurate, complete or 
suitable for any purpose or any particular investor and it should not be used as a basis for investment 
decisions. It is not to be relied upon or used in substitution for the exercise of independent judgment. 
Information and opinions expressed by us have been obtained from sources believed to be reliable. CSSU makes no 
representation as to their accuracy or completeness and CSSU accepts no liability for losses arising from the 
use of the material presented. 

This material does not contain all of the information that you may wish to consider and it does not take into 
account your individual situation or circumstances. CSSU does not provide, and nothing contained herein should 
be construed as, tax, accounting or legal advice; you should consult your personal accounting, tax, and legal 
advisors to understand the implications of any investment specific to your personal financial situation 

" ~ \" ,.",' . ..;-- '", -;.,:'" '.,:' .... 
~·f .. } \ .: :\J i.;. "~ • 

The term "Credit Suisse" is the global marketing brand name for the investment banking)::a~~E1~ \iraJ\§.g~~eri~.}~tid; 
private banking services offered by Credit Suisse Group subsidiaries and affiliates worldwide. Ul~ otherwise 
specified, the term "Credit Suisse Private Banking" generally refers to the combined capabili tie< Credi t 
Suisse Group subsidiaries and affiliates that provide private banking services to high net worth nts 

1 \!;> .~.1',: ,,', ;',;;::~:,"';'<' ·".~ .... -... ';;tl'<';"i , .. :'.,'~.,.,,;'.; "':''''J- i" • • ,;! ;t·-~·':;:; '.""I;;t>I,?",'I1.'.!.:--~'>l"'.r,')8' 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 120 of 486



Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern: 

Ryan Burke <Ryan.Burke@ey.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 1:43 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
mirelan@ironhorsemt.com 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

I am writing as a cabin and homeowner in Iron Horse (2104 Iron Horse Drive). My family and I have had this 
residence for 6 years. We have two small boys, ages 9 and 11. We also happen to likely be one of the closest 
homes/cabins next to the current shack and the proposed Welcome Center. As such, I hope our comments are 
welcomed by the planning committee. 

The current configuration and confluence of roads near the shack is both dangerous and not helpful for traffic 
flow. Cars typically drive extremely fast on that up hill and down hill portion. Given the intersections of golf 
carts, children playing, the Silverberry street and the maintenance, there is no natural way for cars to slow down 
and notice the "activity" in that particular spot as they round either the up hill or down hill portion ofthis street. 
The proposed welcome center appears to be a dramatic improvement to the safety and chaos of the current 
structure. 

My two boys, who play outdoors in summer and winter non-stop are now of the age that they are comfortable 
within a 100-200 yard radius of our home with the clear exception of the Iron Horse Drive area under 
considcration given the cars, speeding and golf cart traffic. I really believe that the proposed Welcome Center 
will allow for a natural slow down and ability for oversight of the congestion that occurs on busy and non-busy 
days alike. Our big fear are the large trucks coming up and down the hill that can not see children playing and 
walking across the street. 

I hope this helps. While I am currently out of the country, I wish I could be at the meeting in person. In any 
event, I would be happy to speak live or clarify any comments if needed. 

Thank you 

Ryan Burke 
Ernst & Young Partner 
ryan.burke@ey.com 
2104 Iron Horse Drive 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

'c" ." 
I' .. ,"" .. 

Any tax advice in this e-mail should be considered in the context of the tax services we are providing to you. 
Preliminary tax advice should not be relied upon and may be insufficient for penalty protection. 

The infornlation contained in this message may be privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure. If 
the reader ofthis message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this 
message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 

1 
City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 121 of 486



Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

kenneth wessels <kjwessels@mac.com> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 1:53 PM 
wcom pton- ri ng@cityofwhitefish.org 
Ken Wessels 
Iron Horse HOA Submissiion 

Thank you for allowing me to comment on the Iron Horse HOA proposal. I am a resident of Whitefish, MT and 
reside in the Iron Horse community. 

I am in full support of the HOA proposal. Presently the area addressed is subject to various safety issues. 

Slower, safer traffic flow and much improved sight lines are an important improvements to this area. 

The porposal will reduce interaction between cars golf carts, walkers, bikers and others and will substantially 
improve the safety for all concerned. This improvement will welcome all to this community. 

Thank you. 

Ken Wessels 

'. " .. -':, : .. 1: 

<. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Planning Committee, 

Richard Miller <rmiller@transtar.com> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 2:18 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Welcome Center Iron Horse 

We are the owners of 173 S. Shooting Star at Iron Horse. We are very excited about the proposed Welcome Center for a 
number of reasons. The main reason we are excited is about safety. We like to ride bikes and also play golf. The merging 
of the golf cart path (crossing the street) and the variety of vehicles at that location make both bike riding and driving a 
challenge. The other reason we are in favor of it is that many people get lost up at Iron Horse. Having someone to assist 
people would add to the friendly feeling that characterizes Whitefish. Our current location looks like a guard house 
rather than a place to help people. 

Thank you for considering a change that will make us safer and will upgrade our security spot to one of Welcome! 

Dick Miller 

Richard A. Miller 

949-760-4010 (direct) 
rmiller@transtar.com 
www.transtar.com 

. , ~ '.. . .... . 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom it May Concern, 

Daniel Fuller <dfuller@theretailconnection.net> 
Monday, January 05/ 2015 2:23 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Proposed Welcome Station @ Iron Horse Drive, Whitefish, MT 

I support the proposed Welcome Station on Iron Horse Drive. 

The area in question can be quite confusing at peak times of use, with pedestrians, cyclists, and golf carts competing 
with vehicular traffic for right-of-way. 

If approved, I believe the new Welcome Station will provide an important safety measure to what is currently an unsafe 
condition, and enhance the appearance of Iron Horse Drive for all who use it. 

Thank you for considering my input. 

Respectfully, 

Daniel A. Fuller, Jr. 
Executive Vice President 
Connected Development Services 

214-572-84421 direct 
214-572-00091 fax 
dfuiier@theretaiiconnection.net 
WIJIIIN.theretailconnection.net 

2525 McKinnon Street 
Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75201 

1 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Andrew Moshier <amoshier@gmail.com> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 2:24 PM 
Wendy Compton-Ring 
Iron Horse Welcome Center Proposal 

City ofWF Planning Committee--

I am a full time resident of the Iron Horse community, having had a home here for 10 years. 

I have seen firsthand the dramatic increase in traffic on the road, as homes are completed and construction 
traffic has increased. This community needs some natural traffic calming to help prevent what will certainly be 
a major accident in the near future. Safety should be first and foremost for our roads and our community. As 
our roads are private, the burden is on our community to provide safety improvements, and I urge you to 
support this proposal. 

The proposed design, with a median in the middle of Iron Horse Drive, provides the same safety features as the 
new median on US-93 in front of the WF Lake Golf Course (built by the State of MT) and the bulbouts in 
downtown WF (built for the City ofWF). A simple, clean, naturally safe traffic calming measure, meant to be 
simultaneously welcoming to the overall WF community. 

Regards --

Andrew Moshier 
132 Woodland Star Circle 

',; 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wendy, 

Tee Baur <etbaur@baurproperties.net> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 2:25 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

Please include my following comments in the upcoming hearing on the proposed Iron Horse Welcome Center: 

1. The proposed landscaping for the project and the attractive building will make an enhanced 'sense of arrival' for 
all members and guests. 

2. The inviting nature of the Center will help visitors get proper directions. 
3. The complex will slow both incoming & outgoing traffic. 
4. The new plan will simplify a very busy area with normal vehicular traffic, golf course service vehicles, golf carts & 

pedestrians. 

I applaud the Iron Horse HOA for developing and submitting this project to the City for approval, and I hope that the 
City will expedite it through the normal approval process. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Tee Bour 
305 Kings Town Dr. 
Naples, FI. 34102 
Home: 239-434-6584 
Mobile: 314-706-9008 

,,'. "', . ,~. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Peter Grant <peter.grant@anchormarck.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 2:31 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Proposed Welcome Center 

As a property owner in the Iron Horse community for 15 years, and as a homeowner for 10 of those 15 years, I 
would like to express my support for the proposal from the IHHOA that you are evaluating. 
Over the years of our residency we have always harbored some concern over the possibility of an accident 
occurring in the immediate vicinity of the proposed siting. The confluence of drive-through, recreational, 
maintenance, and construction vehicles has created a set of conditions that are well-addressed in this proposal. 
This proposal. if approved, will contribute to a safer community approach, where there is a visual cue for traffic 
to slow and take account ofthe adjacent roadways. I am personally encouraged by the possibility of a safer 
approach and welcome area to Iron Horse, that maintains the open feel of the community. 
I fully support the proposal. 

Peter M. Grant II 
Anchormarck, LLC 
310 4th Street N.E. 
Suite 102 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
Office: (434)995-5835 
Mobile: (612)991-5130 

, ,f. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

9 regory.hetzer@wellsfargoadvisors.com 
Monday, January OS, 2015 2:31 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Re Welcome Center in Iron Horse 

Regarding the Welcome Center. As a new home owner in the Whitefish community we were very impressed 
with the design and concept of the welcome center. We are all concerned with our public safety. This is 
a very well thought out plan to slow down motorist coming down Iron House as it is a pretty steep decline. 
It also will be an information facility assisting all motorists. To us this is a Win Win for the Whitefish community. 

Best Regards 

Gregory J. Hetzer 
Senior Vice President - Investments 
Senior PIM Portfolio Manager 
CA Insurance License #OA72594 

Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC 
501 Deep Valley Drive, 4th Floor 
Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274 
Telephone: 310-265-5417 
Fax: 310-377-7872 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
This message is intended only for the named recipient and it may contain information that is confidential and/or subject to Firm 
privileges. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or 
copy of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 
return facsimile or phone call and destroy this message at once. 

Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC, Member SIPC 

ATTENTION: THIS E-MAIL MAY BE AN ADVERTISEMENT OR SOLICITATION FOR PRODUCTS AND SERVICES. 

To unsubscribe from marketing e-mails from: 
• An individual Wells Fargo Advisors financial advisor: Reply to one of his/her e-mails and type "Unsubscribe" in the subject line . 
• Wells Fargo and its affiliates: Unsubscribe at https:/Iwww.wellsfargoadvisors.com/wellsfargo-unsubscribe 

Neither of these actions will affect delivery of important service messages regarding your accounts that we may need to send you or preferences you may have 
previously set for other e-mail services. 

For additional information regarding our electronic communication policies, visit http://weilsfargoadvisors.com/disclosures/email-disclosure.hlml. 

Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC is a separate nonbank affiliate of Wells Fargo & Company, Member FINRAISIPC. 1 North Jefferson, SI. Louis, MO 63103. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Robb Voyles <robbvoy@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, January as, 2015 2:31 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Proposed Welcome Center at Iron Horse 

We own a home at 2063 Silverberry in Whitefish. We strongly support the proposed Welcome Center 
and encourage its prompt approval. Since we purchased our home in 2007, we have been 
concerned about the safety of the left turn from Silverberry Road onto Iron Horse Drive. The visibility 
is very limited, especially given the amount of construction traffic and the speed at which vehicles 
drive up and down Iron Horse Road. There have been several near misses over the years. The 
welcome center, coupled with the widening of the road and the relocation of Silverberry Road, will 
alleviate this concern. It will also increase safety for those walkers and golf carts crossing the roads 
and the numerous bikers that travers Iron Horse Drive for recreaction. Generally, the Welcome 
Center will provide a slower, mo re organized and safer traffic flow for all. Please approve the 
proposal. 

Robb and Lori Voyles 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs: 

Linda Yerger <Iinda@cavaliergrp.com> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 3:35 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Welcome Center at Iron Horse 

As a homeowner in Iron Horse, I would be so pleased if the City Council would approve the proposed 
Welcome Center. The traffic flow in this highly congested area would be divided, and some diverted, 
to provide a much safer area for all types of traffic ... pedestrian, cyclist, golf and car traffic. Thank you 
for your attention to this matter. We all want the safety of others to be uppermost in this 
neighborhood! 
Sincerely, 
Linda Yerger 
150 South Prairiesmoke Circle 
Whitefish, MT. 59937 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sensitivity: 

Joe Rhemann <joe@rhemann.com> 
Monday, January OS, 2015 3:56 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

Confidential 

Dear Whitefish Planning Committee, 

Thank you for your service to the people of Whitefish. We appreciate the time and energy you 
dedicate on our behalf. Time spent serving on boards, committees, and other such activities teaches 
us to appreciate how much time is given so generously by so many. 

Please register my support for the planned Iron Horse welcome center. It will provide prudent 
enhancements to traffic safety and a welcome aesthetic improvement. 

According to the concept and drawings, it will be tastefully in line with the desire of the Iron Horse 
community to maintain a thoughtfully understated, rustically beautiful, high-quality persona that adds 
to the good value of Whitefish overall. 

Affected homeowners have been waiting patiently for the Iron Horse Home Owners Association to 
address expected functional and aesthetic improvements to welcome areas. As the community 
association is now far enough along in its maturity, and as the amount of traffic on Iron Horse roads 
has increased dramatically over the last several years (and will remain on a general increasing trend), 
this seems like the right time to address these improvements. Delaying improvements will allow a 
growing traffic safety issue to exacerbate and result in increased time, cost, and inconvenience for 
the community. 

Thank you all again for your time and thoughtfulness, and happy new year. 

Joe 

Joe Rhemann 

Private, proprietary, confidential. All rights reserved. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To: Planning committee 
Fr: Alan Warrick 

Alan Warrick <afwarrick@gmail.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 3:44 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Proposed Welcome Center Ironhorse 

Respectfully as a Ironhorse home owner and member of the Ironhorse HOA I would like to submit a few 
comments regarding the proposed Welcome Center. 

1. The most important point to make is Safety, Safety, Safety 
2. Our children and grandchildren are the prime concern for all of us in the community 
3. Reducing the speeds of all vehicles will greatly help protect walkers, bikers, golf carts ect 
4. The general flow of traffic will be greatly enhanced with traffic spread out and line of sight much improved 

And of course a very welcome feeling for all that enter Ironhorse and enjoy the area. 

I greatly appreciate your consideration of the project. 

Respectfully submitted 
Alan Warrick 
113 Huckleberry Ln 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

Alan F Warrick 
1921 Country Club LN 
Little Rock, Ark. 72207 
501-664-0777 
Cell 501-258-5649 
afwarrick@gmail.com 

1 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jeff Bayer <jbayer@cdc-usa.com> 
Monday, January 05, 2015 3:46 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

Dear City of Whitefish Planning Committee, 

My wife Chris and I were recently made aware of the proposed Welcome Center on Iron Horse Drive. We saw drawings 
of the proposed roadway and new building and believe this would contribute greatly towards overall safety in this 
area. Specifically in the summer months when there is significant pedestrian, bicycle, golf cart and vehicular traffic all 
converging within this particular zone. We are very much in favor of this proposal and support it fully. 

Please include our preference at the upcoming Planning Committee meeting. 

Thank you and best regards, 

Jeff and Chris Bayer 
2149263579 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Valery Neuman <valeryneuman@yahoo.com> 
Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:01 AM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Ironhorse Welcome Center 

Dear Whitefish Planning Department, 

This letter is in regards to the proposed Welcome Center for lronhorse Golf Club. My wife and I are in 
favor of the proposal for a myriad of reasons, primarily safety comes to mind. The current guard 
building is in a blind area and we have consistently observed trucks and cars racing through at high 
speeds. The area is a traffic area for children, golfers, bicyclists, pedestrians, etc. 

It would be a more professional entrance and would be a friendly way to "slow things down" and 
welcome people into the area ... 

We thank you for your service in the beautiful town of Whitefish, Montana. 

Respectfully, 

Don and Valery Neuman 
350 Sugarbowl Circle 
Whitefish, Montana, 
59937 

Cell 760.861.1176 
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IRON HORSE 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Date: December 31,2014 

To: City of Whitefish Planning Committee 

From: Andrew Moshier, President, Iron Horse Home Owners Association 

Re: Completion of Entryway to the Iron Horse Community 

Whitefish Planning Committee, 

This application is a request to approve a one-story Welcome Center building, along 
with the required sewer and other utility permits, to complete the entryway into the 
Iron Horse community. 

The purpose of this project is twofold; 

1. Provide for traffic calming in a road area that is incomplete and poorly 
designed, leaving it prone to a dense collections of vehicles, golf carts, and 
pedestrians . 

2. Complete an aesthetically pleasing look at this entryway site, left incomplete 
at turnover from the developer. 

Background. The Iron Horse HOA was turned over from declarant control to an 
independently elected Board of Directors in 2011. Completing the entryway was 
the top request of property owners. However, given insufficient reserves and other 
service requirements, the HOA opted to defer this effort to a future date. The 
summer of 2014 saw vastly increased traffic and an improvement in HOA financials, 
bringing this project back to the top of priority list. 

2150 IRON HORSE DRIVE 

WHITEFISH. MONTANA 59937 
PH 0 N E: 406-863-3042 . 877-612-5900 

FAX: 406-863-3043 

,~ •• \~: .. !,~ 
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Iron Horse Entryway Project 

Currently a basic guardhouse is located to the side of a cross traffic nightmare. In 
the summertime, traffic includes regular vehicle flow, ingress/egress to Silverberry 
Lane, heavy home construction equipment (including dump trucks), golf carts, golf 
course construction equipment, cyclists, and some foot traffic. Uphill and downhill 
speeds compound the flow rate challenge through a narrow roadway. 

Completion of the entryway design will accomplish several safety goals; 

Split the uphill and downhill roadway with a median section and widen each 
main lane to 20'. Curve the uphill roadway for natural traffic calming 
Consolidate Silverberry Lane with the golf course maintenance road, 
physically separate from golf cart ingress/egress points (exact re-routing 
being discussed with affected homeowners) 
Slow traffic to 15 mph, but encourage continuous traffic flow 
Build a new Welcoming Station in the median to create natural awareness of 
the entryway, 'fill in' the expanded roadway, and allow clear viewing of road 
crossing golf carts 
Add a separate pull over lane on the uphill portion for vehicles needing 
assistance 

A secondary aesthetic goal is to create a pleasing, GNP-themed entryway color 
scheme that promotes a relaxing and welcoming feel to residents, their guests, and 
other visitors. This would tie in to a concurrent project to replace all Iron Horse 
road signs with similar GNP-themed versions (the current WF street signs are the 
basis for the style and materials to be used). 

Project timing: Move forward with professional design and City ofWF planning 
requirements ASAP. Start construction late March, 2015, 

12/1/14 v4 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To City of Whitefish Staff, 

John Witt <john@wittcogroup.com> 
Friday, January 09, 2015 6:57 AM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Iron Horse Welcome Center 

I am aware of plans to relocate and modify the Iron Horse guard station to create a divided entrance 
with a welcome center/guard bui,lding near the cart path crossing area on Iron Horse drive. As a year 
round resident in the development, I am very much for this modification. This is a somewhat curvy 
area that has a significant amount of cart crossing traffic, course maintenance traffic, construction 
traffic, and, in the summer, children walking, or riding bikes. The center's location would reduce traffic 
speeds to a safe level without causing people to stop as they enter this dangerous area. I believe it 
would achieve the goal of increasing safety in the area without overly impeding the flow of traffic. 
Thanks for your consideration. 

John Witt 
143 Berry Ln 

Sent from my iPhone 
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RESOLUTION NO.    

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL SUBMITTING TO THE 
QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA, THE 
QUESTION OF WHETHER, TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE WATER 
QUALITY AND QUANTITY, INCLUDING THE SOURCE DRINKING 
WATER SUPPLY FOR THE MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM OF THE CITY 
OF WHITEFISH, THROUGH THE ACQUISITION OF A CONSERVATION 
EASEMENT OR OTHER INTERESTS IN AND AROUND HASKILL BASIN, 
THE EXISTING RESORT TAX RATE SHALL BE AMENDED FROM 2% TO 
3% EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2015 AND ENDING ON JANUARY 31, 2025, WITH 
RESORT TAX REVENUES RESULTING FROM THE 1% RATE INCREASE 
TO BE USED AS FOLLOWS: (I) 25% FOR PROPERTY TAX RELIEF THAT IS 
IN ADDITION TO THE EXISTING PROPERTY TAX RELIEF; (II) 70% TO 
SECURE AND BE PLEDGED TO THE REPAYMENT OF A LOAN OR A 
BOND TO FINANCE A PORTION OF THE COSTS OF, OR TO OTHERWISE 
PAY FOR, THE ACQUISITION OF THE CONSERVATION EASEMENT OR 
OTHER INTERESTS, EXCEPT THAT IF SUCH PORTION OF RESORT TAX 
REVENUES RECEIVED IN A FISCAL YEAR IS MORE THAN IS NEEDED IN 
THAT FISCAL YEAR FOR SUCH LOAN OR BOND, THE EXCESS WILL BE 
APPLIED TO ADDITIONAL PROPERTY TAX RELIEF IN THE NEXT 
FISCAL YEAR; AND (III) 5% FOR MERCHANTS’ COSTS OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the forested lands in and around Haskill Basin owned by F.H. Stoltze Land 
and Lumber Company (the “Company”) encompass the watershed comprising the source 
drinking water supply from which the City of Whitefish, Montana (the “City”) currently receives 
more than 75% of its drinking water and enhance the City’s scenic, aesthetic and recreational 
opportunities; and  

WHEREAS, for over 100 years, the City has relied on the Company to provide access to 
this source drinking water supply, and the residents of and visitors to the City rely on the 
Company for access to the Company’s private lands for various community recreational 
activities; and 

WHEREAS, over the past decade, the City and other interested parties have engaged in 
discussions with the Company with respect to the need to preserve portions of the Company’s 
forest lands in and around Haskill Basin to protect and preserve water quality and quantity, 
including the source drinking water supply for the City’s municipal water system, and to 
maintain public recreational access, especially as land values and pressure to sell lands for 
development increase; and 

WHEREAS, through these discussions, the Trust for Public Land (“TPL”) has negotiated 
an option to purchase from the Company a conservation easement (the “Conservation 
Easement”) with respect to approximately 3,020 acres in and around Haskill Basin, with an 
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estimated value of approximately $22,000,000, for the estimated price of $17,000,000, which 
option expires at the end of 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the City is authorized under Title 7, Chapter 7, Part 44, Montana Code 
Annotated (“M.C.A.”), to own, operate and maintain any undertaking, including its municipal 
water system, and to acquire rights in land or water rights in connection with such undertaking, 
and to issue its bonds to finance in whole or in part the cost of the acquisition, purchase, 
construction, reconstruction, improvement, betterment, or extension of such undertaking; and 

WHEREAS, the City’s primary drinking water source is two creeks included within the 
area to be made subject to the Conservation Easement; and 

WHEREAS, the City has placed certain improvements in or near such creeks to facilitate 
the provision of drinking water to the citizens of the City and the residents of the surrounding 
area; and 

WHEREAS, the water in such creeks, the City’s water rights to the water in such creeks, 
and such improvements form a critical part of the City’s municipal water system; and 

WHEREAS, the City is authorized under Title 76, Chapter 6, Parts 1 and 2, M.C.A. (the 
“Open Space Act”), to provide for the preservation of open-space land, including by acquiring 
conservation easements, and to borrow and expend funds for those purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the Conservation Easement on the land in and around Haskill Basin would 
preserve the subject land as “open-space land,” as defined in the Open Space Act; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City (the “Council”) has determined that the 
Conservation Easement on and around Haskill Basin would satisfy a multiplicity of benefits for 
city residents and visitors, including protecting and preserving water quality and quantity, 
including the source drinking water supply for the City’s municipal water system; protecting the 
City’s aesthetic attractions and scenic backdrop; preserving important wildlife habitat; providing 
for continued sustainable timber harvesting and associated local jobs; and securing recreational 
access to the land; and 

WHEREAS, the City, the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (“FWP”) and 
other partners have pursued and received approval for a $7,000,000 U.S. Forest Service Forest 
Legacy Grant and a $2,000,000 Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund Grant to 
assist in the purchase of the Conservation Easement; and 

WHEREAS, the City requested the technical advice and assistance of TPL and its 
nationally recognized Conservation Finance Program to research and assess the local public 
funding options available to finance the remaining estimated $8,000,000 of the purchase price of 
the Conservation Easement; and 

WHEREAS, TPL presented the Whitefish Conservation Finance Feasibility Study in 
September 2014 that identified several funding options, and conducted a public opinion survey in 
January 2015 that demonstrated strong voter support for financing all or a portion of the 
remaining estimated $8,000,000 of the purchase price of the Conservation Easement by 
increasing the existing resort tax; and 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Title 7, Chapter 6, Part 15, M.C.A., a resort community is 
authorized to present to the electors of the resort community the question of imposing, amending 
or repealing a resort tax by adopting a resolution to that effect and the City is a “resort 
community” as defined in Section 7-6-1501(5), M.C.A.; and 

WHEREAS, in 1995, the electors of the City approved a resort tax in the amount of 2%, 
as further described in the ballot question in Resolution No. 95-38, which resort tax was renewed 
with the approval of 76% the electors of the City in 2004, as further described in the ballot 
question in Resolution No. 04-33; and 

WHEREAS, the City is the only one of eight resort communities in the State of Montana 
levying a resort tax at less than the maximum rate of 3%; and 

WHEREAS, after considering available funding options, the Council has determined that 
the best, but not the exclusive, funding option is to issue water revenue bonds (to be sold to the 
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation under the State Revolving Fund 
Program or to any other purchaser) to finance all or a portion of the remaining estimated 
$8,000,000 of the purchase price of the Conservation Easement and to pursue an increase in the 
City’s existing resort tax from 2% to 3% until the termination of the existing resort tax on 
January 31, 2025, to secure and be pledged to the repayment of such loan or bond; and 

WHEREAS, the Council would not issue any other bonds or loans secured by or payable 
from the increased resort tax revenues prior to the termination of the existing resort tax on 
January 31, 2025; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has determined that there should be submitted to the electors of 
the City qualified to vote the question of whether, to protect and preserve water quality and 
quantity, including the source drinking water supply for the municipal water system of the City, 
through the acquisition of a conservation easement or other interests in and around Haskill Basin, 
the existing resort tax rate shall be amended from 2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015 and ending on 
January 31, 2025, with resort tax revenues resulting from the 1% rate increase to be used as 
follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 
70% to secure and be pledged to the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a portion of the 
costs of, or to otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, 
except that if such portion of resort tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more than is needed 
in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied to additional property tax 
relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ costs of administration; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 13-19-104, M.C.A., such election can be conducted by a 
mail ballot election; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has determined that a mail ballot election conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of Title 13, Chapter 19, Parts 1-3, M.C.A. (the “Mail Ballot 
Act”), is in the best interests of the City and the electors thereof, and notified the Flathead 
County Election Administrator of its intent to conduct a mail ballot election, which notification 
was made not less than seventy days prior to the date of the proposed election; and 
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WHEREAS, the Flathead County Election Administrator will prepare a mail ballot 
election plan in accordance with the provisions of Section 13-19-205, M.C.A. (the “Mail Ballot 
Plan”). 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED By the Council as follows: 

1. Calling of the Election.  The Council hereby calls and directs a special election to 
be held in the City on April 28, 2015, such election to be conducted by mail ballot pursuant to 
the provisions of the Mail Ballot Act, for the purpose of voting on a question in substantially the 
following form: 

To protect and preserve water quality and quantity, including the source drinking 
water supply for the municipal water system of the City of Whitefish, through the 
acquisition of a conservation easement or other interests in and around Haskill 
Basin, shall the existing resort tax rate be amended from 2% to 3% effective July 
1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 2025, with resort tax revenues resulting from 
the 1% rate increase to be used as follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in 
addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to 
the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to 
otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, 
except that if such portion of resort tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more 
than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied 
to additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ 
costs of administration? 

2.  Conduct of Election.  All qualified electors of the City shall be entitled to vote at 
the election.  The Flathead County Election Administrator is requested to close registration and 
thereafter prepare printed lists of the electors in the City entitled to vote in the election in the 
City in the form and manner prescribed by law and consistent with the Mail Ballot Plan.  The 
Flathead County Election Administrator shall prepare the ballot and arrange for the printing of 
the ballot and conduct the election in accordance with all legal requirements. 

3. Notice of Election.  The Flathead County Election Administrator is hereby 
authorized and requested to cause notice of the call and holding of the election to be given by 
causing notice to be published at least three times in the four weeks immediately preceding the 
date of the election in the Whitefish Pilot, a newspaper of general circulation in the City.  The 
notice of election as published shall read substantially as follows: 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 147 of 486



NOTICE OF  
MAIL BALLOT ELECTION 

CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA 
RESORT TAX RATE AMENDMENT  

APRIL 28, 2015 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of 
Whitefish, Montana (the “City”), that pursuant to a certain resolution duly adopted at a meeting 
of the Council on February 17, 2015, a special election of the registered voters of the City will be 
held by mail ballot election on April 28, 2015 for the purpose of voting on the following 
question: 

To protect and preserve water quality and quantity, including the source drinking 
water supply for the municipal water system of the City of Whitefish, through the 
acquisition of a conservation easement or other interests in and around Haskill 
Basin, shall the existing resort tax rate be amended from 2% to 3% effective July 
1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 2025, with resort tax revenues resulting from 
the 1% rate increase to be used as follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in 
addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to 
the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to 
otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, 
except that if such portion of resort tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more 
than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied 
to additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ 
costs of administration? 

The election will be conducted solely by mail ballot by the Flathead County Election 
Administrator.  Ballots will be mailed to all eligible registered voters in the City on April 8, 
2015, and must be returned by each voter, by mail to the Flathead County Election 
Administrator, Flathead County, 800 South Main, Rm 115, Kalispell, MT 59901-5420 or in 
person to the Flathead County Election Administrator, Flathead County, 800 South Main, Rm 
115, Kalispell, Montana, or to the Whitefish City Clerk at the City Clerk’s office, 418 E. 2nd 
Street, Whitefish, Montana, during regular business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), weekdays, 
April 9, 2015 through April 27, 2015.   

On Election Day, April 28, 2015, the only places for deposit of voted ballots will be (i) 
the office of the Flathead County Election Administrator, Flathead County, 800 South Main, Rm 
115, Kalispell Montana, and (ii) the office of the Whitefish City Clerk, 418 E. 2nd Street, 
Whitefish, Montana, each of which will be open from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., and all ballots must 
be in one of those offices by 8:00 p.m. to be counted.  All ballots will be tallied in the office of 
the Flathead County Election Administrator after 8:00 p.m. on April 28, 2015.   

A qualified voter who will be absent from the City during the time the election is being 
conducted may: 

(a) vote in person in the office of the Flathead County Election Administrator 
as soon as the ballots are available and until noon on April 7, 2015; or   
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(b) make a written request prior to noon on April 7, 2015, signed by the 
applicant and addressed to the office of the Flathead County Election Administrator 
requesting the ballot be mailed to an address other than that which appears on the 
registration records.  All ballots to be mailed will be mailed no later than April 8, 2015. 

An elector may obtain a replacement ballot if his ballot is destroyed, spoiled, lost, or not 
received by the elector by personally appearing at the office of the Flathead County Election 
Administrator and by: 

(a) signing an affidavit form stating the reason for the request for 
replacement; and 

(b) if the reason given for replacement is “spoiled ballot,” by returning the 
spoiled ballot to the office of the Flathead County Election Administrator. 

The resort tax will continue to apply to the retail value of all goods and services sold, 
except for goods and services sold for resale, within the City by the following establishments: 
hotels, motels and other lodging or camping facilities; restaurants, fast food stores, and other 
food service establishments; taverns, bars, nightclubs, lounges and other public establishments 
that serve beer, wine, liquor or other alcoholic beverages by the drink; destination ski resorts and 
other destination recreational facilities; and “luxuries” (as defined in Section 7-6-1501, Montana 
Code Annotated and Chapter 3 of the City of Whitefish Municipal Code) sold by all other 
establishments, as further described in Chapter 3 of the City of Whitefish Municipal Code.   

DATED this 17th day of February, 2015. 

 
 _________________________________ 
  Flathead County Election Administrator 
 

Publication Dates: April 1, 2015 
April 8, 2015 
April 15, 2015 

 

 
4. Form of Ballot.  The ballot shall be printed in substantially the following form: 
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA 

RESORT TAX RATE AMENDMENT ELECTION 
TO BE CONDUCTED BY MAIL BALLOT 

APRIL 28, 2015 

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS:  Make an X or similar mark in the blank before the 
words “FOR this amendment” if you wish to vote for the amendment; if you are opposed 
to the amendment, make an X or similar mark in the blank before the words “AGAINST 
this amendment.” 

To protect and preserve water quality and quantity, including the source drinking 
water supply for the municipal water system of the City of Whitefish, through the 
acquisition of a conservation easement or other interests in and around Haskill 
Basin, shall the existing resort tax rate be amended from 2% to 3% effective July 
1, 2015 and ending on January 31, 2025, with resort tax revenues resulting from 
the 1% rate increase to be used as follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in 
addition to the existing property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to 
the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to 
otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation easement or other interests, 
except that if such portion of resort tax revenues received in a fiscal year is more 
than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied 
to additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ 
costs of administration? 

 

_______ FOR this amendment 

_______ AGAINST this amendment 
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5. Notice to County Election Administrator.  A copy of this resolution will be 
provided to the Flathead County Election Administrator as soon as possible after its adoption and 
approval in order to inform her of the details of the election and the pertinent requests and 
authorizations as to the conduct of the election. 

6. Effect of Amendment.  The proposed amendment does not otherwise change or 
affect the existing resort tax, including the uses to which the revenues resulting from the existing 
2% resort tax rate are applied or the duration of the existing resort tax, which is currently set to 
expire on January 31, 2025. 

7. Conditions to Closing; Treatment of Resort Tax Revenues if Conservation 
Easement is Not Purchased.  The terms of the Conservation Easement will seek to, among other 
things:  secure and enhance water quality and quantity, including the source drinking water 
supply for the City’s municipal water system; provide for continued sustainable timber 
harvesting; secure public recreational access to the land; protect critical wildlife habitat; ensure 
the ability of the City or its partners to create and develop a trail system on the land subject to the 
Conservation Easement that connects the Whitefish Trail to the City; and provide for the 
Conservation Easement to be jointly held by the City and FWP in perpetuity.  The City reserves 
the right to review and approve the Conservation Easement prior to closing on the Conservation 
Easement, and will not proceed to close on the purchase of the Conservation Easement or expend 
its portion of the purchase price of the Conservation Easement until the terms of the 
Conservation Easement are completely satisfactory to the City.  If the proposed amendment to 
the existing resort tax is approved by the electors of the City but the City does not acquire the 
Conservation Easement by December 31, 2015 or such later date as may be agreed upon, the 
City will cease collecting the additional 1% in resort tax on January 1, 2016 or the business day 
immediately following such later date, and will use the revenues collected from such additional 
1% in resort tax between July 1, 2015 and December 31, 2015 or later date for property tax 
relief. 

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, this 17th day of 
February, 2015. 

  
              
        Mayor     
 
Attest:       
 City Clerk 
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MEMORANDUM 
#2015-003 
 
 
 
 
 
To: Mayor John Muhlfeld 
 City Councilors 

From: Chuck Stearns, City Manager  
 
Re: Staff Report – Resolution calling for a Special Election to ask voters to increase the Resort 

Tax by one percentage point to 3% to pay for local funding costs of the proposed Stoltze 
Conservation Easement 

 
Date: February 5, 2015 
 
 
Introduction/History 
 
City officials have had discussions back to at least 2009  and likely before then with the F.H. 
Stoltze Land and Lumber Company regarding ways to preserve their timberlands in the Haskill 
Basin watershed for our water supply and for their timber management purposes.   Some of their 
timberlands were sold and developed into subdivisions in the past.  Development could increase 
sedimentation for our municipal water supply and if such development was not on a public sewer 
system, our water supply could be threatened as occurred when we had to shut down the water 
intake on 1st Creek in the past.     However, the cost for the City to purchase a conservation 
easement on as much as 3,024 acres of land in the past was too high for us to afford.    
 
The Trust for Public Land (TPL) became interested in this project in 2013 given their recent, 
successful efforts at protecting timberlands in the Swan/Blackfoot area and in Lincoln County.   
They entered into negotiations with the F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company and negotiated 
an option for the purchase of a Conservation Easement for a net estimated cost of 
$17,000,000.00,  for 3,024 acres.  The option for the Conservation Easement expires on 
December 31, 2015.   The F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company will also donate the 
difference between the value of the Conservation Easement appraisal (estimated at $22,000,000) 
and the estimated $17,000,000 cost.    
 
Since that time, TPL, assisted by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, has 
secured a $7,000,000.00 federal Forest Legacy grant and a $2,000,000.00 Cooperative 
Endangered Species Conservation Fund Grant.   That leaves $8,000,000.00 of the estimated 
$17,000,000.00 cost remaining to be funded in the local area of Whitefish.   
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At the request of the City for technical assistance, The Trust for Public Land presented a 
Financial Feasibility Study for local funding options at the September 15, 2014 City Council 
meeting and a copy of that report and presentation is in the packet with this report.   At a work 
session on February 2, 2015, TPL also presented the results of a statistically valid telephone 
survey of randomly selected Whitefish registered voters on various funding options for raising 
this $8,000,000.     At the end of the February 2, 2015 City Council meeting, the City Council 
directed staff to bring forward for consideration at the February 17th City Council meeting, a 
Resolution calling for a special election on April 28th to ask the voters to increase the Resort Tax 
by one percentage point, up to 3% (the maximum allowed under the Montana Code and the same 
exacted by the other seven resort communities in Montana), for the purposes of funding 
$8,000,000 of the proposed Stoltze Conservation Easement to preserve water quality and water 
supply in the Haskill Basin watershed.   
 
 
Current Report 
 
We have worked with our Bond Counsel, the Dorsey and Whitney branch office in  Missoula on 
this Resolution.   The Resolution attached in the packet is geared towards using any excess 
Resort Tax revenues, above what is needed to pay on the water revenue bond or loan and to 
repay any city loans or advances from the Water Fund, for property tax relief in the next fiscal 
year.   The option to prepay or pay down bond principal early, while possible, created many 
different problems and would have made for very complex ballot language.  So Mayor Muhlfeld, 
John Anderson, Mary VanBuskirk, and I decided just to recommend the option of having any 
excess go to property tax relief in the following year.  This method is also consistent with what 
we do with any excess revenues from the current 2% Resort Tax.     
 
We will discuss the ballot language at the meeting on February 17th and the City Council can 
make decisions on the final ballot language and Resolution.   For an election to be held on April 
28th, the Resolution will need to be adopted on February 17th in order to allow the Flathead 
County elections office the statutorily required 70 days notification of the election.   
 
The Resort Tax Monitoring Committee met on February 11th and, after considerable discussion, 
passed a motion recommending against increasing the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% for funding the 
Conservation Easement (Chris Schustrom, Trek Stephens, and Julia Olivares (by text message) 
voted for the motion and Doug Reed and Ken Stein voted against the motion.    Brian Averill, 
Julia Olivares, and John Anderson were absent, although Julia voted by text message.    
 
 
Financial Requirement 
 
As the pro forma spreadsheet in the packet shows for the cash flow of a 1% increase in the 
Resort Tax, in the early years, the City would still have to advance or loan itself some funding 
from the Water Fund, but those advances/loans can be repaid in later years if the Resort Tax does 
maintain at least a 5% annual growth rate as is assumed in the spreadsheet.   However, we think 
that the Montana SRF program may allow an adjustment to the bond debt service amortization 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 153 of 486



schedule that would defer some principal payments to the later years so as to better match or 
revenue stream and possibly avoid us having to advance or loan money from the Water Fund.     
Historically, the average annual growth rate of the Resort Tax has been 6.13% (see chart in the 
packet).   However, over 10 years, until the January 31, 2025 sunset of the Resort Tax, there 
would be enough funds to pay off a 10 year State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan at 2.5%.    That 
2.5% interest rate is fixed for the entire term of the loan and the SRF program only occasionally 
adjusts their rates, so we should be able to obtain a 2.5% interest rate even if we don’t close on 
the loan until later this year.   
 
Because the purpose of this SRF loan is for water quality and water supply, we can get a SRF 
loan.   We will have to pledge both the Resort Tax revenues and water revenues as security for 
the SRF loan.  If Resort Tax revenues are not enough, we will make up any deficits from water 
revenues and possible rate increases, but the pro forma estimates show that over the 10 year 
period, Resort Tax revenues should be sufficient.   The resolution also preserves the opportunity 
to go into the public debt markets with a Water Revenue Bond as a backup if SRF funding 
should not be available.    
 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council, after considering testimony at the 
public hearing and the recommendation from the Resort Tax Monitoring Committee, 
decide on a funding mechanism for the local funding needed for the Stoltze Conservation 
Easement.  The City Manager believes that increasing the Resort Tax to 3% is the least 
regressive of the tax options, people have more choice to pay it (however, this choice is 
the crux of business opposition), so therefore it is a fair and recommended funding 
option.    

If you want to set a special election on an increase of the Resort Tax to 3% for April 28th, 
then you would make a motion to approve a Resolution submitting to the qualified 
electors of the City of Whitefish, Montana, the question of whether, To protect and 
preserve water quality and quantity, including the source drinking water supply for the 
municipal water system of the City of Whitefish, through the acquisition of a 
conservation easement or other interests in and around Haskill Basin, shall the existing 
Resort Tax rate be amended from 2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015 and ending on January 
31, 2025, with Resort Tax revenues resulting from the 1% rate increase to be used as 
follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in addition to the existing property tax 
relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to the repayment of a loan or a bond to finance a 
portion of the costs of, or to otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation 
easement or other interests, except that if such portion of Resort Tax revenues received in 
a fiscal year is more than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess 
will be applied to additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for 
merchants’ costs of administration.   
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1

Chuck Stearns

From: Kevin Jacks <kevinrj@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:28 PM
To: jmuhlfeld@cityofwhitefish.org; janderson@cityofwhitefish.org; 

pbarberis@cityofwhitefish.org; afeury@cityofwhitefish.org; 
rhildner@cityofwhitefish.org; fsweeney@cityofwhitefish.org; 
cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org

Cc: Carrie Johnson
Subject: Comment on Haskill conservation funding

Hello everyone. 
 
My name is Kevin Jacks, I live at 268 Haskill Crossing Rd. I'm also a former downtown business 
owner. I was at the special session on 2/2/2015, but did not have a chance to comment on the 
funding options for the Haskill Basin Conservation easement.  
As a resident of Haskill Basin (Haskill creek flows through my property) I am very much in favor of this 
project, for both water quality and continued recreation access. I'm in favor of the Resort Tax option of 
funding. As a non-city resident who directly benefits from this project, I think it only fair I help pay for 
it. With the first two options (increased water bill or general bond fund), myself, my neighbors, and all 
others living in the area but not within city limits, who benefit from this project, will not help fund it.  
I used to be part owner of Runner Up Sports in Whitefish. When we started our ownership we 
charged no Resort Tax, we just paid it ourselves. When this got too onerous we started charging our 
customers the 2% tax. No one blinked an eye. It had absolutely no effect on our business. While I 
understand the concerns of the business owners in Whitefish, I think they will prove unfounded. The 
Resort Tax already exists, a one percent increase will not stop vacationers and locals alike from 
shopping in town. It will be a big deal locally for a month or so then blow over. The vast majority of 
people planning vacations here will never even hear about it.  
 
Thanks for your time. 
Kevin Jacks  
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Chris Schustrom 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Chris Schustrom [chris@gardenwallinn.com] 
Monday, February 02, 2015 10:48 AM 
'John Muhffefd'; 'John Anderson'; 'Richard Hifdner'; 'Richard Hifdner'; 
'janderson@conradianderson.com'; 'Frank Sweeney'; 'fsweeney@cityofwhitefish.org'; 'Jen 
Frandsen'; 'jfrandsen@cityofwhitefish .org'; 'pbarberis@cityofwhitefish .org'; 
'afeury@cityofwhitefish.org' 
Haskill Basin conservation easement I TPL polling 
ITRR Review of TPL Poll.docx; Water Revenue bond Page from Packet.2015-02-02.pdf 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors, 

The decision of how to fund the purchase of a Has kill Basin conservation easement is a very important one for 
Whitefish. Your decision on the preferred funding option can result in an equitable method of funding that 
benefits the entire community, while avoiding harm to any one part of our town. 

A very important part of making the best decision on a matter such as this is having the best available 
information, fairly and objectively collected. I am writing to express concern over the Trust for Public Land 
(TPL) polling undertaken in January. It appears to be an important component in your considerations. After 
reading the TPL presentation and polling results in the City Council packet, it seemed obvious to me that this 
polling was focused primarily on gathering support for a proposal to increase the Resort Tax to fund the 
purchase of the Haskill conservation easement. It also appeared that this public opinion surveying was not 
objectively undertaken. I brought this concern up to one of you last week, and was told that I was "off base" 
in my concerns. Seeking to be as informed as possible, and joining you all in not being an expert in public 
opinion surveying, I sought a profession review of the TPL surveying. 

TPL's presentation and polling results were sent to Dr. Norma Nickerson, Director of the Institute for Tourism 
and Recreation Research at the University of Montana. The work of the ITRR is to collect primary data in the 
form of surveys and other methodologies. Dr Nickerson's review of the polling undertaken by TPL's public 
opinion firm is attached, and below. As you can see from the Dr. Nickerson's review, concern over the polling 
and the results, is not without merit. I hope that you will give this review serious consideration as you 
deliberate how to give weight to the equity and efficacy of the funding options proposed for the Haskil! 
easement. 

I support the purchase of the Has kill conservation easement. I believe that approving a Water Revenue Bond 
at $6.72 per month addition cost to the average homeowner would be the most equitable funding option. 
Attached is the page (page 61} from the City Council packet showing this breakdown. This option would 

spread the cost of the Haskill conservation easement purchase over all water users in the City, and could be 
approved by the Council Council. 

I do not support a ballot measure to increase the Resort Tax to fund the purchase of the Has kill conservation 
easement. Each time the Resort Tax is brought up in a public arena, local businesses that collect the Resort 
Tax hear about it, and see a negative effect on their businesses. Shoppers can purchase similar goods, without 
paying the Resort Tax, 15 minutes south of Whitefish. The Resort Tax has been successful for Whitefish and 1 

support it, but it should be recognized that Whitefish loses business from it every day. 

At a meeting with Mayor Muhlfeld last week, Whitefish businesses from all sectors were unified in their 
support for the Haskill conservation easement. These same businesses were unified in their opposition to an 
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increase in Resort Tax to 

business resulting from fact that 

associated with the tax. 

They numerous examples of the loss of 

also from the negative perception, correct or not, 

Thank you for giving careful consideration to these concerns and points as you seek an equitable and 

beneficial way to make this project a reality. 

Sincerely, 

Chris 

Chris Schustrom 
The Garden Wall Inn I 504 Spokane Avenue I Whitefish, MT 59937 

p: 406-862-3440 I =::cc.:�_;c,;:.:"-'-"'-::::-"��;J:::;c:��=-�-�� 

TOURISM and RECREATION RESEARCH at University of Montana 

,.,..,.,,..,..,,...,. to the Census Bureau the 2013 population was 6,649 with 80% of them being 18 or 

voting age}. A survey of 175 voting residents is only 3.3% of population. Therefore my first 

concern is the data represents such a small portion of the population and the methods do not indicate how 

the 175 represent the population. Furthermore, the survey methods used a telephone survey. With any 
objective survey research, it is important to provide the response rate of the survey. This NEEDS to include 

number of people simply hung as as those not willing to participate. What was the total 

they tried to contact? Telephone surveys are therefore a 

"random" and "objective" population is to reach. How many people were many 

were attempted? What is the breakdown of land-line and cell responses? It is important that the 

methodology is dear on how the data was determined to be representative of Whitefish. This has not been 

presented even though they state the margin of error is+/- 7.4% with the caveat that the margin of error 

population subgroups will be higher. Who are those subgroups? 

When I read through the presentation, there was a slide showing the following: 

Public Opinion Survey 

* e Determine support for funding land conservation 
* • Test voter priorities/benefits 
* • Sample ballot language 
* • Understand tax tolerance 
* • Fiscal safeguards, accountability elements 
* • find out best messengers & messages 

It was very dear to me that the second bullet, "Test voter priorities/benefits" was not fairly tested (or it 

simply was not reported). Most the survey was about the increase in resort tax. It appears that only one 
question related to other possible funding sources and their support or lack of support for those other 

options. The survey did not go into detail about the other funding options and therefore the survey 

instrument itself was biased towards the resort tax increase. Perhaps the city officials had already decided 

that the resort tax was the option they would prefer and only asked TPL to assess that issue. If so, TPL did 

If not, TPL presented a one-sided survey to the residents. 

2 
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preserve water 
u:u:t-inn is of the water 

conservation easement? Is there a chance that without the 

easement, the water marginalized? In other words, protection, there be such 

development area that quality water is threatened? is it more about the view shed, wildlife, 

recreation and so reaHy shoufd be honest in the reason behind the conservation easement. 
* Finally, there were no questions asking residents currently in Whitefish and 

elsewhere and whether or not the added 1% change shopping behavior Whitefish. All that 

was was if it 

3 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a national nonprofit organization dedicated to conserving land 
for people to enjoy as parks, gardens, and natural areas. Since 1972, TPL has conserved more than 
2.4 million acres of land nationwide.  In Montana, TPL has helped protect more than 539,100 
acres. 

To help state agencies and local governments acquire land, TPL assists communities in identifying 
and securing public financing. TPL’s Conservation Finance program offers technical assistance to 
elected officials, public agencies and community groups to design, pass and implement public 
funding measures that reflect popular priorities. Overall, voter support of local conservation 
finance measures in Montana has been mixed. Roughly 71 percent of measures (10 of 14) on the 
ballot between 1994 and 2012 have been approved.1 

In June 2013, the Trust for Public Land and the F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company 
developed a plan to protect more than 3,000 acres of working forest lands in the Haskill Basin 
near the City of Whitefish. Stoltze gave The Trust for Public Land the right to purchase a 
conservation easement, which would allow the continued use of the Haskill Basin property for 
sustainable forest management and recreation, while prohibiting all future residential, industrial 
and commercial development. Important to the city’s economy, wildlife and the recreating public, 
these lands are also the source of more than 75 percent of the city’s drinking water supply. The 

easement would ultimately be conveyed to Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks for long‐term 
monitoring and enforcement. 

 
There are a number of potential funding options that can be “knit together” to protect the Haskill 
Basin. State, federal, local, and private sources all have a role to play in achieving this conservation 
objective. The purpose of this study is to research the most viable local public funding options 
available to the City of Whitefish. Given the substantial investment of time and resources required 
for a successful conservation finance initiative to voters, preliminary research is essential to 
determine the feasibility of such an effort.  

This brief report provides an examination of the options for generating and dedicating local 
revenue for conservation including the revenue raising capacity and costs of those financing tools.2 
As most options require voter approval the report also contains a summary of the pathways to the 
ballot and recent election history in the city. This research provides a stand-alone, fact-based 
reference document that can be used to evaluate all available financing mechanisms from an 
objective vantage point. 

Next steps should include narrowing funding options to those that best match political and fiscal 
realities in the city and testing voter attitudes toward a specific set of funding proposals.  The Trust 
for Public Land recommends conducting a public opinion survey that tests ballot language, tax 
tolerance, and program priorities of voters in Whitefish. 

 

                                                 
1 The Trust for Public Land, LandVote database. 
2 The contents of the report are based on the best available information at the time of research and drafting (Summer 2014), with much 
of the data compiled from Internet resources and direct communication with local, state and federal government agencies. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
At the request of the City of Whitefish, the Trust for Public Land has undertaken a feasibility 
analysis to explore public funding options in the City of Whitefish to protect the Haskill Basin. In 
order to understand what would be an appropriate funding source or sources, this report first 
briefly delves into the city’s background, including its fiscal status and priorities. Next, the report 
analyzes possible alternatives for funding a conservation land acquisition and management 
program, including their legal authority and revenue raising capacity.  Finally, since most revenue 
options require approval by voters, this report provides pertinent election information, such as 
voter turnout history and election results for local finance measures.   

In Montana, local government funding for land conservation has primarily taken the form of 
budget appropriations, property taxes, general obligation bonds backed by property taxes, parkland 
dedication through the development review process, and less frequently, impact fees. This study 
focuses on the options that present the best opportunities for financing in Whitefish, which are as 
follows: 

1. Bonding.  The city has ample debt capacity to issue a general obligation bond for 
conservation purposes and levy property taxes to pay the debt service. The bond 
proposal must be submitted to the city voters at a general city election, at a 
special election that is conducted in conjunction with a regular or primary 
election, or by mail ballot A $3 million bond would add approximately 
$200,000 to the city’s annual debt service and would cost the typical 
homeowner an average of $38 per year over the life of the bond (20 years). 
Bond proceeds are limited to capital projects and may not be used for operations 
and maintenance purposes. The City Council must adopt a resolution and submit 
the question of a bond issue to the city voters. 

2. Resort Tax.  The City of Whitefish could increase the resort tax on the retail sale 
of lodging, restaurant and prepared food, alcoholic beverages, ski resort goods 
and services, and defined luxury items. Increasing the tax to 3 percent would 
generate an additional $1 million annually. The city also could issue revenue 
bonds backed by a commitment of resort tax revenues. With revenue of $1 
million a year, the city could issue just under $10 million in debt payable 
over 20 years. While the current resort tax does not expire for many years, the 
city could go to the voters to ask for a tax increase and/or reallocation of funds 
at any election.  

3. Water Rates.  The city could consider increasing water rates as a way to generate 
funds to support the purchase of a conservation easement to protect land and 
water in the Haskill Basin. A 5 percent increase in rates would generate 
approximately $124,000 per year; a 10 percent increase would produce 
roughly $249,000 annually.  Revenues from a 10 percent increase in water rates 
could support a revenue bond of up to roughly $3 million. Water rates are set by 
city ordinance or resolution. 

4. Property Tax.  The City of Whitefish may impose a new mill levy by submitting 
the question to electors at a regular, primary, or special election. A 10-mill 
property tax levy would generate approximately $228,000 annually at a cost 
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of $43 per year to the average homeowner in the city. A mill levy must be 
approved by a majority of city voters. 

Next steps should include narrowing funding options to those that match the needs of the 
city to protect the Haskill Basin and testing voter attitudes toward a specific set of funding 
proposals.  TPL recommends conducting a public opinion survey that tests ballot language, tax 
tolerance, and program priorities of voters in Whitefish. 
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BACKGROUND 

Overview 
Whitefish, Montana is located in the northwest portion of the state in Flathead County. The city is 
situated at the south end of Whitefish Lake with views of the Whitefish Mountain Range to the 
north, Glacier National Park to the east as well as mountain views to the west and south. Glacier 
National Park is located 25 miles east of Whitefish. Additionally, the city is closely situated to the 
Flathead National Forest and state forest lands both providing outdoor recreation activity. 
 
Abundant lakes and streams are present in Whitefish area. The watershed that surrounds and 
drains into Whitefish Lake comprises approximately 151 square miles (97,000 acres) of mostly U.S. 
Forest Service, State Forest lands, and privately owned forestland. Whitefish Lake itself covers 
approximately 5 square miles (3,299 acres).  The Haskill Basin property, owned by the F. H. 
Stoltze Land and Lumber Company, is just outside of the city boundaries and occupies roughly 28 
percent of the entire watershed. 
 
The City of Whitefish gets more than 75 percent of its municipal water supply from the Haskill 
Basin property, diverting water from intakes that it maintains, but does not own, on Second and 
Third Creeks and piping it down to a reservoir and treatment plant just north of downtown. 
Development of Stoltze’s Haskill Basin property would dramatically increase the potential for 
sedimentation and septic leachates ending up in the city’s water supply and thus forcing the city to 
incur higher treatment costs. At present, these costs are very low because the water being drawn 
from Haskill Creek is exceptionally clean. 
 
Development that leads to excessive sedimentation and contamination could also force the city to 
stop diverting water from Haskill Creek altogether. This would compel the city to pump all of its 
water out of Whitefish Lake, which has a much higher turbidity level and suspended sediment 
load. The cost of doing so would be high, with the city estimating that the increased treatment and 
pumping costs would add almost $1 million to its annual operating budget. 
 
The proposed conservation easement on this property would allow the continued use of the 
Haskill Basin for sustainable forest management, while prohibiting all future residential, industrial, 
and commercial development. The terms of the easement allow for the property to remain 
accessible to the public for hunting, fishing, hiking, mountain biking, cross country skiing, 
horseback riding, and other outdoor recreational activities.  
 
If the proposed easement fails, the Haskill Basin could be sold for development. High-end 
development in and around the adjacent Whitefish Mountain Resort remains strong.  Immediately 
next door, the 820-acre, 316-lot Iron Horse subdivision continues to see new construction of 
residences and vacation homes. Much of the Haskill Basin is a mirror-image of the land that was 
subdivided for the Iron Horse community, making it a desirable property for development.  

 

Population and Housing 
According to U.S. Census data, the population of Whitefish grew by 26 percent from 2000 to 
2010. This compared to a 22 percent growth rate for Flathead County and 9.1 percent for the State 
of Montana. Due to the economic downturn that began in 2008, it is projected that the rate of 
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growth for the next decade for the county will be slightly lower and average about 1.8 percent a 
year. Based on an annual average rate of growth of 1.8 percent per year, the population for both 
the city and the surrounding planning area is projected to be around 15,121 people by the year 
2030.  The 2010 population of Whitefish was 6,357.  
 
Whitefish has a higher proportion of renters compared to the rest of the state. In 2010, 48 percent 
of housing units were renter occupied compared to 32 percent renter occupancy rate for the rest 
of the state. Whitefish also has a significant number of seasonal/recreational housing. According 
to the 2010 Census, there were 773 seasonal units in the city. This comprised about 19 percent of 
all housing units. Total housing units are estimated at 4,068. 
 

Economy 
Whitefish’s economy is largely tourism based. Building, retail and many seasonal endeavors lead 
the local economy along with railway and logging industries. Whitefish Mountain Resort is a 
destination ski area located within minutes of the downtown.   
 
According to the U.S. Census – American Community Survey, the median household income in 
Whitefish in 2011 was $41,940 compared to $45,324 for the State of Montana and $45,588 for 
Flathead County. Median income in Whitefish is likely to be lower than the county due to the high 
number of rental units located within the city limits that are providing housing for service workers. 
The median household income for Whitefish is higher than the other incorporated cities in the 
county. 
 

Governance  
The City of Whitefish is governed by a mayor and six 
council members elected in a non-partisan vote of the 
city electorate every two years. Council members 
serve four-year overlapping terms. The current 
council members and the expiration of their terms of 
office are listed in the chart to the right.  Elections for 
city government are held in November of odd years. 
Three seats were on the November 2013 ballot.3 
Andy Feury, Pamela Barberis, and Jennifer Frandsen 
began their terms in January 2014.  

 

Fiscal Status4 
As the focus of this report is the feasibility of dedicating additional public funds for land 
conservation it is important to consider the fiscal status of the city and potential future demand for 
public funding for other priorities. The Whitefish City Council unanimously approved the city’s 
$36.3 million budget (including transfers) at their August 19 meeting. The fiscal year 2014 budget 
includes a slight reduction in the tax rate, pay raises for city workers, and funding to hire a few new 
employees. The budget includes a property tax mill levy of 119.8, which is a slight decrease from 

                                                 
3 http://cityofwhitefish.org/mayor-and-city-council/contact-mayor-and-council.php 
4 City of Whitefish FY 2014 Final Budget; 2012 Audit Report. 

Name
Term 

Expires

John Muhlfield, Mayor Jan. 2016
John Anderson Jan. 2016
Pam Barberis Jan. 2017
Andy Feury Jan. 2017
Jan Frandsen Jan. 2017
Richard Hildner Jan. 2016
Frank Sw eeney Jan. 2016

Whitefish Mayor and City Council
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last year’s levy of 120.4 mills. The year-end cash balance for the fiscal year is projected to be 11.5 
percent of expenditures, compared to 10 percent in FY 2013. The increase translates to a cash 
balance of $1.06 million in property tax supported funds. 
 
Total revenues for all funds are budgeted at $25,658,543 which is $511,433 or 2.03 percent higher 
than the FY13 budget. Most of these increases are from additional property tax revenue because 
of a higher mill value, higher Fire and Ambulance revenues (mostly from new debt), higher Resort 
Tax revenues, higher Tax Increment Revenues, and higher Water and Wastewater system revenues 
from the possibility of $1,704,000 of State Revolving Fund loans to finance projects. 
 
Total General Fund Revenues are projected at $3,288,323 in FY14 which is a $141,294 or a 4.49 
percent increase from last year. Property tax revenues are 1.69 percent higher because of a higher 
valuation. Planning and Zoning fees are expected to increase by $52,300. Transfers into the 
General Fund are $95,425 higher than last year because of higher Resort Tax revenues. 
 
A rate increase in water and wastewater usage charges in October 2013 and changes to billing 
procedures and other fees during the same time will result in increased revenues for the Water, 
Sewer, and Garbage Funds5. In addition, in November 20 1 2 the city restructured most of its 
water and sewer debt to a lower rate, saving the city over $720,000 over the next 17 years and 
reducing the net operating revenue requirement (coverage) in these funds.  
 
The tax increment fund, a special revenue fund that was established in 1987 is used to account for 
urban renewal activities within the boundaries of the Whitefish Tax Increment District. In 
accordance with state law tax increment districts must be terminated 15 years after their creation 
or at a later date necessary to pay all bond obligations for which the tax increment was pledged. 

Based upon the bond obligations, termination of the district is projected to be July 2021. 
 

                                                 
5 Water and sewer increased 5.7%; garbage rates increased 3%. Source: personal conversation with City Mgt. Chuck Stearns, 11/21/13. 
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CITY FINANCING OPTIONS 

Choosing a Funding Strategy 
Generally, there are three primary types of revenue sources available to local governments to pay 
for parks and land conservation:  discretionary annual spending, creation of dedicated funding 
streams, and debt financing. The financing options utilized by a community will depend on a 
variety of factors such as taxing capacity, budgetary resources, voter preferences, and political will.  

Significant, dedicated funding generally comes from broad-based taxes and/or the issuance of 
bonded indebtedness, which often require the approval of voters.  In TPL’s experience, local 
governments that create funding via the legislative process provide substantially less funding than 
those that create funding through ballot measures.  As elected officials go through the process of 
making critical budgetary decisions, funding for land conservation often lags behind other public 
purposes, and frequently less than what voters would support. It is understandably often difficult 
to raise taxes without an indisputable public mandate for the intended purpose.  

The power of conservation finance ballot measures is they provide a tangible means to implement 
a local government’s vision. With their own funding, local governments are better positioned to 
secure scarce funding from state or federal governments or private philanthropic partners. Having 
a predictable funding source empowers the city or county to establish long-term conservation 
priorities that protect the most valuable resources, are geographically distributed, and otherwise 
meet important community goals and values. 

Nationwide, a range of public financing options has been utilized by local jurisdictions to fund 
parks and open space, including general obligation bonds, the local sales tax, and the property tax. 
Less frequently used mechanisms have included special assessment districts, real estate transfer 
taxes, impact fees, and income taxes.  The ability of local governments to establish dedicated 
funding sources depends upon state enabling authority. In Montana, local government funding 
options for land conservation have primarily taken the form of budget appropriations, property 
taxes, general obligation bonds backed by property taxes, parkland dedication through the 
development review process, and less frequently, impact fees. Many communities also have had 
success in leveraging local sources with funds from some federal conservation programs. Overall, 
voter support of local conservation measures in Montana has been fairly strong.  Roughly 71 
percent of measures (10 of14) on the ballot between 1994 and 2012 have been approved.  Most 
recently, in November 2012, voters in the City of Bozeman approved a $15 million bond for parks 
and trails with 73 percent approval.6 A summary of local conservation finance measures is 
provided in Appendix A. 

Some of the specific finance options available in Whitefish for the purchase of an easement on the 
Haskill Basin are described on the following pages. The options are further summarized in 
Appendix B. The authority for the city to purchase land or easements “anywhere in the state” for 
land conservation and open space is provided in state law by the Open-Space Land and Voluntary 
Conservation Easement Act.7 

                                                 
6 Trust for Public Land, LandVote database. 
7 MCA §76-6-103; 76-6-106. 
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Bonds 
To raise funds for capital improvements, such as land acquisition or building construction, 
counties and municipalities in Montana may issue bonds.8  There are two main types of bonds: 
general obligation (“GO”) bonds, which are guaranteed by the local taxing authority, and revenue 
bonds that are paid by project-generated revenue or a dedicated revenue stream such as a 
particular tax or fee.  Generally, bond proceeds are limited to capital projects and may not be used 
for operations and maintenance purposes.9 

Whitefish carries debt from revenue bonds and loans from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) for 
infrastructure. The SRFs are covered in greater detail in Appendix C. A special revenue fund that 
was established in 1987 is used to account for urban renewal activities within the boundaries of the 
Whitefish Tax Increment District. The city has bonded against this revenue stream, most recently 
for the construction of the Emergency Services Center. In 2009, the city received an A- and stable 
rating on this bond issue from Standard and Poor’s rating agency. The city has no G.O. bonds.10 
 

General Obligation Bonds 
Montana state law limits general obligation bonded debt for general purposes to 2.5 percent of the 
total market value (TMV) of property, or roughly $29 million in Whitefish. G.O. bonds are limited 
to a term of 20 years.11 

Issuing GO bonds for land conservation   

The table to the right illustrates the 
estimated annual debt service, 
required property tax rate per $1,000 
of assessed valuation, and annual 
household cost of various general 
obligation bond issue amounts for 
open space and water protection 
purposes. For example, a $3 million 
bond would add roughly $200,000 
to the city’s annual debt service 
and would cost the typical 
homeowner an average of $38 per year over the life of the bond (20 years).  

TPL’s bond cost calculations provide an estimate of debt service, tax increase, and cost to the 
average homeowner in the community of potential bond issuances for parks and land 
conservation. Assumptions include the following: the entire debt amount is issued in the first year 
and payments are equal until maturity; 20-year maturity; and 3 percent interest rate. Property tax 
estimates assume that the city would raise property taxes to pay the debt service on bonds, 
however other revenue streams may be used. The cost per household represents the average 
annual impact of increased property taxes levied to pay the debt service. The estimates do not take 

                                                 
8 E.g., §36.89.040. 
9 Federal IRS rules governing the issuance of tax-exempt bonds limit the use of proceeds to capital purposes such that only a small 
fraction of bond funds may be used for maintenance or operations of facilities. State and local laws may further limit the use of bond 
proceeds.  
10 City of Whitefish 2014 Budget. 
11 MCA §7-7-4202 and §7-7-4205 

20-year Bond Issues at 3% Interest Rate
2015 Taxable Value for Open Space Bonds = $22,873,171

Annual Cost/ Year/

Bond Issue Size Debt Svce Avg. House*

$1,025,000 $68,896 3.01 $13
$2,025,000 $136,112 5.95 $26
$3,025,000 $203,328 8.89 $38
$5,025,000 $337,759 14.77 $64

$10,025,000 $673,837 29.46 $127
*Median home assessed value = $175,000; taxable value = $4,323

Sources: FY15 Adopted Budget, p13  & City Mgr AV estimate.

Bond Financing Costs for Whitefish

Mill Levy 

Increase
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into account growth in the tax base due to new construction and annexation over the life of the 
bonds. The jurisdiction’s officials, financial advisors, bond counsel and underwriters would 
establish the actual terms of any bond. 
 

Process for implementation 

The City Council must adopt a resolution and provide that the question be submitted to the city 
voters at the next general city election, at a special election that is conducted in conjunction with a 
regular or primary election, or by mail ballot. A mail ballot may not be conducted if another 
regularly scheduled or special election in the political subdivision is taking place at the polls on the 
same day).12 The resolution must state the purpose, the amount of bonds, and the number of years 
to maturity. Notice of the proposed election shall also be published, as required by state statute.13  
Approval or rejection of the bond proposition is made by a majority of the votes cast on the 
issue.14 

Resort Tax15 
Due to the impacts from tourism, 
the City of Whitefish is authorized 
under Montana Code Annotated to 
collect a resort tax on sales at 
motels, bars and restaurants, and 
retail establishments. Whitefish’s 
resort tax is a 2 percent tax on the 
retail sale of lodging, restaurant and 
prepared food, alcoholic beverages, 
ski resort goods and services, and 
defined luxury items. The resort tax 
was first collected in FY 1995/1996. 
Except for the economic downturn in the years 2009 and 2010, the collections have steadily 
increased. Collections in the most recent fiscal year of 2012/2013 rebounded and represented the 
highest amount of collections to date amounting to $1,966,426 in resort tax revenue.  
 
At the November 2004 city election, voters supported an extension of the resort tax until January 
2025 with 76 percent approval. Whitefish voters allocated the use of the resort tax as follows: 
 

A. Property tax reduction for taxpayers residing in the city (25 percent); 
B. Provision for the repair and improvement of existing streets, storm sewers, all 
underground utilities, sidewalks, curbs and gutters (65 percent); 
C. Bicycle paths and other park capital improvements (5 percent)16; 
D. Cost of administering the resort tax (5 percent) per year. 

 
Currently, resort taxes are levied by 8 jurisdictions in the state. The maximum levy is 3 percent. 
With a 2 percent levy, Whitefish is the only community to levy the tax at less than the maximum. 

                                                 
12 Citizens may petition for a bond issue to be placed on the ballot. The petition must be signed by not less than 20 percent of electors. 
13 §7-7-4227; 13-9-104. 
14 §7-7-4235. 
15 FY 2014 Final Budget; Whitefish Parks & Recreation Master Plan draft May 2013. 
16 The resort tax must be spent on park development and cannot be used for maintenance. 
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Using the resort tax for land conservation 

Whitefish could consider an increase of the resort tax to the maximum allowable levy of 3 percent.  
Increasing the tax from 2 percent to 3 percent would generate nearly $1 million a year. The 
local electorate must decide on the rate, the duration of the tax, the effective date, and how the 
revenue is to be allocated. While the current 2 percent levy does not expire for many years, the city 
could go to the voters for reallocation of existing funds. The city could also consider going to 
voter to ask for a tax increase and reallocation of funds at any election by resolution of the city 
council.17   

In addition, the city could potentially issue 
revenue bonds backed by a commitment of 
resort tax revenues.18 With revenue of $1 million 
a year, the city could issue just under $10 million 
in debt payable over 20 years at 5 percent 
interest,19 as depicted in the table to the right. 
Annual resort tax revenue pledged for the 
payment of bonds must equal at least 125 
percent of the average anticipated principal and 
interest payments due.20 Resort tax revenues have not been bonded by the city to date.  

West Yellowstone has a history of issuing general obligation bonds and using resort tax revenues 
to pay a portion of the debt service. The Big Sky resort area intends to issue bonds using enabling 
authority granted in April 2013 by the Montana Legislature. Senate Bill 209 granted bonding 
authority to Montana Resort Area Districts, Big Sky and St. Regis; a provision previously available 
only to Resort Tax Communities. 

                                                 
17 The City of Whitefish is a qualified resort community irrespective of population changes within its boundaries (e.g. current 
population exceeds 5,500) and retains all of the taxing authority granted by law.  53 Opinion Attorney. General. No. 1 (2009) and 
personal communication to city manager John Phelps from Assistant Attorney General Jennifer Anders, March 29, 2010.  
18 Montana Code Annotated §7-6-1506. Bonds must be authorized by the board. Bonds do not do not constitute debt for purposes of 
any statutory debt limitation, provided that in the resolution authorizing the issuance of the bonds, the municipality determines that the 
resort tax revenue or other sources of facilities revenue, if any, pledged to the payment of the bonds will be sufficient in each year to 
pay the principal and interest on the bonds when due. 
19 Revenue bonds typically carry a higher interest rate than general obligation bonds. 
20Montana Code Annotated, §7-6-1506. 

Name
Tax 
Rate

Year 
Enacted Name

Tax 
Rate

Year 
Enacted

Whitefish 2% 1996 St. Regis 3% 1993
Red Lodge 3% 1998 Big Sky 3% 1992
Virginia City 3% 1991 Cooke City 3% 2006
West Yellowstone 3% 1986 Craig 3% 2011
* A community is an incorporated city or tow n w ith a population less than 5,500.
** A Resort Area is an unincorporated area w ith a population less than 2,500.
Source: MT DOR.

Montana Resort Tax Communities and Areas

Communities* Resort Areas**

Total Debt 
Issue

Interest 
Rate

Term/
Years

Annual Debt 
Service

$3,000,000 5.0% 10 $388,514
$3,000,000 5.0% 20 $240,728
$5,000,000 5.0% 10 $647,523
$5,000,000 5.0% 20 $401,213

$10,000,000 5.0% 10 $1,295,046
$10,000,000 5.0% 20 $802,426

Revenue Bond Debt Service Estimates
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Water Rates 
The City of Whitefish gets more than 75 percent of its municipal water supply from the Haskill 
Basin property, diverting water from intakes that it maintains, but does not own, on Second and 
Third Creeks and piping it down to a reservoir and treatment plant just north of downtown. 
Development of Stoltze’s Haskill Basin property would dramatically increase the potential for 
sedimentation and septic leachates ending up in the city’s water supply and thus forcing the city to 
incur higher treatment costs. At present, these costs are very low because the water being drawn 
from Haskill Creek is exceptionally clean. 
 
Development that leads to excessive sedimentation and contamination could also force the city to 
stop diverting water from Haskill Creek altogether. This would compel the city to pump all of its 
water out of Whitefish Lake, which has a much higher turbidity level and suspended sediment 
load. The cost of doing so would be enormous, with the city estimating that the increased 
treatment and pumping costs would add almost $1 million to its annual operating budget. 
 
The city could consider increasing water rates to generate funds to pay for a conservation 
easement to protect land and water in the Basin. According to City Manager Chuck Stearns, 
current water rates generated $2,486,936 in FY 2013. A 5 percent increase in rates would generate 
approximately $124,000 per year; a 10 percent increase would produce roughly $249,000.  
Revenues from a 10 percent increase in water rates could potentially support a revenue bond of up 
to roughly $3 million. This estimate assumes that the city could get a State Revolving Fund loan 
with a favorable interest rate of 2.5 percent.. The potential for this project to qualify for Montana 
SRF loans, including principal forgiveness, is explored further in Appendix C.  
 
Municipal governments operating a water or 
sewer system have the authority to establish 
and collect rates by ordinance or resolution. 
The City of Whitefish increased water and 
wastewater usage charges in October 2012. No 
further increases to the rates are anticipated for 
FY 2014. In addition, the city may issue bonds 
in an amount above that generally authorized 
(2.5 percent of total market value) for water and sewer purposes. Bonds backed by the full faith 
and credit of the city require approval of voters, but revenue bonds supported by rates or fees may 
be issued by resolution of the city council.21  

Finally, the city is authorized to procure appropriate water rights and the necessary real property or 
easements to make an adequate water supply available and may use revenues from consumers for 
this purpose.22 

Property Taxes 
The property tax is one of the largest tax revenue sources for many local jurisdictions, including 
Whitefish.  In Montana, property taxes are levied by the state, local governments, schools, and 
special districts.  Local taxing entities may impose a new mill levy by conducting an election at a 

                                                 
21 MCA, §7-13-4304. 
22 MCA, §7-13-4405; 7-13-4406. 

Total Debt 
Issue

Interest 
Rate

Term/
Years

Annual Debt 
Service

$1,000,000 2.5% 20 $64,147
$2,000,000 2.5% 20 $128,294
$3,000,000 2.5% 20 $192,441
$3,750,000 2.5% 20 $240,552

Revenue Bond Debt Service Estimates
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regular, primary or special election.23  Property tax levies may be imposed in mills and tenths and 
hundredths of mills,24 and a mill is equal to $1 per $1,000 of assessed value.  The Whitefish budget 
for fiscal year 2014 imposes a mill levy of 119.8 mills per $1,000 of assessed value.25   

The chart below shows that the Whitefish city levy is fairly low in relation to comparable 
communities in the state. Whitefish has historically had very low property tax mill levy rates 
because of the Resort Tax rebate for property tax reductions, high property valuations, and 
maintenance district assessments. West Yellowstone and Red Lodge also utilize Resort Taxes as an 
alternative or supplement to property taxes.   
 

 

Using the property tax for land conservation 

The chart below provides the estimated revenue and costs of additional mill levies that could be 
implemented for land conservation in the City of Whitefish. For example, a 10-mill property tax 
levy would generate approximately $228,000 annually at a cost of $43 per year to the 
average homeowner in the city.  

 
 

                                                 
23 §15-10-425 (containing mill levy election requirements). 
24 §15-10-201. 
25 City of Whitefish 2014 Adopted Budget. 

Mill Levy Value of Annual

Increase One Mill Revenue

5.00 $22,873 $114,365 $22 $7 $13
10.00 $22,873 $228,730 $43 $13 $26
20.00 $22,873 $457,460 $86 $26 $52
25.00 $22,873 $571,825 $108 $33 $65

Median home assessed value = $175,000; taxable value = $4,323

Sources: FY15 City Budget,  & City Manager.

Cost / $200K 

House

Estimated Revenue & Costs of Property Tax Increase

Cost / Avg. 

House*

Cost / $100K 

House
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Whitefish may impose a new mill levy by submitting the question to electors. Such an election may 
be held in conjunction with a regular or primary election or may be a special election.  The 
governing body must pass a resolution, amend its self-governing charter, or receive a petition 
indicating intent to impose a levy on the approval of a majority of the qualified electors voting in 
the election.  

The resolution or petition must include:  
 

 the specific purpose for which the additional money will be used; and 

 the specific amount to be raised and the approximate number of mill imposed; or 

 the specific number of mills required; and the approximate amount to be raised; 

 whether the levy is permanent or the durational limit on the levy.  
 
The form of the ballot must reflect the content of the resolution or charter amendment and must 
include a statement of the impact of the election on a home valued at $100,000 and a home valued 
at $200,000 in the district in terms of actual dollars in additional property taxes that would be 
imposed on residences with those values if the mill levy were to pass. The ballot may also include a 
statement of the impact of the election on homes of any other value in the district, if appropriate.26  
 
If a majority of electors approve the additional mill levy, the governing body is authorized to 
impose the levy in the amount specified in the resolution. 
 

Water Quality District 
Finally, Whitefish could explore the feasibility of creating a local water quality district. The 
Montana Local Water Quality District Act authorizes counties to establish districts to protect, 
preserve, and improve the quality of surface water and groundwater. Funding comes from an 
annual fee on all property using water or producing waste. Businesses using larger volumes are 
assessed a higher fee which cannot exceed 50 times the residential fee. The Local Water Quality 
District Act was passed by the Montana State Legislature in 1991.27 The unique aspects of a 
LWQD include its ability to cover a municipality (if the municipality concurs with the 
establishment of the district), its ability to enforce the Montana Water Quality Act in coordination 
with the Montana Department of Environmental Quality, and the oversight functions that the 
Montana Board of Environmental Review has on the district's water quality program. 
 
The goal of a LWQD is to protect, preserve, and improve the quality of surface water and 
groundwater within the district. Lewis and Clark County set up the first LWQD for the Helena 
Valley watershed in 1992. A year later, Missoula County set up a LWQD covering the Missoula 
Valley Sole Source Aquifer. Butte/Silver Bow established a LWQD in 1995. Gallatin County 
formed a LWQD covering the Gallatin Valley at Bozeman. Flathead, Lake, and Ravalli counties 
also have explored the possibility of district formation. 
 

                                                 
26 MCA §15-10-425 
27 MCA, §7-13-4502. 
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Process for implementation28 

The County Commissioners may initiate the creation of a district by holding a public meeting, 
passing a resolution of intention, and providing an opportunity for owners of fee-assessed units to 
protest. If the owners of more than 20 percent of the units in the proposed district protest the 
creation of the district and the fees proposed to be charged, the commissioners are barred from 
further proceedings on the matter unless they submit the issue to a referendum of the registered 
voters who reside within the proposed district.  
 
Like other county districts LWQD’s have a board of directors and funding from user fees 
collected annually with county taxes and fees. Districts are authorized to acquire land necessary to 
implement their water quality programs.  
 
The near-term advantage of creating a water quality district lies in encompassing a larger 
population base (i.e. tax base) to support the cost of protecting the Haskill Basin. Further research 
is needed to propose the boundaries of the district, the number of potential fee-assessed units to 
be included in the district, and to estimate the fees. Potential drawbacks to this approach include 
the tension between the city, Flathead County, and residents of the “doughnut” – the two-mile 
planning area around the city that would likely be included in a LWQD. Ongoing debate over 
jurisdiction over the doughnut has been the focus of considerable controversy and litigation.  
 

ELECTION ANALYSIS 
Whitefish holds a general city election on the first Tuesday following the first Monday in 
November in odd-numbered years (statewide and county general elections are held in even-
numbered years). In addition, the city council may call a special city election that is conducted in 
conjunction with a regular or primary election, or by mail ballot (a mail ballot may not be 
conducted if a regularly scheduled or special election when another election in the political 
subdivision is taking place at the polls on the same day).  
 
The dates for 2014 (general) and 
2015 elections are listed in the 
chart to the right. Ballot issues 
must be certified 75 days prior to 
the election. The deadline for 
certifying a measure to the 
November 2015 election is 
August 20th. Absentee ballots 
and voter information must be 
mailed no later than October 5, 
2015 

.  

                                                 
28 MCA 7-13-4502 – 4523. 

General Election First Tuesday after the first Monday in 
November. 4-Nov-14

School Election First Tuesday after the first Monday in May. 5-May-15
Rural Fire District 
Elections

First Tuesday after the first Monday in May.
5-May-15

Municipal Primary Tuesday follow ing the second Monday in 
September. 15-Sep-15

General Election First Tuesday after the first Monday in 
November. 3-Nov-15

NEXT REGULAR ELECTIONS OCCUR AS FOLLOWS:
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Voter Registration and Turnout 
As of November 2013, the City of Whitefish had 
4,903 registered voters. If the city wants to consider 
pursuing a ballot measure to establish funding for 
land conservation, it is important to examine the 
potential turnout. The table to the right shows voter 
turnout for the past few city elections.  

 

Election Results  
A review of local election news coverage of the past few years indicates that there have been few 
recent major city finance propositions before voters. However, the local school districts have put 
several funding measures on the ballot, all of which were approved by voters. A city open space 
measures in 2007 failed at the ballot. The county-wide open space bond measure in 2008 was 
rejected by voters, but the measure did receive 54 percent of the vote in the 7 precincts 
encompassing the City of Whitefish. Results are summarized in the chart below.   

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
There are a number of potential funding options that can be “knit together” to protect the Haskill 
Basin. State, federal, local, and private sources all have a role to play in achieving this conservation 
objective. Next steps should include narrowing funding options to those that best match political 
and fiscal realities in the City of Whitefish and testing voter attitudes toward a specific set of 
funding proposals.  The Trust for Public Land recommends conducting a public opinion survey 
that tests ballot language, tax tolerance, and conservation priorities of voters in Whitefish. 

 

 

Date Measure Description Results %Yes

Mar-12 Bond High School ($14M) Pass 65%
May-11 Levy High School Pass 61%
May-11 Levy Elementary Schools Pass 61%
Nov-08 Bond Flathead County Open Space Bond ($10M) Fail 44%

       Whitefish precincts result for county bond Pass 54%

Nov-08 Levy Whitefish Fire & Ambulance Levy (24 mills) Pass 62%
Nov-07 Bond Whitefish Bond to purchase land for city beach ($3.2M) Fail 43%

Whitefish Public Spending Election Results (selected examples since 2007)

Date
Regist. 
Voters

Ballots 
Cast % Turnout

Nov-13 4,903 1,353 28%

Nov-11 4,402 2,318 53%

Nov-09 4,714 1,981 42%

Aug-08 3,403 1,640 48%

Whitefish Voter Turnout
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Appendix A 
 

Local Conservation Finance Ballot Measures 
 
 

Funds

Jurisdiction Name Date Description Approved Status % Yes

Bozeman Nov-12 Bond for parks, trails and natural 
areas

$15,000,000 Pass 73%

Cascade County Nov-08 Bond to purchase 233 acres on 
air force base

Fail 37%

Flathead County Nov-08 Bond for the protection of natural 
areas including w atersheds, 
farmland, open space, and w ildlife 
habitat

Fail 44%

Lew is & Clark County Nov-08 Bond for the preservation of open 
space and farmland

$10,000,000 Pass 51%

Whitefish Oct-07 Bond to expand a beachfront and 
park

Fail 43%

Missoula County Nov-06 Bond for the preservation of open 
space

$10,000,000 Pass 71%

Ravalli County Nov-06 Bond to purchase farmland and 
open space

$10,000,000 Pass 58%

Gallatin County Nov-04 Bond for open space $10,000,000 Pass 63%
Great Falls Nov-03 Bond for soccer f ields $2,500,000 Pass 51%
Gallatin County Nov-00 Bond issue to purchase land and 

conservation easements
$10,000,000 Pass 59%

Helena Nov-96 Open Space Bond, Bond for 
Parks, Recreation, Open Space, 
Trails

$5,000,000 Pass 51%

Missoula Nov-95 Bond issue for open space 
acquisition

$5,000,000 Pass 66%

Missoula County Nov-94 Bond to establish an open space 
acquisition fund

Fail 40%

Missoula County Jun-94 Bond to establish an open space 
acquisition fund

Pass* 55%

$77,500,000
*Results were nullified due to insufficient voter turnout.

Local Conservation Finance Ballot Measures - 1994 to 2012
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Appendix B 

Local Revenue Options Summary 

Revenue 
Option 

Description and Generating Potential Implementation 
Process 

Comments 

G.O.  
Bonds 

Bond Issue          Debt Service   Mills Req’d      Avg House 
$3 million            $203,328       8.89             $38 
$10 million          $673,837      29.46            $127 

 
The debt service figures for the proposed bond issue 

above are based upon a general obligation bond issued 
for 20 years at 3 percent interest.  This rate is only used 
for illustration.  City officials, its financial advisors, 
bond counsel and underwriters would establish the 
actual terms of any bond issue.  

The city has ample 
debt capacity to 
issue bonds for the 
purchase of a 
conservation 
easement. 
 
Voter approval is 
required. 

The city has no outstanding general 
obligation debt.  
 
Bonds raise substantial amounts of 
money, enabling the city to make 
important acquisitions now while 
land is available. Costs would be 
spread out over a long time horizon, 
and therefore costs borne by both 
current and future beneficiaries.   
 
Bond proceeds may not be used to 
fund ongoing expenses. 

Resort Tax The city could increase the existing 2 percent resort tax 
to the maximum 3 percent rate. This increase would 
generate roughly $1 million annually. The revenue 
stream could be bonded.  
 
Bond Issue          Debt Service     Years      Interest rate 
$5 million            $401,213        20             5% 
$10 million          $802,426        20             5% 

 
The debt service figures for the proposed bond issue 
above are based upon a revenue bond issued for 20 
years at 5 percent interest.  This rate is only used for 
illustration.  City officials, its financial advisors, bond 
counsel and underwriters would establish the actual 
terms of any bond issue.  

The city council 
must refer the 
question of raising 
the resort tax and 
how it would be 
allocated to the 
voters.  

The current resort tax expires in 
2025. 
 
The tax generates significant 
revenues.  
 
Whitefish is the only resort 
community/area to levy the tax at a 
rate below the authorized 
maximum.   
 
Revenue bonds usually carry a 
slightly higher interest rate than 
general obligation bonds. 

Water 
Rates 

City water rates could be increased to support a 
revenue bond and/or a State Revolving Fund loan. A 
10 percent increase in rates, for example, would 
generate $249,000 annually. 
                                                                SRF 
Bond Issue          Debt Service     Years      Interest rate 
$3 million          $192,441        20            2.5% 
$3.75 million      $240,552       20            2.5% 
 

The city council 
establishes rates by 
ordinance or 
resolution. 

There is a clear nexus between the 
revenue source (water users) and the 
purpose (protecting the water 
source.) 
 
Rates are set administratively, voter 
approval is not required. 
 
Rates were recently increased in 
2012. 

Property 
Tax 

Whitefish could impose a property tax to raise revenue for 
land conservation.  

                 Revenue Raised          Annual Cost for 
Mills               per Year               Avg Homeowner 
10                $228.730                 $43 
20                $457,460                 $86 
 

 

A mill levy must be 
approved by a 
majority of voters 
in the city at an 
election.  
 

A property tax would create a 
dedicated funding source.   
 
Funds will accumulate over time. 
 
Whitefish’s property taxes are very 
low compared to other cities in the 
state due to resort tax revenues. 
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Appendix C 
 

Montana State Revolving Funds Summary 
 

 
The Montana State Revolving Fund programs provide financing for a variety of water quality 
related projects in the form of at or below market interest rate loans. Generally these funds are 
used to finance all or a portion of a project’s cost or to buy or refinance debt obligations, but these 
loans can also serve as matching funds for a variety of grant programs. 
 
The Water Pollution Control (WPCSRF) and the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) 
programs are jointly administered by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
and the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC). The DEQ ensures that 
application requirements are met and sets project priorities, and the DNRC ensures loan security 
and issues general obligation bonds in order to match Montana’s federal capitalization grant by at 
least 20%.29 
 
Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund 
The WPCSRF program funds water pollution prevention and treatment projects in order to meet 
the Clean Water Act Requirements and protect public health, the environment, and water quality. 
Montana’s program is intended to “provide low interest loans for the planning, design, and 

construction of water pollution control projects.” The WPCSRF program in Montana is unique in 

that it allows private persons (individuals, corporations, partnerships or other non-governmental 
legal entities) to apply for loans as well.30    

 
Since May 2013, $52 million in Montana were loaned for non-point source pollution control 
implementation projects. These include projects that address urban stormwater or construction 
runoff, or protect ground water or riparian areas. The DEQ has primarily financed municipal grey-
infrastructure projects, and these non-point source projects have not historically included land 
conservation related activities. However, the department does seem open to this and willing to 
lend money for these purposes.31 

 

WPCSRF
32

 Loan Details 
Capitalization Grant 
Amount, SFY 2014* 

Funds Available to 
Loan (most current) 

Loan Interest Rate 
(most current) 

Current Maximum 
Loan Period 

$6.85 million $42.08 million 

2.5% (includes a 0.25% 
loan loss reserve 

surcharge and a 0.75% 
administrative 

surcharge) 

20 years (30 for 
disadvantaged 
community) 

* The State matches at least 20% of the Federal Capitalization Grant and adds this to the SRFs. Montana can 
also transfer up to 33% between the WPCSRF and the DWSRF. 

 

                                                 
29 Montana State Revolving Fund Programs. www.deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/srf/default.mcpx. 
30 Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund. www.deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/srf/WPCSRF/default.mcpx. 
31 Paul Lavigne. Section Supervisor, Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund. Personal Communication. Oct. 9, 2013. 
32 Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund Intended Use Plan and Project Priority List – DRAFT - State Fiscal 
Year 2015. file:///C:/Users/BiancaS/Downloads/SFY15DraftIUP.pdf.  
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WPCSRF Subsidies and Incentives:  
States must use at least 20% and not more than 30% of the federal appropriation to provide 
additional subsidization (principal forgiveness, negative interest rate loans, or grants). In Montana, 
the WPCSRF plans to use $559,386 in SFY 2015 (the maximum allowed) for principle forgiveness, 
with a maximum of $200,000 or 25% per loan. This will be distributed to long-term projects in 
disadvantaged communities (based upon user rates and median household income, MHI). 
At least 10 percent of the grant must be used for projects that meet the EPA criteria for “green 
project,” which can includes green infrastructure and fee simple land acquisition or easements. In 
Montana specifically, at least $685,300 will be spent on green projects in SFY 2015. 
 
WPCSRF Application:  
To apply, the eligible applicant first requests that their project is added to the Project Priority List 
(PPL) and Intended Use Plan (IUP) by filling out a form available on the DEQ website. The PPL 
and IUP are updated annually, and applicants can begin the process in June each year.  After the 
project listing-request is received, the DEQ ranks the project based upon water quality or public 
health benefits. The approved loans are offered on a “first come basis” until the funds are all 
distributed.  While both programs have the legal ability to fund land protection projects, they have 
different requirements and ranking criteria that are used to choose projects (discussed next). 
 
For a successful application, water quality needs to be the project’s primary purpose (the EPA has 
established a lot of flexibility as to what water quality protection includes), and loan security needs 
to be clearly established.33 As this property is located immediately next to the Whitefish Mountain 
Resort and the Iron Horse golf course community, and is considered extremely vulnerable to 
future development, protecting the land could address runoff issues and protect water quality. 
Furthermore, as the property being considered in this case is the source of 75% of the city’s 
municipal water supply, protecting this land protects the drinking water quality for this city.   

 
A note about the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund: The DWSRF seeks to help water 
suppliers achieve and maintain compliance with federal and state drinking water standards and to 
protect Montana’s drinking water. While in some states land conservation related activities are eligible 

as a form of source water protection,34 DWSRF funds in Montana have not been used to fund land 

conservation projects or purchase land. These types of activities are only allowed if the land is 
needed to locate a component of another eligible project (such as wastewater treatment plant or 
pipes).35,36  

 
 
 

                                                 
33 Ibid. 
34 In addition to Source Water Protection, these projects can also often qualify as an EPA Green Project, the guidelines for which allow for fee 
simple purchase of land or easements on land that has a direct benefit to water quality, such as riparian protection. 
35 Montana DWSRF Intended Use Plans, 2000-2013. Available at: www.deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/srf/DWSRF/IUP- 
ppl/pastiupppl.mcpx. 
36 Mark Smith. Section Supervisor, Montana Drinking Water Revolving Fund. Personal Communication. Oct. 9, 2013. 
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Appendix D 

Project Map
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Contacts: 

 

J. Dee Frankfourth 
Associate National Director of Conservation Services Program 
The Trust for Public Land 
Office:  206-274-2920 
dee.frankfourth@tpl.org 

 

 

Wendy Muzzy 
Conservation Finance Program 
The Trust for Public Land 
 (206) 274-2914 
wendy.muzzy@tpl.org  
http: www.tpl.org
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q

Resort Tax Growth Estimates and ability to cover 10 year SRF loan
Prepared: 1/15/2015

BOND YR 1 BOND YR 2 BOND YR 3 BOND YR 4 BOND YR 5 BOND YR 6 BOND YR 7 BOND YR 8 BOND YR 9 BOND YR 10 Ten 
FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 Year 

ACTUAL ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE Totals

Estimated growth rate of Resort Tax Revenues 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

1% increase Resort Tax Revenues (actual or estimated) $1,049,735 $1,102,222 $1,157,333 $1,215,199 $1,275,959 $1,339,757 $1,406,745 $1,477,083 $1,550,937 $1,628,484 $1,709,908 $1,047,318 $13,808,723

Option 1 - Full amount less 5% (Minimum amount of property tax relief required) $1,096,457 $1,151,280 $1,208,844 $1,269,286 $1,332,750 $1,399,388 $1,469,357 $1,542,825 $1,619,967 $992,230 $13,082,385

Option 2 - Full amount less 25% (if we do full 25% property tax rebate) $852,723 $895,359 $940,127 $987,133 $1,036,490 $1,088,314 $1,142,730 $1,199,867 $1,259,860 $771,664 $10,174,267

Amount of money needed for $8,532,000 SRF loan of 2.5% for 10 years with 110% coverage (based on DNRC SRF calculations) $1,073,710 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $1,171,500 $638,925 $9,913,135

Amount of money needed for $9,000,000 public markets underwritten tax exempt bond at 3.5% for 10 years with 125% coverage $1,352,715 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $1,173,295 $11,912,370

Option 2 (line 19) minus line 25 -$220,987 -$276,141 -$231,373 -$184,367 -$135,010 -$83,186 -$28,770 $28,367 $620,935 $771,664 $261,132

Resort Tax ends 1/31/2025
Can use reserve amount to pay last debt service payment - $532,575
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M

Water Revenue Bond and water rate increases for various levels of a Water Revenue Bond for the Stoltze Conservation Easement

30 Year Bond 10 Year Bond

Net Funds Needed $8,000,000 $8,000,000
Issuance Costs ( bond counsel & costs) included paid separately  ~ $10,000
Reserve Requirement  (1/2 year debt service) $201,000 $532,000

Total Size of Revenue Bond $8,201,000 $8,532,000

Annual Debt Service Requirements  ( # of years at 2.5% interest rate) $391,824 $1,064,650 Section 7-7-4432 MCA allows a maximum of 40 year revenue bond for water projects
Bond Borrowing Capacity Coverage at 1.25; Assumaing SRF, it changes to 1.10 $39,182 $106,465 does not include using any of the current excess coverage - leaves that for other projects !
Total Annual Debt Service $431,006 $1,171,115

Current Water Revenues (FY15 Budget) $2,500,000 $2,500,000
Percent Increase in Water Rates 17.24% 46.84%

Effect on average residential water bill
Current Annual average bill - (4,302 gallons per month) $467.52 $467.52 4,302 gallons average monthly consumption based on 12 months of bills
Monthly Average Bill $38.96 $38.96
Effect on Average Monthly Bill (average based on 12 months) $6.72 $18.25
Annual effect $80.60 $219.01

General Obligation Bond - Impact Calculations

20 Year Bond 10 Year Bond

Net Funds Needed $8,000,000 $8,000,000
Issuance Costs ( bond counsel & costs) $25,000 $25,000
Rating or Bond Insurance??? $15,000 $15,000

Total Size of General Obligation Bond $8,040,000 $8,040,000

Annual Debt Service at  X  years at 3% $540,414 $942,533
Number of mills based on current mill value of $22,873.17 23.627 41.207
Percentage Increase in City Tax Rate - 120.605 mills 19.59% 34.17%
Percentage Increase in Total Number of Mills on City Taxpayer - 555.545 mills 4.25% 7.42%

Impact on Average House

Free Market Value of Average House $276,981 $276,981
County Assessor Market Value after 15-6-222 Exemption $175,000 $175,000
County Assessor Taxable Value (above $175,000 * 2.47% or .0247) (15-6-134 MCA) $4,323 $4,323
Annual dollar impact on average residential house  (mills/1000*taxable value) $102.13 $178.12
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BARS & CHANGE  FROM
MONTH/YEAR MOTELS RESTAURANTS RETAIL COLLECTED PRIOR YEAR

Total FY96 (Partial Yr) 52,866$             97,611$               119,058$           269,535$             
Total FY97 174,460$           252,003$             343,611$           770,074$             185.70%
Total FY98 179,403$           253,170$             348,971$           781,543$             1.49%
Total FY99 184,293$           283,516$             366,635$           834,444$             6.77%
Total FY00 203,461$           312,893$             411,241$           927,595$             11.16%
Total FY01 204,534$           330,467$             440,242$           975,244$             5.14%
Total FY02 169,316$           386,015$             471,257$           1,026,587$          5.26%
Total FY03 184,947$           423,571$             526,427$           1,134,945$          10.56%
Total FY04 190,816$           476,709$             547,353$           1,214,878$          7.04%
Total FY05 207,487$           522,776$             578,256$           1,308,519$          7.71%
Total FY06 224,740$           567,913$             650,317$           1,442,970$          10.28%
Total FY07 263,894$           620,835$             721,698$           1,606,427$          11.33%
Total FY08 280,814$           633,270$            760,686$          1,674,770$         4.25%
Total FY09 269,389$           587,889$             749,573$           1,606,851$          -4.06%
Total FY10 245,171$           563,798$             730,393$           1,539,362$          -4.20%
Total FY11 274,688$           651,321$            747,615$          1,673,624$         8.72%
Total FY12 314,731$           679,063$            816,110$          1,809,903$         8.14%
Total FY13 345,570$           758,018$            893,617$          1,997,205$         10.35%
Total FY14 384,342$           792,081$            923,047$          2,099,470$         5.12%
Total FY15 YTD 254,024$           400,500$             439,282$           1,093,806$          5.23%

Grand Total 4,608,945$        9,593,419$         11,585,389$     25,787,754$       6.13% *
% of Total Collections 18% 37% 45%

*Does not include the change from FY96 to FY97 since FY96 only included 5 months.

Resort Tax Collection Report
As of December 31, 2014
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-___ 

 

A Resolution of Intention of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, indicating 

its intention to adopt amendments to the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master 

Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth 

Policy). 

 

WHEREAS, the Whitefish City-County Master Plan (Growth Policy) was adopted by the 

City of Whitefish by Resolution No. 96-3 on February 20, 1996; and 

 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully notice public hearing on March 20, 2006, the Whitefish 

Downtown Business District Master Plan was presented to the public by Crandall Arambula, PC, 

public comment was solicited and received and the City Council adopted Resolution No. 06-18, 

a Resolution of Intention to adopt the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan as an 

amendment to the Whitefish City-County Master Plan (Growth Policy); and 

 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on April 3, 2006, the City Council 

adopted the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan as an amendment to the 

Whitefish City-County Master Plan (Growth Policy) pursuant to Resolution No. 06-21; and 

 

WHEREAS, the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy (2007 Growth Policy) was 

adopted by the City Council pursuant to Resolution No. 07-57 on November 19, 2007; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to a Consultant Agreement dated April 19, 2012, and Addendum 

No. 1 dated November 9, 2012, the City engaged Crandall Arambula, PC, to assist the City in 

updating the Downtown Master Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, thereafter, public meetings were conducted to receive public input regarding 

Downtown Business District needs and proposals; and 

 

WHEREAS, on September 19, 2013, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish 

City-County Planning Board considered the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District 

Master Plan, received an oral report, reviewed Staff Report WGPA 13-02, took public comment, 

and thereafter voted to recommend that the Master Plan be adopted by the Whitefish City 

Council, with one amendment; and 

 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on October 7, 2013, the City Council 

received a report from Planning Department staff concerning the dated Whitefish Downtown 

Business District Master Plan, solicited and received public comment, and following discussion 

tabled the request until after a work session could be held; and 

 

WHEREAS, at a work session held on November 4, 2013, the Whitefish City Council 

requested Crandall Arambula perform additional work to complete the Plan and hold a 

community information session.  The public hearing was left open at the November 4, 2013 

meeting; and 
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WHEREAS, a community information forum on the Plan was held on March 12, 2014, 

with approximately 60-80 people attending and a number of comments and suggestions received; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, on September 15, 2014, the Whitefish City Council approved a revised 

scope of work and new contract to finish the Plan update; and 

 

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2014, a community information forum on the Plan was 

held with approximately 50 people attending and a number of comments and suggestions 

received; and 

 

WHEREAS, stakeholder meetings were held on November 14 and 15, 2014, to receive 

comments and suggestions from City staff, Whitefish School District, Whitefish Tree 

Committee, Whitefish Pedestrian-Bicycle Committee and Railway Property Owner Group; and 

 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2015, a community information forum on the Plan was held 

with approximately 30-40 people attending and a number of comments and suggestions received; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, stakeholder meetings were held on January 14 and 15, 2015, to receive 

comments and suggestions from City staff, Whitefish School District, Whitefish Park Board, 

Whitefish Tree Committee, Whitefish Pedestrian-Bicycle Committee, Montana Department of 

Transportation, Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Railway Property Owner Group; and  

 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on January 15, 2015, the Whitefish 

Planning Board received an oral report, reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-01, and thereafter 

voted unanimously to recommend that the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District 

Master Plan, with amendments suggested by the Whitefish Planning Board, be adopted as an 

amendment to the 2007 Growth Policy; and 

 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on February 17, 2015, the Whitefish 

City Council considered the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan, 

reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-01 and the letter of transmittal, received an oral report from 

Planning Department staff, considered the recommendation of the Whitefish Planning Board, 

took public comment, and following discussion continued the public hearing until the 

March 16, 2015 City Council meeting in order to incorporate public comments made through the 

public review process; and 

 

WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to 

adopt a Resolution of Intention to approve the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District 

Master Plan, as an amendment to the 2007 Growth Policy. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 

 

Section 1: All of the recitals set forth above are hereby adopted as Findings of Fact.  
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Section 2: Staff Report WGPA 15-01 dated January 8, 2015, together with the 

February 10, 2015 letter of transmittal from the Whitefish Planning & Building Department, are 

hereby adopted as Findings of Fact. 

 

Section 3: The City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, hereby indicates its 

intent to adopt the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan, attached hereto 

and incorporated herein by reference, as an amendment to the 2007 Growth Policy. 

 

Section 4: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption by the City 

Council, and signing by the Mayor thereof. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA, ON THIS ________ DAY OF _______________, 2015. 

 

 

 

  

John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

  

Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

510 Railway Street, PO Box 158,  Whitefish, MT  59937  

(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 
 
February 10, 2015 
 
 
 
Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
 
Re: Downtown Master Plan Update (WGPA 15-01) 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  This application is a request by the city of 
Whitefish to amend and update the 2006 Downtown Whitefish Business District 
Master Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
 
Background:  In Fall 2012, the Council requested the Downtown Master Plan be 
updated.  Public outreach began in 2013 and the Planning Board held a public 
hearing in September 2013.  The Planning Board recommended approval on the 
draft plan and the Council held a public hearing October 2013; however, they 
tabled action until a worksession could be held.  The Council then requested 
additional work to the draft and additional public outreach.  The public hearing 
was left open at the November 4, 2013 meeting. 
 
In September 2014, the Council approved a revised scope of work and a new 
contract to complete the amendments (attached).  The consultant held two public 
meetings (November 19, 2014 and January 14, 2015), met with stakeholder 
groups and, since it had been over a year since the Planning Board reviewed the 
Plan and we have a number of new members, a public hearing was held before 
the Planning Board in January for additional public input.  
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended 
approval of the attached Downtown Business District Master Plan update as an 
amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy.   
 
Because of the public comment received at the public meetings, public hearing 
and from city staff, the consultants requested additional time to incorporate this 
information into the Plan and refine the Implementation Chapter.  As such, staff 
would recommend the Council open the public hearing and take public testimony, 
but leave the hearing open until the March 16, 2015 meeting, when the finalized 
Plan will be available for review and the consultant will be in Whitefish.  In 
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addition, the Council should consider hold a worksession with the consultant 
team that same evening prior to the regular meeting.  
 
Public Hearing:  At the public hearing, three members from the public spoke.  
The draft minutes of the Planning Board hearing including the full public 
comments are attached.  Also, attached are comments received from staff and 
Montana Department of Transportation.    
 
Planning Board Action:  The Whitefish Planning Board held a public hearing on 
January 15, 2015. Following this hearing, the Planning Board unanimously 
recommended approval of the above referenced Growth Policy Amendment with 
several suggested amendments from Board Member Ellis that referenced 
protecting residential neighborhoods from public parking and adopted the 
supporting findings of fact in the staff report. 
 
Proposed Motion: 
  
 I move to continue the public hearing for the Downtown Master Plan update 

(WGPA 15-01) until the March 16, 2015 meeting in order to incorporate public 
comment received through the public review process. 

 
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting 
on February 17, 2015.  Should Council have questions or need further 
information on this matter, please contact the Whitefish Planning Board or the 
Planning Department.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP 
Senior Planner 
 
Att: Draft Minutes, Whitefish Planning Board, 1-15-15 
 
 Exhibits from 1-15-15 Staff Packet 

1. Staff Report – WGPA 15-01, 1-8-15 
2. Advisory Agency Notice, 12-23-14 
3. Phase 2 Work Tasks, 9-14-14 
4. Downtown Master Plan, 1-13-15 

 
Comments after 1-15-15 Planning Board 

5. Letter, John Ellis, 2-6-15 
 

Other Comments Received on the Plan 
6. Public Comments, November 19, 2014 Public Meeting 
7. November 19-20, 2014 Stakeholder Meeting Itinerary 
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8. Memo, Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner, 1-9-15 
9. Public Comments, January 14, 2015 Public Meeting 
10. January 14-15, 2015 Stakeholder Meeting Itinerary 
11. Letter, Ian Collins, 1-19-15 
12. Letter, Rhonda Fitzgerald, 1-22-15 
13. Letter, Karin Hilding, 1-27-15 
14. Letter, David Taylor, Planning & Building Director, 1-27-15 
15. Email, Victoria Crnich, MT Dept of Transportation, 2-3-15 
16. Public Comments Summary (up to 1/30/15) with Annotation 

and Direction for Document 
 
c: w/att        Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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Whitefish Planning Board     * Minutes of the meeting of January 15, 2015 *     Page 17 of 20 

 

VOTE Ken S. called for the question.  The motion passed with Richard, 

Ken S., Melissa, Jim, Rebecca and Ken M. voting yes.  John 

abstained.  The matter is scheduled to go before the Council on 

February 2, 2015. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 2 

(on agenda but moved to 

3 at meeting): 

REVIEW OF DOWN-

TOWN MASTER PLAN 

 

A request by the City of Whitefish for review of the updated 

Downtown Master Plan.  The Downtown Plan is a portion of the 

Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 

 

 

STAFF REPORT 

WGPA 15-01 

(Compton-Ring) 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

and 

BOART DISCUSSION 

Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff 

report WGPA 15-01 and for approval to the Whitefish City 

Council. 
 

Ken M. asked if since the Board and audience all seemed to be 

real familiar with the Downtown Master Plan, was there an 

objection to moving directly into public comment on the 

Downtown Master Plan and there were no objections. 
 

Diane Conradi, 350 Twin Lakes Road, works in downtown 

Whitefish, said she was not as familiar with the Downtown Master 

Plan as many are, and had only attended a couple of meetings over 

the years.  She loves a lot of the proposed Plan and feels that 

having a thoughtful plan for downtown is absolutely essential.  

Her goal in commenting tonight is simply that the Board make 

sure we have affordable space for people to live and work in 

downtown Whitefish.  She's worried about implementation of the 

Plan and hopes the Board is ready for it. 
 

Rhonda Fitzgerald, 412 Lupfer Avenue, said the Downtown 

Master Plan was written in 2005, adopted in 2006, and went into 

Growth Policy in 2007, and feels it is a fantastic document.  She 

said she lives in Riverside, which is now listed as a multi-family 

attached neighborhood, and she said it is not, but rather a 

low-density neighborhood and she wanted that change made. 
 

Mayre Flowers said Citizens for a Better Flathead supports the 

Plan but again, feels it is too late in the evening to be addressing 

such an important issue, and there are too many items on agenda.  

It's hard to ask for public comment when so much on agenda. 
 

John went through the Plan with a number of concerns: 

 Strenuous objection to any parking structure on Kalispell 

Avenue/ 

 Page 2 of Staff Report WGPA 15-01 states "[a] 

recommendation for three major parking structures downtown" 
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as a new element, and Page 3 mentions "acquisition of public 

parking lots" and he objects to any parking structure being 

located on Kalispell Avenue.  Finding 1, Page 4, says "[t]he 

plan does not address preservation of buildings, 

neighborhoods, and landmarks" and John thinks it should. 

 In the 2006 Plan, at the bottom of Page 7, looking at Kalispell 

Avenue, it doesn't show any commercial, low-density 

residential between 2nd and 3rd Streets.  On Page 29 of the 

2013 Plan, half of it is changed to commercial.  Now all of a 

sudden it shows that entire block being commercial and he 

objects to that being changed, as it's not zoned that way.   

 Page 7 under Guiding Principles, 2), "[l]ocate new parking 

facilities to support downtown retail and commercial 

businesses", John doesn't want located in a residential 

neighborhood. 

 In the actual proposed Downtown Master Plan on P. 10, 

regarding essential parking, again, parking is fine but don't 

locate in residential neighborhood. 

 P. 11 shows three parking areas on the west side of Spokane, 

including a parking lot on Baker between 3rd and 4th Streets.  

He feels the most dangerous spot in Whitefish is around post 

office and we should avoid increased traffic in that area, and 

even consider moving the post office. 

 P. 13, Capacity Diagram, there are two pink spots indicating 

new development on lots on Kalispell Avenue between 2nd 

and 3rd Street, and he feels these need to remain single-family 

residential lots, not classified as commercial or parking. 

 P. 16, 2nd column, says "[a]dditional single family housing 

parcels are not encouraged".  Why not encouraged? 

 P. 17 shows public parking between 2nd and 3rd Streets 

fronting Kalispell Avenue, and feels this is not an appropriate 

place for public parking. 

 P. 19, wants parking lot site acquisition removed as a project 

priority. 

 P. 25, objects to additional future traffic signal at East First 

Street and Baker Avenue.  Feels that will really impact traffic 

going over the viaduct.  He would also like to maintain the 

underpass at the viaduct from the 2006 Plan and feels the 

underpass is sorely needed to connect Depot Park to the trail 

system on the other side of the viaduct.  Otherwise, trail users 

will be trying to cross at the light or avoiding the light and that 

will cause more traffic and safety concerns, and he's not sure if 

this will help or impede traffic.  If a light is deemed necessary, 

it might work better at Railway. 

 P. 53, again objects to parking lot on Kalispell Avenue, and 

wants the Plant to go back to the 2006 land use map. 
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 P. 63, commercial elements map, now switched from a parking 

lot on Kalispell Avenue and 3rd Street to commercial use. 

 P. 64, 2nd column, mentioned Block 16 as a potential public 

parking lot and we now know that is proposed to be used for a 

hotel, so that needs to be removed. 

 P. 81, wants No. 5, parking lot site acquisition, removed as a 

project priority. 
 

Rebecca really liked the proposed Plan but is disappointed that we 

lost the viaduct.  Wendy said this was updated at a meeting this 

morning and that both options will remain in the Plan. 

 

MOTION AND VOTE Richard made a motion to forward the Downtown Master Plan and 

staff report WGPA 15-01 to the City Council for their 

consideration, with the revisions suggested here tonight and 

subsequent revisions discussed during the last Crandall Arambula 

visit.  Rebecca seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous.  

The matter is scheduled for City Council on February 17, 2015. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 4: 

AMENDMENT OF 

WHITEFISH CITY 

CODE TITLE 11, 

ZONING 

REGULATIONS 

A request by the City of Whitefish to amend Title 11, Zoning 

Regulations, for an amendment to Section 11-2S, WPUD, Planned 

Unit Development District, to clarify the blending of uses and 

density where a PUD overlays multiple underlying zones. 

 

STAFF REPORT 

WZTA 15-01 

(Taylor) 

Planning Director Taylor reviewed his staff report and findings. 
 

Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff 

report WZTA 15-01 and for approval to the Whitefish City 

Council. 

 

BOARD QUESTIONS 

OF STAFF 

Rebecca asked if a PUD always goes before Council and Dave 

said yes.  Rebecca asked if the County has the same process, and 

Dave said their process is similar.  She thought it still seemed 

subjective and Dave said including the formula makes it clearer 

and less subjective. 
 

John asked Dave several questions regarding adding this language 

to the Code and why it is necessary.  Dave said it is basically for 

clarification as the PUD chapter doesn't specifically say you can 

blend zoning districts or uses, and they are trying to clarify 

criteria.  He said many other municipalities have this language to 

clarify and many don't but interpret it this way. 
 

Rebecca said she wouldn't mind postponing because although it 

seems straightforward, there could be larger issues to consider. 
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DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
PLANNING STAFF REPORT 

GROWTH POLICY AMENDMENT WGPA 15-01 
JANUARY 8, 2015 

 
A report to the Whitefish City-County Planning Board and the Whitefish City 
Council regarding an amendment to the Whitefish Growth Policy to adopt an 
updated Downtown Whitefish Business District Master Plan.  A public hearing is 
scheduled before the Whitefish City-County Planning Board on Thursday, 
January 15, 2015 and a subsequent hearing is set before the City Council on 
Tuesday, February 17, 2014. 
 
HISTORY 
The Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Winter 2015 Update Public Review Draft 
has been forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for review, comment, 
and adoption. This plan has been prepared for the City of Whitefish by 
consultants Crandall-Arambula from a contract prepared by the City Manager’s 
office at the request of the City Council. The original Downtown Master Plan, 
which was also completed by Crandall-Arambula in conjunction with the City of 
Whitefish and the Heart of Whitefish, was adopted in April of 2006 by Resolution 
06-21.   This update effort was initiated in the fall of 2012. 
 
The study area encompasses the downtown core, including the BNSF rail yard 
and corridor commercial area to the north along Wisconsin, rail and residential 
area along Somers and Pine to the east, 6th Street to the south, and the 
Whitefish River to the west.  
 
The plan is meant to be a guide for future downtown projects, zoning, and 
development. This plan works as a companion document to the 2007 Whitefish 
City-County Growth Policy and area neighborhood plans. 
 
To engage the public, the consultant hosted several meetings with staff and the 
public starting in 2013.  Most recently a public meeting was held on November 
19th and one will be held on January 14th.  Staff and consultants also met 
individually with community members and organizations during these visits.  
Public review included review of the existing plan, conversations about new ideas 
and an open house where oral and written responses from the public were 
logged. 
 
The Whitefish City-County Planning Board held a public hearing on the 2013 
Plan on September 19, 2013 and recommended approval to the Council.  The 
Council held a public hearing on October 7, 2013, but tabled action until a 
worksession could be conducted.  This worksession was held on November 4, 
2013, the Council then requested Crandall Arambula perform additional work to 
complete the Plan Update and hold a community information session.  The public 
hearing was left open at the November 4, 2013 meeting.   
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On March 12, 2014, a community information forum on the Plan was held at the 
O’Shaughnessy Center.  At the forum, 60-80 people attended and a number of 
comments and suggestions were received.  
 
In September 2014, the Council approved a revised scope of work and new 
contract to finish the update (Exhibit 3).  
 
Since the Planning Board has not seen the plan since Fall 2013 and there were a 
number of changes made to the Plan, staff felt another opportunity for Planning 
Board and public review was warranted.  
 
NEW ELEMENTS 
Highlights of the proposed changes from the 2006 adopted Downtown Master 
Plan include: 

 A downtown ‘Retail Loop” that permits only retail uses that follows Central 
to First, then over to the Railway District on Lupfer, up to E Second Street 
and back over to Central.  

 Expansion of commercial type uses south on Spokane Avenue 
 Expansion of commercial type uses south of E 3rd Street and Lupfer 

Avenue 
 An expansion and more detailed definition of Commercial (page 62), 

which is a change from the definition of Commercial being more of a 
Professional Office designation 

 A recommendation for three major parking structures downtown 
 New park space in the Railway District 
 New City Hall at the current location at Second and Baker rather than near 

Depot Park 
 Elimination of the ‘Whitefish Landing’ waterway project near BNSF 

Railway Yard from original plan 
 More detailed information on the protected bikeway north on Spokane 

Avenue to Wisconsin Avenue, including a connection out East Second 
Avenue 

 Additional multi-family land use southwest of downtown and north of 
Railway 

 New proposed future streets south of the railroad 
 Additional future traffic signal at East First Street and Baker Avenue to 

calm traffic and facilitate pedestrian traffic 
 Improved ‘Gateways’ at three downtown entry points, including 

landscaping and signage 
 
Items changed from the 2013 draft include: 

 Maintain the connection from the downtown across the viaduct to the 
commercial area to the north identified in the 2006 Plan. 

 Maintain the underpass at the viaduct for pedestrians and bicyclists from 
the 2006 Plan. 
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 Change the retail loop in the Railway District to E 2nd Street from E 3rd 
Street 

 Additional detail on the Whitefish Promenade – especially north of E 2nd 
Street to the viaduct and options for crossing Depot Park 

 Removal of stop lights at E 3rd Street and Baker and E 2nd Street and 
Lupfer Avenue 

 Provided a visual depiction of how the MDT proposed Contra Flow would 
look on Baker Avenue 

 Provided plans how the shopping loop streets could be reconfigured 
 More detail on the Bicycle Paths and Trails in the downtown and how they 

connect to the greater system 
 Refinement of land uses (the 2006, 2013 and 2015 land use maps are 

attached for ease of comparison) 
 Provided build out and massing study of the shopping loop  
 Options for Block 26 Anchor development and Central Avenue south 

commercial Anchor 
 Implementation projects were revised.  The 2013 projects included City 

Hall/parking structure, a parking structure at E 2nd Street and Spokane 
Avenue, updates to Baker Avenue and Depot Park changes.  The 2015 
priority projects are Phase 1 of the Whitefish Promenade, Street 
Improvements (shopping loop and Central Avenue), commercial 
anchor/parking development at E 3rd Street and Central Avenue, 
commercial anchor/parking development at Railway Street and Baker 
Avenue and acquisition of public parking lots.  This is an area the Planning 
Board should review and offer comment and suggestions. 

 
IMPLEMENTATION ITEMS 
The Next Steps portion outlines several updates that need to be made to other 
regulatory documents and establishes priority development projects. These 
include: 

 Change the 2007 Growth Policy Future Land Use maps in the ‘Whitefish 
Landing” region northwest of the Railway District from Resort Residential 
to Urban.   

 Eventually changing the WI zoning south of the BNSF tracks to residential 
– north of the Railway District and north of the Middle School. 

 Amend zoning to require ground floor retail exclusively in the shopping 
loop  

 Require zero lot line development in core 
 Amend ARC standards to require 70% transparent glass along ground 

floor facades on Central and parts of First and Third streets  
 Amend ARC standards to require 50% transparent glass along ground 

floor facades on fringe streets in the downtown core  
 Require parking access restricted frontages in the downtown core 
 Establishes a new list of priority projects 
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RELATIONSHIP WITH THE GROWTH POLICY 
The Downtown Business District Master Plan was included as part of the 2007 
Whitefish City-County Growth Policy.  The Growth Policy features a section on 
downtown planning under the Land Use section in Chapter Three.  
 
The Goals, Policies, and Recommended Actions from the Land Use element of 
the Growth Policy related to the downtown are listed below, along with a brief 
synopsis of how the plan addresses the issues. 
 
2007 WHITEFISH CITY-COUNTY GROWTH POLICY, LAND USE ELEMENT: 
 
Goals: 
 
3. Strengthen the role of Downtown Whitefish as the commercial, financial, and 
administrative center of the community. 
 
This plan is the roadmap to continuing to support downtown Whitefish and its role 
as the driving economic and administrative force in our community. 
 
Finding 1: The plan update continues to support the downtown as the 
commercial, financial, and administrative center of the community because retail 
and commercial growth is encouraged, and the plan calls for city hall to remain in 
the downtown core. 
 
7. Preserve and protect important historic buildings, neighborhoods, and 
landmarks in downtown Whitefish. 
 
The plan does not address preservation of buildings, neighborhoods, and 
landmarks. The Growth Policy calls for an inventory to first be done of historic 
buildings, neighborhoods and landmarks, and that has not yet been established 
as a priority.  
 
Policies: 
 

1. The city of Whitefish shall continue to implement and update the 
Downtown Whitefish Business District Master Plan. 

 
This document is the embodiment of that policy. 
 
Finding 2: This proposed Downtown Business District Master Plan update 
supports the Future Land Use Policy to implement and update the Downtown 
Business District Master Plan. 
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2. For new development, redevelopment, and infill projects in downtown 
Whitefish, building height and massing shall be consistent with the scale 
of existing structures 

 
The Downtown Business District Master Plan makes recommendations to 
address this topic. 
 
Finding 3:  This proposed Downtown Business District Master Plan update 
supports appropriately scaled development and redevelopment because it makes 
recommendations to amend city regulations to ensure development and 
redevelopment is appropriately scaled.    
                                           
SUMMARY 
The Downtown Whitefish Business District Draft Master Plan update (1-6-15) 
establishes a framework for future development and growth for the downtown 
core. There are several potentially controversial elements. The Planning Board 
and Council should thoroughly review the document, the proposed 
implementation elements, and the suggested priority projects and decide if they 
and the public agree with the recommendations contained therein. 
 
Overall Recommendation:  It is recommended that the Whitefish Planning 
Board adopt the findings of fact within staff report WGPA 15-01 and that this 
Growth Policy Amendment be recommended for approval to the Whitefish City 
Council, as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
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Executive Summary 

Land Use Framework 

The land Use Framework provides 
a practical, proactive gUide thaL 
outlines the preferred community 
vision fo r development of 
downtown Whitefish. It is 
intended to attract new uses and 
maintain and strengthen existing, 
desirable uses . 

The framework is both realistic 
and achievable. It addresses and 
meets the needs of the prOjected 
market for Whitefish over the next 
20 years, as identified in lhe 
Economic and Market Evaluation for 
Downtown \Vhit~fish prepared by 
ECONonhwesl. 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street 
Whitefish, MT  59937   
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
Date:  January 1, 2015 
 
To:   Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties 
 
From:  Whitefish Planning & Building Department 
 

 
The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held on Thursday, 
January 15, 2015 at 6:00 pm.  During the meeting, the Board will hold public 
hearings on the items listed below.  Upon receipt of the recommendation by the 
Planning Board, the Whitefish City Council will also hold subsequent public hearing 
on items 3-5 on Monday, February 2, 2015 and items 1-2 on Tuesday, February 
17, 2015.  City Council meetings start at 7:10 pm.  Planning Board and City Council 
meetings are held in the Whitefish City Council Chambers, Whitefish, Montana. 
 
1. A request by the Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association to reconfigure the 

entryway by installing a center landscape median that will include a single story 
welcome center.  The project will be located on Iron Horse Drive in the vicinity 
of the existing guard shack which will be removed.  WPP-97-01A   (Compton-
Ring) 
 

2. A request by the city of Whitefish for review of the updated Downtown Master 
Plan.  The Downtown Plan is a portion of the Whitefish City-County Growth 
Policy.  WGPA 15-01 (Compton-Ring) 

 
3. A request by the city of Whitefish to review the Highway 93 West Corridor Plan 

as a new neighborhood plan for the Whitefish City-County Growth Policy. 
WGPA 15-02 (Taylor) 

 
4. A request by the City of Whitefish for an amendment to Section 11-2S, WPUD, 

Planned Unit Development District, to clarify the blending of uses and density 
where a PUD overlays multiple underlying zones. WZTA 15-01 (Taylor)   
 

5. Continuation of a request by Whitefish Hotel Group LLC for a Conditional Use 
Permit to construct a hotel that exceeds 7,500 square foot per §11-2L-4 of the 
WB-3 zoning district.  The property is located at 204 Spokane Avenue and can 
be legally described as Lots 1-11 and 19-25 in Block 46 of Whitefish Original 
Townsite in S36-T31N-R22W. WCUP 14-11 (Compton-Ring) 

 
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the 
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 510 Railway Street during regular 
business hours. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are invited to attend the 
hearing and make known their views and concerns.  Comments in writing may be 
forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above address 
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prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or 
further information regarding these proposals, phone 406-863-2410. 
 
 
 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 240 of 486



1 
 

WHITEFISH MASTER PLAN REFINEMENT (PHASE TWO) 

The following is a brief description of the proposed additional work tasks. Completion of all work 

tasks (with the possible exception of City Hall and Parking Structure review) should be complete 

within four months of project initiation.  

TRANSPORTATION FRAMEWORK  

Task 1.1  Update the Auto/Truck Framework  

 Planned contra-flow lane traffic route improvements along Spokane Avenue and Baker 

Avenue improvements suggested in the US Highway 93 Urban Corridor Study will be 

evaluated in terms of their benefits and impacts on the land use framework 

  Roadways outside the downtown study will only be addressed conceptually in terms of 

their benefit or impact on the downtown study area only  

 Montana Department of Transportation and City of Whitefish Transportation staff will 

be consulted throughout the process of updating the framework plan. Feasibility, costs, 

signalization and other concerns will be addressed. Suggestions/ recommendations of 

the MDT and City Transportation staff will be discussed and addressed with 

committees and the general public. Concerns/recommendations will be reflected in the 

preferred plan  

 All plans will be based upon existing traffic data. No additional traffic studies will be 

provided. Should additional traffic analysis be necessary to support plan 

recommendations, additional work scope elements may be added (if authorized and 

funded by the City ,MDT or others) or suggested as a ‘next step’ implementation 

measure to be performed by others or as part of other planning processes  

 Additional typical street plans, intersection drawings, street sections and details will be 

provided, if necessary. All existing draft plan diagrams and text will be updated 

 

Task 1.2 Update the Pedestrian Framework  

 

 The Wisconsin Avenue connection will be added to the pedestrian framework. 

Alternatives for the crossing will be developed and reviewed. Enhanced walkway 

concepts that address safety and comfort (wider sidewalks, better lighting, seating, 

landscaping, etc.) will be explored  

 A preferred typical Wisconsin connection street plan and typical street section will be 

provided in the updated Master Plan document 

 Baker and Second to Railway extension of the pedestrian improvements will be 

explored. Alternatives that support /foster proposed land uses and other 

transportation modes will be developed. A preferred plan(s) and section(s) will be 

included in the updated Master Plan document 
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 Commercial-serving pedestrian improvements proposed in the current draft Master 

Plans south of Second and West of Baker will be removed 

  North of the viaduct, refinement/ development of a typical commercial pedestrian 

improvements—street plan and section will be provided 

 All framework diagrams and text of the Master Plan document will updated to be 

consistent with these recommendations 

 

Task 1.3  Update the Bicycle Framework (Protected Bikeway) 

 

 Alternatives will be explored for the Spokane, Railway, Second Street (east of Spokane), 

and Underpass segments of the proposed downtown network.  Impacts and benefits to 

other transportation modes and adjacent land uses will be considered and addressed 

  A preferred plan will be provided 

 Typical Street plans, sections and any other necessary details will be developed   

 Issues, concepts and recommendations will be reviewed by the Whitefish Pedestrian-

Bicycle Committee. Suggestions and recommendations of the committee will be 

addressed and discussed with the general public. Ped/Bike Committee 

recommendations will be reflected in the preferred plan 

 Where appropriate, additional detail will be referenced to the City’s Active 

Transportation document rather than the Downtown Master Plan document  

 

IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK 

Task 3.3  Anchor Retail Concept 

 

 Alternative conceptual site and architectural (ground floor—minimum) plans, sections, 

or other diagrams will be developed for the identified anchor retail parcel. Summary 

tables, diagrams, photographs or other information that describes the alternatives will 

be provided. A preferred alternative will be refined following consultation with 

committees and the general public 

 One photo realistic perspective drawing that describes the use, form, massing and 

character/compatibility of the anchor use will created in a  format suitable for 

presentations, printed media, websites, and the Master Plan document  

 All graphics along with descriptive text and tables necessary to convey the anchor retail 

concept will be added to the retail framework of the Master Plan document  

 

Task 4.4  Executive Summary 

 

 A downtown-wide illustrative (rendered color) plan that describes the long-term ‘build-

out’ conceptual vision proposed in the downtown framework plans will be provided.  

The illustrative will be produced in a format that will be suitable for use in the Master 

Plan document, slide presentations, websites, or printed media 
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 Supporting tables or diagrams that describe the build out yield (by land use) will be 

provided. Information such as total site area, building area, residential unit count, 

parking, etc. for each area of the downtown will be provided  

 

CITY HALL DESIGN ANALYSIS  

Task 5.1  Conceptual Plans  

 

 Proposed building program/parking requirements will be reviewed.  

 Conceptual  City Hall floor plans and parking structure alternatives and preferred plans 

will be reviewed 

  ‘Mark-up’ suggested adjustments, amendments,  or additions to the conceptual plans  

will be provided along with a brief memoranda 

 If deemed appropriate, concepts will be discussed via ‘Go to Meeting’ or other 

teleconference platform with the city project manager and/or architectural/parking 

consultants 

 

Task 5.2  Schematic Plans and Elevations  

 

 Schematic  City Hall floor plans and parking structure alternatives and preferred plans 

will be reviewed 

 ‘Mark-up’ suggested adjustments, amendments,  or additions to the conceptual plans  

and building elevations will be provided along with a brief memoranda  

 If deemed appropriate, concepts will be discussed via ‘Go to Meeting’ or other 

teleconference platform with the city project manager and/or architectural/parking 

consultants 

 

Task 5.3  Design Development Plans and Elevations  

 

 Schematic  City Hall floor plans and parking structure alternatives and preferred plans 

will be reviewed 

 ‘Mark-up’ suggested adjustments, amendments,  or additions to the conceptual plans  

and building elevations will be provided along with a brief memoranda  

 If deemed appropriate, concepts will be discussed via ‘Go to Meeting’ or other 

teleconference platform with the city project manager and/or architectural/parking 

consultants 

Task 5.3  Contract Documents  

 

 City Hall floor plans and parking structure contract documents will be reviewed 

 ‘Mark-up’ suggested adjustments, amendments,  or additions to the contract 

documents will be provided  
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 If deemed appropriate, recommended changes will be discussed via ‘Go to Meeting’ or 

other teleconference platform with the city project manager and/or 

architectural/parking consultants 

 

 

UPDATE MASTER PLAN DOCUMENT 

Task 6.0 Prepare Draft Plan   

 

 One copy ready PDF format copy ready draft Downtown Master Plan document will be 

provided for distribution and review by City staff, elected officials, committees, and the 

general public 

 The draft will be prepared in a format that that can be uploaded into a City website  

 City staff will be responsible for providing a single compiled comment mark-up from 

city staff and committees; Crandall Arambula will compile general public comments  

 

Task 6.0 Final Plan   

 

 One copy ready PDF format copy ready Final  Downtown Master Plan document will be 

provided for printing and distribution by the City 

 The final  will be prepared in a format that that can be uploaded into a City website  

 

MEETINGS 

 Three  consultation sessions (visits) will occur key milestones (to be scheduled 

following discussion with City Project Manager) 

 During each visit (one to two days in length) meetings, Crandall Arambula  will  

facilitate steering committee, city staff,  MDT, Pedestrian/Bicycle committee, key 

stakeholders, elected officials and the general public as deemed necessary.  Materials 

will be presented in PowerPoint format and comments gathered through ‘response 

sheets’ and on-line comments (via city website) 

 The City will responsible for providing all meeting venues and meeting materials   

 Teleconferences will held bi-weekly with the City Project Manager throughout the 

length of the planning process 

 Attendance/ presentation to City Council or other review board meetings will occur 

when planned consultation sessions (visits) coincide with these meetings. Additional 

attendance  can be provided on a time and materials basis 
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� ExECUTIvE.SUmmARy

The.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.identifies.opportunities.
to.increase.the.vitality.of.the.downtown.business.district..The.plan.outlines.the.
components.that.will.make.this.vision.a.reality...It.builds.upon.existing.assets.
and.historic.character,.capitalizes.on.significant. land.uses.and.features.the.
natural.environment..It.also.sets.out.a.realistic.action.plan.for.implementation.
that.public.officials,.private.investors.and.the.community.can.follow..

The. 2015. . Whitefish. Downtown. Business. District. master. Plan. updates. the.
adopted.2006.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan..The.intent.
of.this.plan.is.to:

Build.upon.Central.Avenue.private.development.stimulated.by.
considerable.public.investment.that.was.prescribed.in.the.2006.plan

Focus.‘next.phase’.public.improvement.efforts.on.1).extending.the..
downtown.street.enhancements.along.Central.Avenue.one.block.south.to.
Fourth.Street.and.2).extending.pedestrian.improvements.into.the.Railway.
District.along.First.Street,.and.Lupfer.Avenue

Emphasize.the.importance.of.providing.essential.retail.parking

maximize.the.benefits.of.the.new.City.Hall.and.parking.structure

Address.the.Whitefish.City-County.Growth.Policy.and.the.State.of.
montana.Growth.Policy.requirements.











Set.forth.a.new.implementation.strategy.for.public.projects.that.will.
stimulate.significant.private.investment.and.identify.project.phasing.for.
priority.projects

Strengthen.the.connection.between.commercial.parcels.north.of.the.
railyard.with.the.downtown.core

Provide.additional.detail.for.the.Whitefish.Promenade

continuing MoMentuM
Historically,.Whitefish.has.experienced.steady.growth..This.growth.is.expected.
to.continue.over.the.next.20.years..The.area’s.natural.environment.supports.
a.substantial. local.and.national. tourism.market..Whitefish.has.experienced.
an.increase.in.variety.and.scale.of.retail,.service.and.entertainment.uses.as.
well.as.a.need.to.upgrade.public.facilities.to.meet.the.growing.needs.of.the.
community..Recent.or.planned.downtown.projects.include:.

First,.Second,.and.Third.Streetscape.Improvements.with.above-.
and.below-grade.street.utilities,.sidewalk,.landscape.and.roadway.
reconstruction.(Baker.to.Spokane.Avenues)

Central.Avenue.Streetscape.Improvements.including.above-.and.below-
grade.street.utilities,.sidewalk,.landscape.and.roadway.reconstruction.
(Railway.to.Third.Streets)

Storefront.improvements.and.expansion.through.renovation.or..
conversion.to.ground-floor.retail.use

Numerous.new.buildings.constructed.throughout.the.downtown

New.public.retail.parking.lot.at.the.intersection.of.Spokane.and.Second.
Street.

Improvements.to.the.middle.School.Performing.Arts.Center.



















overvieW
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a coorDinateD effort
The. 2015. master. Plan. Update. positively. addresses. objectives. developed.
by.The.City.of.Whitefish.staff,.elected.officials,..and.the.general.public..The.
objectives.are.organized.in.the.following.five.categories:

1) Downtown Business vitality
Keep.existing.businesses.healthy

Provide.opportunities.for.new.community-serving.businesses

Better.accommodate.existing.and.future.tourist.industries

Develop.a.strategy.to.strengthen.downtown.retail.by.identifying.
additional.viable.retail.sites

Create.a.pedestrian-friendly.environment.to.encourage.visitors.and.
residents.to.utilize.downtown.businesses

2) transportation
Ensure.that.Highway.93.roadway.and.intersection.changes.enhance.and.
support.downtown.businesses.rather.than.serving.as.merely.a.conduit.for.
regional.through-traffic

Accommodate.increasing.traffic.volumes.without.degrading.downtown.
livability.and.the.retail.environment.

Locate.new.parking.facilities.to.support.downtown.retail.and.commercial.
businesses

Accommodate.alternative.transportation.modes.(pedestrian,.bicycle,.and.
transit).to.reduce.downtown.congestion



















guiDing PrinciPles

3) Public facilities
Identify.any.additional.appropriate.public.facilities.and.their.locations.to.
strengthen.existing.businesses

Identify.public.improvements.needed.to.stimulate.downtown.private.
development

4) environment
Connect.the.downtown.to.the.natural.environment;.Emphasizes.the.
natural.environment.as.a.central.feature.in.the.community’s.appeal.to.
visitors.and.residents.alike

Highlight.the.unique.natural.environment.in.design.concepts

5) growth Management
maximize.opportunities.for.higher-density.market.rate.and.affordable.
housing

Illustrate.how.Downtown.Whitefish.can.provide.adequate.commercial.and.
retail.capacity.to.meet.future.demand
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PuBlic Process anD scheDule

a Plan createD By citizens
The. Whitefish. Downtown. Business. District. master. Plan. was. created. in.
response.to.the.public’s.vision.for.future.growth..It.also.serves.as.a.tool.for.
citizens.to.proactively.plan.for.development.rather.than.reactively.respond.
to. development. pressures.. The. master. plan. brings. certainty. to. investors,.
developers,.architects,.business.people.and.residents.by.providing.a.clear.
vision. of. the. community’s. goals,. and. a. basis. for. development. review. and.
project.approval..Creation.of. the.plan.was.driven.by. information.gathered.
from.the.following.sources:

1. stakeholder Meetings
Throughout.the.process,.the.Stakeholder.Committee,.comprised.of.local.public.
officials,.citizens.and.business.people,.reviewed.plan.materials.and.provided.
input.either.before.or.after.public.presentations.

2. Public Workshops
All.public.sessions.were.interactive.and.engaged.the.community...Each.session.
consisted.of.two.parts:

Presentation.–.project.background,.issues.and.designs.were.described.

Workshop.–.a.“town.hall”.type.workshop.was.facilitated.by.Crandall.
Arambula..Participants.completed.individual.response.sheets.
summarizing.their.issues.and.responding.to.specific.plan.alternatives..

3. additional Meetings  
Additional.meetings.were.held.with.stakeholders,.including.but.not.limited.
to:.

The.montana.Department.of.Transportation.

The.mayor.and.City.Council.

The.Heart.of.Whitefish.

City.Departments.













scheDule
The.master.plan.and.public.involvement.process.is.illustrated.below.

 

stuDy area
The. study. area. includes. the. Burlington. Northern/Santa. Fe. rail. yards. and.
corridor.commercial.area.to.the.north,.rail.and.residential.areas.along.Somers.
and.Pine.to.the.east,.6th.Street.to.the.south.and.the.Whitefish.River.to.the.
west.

Plan Update Process and Schedule
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Study Area

12/21/14fundamental concept
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The. key. components. of. the. long-term. vision. for. development,. improved.
access. for. all. modes,. enhanced. livability,. and. maintenance. of. the. historic.
characteristics.of.the.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.include:

1) a shopping loop 
The.shopping.loop.will.expand.Central.Avenue.retail.opportunities.by.
providing.additional.retail.sites.in.the.Railway.District.fronting.along.First.
Street.and.Lupfer.Avenue...

2) shopping loop Pedestrian enhancements
The.sidewalk.and.crosswalk.enhancements.will.extend.the.Central.
Avenue.streetscape.south.to.Fourth.Street,.along.First.Street,.and.Lupfer.
Avenue...They.will.match.existing.Central.Avenue.streetscape.character.
and.materials.

3) Whitefish Promenade
The.promenade.will.connect.existing.multi-use.trails.to.new.trails.along.
Railway.Street.and.the.Baker/Wisconsin.Avenue.underpass..It.will.provide.
a.protected.bikeway.and.sidewalk.enhancements.along.Spokane.Avenue.
from.11th.to.Railway.Street..This.system.will.encircle.and.connect.the.
downtown.to.the.Whitefish.River.and.downtown.parks.and.will.provide.
connections.to.commercial.areas.and.nearby.residential.neighborhoods.
over.the.Baker.Street.viaduct.

4) essential Parking
In.addition.to.the.existing.municipal.parking.lot.and.the.city.hall.parking.
structure,.new.public.parking.facilities.are.envisioned.to.serve.Central.
Avenue.and.Railway.District.shoppers.

5) Baker contra-flow
Improvements.identified.in.the.2010.Urban.Corridor.Study.should.be.
implemented.to.ensure.the.efficient.flow.of.regional.traffic.through.
downtown,.via.a.contra-flow.lane.constructed.on.Baker.Avenue.

�) retail anchors
Whitefish.resident-serving.retail.uses,.rather.than.tourist.oriented.businesses.
are.envisioned.for.Central.Avenue.south.of.Third.Street.and.in.the.Railway.
District

funDaMental concePt
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Fundamental Concept 
Diagram

12/21/14fundamental concept
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caPacity DiagraM

The.capacity.diagram.is.a.snapshot.of.the.character.and.intensity.of.future.
downtown.development..

a vision for BuilD-out
The.diagram.illustrates.design.schemes.and.development.intensity.that.are.
realistic.and.economically.feasible...The.diagram.is.based.on:

Fundamental.requirements.necessary.to.attract.investors,.including.
proximity.to.public.amenities.and.availability.of.parking.

The.public’s.desire.to.stimulate.economic.development.while.improving.
community.livability.and.preserving.Whitefish’s.historic.character.

hoW the DiagraM is useD
The.diagram.can.be.used.to:

market.the.downtown.to.potential.investors

Illustrate.the.return.on.investment.as.a.result.of.public.street.and.open.
space.Improvements.









neW/renovateD DeveloPMent caPacity suMMary

Retail:.200,000.Square.Feet

Residential:.65.Units

Retail.Supporting.Parking:.420.Spaces
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Capacity Diagram
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14 ExECUTIvE.SUmmARy

The. transportation. framework. identifies. all. transportation. elements. for. all.
modes..It.establishes.a.comprehensive.‘complete.street’.network.of.integrated.
and. balanced. pedestrian,. bicycle. and. auto. facilities. that. connect. to. and.
within.the.downtown.study.area..While.ensuring.that.essential.auto.and.truck.
access.is.maintained,.the.transportation.framework.has.a.special.emphasis.on.
providing.an.‘active.transportation’.system...This.system.includes.pedestrian.
and.bike-friendly.streets,.intersections,.sidewalks,.and.recreation.trail.elements.
that.enhance.mobility.and.the.quality.of.life.for.those.living.in,.working.in,.or.
visiting.Downtown.Whitefish..

transPortation fraMeWork

key transPortation fraMeWork eleMents:
Auto Mobility Streets (Auto/Truck Emphasis)—Essential. regional.access.
routes.to.and.within.the.downtown.are.identified..A.key.addition.is.the.Baker.
Avenue.contra-flow.lane.suggested.in.the.US.Highway.93.Urban.Corridor.Study.
to.improve.regional.mobility.through.downtown.

new Streets—Conceptual.location.for.a.new.local.street.grid.north.of.Railway.
Street. is. identified.. These. new. streets. would. be. constructed. concurrently.
with.adjacent.new.high-density.residential.development.on.parcels.which.are.
identified.in.the.Land.Use.Framework.

Pedestrian Emphasis Streets—.Key.existing.streets.or.future.streets.where.
pedestrian-friendly.enhancements.are.needed.to.strengthen.or.stimulate.new.
development.and.improve.downtown.access..

The following two elements comprise the Whitefish Promenade:

Protected Bikeways—.Bicycle.facilities.physically.separated.from.auto.travel.
lanes.by.a. landscaped.barrier,.curb,.sidewalk,.parked.cars.or.other.means..
These.facilities.provide.safe.and.direct.access.and.are.generally.located.within.
existing.street.right-of-ways.

Multi-Use Trails—.Off-street,.shared.pedestrian.and.bicycle.trails.connecting.
the.Downtown.to.adjacent.neighborhoods,.parks.and.other.natural.features.
are.identified..These.integrate.existing.and.proposed.trails,.including.the.trails.
suggested.by.The Whitefish Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION FRAMEWORK
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lanD use fraMeWork

The. Land. Use. Framework. outlines. the. vision. for. long-term. development.
of.Downtown.Whitefish.. It.describes. the. location.and.type.of.existing.and.
desirable. new. uses.. The. Land. Use. Framework. in. itself. does. not. change.
existing. zoning. (existing. permitted. uses. or. development. regulations)..
Where.current.zoning.is.inconsistent.with.this.vision,.future.code.changes.by.
Whitefish.planning.staff.are.suggested..In.all.cases,.existing.uses.should.be.
‘grandfathered’,.meaning.new.‘up-zoned’.uses.may.be.entitled.for.a.property.
while.existing.uses.are.allowed.to.remain.in.place.in.perpetuity..

lanD use character
The. Land. Use. Framework. diagram. describes. the. location. of. primary. land.
uses.and.promotes.(but.does.not.require).a.mix.of.uses,.both.vertically.and.
horizontally.on.all.sites..

New.development.or.renovation.of.existing.structures.should.be.pedestrian-
friendly,.compatible.in.scale.and.massing,.and.character.with.existing.desirable.
adjacent.buildings..Sustainable.practices.for.construction.and.habitation.for.
all.new.or.renovated.buildings.and.sites.should.be.fostered.

key lanD use fraMeWork eleMents:
Retail—The. location.of.parcels.where. the. sale.of.goods,.eating,.drinking,.
lodging.or.entertainment.businesses.currently.exist.is.identified..Also.identified.
are.additional.sites.where.retail.is.envisioned.to.be.required.through.regulatory.
updates..

Commercial—The. location. where. the. sale. of. services. is. appropriate. is.
identified..Within.these.areas,.retail.uses.are.also.appropriate.

Public Parking—Existing.and.proposed.locations.of.public.parking.structures.
or.lots.are.identified.

Civic—Current.locations.of.government.services,.churches,.and.schools.are.
identified.

Parks—.Current.and.proposed.locations.of.public.parks.are.identified.

Multi-family (Attached) Residential—Areas. where. existing. or. proposed.
apartments,.condominiums,.townhomes.or.duplex.residential.structures.are.
identified.

Single Family Residential—.Areas.where.one.dwelling.unit.per.parcel.housing.
currently.exists.are.identified..Additional.single.family.housing.parcels.are.not.
encouraged..

Industrial—. The. location. of. Burlington. Northern. Railway. property. that. is.
envisioned.to.remain.as.currently.used.is.identified.
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Primary Land Use 
Framework

12/21/14PRIMARY LAND USE FRAMEWORK
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iMPleMentation

Three. steps. are. necessary. to. transform. the. Whitefish. Downtown. Business.
District.master.Plan.from.an.aspiration.to.a.development.reality:

1)  Adoption.by.City.Council.and.distribution.of.the.Plan.by.the.City.
of.Whitefish,.the.Heart.of.Whitefish.or.other.Downtown.individual/
interest.group

2). . Regulatory. updates. by. City. of. Whitefish. staff,. consultant. . or. other.
agency

3)..Funding.and.construction.of.the.identified.projects...Additional.public-
private-partnership.projects.may.be.added.as.needed.

Projects
The.Project.Priorities.diagram.illustrates.the.location.and.order.of.strategic.
public.investments.within.public.right-of-ways,.existing.or.potential.public-
private-partnership. projects. necessary. to. stimulate. desirable. private.
investment,.improve.multi-modal.access.and.safety,.or.address.critical.public.
building.needs..The.projects.should.be.phased.as. indicated..Re-ordering,.
adjustment. or. additions. to. project. phases. should. occur. only. with. City.
Council.approval..multiple.phases.may.occur.concurrently.and.private-public.
partnerships.may.occur.at.any.time.

tiMeline
No.specific.schedule.has.been.set.for.the.implementation.of.these.projects..
All.projects.however,.should.be.substantially.initiated.or.constructed.within.
five.years.of.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan adoption..
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Project Priorities

12/21/14PHASING PLAN
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much.of.downtown.Whitefish.is.within.the.public.realm,.including.its.roadways,.
sidewalks.and.trails..The.recent.completion.of.Central.Avenue.and.its.adjacent.
streetscape.improvements.has.resulted.in.substantial.private.investment,.and.
improved.livability..The.Transportation.Framework.builds.upon.these.projects.
and.identifies.a.vision.for.additional.future.improvements.

Policy consistency
A. number. of. existing. Whitefish. Transpor tation. Plan. policies. and.
recommendations.have.informed.the.creation.of.the.transportation.framework.
of.the.Downtown.Business.District.Plan..In.most.instances,.the.Transportation.
Plan.and.the.Business.District.Plan.recommendations.are.mutually.supportive..
Of.note,.the.recommendations.of.the.Pedestrian.and.Bicycle.master.Plan.are.in.
alignment.with.the.Whitefish.Promenade.concepts..In.some.instances.however,.
the.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.may.vary.from.the.policies.of.the.
Transportation.Plan..To.align.the.two.documents,.future.amendments.of.the.
Transportation.Plan.will.be.necessary.to.ensure.that.its.policies.are.consistent.
with.the.Downtown.Business.District.Plan.transportation.framework.

coMPlete street netWork 
A. prime. objective. of. the. Downtown. Plan. is. to. maintain. and. strengthen.
Downtown. Whitefish. as. a. destination. rather. than. simply. a. place. to. pass.
through..While.essential.access.and.mobility. is. identified. for.key. routes,.a.
bias.toward.the.pedestrian.and.cyclist.should.be.fostered.for.all.streets.in.the.
downtown,.including.Auto.mobility.Streets..The.Transportation.Framework.
identifies.key.routes.for.pedestrian.and.bicycle.improvements...To.implement.
this.vision,.‘active.transportation’.(pedestrian.and.bicycle).enabling.policies.
and.regulating.design.standards.should.be.created..

overvieW

street hierarchy 
The.Transportation.Framework.creates.a.network.of.transportation.elements.
that.complement.adjacent.land.uses.and.spur.additional.desirable.Downtown.
development..The.Framework.elements.include:

Auto.mobility.Streets

New.Streets

Pedestrian.Emphasis.Streets

Shopping.Loop.Emphasis.Streets

Protected.Bikeway.Routes

multi-Use.Trails













Provide Bicycle Parking
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auto anD truck

The.Auto.and.Truck.Element.identifies.regional-serving.urban.highway,.arterial.
and.local.street.access.routes.through.and.within.the.downtown..These.routes.
are. under. the. jurisdiction. of. both. the. City. of. Whitefish. and. the. montana.
Department.of.Transportation..Implementation.of.these.improvements.may.
be.led.by.the.City.or.mDT.

auto MoBility streets
The. Auto. mobility. Streets. framework. maintains. essential. mobility. and.
complements.land.use.improvements.that.reinforce.downtown.as.a.regional.
shopping,.employment,.and.residential.destination..The.framework.maintains.
Spokane.Avenue.between.Second.and.Sixth.Streets.as.a.two-lane.arterial.route.
and.proposes.Baker.Avenue.contra-flow.lane.improvements.between.Second.
and.13th.Street.(as.proposed.in.the.2005.Downtown.Plan).to.preserve.existing.
trees.along.Spokane.Avenue...The.framework.also.envisions.better.utilization.
of.Baker.Avenue.as.an.additional.regional.mobility.route..

The.Urban.Highway.and.Baker.arterial.street.design.is.unique.to.downtown.
Whitefish.. The. design. maintains. mobility. and. results. in. ‘calmed. traffic’.
conditions.that.in.turn.foster.downtown.livability,.reduces.pedestrian.barriers.
and.strengthens.the.private.investment.environment.for.adjacent.parcels..The.
suggested.design.would.include:

Consideration.for.typical.conditions.rather.than.peak.commuting.
hours..Additional.signalization.timing.improvements.or.other.innovative.
congestion.management.methods.that.maintain.through.traffic.mobility.
at.current.levels.

A.suggested.traffic.signal.at.First.and.Baker..The.additional.signal.will.
improve.pedestrian.access.between.the.Railway.District.and.Central.
Avenue.retail.and.commercial.destinations..

Street.intersections.designed.for.typical.FedEx.or.similarly.sized.delivery.
vehicles.that.service.businesses.daily..Accommodation.for.occasional.
large.semi-trailer.truck.turning.movements.by.laying.down.curbs.at.key.
intersections.

maintaining.curbside.parking.wherever.possible

Reducing.speed.limits.to.25.mph.(maximum)











neW streets
Conceptual. location. for. a. new. local. street. grid. north. of. Railway. Street. is.
identified.. New. local. streets. will. be. needed. for. residential. development.
identified. in. the.Land.Use.Framework..New.streets.should.be.constructed.
concurrently. with. the. development. of. new. housing. parcels.. These. streets.
should.meet.existing.City.local.street.standards.at.a.minimum..Streets.should.
include:

Curbside.parking

Canopy.street.trees.within.a.parkway.between.a.sidewalk.and.curb.line

Pedestrian-scaled.ornamental.street.lighting

Underground.utilities
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us highWay �3 urBan corriDor stuDy iMProveMents
US.Highway.93.is.designated.as.an.Urban.Highway.through.downtown.Whitefish..The.montana.Department.of.Highways.(mDT).has.been.
considering.roadway.changes.to.improve.regional.traffic.mobility.through.downtown.since.the.late.1980s..An.Environmental.Impact.
Statement.(EIS).was.completed.in.1995.which.identified.a.number.of.through-traffic.mobility.‘enhancement’.projects..The.US.Highway.
93.Urban.Corridor.Study.considered.new.planning.information,.evolving.transportation.conditions,.updated.regional.growth.forecasts,.
and.provided.updated.concept.adjustments.to.1995.EIS..The.study.suggested.implementation.of.either.the.Contra-Flow.Configuration.
or.modified.(Offset).Alternative.,.based.on.further.study..Both.options.include.contra-flow.lanes.on.both.Baker.and.Spokane.Avenues.

The.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.supports.Baker.Avenue.improvements.that.include:

Two.southbound.lanes..and.one.northbound.lane.from.Second.Street.to.the.Whitefish.River

maintenance.of.curbside.parking,.at.a.minimum,.between.Second.and.Third.(East.side.of.street)

Construction.of.a.contra-flow.lane.on.Spokane.Avenue.should.not.occur.due.to:

Impacts.to.existing.trees.between.Second.and.Seventh

Spatial.constraints.that.may.impact.the.viability.of.constructing.a.protected.bikeway

Possible.‘bottle-neck’.traffic.conditions.at.the.intersection.of.Second.and.Spokane.where.two.northbound.lanes.would.merge.into.
one.westbound.lane











Contra-Flow 
Configuration

Modified (Offset) 
Alternative C
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Baker Contra Flow—Second St. to Whitefish River 

Maintain Curbside 
Parking
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PeDestrian

The. Pedestrian. Element. identifies. access. routes. between. neighborhoods.
and.within.Downtown..Existing.improved.pedestrian.streets.and.additional.
streets.targeted.for.pedestrian-friendly.streetscape.improvements.are.also.
identified.

PeDestrian eMPhasis streets
Downtown.Whitefish’s. . visitor-driven.economy. is.dependent.on.creating.a.
pedestrian.setting.in.which.customers.feel.comfortable.strolling.from.shop-to-
shop,.relaxing.on.comfortable.benches.or.eating.and.drinking.at.café.tables...
The. recent. pedestrian-priority. improvements. include. widened. sidewalks,.
pedestrian-scaled. street. lights,. landscaped. curb. extensions,. ‘tabled’.
intersections,.and.well-defined.intersection.crosswalks..These.improvements.
have. created. a. welcoming. environment. that. has. enhanced. the. downtown.
character,.livability.and.most.importantly,.has.spurred.increased.pedestrian.
activity...To.maintain.the.development.momentum,.and.expand.upon.the.past.
success,.the.Pedestrian.Element.identifies.additional.pedestrian.improvements.
for.the.Downtown.
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—PEDESTRIAN
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shoPPing looP eMPhasis streets
The.Pedestrian.Element.includes.street.segments.where.pedestrian-oriented.
improvements.are.needed.to.expand.the.retail.offering.on.Central.Avenue,.
link.the.Railway.District.to.the.Central.Avenue.corridor.and.provide.an.inviting.
setting.for.additional.retail,.commercial.and.housing.development..A.‘common.
thread’.of.similar.Central.Avenue.sidewalk,.intersection,.lighting.and.landscape.
elements.is.recommended.including:

‘Tabled’.sidewalk-level.concrete.crosswalks.at.all.intersections

Recommended.12-foot.wide.sidewalks.(10-foot.wide.sidewalks.minimum)

Ornamental.street.lights.at.corners.and.mid-block.locations

Covered.sidewalks.along.retail.frontages

Scored.Concrete.Sidewalks

One.foot.wide.curb

Landscaped.curb.extensions.(Use.of.native.and.native.compatible.plant.
materials.is.encouraged)















Pedestrian Emphasis Streetscape Elements

Ornamental 
Street Lights
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Walkway

Scored Concrete
Sidewalks
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Shopping Loop Emphasis Street—
First Street Concept (Lupfer Avenue to Baker Avenue)

New 
Development

New 
Development

note:
Requires.12’.acquisition.of.ROW.or.easement.
from.adjacent.properties.on.both.sides.of.the.
street
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Shopping Loop Emphasis Street— 
Lupfer Avenue Concept (First Street to Second Street)

New 
Development

Existing Commercial
Building

note:
Requires.5’.acquisition.of.ROW.or.easement.
from.adjacent.properties
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Bicycle

The.Bicycle.Element.establishes.a.network.of.bicycle.facilities..These.facilities.provide.safe,.direct,.and.convenient.routes.suitable.for.daily.transportation.and.
recreation.from.adjacent.neighborhoods.and.within.the.downtown..The.primary.intent.of.the.bicycle.element.is.to.substantially.increase.the.bicycle.trips.in.the.
Downtown..When.fully.implemented,.the.benefits.of.a.safe.bicycle.network.can.be.significant..By.transferring.a.reasonable.portion.of.Downtown.transportation.
trips.from.automobiles.to.bicycles,.Downtown.auto.congestion.can.be.lessened.and.demand.for.limited.parking.facilities.reduced.

The.bikeway.element.includes.routes.identified.in.the.Whitefish.Pedestrian.and.Bicycle.master.Plan.and.the.Safe.Routes.to.School.master.Plan..Bicycle.facilities.
include:

Protected Bikeways
Bidirectional,.11’.to.12’.wide.‘Protected.Bikeway’.routes.along.Spokane.Avenue,.Railway.Street.and.as.part.of.the.Whitefish.Promenade.are.identified..

city connectors (Protected Bikeways)
Protected.bikeway.routes.connecting.the.promenade.to.adjacent.neighborhoods.on.Second.and.Seventh.Streets.are.also.identified..

Multi-use trails (shared pedestrian and bicycle facility)
Existing,.planned,.and.proposed.multi-use.trail.routes.are.identified..New.multi-use.paths.should.be.a.minimum.of.10’.in.width.(12’.preferred).to.accommodate.
both.pedestrians.and.cyclists.comfortably..To.minimize.conflicts,.cyclists.and.pedestrians.lane.striping.should.be.provided..On.all.routes,.bicyclists.should.yield.
to.pedestrian.traffic.and.be.required.to.ride.at.slow.speeds.when.pedestrians.are.present.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan facilities 
On-street.Bike.Lanes.and.Walkway.routes.are.identified..Description.of.design.and.characteristics.of.these.routes.are.provided.within.the.Whitefish.Pedestrian.
and.Bicycle.master.Plan..

safe routes to school facilities
Safe.Routes.to.School. Improvements.and.Bike.Lane.routes.are. identified..Description.of.design.and.characteristics.of.these.routes.are.provided.within.the.
Whitefish.Safe.Routes.to.School.master.Plan..
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Whitefish ProMenaDe 
The. ‘Whitefish.Promenade’. is. a. transportation.and. recreation. route.within.
the.downtown..It.is.comprised.of.pedestrian.and.bicycle.facilities.including.
sidewalks,.multi-use.trails,.and.protected.bikeways..Except.for.the.identified.
multi-use. trail. segments,.pedestrian.and.bicycle. facilities.are.separated. to.
minimize.conflicts..

Protected Bikeways 
The. protected. bikeways. are. located. along. busy. streets. where. Whitefish.
residents. and. visitors. currently. do. not. ride. their. bicycles. because. of. auto.
conflict. safety. concerns.. To. attract. these. potential. riders,. the. protected.
bikeway.should.be:

Physically.separated.from.auto.traffic.lanes.by.curbside.parked.vehicles,.
landscaping,.a.concrete.curb.or.a.combination.of.these.elements

Designed.to.provide.safe.cyclist.crossings.at.intersections.and.driveways..
Colored.lane.markings,.special.bicycle.traffic.signal.phasing.or.other.
innovative.approaches.to.creating.safe.bicycle.intersection.crossings.
should.be.considered.

Designed.to.minimize.pedestrian.conflicts.on.adjacent.sidewalks,.street.
corners,.and.crosswalks..In.particular,.no.reduction.in.sidewalk.area.
should.result.from.the.construction.of.the.protected.bikeway.facility.

Well.maintained..Bikeways.should.be.swept.or.plowed.frequently.to.keep.
debris,.dirt,.snow,.and.ice.off.cycling.surfaces..The.greatest.deterrent.to.
winter.cycling.is.not.cold.weather;.rather.it.is.a.slippery.surface..A.well-
maintained.network.will.extend.cycling.season.well.into.winter.months.or,.
for.more.hardy.cyclists,.all.year.

Multi-use trail (Ped and Bike Path)
Connections.to.the.neighborhoods,.access.to.recreation.areas.and.linkages.
to.pedestrian.emphasis.streets.are.identified..The.network.includes.existing,.
planned,.and.proposed.new.facilities..Proposed.facilities.should.be.a.minimum.
of.10’.in.width.to.accommodate.both.pedestrian.and.bicycles.comfortably..









Spokane Avenue—Mature Trees to be Preserved
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—PROMENADE
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spokane avenue (third to sixth street concept) 
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.the.street.improvement.characteristics.and.
locations. of. all. key. elements. within. the. existing. right-of-way. for. a. typical.
segment.of.Spokane.Avenue,.from.Third.to.Sixth.Street..This.segment.includes.
a. bi-directional. protected. bikeway,. landscaped. parkways,. and. existing. or.
enhanced. sidewalks.. This. design. concept. may. vary. at. intersections. and.
driveways..Detailed.site.survey. information.will.be. required. to. identify. the.
exact.location.of.sidewalks.and.mature.trees..The.design.should:

Be.constructed.within.the.existing.70’.right-of-way,.maintaining.the.
existing.curb.line.location.on.the.west.side.of.the.street

Include.a.new.10’.wide.bi-directional.off-street.asphalt.protected.bikeway.
replacing.curbside.parking.on.the.east.side.of.the.street.

maintain.or.reconstruct.existing.sidewalks.in.their.current.location.and.
width

Preserves.existing.mature.trees.throughout..mature.trees.should.not.be.
removed.to.construct.the.bikeway.or.other.new.transportation.facility.
component..Design.measures.such.as.permeable.paving.that.minimize.
impacts.on.tree.roots.should.be.considered...New.trees.and.additional.
landscaping.should.be.added.where.needed.

Provide.a.5’.landscaped.parkway.between.the.bikeway.and.travel.lanes..
This.area.would.be.suitable.for.temporary.snow.storage.during.winter.
months.

Provide.a.12’.multi-use.trail.within.the.existing.right-of-way.along.the.
south.side.of.6th.Street.between.Spokane.Avenue.and.the.existing.
Whitefish.Riverfront.Trail













Bi-Directional 
Protected 

Bikeway

Enhanced 
Intersections

Preserves All 
Existing Trees

12’ Multi-Use 
Trail

Two Lane 
Roadway

Existing
 Trail
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22’ Promenade
notes:

Assumes.18.in..gutter.and.12.in..curb

Roadway.dimension.is.face-of-curb.to.face-of-curb

Location.of.existing.trees.to.be.determined.by.survey







Spokane Avenue Whitefish Promenade—
Third to Sixth Streets

ROW (Existing)

Travel 
Lanes

Protected 
Bikeway

Existing 
Sidewalk

Existing 
Curbline 
Location

Existing 
Sidewalk

Existing 
Parkway
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spokane avenue (second to third street concept) 
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.the.improvement.characteristics.and.locations.
of.all.key.elements.within.the.existing.right-of-way.for.a.typical.segment.of.
Spokane.Avenue.of.the.Whitefish.Promenade.from.Second.to.Third.Street..This.
segment.includes.a.bi-directional.protected.bikeway.and.new.sidewalks..This.
design.concept.may.vary.at.intersections.and.driveways..The.design.should:

Be.constructed.within.the.existing.68’.right-of-way,.maintaining.the.
existing.curb.line.location.on.the.west.side.of.the.street.and.existing.
travel.lanes

Include.a.new.10’.wide.bi-directional.off-street.asphalt.protected.bikeway.
on.the.east.side.of.the.street.

Include.a.new.sidewalk.on.the.east.side.of.the.street.which.will.require.an..
easement.or.right-of-way.acquisition.from.4’.to.11’.of.hotel.property







Maintain All Existing 
Highway 93 Roadway 

Intersection Improvements

4’ Sidewalk Easement or 
ROW Acquisition

11’ Sidewalk Easement or 
ROW Acquisition

Bi-Directional 
Protected 

Bikeway
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Spokane Avenue Whitefish Promenade—
Second to Third Streets 

No Changes

new
Curb

Protected 
Bikeway

new
Sidewalk

Hotel

notes:
Assumes.12”.curb

Additional.width.may.be.required.to.accommodate.
traffic.signal.poles,.control.boxes.fire.hydrants,.etc.





new
Street Trees
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spokane avenue (second to railway street concept) 
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.the.improvement.characteristics.and.locations.
of.all.key.elements.within.the.existing.right-of-way.for.a.segment.of.Spokane.
Avenue. of. the. Whitefish. Promenade,. from. Second. to. Railway. Street.. This.
segment.includes.a.bi-directional.protected.bikeway.and.maintains.all.travel.
lane.configurations.between.First.and.Second.Streets..The.design.should:

Be.constructed.within.the.existing.78’.right-of-way,.maintaining.the.
existing.curb.line.location.on.the.west.side.of.the.street.and.existing.
travel.lanes

Include.a.new.10’.wide.bi-directional.off-street.asphalt.protected.bikeway.
on.the.east.side.of.the.street.which.will.replace.curbside.parking.south.of.
First.Street.and.convert.angled.parking.to.parallel.parking.north.of.First.
Street

Include.bicycle.‘stop’.signs.at.the.First.Street.crosswalk

maintain.existing.sidewalks,.except.for.relocating.the.sidewalk.around.
existing.trees.in.front.of.Central.School

Include.a.3’.door.zone.between.the.parallel.parking.north.of.First.Street.
and.the.bi-directional.protected.bikeway

Dedicate/reserve.school.parking.spaces.in.city.parking.lot

Consider.varying.the.design.concept.between.1st.Street.and.Railway.
Street.to.include.a.bi-directional.protected.bikeway.with.a.single.
southbound.only.travel.lane.that.allows.for.angled.parking.and.widened.
sidewalks.on.both.sides.of.the.street..















Maintain 
Existing Sidewalk 

Relocate Sidewalk 
Around Trees 

Maintain Existing Sidewalk and 
Stripe Walkway for Protected 
Bikeway Crossing 

Bicycle Stop Signs 

Convert Angled Parking to 
Parallel Parking 

(Lose 11 Spaces)

Bi-Directional 
Protected Bikeway 

Reduce Lane Width 13.5’ to 
11’ (northbound Travel Lane) 

3’ Door Zone  

no Change to Lane 
Configurations

Dedicate/Reserve  
School Parking Spaces

Remove Parallel Parking
(Lose 6 Spaces) 
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Spokane Avenue Promenade—
First to Railway new

Sidewalk
Existing
Sidewalk

Parallel
Parking

Protected 
Bikeway

Existing
Middle School

Existing
Commercial 
Storefront

No Changes
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Depot Park (spokane to Baker avenue concept) 
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.improvement.characteristics.and.locations.of.
all.key.elements.within.public.areas.for.a.segment.between.Spokane.Avenue.
and.Baker.Avenue..The.design.should:

Include.a.10’.to.12’.wide.multi-use.trail.as.indicated

Consider.two.routing.alternatives.through.Depot.Park..The.preferred.
alternative.routing.should.be.constructed.as.part.of.the.Depot.Park.
improvement.project.

Provide.angled.parking.along.the.north.side.of.Railway.Street.between.
Second.and.Third.Avenue..This.additional.parking.would.replace.parking.
lost.on.Spokane.Avenue.and.increase.parking.capacity.for.park.events.

Relocate.O’Shaugnessey.parking.to.accommodate.the.multi-use.trail

Include.an.interim.multi-use.trail.route.within.mDT.right-of-way.that.loops.
under.the.existing.Baker.viaduct

Provide.for.future.implementation.of.a.underpass













12’ Multi-Use Trail 

12’ Multi-Use Trail
Interim Route to Baker Viaduct 

10’ Multi-Use Trail 

Reconfigure Parking

Future Underpass 
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uPDatesketchuP two routes

Depot Park Optional 
Routes

12’ Multi-Use Trail 
Optional Route 

12’ Multi-Use Trail 
Optional Route 

10’ Multi-Use Trail 

Through Park Option 

Edge of Park Option 

new 
Sidewalk 

Angled
Parking 

Angled
Parking
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—WISCONSIN UNDERPASS
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Baker/Wisconsin underpass
The.Baker/Wisconsin.Avenue.pedestrian.and.bike.underpass.is.a.component.
of.the.Whitefish.Promenade.and.provides.a.direct.linkage.between.the.Depot.
Park. and. proposed. new. parks. north. of. Railway. Street.. The. design. of. the.
underpass.should:

Create.a.secure.and.welcoming.environment.that.provides.clear.sightlines.
to.and.through.the.underpass...The.design.should.not.include.hiding.
places,.benches,.stoops..or.other.places.where.people.can.loiter...Bright,.
24-hour.lighting.and.security.cameras.linked.to.24-hour.surveillance.
should.be.considered.

Be.well.lit..Adequate.ambient.day.lighting,.accent.lighting.for.the.
walkway,.and.special.façade.lighting.should.be.considered.

Be.easily.accessible.for.all.users..The.multi-use.pathway.should.have.a.
minimal.slope.and.easily.meet.ADA.compliance.standards.for.maximum.
slopes..The.underpass.should.not.have.steps.or.switchbacks..

Be.airy..It.should.be.20’.minimum.width.and.12’.minimum.height.

Consider.methods.to.reduce.maintenance...Durable.and.long-lasting.
materials.should.be.employed.for.pathway,.wall,.and.ceiling.construction..
Ceilings.and.walls.that.are.easily.cleaned.and.repaired.are.essential.

Offer.a.clean,.welcoming.facility..vandal.resistant.design.elements.should.
be.incorporated.throughout.

minimize.clutter..Signs.that.detract.from.the.underpass.design.should.be.
prohibited.

minimize.extrusions,.ledges.or.other.places.that.provide.opportunities.for.
bird.nests.or.perches.

















Baker/Wisconsin 
Underpass
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Baker/Wisconsin Pedestrian Underpass 
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Baker/Wisconsin viaduct (railway street to edgewood street 
concept)
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.improvement.characteristics.and.location.of.
key.elements.within.public.properties.and.a.portion.of.BNSF.properties.west.
of.the.viaduct..The.design.should.include:

A.12’.wide.multi-use.trail.as.indicated

Enhanced.sidewalk.along.the.east.side.of.the.viaduct

A.new.ornamental.wrought.iron.fence.along.the.viaduct..Public.art.or.
interpretive.elements.may.be.integrated.into.the.fence.design.

Landscaping.within.roadway.medians.and.pedestrian.and.bike.entry.
points.approaching.the.viaduct

Incorporate.landscape.planters.within.protective.barrier.walls.along.the.
viaduct

Pedestrian.scale.lighting.and.benches

A.trail.head.interpretive/information.kiosk.and.map

Sidewalk.and.crosswalk.improvements.at.the.intersection.of.Baker.
Avenue.and.Railway.Street.

A.speed.limit.reduction.on.the.viaduct



















12’ Multi-Use Trail
Interim Route to 
Baker Viaduct 

Future Underpass 

Barricade 

new Angled Parking

new Trailhead Entry
Remove Right- 
Turn Lane 

new Crosswalks
and Sidewalk Enhancements

16 Spaces 23 Spaces

12’ Multi-Use Trail

Ornamental Fence

Connect to Existing Trail new Crosswalk

Info Kiosk

Connect to Existing Trail 

Landscaping 
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Multi-Use Trail—Baker/Wisconsin Viaduct
Ornamental

Fence

Ornamental 
Lighting

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Landscape Planters 
Integrated into 

Barrier

Multi-Use Trail

Seating
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Special.transition.wayfinding.elements.that.signal.entry.into.the.downtown.
should.be.provided.

‘DoWntoWn thresholDs’
To. announce. the. entrance. into. Downtown. Whitefish. from. the. major.
transportation.corridors,.the.following.elements.should.be.introduced.at.the.
west.and.south.Highway.93.and.Wisconsin.Avenue.entry.points:

‘Welcome.to.Downtown.Whitefish’.directional.and.information.signing.
that.is.readable.at-a-glance.by.moving.pedestrians,.motorists.and.cyclists.
alike;.The.signs.should.be.constructed.of.high-quality,.durable.natural.
wood.or.metal.materials.and.be.consistently.applied.at.all.entries

Distinctive.parkway.plantings.of.large.conifer.trees,.native.deciduous.
trees.and.shrub.landscaping.before.and.following.the.sign.to.signal.a.
transition

Backdrop.ornamental.trees,.seasonal.colorful.flowers,.grasses.and.
evergreen.landscaping.

Where.necessary,.evergreen.landscape.screening.of.unsightly.adjacent.
uses

Distinctive.pole.lighting.and.banners.consistent.with.the.downtown.
pedestrian.street.themes..Spot.lighting.of.gateway.sign.and.landscape.
elements.should.be.considered

Underground.overhead.cable.and.electric.power.lines.in.the.vicinity.of.
gateways

All.signage.to.be.consistent.with.the.established.city-wide.wayfinding.
standards















gateway Diagram

gateWays

Wisconsin Crossing 
Gateway

West Highway 93 
Crossing Gateway

Thirteenth Street 
Crossing Gateway            
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overvieW

The.Land.Use.Framework.provides.an.innovative.yet.practical.vision.for.the.
long-term.development.of.Downtown.Whitefish..It.is.intended.to.identify.the.
types.and.location.of.new.uses.while.maintaining.and.strengthening.existing.
desirable.uses..The.framework:

Builds.upon.recent.new.development.and.renovation

Ensures.that.Downtown.Whitefish.remains.the.community’s.focus.for.
commerce,.government.services,.civic.and.recreation.activities

Balances.the.need.to.provide.for.both.visitor.and.local-serving.uses.in.the.
downtown

Provides.opportunities.for.new.townhome,.apartment,.and.condominium.
housing.to.meet.increasing.housing.demand

Provides.opportunities.for.new.public.parks.to.serve.Downtown.residents.

Ensures.vital.public.parking.is.provided.to.adequately.meet.existing.and.
future.demand

Describes.development.that.will.be.consistent.with.the.form,.scale,.and.
character.of.existing.historic.buildings.and.sites

Fosters.a.pedestrian-oriented.environment.that.is.safe.and.vibrant.
throughout.the.day.

MixeD-use DeveloPMent
The. Land. Use. Framework. promotes. a. mix. of. uses,. both. vertically. and.
horizontally..The.color.shown.on.the.Primary.Land.Use.Framework.indicates.
the. predominate. use.. A. mix. of. uses. is. optional. but. not. required. with. the.
exception.of.parcels.where.ground.floor.retail.or.commercial.is.identified.on.
parcels.where.the.primary.use.is.not.retail.or.commercial..To.understand.where.
secondary,.optional,.or.mixed.land.uses.are.envisioned.refer.to.individual.land.
use.elements.on.the.following.pages.

















character
Downtown.Whitefish’s.historic.design.is.pedestrian-friendly.and.is.at.a.scale.
that.preserves.mountain.views..To.be.consistent.with.this.development.pattern,.
throughout.the.entirety.of.Downtown,.all.development.should.replicate.these.
characteristics..New.auto-oriented.development.that.includes.elements.such.
as.drive-through.windows.is.not.appropriate.and.should.be.prohibited..New.
development. should. respect. historic. development. forms. and. patterns.. It.
should.be.compatible.with.existing.or.adjacent.building.scale,.massing,.and.
building.materials..

Policy, regulatory anD guiDeline requireMents
The. framework. does. not. in. itself. change. the. existing. policies,. the. zoning.
regulations. or. design. guidelines.. Following. Plan. adoption,. the. following.
documents.should.be.updated.or.created.by.city.staff.or.consultants.to.ensure.
consistency.with.the.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan:

The.City-County.Growth.Policy.Plan.(applicable.maps.and.policies.must.
be.updated)

Whitefish.municipal.Code.zoning.ordinances.and.maps–Amendments.to.
existing.regulations.or.creation.of.new.regulations.should.be.completed.
where.existing.zoning.is.not.aligned.with.this.vision..Throughout.
Downtown,.parcels.should.be.‘up-zoned’.where.identified..Existing.uses.
at.these.sites.should.be.‘grandfathered’.to.remain,.be.improved.or.sold.
and.operated.‘as-is’.in.perpetuity..

Parks.and.Open.Space.Plans–Existing.private.property.shown.for.public.
uses.such.as.a.park.would.be.zoned.and.operated.as-is.until.acquired.by.
a.public.entity.or.transferred.to.public.use.by.easement,.dedication.or.
other.means.

Architectural.Review.Requirements–General.downtown,.district.and.
parcel.specific.development.standards.that.regulate.site.and.building.
form,.massing.and.character.will.need.to.be.updated.or.created.
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retail

Successful.retail. is.an. indicator.of.a.healthy.downtown..Whitefish’s.primary.
retail. street,. Central. Avenue,. is. vibrant. and. thriving.. Storefronts. along. the.
corridor.are.mostly.occupied.and.shopkeeper.demand.is.present.for.additional.
retail. storefronts.. To. meet. this. demand,. viable. areas. for. expanding. retail.
opportunities.are.identified..

regulatory requireMents
Amendments.to.current.Whitefish.zoning.ordinances.and.Architectural.Review.
Standards.that.regulate.downtown.retail.use.may.be.required.to.be.consistent.
with.the.vision.the.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan..Following.Plan.
adoption,.City.staff.should.address.the.following:

Permitted Uses—Ground.floors.of.all.indicated.parcels.should.be.limited.to.
retail.uses.exclusively..Retail.uses.should.be. limited.to.establishments.that.
offer.the:

Sale.of.‘goods’-.clothing,.shoes,.groceries,.etc.

Sale.of.food.and.drink-.restaurants,.cafes,.bars,.etc.

Sale.of.entertainment-.cinemas,.night.clubs,.etc.







Development Standards—Amendments. to. current. site. development.
regulations.and.Architectural.Review.Standards.may.need.to.be.revised.to.
meet.the.vision..New.or.renovated.retail.shops.should.be:

Street-oriented–development.regulations.for.siting,.bulk,.and.massing.of.
structures.should.ensure.that.a.continuous,.edge-to-edge.retail.uses.occur.
along.identified.street.frontages..These.frontages.should.be.uninterrupted.
by.parking.lots.or.other.disruptions;.Architectural.Review.guidelines.might.
promote.form.and.massing.elements.that.are.compatible.with.the.existing.
residential-style.retail.building.character.in.the.Railway.District...

Active–Retail.storefronts.should.foster.18-hour.uses.and.promote.an.animated.
atmosphere.by.including.highly.transparent.ground.floor.windows.and.doors;.
ground.floor.blank.walls.should.be.discouraged..Front.doors.to.retail.uses.
should.be.required.to.face.the.street.or.street-oriented.courtyards.
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shoPPing looP retail exPansion

Central.Avenue.South.Retail:

A.retail.Anchor.is.envisioned.as.a.replacement.of.the.existing.municipal.
parking.lot.at.Third.and.Central..As.part.of.the.redevelopment,.a.
replacement.city-owned.lot.should.be.located.and.constructed..along.
Baker.Avenue.between.Third.and.Fourth.Streets.

Retail.in.the.Railway.District.might:

Additional.retail.storefronts.are.envisioned.that.extend.westward.
into.the.Railway.District.along.First.Street.and.connect.to.Second.
Street.along.Lupfer.Avenue.as.part.of.the.pedestrian.enhanced.street.
‘shopping.loop.’.Along.this.corridor,.sites.can.accommodate.both.small.
scale.retail.establishments.and.potential.larger.floor.plate.single.or.
multiple.use.retail.development.

Block.26.is.envisioned.as.an.‘anchor’.retail.site..The.anchor.site.may.
include.a.public.parking.component.

Foster.uses.that.serve.local.residents.such.as.an.additional.grocery.store.
or.pharmacy.rather.than.visitor-oriented.uses..

First.Street.Retail.connecting.Central.to.the.Railway.District.should:

Include.ground-floor.retail.oriented.toward.First.Street.as.part.of.a.
potential.hotel.development.or.renovation.of.existing.buildings

Include.storefront.retail.as.part.of.the.city.hall.parking.structure

Infill.redevelopment.of.existing.parking.lots.that.are.adjacent.to.First.
Street
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Shopping Loop Retail Expansion Plan

ground-Floor Storefront 
Retail

LEgEnD

Existing Commercial

BLOCK 26
Commercial/Retail   40,000 SF  
Multi-Family                  40 DU 
Public Parking               50 SP  

BLOCK 27
Lodging/Retail       70,000 SF  
Public Parking               30 SP  

BLOCK 37
Commercial/Retail       30,000 SF
Multi-Family                  40 DU 
Private Parking               40 SP  

FIRST AnD CEnTRAL
Commercial/Retail       20,000 SF

BLOCK 26

BLOCK 37

BLOCK 27

City
Hall

Retail
Parking

Structure

FIRST

(3 Floors)

Work/Live
(2 Floors)

(2 Floors) (1 to 2 Floors)

(2 to 3 Floors)

(2 Floors) (2 Floors)(3 Floors)

(3 Floors)

Retail
Parking

LotRetail
Anchor

Private Parking
Lot

(3 Floors)

Work/Live
(2 Floors)

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 298 of 486



5� LAND.USE.FRAmEWORK

WORK-LIVE

MUNICIPAL
PARKING LOT

BOUTIQUE
HOTEL

MUNICIPAL
PARKING

STRUCTURE

CITY
HALL

PRIVATE
PARKING

COMMERCIAL

MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

COMMERCIAL
RETAIL

RETAIL ANCHOR W/ 
BASEMENT LEVEL 

PARKING

COMMERCIAL

Shopping Loop Massing Diagram
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Block 2� anchor
Redevelopment. of. the. block. for. Whitefish. resident-oriented. uses,. rather.
than. visitor-oriented. uses. is. envisioned.. The. previous. pages. illustrates. a.
‘mid-intensity’. preferred. vision. for. development.. The. scale. and. character.
of.development.will.be.determined.by.existing.property.owners.and.future.
investors..The.following.options.may.also.be.considered:

option 1: Block 2� ‘incremental’

Preserves.the.existing.vFW.building.and.provides.a.new.parking.lot.north.
of.the.building.(removes.existing.fast.food.restaurant)

Includes.a.new.multi-family.building.fronting.Lupfer.Avenue

Includes.commercial.buildings.w/.ground-floor.retail.fronting.First.Street
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Storefront Retail

(7 000 SF) 
2 to 32 to 3
StoriesStories

2 to 32 to 3
StoriesStories

11stst StreetStreet

Storefront Retail
4,500 SF

(7,000 SF) StoriesStories

Block 26—Retail and Housing Alternative 1 
option 2: Block 2� ‘aggressive’

Includes.a.major.retail.anchor.that.would.include.a.level.of.parking.in.the.
basement.of.the.building

Storefront.retail.shops.fronting.First.Street

‘Work-Live’.commercial.storefronts.along.Lupfer.Avenue







City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 300 of 486



�0 LAND.USE.FRAmEWORK

central avenue south - retail anchor
A.retail.anchor.is.envisioned.to.replace.the.existing.municipal.parking.lot.at.
the.southwest.corner.of.Central.and.Third.

As.part.of.the.redevelopment,.a.replacement.parking.facility.(lot.or.
structure).site.has.been.identified.for.the.half.block.site.between.Third.
and.Fourth.Streets.along.Baker.Avenue..The.site.should.be.acquired.by.
the.City.and.constructed.before.or.concurrently.with.the.redevelopment.
of.the.existing.parking.lot..The.parking.facility.may.preserve.existing.
structures.fronting.Third.or.include.new.replacement.buildings

The.retail.may.be.a.single.use.or.may.include.upper.floor.uses.such.as.
lodging,.office,.or.residential.uses.





Retail Anchor & Parking Plan
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Retail Anchor & Parking Diagram

RETAIL
ANCHOR

MUNICIPAL
PARKING LOT

COMMERCIAL
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coMMercial

The.Commercial.Element.identifies.a.significant.amount.of.new.development.
opportunities.throughout.the.downtown..Providing.opportunities.for.growth.
ensures. that. the. Downtown. remains. Whitefish’s. heart. of. commerce. rather.
than.outlying.areas.along.US.Highway.93..The.framework.envisions.growth.
in.three.key.areas:

Shopping Loop –Commercial.building.extending.along.First.street.in.the.
Railway.District.and.along.Lupfer.Avenue.and.connecting.to.Second.as.part.
of.the.pedestrian.enhanced.street.‘shopping.loop;’.

Railway District –.Commercial.development.emphasis.along.Second.Avenue;.
throughout.the.district.vacant.site.and.redevelopment.of.under.utilized.parcels.
should.be.fostered.

Spokane and Baker Avenue Corridors –.Commercial.development. that.
adaptively.reuses.existing.residential.structures.along.with.redevelopment.of.
vacant.parcels.and.parking.lots.should.be.fostered..Additional.auto-oriented.
uses.such.drive.through.bank.facilities.should.be.prohibited.

regulatory requireMents
Amendments.to.current.Whitefish.zoning.ordinances.and.Architectural.Review.
Standards. that. regulate.downtown.commercial.use.may.be.required.to.be.
consistent.with.the.vision.the.Commercial.element..Following.plan.adoption,.
City.staff.should.address.the.following:

1. Permitted Uses— Amendments.to.current.or.creation.of.new.permitted.use.
regulations.may.be.required.to.meet.this.vision..Permitted.uses.at.ground.floors.
and.upper.floors.of.all.indicated.parcels.should.foster.commercial.business.
activities..Permitted.uses.should.be.limited.to:

Establishments.that.offer.the.sale.of.‘services’-.Dry.cleaners,.banks,.
insurance.agencies,.yoga.studios,.child.day-care.centers,.etc.

Businesses.that.offer.employment-.professional.offices,.medical.clinics,.
etc.

Establishments.that.offer.the.sale.of.‘goods’-.clothing,.shoes,.etc.

Eating.and.drinking.establishments















2. Development Standards and guidelines—Amendments.to.or.creation.of.
new.site.regulations.and.Architectural.Review.Standards.may.be.required.to.
meet.the.vision..Updates.should.ensure.that.commercial.development.is:

Pedestrian-friendly—.Development.standards.should.prohibit.or.
limit.auto-oriented.design.along.street.frontages..Exempt.from.this.
pedestrian-friendly.orientation.requirement.may.be.parcels.with.unique.
existing.site.conditions.or.existing.buildings.where.redevelopment.may.
be.economically.infeasible..Where.these.conditions.exist,.auto-oriented.
uses.should.be.buffered.by.landscaping,.low.walls,.earthen.berms.or.
other.means.to.mitigate.their.impact.

Active—.Where.commercial.uses.occurs.at.ground.floors.of.buildings,.
business.shop.fronts.should.foster.an.animated.pedestrian.environment.
by.including.transparent.openings.(windows.and.doors).to.lobbies.and.
other.public.accessible.areas.of.the.businesses;.blank.walls.should.be.
discouraged..Where.privacy.is.necessary,.window.and.door.coverings,.or.
blinds.should.be.permitted.

Compatible—Definition.of.the.scale.and.character.of.buildings.should.
be.provided..Specific.regulations.and.standards.should.be.developed.so.
that.the.existing.historic.structures.are.protected.and.enhanced.
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12/21/14LAND USE—COMMERCIAL
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A.downtown.parking.facility.often.serves.as.a.Downtown’s.‘front.door,’.leaving.
either.a.lasting.positive.or.negative.impression.on.visitors.and.residents.alike..
It.is.simply.good.business.practice.to.provide.well-located,.safe,.and.easy-to-
use.public.parking.that.welcomes.the.shopper.and.supports.other.uses.

Providing. adequate. downtown. parking. requires. that. strategically. located.
parking.facilities.meet.the.following.key.objectives;.1).ensure.a.competitive.
shopping.environment.with.outlying.highway.commercial.areas,.2).provide.
adequate.spaces.to.meet.future.demand.for.employees,.visitors,.and.those.
seeking.government.services..

Potential PuBlic Parking structures
Parking.structures.are.expensive.and.due.to.their.massing.and.scale,.have.a.
potential.to.negatively.impact.the.pedestrian.environment.and.architectural.
character.of.the.downtown..With.these.concerns.in.mind,.they.must.be.sited.
and.designed.correctly..They.should.be.located.where.they.will.be.utilized.
most.effectively.by.retail.customers.and.their.form.and.scale.can.be.visually.
mitigated..The.sites.should.be.large.enough.to.be.constructed.efficiently,.and.
located.where..The.parking.structure.sites.include:

A. City Hall Structure–The.structure.should.be.constructed.to.serve.. .
City.Hall,.but.have.a.primary.function.of.serving.downtown.retail.and.. .
commercial.customers

B. Spokane Avenue and Second Street– Over.time,.structured.parking..
should.replace.the.current.City.parking.lot..As.part.of.the.structure,..
ground-floor.commercial.storefronts.should.be.located.along.the.. .
Second.Street.and.Spokane.Avenue.frontages..

C. Block 26–.If.demand.warrants,.a.parking.structure.or.parking.lot,.located.
west.of.Baker.Avenue.between.Railway.and.First.Streets,.may.be.constructed.
as.part.of.the.Block.26.redevelopment..A.retail.anchor.might.be.included.as.
a.ground.floor.of.the.structure.

D. South Retail Anchor–.If.demand.warrants,.a.parking.structure.or.parking.lot.
may.be.constructed.within.the.half.block.along.the.east.side.of.Baker.Avenue.
between.Third.and.Fourth.Streets.

PuBlic Parking

Potential PuBlic Parking lots
Surface.lots.provide.additional.parking.where.there.is.a.lower.retail.parking.
demand.that.can.be.met.by.a.lot.rather.than.a.structure..Additionally,.these.
lots.can.function.as.employee.parking.facilities...All.parking.lots.should.be.
constructed.with.adequate.landscape.screening.from.streets.and.sidewalks..
The.parking.lot.locations.include:

1. Municipal–This.site,. located.along.the.alley.between.Central.and.Baker.
Avenues.and.Second.and.Third.Streets,.would.serve.retail.uses.impacted.by.
the.future.development.of.the.current.municipal.lot.

2. Snow Storage Lot–This. site,. located. northeast. of. Railway. Street. and.
Columbia.Avenue.would.provide.parking.during.summer.seasons.for.school.
and.downtown.activities.

3. O’Brien Avenue Lot–.This.site,.located.north.of.Second.Street,.would.serve.
retail.and.commercial.uses.in.the.Railway.District.

4. Block 46–This. site. is. reserved. for. employee. parking. and. school. event.
parking..and.is.located.south.of.Second.between.Spokane.and.Kalispell..

5. Block 27–Additional.public.parking.might.also.be.provided.on.Block.27.
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12/21/14Land use—parking
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The.Civic.Element.identifies.locations.for.government.services,.school,.arts.
facilities,.and.places.of.worship..The.Plan.envisions. that.civic,. institutional,.
educational.or.cultural.uses.will.be.a.permanent.part.of.Downtown.thereby.
signaling.to.the.community.that.Downtown.is.the.community’s.destination.
for.civic.assembly...

civic

City Hall Massing Diagram

CITY HALL

MUNICIPAL
PARKING

STRUCTURE
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12/21/14Land use—civic/institutionaL/cuLturaL
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Downtown.will.be.more.vibrant.and.beautiful.when. it. consists.of.a.variety.
of.active.and.passive.open.spaces..Currently.there.are.limited.green.space.
opportunities.to.kick.a.ball.with.a.child.or.quietly.sit.in.a.park.setting.with.a.
loved.one...To.attract.new.development.and.improve.the.quality.of.life.for.
existing.residents,.employees.and.visitors,.it.is.essential.to.construct.new.parks.
within.the.downtown..Improving.existing.green.spaces.and.linking.these.areas.
to.recreation.attractions.outside.of.the.Downtown,.such.as.the.Whitefish.Lake,.
will.also.improve.quality.of.life.

DePot Park
Improvements.to.the.existing.park.space.should.be.constructed.as.described.in.
the.adopted.Depot.Park.master.Plan..Additional.Whitefish.Promenade.access.
should.be.provided.through.or.along.the.edge.of.the.park..Additional.angled.
parking.should.be.provided.along.Railway

neW railWay District Park sPace

Currently,.the.Railway.District.is.lacking.in.a.green.area.for.recreation.activities.
and.a. trail.head..A. series.of.new.green. ‘park.blocks’.are.envisioned.north.
of.Railway.Street.within. the.boundary.of. the.BNSF.rail. yard..The.new.park.
space:

Would.need.to.be.acquired.by.the.City.through.direct.purchase.
from.BNSF.or.as.part.of.a.joint.development.with.a.future.housing.
development.that.may.occur.adjacent.to.the.parks..

may.require.assessment.and.mitigation.of.possible.environmental.
contaminants.of.the.site.

might.include.lawn.areas.appropriate.for.informal.recreation.activities.
and.playground.structures..A.small.covered.area.and.public.restrooms.
should..be.considered.for.these.parks.

Should.route.multi-purpose.pathway.facilities.through.these.park.open.
spaces.

Trailhead.parking.along.Railway.Street.(West.of.Baker.Avenue)
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12/21/14LAND USE—OPEN SPACE
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loDging

Whitefish. has. a. strong. tourist. economy. and. thousands. of. visitors. spend.
numerous. nights. in. hotels,. motels. and. bed-and-breakfast. establishments.
within.and.surrounding.the.downtown...The.Lodging.Element.offers.sites.for.
urban.lodging.experiences.within.the.retail.and.commercial.core.for.those.who.
desire.easy.access.to.shopping,.civic.activities,.or.businesses.

loDging characteristics
Sites. identified.can.accommodate.a.variety.of. lodging.types. ranging. from.
boutique.hotels.to.extended-stay.suites..New.lodging.should:

Be.designed.to.be.in.scale.and.character.with.surrounding.architecture.

Consider.surrounding.uses.as.part.of.the.visitor.experience,.especially.
existing.night.life.activities.that.can.be.viewed.as.either.a.benefit.or.
detraction.depending.on.the.lodging.type.

Offer.street-oriented.lobbies.and.restaurants.

Not.impact.the.supply.of.retail.and.commercial.parking..New.lodging.
establishments.should.include.some.parking.on-site.for.services.and.
guests..valet-serviced.parking.may.be.offered.off-site.

Not.include.auto-oriented.characteristics.such.as.lobby-serving.auto.pull-
out.driveways.or.motel-styled.porte-cochere.covered.driveways.along.
pedestrian-oriented.street.frontages.









Boutique Hotel Diagram

HOTEL
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12/21/14Land use—Lodging
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Downtown.housing. is.an.essential.component. to.a.healthy.downtown.and.
there.is.considerable.growing.demand.for.urban.housing.in.Whitefish..Housing.
provides. a. pool. of. residents. that. help. support. downtown. businesses. and.
help.animate.and.increase.safety.of.the.downtown.environment.by.providing.
a. 24-hour. presence.. Furthermore,. downtown. residents. can. access. jobs,.
retail.establishments,.and.services.by.foot.or.bicycle.thereby.lessening.auto.
congestion.and.reducing.the.parking.demand.

The.Residential.Element.envisions:

Attached.apartments,.condominiums,.duplexes.or.townhouses.where.
multi-family.residential.housing.is.indicated.

Existing.or.new.single-family.detached.housing.only.where.identified.

multi-family.residential.over.new.or.renovated.retail,.commercial.or.
structured.parking.development,.where.identified.







resiDential

Lupfer Housing Massing Diagram

Alternative.multi-family.residential.use.where.hatching.is.identified.

Buildings.constructed.to.a.maximum.height.of.three.stories.

Auto-oriented.designs.be.prohibited..Residential.development.
surrounded.by.suburban-styled.parking.lots.or.townhomes.with.street-
oriented.garage.doors.should.not.be.allowed.

Providing.a.range.of.housing.opportunities.for.a.variety.of.incomes.and.
ages.

Providing.both.for-rent.apartments.and.for-sale.options.

Fostering.development.that.is.oriented.toward.families.by.providing.
larger.units.with.two.or.more.bedrooms.

Providing.adequate.parking.for.residents..All.new.development.should.
provide.at.least.one.space.per.unit.on-site.parking..Where.this.is.not.
physically.possible,.off-site.parking.for.residents.should.be.identified.















PRIVATE
PARKING

COMMERCIAL

MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

WORK-LIVE

COMMERCIAL

RETAIL ANCHOR W/ 
BASEMENT LEVEL 

PARKING

COMMERCIAL
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12/21/14Land use—housing
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Residential Elements

Multi-Family (Attached) Residential

LEgEnD

Multi-Family Residential (Alternative)

Single Family Residential

Multi-Family Upper-Floor Residential (Optional)
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�� ImPLEmENTATION.FRAmEWORK

next stePs

1) aDoPtion anD DistriBution of the Plan
A.widespread.understanding.and.agreement.of.the.concepts.and.implementing.
strategies.of.the.Plan.is.necessary...The.plan.must.be:

Formally Adopted–Approval.by.elected.officials.ensures. that. the.Plan. is.
recognized.as.the.official.‘road.map’.for.future.development..Adoption.ensures.
that.the.Plan.is.considered.in.all.future.land.use,.transportation.and.economic.
development.planning.efforts..In.particular,.adoption.of.the.plan.provides.a.
formal.directive.for.policy.and.regulatory.updates.and.expenditure.of.City.
financial.resources.for.revitalization.projects.in.the.downtown.study.area..

Wide Plan Distribution–The.Plan.should.be.available.online.and.in.print..The.
plan.should.serve.as.a.‘marketing.tool’.for.those.who.are.interested.in.seeking.
new.investors.in.the.downtown..It.should.be.easily.available.to.elected.officials,.
city.staff,.the.general.public,.the.Heart.of.Whitefish,.developers,.builders.and.
their.design.consultants....





2) Policy anD regulatory uPDates
The.Downtown.master.Plan.Update.framework.elements.generally.comply.
with.existing.policies.and.regulations..However,.where.inconsistencies.exist,.
updates.should.be.made.to.existing.City.documents..These.updates.should.
address:.

Existing.permitted.uses.and.development.standards..Regulatory.changes.
should.apply.to.all.new.or.redevelopment.projects..Where.current.uses.
are.inconsistent.with.the.future.vision,.‘grandfather’.existing.uses...(New.
or.‘up-zoned’.uses.may.be.entitled.for.a.property.while.existing.uses.are.
allowed.to.remain.in.place.in.perpetuity.)

Building.and.site.development.standards.that.emphasize.compatibility.
with.existing.historic.design.characteristics.and.a.pedestrian.orientation.

The.creation.of.new.Architectural.Review.Design.Standards..The.
standards.should.be.more.‘prescriptive’..That.is,.they.should.clearly.and.
objectively.describe.appropriate.and.inappropriate.design.elements.
that.preserve.and.enhance.the.historic.downtown.development.patterns..
Contemporary.or.other.elements.or.styles.not.currently.prevalent.in.the.
downtown.should.be.prohibited.







Three.steps.are.necessary.to.transform.the.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.from.an.aspiration.to.a.development.reality:

1) Adoption.by.City.Council.and.distribution.of.the.Plan.by.the.City.of.Whitefish,.the.Heart.of.Whitefish.or.other.Downtown.individual/interest.group;
2).Regulatory.updates.by.City.of.Whitefish.staff,.consultant..or.other.agency;.and
3).Funding.and.construction.of.the.identified.projects...City.of.Whitefish.funding.and.construction.of.other.Downtown.projects.not.identified.should.not.occur.

until.the.complete.list.of.projects.1-8.has.been.constructed..Additional.public-private-partnership.projects.may.be.added.as.needed.
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zoning orDinance MaPPing
Existing.Zoning.Ordinance.Districts.that.are.inconsistent.with.the.Framework.
Elements.include:

WI.(Industrial.and.Warehousing.District).north.of.Railway.Avenue.west.of.
viaduct.and.east.of.Columbia.Avenue



groWth Policy lanD uses MaPPing
Elements. of. the. existing. Whitefish. City-County. Growth. Policy. that. are.
inconsistent.with.the.Framework.Elements.include:

Designation.of.the.former.Whitefish.Landing.to.‘Urban’.from.‘Resort.
Residential’



Inconsistent

Inconsistent Inconsistent
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DeveloPMent stanDarDs text anD MaPPing
‘required Build to lines’
Amendments. to.current. site.and.building.development. standards.may.be.
required.to.meet.the.master.Plan.vision..

Building.siting.and.massing.as.indicated.in.pink.frontages.should:

Abut.fronting.property.lines.(zero.setback).

Permit.setback.exceptions.for.doorways,.and.window.and.wall.recesses.
from.the.property.line.to.accommodate.columns.or.other.architectural.
elements..

New.building.sitting.and.massing.as.indicated.in.green.frontages.should:

Permit.setbacks.up.to.15’.maximum.from.property.lines

Prohibit.loading.or.service.areas.between.the.building.setback.and.front.
property.line









PerMitteD use text anD MaPPing
‘required ground-floor retail’ 
Amendments.to.current.permitted.use.regulations.may.be.required.to.meet.
the.master.Plan.vision..Permitted.uses.at.ground.floors.of.all.indicated.parcel.
frontages.(20’.minimum.depth).should.be.limited.to.uses.defined.as:

Sale.of.‘goods’—.clothing,.shoes,.groceries,.etc.

Sale.of.food.and.drink—.restaurants,.cafes,.bars,.etc.

Sale.of.entertainment—.cinemas,.night.clubs,.etc.
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��WHITEFISH.DOWNTOWN.BUSINESS.DISTRICT.mASTER.PLAN

DeveloPMent stanDarDs text anD MaPPing
‘required active edges’
Amendments. to.current. site.and.building.development. standards.may.be.
required.to.meet.the.master.Plan.vision..

New.building.siting.and.massing.as.indicated.in.blue.frontages.should:

Require.a.minimum.of.70%.transparent.glass.along.ground-floor.
facades—as.measured.horizontally.5.ft..above.the.sidewalk

New.building.siting,.and.massing.as.indicated.in.yellow.frontages.should:

Require.a.minimum.of.50%.transparent.glass.along.ground-floor.
facades—as.measured.horizontally.5.ft..above.the.first.finished-floor.
height

For.both.frontage.conditions:

Frosted,.tinted,.reflective.glass.or.other.types.of.glass.that.diminish.
transparency.should.not.be.permitted.

Require.that.primary.ground-floor.entries.be.oriented.to.a.public.right-of-
way.









12/21/14RequiRed Active edge
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DeveloPMent stanDarDs text anD MaPPing
required Parking access restricted frontages
Amendments. to.current. site.and.building.development. standards.may.be.
required.to.meet.the.master.Plan.vision..

For. frontages. identified. in. brown. (with. the. exception. of. public. parking.
structures).access.driveways.should.be.prohibited..to.off-street.parking,.service.
bays,.drive-through.windows,.or.drop-off.and.loading.zones.

12/21/14Parking access
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c) Projects
The.Project.Priorities.diagram.illustrates.the.location.and.order.of.strategic.
public.investments.within.public.right-of-ways,.existing.or.proposed.public.
open. spaces,. and. potential. public-private-partnership. financing. and.
construction..These.projects.will.be.necessary.to.stimulate.desirable.private.
investment,.improve.multi-modal.access.and.safety,.and.addressing.critical.
public. building. needs.. The. projects. should. be. phased. as. indicated.. Re-
ordering,.adjustment.or.additions.to.project.phases.should.occur.only.with.City.
Council.approval..multiple.phases.may.occur.concurrently.and.private-public.
partnerships.may.occur.at.any.time.

timeline
Construction.of.projects.may.require.identification.of.funding.source(s).and.
will.require.additional.design.refinement,.public.design.review,.and.contractor.
selection.

No.specific.schedule.has.been.set.for.the.implementation.of.these.projects..
All.projects.however,.should.be.substantially.initiated.or.constructed.within.
five.years.of.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.adoption..
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Project Priorities

12/21/14PHASING PLAN
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Project Priorities

12/21/14PHASING PLAN
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Five YeAR PROjeCtS

Whitefish Promenade- South Segment

Whitefish Promenade- Underpass

Spokane Avenue Parking Structure

LONg teRm PROjeCtS
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82 ImplementatIon Framework

Five YeAR PROjeCtS
timeLiNe

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

action plan

Zoning ordinance overlay

architectural review standards update

City Hall parking structure retail tenant 
recruitment

whitefish promenade- north segment

railway District- retail anchor projects

Central avenue south- retail anchor projects

LONg teRm PROjeCtS

whitefish promenade- south segment       

second & spokane parking structure 

whitefish promenade underpass      

the schedule calls for action on all projects to ensure that Plan momentum 
is established. 

preliMinary SCheDule

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 324 of 486



www.ca-city.com

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 325 of 486



Mayor John Muhfeld 
City of Whitefish 

JOHN OLIVER ELLIS, JR. 
630 Somers Avenue 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
(406) 862-3798 
February 6, 2015 

418 West Second Street 
Whitefish, Montana 59937 

Re: Downtown Master Plan Update 

Dear John, 

At the last City of Whitefish Planning Board meeting we sent the proposed 
Downtown Master Plan update to the City Council for review. Although I had 
questions about portions of it and an objection to one specific item, I voted to send it 
to the Council to resolve the issues. It is my understanding that it will be on the 
Council's agenda on Tuesday, February 17, 2015. Unfortunately, the flight that I will 
be on from Salt Lake City that evening does not get into Kalispell until 11:50 p.m., 
preventing me from attending the meeting. Since I feel very strongly about one item 
on the update, I am sending this written comment. 

One of items proposed in this update and listed as "Priority Five" is a plan for 
the City to acquire the 7 lots on the West side of Kalispell Avenue at the corner of 
Kalispell and 3rd Street and construct a parking lot on those lots. As you know, these 
seven lots are located in what is referred to as Block 46 and are zoned residential 
(WR-4). They were the only portion of Block 46 that was excluded from the 
Council's approval of a new hotel at the corner of Spokane Avenue and East Second 
Street. These lots, and the 3 houses (photos enclosed) contained thereon, provide a 
buffer for the residential neighborhood, both from the new hotel and its parking lot 
as well as the general noise and traffic on Spokane Avenue. Removal of these homes 
and their vegetation will open Kalispell Avenue and the neighborhood to the 

commercial atmosphere of downtown. 

You may remember that a few years ago there was an attempt by a building 
owner on Spokane Avenue to take one of the lots on Kalispell Avenue in the next 
block, between 3rd and 4th Streets, and turn it into a parking lot. At that time the City 
Council wisely rejected this proposal as an inappropriate use of a lot in a residential 
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neighborhood. For the City to now propose to do this seems somewhat strange. It is 
impossible for me to figure out how "Proposal Five" got into this update. 

The area of the City east of the alley running between Spokane Avenue and 
Kalispell Avenue remains residential, with the exception of the schools, the park and 

three churches. The mixed uses, which occur to the West of Spokane Avenue, have, 
probably by luck, not appeared in this area. To me this is one of the major factors in 
making Whitefish a special town. It allows citizens who want to live in a "walking 
community" to have that opportunity. It provides families with children a 
neighborhood close to our schools to which children can walk or ride bikes. Few 
towns still have this oasis. 

Once the first parking lot is constructed on Kalispell Avenue in this area, 
there is no legal reason why every business on Spokane Avenue cannot purchase a 
lot on the west side of Kalispell for a parking lot. The result will be that Kalispell 
Avenue will be lost as a residential street. When the lots on the western side of 
Kalispell Avenue are parking lots, no one will have any interest in living on the other 

side of the street. The homes will be bought by speculators and used for a variety of 
uses. The homes on this street, while not cheap, are some of the more affordable 
housing in Whitefish. We need more homes that community members can afford 
rather than less. 

While the City does have a parking problem, the solution is not to turn one of 
the five main streets in our downtown residential neighborhood into a commercial 
zone. The proposed hotel will be built on property that was already zoned 
commercial. Nothing in the zoning or conditional uses ofWR-4 permits a parking 
lot. This small lot will do little to alleviate the City's parking issues, but will be 
extremely destructive to this residential neighborhood. It will add three more 
families that have to drive to schools and downtown and need a place to park. 

I attended the last public meeting on the Downtown Master Plan in January. I 

objected at that time to "Priority Five." At the Planning Board Meeting I again voiced 
my objection to all references in the Plan to "Priority Five." I continue to feel that 
this is an inappropriate action for the City to include in the Downtown Master Plan 
and I would ask that the Council remove this as "Priority Five" from the update. 

Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts on this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

John Oliver Ellis, Jr. 
Member, Whitefish Planning Board 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 
,~ . ~', . 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
.-,-,-.~"'.-.'-- ',." - .. -,~, . ~.-- .-~--~ ..•. -->'--, .• ---- ... ~-.- .. - ... ,~.~-... -" .. '---_ .. --

YES 

[] 
YES 

[Q] 

NO OTHER 

0 0 
NO OTHER 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

m ALTERNATIVE 3 
lAS Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEfISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
••• o •••• "._.~ • ,_ ,", •• ",._ •• 0, , - •• ' •• _ ~ ,,_. ,'.. • •• , _"_', 

~ ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Widen Sidewalk with Concrete Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
- Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 f"'V'IALTERNATIVE 3 

. Sidewalk Enhancements &. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes &. 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

o o 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 332 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

o o o 
BICYCLE FRAMEWORK YES. NO OTHER 

o o o 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 O ALTERNATIVE 2 
. Contra~Flow with 2010 Urban Corridor study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes Protected Bikeway 

r:;;'1 ALTERNATIVE 3 
~j-·'fwo Lane with 

'. Protected Bikeway 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 f'V1/ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewall< with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS fRAMEWORK OTHER 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

M ALTERNATIVE 1 
W Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 •. ~."N*T ~ 

. Sidewalk Enhancements &'. I~wal Ehh . ttements, 
Widened Travel Lanes / Iden Tr' eCianes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL fRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER .... " ............... " ........... -_ .................................. -.. " ....... ~'-- ..... ' ........... '-.-.................... " .................. ", ... " .... , .................. , .. " ......... ·· .. ,,·· ...... ····,,··O· .. ···,··········tn· .... ·· ........ "O· .. · 

Name (optional): ________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITE'FISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study

. Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 
. Contra-Flow with 

Protected Bikeway 

'" x.E.$.. NQ .. "QItt~.R a 0 0 
YES NO OTHER .... ... ~'-"" .. ' .. , . ....... _ . .,...~ •. ~ ...... ,.k ...... ' ... 

rlJ 0 0 
PICK ONE 

FtI ALTERNATIVE 3 
,,~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 E#I ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER .. "" ............. " ........................... -........... , ......... , ..... " ... "" .. "' .,,,., .. ,, ..... ,, .... _ ......... -',," ..... ",,_ ....................... "." ............................... " ... " ....... "" ....... 1&1." .... ""'0"'''' · .. · .... ··"D~ .. 
1 5T STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

k71 ALTERNATIVE 2 
I6J Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

Name (optional): -~"7t"--'-----*'~=-...!'-"";I-----------------
II you need addl . nal time to respond, please return your comments to City ofWhltelish: 

Chuck Stearns, City nager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
. 2010 Urban Corridor Study

. Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 
. . Contra-Flow with 

Protected Bikeway 

o o 
YES NO OTHER 

o o 
PICK ONE 

F'V'I ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 m ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete JAI Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK' 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAIL fRAMEWORK 

f\A ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

YES NO OTHER 

IE"D 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

o o 
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NOVEMBER 19, 2014 

Public Meeting @ O'Shaughnessy Cente.r 

Approximately 50 people in attendance 

Concerns with the health of the trees along Spokane Ave 

Don't think we should get rid of angle parking space near the school- parking is important 

Major grocery store and Markus cannot co-exist 

Questions regarding retail- only retail or opportunities for light industrial or other creative spaces? 

Concerns with bike lane when it hits E 2nd Street - another option to go around Block 46 and east side of 

the middle school (Kalispell Avenue); the new marketplace on Spokane Avenue north of the school 

needs all the parking it can get 

Consider Baker Avenue as an option to Spokane Avenue - seems safer and still gets you to the 

downtown 

Build the protected bike lane north of E 2nd Street to the viaduct now (good first step) -

pilot/demonstration project on city r.o.w. and on city land 'stake in the ground' 

Include implementation plan/strategies 

Anchor on Central between 3rd and 4th? 

Concerns with height restrictions in downtown - is this still important to maintain? 

Scope of work include amending the zoning regulations? 

Isn't large development the antithesis of the small charming buildings of the existing downtown? 

Detailed design - south of E 2nd Street down Baker Avenue; show city street with Contraflow design 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES 

0 

o o 
NO OTHER 

. . '" _., .. ,.-........ ~~ _ ..... .... ,,'.~ ..... ~,,' ......... ..,.~ .. 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

m ALTERNATIVE 3 
IAI Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
.'" ..... , ........ w •••• • __ ••• __ --. ••• _ ............ ",,,,,._.""'" ........ " .~ __ • __ " •• "., ,',' _,",' .. _ ...... ,,~~ .~.. ~ ',,_ •• _ ......... _u_ •.. , ... , ... , ..... ~ .... ,._ ... _._ .. ''''''_' .. ~.' ". ',_ .q .......... ,-"",." . 0' •• , "._, .... , ___ '" ••• " •• ,' •• _ • ,,-. , ..,... _'~~" •• e''''''' ", _, .. ~.~ .. ,._ '. '''. _ .•. _. ..... . -" • 

fV1 ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Widen Sidewalk with Concrete Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
"." .'~ ...... ,'.,,_~ ........ ~" •.. _'.'.'" _, ",_ ••• , .... , •.. , .......... ~~,_ .... , .. _~ .•. _._ ... '." .,.,. " •• _ .• ~ •. , "'.'" ,~_ •• '" " ....... ~ ....... ~.. . .......... _ ~._., ... _ '" .~ •. ~,,_ ,·., .... · ..... "n _ ' .... _.,." ••• ",. _ •. _~ ••• , .• " • _. , ......... , ....... _.,'. "-,, •. ' ........ , ........... _._........... .". _. _ '~_" .. , ........ -... 

NJ 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 m -ALTERNATiVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only . Sidewalk Enhancements & LQj Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAil FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

o o 

Name (optional): ________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to Cily of Whitefish: 

Chuall Stearns, City Manager-418 EastS!}cond Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

~ ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ 2010 Urban Corridor study- Contra-Flow with 

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes ,'protected Bikeway 

~-~~ 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

YES NO OTHER 

[jt 0 0 
YES NO OTHER . ' .. ,-" ~.--.. ~. 

0 0 {£J 
PICK ONE 

o ALTERNATIVE 3 
Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

,"" ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Widen Sidewalk with Concrete _ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAME'I/ORK 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.. Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

/\/\ot ..eJV0J'1j d/) e. 

~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

YES NO OTHER 

o o 
PICK ONE 

[]
' ALTERNATIVE 3 

... Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 
-... _ .. _._ •.. _,.,- ..... 

J53fJ 0 0 

Name (optional): ____________________ -\---+1 i\----.~'FF~ 
, D 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: '" .1(- jl /J 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 ~'PJ'D~-City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 339 of 486



\ 

Response sr let 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

F~N~~~~t-J:r_A~£Q!'I~E~T __ l-~_<";ehoff';~ .. Lcop, ___ YEL. __ ttQ__QIH~~ 
SPD~ Sho~\~ ~Cl,\Jro+ec+el, Io~~ \ON-- til 0 0 

w,~ ~ ~()~~ ~ ~ffi 
! I C.'L~ ~~._ F R~~~W.9 ~_~._" __ > __ ~ _____ ,_. __ ~ __ ~ __ ,_. ___ .~,_ ••• ______ .~" __ • ___ ._y~ ___ ._ NQ _______ Q!!t~_~ 

L~ h~?~ 50;I\~ ~~~SiCkJ'J>e,:uJ-9!. 0 o 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

'" ~·"·~_._._n .. ~_~._~.~_~~' __ ~ __ .• ~._ .. _ .• __ , .~_."~.~ ____ . ___ , _. . _ .~._.na~~'~'_'_~'_ "'._ ~_.~."Y __ ~._~ ... ~_ ,, __ ,_~_,~_~. _ •. " ._." ___ ... _,_.... __ • __ ._. __ ._.~, ___ . ___ ..• ~.~ _~, '_'_.~ __ " __ ~_n. ___ "'_~ _____ ' __ • __ • ,. ___ .r. ~ 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

I'C'I ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only Sidewalk Enhancements & 

-* Ol\k 10;cl-eI\. Tr-O-~tL:T:e~nes 
RETAIL FRAME~ORK 

~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
101 Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

o 0 

Name (optional): ________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
~ _.. --, '- . -. -. -, .. - - -

YES 

fZ1 
YES 

gj 

NO OTHER 

0 0 
NO OTHER 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
__ 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
- ••• • • - ,- - ...... ~.- •• ", ~><. . _.,_.- ... 

0" . ALTERNATIVE 1 r~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete U Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
. ,,-, ... __ . -

[gl" o 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

[J ALTERNATIVE 1 r] ALTERNATIVE 2 rz.~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
.. ~ ~ Sidewalk Enhancements Only L_ Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

"m o 0 

Name (oplional): ~~~, 
If you need addition time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 4:1.8 East Second Street/P.O. Box :1.58 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 341 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

[Y( NO 

0 

[f( NO 

0 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 rv1ALTER~~TIVE 3 
.. 2010 Urban Corridor Study- Contra-Flow with LYJ Two Lane with 

OTHER 

0 
OTHER - , .-, -.--, .. 

0 

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes Protected Bikeway Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ILl Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK OTHER 

o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 [I ALTERNATIVE 2 rr~LTERNATIVE 3 
. .. Sidewalk Enhancements Only .... ..J Sidewalk Enhancements & L!j Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

[£( 
... .--., .. ~ .~. _ ....... 

0 D 

Name (optional): ________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 342 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
. ,. . ~ . . -'- .... , -. ~ .', . --

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

D ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

Hr NO OTHER 

0 D 
YES NO OTHER 

~. 
".,. - - .- ..... ~. .-.-~-' 

D D 

··.·(::~:T~:: I12f ~~ Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

D~~~~nN~~:!~'k· wllh concrele· ··ri:(;~~~Rn:~T~~!e~alk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK OTHER 
-~---- . 

o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
. Sidewalk Enhancements Only . Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ 

.......... ' ............... . 

"""'" ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & Widened Travel Lanes 

Angled Parking 

RETAil FRAMEWORK 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 343 of 486



I 

Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEVVORK 

WHITEFISH PRO/V\ENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES 

Jgj 
".' 

YES 

·IKJ 

NO OTHER 

[J 0 
NO OTHER 

__ 'C _ ~ _. '.< ~" 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.. 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

f\\/I. ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
•••• ".,. • _, • _ ,,' ~' •• _.~.,. C' __ ~ ._. _', ••• _.,'. 

f\71 ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Widen Sidewalk with Concrete . Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEV'/ORK YES NO OTHER 
,_ .. - -

L&1 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

',.-.,' 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.. - Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 J\.";t ALTERNATIVE 3 

,..., Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
.. ~ .. o 0 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 344 of 486



Response S'tleet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES 

(Rl 

YES 

rE1 

NO OTHER 

0 D 
NO OTHER 

0 D 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.. 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
D ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

ret ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
, .. , - ,~. - ~-.-

D ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING E"t~PHASIS FRAMEYJORK YES NO OTHER 

o o ~ 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
. . Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 r'Y1 ALTERNATIVE 3 

. Sidewalk Enhancements & ~I Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
.,."-•• "._ •• ~_" , __ <T 

D .fRJ 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 345 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAME\NORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

[
'I ALTERNATIVE 1 
.......J 2010 Urban Corridor study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEfISH PROfv\ENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

YES NO OTHER 

rif [J 0 
YES NO OTHER 

ffi1 0 0 
PICK ONE 

f\X ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

[
I ALTERNATIVE 1 f'\';f"ALTERNATIVE 2 
.... ...J Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPiNG EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
- - _... .. .- ,"-.,. . - -.-. .--- .. -

~~~M~ o 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

[
'I ALTERNATIVE 1 ('"""""'J- ALTERNATIVE 2 f\"'/f' ALTERNATIVE 3 
......J Sidewalk Enhancements Only L-, Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
- _" •• ,~ .u, .• _ • ,---... ~ .. --. -.. -.--~.-

g] 0 0 

~ ~ ~II\ f7* (fW e~ Io~ ~ k ~ I t-M -t- s,..~olt--- +- J.4; ~ 
tCvtl~,-~ 0Vv ~~p~~~~ ~~ ~ ~(ANI.~"" ~t-tVL 

h?V<-A-~r~:-XLot'-,~ @ f~{~ ~ ~ z,l~~ 

Name (optional): ~ ~ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 346 of 486



Response st~ Jet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

o o 
YES NO OTHER 

o 
ALTERNATIVE 3 O ALTERNATIVE 1 

2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
·, __ 2 ._~ .nr_~' _< _ ~_r~~~~~~~""""",~.~",-~~~~~_~~~~~~. __ ·'~_,_,_,"_~~~~~~_~n~.~_~...--~~~~.~_~_~,~ ...... ~~..--_.~~_~~-=-_.~_~~~ __ ~~.~....-. _~ __ ~ .. , '" _._~_"._~. ___ ~~~<: __ ,,~~ .~~~ __ T ___ • ___ ~_~~_.~ ".~._~ _-" __ ~, __ ,~"_r." __ 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 I:~ A~TERNATI~E 2 . . 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ., '. Widened Sidewalk with Barner 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

o 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

ItJ11 ~LTERNATIVE 2 0 ALTERNATIVE 3 
'" ,f, Sidewalk Enhancements & Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO 

o 
COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

/' 

1·-4::-V~"'-

OTHER 

o 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response St·, Jet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 1)('1 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete/~\ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier \ Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

PICK ONE 

NO OTHER 

o o 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Sidewalk Enhancements & 
Widened Travel Lanes 

Ix I ALTERNATIVE 3 
f ' Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
_"-"<_~_~"~"~=_'~'n .. ~~_=. ___ r~~~.~~ ~~_~."<.~ ______ ._~,_~,, •. ;._~ ._ ~.' .~ __ L· ~<-~~, __ . _ ._~~.~~._~~~.~._~ .. ~,. __ -.~.~~ .. ~.~_ .~~ ~_.~=~~ ~-__ "~" ___ '_~r ___ " _~_,. __ ~~_~~_~.~·._.~'_~_~'_~~_~_H'· __ ., __ =~ ~~~~_~ ____ , 

IXI 0 0 
COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
, 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

YES NO OTHER 

0 0 0 
YES NO OTHER 

l! 
_ .. _' - ~ .~ .~ -- . 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 3 
_=--' Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

\VHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
". ~ ..' ••• _~_ - .' '4. _ <* __ • • _ ~ ._ 

r] ALTERNATIVE 1, .. J~1 A~TERNATI~E 2 . • ~ tv' JJ OV\.l <-/- ''4~ ~ -1", : 
1.0,.,,,,,; Widen Sidewalk with Concrete l~ Widened Sidewalk with Barner b{,~ 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS fRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
. ".' . -~. 

DOD 
1 S1 STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

D' ALTERNATIVE 1 
,,,,,,,,",,, Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAil FRAMEWORK 

0, ALTERNATIVE 2 [I ALTERNATIVE 3 
.., Sidewalk Enhancements & ... -1 Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 
-' -~.-.. ~ " .. . .... -' .. ,. ....... '.-"' ..... 

D 0 0 

Name (optional): -"'--=--'-~"<---'--__ ;;;:;_ '+-t/...".p,.~-'-"-,.r-,-P __ ""-;r'4-------------
If you need additional time to respond, please return your com ents to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 349 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
, -- .. - - - ••• -." ~'.- ,- .~. - > • • -

YES 

(iJ 
YES 

[ZJ 

NO OTHER 

0 0 
NO OTHER 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

--

0- ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

r1t1 ALTERNATIVE 2 
L\iJ Contra-Flow with 

Protected Bikeway 

1::1 ALTERNATIVE 3 
Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
- • ~ - . _. "_ - .•.• - _."_ "-4_' ,,' 

[
-] ALTERNATIVE 1 IQ'1 ALTERNATIVE 2 
"""""'" Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
.~ . . o o 

1ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
- - - Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

1\""71 ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 
0--. ALTERNATIVE 3 

- Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
._. - .. -- ." ----, ........ .. -.,_.- .... -~.-.. ~ -,-

~ 0 0 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 350 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE A VENUE SEGMENT) 
-' . - --. . -. .." ~.-- .. , .. . - , ... -~ .. '--

rJ ALTERNATIVE 1 
L ..... 2010 Urban Corridor study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
D ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

Yj; NO OTHER 

D D G. 
YES NO OTHER 
. - .- -,~ .,- .. -,- .. -, .. 

9 D D 
PICK ONE 

~LTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PIC:~?~E • '--JIJ 

[D ALTERNATIVE 1· i~ZT~R~~~'I~E'2 'iWtiitir~Jd!110;UV1 
-"""" Widen Sidewalk with concreteW widened Sidewalk with Barrier /,.", IAli AnlAAA ~'O / 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting Yl; VVI U1HllVI J VI 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

[J ALTERNATIVE 1 
... . Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAil FRAMEWORK 

~TERNATIVE 2 
Llj sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

YES NO OTHER 

'got] 
PICK ONE 

0- ALTERNATIVE 3 
. . Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

1:VD.~ .. ~ .. '.' OTHER 

U1 0 

Name (optional): _________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 351 of 486



Response S •. eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
. - . ---"... ,- '-"."",- .- .. - --"- -

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SAKER VIADUCT) 
• •• ."- "-".-.- + •• _- '. ., -. '" •• - _. - ••• - -.-~- •••• , •••• ,~ , - -' •• -.'-.- ••• -" 

YES NO ()T~~R 

o o 
NO OTHER 

__ L _._h' 

o o 
PICK ONE 

f\11 ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 
. Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

[J ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete _. Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAME~JORK YES NO OTHER 
, "_.'.- - .. _ .. _L ••• 

~ 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

. - .. 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.' Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

I\i, ALTERNATIVE 2 
If>J Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 3 

- Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
_ _. _.L ... ,~. _ . '._._ .... __ ... _., " .... _ .~,_ ..•. <._ 

[;ll D 0 

Name (optional): 5c 6 'f C~ W I) (' ') T-er w U lS+er5e, J fYI ij'I!'C<o,N) 
If you need additional time to respond. please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 352 of 486



Response S •• eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IQENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE " ' 

fUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT YES NO 

D ~, 
OTHER 
- _ •• ~ >" -~ " 

D 
BICYCLE fRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

D D 
WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 
_____ ~,_ .. _____ , __ . ____ ._~"_, __ ___ .. ,_.~. _ _ ..•..• ___ ~._,_.~ _ ___ .· .• ~_~·~·~~~'~ __ r_~·· _____ ~·._~_ -~,,_. "' , ___ ~_,~_ 

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

D ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

r.:7I ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 

I'V1 ALTERNATIVE 1 D ALTERNATIVE 2 
~ Widen Sidewalk with Concrete Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS fRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER .. ---_.-" ~.-- ---".~'"-~.--~--,,-

D 18] D 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only D ALTERNATIVE 2 1:'/1 ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements 8. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes 8. 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL fRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

D 
,COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet ' 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 353 of 486



Response st let 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

o o 
BICYCLE FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
~_~~=_~~~~,~~.~,~~.~_. ~ __ ~~ __ ~~~_~ ___ ~ ~.~~, ___ ~ •.. __ .~~_._~.~. _~ __ ...... ~~ __ ._~ .. ~~.~_~ __ __ ~~r ___ ~-~_. __ .,_~~.~" ___ .. _~ ... __ • _______ ~, _____ .............. ___ ~_~. ____ ~~ .. __ ..-.-..~~.~ ..... 

fit 0 0 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
L&t Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
__ ._ .. ~.,~. ~"_~_, .. ___ ......... ~~. =~~~' __ ~"""_~_~~~~_.~~r_ . ___ .,, __ ,.~w_, ... ~_~. __ .·u·,_._" _ .. ~~~=_ ~~ ,_~._~ •• _~~" _~~~~_.,~~,. _~ ,_~ '_"_'''_~~~~_~_,",,"--.'_~ __ • __ • __ ._,~.~~ __ • __ ~.--.~ ..... ___ ,~ _ __ k ••• _.~~ .. ~_"~._~ __ 

~ 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 C ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

I \ Name (optional): __ ,=--'l.-....:J"~{~_)_, _____________________ _ 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 354 of 486



Response st )et 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

-------------.Z;~c~t:X~2~?!je~~-~--·-·-tr---Er·-RT 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

IV1 ALTERNATIVE 2 
LC:I Contra-Flow with 

Protected Bikeway 
O ALTERNATIVE 3 

Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 r:7'1 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

o o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 rn ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements 8. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes 8. 
Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

o o 
COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 355 of 486



Response st ~et 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

PICK ONE 

J::"/I~LTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Sidewalk Enhancements & 
Widened Travel Lanes 

YES NO OTHER 

o o 
PICK ONE 

/l 

fVI---ALTERNATlVE 3 
~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
--~--"'--.----" .. ---~~ .. -~",,~-~<~-~--~.--~~.,,~~=~."-;~,.~.-.--.... ---~~~-~....-..-~.-~~=-~~-.. ~-~------.~-=-«~ .. ~~.-. , ... ~.-~ ... ~.~-~ .. ~--~-~,~~----~--~~----~-.~-~-~--"--~--

~r 0 0 

-r'O _:r'" 0:-... ,1-" .;2,. L () r-";c: .3> rvr.::,rCt _./1. 6 A..JI Sf\::; y--!9",' . ..{::::: f). il'Jb -r 0v,,) Lf),;"'(~--') 

S t:) <.-.Iii! op--.-J (2:;.>0 F-IC /'2.?- ~v -....":) 01 C::, C~, (L. C C-t::JL -1' S'7 Gf'LC .. ]..-... ~ 
'.......:-, .... . 

Name (optional): _____________________ r_J_O_w_·!_·-.J· ,_<:.._,}_,-,_,-,'_,"0_' 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 356 of 486



Response S~ .eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

fUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES 

~ 
YES 

~ 

NO OTHER 

D rt4 
NO OTHER 

".- .. - ...... " 

0 [J 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
.. 2010 Urban Corridor study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

J::::A ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PR00E~ADE (BAKER '-'-lj\,~~~T! _. PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 ['A ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
.. -,-_.,. 

~ D [] 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

[""J ALTERNATIVE 1 
."""" Sidewalk Enhancements Only C) ALTERNATIVE 2 ~, ALTERNATIVE 3 

"" Sidewalk Enhancements &. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
.. -., 

o C] o 
WORK ~vHt-i eJVSF To 61fT A S{:(iJAlD LfvJfL PpRIqfv6 1- :tfJCDRf1!RATl: BIkt 

tRAIl.. wlrfl G~A()(lvAL RAMP To I ovt-P. flASS f THE Y ~t/JLL f3t WJLL[)I(, 

TO /NO/Or lNITI.J. 7fi/J CITY To C ()'v8-R TfJ6-RE f>Af:./\l)JG.L-flJT", II TgL) 
I...JA<; BeLO»-£" A SUP TRIP of FALL :ns~·.£. R/nt..p.oAD /i..Vlpt.OVC{(, WO~"'LJ') (Jb f.J.AfF'Y NOT /-J.Av'LfJe:, 

Name (optional): BARTOIu S:V4A;f3y 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 357 of 486



Response Sl.eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES NO OTHER 

~ D 
YES NO OTHER 

m C] 0 
PICK ONE 

'.- - .. " 

[J' ALTERNATIVE 1 
.... 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O· ALTERNATIVE 2 

. Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

f".."A' ALTERNATIVE 3 
L~<{wo Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
-,- '."-' ' ....... --

D ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
.,. Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEV/ORK YES NO OTHER 

~[j 
,,_.,. 

[] 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
''','",. Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 21\-', ALTERNATIVE 3 

. . Sidewalk Enhancements 8.~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes 8. 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

/~l<~: / "....." 
;;.' "'" 

[J Cl 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 358 of 486



Response S~ .eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT YES 

m 
BICYCLE FRAMEWORK .:/' ~YES 

,\r~r ~N.I~,r-<'.,' -0'-\ (~~"- " 
r-O lJI"~fJ ~~~~~ •. -.,,4. uti I~",; . D 

~~ ,I'./o '-C~. / ~-
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

NO OTHER 

D D 
NO OTHER - ". ~ 

D D 
PICK ONE 

"'--- .. -- ..... 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

D ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

~o\"".,· 

[:1 ALTERNATIVE 3.1"(', 
J Two Lane with VVO -\-r~v IA() 

Protected Bikewa}r' ~'0.rJ-. 
:.rt C1M. l;t" & 

PICKONE ~~ WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
.. ~ ... -._ ..... ' ... ,- ~.- - ..... - .'. 

[-'-J ALTERNATIVE 1 [PJ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
,.- -

~ ~f).{'\. 3r-~· D D D 
1 S1 STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS 1t'1\PROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
_. Sidewalk Enhancements Only [J ALTERNATIVE 2 f'7:1 ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

D D 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 359 of 486



Response S •• eef 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

0 0 ALTERNATIVE 1 
° 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROfv\ENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
• -. • • _.. __ ." .~,. - "_._. - - - 0-. 0" • 

YES NO OTHER 

0 D 0 

~ 
NO OTHER 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

r~~~~NATIVE 3 
~~;~ Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

DO ALTERNATIVE 1 a---~TERNATIVE 2 
"" Widen Sidewalk with Concrete L!l ~idened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPiNG EMPHASIS FRAMEVJORK YES NO OTHER 

~[JD 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE . -. ~ ... '-." ..• ,- .. -.-... 

[J ALTERNATIVE 1 
• o. Sidewalk Enhancements Only [J ALTERNATIVE 2 f~ERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements &. ~ ~~'~walk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

NO OTHER 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 

... ~ . 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 360 of 486



Response S •• eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
.. .- .- '.-. . - - - -, .- .. ' , _ .. 

JE 
NO OTHER 

D 0 
YES NO OTHER 

" .. - .',_ •• h. --, .. _ ......... _, 

J2J 0 0 
PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

,YALTERNATIVE 3 
t::J Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
.. .... ., - - -" ~ -. '. 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 r1/ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete W Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAME'vVORK . yE~/. NO 

I2J [] 
OTHER 

-~---. 

o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

[ 
.... .., ALTERNATIVE 1 
......J Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 n ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements & YJ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

111 
-.--.".".-.. -... , ... , 

0 0 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 41B East Second Street/P.O. Box 15B Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 361 of 486



, 

Response S~ .eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

YES 

~J 
YES 

, ' 

'~ 

NO OTHER 

0 0 
NO OTHER 

-< "~ .~- - , 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

[J'" ALTERNATIVE 1 
,,- 2010 Urban Corridor Sfudy

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

, Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

~'11 ALTERNATIVE 3 
I&.J Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

\VHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
.- . -. . - - ~. -, . ._- .. - , .. '" 

[J ALTERNATIVE 1 ~ ALTERNATIVE 2 
"" Widen Sidewalk with Concrete l~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
-. -.'- .---'.-' .',. '- . 

rRl 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

[
"'" ALTERNATIVE 1 
,~ Sidewalk Enhancements Only 0 , ALTERNATIVE 2 FV'1] ALTERNATIVE 3 

'" Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
. . -,'-~... . 

Pi1 o 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chucll Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/p.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 362 of 486



Response S~ .eet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow wi~ Bike Lanes 

D ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
• • • _ • _ _ _ ; _ r ,.. •• - _ •• ," • ~ ••• ", _ .. ~_. ,." " •• _ • 
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rxr D D 
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Di ALTERNATIVE 3 
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Protected Bikeway 
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0" ALTERNATIVE 1 KJ ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete " Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEVJORK YES NO OTHER 
_.,. "--, . 
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1 S1 STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

-, ............ ".-

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
." Sidewalk Enhancements Only D ALTERNATIVE 2 IV1 ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements &. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes &. 

Angled Parking 

RETAil FRAMEWORK NO ~ 

D~ 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 4:1.8 East Second Street/P.O. Box :1.58 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 363 of 486



Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEfiSH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
.. ",. 
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~ ..j' 
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D 0 
NO OTHER - ~-' ...... -_.". 
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Name (optional): Bur Q tJ P,b 0 I3D ~> 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 
, -.-.. ~ .. " ,.~ --_ .. "'-

~ 0 0 
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Response S~leet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
. ... - "_.. . .. ~ ... 

0, ALTERNATIVE 1 
, 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
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PICK ONE 

1;71 ALTERNATIVE 3 
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Protected Bikeway 
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[
' ALTERNATIVE 1 

......J Widen Sidewalk with Concrete 
Barrier 

[E] ALTERNATIVE 2 
7·, Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAME~VORK 

1ST STR~ET_SHOPPI~G EMPHASIS 1'\\/ERS~Vf~E~TS 
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RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

YES NO OTHER 
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Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 
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Response Sir 'let 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT YES NO OTHER ." ~ .'_·A·_~_~~~ .,', "_. '_,"~~r_'~'_' ~~.~~ ___ ,~_=_~._ 

IZI 0 0 
BICYCLE FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

7"' __ "~_ ._._._.~ .• ". _____ .• ~_. _,,_,T .• ' ~'._,_~ •• __ ~"" ~._ •••• _~~ •• ~._-., ~_'_"4_ • ___ ~ __ ~._. < .. ~ •• ".,,, •• ". _._~_ •• '._"_ • _"_' ~."_~r __ • __ < __ • ___ • ~~. __ •• _~ __ ••• __ ..... ~c" .. '.r •• _; _ '_' •. ' __ ~~ _____ .... ~._>~ ._~~ __ ~~_,. __ ~._. c_. _._~~ ___ ~.~_~ 

~ 0 0 
WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) PICK ONE 

• __ • _ _ ~_·_, __ ~~ ___ ._. __ •• _v • ,,_,_, ____ '. _ _ __ ._. _., _ ._ •••• ___ • , __ • >._ •. <~_ ~ __ ' •• _ •• __ 
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2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

rvf ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 1\71 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER T_ r ~ _" .. ~_ .... T __ ~ ____ . __ ~ __ ~ _'_~'" _ __. _~~_~_~_~_~~~4. "'~'_~-~ __ ~_A'~_~~_' ___ . . .. __ '~L'_-_~ ___ , 

I;l 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 
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YES NO OTHER ··-lEl---Cr-cr 
COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

Name (optional): ----"~~~~-=-...:'-\,l-;-------------------
If you need additional time to respond, lease return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Sec nd Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response S~leet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

0', ALTERNATIVE 1 
. 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 
, , Contra-Flow with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
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YES NO OTHER 

.~ 0 0 
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Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
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Response Sheet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT j /utL<- {~ (6)-~' k ,<4/~d,,-· 11",- r'YVJ-c...LL~ dotl?~ 
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WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
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C]· ALTERNATIVE 3 
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Name (optional): 5:7 "-- tl~a!--/'rl d/C/kli?'/ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 
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Response st let 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20,2013 

IDENTIFY YOUR PREFERENCE 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 
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Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 
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COMMENTS: Please write your comments below-for additional comments use back of sheet 

Name (optional): __________________________ _ 
If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 
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Response SLeet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 
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Response S~leet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
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Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 
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D ALTERNATIVE 1 
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ITINERARY 

Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan Update 

Whitefish, MT 

November 19-20, 2014 

 

Wednesday, November 19, 2014 
 
12:35 PM  Arrive at GPI 
 
1:30 – 2:15 PM Meeting with City Staff in Planning Office Conference room 

(preview of the presentation and conversation re: city hall).  Invited: 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager; Maria Butts, Parks and Rec Director; 
John Wilson, Public Works Director; Karin Hilding, Senior Project 
Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 

 
2:30 – 3:15 PM Meeting with Whitefish School District at School District office 

(discuss the protected bikeway along the Middle School frontage).  
Invited: Kate Orozco, Superintendent; Josh Branstetter, Middle 
School Principal; Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; Wendy 
Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 

 
3:30 – 4:15 PM Meeting with Chairs of Tree Committee and Ped/bike Committee at 

Planning Office Conference room (discuss the protected bikeway 

concept).  Invited: Bruce Boody, chair of Tree Committee; John 
Phelps, chair of Ped/Bike Committee; Hunter Homes, vice-chair of 
Ped/Bike Committee; Maria Butts, Parks & Rec Director; Karin 
Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior 
Planner 

 
4:30 – 5:15 PM Railway District Focus Group at the Planning Office Conference 

room (discuss the retail concepts and street improvements in the 

Railway District).  Invited: Ron & Jan Brunk, Glacier Cycley & 
Nordic; Dale Reich, Markus Foods; Todd Olson, American Bank; 
Monica Pastor, owner of the former Food Bank property; Wendy 
Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 

 
5:30 PM Meeting set-up 
 
6:00 – 7:30 PM Public Meeting  
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Thursday, November 20, 2014 
 
8:30 – 9:30 AM Meeting with City Staff in Planning Office Conference room (discuss 

projects in the pipeline – including road projects). Invited: Maria 
Butts, Parks and Rec Director; John Wilson, Public Works Director; 
Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior 
Planner 

 
9:30 – 10:30 AM Downtown Plan Advisory Committee Meeting in Planning Office 

Conference room (discuss the draft plan, public comments and next 

steps – review of the scope of work).  Invited: Jen Frandsen, 
Councilor; Andy Feury, Councilor; Maria Butts, Parks and Rec 
Director; John Wilson, Public Works Director; Karin Hilding, Senior 
Project Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner; Ian Collins, 
Heart of Whitefish 

 
10:45 AM leave for GPI  
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Planning & Building Department    (406) 863-2410    Fax (406) 863-2409 

510 Railway Street 

PO Box 158   

Whitefish, MT  59937     

 
Date: January 9, 2015  
 
To: Jason Graf, Crandall Arambula  
 
From:  Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP, Senior Planner  
 
Subject: 1-6-15 draft 
 
 
I have the following comments: 
 
1. Page 16, Key Land Use Framework Elements, Commercial.  This designation 

is pretty different than the designation in 2006.  In 2006 it was more of a 
professional office designation.  The ’06 Plan describes small incubator 
businesses, professional offices and live-work spaces.  The current draft 
defines commercial as the ‘sale of services’ and ‘where retail is also 
appropriate’.  This is a pretty big departure from the ’06 Plan and quite a 
change to our Land Use designation/zoning.  Maybe it’s OK – it certainly will 
require a major revamp of the zoning/land use designation.  The expansion of 
retail outside the WB-3 has been met with lots of concern. 

 
I wonder if another term might be a good idea – ‘limited commercial’ or 
‘limited mixed commercial’ 
 
I have visited with a property owner south on Central Avenue about our High 
Density Multi-family designation that permits professional offices and personal 
services with a CUP – it’s a bit awkward.  If this is the direction Council wants 
to go, we would probably need an entirely different zoning chapter.  Any 
thoughts or suggestions? 

 
2. Page 35, Bicycle Elements.  The trail designation out Hwy 93 W should be 

changed to ‘multi-use Trail (Ped and Bike Path)’, as the construction on this 
portion is done. 
 

3. Page 46, Baker/Wisconsin Underpass.  Attached is the site plan for the 
O’Shaughnessy Center.  It looks like the expansion area is wholly on their 
property and I’m not sure where any other expansion could go, as you can 
see from the property lines. 

 
4. Page 48, Baker/Wisconsin Viaduct (Railway Street to Edgewood Street 

Concept).  The map shows the property is owned by MDT, but the Flathead 
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County mapping shows this property as owned by BNSF.  I wonder if MDT 
has an easement across BNSF property for the highway? 

 
5. Page 53 vs. 63 Commercial Map.  53 shows ‘commercial’ south of E 3rd 

Street at the Lupfer Ave intersection, but 63 doesn’t show it as commercial.  
We didn’t want to see commercial south of E 3rd Street at the Lupfer Avenue 
intersection.  

 
6. Page 64, Potential Public Parking Structures, Spokane Ave and E 2nd St.  

What about commercial storefronts on E 1st Street?  Would this be a better 
location – similar to the city hall parking structure? 

 
7. Page 65.  The proposed city hall parking structure color needs to change on 

the map to ‘planned’.   
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Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan Update  
Whitefish, Montana 

January 14-15, 2015 

Public Meeting @ O’Shaughnessy Center 

Approximately 30 to 40 people in attendance. 

 

A draft Downtown Business District Master Plan update was presented to the community for public comments. 

The following includes comments received from the provided public response sheet: 

 

 Thank you for the thorough presentation. I am 

concerned about the loss of parking from Central 

School north and along railway. Teachers need a place 

to park close to the school. There are many new 

businesses across from the Depot Park who need 

parking. I appreciate the load/unload zone in front of 

Central School, however, a lot of the traffic comes 

from north of the viaduct and they need to drop off 

on the west side or you will have everyone driving 

around and around-creating more congestion. 

  I like the idea of plantings on the viaduct instead of 

jersey barriers. How will they be maintained and 

watered? 

 I would love to see the viaduct renovated! 

 Yes we need to update the Architectural Review 

Standards and be mindful of the 35’ limit. I don’t like 

the stepped back approach. Still too tall and massive 

for the downtown. 

 I understand the need for a retail space across from the Frank Lloyd Wright Building on Central, but we need 

that parking for the downtown businesses. 

 Nice work! Thanks. 

 Please consider theloss of parking along Central School and Railway. Those new businesses need those 

spots. 

 The multi-use path alternative looks best to retain diagonal parking along Central school. Could the path be 

10’ instead of 12’ to leave more green space next to the gym?ADA requires 10’ and other multi-use paths in 

town are 10’. 
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 A parking structure as the #1 priority project in the current adopted plan, at Second and Spokane will solve 

many of the parking questions associated with the proytecyed bikeway, Central School parking loss, 

continued revitalization of the area between first and Railway on Spokane, and providing adequate parking 

to accommodate continued retail infill as indentified in the updtaed capacity diagram. 

 Thanks for your great work! 

 Railway Parking—Yes 

 Viaduct improvements and trailhead—Yes 

 Landscaping Edgewood—Yes 

 Railway Parking—Yes 

 Protected bikeway w/ interim loop—Yes 

 Order of phasing for development: 1) Railway parking; 2) Railway District and Central Avenue 

improvements; 3)Replacement parking Fourth and Central; 4)Shopping loop; 5) replacement parking near 

O’Brien. In these improvements please, please  evaluate a project for affordability of new residents and 

leases of retail/commercial spaces. The present plans/projects will displace and cause considerable new 

expednitures and/or investments on the current occupants of both commercial and retail spaces, as well as, 

for the prosepctive and existing families/residents. 

 Use existing snow lot near the Missdle School for a municipal parking lot during the non-snow season. 

 Don’t allow commercial traffic to enter or exit on Kalsipell Ave (a residential street). 

 Bikers should dismount in the entire downtown core area---very congested! Plan paths accordingly. 

 Concerned about elderly/disabled parking at the church 

 Concerned about turning left out of post office if three lanes. 

 Concerned about parking loss with the bikeway, and safety of children getting dropped off at school 

 We need an underpass from Depot Park to the east. 

 #5 Parking off Kalispell Ave for employees—No 

 Use of alley between Central and Spokane as the multi-use bike and pedestrian path rather than remove 

parking along Spokane between First and Railway. 

 Consider converting the parking between First and Railway to two-hour parking. This would create an 

additional retail frontage on the backside of Central and Spokane oriented retail. 

 Spokane between Sixth and Fourth would be amazing for small shops but needs the street parking. 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 377 of 486



 I own Skin and Sky at 565 Spokane and clients park on the street daily. 

 Realizing that baker/Wisconsin have very high ADT (>than Hwy 93 west), I wonder about the reality of 

additional pedestrian Xing or especially traffic lights and the negotiations with MDT. Over Christmas, traffic 

was backed up on Wisconsin; the document seems silent on the issue of traffic conflict. A pedestrian 

underpass is still needed. 

 I also question the practicality of so much trail maintenance and use in the winter. As you know, this is not 

San Diego, or Portland. Often small cities will have more infrastructure than they can maintain. 

 Between second and First and the bridge on Baker –On-street parking is necessary for the retail stores, the 

Catholic Church and for the Whitefish Credit Union and Post Office. Maintain the present parallel parking 

anywhere in our business district including Spokane and Baker. 

 We do not need to change the viaduct—you are changing too much! 

 Keep Whitefish with is historical character. 

 Avoid huge buildings in the downtown. The City Hall/garage was a mistake. Please don’t expand on this 

mistake. 

 I agree we should be looking for additional surface parking lots now 

 No four story hotel in downtown. 

 Consider three floors with a reasonable height (35+/-) 

 I don’t like the option of running the mixed-use path right up against the school. 

 Have parallel parking and not angled which is only a net gain of four spots 

 I would be careful about building parking structures downtown. We want to maintain the small town feeling 

and not turn into an urban city like all the others. 
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ITINERARY 

Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan Update 

Whitefish, MT 

January 14-15, 2015 

 

Wednesday, January 14, 2015 
 
12:35 PM  Arrive at GPI 
 
1:30 – 2:15 PM Meeting with City Staff in Planning Office Conference room 

(preview of the presentation and conversation re: city hall).  Invited: 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager; Maria Butts, Parks and Rec Director; 
John Wilson, Public Works Director; Karin Hilding, Senior Project 
Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner  

 
2:30 – 3:15 PM Meeting with Whitefish School District at School District office 

(discuss the protected bikeway along the Middle School frontage).  
Invited: Kate Orozco, Superintendent; Josh Branstetter, Middle 
School Principal; Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; Wendy 
Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 

 
3:30 – 4:15 PM Whitefish Promenade Discussion at Planning Office Conference 

room (discuss the protected bikeway).  Invited: Doug Wise, chair of 
Park Board; Bruce Boody, chair of Tree Committee; Pam Barberis, 
Councilor and on Tree Committee; John Phelps, chair of Ped/Bike 
Committee; James Freyholtz, MDT; Ricco Montini, BNSF; Maria 
Butts, Parks & Rec Director; Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; 
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner  

 
4:30 – 5:15 PM Railway District Focus Group at the Planning Office Conference 

room (discuss the retail concepts and street improvements in the 

Railway District).  Invited: Ron & Jan Brunk, Glacier Cycley & 
Nordic; Dale Reich, Markus Foods; Todd Olson, American Bank; 
Monica Pastor, owner of the former Food Bank property; Wendy 
Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 

 
5:30 PM Meeting set-up 
 
6:00 – 7:30 PM Public Meeting  
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Thursday, January 15, 2015 
 
8:30 – 9:30 AM Meeting with City Staff in Planning Office Conference room (discuss 

projects in the pipeline – including road projects). Invited: Maria 
Butts, Parks and Rec Director; John Wilson, Public Works Director; 
Karin Hilding, Senior Project Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior 
Planner 

 
9:30 – 10:30 AM Downtown Plan Advisory Committee Meeting in Planning Office 

Conference room (discuss the draft plan, public comments and next 

steps – review of the scope of work).  Invited: Jen Frandsen, 
Councilor; Andy Feury, Councilor; Maria Butts, Parks and Rec 
Director; John Wilson, Public Works Director; Karin Hilding, Senior 
Project Engineer; Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner; Ian Collins, 
Heart of Whitefish 

 
10:45 AM leave for GPI  
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Comments on Draft Whitefish Downtown Master Plan dated 01-13-15:  Ian Collins 

Page 6, Overview:  In the initial public meetings for this plan, George and Don presented 
investment figures, including both private investment and the TIGER Grant, which demonstrated 
the success of the 2005 MP.  Is there a place in this plan to memorialize this information? 
 
Page 7 Guiding Principles:  Point #5 Growth Management: you might want to consider adding 
an additional point, which addresses the historic single family neighborhoods adjacent to 
Downtown.  The east side of Whitefish and the SE portion of the study area are both fantastic 
examples of “small town” living locked in to the Downtown core.  Both of these neighborhoods 
have the potential to be significantly degraded: the east side by commercial „creep‟ and the 
attendant parking problems, which we are currently witnessing with the proposed Block 46 
hotel; and the southwest neighborhood by underlying zoning, which is incompatible with the 
existing (historic) character of the neighborhood.  Single family residential is also addressed on 
page 16; perhaps this section could be beefed up to reiterate this point.   

Pages 12-13:  A question came up on the Retail & Parking Development Capacity: how do 
these numbers reflect the 140,000 SF estimate from the 2005 MP?  How is the square footage 
built in the study area between 2005 and today accounted for?  Is some of the 140,000 SF 
included in the 200,000 SF estimate? 

Pages 32-33:  The as-built sidewalk, roadway, and parking dimensions for Central Avenue are: 
11 ½‟ sidewalks, 12 foot drive lanes, and 16 ½‟ x 9‟ parking stalls.  For consistency, I would 
suggest that we build to the same standards along First Street; these diagrams should be 
changed accordingly.  It was enough of a battle to get to 11 ½‟ and it seems generally accepted 
that this dimension functions well.  Furthermore, this would only result in 10‟ ROW acquisition 
on either side.   

Pages 56-57, Retail and Pages 66-67, Civic:  At the morning steering committee meeting 
following the public presentation, we discussed the potential for the proposed retail space at the 
NW corner of the City Hall parking structure to play a 'catalyst' role.  George said he thought this 
was a huge opportunity to add a vital retail component to downtown- something used by locals 
and currently missing in the downtown- and that the City should actively pursue a tenant.  The 
example we discussed the most was a pharmacy.  This concept ties in to your point made in the 
Overview (page 6): "Maximize the benefits of the new City Hall and parking structure"; and to 
your point on Guiding Principles (page 7): “Provide opportunities for new community-serving 
businesses”. 
 
We also discussed the potential for this location, with the appropriate use, to draw pedestrian 
traffic across Baker into the Railway District.  Don also pointed out that the last thing politically 
the City would want for this project is to have a For Lease sign hanging in the window.  

Pages 66-67 Civic:  In Guiding Principles (page 7), the document says, “Ensure that Highway 

93 roadway and intersection changes enhance and support downtown businesses…”  Would 

the Civic section be an appropriate place to point out that with the Baker Avenue couplet 
strategy, the widened turning radius proposed at the NE corner of Baker & 2nd Street (the front 
door of City Hall) is unnecessary?  As you probably know, Public Works Director John Wilson 
will no longer be with the City, so this might be an important opportunity to memorialize this 
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information.  Another location might be in the Transportation Framework (pages 26-27), but an 
additional diagram would be required.  The last thing we want in front of City Hall is an 
intersection like Spokane Avenue and 2nd Street. 

Railway & Baker intersection improvements:  Based on the diagrams you proposed last 
week, some of the criticism I heard was related to eliminating the northbound approach lane 
from Railway Street.  Did you consider leaving the northbound approach lane?  Perhaps if the 
lane was narrowed there would be an opportunity to have a larger refuge island as I sketched 
below; perhaps a decent fall back strategy. 

 

Thank you for the great work! 
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Rhonda Fitzgerald comments:  1/13/2015 Draft of Whitefish Downtown Masterplan Update 
 
Plan regarding the area around 1st and Baker: There will need to be a location for Transit to load/unload 
somewhere near the Parking Garage. At this time we have the S.N.O.W. shuttle bus that runs to and 
from Whitefish Mountain 20 times per day all winter. Plans are in the works to add a summer service 
to/from Glacier Park. 
 
PG. 6   OVERVIEW- second bullet: I question the high priority given to streetscape on Central from 3rd to 
4th St.  Other than the Anchor at the corner of 3rd, what kind of investment can this stimulate? The east 
side of the street will not be changing from the historic church and Frank LLoyd Wright building, and the 
west side is fully occupied with structures that have had large investments made recently. The corner at 
3rd already is very "active" from the recent infrastructure improvements that rebuilt the intersection 
and 3rd St. The only benefit I can see would be that a few more on-street parking spaces might be 
created by a street rebuild. 
           CONTINUING MOMENTUM-  "Recent or planned downtown improvements include:" omit the 
word planned (these have all been completed)  or add City Hall and the City Hall Parking Structure. 
 
 
PG.7  POINT #1- third bullet:  move "better accommodate tourism industries" down to last bullet. 
           POINT #4 -first bullet:  switch order to read  "residents and visitors alike". 
           POINT #5 - I agree with Ian Collins suggestion to add a bullet point addressing the historic single    
family neighborhoods. 
 
PG. 8  Under "brings certainty to" add:  public officials and city staff. 
 
PG. 11 Should the Parking at Second and Spokane be identified as "Essential Parking Structure"? 
 
PG. 16 The residential neighborhood  in the SW from 3rd St. to 5th St. and from O'Brien Ave. to the alley 
between Baker and Lupfer  Ave. is a single family residential neighborhood  with inconsistent underlying 
zoning (see Whitefish Growth Policy page 50). In the 2006 DTMP this was shown as yellow (low-density 
residential) but in this draft it is shown as orange (multi family attached).  You might want to consider 
adding an additional point, which addresses these historic single family neighborhoods adjacent to 
Downtown. The east side of Whitefish and the SW portion of the study area are both fantastic examples 
of “small town” living locked in to the Downtown core. Both of these neighborhoods have the potential 
to be significantly degraded: the east side by commercial "creep" and the attendant parking problems, 
which we are currently witnessing with the proposed Block 46 hotel; and the southwest neighborhood 
by underlying zoning, which is incompatible with the existing (historic) character of the neighborhood. 
This Framework also appears on page 53 and page 73. 
 
PG. 39 and PG. 40 Is the Bikeway elevated to the level of the sidewalk and the existing parkway? This is 
not clear in either the text or the drawings. Without clarity, this will be difficult to accomplish at time of 
implementation. 
 
PG. 42  Spokane must retain 2-way traffic, and as much on-street (prefer angled) parking as possible. 
Sidewalk on west side is too narrow- can it be widened? 
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PG 44. and 45  I would hate to lose the possibility of the Underpass. Could the bikeway go on the north 
edge of O'Shaughnessy's parking area, or could the City obtain a small alley of BN property at the south 
edge of their lot?. I prefer the Bikeway going through inside the Park (maybe north of the special trees). 
 
PG. 48  Please dress this drawing up, with a more attractive fence,  etc.  I am thinking of the 
implementation process- the more detail the better. 
 
PG. 54  Add "Lodging" to Retail uses. 
 
PG. 56   Can "local-serving uses" verbiage be beefed up throughout this section? 
 
PG. 58, 61, 66, 70, 72  Should diagrams be showing two-story buildings instead of three-story? Our rules 
allow two-stories, and if the drawings show three there will be a lot of fallout. (Remember the 4-story 
boutique hotel drawing that every developer fixated on?) 
 
PG.62  Should "Lodging" be included here also? 
 
PG. 64  Parking Lot #4  (Block 46) met with HUGE resistance at the Planning Board. It would degrade the 
single-family neighborhood. 
 
PG. 70  "extended-stay suites" - omit this language (conjures images of cookie cutter franchise motels). 
 
Bullet point "not impact supply of parking" should be strengthened. Valet parking might prove to just 
take other downtown parking out of supply. Example: Block 46 is negotiating to lease bank parking 
which is currently used off-hours by the public! 
 
PG. 71 Could this Framework show lodging in two colors: Potential or Existing? The 4th and Central site 
is a mistake- nonexistent. The O'Brien site is not in operation. (they got a CUP about 3 years ago, but did 
not act). 
 
PG. 76 What "other Downtown interest group" is there? Maybe we could get them to do some of the 
work on this? 
 
PG. 80  Add 2nd and Spokane Parking Structure to Project Priorities- maybe #3? 
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Update to Downtown Master Plan 

January 27, 2015 

Comments from Karin Hilding 

 

Spokane Avenue Proposed Design and Bicycle Promenade  

The public was invited to comment on the Spokane Avenue/promenade planning drawings.  

However, I think the average Whitefish resident has not seen the drawings nor heard about the 

concept.  I think it is a significant change to the town that should be presented better to the 

broader public.  An article in the Whitefish Pilot showing the promenade location would be 

helpful.   

MDT’s 2009 Whitefish Urban Corridor Highway 93 Study included three lanes for this section of 

Spokane Avenue.  That adopted plan included public input and study committee, but again 

involvement was limited.  This proposal should be considered very conceptual with a 

requirement for additional public input and traffic engineering analysis to refine the concept.  I 

believe the traffic model used for the 2009 Urban Corridor Study is outdated. The TIGER project 

included modernization of all three downtown Highway 93 traffic signals.  No one has modeled 

Spokane Avenue traffic flow with two versus three lanes of traffic using these newer signals and 

summer peak traffic.  This modeling should show us whether there would be a significant 

change to traffic flow with the two options (2 versus 3 lanes on Spokane north of 13th).   We 

have been required to do performance traffic analysis of the TIGER project for each of the 5 

years post construction.  However, it has been difficult to model August traffic with the 

Whitefish West/Highway 93 project under construction for the past few years.    

When Bruce Boody and I walked Spokane Avenue with a certified tree arborist about a year ago 

the arborist was impressed that we were considering the health of the trees about 10 years in 

advance of the highway construction project.  He suggested that whatever choice is made for 

an overall design, the trees health will likely be impacted.  He suggested that the City start 

taking preventive measures now to strengthen the existing trees so that they are more 

resilient.  Also, he suggested that post construction the City continue to take special measures 

to ensure the trees survive.  He also suggested that we consider getting the okay from property 

owners along the highway to plant trees in their yards now.  The trees could be supplied by the 

City.  If trees were planted now they would have 10 years to grow prior to the impacts of the 

construction project.  This would help preserve a tree lined entrance to the town.    
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We plan to have a consultant update the City’s Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan in 2015.  The 

current plan was written about 15 years ago.  The consultant working on that plan should 

collect additional public input on the proposed promenade concept and location.  Also, they 

should help evaluate or recommend measures to create a safer pedestrian and bicycle crossing 

at Spokane and 2nd.  Crossing safety at this intersection was an issue raised by Dave Taylor with 

the promenade design.   I think the Downtown Master Plan should mention that an update to 

the Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan will be occurring in 2015 and that the downtown 

bicycle/pedestrian promenade will be further discussed as part of that planning process.    

I spoke to Shane Stack of MDT this afternoon.  He asked that we send a link to the latest version 

of the Downtown Master Plan Update for them to review and comment on.  Wendy sent the 

link to them this afternoon.  Shane said that the Highway 93 (13th to 2nd Street) project design 

will probably not start for another 5 years or so.  He said it is hard to predict what future MDT 

and FHWA administrations would allow.  But the current district manager has expressed the 

need to work with the community on the design and listen to their preferences.  

I would add my concerns to the comment that Dave Taylor raised about a new traffic signal at 

1st and Baker Avenue.  I think the public works department would question the need for an 

additional traffic signal.  Again, I think traffic analysis would be required as a first step prior to 

presenting the concept as an adopted concept.   
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David Taylor- 

Director of Planning & Building 

City of Whitefish 

My comments on the recent draft of the Downtown Master Plan update are as follows: 

 

I appreciate the work done so far, and am glad to see this plan finally getting close to adoption. 

 

I still believe it is important to have a design option that shows the three lane ‘contra flow’ on both 

Baker and Spokane to be consistent with our adopted transportation plan.  I’m not sure how you can 

show just one contra lane on Baker and not include Spokane. The State has the power to make Spokane 

three lanes regardless of our wishes.  While we all love the tree canopy on Spokane,  a tree inventory 

was done by Parks and Public Works had an arborist evaluate the trees on Spokane and that many of the 

trees were sick or dying and need replaced anyway. Trees grow back, traffic jams are 

forever.  Northbound traffic currently backs up to 5th or 6th Street during peak summer use. Saying that 

keeping Spokane two lanes prevents traffic bottlenecks at Second Street is counter-intuitive. It is already 

two lanes as it approaches the intersection now. Having two lanes northbound on Spokane will enable 

some of the traffic to make left turns on to Fourth or Third streets without slowing traffic behind. A 

significant amount of that north bound traffic on Spokane also stays northbound toward the library or 

turns right onto E Second Street toward the schools.  Keeping it two lanes is much more of a bottleneck 

than going with what the traffic experts outlined in our Transportation Plan.  Extreme traffic congestion 

on Spokane in the future is not conducive to bikes and pedestrians either.  Separated bikeways are 

fantastic in urban environments, but they can offer a false sense of security to users. Cars turning right 

onto Spokane will not be looking right for oncoming bicycles. Since this feature can only effectively be 

installed for a few blocks and not all the way through our town, ever increasing traffic congestion at our 

most critical intersection is a steep price to pay for such a limited benefit.  

 

I would rather see more retail shown on First/Central rather than another proposed downtown hotel. 

Providing a retail link to the Railway is more important than more hotel rooms downtown from a local 

resident perspective, especially with a new hotel happening on Spokane and E Second.   Also,  I’m not 

sure the alley can be blocked/closed off as there is a sewer main and fire access/delivery concerns. 

 

I have not heard one person support a new traffic signal at First and Baker.  Its highly problematic to 

traffic flow, and we have a new pedestrian signal at that location already. Turning left onto Baker from 

Railway is already nearly impossible certain times of the day, and will be worse with a signal there.  
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Future Land Use designations in the plan should be consistent with the terms and definitions contained 

in the current 2007 Growth Policy (P 65, Land Use Element). Draft plan uses terms that are not defined 

in our existing Future Land Use Lexicon.  

 

Also, there has been a lot of discussion about the residential neighborhood between the river/Riverside 

Park and E Fourth Street, where the zoning is currently WR-4, High Density Multi-family, and a few 

people in that neighborhood who would like to see it ‘down-zoned’ to WR-2.  From a planning 

perspective, high density is appropriate surrounding commercial downtown zoning and provides 

necessary affordable housing. No municipality wants to get in the business of ‘forcibly down-zoning’ a 

neighborhood. That invites lawsuits as it really does take away property rights.  Better than changing the 

future land use to ‘urban’ (we have no ‘single family’ future land use designation in our current Growth 

Policy lexicon – it should be defined as ‘urban’ or ‘suburban’ if its single family), perhaps the plan should 

suggest an ‘overlay district’ that strongly protects the single family residential appearance and character 

while retaining the existing zoning entitlements. That was staff’s future plan for approaching the issue. 

 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

 

Dave 

 

 

David Taylor, AICP 

Director, Planning & Building 

City of Whitefish 

510 Railway Street 

PO Box 158 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org> 
Tuesday, February 03, 2015 4:16 PM 
'Crnich, Victoria' 
'Ludlow, Sheila'; 'Stack, Shane'; 'Freyholtz, James' 
RE: Whitefish Downtown Master Plan 

Thank you for your comments (and taking the time to make comments -I know you are busy!). We'll 
go over them tomorrow in our meeting. 

From: Crnich, Victoria [mailto:vcrnich@mt.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03,20153:50 PM 
To: Wendy Compton-Ring 
Cc: Ludlow, Sheila; Stack, Shane; Freyholtz, James 
Subject: Whitefish Downtown Master Plan 

Hi Wendy-we've reviewed the information that you sent us and MDT's comments are provided below. Please let us 
know if you have any questions or need anything else. Thanks for giving us the opportunity to look at this document. 

General Comments 
There was a 2010 corridor study developed concurrently with the Whitefish Transportation Plan. The study examined 
the existing transportation system within the corridor and determined how the system could be improved to meet short 
and long-term needs. Both the corridor study and the Whitefish Transportation Plan utilized traffic model development 
to assess alternatives and make recommendations. Future traffic conditions on the US 93 corridor were assessed using 
the results of travel demand modeling for year 2030. The travel demand model took into account socio-economic 
characteristics and growth projections for the community through the allocation of new housing units and 
employments. These allocations were consistent with the assumptions about future growth and development from the 
Growth Policy (version current in 2010). 

Based on the above information, it is unclear in the Downtown plan how the concept for Spokane Ave (6th - 2nd) 
provides a transportation facility that will meet future demands. Does additional information exist or will a similar effort 
be conducted? 

The Downtown plan doesn't include any traffic analysis. When it comes time to start to design improvements, traffic 
data and LOS will be considered. Improvements proposed in the Downtown master plan can also be considered, 
however, they will likely not have equal importance with other criteria such as LOS and existing and estimated traffic 
volumes. 

Plan Specific Comments 
Pg 24; Auto Mobility Street; 2nd paragraph; 1st bullet-Regarding additional signalization timing improvements, there is 
not much more that can be done to timing without adding capacity. 

Pg 24; Auto Mobility Street; 2nd paragraph; 2nd bullet-An additional traffic signal at this location may not work due to 
the proximity to Baker and 2nd. Additionally, the location would need to meet warrants to be considered for a traffic 
signal. 

Pg 24; Auto Mobility Street; 2nd paragraph; 3rd bullet-Laying down curbs is not allowed by MDT on state-maintained 
routes. 
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Pg 24; Auto Mobility Street; 2nd paragraph; 5th bullet- There is a special speed limit on record for this portion of 
roadway. Additionally, there is a specific process that must be followed to reduce speed limits. 

Pg 30; Shopping Loop Emphasis Streets; 1st bullet-There is the possibility that these types of crosswalks may not be 
allowed on state-maintained roadway. Additional research would be required to verify. 

Pg 30; Shopping Loop Emphasis Streets; 3rd bullet-Street lights must meet lighting standard. 

Pg 30; Shopping Loop Emphasis Streets-All sidewalk and curb improvements must meet ADA requirements. 

Pg 38; Spokane Avenue (Third to Sixth Street Concept)-this requires a thorough traffic analysis as it is moving away from 
the previous analysis. Additionally, if traffic volume is not accommodated, the ability to utilize NH funds may be 
jeopardized. 

Pg 39; Spokane Avenue Whitefish Promenade-For a balanced approach, suggest providing a combined use path for bikes 
and pedestrians. 

Pg 49; Multi-Use Trail-Baker/Wisconsin Viaduct-Roadside planters create a hazard and are, therefore, not feasible. Also, 
based on the previous conference call, it sounded like this concept was going to be dropped-is this not the case? 

Pg 50; Gateways-Administrative rules must be followed for "welcome to" monuments/signs. 

Vicki Crnich 
Statewide and Urban Planning 
Montana Department of Transportation 

406.444.7653 
vcrnich@mt.gov 
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DT = David Taylor IC = Ian Collins KH = Karin Hilding Park Board = Regular Whitefish Park Board Meeting on January 13, 2015 PB Mtg: 1/15 = Whitefish Planning Board public hearing on January 15, 2015 Public Mtg: 1/15 = Crandall Arambula visit on January 14, 2015 

at O’Shaughnessy Center RF = Rhonda Fitzgerald TAC = Technical Advisory Committee WCR = Wendy Compton-Ring 

1 | P a g e  
 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS – Compiled: January 30, 2015 

TOPIC AREA: 
COMMENT: 

staff notes are in italics 

PERSON / 
DEPARTMENT / 

DATE 
RECEIVED: 

Make 
This 
Change 

Don’t 
Make 
This 
Change 

Whitefish City 
Council Policy 
Decision 

TRANSPORTATION: 

 Transit location on E 1st Street near parking structure for SNOW bus and future summer service to and from Glacier Park 
RESPONSE: Text addition on Baker and First 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
  

PUBLIC PARKING: No public parking fronting on Kalispell Avenue (either surface lots or structures); remove land use designation showing public parking 
fronting on Kalispell Avenue (p. 53/p. 65); remove parking lot location as a priority on Kalispell Ave (p. 19/p. 81) 
 

Public Mtg: 1/15; PB 
public hearing: 1/15; 

RF: 1-28-15 
 

X 
  

 Parking is more important than bicyclists 
RESPONE: Not consistent w/ public comment. Parking has been added throughout downtown 

Public:  
1/15 Mtg 

 

 
X 

 

 Parking lot on Baker Avenue (between E 4th and E 5th Streets) may be OK 
Parking lot on Baker Avenue is the most dangerous place in WF 
RESPONSE: NO proposal for parking between 4th and 5th-Clarification needed.. 

Public: 1/15 Mtg; PB 
public hearing: 1/15 

 

 
X 

 

 Concern with loss of parking around the Middle School; liked drop-off area; concerned it will cause more congestion 
RESPONSE: Options are provided to maintain parking 

Public:  
1/15 Mtg 

 

 
X 

 

 Guiding Principles (page 7, #2) parking for commercial area shouldn’t impact existing residential neighborhoods – perhaps add something to 
that effect  
RESPONSE: Changes made in Land Use and Parking diagrams. No proposal for parking in residential area 

PB public hearing: 
1/15 

 
X 

 

 (page 11) should parking at E 2nd St and Spokane Ave be identified as ‘essential parking structure’? 
RESPONSE: ‘Essential’ designation removed. Identified as ‘future structure’ 

RF: 1-28-15 
 X 

  

 Page 53, explain how a public parking designation impacts a property if a project goes forward without providing public parking and the 
Growth Policy has been updated to reflect public parking 
RESPONSE: This is a recommendation not a requirement 

IC: 1-9-15    

 Clear hierarchy to parking investment; E 2nd Street & Spokane Avenue was #1 in ’05 Plan 
RESPONSE: To be addressed in Implementation Strategy update 

IC: 1-9-15   
X 

 Page 65, city doesn’t have an existing parking structure 
RESPONSE: There will be a parking structure. Will note as of 2016 

IC: 1-9-15 / WCR: 1-
9-15 

 
X 

  

 No parking structures in Whitefish 
RESPONSE: City Hall structure to be underway soon. 

Public Mtg: 1/15 

X 
  

 Use snow lot off Columbia Avenue and Railway Street as overflow parking during non-snow times of the year 
RESPONSE: NO change from 2005 Plan 

Public Mtg: 1/15 
 

 
X 

 

 Loss of on-street parking on Spokane Avenue for future retail space 
Response: Needs clarification 

Public Mtg: 1/15 
 

   

 Should the angle parking along Railway Street south of Depot Street be abandoned? 
RESPONSE: YES-This was the direction from the Parks Board 

TAC: 11/14  

X 
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DT = David Taylor IC = Ian Collins KH = Karin Hilding Park Board = Regular Whitefish Park Board Meeting on January 13, 2015 PB Mtg: 1/15 = Whitefish Planning Board public hearing on January 15, 2015 Public Mtg: 1/15 = Crandall Arambula visit on January 14, 2015 

at O’Shaughnessy Center RF = Rhonda Fitzgerald TAC = Technical Advisory Committee WCR = Wendy Compton-Ring 
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RAILWAY DISTRICT 
STREET 
IMPROVEMENTS: 
 

Streets identified for changes were done fairly recently (within 10-years or so), reconstruction may not be politically palatable. 
RESPONSE: The changes are not adequate for development proposals 

PWD/ 1-15 Mtg   
X 

 Comments on dimension of proposed road and sidewalk – ensure the same as Central Avenue 
RESPONSE: Preferable to have wider dimension than Central (only 11’ SW ) with vehicle over hang and posts effective pedestrian area is 
8’—change  can be made during design/construction if change desired 

IC: 1-22-15  
X 

 

 Objects to future traffic light at E 1st Street and Baker Ave (would it be better at Railway Street and Baker Ave?); any traffic light at E 1st Street 
would require further traffic analysis and should occur prior to presenting the concept as an adopted concept 
RESPONSE:E 1st and Baker is the primary crossing for the shopping loop not Railway and Baker 

Public Mtg: 1/15; 
KH: 1-27-15 

 
X 

 

SPOKANE AVENUE: The proposal to reduce to two lanes should be considered conceptual with a requirement for more public input and traffic engineering 
analysis to refine the concept 
RESPONSE: No reduction—Two lanes exist today 

KH: 1-27-15  
X 

 

 Continue to also show the three lane option, as it is still part of MDT Plan and may provide long-term traffic benefit 
RESPONSE: Two lanes is consistent with adopted 2005 Plan and public comment during current Plan Update 

DT: 1-27-5  
X 

 

 Preventative measures now to strengthen existing trees and look at working with property owners to plant trees in their front yards to 
maintain the tree-lined effect of the street. 
RESPONSE: Not a viable alternative to existing historic placement and character of roadway 

KH: 1-27-15  
X 

 

 (page 42) Spokane Ave north of E 2nd Street – remain two-way and as much on-street parking as possible … angled preferred.  s/w on west 
side (between E 1st and Railway St?) too narrow – can it be widened? 
RESPONSE: Options will be provided in the plan 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
  

BAKER AVENUE: Widened turning radius at Baker Avenue & E 2nd Street may be unnecessary with Baker Avenue contra-flow 
RESPONSE: Agree. No widening proposed in the Plan 

IC: 1-22-15    

 Baker Avenue & Railway Avenue intersection: keep the free right-hand turn 
RESPONSE: Not pedestrian friendly or consistent with public comment 

IC: 1-22-15 
 

 
X 

 

 Add ‘93’ designation on Baker Avenue where the Contra Flow will be located 
RESPONSE: MDT objections 

IC: 1-9-15  
X 

 

 Viaduct pedestrian improvements should be green and consistent with downtown improvements 
RESPONSE: Agree. Text and sections illustrate this in the Plan 

IC: 1-9-15  
X 

 

BIKE/PEDESTRIAN 
TRAILS: 

Keep the underpass 
RESPONSE: Underpass will be kept in the plan 

Public: 1/15 Mtg 
 

 
X 

 

 Park Board supports the trail along the south side of the Park, but not through the center 
RESPONSE: Plan will be revised accordingly 

Park Board: 1-13-15 
 X 

  

 Downtown Master Plan should mention that an update to the Ped/Bike Plan will be occurring in 2015 and the Promenade will be further 
discussed as part of that process 
RESPONSE: The Master Plan provides direction for the Ped/Bike Plan 

KH: 1-27-15  
X 

 

 (pages 39 & 40) Is the WF Promenade elevated to the level of the sidewalk and existing parkway?  Clarify in a graphic or text. 
RESPONSE: Will clarify in text 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
  

 Concerns with the safety of the two-way ped/bike trails – especially with the right-hand turning movement; cost-benefit with the trail? 
RESPONSE: Huge benefits to the protected bikeway—Turn movements have been discussed 

DT: 1-27-15  
X 

 

 Keep trail (perhaps 10-feet wide) and angle parking along Spokane Ave 
RESPONSE: Options will be provided in the plan 

Public: 1/15 Mtg 
 

 
X 
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LAND USE: 

 Permit franchise retail in the downtown.   
 
STAFF NOTES: No formula retail or restaurants are permitted in the Downtown and there are standards within the Arch Review Standards that 
do not permit formula retail colors, shape or form in all commercial zones.  
RESPONSE: Next step code change 

Public: 1/15 Mtg   
X 

 Suggestion of overlay over entire downtown/Zoning Update  
RESPONSE: Provided in Implementation Strategy Update 

Public: 1/15 Mtg 
 X 

  

 ARC Standards Update (doesn’t identify what we don’t want to see, too open, should be more prescriptive – not getting what we want, 
outdated) 
RESPONSE: Addressed in Implementation Strategy Update 
STAFF NOTES: Recommendations for Arch Review Standards – part of implementation? 
 

TAC: 1-15 Mtg 

X 
  

 (page 56) can ‘local-serving uses’ verbiage be beefed up throughout this section? 
RESPONSE: We will look at text amendment 

RF: 1-28-15 
 

   

 Retail – concept of community identifying a use for the city hall parking structure retail space – something we are missing; model for this in 
other communities; co-op (pages 6 & 7) 
RESPONSE: Addressed in Implementation Strategy Update 

TAC: 1-15 Mtg 

X 
  

 Retail along E 1st Street instead of a hotel – better connection to the Railway District; construction over the alley? 
RESPONSE:YES, changes to graphics (No buildings over alleyways) 

DT: 1-27-15 

X 
  

 Inconsistency between the actual land uses and the zoning in the neighborhood behind P.O. – change from the ’06 plan; no downzoning of 
this neighborhood – overlay? 
RESPONSE: Maps will be adjusted and Overlay discussion will provide recommendation in Implementation Strategy Update 
STAFF NOTES: The zoning in this neighborhood is WR-4 (the highest m.f. designation), but the land use is mostly single family.  Issue was 
brought up at PB in ’07 Growth Policy update both PB & CC declined to change, as it makes sense to promote high density near downtown 
areas; however, it was also noted that the zoning doesn’t reflect the actual land uses.  This isn’t a new issue, but is something that has been 
unresolved for a long time. 
 

PB public hearing: 
1/15; Public Mtg: 
1/14; DT: 1-27-15 

X 
  

 Corner of Kalispell Avenue and E 3rd Street needs to remain residential, as it is zoned 
RESPONSE: Parking designation to be removed 

PB public hearing: 
1/15 

 
X 

  

 Capacity diagram (page 12) and its relationship to the 2005 plan.  Is it in addition to 2005, an update of 2005 or some other calculation?   
RESPONSE: Will clarify in text 

IC: 1-22-15 

X 
  

 Page 71, existing and proposed lodging should be different colors; (page 70) remove extended stay suites; questions whether ‘valet’ parking 
option may just cause parking problem in another area of downtown (or other parts of town); questions re: map 
RESPONSE: Will provide more text 

IC: 1-9-15; RF: 1-28-
15 

 
X 

 

HOUSING: Need to promote affordable housing 
RESPONSE: Agree. Will add more text 

Public: 1/15 Mtg 
 

  
X 

 Page 16, Key Land Use Framework Elements, Single Family Residential, ‘Why not encouraged?’ 
 RESPONSE: Expanding or encouraging additional Single Family is not consistent with Fundamental Concept—which calls for adding retail 
and housing 

PB public hearing: 
1/15 

 

 
X 

 

 ‘Guiding Principals’ (page 7) or ‘land use framework’ (page 16) discussion on historic single family residential neighborhoods surrounding the 
downtown core and how they have the potential of being degraded.  Commercial creep, impacts from commercial and incompatible zoning 
RESPONSE: Addressed in Implementation Strategy Update 

 
IC: 1-22-15/RF: 1-

28-15 

 
X 
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 Define ‘M.F. Residential (alternative) 
RESPONSE: Additional text for clarification 

IC: 1-9-15 

X 
  

COMMERCIAL 
DESIGNATION: 

Define ‘commercial alternative’ (page 63) 
RESPONSE: Additional text for clarification 

IC: 1-9-15 

X 
  

 (Page 16) ’06 Plan the designation was more of a ‘professional office’ designation – defined as small incubator businesses, professional offices 
and live-work space and was more hemmed in around the downtown.  Current draft defines commercial as ‘sale of services’ and ‘where retail 
is also appropriate’ and is fairly expansive.  It is quite a change to our Growth Policy and Zoning.  Any expansion of any retail has been met 
with a lot of concern. 
RESPONSE: Will add ‘06’ Plan text with consideration for a code update 
Current zoning is WR-4 (high density residential) with limited commercial uses w/ a CUP, but no retail or restaurants; current set up is fairly 
cumbersome and I’m not certain we are getting what we want. 
RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 
STAFF NOTES: I think this should be a Council policy decision along with some significant outreach to the neighborhood.  There are some intact 
residential neighborhoods with a smattering of office/residential areas.  Could be an implementation item too. 
 

 
WCR: 1-9-15 

  
X 

 Should ‘lodging’ be included? (page 62) 
RESPONSE: Yes. We will include in text 

RF: 1-28-15 
 X 

  

RETAIL/OFFICE 
SPACE: 
 

Need to make sure we still have affordable retail and office space PB public hearing: 
1/15 

  
X 

REGULATORY COMMENTS: 

 Should the Plan promote 3-stories within 35-feet or stay with the 2-stories within 35-feet?  Should the plan identify some height 
recommendations?  If we are recommending ‘no change’, drawings should reflect the current requirements.  
 
Concerns that the graphics should represent what our regulations are (or are going to be).  Don’t want this to be portrayed inaccurately.  
(Pages 58, 61, 66, 70, 72)  
RESPONSE: Pages will be adjusted to show buildings allowed under current code 
Don’t like the stepped back approach to building height. 
 
STAFF NOTES: Recommendations for building height – part of implementation?  Also, this may require some additional research, as Councilor 
Feury recalled the height limitation/design standards were related to Fire Department concerns.  
RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 

Public: 1/15 Mtg; 
RF: 1-28-15 X 

 
X 

 Future Land Use designation should be consistent with the terms and definition contained in the 2007 G.P. p.65, Land Use Element 
RESPONSE: We will review for changes where appropriate 

DT: 1-27-15  
X 

 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: 
 Implementation should focus on economic development.  How is the promenade a catalyst for economic development? 

RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 
Public: 1/15 Mtg 

 X 
  

 Memorialize  public and private investment in Downtown since original plan updated IC: 1-22-15 

X 
  

IMPLEMENTATION: 
 ‘shovel-ready’ projects 

RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 
IC: 1-9-15 

 X 
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 Implementation should focus on economic development.  How is the promenade a catalyst for economic development? 
RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 

Public: 1/15 Mtg 
 X 

  

 Why a continuation of Central Ave improvements from E 3rd St to E 4th St is a priority and how it could stimulate investment when the land 
uses on the block are fairly set, other than an anchor on E 3rd St. 
RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 

 
RF: 1-28-15 

 
X 

  

 Parking structure at E 2nd St and Spokane Ave should be #3 priority; also suggested it be #1 priority 
RESPONSE: Address in Implementation Strategy Update 

RF: 1-28-15; Public 
Mtg: 1/15 

 
X 

 
X 

 One suggestion for implementation strategy: 
1. Railway Parking 
2. Railway District & Central Avenue Improvements 
3. Replace Parking at E 4th St and Central Avenue 
4. Shopping Loop 
5. Replacement Parking near O’Brien Avenue 

RESPONSE: Will consider 

    

OTHER COMMENTS: 
PUBLIC 
PROCESS/OUTREACH: 

Some sort of public outreach re: the public promenade; press release with drawing? 
RESPONSE. Yes. 

KH: 1-27-15   
X 

 Outreach to Soroptimist? 
RESPONSE. Yes 

IC: 1-9-15 
 

  
X 

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY: 

(Page 6) ‘Continuing the Momentum’ remove the ‘planned’, as all the projects are done or include the city hall and city hall parking structure 
RESPONSE. Will update text 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
  

 (Page 7) POINT #1- third bullet:  move "better accommodate tourism industries" down to last bullet; POINT #4 -first bullet:  switch order to 
read "residents and visitors alike"; POINT #5 - I agree with Ian Collins suggestion to add a bullet point addressing the historic single family 
neighborhoods. 
RESPONSE. Will update text 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
  

 PG. 8  Under "brings certainty to" add:  public officials and city staff 
RESPONSE. Will update text 

RF: 1-28-15 

X 
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February 9, 2015 
 
MAYOR MUHLFELD AND WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF WHITEFISH 
WHITEFISH, MONTANA 
 
MAYOR MUHLFELD AND MEMBERS OF WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL: 
 

REQUEST FOR DIRECTION ON PROPOSAL FOR EXTENDED SEASON AND YEAR ROUND 
USE OF THE STUMPTOWN ICE DEN 

       
INTRODUCTION/HISTORY 
 
HISTORY OF THE STUMPTOWN ICE DEN AND FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
In 1984, the Mountain Trails Saddle Club and its five acre tract were given to the City for the sole purpose to 
be developed, used, and maintained as a public playground, family-oriented public park, and recreation area.  
By 1990, with grants from the Land Conservation Fund and I.A. O’Shaughnessy Foundation and fundraising 
efforts from several local businesses and individual citizens, the outdoor Whitefish Ice Rink was formed.  In 
October of 2003, the Whitefish Community Pavilion, a six month ice rink and summer event center, was built 
with $1,536,000 raised by the Whitefish Sports Foundation and $300,000 from the Tax Increment Fund.  By 
June of 2004, the facility earned its name, the Stumptown Ice Den, through a fundraising effort for naming 
rights of the facility.  In 2005, the City of Whitefish allocated $190,474.75 of Tax Increment Funding to the 
removal of the existing playground and the installation of the east parking lot and retention pond.  In 2008, the 
City purchased a new Olympia for $82,446.  In November of 2009 the City replaced a compressor at the cost 
of $27,899.  In August of 2012, the department also purchased three replacement compressors in the amount 
of $64,995.  In 2013, Glacier Hockey Association received a grant for $50,000 to add two locker rooms to the 
facility.  In the fall of 2013, the department spent $35,000 to repair half of the Ice Den roof.  In June of 2014, 
Glacier Skate raised $104,000 to purchase the evaporative condenser.  Finally, in August 2014 City Council 
designated $35,000 for the second half of the roof repairs and $50,000 of TIF for the purchase of a Low E-
Ceiling.  The department repaired the roof in the fall of 2014 and is currently working toward the installation of 
the Low E-Ceiling. 
 
HISTORY OF THE ICE DEN FACILITY AND MECHANICAL SYSTEM (EXCERPTED FROM PARKS 
SUPERINTENDENT REPORT ATTACHED) 
“The existing refrigeration system was installed in 1992 in the outdoor facility and relocated to the indoor facility 
in 2004.  It is “commercial grade,” medium temperature application equipment, similar to what is found in 
supermarket applications. These types of refrigeration systems must be modified in order to run in a low temp, 
ice rink application. The original equipment included 4 semi-hermetic compressors, a direct expansion chiller, 
an air-cooled condenser, and pumps. It is currently well past its expected life, considering that this system was 
designed for a six month, seasonal application and has seen continued extended season use. 
 
The main disadvantages of this type of system in comparison to an “industrial grade system” include lower 
operating efficiency, shorter life span (15-20 years vs. 25-35 years for an industrial grade system), and limited 
performance. To help meet the needs, we have made some improvements when the budget has allowed. As 
the mechanical and refrigeration system age, they require more and more maintenance and repairs, making it 
increasingly difficult to run the facility at a break even status. 
 
User groups have also contributed to the improvement of the facility from locker rooms, lighting, and most 
recently an evaporative condenser.” The purpose of the evaporative condenser was to lower utility costs and to 
aid in the ability to extend the equipment use for a longer season.  At this time, the department has seen a 
small decrease in water use from the previous year but an increased water use from the year prior. 
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HISTORY OF SEASON LENGTH  
From 2005-2007, the Stumptown Ice Den operated a six month ice season with an average budget profit of 
$1,393 and an average repair and maintenance cost of $4,797.  By 2008 the facility had increased its 
operations to a six and a half month season and by 2011 the season had increased to an eight month season.  
This marks the point in time when the facility developed a deficit.  The average deficit of 2008-2011 was 
$52,023, and the average repair and maintenance cost increased to $10,706.  In 2012 the season was 
increased again to eight and a half months, growing to almost eleven months by 2014.  As well, in 2012, the 
Stumptown Ice Den introduced a junior hockey team as a new user group, the Glacier Nationals (replaced by 
the Whitefish Wolverines in 2014). With this introduction came a significant change in public skate times, 
frequently eliminating weekend public skate prime time hours that were historically well-attended.  In 2013, the 
City lost prime public skate hours during the weekdays when the Learn to Skate program was transferred to 
Glacier Skate. This change in operations has continued through present day.  The average budget deficit for 
the years of 2012-2014 increased exponentially to $131,925 and shows an average repair and maintenance 
cost of $24,173. 
 
HISTORY OF MOST RECENT REQUESTS FOR EXTENDED SEASON / YEAR ROUND ICE 
During the January 2015 Park Board meeting, Glacier Skate and Flathead Recreation Management proposed 
to the Board of Park Commissioners an extended season of ice through June 18th, 2015 and a reopening date 
of August 3, 2015 to continue on a twelve month, year round schedule thereafter.  Staff’s recommendation at 
that time was to deny the request due to significant concerns regarding the capability of the cooling system, 
noting that the facility was and still is running on three out of four compressors.  The Park Board unanimously 
moved to deny the request for the extension of the season to June 18th and the startup date of August 3rd.  The 
Park Board then made a second motion to allow the extension of the season to June 1, 2015 and a startup 
date of September 1, 2015, stating that these dates would put less stress on the cooling system.  The Park 
Board also conveyed to Glacier Skate representatives that the Park Board would reconsider the extension of 
the season if the user group(s) were able to fundraise enough dollars to cover the costs of two compressors, 
an estimated $24,000, but that this would still not be enough to allow the equipment to function effectively year 
round. On January 23, 2015 Glacier Skate representative Chad Goodwin informed the department and Park 
Board that Glacier Skate had raised funds in the amount of $9,754 for the purchase of one compressor.  
Glacier Skate stated that they were ready to purchase the compressor for the City on the condition that the 
Park Board grant the proposal for an extended spring and summer season and that the existing, failed 
compressor be returned to the supplier for a thorough inspection.  The Park Board has not yet met to discuss 
this proposal. 
 
CURRENT REPORT 
 
CURRENT FINANCIAL STATUS 
At this time, the Ice Rink budget is close to reaching net-neutral for the first time since 2005.  The department 
has worked diligently to reevaluate operations and expenditures of the Stumptown Ice Den.  Although the 
department is headed in a financially positive direction, I am cautious of the financial impact of an extended 
season.  It is my prediction that without an extended season, the budget will be the closest it has been in ten 
years to a break-even point.  With so many variables associated with an extended season, the increased wear 
and tear on equipment, and the trend of an increase in maintenance costs associated with an extended 
season, it is difficult to predict the impact an extended season may have on the budget. 
 
CURRENT MECHANICAL REPORT (EXCERPTED FROM PARKS SUPERINTENDENT REPORT 
ATTACHED) 
“When fully running, the existing refrigeration system is in acceptable operating condition, but it has 
experienced several refrigerant leaks as well as mechanical failures due to the design and age of the system. 
The condition of many of the components cannot be determined accurately without being dissembled. A good 
portion of the components have been discontinued. If any of these components were to fail, a more expensive 
retrofit would be needed. Staff maintains the equipment as much as possible with the funds available, including 
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a system check by rink staff eight times throughout the day, a daily system check, a preseason check and 
maintenance prior to startup, and an annual check on shut down. In the past we have budgeted for minor 
upgrades to the system to try and reduce downtime and more costly repairs.  Most of the work is done in-
house or by our local refrigeration company. Still, there are not enough funds available to do all of the 
maintenance that this system requires to run in this facility and under current conditions. 

 
We are also faced with the phase-out of the refrigerant that this system uses. The existing refrigeration system 
is using R-22 refrigerant. R-22 has been the most popular refrigerant used in ice rink applications in recent 
history. However, with the signing of the Montreal Protocol, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) implemented the final rule of Section 604 of the Clean Air Act in July 1992, limiting the production and 
consumption of a set of chemicals known to deplete the stratospheric ozone layer as measured by their ozone 
depleting potential (ODP). R-22, which also has a high global warming potential (GWP), is one of these 
targeted chemicals.  
  
This phase-out has been happening for a while, and as the production and import of R-22 is phased out, the 
price of the refrigerant will increase drastically. To give an example, our system held 600 lbs. of refrigerant in 
2006.  The price to fill the system was $1,158 at that time. The current cost to refill the system would be 
$9,138. The goal of the phase-out of the gas is to make it more practical to replace the equipment rather than 
buy the gas, so we can expect the price to continue rising. By 2020 all production and importing of this gas will 
be banned. With this phase-out, the department must establish a plan for the future. 
 
This season our chiller system has experienced several significant, unforeseen repair demands. We lost our 
refrigerant charge due to a malfunctioning relief valve, an oil pressure line broke, an electrical contactor 
overheated and melted, and an 18 month old, rebuilt compressor failed. Therefore, we are currently operating 
on only three of the four compressors.” 
 
(For more information, please see the attached Staff Maintenance Report from Jason Loveless, Parks 
Superintendent.) 
 
 
CURRENT SEASON LENGTH 
The regular season is identified as October 1st-March 31st.  This definition has changed throughout the history 
of the rink as user group demands have increased.  The 2014-2015 ice season was established as September 
1st-April 19th.  September was added by previous staff in order to accommodate the demands of Glacier Skate 
and the Whitefish Wolverines.  The season was extended through April 19th by previous staff to accommodate 
Glacier Skate and two adult hockey tournaments. 
  
CURRENT USER GROUP INTEREST FOR EXTENDED SEASON 
Out of the five regular user groups from the rink, staff has received requests for an extended season from one 
regular user group, Glacier Skate, as well as from an independent for-profit company, Flathead Recreation 
Management.  Glacier Skate has requested a total of 211.75 hours and Flathead Recreation Management has 
requested 74.5 hours for the extended season of April 20th-June 6th.  Total requested hours of operation are 
286.25 hours out of the regular 1197 standard, regular season operational hours.  The other four user groups 
have not requested extended season hours for this year, but Glacier Hockey Association has stated that they 
may be interested in holding a camp in the spring of 2016, if an extended season was approved for that time.  
Historically and traditionally private user group interests ebb and flow.  At this time the interest level in a year 
round facility is high from a small population of individual, private interest groups.  The department cannot 
predict whether or not this interest level will be sustained long enough to off-set the significant financial 
contribution that must be made to maintain year round ice.   As well, our past consultants have cautioned 
against a year round facility, as our demographic does not support year round use. 
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FINANCIAL REQUIREMENT (AS PREPARED BY DANA SMITH, FINANCE DIRECTOR) 
The Park Board approved extending the ice rink season an additional six weeks with the closing date of June 
1st, 2015. The following is a break-down of expected costs to keep the facility operating past the original 
closing date of April 19th, 2015 assuming the system is operating at an efficient level. 
 

$      23,734  Average monthly salaries/wages/utilities for operating months (FY12-FY15) 

 $      (1,330) Less average utilities paid by the City during off-season 

 $      (1,751) Less Average paid during off season for salaries/wages 

 $      20,653  Average additional monthly costs to keep the facility open – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

  

 $      20,653  Average additional monthly costs to keep facility open – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

÷                4       Average # of weeks in a month 

 $        5,163  Average additional weekly costs to keep facility open – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

  

 $        5,163  Average additional weekly costs to keep facility open – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

 x               6 Park Board approved a 6 week extension of the current season 

 $      30,979  Costs anticipated for additional 6 weeks not including repair and maintenance 

  

 $      30,979  Costs anticipated for additional 6 weeks not including repair and maintenance 

 $        5,496 Average monthly repair and maintenance costs (FY12-FY15YTD) adjusted for 6 weeks 

 $      36,475 Recommended Minimum User Group Fees for Requested Extension of Season (6 weeks)  
 
The following is a break-down of expected costs to keep the facility open through June 30th (10 week 
total extension from April 19th): 

$        5,163  Average additional weekly costs to keep facility open – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

 x             10 Potential weeks during FY15 if season is extended to full year 

 $      51,630  Costs anticipated for additional 10 weeks – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

  

 $      51,630  Costs anticipated for additional 10 weeks – not including concessions/repair and maintenance 

 $        9,160  Average monthly repair and maintenance costs (FY12-FY15) adjusted for 10 weeks 

 $      60,790 Recommended Minimum User Group Fees for Requested Extension of Season (10 weeks) 
 
For comparison purposes, September 2014 through November 2014 cost the City $94,626, not including 
concessions and concessionaire salaries/wages. These three months also do not take into account the debt 
payments of about $16,115 paid each August and February. These figures also do not take into account the 
future anticipated capital improvement costs.  
 
Financially, all rates (user groups and public skate) need to be analyzed to ensure proper funding of current 
operating expenditures, debt payments, and future capital improvement costs that are anticipated within the 
next 5 years. Currently the ice rink is only covering current expenditures and debt payments, with past years 
showing lack of coverage for both. When a large capital improvement project is required, there will be little to 
no funds available unless the program is subsidized. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
Staff seeks direction from the Council as to how to move forward with the request for an extended season as 
well as demands for year round ice.  The following options are areas staff would like Council to consider: 
 

Extended Season Request – Staff respectfully recommends an analysis of the associated fee 
structures, a capital improvement plan, and planning for a reserve fund to manage increased repair and 
maintenance costs associated with a depreciating facility and the demands of an extended season.  
Staff respectfully cautions against an early summer season, as there are many repairs necessary at 
this time, and August ice requires an installation of ice during July, typically one of the hottest months, 
which would significantly increase expenditures as well as add undue stress to cooling system. Staff is 
also seeking direction from Council after considering the three following options: 

 
1) Subsidization of the associated costs of the extended season for the proposed extended season hours 

hours and a policy determination of an approved season length for future years. 
2) The approval of a budget amendment allowing the user group to cover the complete cost associated 

with maintaining ice through June 1st ($36,475), as approved by the Park Board.  Although the rink is 
functioning with three out of four compressors, staff predicts that ice could still be maintained through 
this date. As well, Staff seeks a policy determination of an approved season length for future years.   

3) Denial of the extended season request and a policy determination of length of season and use of the 
facility’s equipment. 

 
Year Round Ice Request – Staff respectfully recommends an analysis of the associated fee structures, a 
capital improvement plan, and planning for a reserve fund to manage increased repair and maintenance costs 
associated with a depreciating facility and the demands of a year round ice season.  In addition, staff 
recommends a thorough evaluation of public skate times, fees, and the availability of the facility to the public.  
This could be accomplished through a consultant hired by and for the department to evaluate operations as 
well as mechanical feasibility. Staff is also seeking direction from Council after consideration of the three 
following options: 
 

1) Subsidization of the associated costs of a year round ice facility. 
2) An analysis of the fee structure to ensure user costs fully cover expenditures associated with all rink 

operations and a policy decision of whether or not to charge a premium for off season use to offset year 
round use. 

3) Denial of the year round ice request and a policy determination of length of season and use of the 
facility’s equipment. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Maria Butts, Parks and Recreation Director 
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February 1, 2015 
 
 
To: Mayor Muhlfeld and Whitefish City Council  
 
From: Jason Loveless, Parks and Community Services Superintendent 
 
Re: Stumptown Ice Den Extended Season Proposal 
 
 
Introduction/History  
The Stumptown Ice Rink has been a large part of the Community here in Whitefish for a number of years. From 
the early 80’s as a seasonal outdoor facility, and for the past 11 years an indoor arena. The existing refrigeration 
system was constructed with “commercial grade” medium temperature application equipment, similar of what is 
found in supermarket applications. This type of system is commonly used in seasonal ice rink applications, 
mainly because of its lower upfront costs. These types of refrigeration systems are modified to run in a low temp 
application, like you would find in a ice rink. The original equipment included 4 semi-hermetic compressors, a 
direct expansion chiller, air cooled condenser, pumps, etc.  

 
The main disadvantages of this type of system in comparison to an “industrial grade system” includes lower 
operating efficiency, shorter life span (15-20 years vs. 25-35 years for an industrial grade system), and limited 
performance. The system was installed in 1992 in the outdoor facility then relocated to the new facility and is 
well past its expected life. Considering that this system was designed for a 6 month seasonal application. To 
help meet the needs, we have made some improvements when budget allowed. The user groups have also 
contributed to the improvement of the facility from locker rooms, lighting, and most recently an evaporative 
condenser. These all have been great improvements to this facility.  
 
Current Report 
I have been employed with the City of Whitefish for 16 years.  During that time I have logged thousands of 
hours maintaining and repairing the mechanical and refrigeration system at the rink. My knowledge on this 
system is extensive. Our current system is a medium temp, commercial-grade system. These types of systems 
work well when they are used as they were intended. This system was designed and built for a 6 month, 
seasonal, outdoor rink and was built at the lowest cost possible. Since the system was moved indoors, we have 
been extending the season length as well as the operating hours of the facility with little increase of ice rates to 
compensate for the necessary repair and maintenance due to the increase wear and tear on the current systems. 
Currently 
  
Ice arenas are very expensive to operate and maintain. Over the last 11 years this facility has lost a little over 
$610,000.00 thousand dollars. As well as being subsidized by the Park Maintenance division at $292,216.00 
thousand dollars in labor hours. This facility was intended to run at a break even status. As the mechanical and 
refrigeration system age, they require more and more maintenance and repairs. This makes it even more difficult 
to run this facility at a break even status.  
 
When fully running, the existing refrigeration system is in acceptable operating condition, but has experienced 
several refrigerant leaks as well as mechanical failures do to design and age of the system. The condition of 
many of the components cannot be determined accurately without being dissembled. A good portion of the 
components have been discontinued. If any of these components were to fail, a more expensive retrofit would be 
need. We do as much maintenance as possible with the funds available, including a system check by rink staff 
eight times throughout the day. I also do a daily system check. We do a preseason check and maintenance prior 
to startup and an annual check on shut down. In the past we have budgeted for minor upgrades to the system to 
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try and reduce downtime and more costly repairs.  Most of the work is done in-house or by our local 
refrigeration company. Still, there are not enough funds available to do all of the maintenance that this system 
requires running in a seasonal facility and under current conditions. 

 
We are also faced with the phase-out of the refrigerant that this system uses. The existing refrigeration system is 
using R-22 refrigerant. R-22 has been the most popular refrigerant used in ice rink applications in recent history. 
However, with the signing of the Montreal Protocol, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
implemented the final rule of Section 604 of the Clean Air Act in July 1992, limiting the production and 
consumption of a set of chemicals known to deplete the stratospheric ozone layer as measured by their ozone 
depleting potential (ODP). R-22, which also has a high global warming potential (GWP), is one of these 
targeted chemicals.  
  
This phase out has been happening for a while, and as the production and import of R-22 is phased out, the price 
of the refrigerant will increase drastically. To give an example, our system held 600 lbs of refrigerant in 2006.  
The price to fill the system was $1,158.00 at that time. The current cost to refill the system would be $9,138.00. 
The goal of the phase-out of the gas is to make it more practical to replace the equipment rather than buy the 
gas, so we can expect the price to keep rising. By 2020 all production and importing of this gas will be banned. 
With this phase-out the City needs to be planning ahead for this situation. 
 
This season our chiller system has experienced several significant, unforeseen repair demands. We lost our 
refrigerant charge due to a malfunctioning relief valve, an oil pressure line broke, an electrical contactor over 
heated and melted, and an 18 month old, rebuilt compressor failed. Therefore, we are currently operating on 
only three of the four compressors. 
 
Recommendation  
It is my recommendation that any extended season past 8 months is risking more wear and tear on an aging, 
obsolete refrigeration system, as well as increasing repair and maintenance cost. I do not believe it is in the best 
interest of all the user groups or the community to extend the season past 8 months. If we were to have a major 
breakdown during the season, we would not have the necessary funds to make repairs. We are running on 
borrowed time with the current system and funding available. I believe a good start for this facility is a 
feasibility study, as well as a plan for necessary upgrades. This would give us an evaluation of our current 
mechanical system and operating budget to maintain and operate this facility at a break even status and provide 
us the opportunity to evaluate the our fee structure in order to plan for future upgrades and necessary 
improvements. 
 
Please call or email if you have any questions. 
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Expenditure 75,514.50$   110,604.14$  87,181.88$   133,353.41$      168,476.58$        192,697.44$      204,547.63$     
Revenue 100,476.74$ 96,281.86$    102,302.38$ 129,884.83$      175,815.54$        189,599.78$      204,485.03$     

Profit/Loss $24,962.24 (14,322.28)$   $15,120.50 (3,468.58)$         $7,338.96 (3,097.66)$         (62.60)$             

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Expenditure 241,167.39$ 332,355.50$  301,473.66$ 290,929.66$      355,029.91$        497,258.67$      514,883.13$     
Revenue 207,861.70$ 230,862.02$  249,173.75$ 269,936.85$      283,721.21$        307,603.96$      380,072.28$     

Profit/Loss (33,305.69)$  (101,493.48)$ (52,299.91)$  (20,992.81)$       (71,308.70)$         (189,654.71)$     (134,810.85)$    
Average Loss: ($52,022.97) Average Loss: ($131,924.75)

Stumptown Ice Den Expenditure vs Revenue

Outdoor Rink 6 Month Season

8 1/2 - 11 Month Season

Average Profit: $5,572.97 Average Profit: $1,392.90

6 1/2 - 8  Month Season
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2005 2006 2007

$14,012.00 $15,689.00 $19,856.00

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
$26,989.00 $25,897.00 $29,367.00 $32,685.00 $37,577.00 $38,587.00 $38,988.00

                                           Park Maintenance Division Subsidy to Ice Den

6 Month Season

6 1/2 - 8 Month Season 8 1/2 - 11 Month Season

Average Subsidy: $16,519

Average Subsidy: $28,734.50 Average Subsidy: $38,384
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2005 2006 2007
$5,553.37 $3,457.54 $5,378.84

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
$14,759.89 $7,863.34 $12,844.20 $7,355.49 $24,791.85 $16,682.87 $31,043.73

6 1/2 - 8 Month Season 8 1/2 - 11 Month Season

Average Cost: $ $4,796.58

Average Cost: $10,705.73 Average Cost: $24,172.82

                                            Repair & Maintenance Services Expenditures

6 Month Season
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ICE RINK UTILTY COST DETAIL

Note: Due to the timing  of inovice approval and payment, some months below include payments for 2 months and 
other months do not have payments due to the payments being made in the subsequent months.

Month 
Paid

General 
Date of Svr Phones Electric Gas Internet

Water,Sewer,
Garbage Propane Total

July-Jan - 
Comparison to 

Current YTD
7/1/2011 June 59$      870$      952$      52$      288$              2,221$     2,221$             
8/1/2011 July 799$      215$      52$      177$              1,243$     1,243$             
9/1/2011 Aug 196$    1,665$   144$      52$      174$              1,025$  3,255$     3,255$             

10/1/2011 Sept 76$      3,794$   1,244$   52$      7,048$           12,213$   12,213$           
11/1/2011 Oct 133$    4,131$   1,859$   52$      6,472$           12,647$   12,647$           
12/1/2011 Nov 136$    3,865$   2,142$   74$      2,533$           1,138$  9,888$     9,888$             

1/1/2012 Dec 193$    3,558$   2,845$   74$      1,125$           7,795$     7,795$             
2/1/2012 Jan 136$    3,582$   2,048$   66$      780$              869$     7,481$     
3/1/2012 Feb 138$    3,748$   2,438$   82$      785$              987$     8,177$     
4/1/2012 Mar 138$    3,551$   1,884$   74$      1,842$           7,489$     
5/1/2012 Apr 85$      3,476$   1,716$   74$      3,833$           9,183$     
6/1/2012 May 117$    1,877$   1,131$   74$      1,314$           4,514$     

1,406$ 34,916$ 18,617$ 776$    26,371$         4,019$  86,106$   49,261$           

7/1/2012 June 850$      531$      74$      1,455$     1,455$             
8/1/2012 July 120$    788$      74$      252$              1,234$     1,234$             
9/1/2012 Aug 75$      1,635$   22$        74$      270$              225$     2,302$     2,302$             

10/1/2012 Sept 136$    3,841$   1,059$   4,876$           9,912$     9,912$             
11/1/2012 Oct 133$    3,717$   920$      97$      2,137$           610$     7,614$     7,614$             
12/1/2012 Nov 36$      4,111$   3,097$   1,157$           8,401$     8,401$             

1/1/2013 Dec 60$      3,479$   3,366$   160$    855$              1,318$  9,238$     9,238$             
2/1/2013 Jan 90$      3,553$   4,256$   52$      744$              8,696$     
3/1/2013 Feb 95$      3,799$   3,813$   230$    896$              606$     9,439$     
4/1/2013 Mar 95$      3,369$   3,490$   42$      675$              7,672$     
5/1/2013 Apr 92$      3,657$   2,815$   103$    763$              463$     7,893$     
6/1/2013 May 59$      1,955$   1,658$   52$      709$              4,433$     

990$    34,754$ 25,029$ 958$    13,336$         3,222$  78,289$   40,156$           

7/1/2013 June 59$      715$      26$        122$    236$              1,159$     1,159$             
8/1/2013 July 373$    74$        228$              674$        674$                
9/1/2013 Aug 42$      4,635$   1,932$   113$    12,617$         19,338$   19,338$           

10/1/2013 Sept 96$      4,854$   2,595$   135$    12,157$         252$     20,089$   20,089$           
11/1/2013 Oct 102$    4,390$   2,509$   136$    6,010$           368$     13,515$   13,515$           
12/1/2013 Nov 97$      4,021$   3,634$   846$              466$     9,064$     9,064$             

1/1/2014 Dec 90$      3,237$   2,967$   143$    902$              7,339$     7,339$             
2/1/2014 Jan 110$    3,646$   4,811$   70$      852$              583$     10,073$   
3/1/2014 Feb 94$      3,306$   3,026$   866$              7,292$     
4/1/2014 Mar 91$      3,091$   3,243$   146$    849$              576$     7,996$     
5/1/2014 Apr 96$      3,653$   2,658$   148$    1,330$           7,884$     
6/1/2014 May 96$      3,262$   2,064$   152$    5,709$           11,283$   

1,347$ 38,884$ 29,466$ 1,164$ 42,602$         2,244$  115,707$ 71,178$           

7/1/2014 June 60$      3,070$   26$        4$        9,091$           12,251$   12,251$           
8/1/2014 July 61$      1,319$   3,388$   443$              5,211$     5,211$             
9/1/2014 Aug 311$    4,327$   325$      62$      265$              5,289$     5,289$             

10/1/2014 Sept 101$    4,715$   2,550$   70$      295$              466$     8,197$     8,197$             
11/1/2014 Oct 92$      4,715$   3,366$   70$      1,255$           9,498$     9,498$             
12/1/2014 Nov 105$    4,392$   7,927$   1,033$           13,457$   13,457$           

1/1/2015 Dec 95$      3,796$   180$      70$      749$              4,889$     4,889$             
824$    26,334$ 17,762$ 275$    13,130$         466$     58,792$   58,792$           
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  February 17th City Counsel Presentation 
	  

2015	  Ice	  Den	  Spring	  and	  Summer	  Schedule	  Requests	  
	  
Immediate	  Objectives:	  Request	  for	  spring	  and	  summer	  ice	  dates:	  
For	  the	  last	  three	  seasons	  Glacier	  Skate	  has	  developed	  multiple	  ice	  programs	  that	  have	  expanded	  significantly.	  	  As	  approved	  and	  
operated	  last	  year,	  Glacier	  Skate	  again	  is	  requesting	  11-‐weeks	  of	  pre-‐paid	  ice	  rentals	  for	  immediate	  programming	  needs	  for	  this	  
coming	  spring	  and	  summer.	  By	  planning	  for	  this	  ice	  time	  now	  insures	  the	  needed	  time	  to	  effectively	  market	  programs.	  In	  order	  
to	  provide	  the	  opportunity	  for	  the	  ice	  community	  and	  user	  groups	  to	  meet	  current	  growth	  demand	  and	  to	  cultivate	  further	  
growth,	  a	  "seed	  program"	  is	  needed	  to	  cover	  the	  minimum	  baseline	  costs	  to	  keep	  ice	  on	  the	  floor.	  Two	  User	  groups	  for	  this	  2015	  
proposal	  will	  prepay	  costs	  associated	  (see	  attachment).	  	  
	  

1.	  Maintain	  Ice	  on	  the	  floor	  from	  April	  19th	  -‐	  June	  6th,	  2015	  	  
Programs	  Offered	  to	  the	  Public	  include	  skills	  camps,	  special	  programs,	  private	  lessons	  and	  programs	  for	  all	  user	  groups:	  
Figure	  Skating,	  Youth	  Hockey,	  Adult	  Hockey	  and	  Learn	  to	  Skate	  users.	  
	  
Proposed	  Pre-‐Paid	  Ice	  Rental:	  211.75	  Hours	  in	  7-‐weeks	  of	  extension	   	  	  	  	  	  	   Revenue:	  $	  26,469	  
	  
2.	  Maintain	  Ice	  on	  the	  floor	  starting	  August	  10th	  –	  Aug	  29	  2015	  for	  3-‐week	  summer	  camp	  
	  
Programs	  Offered	  to	  the	  Public	  include,	  LTS,	  Figure	  Skating,	  Power	  Skating,	  Professional	  Ice	  Shows	  	   	  
	   	   	  
Proposed	  Pre-‐Paid	  Ice	  Rental	  	   -‐	  186	  Hour	  in	  3-‐Weeks	   	   	   	   Revenue:	  $	  23,250	  
	  
3.	  Financial	  Notes	  for	  consideration	  of	  proposed	  “seed”	  funding	  spring	  and	  summer	  dates	  2015:	  
(	  see	  appendices/worksheet	  attached	  for	  more	  data	  )	  
	  

11	  week	  Rental:	  
	  Total	  Per-‐paid	  Revenue:	  	   	   	   $	  49,719	  
	  
Baseline	  Cost	  to	  operate	  (from	  city	  data):	  	   <$	  36,466>	  
	  
Total	  gross	  proceeds	  to	  city:	  	   	   	   $	  13,253	  
	  
Note:	  Utility	  Cost	  historically:	  (old	  system	  –	  new	  system)	  
August	  2014	  Summer	  Camp	  Utility	  Costs:	  $5,669.00	  (WITH	  Updated	  system)	  
August	  2013	  Summer	  Camp	  Utility	  Costs:	  $18,888.00	  (Using	  Old	  system)	  

	  

4.	  Important	  Financial	  Notes	  for	  2015	  success:	  	  

	  
-‐Other	  user	  groups	  are	  willing	  to	  rent	  ice	  as	  in	  previous	  seasons	  and	  once	  ice	  time	  is	  confirmed.	  Incremental	  rentals	  of	  
available	  ice	  time	  over	  the	  proposed	  11-‐weeks	  extended	  period	  would	  generate	  additional	  revenues	  from	  these	  other	  
user	  groups.	  	  
	  
-‐ Given	  the	  nature	  of	  these	  2015	  programs	  only	  one	  facility	  staff	  is	  need	  for	  the	  hours	  of	  rental	  and	  shoulder	  hours	  

only.	  Full	  day	  service	  staff,	  as	  during	  the	  regular	  season,	  is	  NOT	  needed.	  	  
-‐ 	  
-‐	  One	  facility	  staff	  person	  at	  ($25/hr),	  yields	  about	  $90/hr	  incremental	  gross	  earnings.	  	  

-‐	  Mid-‐April	  to	  August	  is	  a	  different	  ice	  season	  than	  September	  to	  March.	  Expanding	  to	  these	  dates	  consistently	  allows	  for	  
programs	  to	  plan	  for,	  market	  and	  secure	  rental	  revue	  for	  this	  2015	  11-‐week	  period.	  This	  helps	  step	  the	  ice	  center	  and	  its	  
Growing	  programs	  in	  future	  seasons	  and	  the	  expansion	  of	  rental	  ice	  income	  year	  round.	  	  Without	  ice	  available	  the	  user	  
programs	  can	  not	  prepare	  in	  advance	  nor	  rent	  ice.	  	  
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  February 17th City Counsel Presentation 
	  

	  	  

Improved	  Mechanical	  System,	  Accomplishments	  and	  Notes	  for	  consideration	  for	  2015	  -‐	  and	  for	  future	  season	  year	  
round	  ice.	  	  

	  

1.The	  Ice	  plant	  is	  confirmed	  by	  city	  engineering	  outline:	  

	  The	  Ice	  plant	  is	  confirmed	  to	  be	  designed	  for	  and	  able	  to	  operate	  year	  round	  and	  for	  these	  2015	  dates	  
requested.	  Please	  see	  the	  attached	  MM	  engineering	  summary	  and	  the	  more	  involved	  City	  Document	  from	  the	  
Engineer	  who	  designed	  the	  system	  that	  is	  in	  operation	  presently.	  	  

	  

2.Insulation	  projects	  is	  a	  GO:	  

City	  council	  has	  approved	  and	  allocated	  funds	  for	  installation	  of	  Low-‐E	  ceiling	  insulation.	  	  

Virgil	  has	  confirmed	  compatibility	  of	  the	  fire	  suppression	  systems	  and	  insulation,	  which	  saves	  the	  City	  about	  
$10,500,	  so	  that	  install	  can	  be	  scheduled.	  Two	  Bids	  are	  received.	  	  

	  

3.	  Back-‐up	  Compressor	  is	  Funded	  for	  purchase.	  

Per	  Park	  Board	  request,	  Glacier	  Skate	  and	  Private	  Donors	  raised	  money	  to	  purchase	  the	  back-‐up	  compressor.	  

(The	  old	  compressor	  will	  be	  analyzed	  to	  determine	  cause	  of	  failure)	  

	  

4.	  New	  Evaporative	  cooling	  system	  is	  installed.	  

Per	  Park	  Board	  request,	  Glacier	  Skate	  and	  Private	  Donors	  raised	  money	  and	  installed	  prior	  to	  last	  August	  start-‐up	  
date	  and	  the	  new	  Evaporative	  Condenser	  that	  is	  far	  more	  efficient,	  saves	  money,	  and	  was	  designed	  to	  
accommodate	  year	  round	  use	  (see	  attachment).	  	  

	  

5.	  Schedule	  is	  compatible:	  

	  This	  2015	  schedule	  request	  proposal	  allows	  for	  the	  Low-‐E	  insulation	  project	  to	  proceed.	  Insulation	  contractor	  
could	  install	  after-‐hours	  or	  during	  the	  7-‐week	  closure	  period	  (mid-‐June/July)	  of	  ice	  removal.	  Some	  concrete	  
repairs	  are	  planned	  and	  the	  closure	  dates	  can	  accommodate	  this	  service.	  	  

	  

6.	  Future	  Years	  Growth	  into	  Year	  round	  ice.	  

The	  facility	  will	  enjoy	  significant	  utility	  savings	  with	  concrete	  repairs	  complete,	  insulation	  installed	  and	  new	  
condenser	  system	  running.	  These	  are	  not	  yet	  in	  the	  numbers	  used	  to	  analyze	  this	  request	  yet	  they	  will	  be	  
physically	  in	  place	  and	  benefit	  in	  next	  years	  numbers.	  	  

The	  engineer’s	  analysis	  of	  the	  system	  outlined	  that	  running	  ice	  year	  round	  may	  actually	  be	  the	  most	  cost	  
efficient	  operation	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons.	  Additional	  data	  can	  be	  gathered	  to	  understand	  this	  more	  completely.	  	  

Running	  ice	  efficiently	  in	  the	  insulated	  building	  with	  expanded	  rental	  income	  is	  the	  responsible,	  efficient	  and	  
profitable	  way	  to	  developed	  metered	  healthy	  and	  well-‐planned	  growth.	  	  This	  is	  the	  visionary	  and	  appropriate	  
response	  to	  the	  users	  who	  pay	  for	  and	  benefit	  from	  the	  facility	  they	  built,	  improved	  and	  deliver	  to	  the	  city.	  	  

Future	  season	  Growth	  may	  warrant	  a	  review	  and	  consideration	  of	  alternate	  administration	  structures	  to	  help	  the	  city	  
and	  users	  in	  the	  long	  run.	  Work	  sessions	  about	  models	  following	  the	  Wave’s	  operating	  structure	  may	  be	  advantageous	  
and	  worthy	  of	  discussion	  in	  a	  collaborative	  spirit.	  	  

	  
	  

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 409 of 486



Stumptown	  Ice	  Den	  August	  Utility	  Expenses
Historical-‐Projected

Month	  Usage	  (paid	  Sept) PROPOSED PROPOSED
Utility	  Services Aug	  '13	  (a) Aug	  '14	  (b) Aug	  '15	  (c)	   Cumulative Aug	  '15 3-‐weeks	  (8/10-‐30) Apr-‐Jun'15 7-‐weeks	  (4/19-‐6/6)

actual actual Projected Savings
Electric-‐	  Ice	  Plant	  (meter	  #	  47435954) $4,246 $3,896 $3,117 3,900 Aug'14	  avg 2,900 Apr-‐June	  '14	  avg

26.6%
Electric-‐	  House	  (meter	  #	  37270721) 352 377 395 395 Aug'14 400 Apr-‐June	  '14	  avg

(+)	  12%
Water	  (meter	  #	  18-‐00930) 12,552 26 21 880 (100,000	  x	  .0088/gal) 525 (60,000	  x	  .0088/gal)

99.8%
Gas-‐	  Dehumidifier 1,738 1,370 1,030 1,400 Aug'14	  avg 1600 Apr-‐June	  '14	  avg

40.7%
Month	  Total $18,888 $5,669 $4,563
Savings	  relative	  prior	  year 	  -‐-‐ 70% 20% 76%

6,575 sub	  total	  utilities 5,425 sub	  total	  utilities
Notes: x1.1 10%	  contingency	  (plus	  additional	  Low-‐E	  savings) x1.1 10%	  contingency	  (plus	  additional	  Low-‐E	  savings)
(a)	  Old	  roof-‐top	  condenser,	  Dehumidifier	  set	  45%	  IAQ	  mode 7,233 total	  utilities 5,968 total	  utilties
(b)	  New	  Evaporative	  Condenser	  &	  expansion	  valves,	  Dehumififier	  set	  55%	  IAQ	  mode 3,664 Avg	  Monthly	  Maintenance-‐Repair 3,664 Avg	  Monthly	  Maintenance-‐Repair
(c)	  New	  Low-‐E	  Ceiling,	  Dehumidifier	  set	  55%	  Non-‐Occ	  mode	  (projected	  values) 10,897 Aug	  total 9,632 Avg	  monthly	  cost

x.25 Weekly	  cost x.25 Weekly	  multiplier
2,724 1-‐week	  cost	  sub	  total 2,408 1-‐week	  cost	  sub	  total
1,850 Staff-‐	  Weekly	  (62hr/6	  days	  +	  12hrs	  	  @	  $25/hr)	   819 Staff	  person-‐	  Weekly	  (22.75hr/5	  days	  +	  10hrs	  	  @	  $25/hr)	  
4,574 Aug	  weekly	  cost 3,227 Apr-‐Jun	  avg	  weekly	  cost

x3 3-‐weeks	   x7 7-‐weeks	  
$13,722 Total	  Aug	  3-‐week	  Cost 21,231 Sub	  total
$23,250 Baseline	  "Seed"	  Revenue	  (contract	  rental	  186hrs	  x	  $125/hr)	   1,513	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Staff	  person-‐	  Hockey	  Tournaments	  (52.5	  hrs/4days	  +	  8hrs	  @$25/hr)
$9,528 Gross	  earnings	  Aug'15 $22,744 Total	  Apr-‐Jun	  cost	  (7-‐weeks)

41% Gross	  margin $26,469 Baseline	  "Seed"	  Revenue	  (contract	  rental	  211.75hrs	  x	  $125/hr)	  
$3,725 Gross	  earnings	  Apr-‐Jun'15

14% Gross	  margin
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Glacier Skate Academy
PO Box 4593

Whitefish, MT 59937
glacierskate@gmail.com

406-407-8226

To The Members of City Counsel,

The Whitefish Figure Skating Club is an rapidly growing 501c-3 non-profit organization that has been 
operating in Whitefish since 1993. We use our affiliated name Glacier Skate Academy to broaden our 
skating market. From 1993 - 2011 our program was figure skating and we averaged 20 - 30 skating 
members through those years. We currently have grown to over 200 members that have participated in 
our programs since last August 2014, a 10x growth rate! We offer figure skating for recreational and 
competitive skaters, power skating for hockey players who want to improve their skating skills for both 
kids and adults, we’ve developed a Learn-to-Skate program in 2013, managed by USFSA Certified/
Licensed/Insured director to improve the process of kids learning how to skate and develop them into 
the figure skating and hockey programs offered at the Ice Den. We’ve also created a professional ice 
show series in the month of August that we’ve done in 2013 & 2014 that has taken our summer ice 
camp program to a professional level that isn’t offered across the United States and Canada. 

To be a competitive figure skater in this day and age you have to train at an ice rink that has ice on the 
floor 11- 12 months per year. We’ve made it our mission and goal to develop and establish this for the 
kids in our programs. Giving kids and their families the opportunity to live at home and not have to 
travel for 3-4 months per year and/or eventually move away at a really early age to attain their goals in 
the sport of figure skating and even hockey players that are running into the same problems. The Ice 
Den is an amazing place and is the only indoor ice rink in the Flathead Valley and now with the 
fundraising efforts of so many we’ve been able to create what was once only looked at as a seasonal 
facility into a year round facility with more opportunity for the kids and families that have attracted home 
sales and more US and Canadian tourists for local businesses in the area.  

We are excited to help with the growth of the Ice Den that was developed by so many volunteers that 
privately funded by the community that built this awesome facility, and with the recent upgrades of 
mechanical equipment, that has proven to operate more efficiently. As a result we’ve been able to 
significantly grow and strengthen the learn to skate program which is the critically important feeder 
program for figure skating, youth hockey and public skating programs.

We are looking forward to the future of creating the first year round ice skating facility/program in the 
state of Montana and excited to grow with all the other user groups at the Ice Den.

Kind Regards,
Chad Goodwin
Director of Skating
406-407-8226
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Dear Whitefish City Council Members, 
 
I am writing to request that the Council grant the request of Glacier Skate to 
extend the ice season from April to June and the August early open dates, as 
has been granted for the past two years. The program has grown in reputation 
and has been a great draw for our community, which is a benefit to us all. It has 
enabled figure skaters to compete regionally in the fall, brought world class and 
Olympic coaches to instruct, and brought participants from all over the valley and 
Canada to Whitefish. 
 
Last year, through my Whitefish Community Foundation fund, I pledged $10,000 
to be paid over the next five years to assist the rink with equipment upgrades in 
order to help make the rink more efficient during the summer months. The first 
$2,000, paid last year, went toward the evaporative condenser. My 
understanding is that this evaporated condenser has reduced utilities 
substantially and the low-e ceiling, now only awaiting an install date, will create 
even more efficiency. Last week, the second $2,000 was paid to go toward the 
back-up compressor. 
 
As many of you know, I was a part of the original group of private donors and 
played a key role on the committee to help fundraise for this 2.5 million dollar 
donated facility. Year round opportunities were the mission and mandate of the 
original project. This was the promise to the users and people of Whitefish who 
helped develop and pay for the Ice Den. I further request and support the 
ongoing pursuit of year round ice for subsequent seasons. Year round ice is the 
next step in providing many income and program opportunities for all the user 
groups, including the City. 
 
Please support Glacier Skate's schedule request and the ongoing development 
of the wonderful growing programs they and other user groups offer. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Kramer	  
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Whitefish Figure Skating Club/Glacier Skate Academy 
Ice Rental Proposal

2015 Spring Ice Extension Proposal
Spring Dates: April 19th - June 6th, 2015        Total  

Glacier Skate Academy (GSA)     7 Weeks - 20 Hours Per week of Pre-Paid Ice     $17,500.00

Hourly Spring Rate: $125.00 per hour

2015 Summer Ice Extension Proposal
Summer Dates: August 10th - August 29th, 2015    Total
Glacier Skate Academy (GSA) 3 Weeks - 62 Hours Per Week $23,250.00

Hourly Spring Rate: $125.00 per hour

Summer Weekly Schedule
Sunday: 
Monday: 8:00am - 7:00pm
Tuesday: 8:00am - 7:00pm
Wednesday: 8:00am - 7:00pm
Thursday: 8:00am - 7:00pm
Friday: 8:00am - 7:00pm
Saturday: 2:00pm - 9:00pm

Spring Weekly Schedule
Sunday: 
Monday: 3:00pm - 7:00pm
Tuesday: 3:00pm - 7:30pm
Wednesday: 3:00pm - 7:00pm
Thursday: 3:00pm - 7:30pm
Friday: 3:00pm - 6:00 pm
Saturday: 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 413 of 486



	  

To:	  	  Whitefish	  City	  Council	  

From:	  	  Andy	  Hergesheimer,	  Flathead	  Recreation	  Management,	  LLC	  

Date:	  	  February	  9,	  2015	  

Subject:	  	  Extended	  Season	  

	  

I	  would	  first	  like	  to	  express	  my	  thanks	  for	  extending	  the	  skating	  season	  at	  the	  Stumptown	  Ice	  

Den	  past	  the	  original	  closing	  date	  of	  April	  19.	  	  We	  already	  have	  8	  adult	  teams	  committed	  for	  a	  

tournament	  on	  April	  24-‐26.	  We	  also	  have	  7	  teams	  currently	  committed	  for	  another	  adult	  tournament	  on	  

May	  8-‐10.	  	  I	  have	  no	  doubt	  that	  we	  will	  get	  to	  our	  maximum	  of	  10	  teams	  for	  each	  tournament.	  

Over	  the	  years,	  we	  have	  done	  several	  surveys	  compiling	  data	  from	  out-‐of	  town	  hockey	  players	  

competing	  in	  our	  tournaments.	  	  We	  have	  learned	  that	  between	  hotels,	  restaurants,	  bars,	  skiing,	  golf	  and	  

retail	  stores	  that	  each	  adult	  tournament	  injects	  around	  $75,000-‐$85,000	  into	  our	  local	  economy.	  	  Each	  

tournament	  also	  purchases	  22-‐28	  hours	  of	  ice	  from	  the	  Stumptown	  Ice	  Den.	  

With	  the	  extended	  season,	  we	  have	  now	  gone	  from	  6	  adult	  tournaments	  to	  8	  adult	  tournaments	  

for	  the	  2014-‐2015	  skating	  season.	  

Also	  during	  the	  extended	  season	  we	  are	  going	  to	  continue	  to	  serve	  the	  needs	  of	  our	  local	  hockey	  

players	  by	  running	  another	  league	  session	  2-‐3	  nights	  a	  week.	  

As	  we	  look	  forward	  to	  the	  2015-‐2016	  season,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  continue	  running	  the	  8	  existing	  

adult	  tournaments	  and	  add	  a	  9th	  adult	  tournament	  in	  late	  May	  and	  a	  10th	  adult	  tournament	  in	  mid	  June.	  	  	  	  
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2015 Spring Ice Rink Extension Proposal – Adult Hockey 

April 24-26, 2015:  19 total hours for a 50+ adult hockey tournament with 8 teams.  5 
additional hours may be requested if 10 teams register. 

 Friday:   5:00pm – 10:45pm 

 Saturday:  10:00am – 9:45pm 

 Sunday:  10:30am – 12:00pm 

  

May 8-10, 2015: :  22.5 total hours for a recreational level adult hockey tournament with 8 
teams.  5 additional hours may be requested if 10 teams register. 

 Friday:   5:00pm – 10:45pm 

 Saturday:  10:00am – 9:45pm 

 Sunday:  7:30am – 12:30pm 

April 21 – May 28:  33 total hours for adult spring co-rec league with 50-60 adults.  Additional 
hours may be requested if more than 60 players register. 

 Tuesdays(6) 7:45pm-10:30pm 

 Thursdays(6) 7:45pm-10:30pm 

All of these times will be purchased and managed by Flathead Recreation Management(FRM) 
and NOT the Whitefish Adult Hockey Association(WAHA).   

Andy Hergesheimer 

Flathead Recreation Management, LLC 
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February 10th, 2015

Dear City Counsel,
 
I am writing you this letter to urge the consideration of keeping the ice rink available more 
months through the year. Youth  Hockey in the valley has been growing drastically over the last 
10 years and is only going to continue to grow and add more players.  As GHA program ads 
more players, the competitive level and desire for more hockey will come with it.  It will be very 
important to provide opportunity for the kids in the valley more hockey related programs such as, 
spring hockey league’s, camps, and power skating clinics.  These are vital for our youth players 
looking to gain more skills in their sport to give them the competitive edge to continue their 
careers in high level hockey, whether is Junior hockey or College is so desired.
 
GHA currently plays in the East Kootenay League in British Columbia, Canada along with 
MAHA in Montana.  The EKL in Canada is creating spring leagues that will run from March 
through the beginning of May.  These will consist of exhibition games and tournaments.  GHA 
would like the opportunity to play in these tournaments and games. We would need the ice rink 
open to be able to continue to practice for Spring league and we could at some point host spring 
tournaments in Whitefish.  Spring Hockey is getting more popular each year since most kids that 
play multiple sports don’t begin those sports until May and they are not ready to be done with 
Hockey.  The spring Hockey league would also draw the Kalispell Flames since their rink closes 
each year at the end of February since its an outdoor rink. 
 
Along with Spring leagues we would like to have High Caliber camps offered at the Stumptown 
Ice Den, either June, July or August.  Rocky Mountain Hockey School was ready to put a camp 
on in Whitefish the first week of August but since we don’t know the rink will be open then, they 
will wait until next year in hopes we can open and they will come.  Most Hockey Schools begin 
their advertising in January for their camps coming up in the summer.  A camp like this in 
Whitefish will bring a lot of Canadians, and northwest kids to Whitefish.  This is good for the 
community of Whitefish and for our local boys that get that opportunity to be seen by Camp 
directors that are usually scouts as well.  They could potentially be offered to make the elite team 
that allows them travel internationally and play in tournaments around the world.  Without these 
type of camps, those opportunities are very rare without the proper exposure and networking 
with programs and scouts from other parts of the country. 
 
It is no doubt that all user groups of the Stumptown Ice Den have grown a lot over the last 5 
years and is only going to continue.  We need to be a head of this curve and prepared to use this 
facility for its best and highest use, hockey, figure skating, and curling.
 
 
Thanks you  for your time
 
 
Colby Shaw
GHA President
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704 C East 13th St. #560
Whitefish, Montana 59937

www.whitefishwolverines.com
406.763.1015

2/9/2015

To the honorable members of City Council:

I write today to express my support, and that of the Whitefish Wolverines Junior 
Hockey Club, for extending the availability of contractible ice at the Stumptown Ice Den to 
include “Summer Ice.”

I believe it has been demonstrated that leaving the floor in is a more cost effective 
method of operating our facility, and with solid financial frameworks and projections in 
place, I believe that demand, use, and consumption of the ice time will grow rapidly in this 
“off season time.” 

Depending on the timelines and scheduling in the Western States Hockey League 
(WSHL), the Wolverines Hockey Club would be regular consumers of “Summer Ice.” Most 
of the teams in this league operate in facilities with full time ice sheets. In fact, that has 
become such the norm in rink operations that it comes as a surprise when we inform 
prospective players or other organizations that we have a seasonal facility.  (It is usually 
followed the question of whether we have a roof or if we are on an outdoor sheet?) 

My staff and I spend most of the summer in rinks all over the United States 
and Canada attending camps and showcases, recruiting prospects for the upcoming 
season. These facilities are buzzing with activity; day camps and residential camps for 
youth hockey, youth hockey summer leagues, adult hockey summer leagues, hockey 
fantasy camps. Our region offers the additional benefit of providing spectacular outdoor 
recreational options to compliment this sporting recreation. 

Finally, whether you like it or not, the further along a young boy or girl gets in the 
sport of hockey, the more apparent it is that the sport has become a nearly year round 
commitment. I grew up playing in the seventies and eighties, and I and the players I was 
competing with and against were playing all or part of eleven months a year. In the last 
fifteen years, after moving to a region with a “seasonal sheetitis” I encountered for the 
first time since 1978 the off season (or as I like to call it “the down season”). As an old 
beer leaguer, I survived, but I could not have grown up here and reached my potential in 
the game. Having coached here all those fifteen years, it saddens me to see the unreached 
potential or players and families having to leave the area to pursue the dream.  We can fix 
this.

Thank you for your kind consideration and time on this matter. 

Best regards,
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704 C East 13th St. #560
Whitefish, Montana 59937

www.whitefishwolverines.com
406.763.1015

Howard H. Steel Jr.
President/General Manager
Whitefish Wolverines Junior Hockey Club, LLC
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Premium, Small Batch

Whitefish, Montana

Adult Hockey

Whitefish Adult Ice Hockey Association (WAHA)
P.O. Box 5027
Whitefish, MT 59937
http://www.whitefishhockey.org 

February 10, 2015

To Whom it May Concern,

The Whitefish Adult Ice Hockey Association does not currently have any plans for running programs after April 
19th, 2015. There are a number of logistics that make spring programs difficult for us, and we find that as the 
temperatures rise, there is too much competition from other activities for us to run our typical programs. 

We have heard that there has been a request from other user groups of the rink to extend the season into June. 
We would like to express our support for this extension. Provided the groups using the facility cover the costs of 
the use of the facility, we currently know no reason the facility should not be open. 

Even though we would not be running programs, we do know there are a lot of adult hockey players who would 
be interested in programs run by other groups. In the past Glacier Skate Academy has run skills camps, and stick 
and puck sessions that were attended by adults interested in improving their skills and keeping fresh throughout 
the summer. 

There are other groups such as Flathead Recreation Management who are interested in running a few tourna-
ments in the spring as well, involving players from both the Flathead Valley and other towns from outside the 
area. These tournaments bring money and customers to Whitefish restaurants, hotels and bars, and should have 
a positive impact on our rink and community. 

Many of the adult hockey players are also parents of youth hockey players that would also benefit from having 
more opportunities to skate in the spring and summer months in this area. Often these families who want their 
kids to keep skating, travel to other areas that have summer ice. Instead, families like these could be traveling 
here, and again, staying in hotels, eating in restaurants and supporting our rink. 

Overall the rink has a positive impact on the community of Whitefish—both to the sports community as well as 
the business community. The programs that will be run in the spring should be an extension of this. 

Sincerely,

Henry Roberts
President
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WHITEFISH COMMUNITTY RINK UPGRADES NARRATIVE 

Description of Existing Ice Refrigeration System 

The existing ice refrigeration system consists of two independent R-22 circuits each containing 

two compressors of 23 tons each at 10 °F evaporation temperature and 105 °F condensing 

temperature and an air cooled condenser with two separate refrigerant heat rejection circuits.  

The total plant cooling capacity is about 92 tons. The air cooled condenser is designed to reject 

792 Btu per hour of heat per each refrigeration circuit at a 31 °F temperature difference between 

the condensing temperature of 105 °F and the outside air temperature.  This means that the 

capacity of the overall refrigeration system will decrease substantially when the outside air 

temperature exceeds about 75 °F.  In other words the existing refrigeration system cannot 

maintain a quality ice surface during the summer months. Also heat recovery heat exchangers 

for each refrigeration circuit provide energy for a snowmelt pit heating coil and a rink underfloor 

heating system. 

Proposed Upgrades for Whitefish Community Rink 

In order to maintain quality ice during the summer months, this project intends to add an 

evaporative condenser which utilizes the evaporative cooling effect of water flowing over a 

refrigeration coil to provide for heat rejection during the summer months.  The refrigeration coil 

will have two independent circuits and be sized to reject enough heat for a future ammonia 

refrigeration plant of about 125 tons at a condensing temperature of 90 °F to operate more 

efficiently compared with the present system.  The new evaporative condenser should reject 

enough heat with R-22 as the refrigerant to allow the existing compressor system to operate at 

approximately 100 tons at a condensing temperature of 90 °F.  

In order to provide for flexibility in overall system operation the air cooled condenser system will 

be left piped into the system.  A summer/winter switch will allow for the operation with the new 

evaporative condenser during the summer months or either the new evaporative condenser or 

the existing air cooled condenser during the winter months.  Manual shutoff valves allow the two 

condensers to be separated from each other in the refrigerant piping circuit. 

Temperature Control Sequence 

1. There will be two modes of operation.  A summer/winter switch on a control panel

face in the refrigeration room shall select between winter operation using the existing

air cooled condenser and summer operation using the new evaporative condenser.

2. With the summer/winter switch in the summer position a new relay shall make if any

one of four compressors operate allowing the evaporative condenser control circuit

to be enabled.

3. With the summer/winter switch in the summer position a new relay shall make if any

one of four compressors operate allowing the evaporative condenser control circuit

to be enabled.

4/15/14
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4. There are two independent refrigeration circuits.   Each refrigeration circuit shall have

a two stage (or two single stage R-22 pressure sensors) measuring condensing

pressure in each refrigeration circuit.

5. The two high stage pressure sensors for each refrigeration circuit shall be wired in

parallel with a high fan relay, HFR, with a pilot light on the control panel face in the

refrigeration room.   The two low stage pressure sensors for each refrigeration circuit

shall be wired in parallel with a low fan relay, LFR, with a pilot light on the control

panel face.  In addition an evaporative condenser pump relay, PR, with a pilot light

on control panel face  shall start the evaporative condenser pump if any one of the

four compressors start

6. The LFR shall operate the evaporative condenser fan at low speed unless the HFR

causes the evaporative condenser fan to go to high speed.  A time delay relay shall

delay going from high speed to low speed for a minimum of 15 seconds.

7. With the summer/winter switch in the winter position the existing air cooled

condenser fan system will operate with the evaporative condenser locked out.

8. See temperature control wiring diagrams.  Temperature control sequence is also

indicated on sheet E-2.
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FIRM

TEAM

PORTFOLIO

SERVICES

NEWS

CAREERS

CONTACT

FIRM

M-E Engineers is a global mechanical and
electrical engineering design firm, founded in 1981,
whose portfolio includes some of the most
recognized buildings in the world. We draw from
our rich experience and deep knowledge base to
develop extraordinary solutions to common and
emerging design issues. What sets us apart is a
collaborative approach that is scalable from small
projects to complex domestic and international
commissions. We assemble teams made up of our
sector experts and local talent and resources, to
deliver projects anywhere in the world.

We are consistently ranked among the most green
firms in the industry. Our commitment to
sustainable design goes beyond specifying the
most energy efficient systems; we are energized to
work proactively with other project consultants to
develop design strategies and a framework for
bringing them into practice.

M-E Engineers is continually innovating techniques
and working to improve our results with each
project. We seek the optimal balance of
performance, value and cost. Our greatest
satisfaction comes from helping you to achieve
your objectives and exceeding your expectations.
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FIRM

TEAM

PORTFOLIO ↓

SERVICES

NEWS

CAREERS

CONTACT

ARENAS

2012 Olympics
Multiple Venues
London, UK

CenturyLink Center
(formerly Qwest Center)
Omaha, NE

Citizens Business Bank Arena
Ontario, CA

Consol Energy Center
Pittsburgh, PA

Copenhagen Arena
Copenhagen, Denmark

Edmonton Oilers Arena
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada

Forum
Inglewood, CA

HP Pavilion
San Jose, CA

Huntington Center
Toledo, OH

Madison Square Garden
New York, NY

MTS Center
Winnipeg, Canada

Phillips Arena
Atlanta, GA

Pinnacle Bank Arena
Lincoln, NE

Sprint Center
Kansas City, MO

Staples Center
Los Angeles, CA

The O2 Arena
London, UK

Project Descriptions
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2012 Olympics 
Multiple Venues
London, UK
Site supervision and/or
peer review for multiple
2012 Olympic venues: new
Aquatics Centre, a
temporary Water Polo
Centre, and a temporary
Basketball Arena capable
of deconstruction and re-
erection. Programmatic
areas of responsibility
included aquatics,
broadcast facilites, training
areas and support spaces.

CenturyLink Center
(formerly Qwest Center)
Omaha, NE
This 17,000-seat multi-
purpose arena is part of the
city’s convention center
complex. M-E Engineers
provided the complete
mechanical, electrical,
plumbing, sports lighting,
architectural lighting, and
special systems design for
both.

Citizens Business Bank
Arena
Ontario, CA
M-E Engineers provided
mechanical and electrical
engineering services for
this new 11,000-seat multi-
purpose arena. Home to
the ECHL Ontario Reign,
the facility serves ice
hockey, basketball,
concerts and other
entertainment events.

Consol Engery Center
Pittsburgh, PA
This new 18,000-seat NHL
arena for the Pittsburgh
Penguins is the first NHL
arena to earn LEED®
certification with high
efficiency design features in
water chillers, ammonia ice
chillers and lighting
strategies as well as
variable-primary pumping
strategies, enthalpy wheel
energy recovery and
demand controlled
ventilation in all air
handlers. LEED Gold
certified.

Copenhagen Arena
Copenhagen, Denmark
Multipurpose 15,000-seat
arena with state-of-the-art
technology and premier
acoustics. Full MEP duties
including venue technology
systems and sports lighting.
Target: BREEAM Very
Good.

Edmonton Oilers Arena
Edmonton, Alberta
This new 18,400-seat NHL
arena will be home to the
Edmonton Oilers. It is
designed to be an iconic
landmark and anchor of an
entertainment district being
created in downtown
Edmonton as a dense
urban development that is
walkable and sustainable
through four-season use

Forum
Inglewood, CA
The Forum underwent a
major reinvention, making it
the largest indoor
performance venue in the
country designed with a
focus on music and
entertainment. New
technology and substantial
building systems upgrades
include expanded and
upgraded amenities for
patrons and performing

artists, expanded dining
options and the latest
technical and rigging
systems.

HP Pavilion
San Jose, CA
18,500-seat NHL arena
which can be configured for
basketball, concerts and
other events.

Huntington Center
Toledo, OH
This multi-purpose 8,000-
seat community arena is
home to hockey and arena
football, and hosts
basketball tournaments,
concerts and other
entertainment events. The
mechanical design included
a cogeneration design
integrating (4) 65 kW gas
fired microturbine with 100
tons of associated waste
heat absorption cooling.
LEED Gold certified.

Madison Square Garden
New York, NY
The Garden’s $1B
renovation was completed
in three distinct phases. At
each phase, new MEP
systems had to be
integrated seamlessly with
the existing, the new and
work in progress.

Constructed in an urban
environment, above the
world’s most active transit
hub, every aspect of design
considered the impact on
event schedules, the
operation of Penn Station
below and the mixed-use
neighborhood around the
arena.

MTS Center
Winnipeg, Canada
New 15,000-seat
multipurpose events facility
features club seats, private
suites, party suites,
skywalks, and concessions.

Phillips Arena
Atlanta, GA
Provided complete MEP
and special systems
design. Our team analyzed
using district heating and
cooling vs. on-site
generation, as well as third
party financing of the
central plant with a lease
back scenario. The facility
includes 360-degree video
boards and an advanced
production studio.

Pinnacle Bank Arena
Lincoln, NE
New 16,500-seat multi-
purpose arena for the
University of Nebraska.
Provided MEP, fire
protection and lighting.
Designed with district
heating and cooling to
reduce the space used in
the arena by mechanical
and electrical equipment.
Improved the aesthetic of
the interior by integrating
seating bowl ductwork with
the exterior structure
through precision
coordination in Revit with
the structural team. MEP
systems were designed to
optimize energy efficiency
and maintain flexibility for
use in sports, concerts, and
other events.

Sprint Center
Kansas City, MO
This 18,000-seat arena
includes a 50,000 sf
museum and full NBA and
NHL build outs. The firm
designed complete MEP,
security, architectural
lighting, tele/data and
concession systems.

Staples Center
Los Angeles, CA
Services included complete
MEP and sports lighting
design for the 20,000-seat
multi-purpose arena which
features 160 luxury suites,
clubs and premier studio
and post-production
spaces. The project
includes an 80,000 sf
administrative wing.

The O2 Arena
London, UK
Full MEP design for the
complete development,
including the enhancement
of the Greenwich Peninsula
utility infrastructure. The
seating arrangement can
be modified and the floor
can be changed between
ice rink, basketball court,
exhibition space,
conference, private hire,
and concert venue. The
project comprises a 23,000-
seat arena, 2000-seat night
club, 65,000 sf exhibition
building, 22 restaurants, 15
bars, 10 retail units, and an
11 screen cinema.
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Stumptown	  Ice	  Den	  August	  Utility	  Expenses
Historical-‐Projected 1/21/15

Month	  Usage	  (paid	  Sept)
Utility	  Services Aug	  '13	  (a) Aug	  '14	  (b) Aug	  '15	  (c)	   Cumulative

Projected Savings
Electric-‐	  Ice	  Plant	  (meter	  #	  47435954) $4,246 $3,896 $3,117

26.6%
Electric-‐	  House	  (meter	  #	  37270721) 352 377 395

(+)	  12%
Water	  (meter	  #	  18-‐00930) 12,552 26 21

99.8%
Gas-‐	  Dehumidifier 1,738 1,370 1,030

40.7%
Month	  Total $18,888 $5,669 $4,563
Savings	  relative	  prior	  year 	  -‐-‐ 70% 20% 76%

Notes:
(a)	  Old	  roof-‐top	  condenser,	  Dehumidifier	  set	  45%	  IAQ	  mode
(b)	  New	  Evaporative	  Condenser	  &	  expansion	  valves,	  Dehumififier	  set	  55%	  IAQ	  mode
(c)	  New	  Low-‐E	  Ceiling,	  Dehumidifier	  set	  55%	  Non-‐Occ	  mode	  (projected	  values)

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 433 of 486

tcoburn
Text Box
Appendix C



February 11, 2014 

To: Park Board  
From: Karl Cozad, Director 
                               Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 

Re:  Recommendation from Ice Rink Advisory Committee regarding rink mechanical 
improvements  

Background  

Over the past several months a sub-committee of the Ice Rink Advisory Committee has 
spent countless hours researching the current operation of the Stumptown Ice Den from 
both the mechanical operations and programs services. One of the primary goals of this 
research was to investigate the possibilities of offering a greater level of service at the 
rink within the same amount of resources through achieving greater efficiencies of the 
existing mechanical systems. In addition, a number of other elements within the rink 
operation were examined and recommendations were made to also reflect potential 
impacts to the efficient operation of the rink. The scope and detail of this research will 
certainly be beneficial to the future operation of the Stumptown Ice Den and staff will 
proceed with an implementation plan in regards to specific recommendations. We 
appreciate the efforts put forth by the members of the sub-committee in providing this 
valuable information. 

For the purpose of the February 11, 2014 Park Board meeting, we will focus on the 
recommendation as being brought forth to the Park Board from the Ice Rink Advisory 
Committee at their regularly scheduled meeting held on Tuesday, February 4, 2014. After 
substantial analysis of data gathered from the sub-committee research, and with the 
assistance and recommendation from representatives of Arena Products and Services, it 
has been determined that in order for the existing mechanical to operate effectively within 
the “shoulder seasons” of the fall and spring, and the summer months, it will require the 
installation of a new evaporative condenser and a “low-e ceiling” into our existing 
system. A very rough estimate of the cost of these improvements, along with the 
necessary support elements, is $165,000.  
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Ice Rink Advisory Committee Action 

Given this broad recommendation, along with the general estimated costs, the Ice Rink 
Advisory Committee made the following motion as proposed by IRAC member Murray 
Craven and seconded by Donna Taylor and supported by the IRAC: 

“to proceed forward with a recommendation to the City of Whitefish Park Board to 
allow the Ice Rink Advisory Committee (IRAC) to proceed forward with 
fundraising efforts to secure funding in the amount of $165,000 as the necessary 
financial resources for the purchase and installation of an evaporative condenser 
and low-e ceiling by a date certain of March 15, 2014 with an installation to occur by 
June 29, 2014.” 

In conjunction with this motion, a number of key points have been made in regards to the 
“Proposal Document” as prepared by the sub-committee of the IRAC and the potential 
expansion of operating opportunities at the Stumptown Ice Den should these mechanical 
improvements be implemented. 

* Should the above stated goal be reached that sufficient funds ($15,000) be immediately 
set aside to acquire one replacement compressor to be on hand as a backup, and that a 
similar amount be set aside each year in anticipation of replacing compressors every three 
years (based upon the projected 3 year lifespan of existing compressors). 

* Should the above stated goal be reached that consideration be given to planning the 
expansion of program and operational opportunities for operating beyond the current 
schedule up to year round ice maintenance for FY 15. These opportunities will be 
demand driven and financial secured by contracted payment before approval. 

* In regards to expansion of operational opportunities, that a new rental fee schedule be 
established to reflect an increase in fees during seasons that incur additional operation 
expenses, i.e. regular season (October thru March current established fee schedule), 
“shoulder season” (September, April, and May increase in rate in correlation to increase 
in cost of operations during this period), “summer season” (June, July, and August an 
increase in rate in correlation to increase in cost of operations during this period of time). 

* Should the above stated goal of securing the $165,000 funds not be attained by March 
15, 2014, the balance of the needed funds shall be requested in the FY 15 Budget 
proposal as Capital Improvements within the Parks and Recreation proposed budget. 

* Should the above stated goal of securing the necessary funds by the certain date of 
March 15, 2014 and installation of said improvements not occur before June 29, 2014,  
the operational seasonal for the FY 15 year at the Stumptown Ice Den will not begin until 
September 6th, 2014. 
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Staff Recommendation  

It is the staff recommendation that the City of Whitefish Park Board endorse the motion 
as presented by the IRAC in their pursuit of acquiring the necessary funding for the 
identified improvements to the existing mechanical system at the Stumptown Ice Den 
within the established dates.  It important to note that should the necessary funds not be 
acquired within the dates and the installation not occur within the established dates that 
the operation of the Stumptown Ice Den will not begin until the September 6th 2014 date.  
It is widely accepted that the current mechanical system is not designed to operate under 
the typical temperatures that we experience in our region during the months of July and 
August, and that the stress placed on the operation of the system during this time results 
in a significant reduction in the life of the system as well as a substantial increase in the 
operation expenses.  
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

510 Railway Street  

PO Box 158,  Whitefish, MT  59937   

(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 
 

 
February 17, 2015 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 

 

RE: Parkland Dedication for Urban Infill Subdivisions 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and councilors, 
 
 
Enclosed in your last packet was a letter from contractor Mark Van Everen discussing the 
parkland dedication standards for small subdivisions. The council asked staff to talk in more 
detail on this issue at their next meeting. In researching Mr. Van Everen’s points, it appears that 
small urban infill subdivisions of 3 or more small sublots may have somewhat of an unfair 
parkland dedication compared to larger suburban subdivisions which are more common.  
Because of that, it may potentially discourage infill, or encourage developers to use other 
methods that require no parkland dedication (two lot subdivisions, etc). In Mark’s case, he is 
proposing to create three small sublots for a triplex townhouse out of one 10,000 square foot lot, 
and the current subdivision code parkland dedication formula would require him to dedicate the 
equivalent of one of those three new 3000 + square foot sublots to parks. 
 
Whitefish’s parkland dedication requirements are similar to many other communities around the 
state, but our code does require the dedication of more land for small infill subdivisions than 
Missoula for instance (see attached).  Many codes from other communities, including Missoula, 
also provide a bit more clarity with regard to determining cash-in-lieu value.  If directed, staff can 
do more research into the matter to determine if this is truly an issue, and look deeper at how 
other Montana communities may have addressed it. We can also take the issue to the Parks 
Board and the Planning Board for their input.  In looking into this matter, staff also determined 
we may need take a look at how our subdivision code addresses requirements for 
condominiums, and clarify their requirements for parkland dedication.  At your direction, we can 
make a review of parkland dedication code requirements a priority on our zoning text 
amendment list. 
 
Dave Taylor, AICP 
 

 
 
 
Enc. Whitefish and Missoula Parkland Dedication and Cash-in-Lieu subdivision codes 
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Whitefish Subdivision Regulations, Parkland Dedication  
 
Section 12-4-11 
 

Park and open space requirements shall comply with the requirements of the Montana 
subdivision and platting act, further the goals and policies of the Whitefish city-county 
growth policy and the park board. 

A. Formula To Determine Park Dedication Requirements: Park dedication requirements 
shall be based on the net acreage of the subdivision. The area provided for the park 
requirement shall be land either dedicated to the city of Whitefish as a park or open 
space area for public use; retained as a common area, homeowners' park or open space 
area privately owned and maintained; or land designated as a conservation easement 
managed by a qualified entity. Privately owned parks, open space or common areas 
may not have a change in use without the approval of the property owners within the 
subdivision and city council. Except as provided in this chapter, a subdivider shall be 
subject to the following park land or cash equivalent according to the following formula: 

1. In subdivisions that have an average lot size of ten thousand (10,000) square feet or 
less, the subdivider shall provide a cash or land dedication equal to 0.03 acres per lot; 

2. Eleven percent (11%) of the net acreage of the subdivision to be divided into lots one-
half (1/2) acre and smaller; 

3. Seven and a half percent (7.5%) of the net acreage of the subdivision to be divided 
into lots larger than one-half (1/2) acre and not larger than one acre in size; 

4. Five percent (5%) of the combined area of the net acreage of the subdivision into lots 
larger than one acre and not larger than three (3) acres in size; 

5. Two and a half percent (2.5%) of the net acreage of the subdivision to be divided into 
lots larger than three (3) acres and not larger than five (5) acres in size. 

  12-4-11  D. Park and Open Space Design Standards: 

4. If the required park land dedication is less than ten thousand (10,000) square feet, 
unless the land is immediately adjacent to an existing or planned future park area, it 
shall be considered an inappropriate size and the city shall request cash in lieu of park 
land dedication pursuant to subsection E of this section. 

And: 12-4-11 E. Cash In Lieu Of Park Land: 

1. Where, because of size, topography, shape, location, or other circumstances, the 
dedication of land for parks and playgrounds is undesirable, the city may make an order 
to be endorsed and certified on the plat accepting a cash donation in lieu of the 
dedication of land that would have been dedicated. For the purpose of this chapter, the 
fair market value is the value of undivided, unimproved land at the time of final plat 
submittal. 
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2. It shall be the responsibility of the subdivider to provide satisfactory evidence of the 
fair market value at the time of final plat submittal. When the subdivider and the city are 
unable to agree upon the fair market value, the city may require that the fair market 
value be established by an appraisal done by a qualified real estate appraiser of its 
choosing. The appraisal fee shall be the responsibility of the subdivider. 

 
 
Missoula Subdivision Regulations, Parkland Dedication 
 
3-080 
.2 
Requirements for Park Dedication  
Parkland dedication must be based on the net lotted area of the subdivision. Land area must be 
either dedicated or set aside as open space lands for parks,  open space lands as defined in 
these regulations, conservation easements, or common area held by the property owner where 
lots or dwelling units are leased or rented, a property owners association, a land conservation 
entity or City Council. Open space lands set aside as common area rather than dedicated to 
public use may not experience a change of use without the approval of the City  Council and the 
property owner where lots or dwelling units are leased or rented or entities in whose name the 
title to the property is held. Except as provided in this section, a subdivider must dedicate to the 
city, land or cash equal to the following:  
A. 
Eleven percent of the area of the land proposed to be subdivided into lots of .5 acre or smaller 
that will have one or two dwelling units on the lot or if three or more dwelling units will be placed 
on the lot, 0.02 acres per dwelling unit when net residential density of development is known at 
the time of preliminary plat, and if not known, then the subdivider must dedicate to the city, land 
or cash based upon the units per acre allowed by the applicable zoning multiplied by 0.02 acres;  
 
7. Cash donation in-lieu of land dedication must be equal to the fair market value of the amount 
of land that would have been statutorily required to be dedicated. For the purpose of these 
regulations, the fair market value is the value of the unsubdivided, unimproved land based upon 
the zoning designation that will apply to the proposed subdivision (i.e. the existing zoning, if the 
subdivision application is not accompanied by a rezoning request or the new proposed zoning if 
the subdivision application is accompanied by a rezoning request). Fair market value must be 
determined by a Montana State certified general real estate appraiser (as provided under MCA 
37-54-201 et seq) hired and paid for by the subdivider.  
A. 
For major subdivisions, a copy of the Summary Appraisal Report must be provided to the City 
Council for calculating the cash-in-lieu donation prior to final plat approval.  
B. 
For minor subdivisions, a copy of the Summary Appraisal Report or a Restricted Use Appraisal 
Report must be provided to the City Council for calculating the cash-in-lieu donation prior to final 
plat approval.  
C. 
For purposes of these regulations, appraisals are valid only if prepared within six months of the 
date that a complete final plat application is submitted for approval.  
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     76-3-621. Park dedication requirement. (1) Except as provided in 76-3-509 or subsections (2), (3), and
(6) through (9) of this section, a subdivider shall dedicate to the governing body a cash or land donation equal
to:
     (a) 11% of the area of the land proposed to be subdivided into parcels of one-half acre or smaller;
     (b) 7.5% of the area of the land proposed to be subdivided into parcels larger than one-half acre and not
larger than 1 acre;
     (c) 5% of the area of the land proposed to be subdivided into parcels larger than 1 acre and not larger than
3 acres; and
     (d) 2.5% of the area of the land proposed to be subdivided into parcels larger than 3 acres and not larger
than 5 acres.
     (2) When a subdivision is located totally within an area for which density requirements have been adopted
pursuant to a growth policy under chapter 1 or pursuant to zoning regulations under chapter 2, the governing
body may establish park dedication requirements based on the community need for parks and the
development densities identified in the growth policy or regulations. Park dedication requirements established
under this subsection are in lieu of those provided in subsection (1) and may not exceed 0.03 acres per
dwelling unit.
     (3) A park dedication may not be required for:
     (a) land proposed for subdivision into parcels larger than 5 acres;
     (b) subdivision into parcels that are all nonresidential;
     (c) a subdivision in which parcels are not created, except when that subdivision provides permanent
multiple spaces for recreational camping vehicles, mobile homes, or condominiums;
     (d) a subdivision in which only one additional parcel is created; or
     (e) except as provided in subsection (8), a first minor subdivision from a tract of record as described in
76-3-609(2).
     (4) The governing body, in consultation with the subdivider and the planning board or park board that has
jurisdiction, may determine suitable locations for parks and playgrounds and, giving due weight and
consideration to the expressed preference of the subdivider, may determine whether the park dedication must
be a land donation, cash donation, or a combination of both. When a combination of land donation and cash
donation is required, the cash donation may not exceed the proportional amount not covered by the land
donation.
     (5) (a) In accordance with the provisions of subsections (5)(b) and (5)(c), the governing body shall use the
dedicated money or land for development, acquisition, or maintenance of parks to serve the subdivision.
     (b) The governing body may use the dedicated money to acquire, develop, or maintain, within its
jurisdiction, parks or recreational areas or for the purchase of public open space or conservation easements
only if:
     (i) the park, recreational area, open space, or conservation easement is within a reasonably close proximity
to the proposed subdivision; and
     (ii) the governing body has formally adopted a park plan that establishes the needs and procedures for use
of the money.
     (c) The governing body may not use more than 50% of the dedicated money for park maintenance.

76-3-621. Park dedication requirement. http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/76/3/76-3-621.htm

1 of 2 2/11/2015 9:31 AM
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     (6) The local governing body shall waive the park dedication requirement if:
     (a) (i) the preliminary plat provides for a planned unit development or other development with land
permanently set aside for park and recreational uses sufficient to meet the needs of the persons who will
ultimately reside in the development; and
     (ii) the area of the land and any improvements set aside for park and recreational purposes equals or
exceeds the area of the dedication required under subsection (1);
     (b) (i) the preliminary plat provides long-term protection of critical wildlife habitat; cultural, historical, or
natural resources; agricultural interests; or aesthetic values; and
     (ii) the area of the land proposed to be subdivided, by virtue of providing long-term protection provided
for in subsection (6)(b)(i), is reduced by an amount equal to or exceeding the area of the dedication required
under subsection (1);
     (c) the area of the land proposed to be subdivided, by virtue of a combination of the provisions of
subsections (6)(a) and (6)(b), is reduced by an amount equal to or exceeding the area of the dedication
required under subsection (1); or
     (d) (i) the subdivider provides for land outside of the subdivision to be set aside for park and recreational
uses sufficient to meet the needs of the persons who will ultimately reside in the subdivision; and
     (ii) the area of the land and any improvements set aside for park and recreational uses equals or exceeds
the area of dedication required under subsection (1).
     (7) The local governing body may waive the park dedication requirement if:
     (a) the subdivider provides land outside the subdivision that affords long-term protection of critical wildlife
habitat, cultural, historical, or natural resources, agricultural interests, or aesthetic values; and
     (b) the area of the land to be subject to long-term protection, as provided in subsection (7)(a), equals or
exceeds the area of the dedication required under subsection (1).
     (8) (a) A local governing body may, at its discretion, require a park dedication for:
     (i) a subsequent minor subdivision as described in 76-3-609(3); or
     (ii) a first minor subdivision from a tract of record as described in 76-3-609(2) if:
     (A) the subdivision plat indicates development of condominiums or other multifamily housing;
     (B) zoning regulations permit condominiums or other multifamily housing; or
     (C) any of the lots are located within the boundaries of a municipality.
     (b) A local governing body that chooses to require a park dedication shall specify in regulations the
circumstances under which a park dedication will be required.
     (9) Subject to the approval of the local governing body and acceptance by the school district trustees, a
subdivider may dedicate a land donation provided in subsection (1) to a school district, adequate to be used
for school facilities or buildings.
     (10) For the purposes of this section:
     (a) "cash donation" is the fair market value of the unsubdivided, unimproved land; and
     (b) "dwelling unit" means a residential structure in which a person or persons reside.
     (11) A land donation under this section may be inside or outside of the subdivision.

     History: En. Sec. 9, Ch. 468, L. 1995; amd. Sec. 27, Ch. 582, L. 1999; amd. Sec. 8, Ch. 348, L. 2001; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 469, L.
2003; amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 333, L. 2005; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 264, L. 2007; amd. Sec. 21, Ch. 446, L. 2009.

76-3-621. Park dedication requirement. http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/76/3/76-3-621.htm

2 of 2 2/11/2015 9:31 AM
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I 

l)ridgewater Innovative l)uilders Incorporated 

4 fine Avenue Whitefish, MT 59977 

fhone:406.260. 1204 

www.bridgewaterbuilds.com mark@bridgewaterbuilds.com 

Problem: Whitefish Policy Discrepancy: Park Land Fees for % acre infill lot 
development 

Background: I purchased a piece of property in July at the corner of Murray Ave 
and Hwy 93 (640 2nd Street West). The purchase included two lots, one of which 
has a house, the other as vacant land. The lots are less than a % acre each and 
the zoning is WR3. I have been working to get approval to build a triplex on the 
vacant lot as an infill project. I have been approved for preliminary plat and in 
December I submitted for final plat. 

As part of the conditions for subdivision approval, developers must donate to the 
City on behalf of local parks. This requirement is found in the City regulations 
under 12-4-11: Park Land and Open Space Requirements. A developer can 
either donate land for a park as part of the subdivision effort or donate cash in 
lieu of the land. According to Planning Director Dave Taylor, he looked back 7 

years and found one example of where this cash in lieu fee has been exercised. 
In this case the applicant paid $6,500 for dividing 4 lots. 

The problem originates in interpretation and application of the cash contribution 
formula. The language is unclear and depending on how it is viewed, radical 
differences in what is ultimately assessed can be calculated. 

After looking into what is written as state law on this issue, it is clear that the city 
has adopted the same language almost verbatim as the state language with a 
few key differences: the first and most important is that the state has given cities 
a range to charge developers with a not to exceed cap, whereas the adopted 
Whitefish language does not provide a range but rather applies only the state 
cap. In other words, the highest fees will always be assessed and the net result 
is that all projects must be handled exactly the same, whether they are similar or 
not, whether they are a % acre infill project or a larger annexed development. 

The formula is designed for larger, non-urban parcels of land rather than infill 
projects. If staff is forced to use the formula on smaller tracks of land, 
unrealistic fees can be assessed. In my case, it's possible that I need to give 
away the value of 1 of my three lots being created. If building multifamily infill 
projects are subject to unrealistic assessments, developers will simply steer clear 
of townhouses so as to avoid this fee altogether. 

Specializing in Sustainable Homes and High f ertormance Construction 

City Council Packet  February 17, 2015   page 446 of 486



f)ridgewater Innovative f)uilderslncorporated 

+ fine Avenue Whitefish, MT 59977 
fhone:"l-06.260. 120+ 

www.bridgewaterbuilds.com mark@bridgewaterbuilds.com 

The actual language from the City reads: 
"In subdivisions that have an average lot size of ten thousand (10,000) 
square feet or less, the subdivider shall provide a cash or land dedication 
equal to .03 acres per lot. 11 

Additionally: 
" .. . For the purpose of this chapter, the fair market value is the value of 
undivided, unimproved land at the time of final plat submittal. II 

" . .. when the subdivider and the city are unable to agree upon the fair 
market value, the city may require that the fair market value be 
established by an appraisal .. . " 

Example 1, typical suburban subdivision 

5 acre WR-1 parcel valued at $300,000, divided into 20 10,000 sq ft lots. 

1 acre = 60,000 value 

Parkland dedication is: .03 x 20 (lots) = .6 acres, or 26,136 sq ft. For cash in 
lieu, that value would be 60,000 x .6, or $36,000, or . 12% of the overall value. 

Example 2, urban infill high density subdivision 

10,000 sq ft WR-4 parcel, valued at $200,000, divided into three 3000 sq ft min 
size lots for a tri-plex type zero lot line townhouse 

10k sq ft = .229 acres 

Difficult to determine what the value of one acre would be, (but following the 
logic that was previously used by staff for the one applicant) with taking the 
purchase price of $200,000 and dividing it by .229 acres, creates a value of 
$873,362 per acre for urban property, which is unrealistic. 

Parkland dedication is .03 x 3, or .09 acres, or 3920 square feet, which is 40% of 
the total land involved, a much higher extraction than the suburban subdivision 
shown above. Since the parks department will not take a park less than an acre, 
cash-in-lieu is the only option. 

Specializing in Sustainable tlomes and High f erformance Construction 
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Based on the value per acre from the purchase price and the parkland exaction 
of .03 acres per lot, the parkland dedication would be $80,000, which is highly 
unreasonable for a small three lot urban infill subdivision. Because of this, 
developers will skirt this regulation by creating condominiums or duplexes only, 
which are exempt from parkland dedication, so no money goes to the park 
system. 

It would be much more reasonable to add an exemption for infill subdivisions 
where if the total subdivision is less than an acre the formula for cash or land 
dedication was .01 acres per lot. 

In addition to the above examples that demonstrate disparity, there are a variety 
of upfront issues with basic interpretation. Because the language is not clear as 
to exactly what land needs to be valued to begin with, one cannot even give 
proper instructions to a third party appraiser to help solve this problem of value. 
Is the exact zoning really required for the land under question and is this even 
possible? How can a small infill project that is less than an acre be valued fairly 
at an acre? What does "unimproved and undivided" really mean for an infill 
urban lot? Is there land in the city with WR3 Zoning that fits this requirement? 
Lastly, does it make sense that a 3 lot subdivision pay the same fee as a 20 lot 
subdivision or is the fee even applicable to lots less than an acre? 

As a policy issue this should be outside of my involvement. Planning Director 
Dave Taylor acknowledges that there is a problem with the formula and 
understands that this issue needs attention. He has explained to me that 
changing this however will require several months of effort. He has agreed to 
work with me to allow my project to move forward as a condominium rather than 
a townhouse project at this time where this fee is exempt. However, I would like 
to ask Council to direct staff to look into revising this policy and do so in a way 
that is congruent with the master plan which encourages infill. Furthermore, I 
ask that because my final plat is now officially delayed for reasons beyond my 
control, that this delay not add any additional costs nor additional requirements 
to my project. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Mark Van Everen 

Specializing in Sustainable Homes and High f erformance Construction 
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February 10, 2015 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and Councilors 

Request for Direction Concerning FEC and an Analysis of Undergrounding  
Utilities on W. 7th Street 

 
Introduction/History 
Starting with the Whitefish West/Highway 93 and E. 2nd Street Reconstruction Projects, the 
Public Works Department has presented information concerning costs associated with 
undergrounding utilities (power, phone and cable) to the City Council.  Prior to that, utility 
conversion was not generally considered as part of street reconstruction projects.  We also 
investigated undergrounding utilities years ago with the Wisconsin Avenue bike path project, but 
were told by Flathead Electrical Cooperative (FEC) that it was impossible due to the size of their 
power lines.   

In the case of West 7th Street, there are existing transmission power lines that increase the cost 
and difficulty of undergrounding the power.  FEC has given us a very approximate cost for 
undergrounding the power lines, but they are not sure that it is even feasible.  If the City Council 
decides that it is serious about undergrounding the utilities on this project, then FEC will 
proceed with a feasibility analysis.  The Resort Tax Committee voted, at their last meeting, to 
recommend that the Council not proceed with undergrounding the utilities on W. 7th Street.    

Underground versus Above Ground Utilities  

1. The cost difference 
RPA has estimated that it will cost approximately $1.3 million dollars to convert 
the existing overhead utilities to underground on the project.   

2. The construction time difference 
The attached spreadsheet shows a comparison of quarterly tax resort revenue 
versus quarterly estimated expenses with utilities underground and left above 
ground.  By installing utilities underground the construction period would extend 
one entire year.  The main reconstruction of the road would occur in 2017 versus 
2016.  The neighborhood would be impacted for about eight additional months of 
construction due to overhead to underground utility conversions during 2016.  
Future resort tax street reconstruction projects would be pushed back by a year.  
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3. The change to the landscape on the south side 

By moving the utilities underground the extent of vegetative clearing would be 
expanded.  The entire south side of W. 7th Street (from Grouse Mountain to 
O’Brien Avenue) and north side of W. 7th Street (from O’Brien to Baker) would 
need to be cleared of trees, etc…to accommodate the utility trench and vaults.  
This would open up the view and could lead to higher driving speeds on the road 
(the opposite of traffic calming).  The attached Figure 1 and 2 show the extent of 
additional clearing that would be required.  The cleared area is hatched in red.   

4. How many poles remain standing? 
FEC has estimated that approximately 15 service poles would need to be 
installed with the undergrounding of power.  This could change if the City had an 
incentive program for individuals to install underground power to their homes.  
Otherwise, the cost is quite high for each resident to switch to underground 
power. 

5. What do electrical vaults look like?  
The attached Figure 3 shows the probable location of the electrical vaults and 
photos of similar vaults.  The VFI vaults are about the size of a small 
Volkswagen.  They are required because the existing overhead lines are 
transmission lines.   

6. What do the neighbors prefer? 
We have had one public meeting and are holding another one tomorrow night, 
February 11th.  We will discuss this topic briefly with the neighborhood.  Some 
neighbors have expressed an interest in having the utilities placed underground.  
Several neighbors have expressed an interest in keeping as much existing 
vegetation along the road as possible.  Many have concerns about traffic speeds 
and higher speeds caused by an improved road.  Several mentioned that they 
would prefer a construction time period as condensed as possible.   

7. Would the choice limit future development? 
FEC mentioned that undergrounding power would require a feasibility study 
partly because it is very difficult with existing transmission lines.  Also, they have 
indicated that it may limit the availability of power for future development.  We 
don’t clearly understand the implications at this point. 

Financial Requirement 
We are asking the Council to provide direction on whether it would like FEC to proceed with a 
feasibility study concerning the undergrounding of power on W. 7th Street.  There would be no 
cost to the City for FEC to prepare the study.  However, FEC does not want to prepare the study 
unless the City is seriously considering placing the utilities underground on this street. 
 
Request for Direction Concerning FEC Feasibility Study 
The Public Works Department respectfully requests that you provide us direction on whether to 
have FEC proceed with a feasibility study to place power underground on W. 7th Street.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Karin Hilding, PE, LEED AP 
Interim Public Works Director 
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2014 Calendar
Q1 264,419$  
Q2 308,744$  
Q3 547,540$  
Q4 277,184$  

Calendar Year Quarter Revenue Expense Balance End of Period

2015 1 32,500         
2 81,200       195,000                                          Plus Land Acquisition?
3 547,540  91,200         651,340                                          
4 277,184  81,200         847,324                                          

2016 1 264,419  11,000         1,100,743                                       
2 308,744  474,500       934,987                                          
3 547,540  509,000       973,527                                          
4 277,184  264,500       986,211                                          

2017 1 264,419  11,000         1,239,630                                       
2 308,744  539,000       1,009,375                                       
3 547,540  1,058,000    498,915                                          
4 277,184  510,000       266,099                                          

Totals 3,663,100$  

Calendar Year Quarter Revenue Expense Balance End of Period
2015 1 32,500         

2 99,300       195,000                                          Plus Land Acquisition?
3 547,540  99,300         643,240                                          
4 277,184  41,000         879,424                                          

2016 1 264,419  11,000         1,132,843                                       
2 308,744  539,000       902,587                                          
3 547,540  1,058,000    392,127                                          
4 277,184  510,000       159,311                                          

Totals 2,390,100$  

Overhead Utilites Converted to Underground - Roadway Construciton in 2017

Overhead Utilites Remaining Overhead - Roadway Construciton in 2016

West 7th Street Reconstruction Project - 2014 Resort Tax Revenue vs. Estimated Expenses
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West Seventh Street Reconstruction
Whitefish, Montana

APR WEST OF KARROW AND
KARROW TO GEDDES

Figure#1
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West Seventh Street Reconstruction
Whitefish, Montana

APR GEDDES TO ALLEY #1 AND
ALLEY #1 TO BAKER

Figure#2
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West Seventh Street Reconstruction
Whitefish, Montana

APR W 7th STREET
VAULT LOCATIONS

Figure#3(APPLIES ONLY TO PLAN VIEW)
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MANAGER REPORT 
February 11, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
RESORT TAXES 
 
Resort taxes for December, 2014 were up 13% or $23,195 compared to December, 2013.    That 
large increase is significant as December is our largest winter month for Resort Tax collections.   
For the year-to-date, Resort Tax collections are up by 6.37% or $77,572.   There is a chart and 
graph showing recent trends in Resort Tax collections in the packet with this report.    
 
 
UPDATED TIF PRO FORMA CASH FLOW SPREADSHEET 
 
Dana and I have worked with our Financial Advisor, David MacGillivray of Springsted, Inc., on 
the sizing and timing of a Tax Increment Bond for the City Hall and Parking Structure.   Right 
now, the bond is sized to provide $15,000,000 for the City Hall/Parking Structure - $14,000,000 
for the project and $1,000,000 right now to cover moving expenses, lease for interim offices for 2 
years, Owner’s Representative costs, and other costs.   We can refine those costs as the costs for 
the City Hall and Parking Structure are refined.   
 
As shown in an attachment to this report, the $15,000,000 would come from: 
 
Bond issue      $12,360,000 
Cash on hand – City Hall Fund and TIF cash      3,350,000 
SID proceeds             750,000 
Total       $16,460,000 
Less issuance costs, debt service reserve       1,460,000 
Available for construction and other costs  $15,000,000 
 
Also attached in the packet is an updated TIF pro forma spreadsheet for the future cash flows in 
the TIF fund through its termination on June 30, 2020.     Dana has inserted two lines for the future 
TIF bond – one for the “new money” bond for the City Hall/Parking Structure and one line for the 
refunding of our existing 2009 TIF Bond.   We can save a significant amount of money by 
refunding the 2009 bond at current interest rates.   
 
What this TIF spreadsheet shows is that funding for other projects is very limited.  We can finish 
the Depot Park project if we delay some of the costs until FY20.   There will be very limited 
funding for other TIF projects until FY20 unless the costs for the City Hall/Parking Project come 
down, TIF revenues grow by more than 3% per year, or if the City Council diverts money from 
the Depot Park project.    Of course, all of these figures are estimates and will change every year.    
We may want to schedule a work session to review the TIF pro forma spreadsheet in detail and 
answer questions.    
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FY16 BUDGET SCHEDULE 
 
The tentative schedule for the FY16 budget process is attached in the packet.    We will have a 
future agenda item to confirm the dates for the City Council work sessions, but please start looking 
at your calendar and see if there are any conflicts.    
 
 
 
CITY HALL GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 
 
We recently received the geotechnical report from the drilling on the City Hall.  The geotechnical 
report provides the design engineers with important information on the soils under the City Hall 
site and the depth of the bedrock so they can determine the best deep foundation method for the 
parking structure.   I am attaching a copy of the Executive Summary from the geotechnical report 
in the packet.     
 
 
 
MEETINGS 
 
Resort Tax Monitoring Committee (2/11) – The Resort Tax Monitoring Committee will meet on 

February 11th and will likely make a recommendation on the proposal to increase the Resort 
Tax by one percentage point to 3% for the local funding of the Stoltze Conservation 
Easement. 

 
 
UPCOMING SPECIAL EVENTS 
 
 
 
REMINDERS 
 
Monday, February 16, 2015 – City Hall and city offices closed for President’s Day state holiday 
Tuesday, February 17th – City Council meeting on Tuesday because of Monday holiday.   
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager 
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Resort Tax Report
Reported in the Month Businesses Paid Tax

Month/Year Lodging
Bars & 

Restaurants Retail Collected

% Chng
Mnth to Pr Yr 

Mnth

% Chng
Quarter to Pr Yr 

Quarter Interest Total
Jul-11 56,106       90,212                  100,325       246,642          5% 979$             247,621$        
Aug-11 85,621       91,408                  106,860       283,889          21% 7,833            291,722          
Sep-11 28,154       58,830                  61,535         148,519          10% 12.4% 593               149,112          
Oct-11 17,944       45,919                  43,610         107,473          -1% 496               107,969          
Nov-11 14,351       39,054                  63,758         117,162          28% 479               117,641          
Dec-11 16,531       51,195                  84,000         151,726          -17% -1.9% 526               152,252          
Jan-12 10,032       44,089                  46,905         101,026          3% 515               101,541          
Feb-12 14,585       56,427                  60,780         131,793          8% 578               132,371          
Mar-12 11,008       42,952                  47,682         101,643          7% 5.9% 557               102,200          
Apr-12 9,353         39,367                  47,657         96,377            21% 610               96,987            
May-12 15,461       51,207                  80,526         147,194          40% 6,993            154,187          
Jun-12 35,584       68,403                  72,472         176,460          -5% 13.44% 625               177,085          

Total FY12 314,731$   679,063$              816,110$    1,809,903$    8.1% 20,785$        1,830,688$    
FY11 vs FY12 15% 4% 9% 8% 136,279$              TaxableSalesFY12 95,258,076$                

Jul-12 69,418       94,341                  115,149       278,908          13.1% 643$             279,551$        
Aug-12 53,361       92,463                  102,812       248,636          -12.4% 444               249,080          
Sep-12 57,000       77,503                  73,232         207,734          39.9% 8.3% 533               208,267          
Oct-12 24,519       54,631                  49,137         128,288          19.4% 434               128,722          
Nov-12 8,099         40,326                  74,122         122,547          4.6% 379               122,926          
Dec-12 15,490       66,046                  88,956         170,492          12.4% 11.9% 393               170,885          
Jan-13 13,152       51,930                  53,396         118,478          17.3% 363               118,841          
Feb-13 18,023       55,180                  66,995         140,198          6.4% 413               140,611          
Mar-13 16,171       56,231                  53,318         125,720          23.7% 14.9% 405               126,125          
Apr-13 10,105       42,230                  42,325         94,660            -1.8% 466               95,126            
May-13 19,009       52,303                  80,090         151,402          2.9% 427               151,829          
Jun-13 41,222       74,833                  94,085         210,140          19.1% 8.6% 488 210,628$        

Total FY13 345,570$   758,018$              893,617$    1,997,205$    10.35% 5,388$          2,002,593$    
FY12 vs FY13 10% 12% 9% 10% 187,301$              TaxableSalesFY13 105,116,040$              

Jul-13 81,828       98,642                  120,028       300,497          7.7% 496 300,993          
Aug-13 77,809       108,131                106,422       292,362          17.6% 434 292,796          
Sep-13 50,377       77,416                  69,328         197,120          -5.1% 7.4% 434 197,554          
Oct-13 16,851       48,015                  54,271         119,137          -7.1% 434 119,571          
Nov-13 6,831         47,701                  75,780         130,312          6.3% 2654 132,966          
Dec-13 21,782       64,884                  91,585         178,251          4.6% 1.5% 404 178,655          
Jan-14 16,848       54,481                  56,839         128,169          8.2% 404 128,573          
Feb-14 22,323       58,758                  66,487         147,568          5.3% 404 147,972          
Mar-14 15,770       64,178                  51,114         131,061          4.2% 5.8% 409 131,470          
Apr-14 10,065       41,894                  46,458         98,417            4.0% 455 98,872            
May-14 18,993       58,791                  83,683         161,467          6.6% 455 161,922          
Jun-14 44,865       69,190                  101,053       215,107          2.4% 4.1% 455 215,562          

YTD Compared to Last Year
Total FY14 384,342$   792,081$              923,047$    2,099,470$    5.12% 7,438$          2,106,908$    

FY13 vs FY14 11.2% 4.5% 3.3% 5.1% 102,265$              TaxableSalesFY14 110,498,402$              

Jul-14 84,053       104,935                118,876       307,864          2.5% 440 308,304          
Aug-14 93,049       117,674                111,016       321,739          10.0% 498 322,236          
Sep-14 49,804       84,149                  78,813         212,767          7.9% 6.6% 246 213,013          
Oct-14 18,589       50,665                  52,266         121,519          2.0% 604 122,123          
Nov-14 8,530         43,076                  78,311         129,917          -0.3% 359 130,276          
Dec-14 20,944       74,617                  105,885       201,446          13.0% 293 201,739          

Total FY15 274,968$   475,117$              545,167$     1,295,252$     YTD Compared to Last Year 2,440$          1,297,692$     
YTD vs Last Year 7.63% 6.82% 5.36% 6.37% 6.37% Taxable Sales FY15 68,171,170$                

 FY15 % of Collections 21% 37% 42% 77,572$                

Grand Total 4,629,889$  9,668,037$              11,691,274$  25,989,200$      758,234$         26,747,984$     
% of Total Collections 18% 37% 45% 2.9% Average since '96

Total Taxable 

Sales Since 1996

1,367,852,651$      

Total Collected

27,357,053$           

5% Admin

1,367,853$             
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FY 2015 FY15 Projected FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 Total
Beginning Cash Balance 2,325,843$    2,325,843$       2,044,797$    944,032$       225,769$        328,616$       649,446$       

Revenues
Property Taxes 1 4,611,600$    4,611,600$       4,842,180$    5,084,289$    5,338,503$     5,605,429$    5,885,700$    31,367,701    
State Entitlement Payment 248,865         248,865            248,865         248,865         248,865          248,865         248,865         1,493,190      
Miscellaneous 20,000           20,000             20,000           
Transfer from Impact  Fees (ESC repayment) 4 90,000           90,000             100,000         190,000         
Total Revenues 4,970,465$    4,970,465$       5,191,045$    5,333,154$    5,587,368$     5,854,294$    6,134,565$    33,070,891    

Expenditures -                     
Proposed Additional TIF Bond Debt Service - City Hall/Parking (last yr uses reserves) -$                  -$                     2,646,275$    2,645,338$    2,645,888$     2,645,200$    1,412,275$    11,994,975    
Current TIF Bond Debt Service w/refi savings of $260K per yr (last yr uses reserves) 1,778,896$    1,778,896$       $1,518,886 $1,516,586 $1,520,933 $1,519,898 -$                   7,855,199      
Semi-annual School Payment  1 668,800         668,800            702,240         737,352         774,219          812,930         853,577         4,549,117      
Transfer to City Hall Fund 2 $250,000 $250,000 650,000         900,000         
Salaries and O&M 3 364,667         364,667            375,607         386,875         398,481          410,436         422,749         2,358,816      
Business Rehab Loan 30,000           30,000             30,000           30,000           30,000            30,000           30,000           180,000         
Land Purchase -                     
Urban Renewal Projects: -                     

Misc Urban Renewal Projects 300,000         300,000            15,000           15,000           15,000            15,000           15,000           375,000         
High School TIF project 750,000         750,000            750,000         
Depot Park  ($2 million - phase 1-4) 247,000         247,000            253,802         620,267         827,534         1,948,603      
Ice Den Roof Renovations and E-Ceiling 85,000           85,000             85,000           
Ped-Bike bridge to Skye Park (Total ~$829k) 360,000         360,000            360,000         
Develop additional downtown parking ($6.5M now in Debt Service) -                     
Assist Private Developer - Boutique Hotel 513,633         100,000            ? ? ? ? ? 100,000         
Assist Private Developer - Idaho Timber ? ? ? ? ? ? -                     
Assist Private Developer - N. Valley Hospital ? ? ? ? ? ? -                     
Assist Private Developer - Other Redevelopment 200,000         200,000            ? ? ? ? ? 200,000         
Downtown/O'Shaugnessy Restrooms 120,000         117,148            117,148         

Other Real Estate Committee Land Purchase Options ? ? ? ? ? ? -                     
Housing Authority -                     
Chamber ($96k) $96,000 -                     
Depot Park Snow Lot (phase 5 of depot park) $550,000 -                     
Install/refurbish water & sewer lines throughout district ? ? ? ? ? ? ? -                     
Contingency 500,000         -                       100,000         100,000         100,000          100,000         100,000         500,000         

Total Approximate Non-Committed $646,000 -                     
Total Expenditures 6,167,996$    5,251,511$       6,291,810$    6,051,417$    5,484,521$     5,533,464$    3,661,135$    32,273,858    
Revenues less Expenditures (1,197,531)$  (281,046)$        (1,100,765)$   (718,263)$      102,847$        320,830$       2,473,430$    797,033$       

Ending Cash Balance 1,128,312$   2,044,797$      944,032$      225,769$      328,616$        649,446$       3,122,876$   
1  Assumes 5% growth per year. Since FY2000 the average growth has been 9.62%.
2  Originally assumed City Hall for $4,800,000 in 2014, $750k land already purchased.  Current available cash as of January 2015 = $1,979,303. The project currently assumes $650,000 of additional cash contributions from the TIF Fund
 and $2.7M of cash that will be in the City Hall Construction Fund as of 6/30/2015, for a total of a $3.35M cash on-hand contribution. The remainder will be financed through the TIF Bonds through July 2020. 
3  Assumes 3% growth per year.
4  Impact Fees transferred to TIF Fund to payoff TIF Bond issued for the ESC construction. Total transfers of $190,000 based on cash balance of ESC Impact Fees on 1/30/15 + $10K additional revenues expected in FY15. Prepared: 1/30/2015

TIF Financial Plan July 2014 through July 2020
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 City of Whitefish 
FY2016 Budget Calendar 

 
Feb 2   Finance Director begins reformatting budget spreadsheets, updating historical 

budget data, and estimating final year end revenues and expenditures for FY15. 
 

Feb 20 Department Directors to submit individual updated 5 year Capital Improvement Plans to 
Finance Director. 

 
Feb 27   Finance Director to submit newly compiled 5-year Capital Improvement Plan to City 

Manager. 
 

Mar 2 Finance Director submits budget preparation instructions and materials to all 
Department Heads. 

 
March City Manager meets with Mayor and Council members in groups to get preliminary 

comments on budget. 
 

Mar 27  All Department Directors submit estimates of expenditures and revenues to the 
Finance Director. 

 
April 1  Optional notice deadline for City Council or Municipal Judge to submit request for an 

adjustment in Municipal Judge’s compensation other than automatic cost of living. 
(Ordinance) 

 
Apr 6           City Council consideration of Capital Improvement Program.  
 
May 1              City Manager to provide Municipal Judge with proposed “status quo” Municipal Court 

Budget. 
 
May 4  Finance Director produces budget document and it is distributed to Mayor and City Council. 

 
May 15            Municipal Judge’s deadline to submit his Municipal Court budget proposal. (Ordinance) 
 
May 26            Tentative Budget Meeting - City Manager presents proposed budget to Mayor and 

City Council.  Department Directors other than Public Works present budget 
requests. 

 
June 8 Tentative Budget Meeting – Public Works and Municipal Court present budgets. 
 
June 1 or 15 Preliminary Public Hearing and City Council adopts Preliminary Budget. 

 
Jul 1                City begins fiscal year using preliminary budget as approved by the City Council.         

 
Aug 3          DOR to submit Certified Taxable Value. 
 
Aug 5 & 12 Advertise notice of public hearing on budget for August 17, 2015.                

 
Aug 17 Public hearing on budget.  Final budget adopted by resolution.                               

                      
 
 
Bold denotes deadlines                                                      
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 CLIENT: Mosaic Architecture 
   428 N Last Chance Gulch 
   Helena, MT 59601 
 
 OWNER: City of Whitefish 
   418 East 2nd Street 
   Whitefish, MT 59937 
 

ENGINEER: TD&H Engineering 
  1800 River Drive North 
  Great Falls, MT 59401 
  Engineer: Craig Nadeau, PE 

 
 

  Great Falls ● Bozeman ● Kalispell ● Shelby, Montana 

Spokane, Washington ● Lewiston, Idaho  

Watford City, North Dakota 

 
450 Corporate Drive, Suite 101    Kalispell, MT 59901    (406) 751-5246 

REPORT OF GEOTECHICAL INVESTIGATION 
PARKING STRUCTURE / CITY HALL 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA 

JANUARY 2015  
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Parking Structure / City Hall  Executive Summary 
Whitefish, Montana  Page 1 

GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 
PARKING STRUCTURE / CITY HALL 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA 
 

 1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The geotechnical investigation for the proposed parking structure / city hall complex to be located at 
the corner of East 2nd Street (US 93) and Baker Avenue in Whitefish, Montana, encountered soft 
surficial clay soils overlying very loose, saturated silt with frequent lenses of silty sand of varying 
thickness.  The saturated silts and silty sands extend to depths on the order of 130 feet and are 
underlain by relatively dense glacial till comprised of silty gravels with varying amounts of sand.  
Similar glacial till extends to a depth of at least 181.5 feet, which was the maximum depth 
investigated.  Based on the subsurface conditions encountered, the seismic site class is E.  The silt 
and silty sand encountered at depths ranging from 30 to 130 feet are considered slightly susceptible 
to seismically-induced liquefaction due to their saturated, non-plastic properties.  Foundations 
systems must consider the potential for liquefaction and temporary loss of support within this zone as 
part of the final design.  Recommendations contained below account for this phenomenon using 
reduced capacities within this zone.  The primary geotechnical concern regarding this project is the 
presence of large deposits of very soft, saturated soils with slight/moderate susceptibility to 
liquefaction.  The soft soil conditions combined with the very large structural loads create a high risk 
of potential settlements for conventional foundation systems.  Based on the information obtained 
during our field and laboratory investigations, the use of either a deep foundation system consisting 
of groups of driven, steel, closed-end displacement piles or conventional foundations supported on a 
series of rammed aggregate piers (RAP) is warranted for this project.  With both systems total 
displacements exceeding 1½ inches are not anticipated provided our recommendations are followed 
during design and construction.  Our analyses indicate that the use of a RAP systems to improve 
subgrade conditions and support conventional foundations are likely a more cost-effective approach 
for this project.  This system is anticipated to have a lower overall cost and shorter construction 
schedule.  RAP systems are a proprietary product; thus, installation and design methods are patent 
protected by the developer.  These systems require a specialized design by others.  If this method of 
support is preferred, the preliminary recommendations contained in this report (provided by GeoPier) 
are subject to change during final design. 
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MEMORANDUM 
#2015-004 
 
 
 
 
 
To: Mayor John Muhlfeld 
 City Councilors 

From: Chuck Stearns, City Manager  
 
Re: Staff Report – Future City Hall – Recommendation for selection of an Owner’s 

Representative for the City Hall/Parking Structure project 
 
Date: February 5, 2015 
 
 
Introduction/History 
 
The Mayor and City Council, along with staff, determined that because of workload and lack of 
expertise on city staff, it is desirable to hire and use an Owner’s Representative on the future City 
Hall/Parking Structure project.  An Owner’s Representative takes the day to day oversight of the 
construction project from city staff, even though I, as City Manager, will still sign all pay 
requests and monitor the project.    An Owner’s Representative can devote the time needed to 
oversee such a large project.    
 
Current Report 
 
A copy of the City’s RFP is contained in the packet.    In response to the first RFP, we received 
four  submittals by the January 30th deadline.   The proposals were from: 
 

• John Constenius and the Brookwood Group 
• Montana Creative Architecture and Design 
• Bison Creek, PLLC 
• Mike Cronquist 

 
The selection committee consisting of Mayor John Muhlfeld, Councilor Richard Hildner, myself, 
and Sherri Baccaro (Future City Hall Steering Committee representative) decided to interview 
three candidates, John Constenius and the Brookwood Group, Montana Creative, and Mike 
Cronquist.   Those interviews were held on Friday, February 6th.    
 
After the three interviews, the four selection committee members discussed the proposals and the 
interviews.    In a very close decision, the Committee’s consensus decision was to recommend 
that the City select Mike Cronquist as the City’s Owner’s Representative and try to negotiate a 
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satisfactory contract with Mike first.   If we were unable to negotiate a satisfactory contract with 
Mike, we would pursue negotiations with the next ranked firm, The Brookwood Group.     
 
Mike was the City’s Owner’s Representative for the construction of the O’Shaughnessy Center 
and the Library.  He also was the Owner’s Representative for Iron Horse during the construction 
of their clubhouse and he oversaw large construction projects throughout his career.    A copy of 
the proposal from Mike Cronquist is attached to this report in the packet.    
 
 
Financial Requirement 
 
Any such fees will be paid by the City Hall Construction Reserve Fund (January 1, 2015 balance 
of $2,098,030.5).  This construction fund was created from Tax Increment revenues earmarked 
for construction of City Hall since 2004.   Total construction costs and other costs will be paid by 
money in this fund, funds in the Tax Increment Fund, and a future Tax Increment Bond issue 
later this year.      It is the committee’s recommendation that we try to negotiate a contract with 
Mike Cronquist that would not have an administrative assistant, but that City staff might be able 
to provide necessary staff support for Mike.    
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff respectfully recommends the City Council select Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s 
Representative for the future City Hall/Parking Structure project and authorize the City Manager 
to negotiate and sign a contract for these services.    
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Request for Proposals 
City of Whitefish 

Owner’s Representative – City Hall/Parking Construction Design, Bidding, and Construction 
 
 
The City of Whitefish desires to contract with an ‘Owner’s Representative’ (or ‘Owners Rep’) 
during the planning, bidding, and construction of a new City Hall and Parking Structure.   The 
estimated construction cost of the City Hall and Parking Structure is currently $12,000,000.00 to 
$14,000,000.00.  
 
Fundamental Task:  Act as the City’s representative during all phases of the planning, bidding, 
construction, and completion processes related to constructing the new City Hall and Parking 
Structure. 
 
The Owners’ Rep will represent the interests of the City of Whitefish and will report directly to 
the City Manager and Mayor/City Council. 
 
 
City Hall and Parking Structure Project: 
The Project includes designing, constructing, furnishing and equipping a new City Hall and 
Parking Structure on the half block of Block 36 where the current City Hall is located.   The 
project involves demolition of existing buildings and construction of a new City Hall and 
Parking Structure, currently estimated  to cost for construction (not including ancillary costs) 
between $12,000,000.00 and $14,000,000.00.  The project is currently in the Schematic Design 
phase and should progress to the Design Development phase in early 2015.   Construction is 
estimated to begin in summer or early fall, 2015 and be completed approximately 18 months 
later.  The City Hall building is estimated to be 23,500 to 31,500 square feet on two to three 
levels plus a basement and the parking structure is estimated to be 93,500 square feet with three 
decks. 
 
 
See attached Project information (work-in-progress – facility program, concept layout, site plan, 
and schedule) 
 
 
The primary responsibilities of the Owner’s Representative shall be: 
 
1.  Scheduling, Reporting and Communications 

• Establish and coordinate routine meetings amongst City Manager, Mayor/City Council, 
and Future City Hall Steering Committee. 

• Generate and contribute, throughout all phases of project, informational reports as 
needed, detailing project progress, schedule, and financial status. The City will maintain 
all financial project accounting and reporting with Owners’ Rep to assist in account and 
report formulation. 

• Schedule, facilitate and attend meetings as a representative of the City.   Owners’ 
Representative shall attend meetings amongst the City Manager and Mayor/City Council 
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on a regular basis.   The Owner’s Rep shall provide a verbal and written update report to 
the City Manager and Mayor/City Council every two weeks and shall provide a brief 
verbal report at each City Council meeting (two per month).   The Owner’s 
Representative shall attend all meetings of the Future City Hall Steering Committee.   

• Oversee the development of construction phasing plans in conjunction with the City 
Manager, Mayor/City Council, the General Contractor/Construction Manager, and the 
Architect. 
 

2. Design 
• Coordinate design timeline, deliverable timing and scheduled visits with architect. 
• Manage process of reviewing design proposals, submittals and documentation - and - 

gathering input from the administration and staff, Mayor/City Council, and Future City 
Hall Steering Committee.   

• Work with the City Manager and Mayor/City Council to communicate the proposed 
design to the community. 

• Coordinate the process of gaining approval for the design at appropriate stages from the 
Mayor/City Council. 

• Oversee and manage the completion of all project phases for the City, functioning as 
primary conduit between the City staff, Mayor/City Council, community and the 
architecture and engineering firms. 

• Coordinate material specification submittals and selections with the City Manager and 
architect to assure installation of low maintenance products and highest life cycle value. 

• Provide ongoing review and input directly to the architect to improve constructability and 
cost effectiveness including review of structural and other critical systems, design critical 
details and finish schedules as well as identification of missing information required for 
accurate bidding and accurate construction. 

• Assist the architect in the process and solution that defines the scope of sustainability, 
costs and benefits for the project (e.g., pursuit of any/appropriate LEED Certification)  

 
 
3. Construction 

• Act as the City’s representative during all phases of the planning, bidding, construction, 
and completion processes, including serving as the City’s primary point of contact with 
the architect and general contractor. 

• Under the direction of the City, establish an in-City construction office, including 
maintenance of related records, documentation, design data, drawings, correspondence, 
etc., pertaining to the project. 

• Coordinate communication between the architect, general contractor, and the City 
Manager and staff regarding operational logistics, timing and construction requirements. 

• Attend meetings with architect, city staff, general contractor/construction manager, sub-
contractors.   

• Oversee the on-site observation and review of all construction activities. 
• In collaboration with the general contractor’s Onsite Construction Manager, provide 

routine reporting on project progress. Track communication between the general 
contractor and the Architect including Change Order Requests and Requests for 
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Clarifications during the construction process to ensure effective communication and to 
mediate disputes. 

• Approve all Change Orders up to a specified delegation of authority, and obtain approval 
from the City Manager for all Change Orders exceeding that delegation of authority. 

 
 
4. Budgeting Contracts and Administration 

• In conjunction with the City Manager facilitate all project related contract negotiations 
and scope of work progress or completion.  

• Provide the review and analysis of the bidding process, and work with the architect and 
general contractor in support of the bid-out, sub-contracting and final cost estimating of 
the project. 

• Provide review and analysis of the preliminary project estimates (based on architect’s 
Schematic Design) from general contractor.  

• Review bills and payment applications by architect and general contractor and provide 
the City with recommendation for payments. 

• Coordinate, develop, and track budgets for approval by the City Manager. 
 
 
5. Completion and Close-out 

• In conjunction with the architect, manage the procurement, storage, handling, and 
installation of furniture, fixtures and equipment. 

• Oversee General Contractor, Architect and City Manager in building commissioning 
process. 

• Manage the project close-out process with general contractor, architect, engineers and 
City Manager. 

 
6. Applicants shall submit the Following Information: 

• Documentation on significant projects of similar scope, with project description and 
professional involvement 

• Evidence of experience in construction management, field supervision, current 
construction methods and materials, technology design and application; project manager; 
sustainable project management and construction (municipal buildings, parking 
structures, or other) 

• Examples of services you have provided for previous municipal building and/or parking 
structure construction projects or similar projects (including experience in evaluating how 
the project fulfilled the needs and requirements of the client).  

• Demonstrated experiences with projects budgeted at $12,000,000.00 or more. 
• Experience in architecture and design (including knowledge and experience with LEED 

projects). 
• Submit resume for each person or persons proposed to work on the project and define the 

scope of responsibilities for each person’s role.  
• Submit a range of fee proposal.   
• All proposals shall be typewritten or prepared in ink and must be signed in longhand by 

the proposer or proposer’s agent or designee, with his/her usual signature. A proposal 
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submitted by a partnership must be signed with the partnership name to be followed by 
the signature and designation of the partner signing. Proposals by corporations must be 
signed with the legal name of the corporation, followed by the name and signature of an 
authorized agent or officer of the corporation. Proposals submitted by a proprietorship 
must be signed by the owner and the name of each person signing shall be typed or 
printed legibly below the signature. 

• Insurance Requirements - The Proposer certifies that they can comply with the minimum 
insurance requirements of: 

 
1.   Workers' compensation and employer's liability coverage as required by Montana law. 
2.   Commercial general liability, including contractual and personal injury coverage’s --   

   $750,000 per claim and $1,500,000 per occurrence. 
3.   Commercial automobile liability -- $1,500,000 per accident. 
4.   Professional liability in the amount of $1,500,000 per claim. 

 
The City shall be named as an additional insured on CGL and Commercial Auto liability. 

 
 
 
With the exception of resumes, submit the above information in 10 pages or less. 
 
Please mail or deliver three paper copies and a digital copy to  
Chuck Stearns 
City Manager 
City of Whitefish 
P.O. Box 158 
418 East 2nd Street 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
(406) 863-2406 
 
Please email digital response materials to cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org  
 
Deadline for submission is Friday, January 30, 2015 at 4:00 pm 
 
i. January 30, 2015 – 4:00 pm: Deadline for receipt of submittals to RFP; digital (pdf) and hard 
copy  
ii. Week of February 9, 2015: Conduct interviews at City Hall; 45 (forty five) minute interview 
iii. February 17, 2015 – City Council selects Owner’s Representative.  Contract negotiations to 
follow. 
 
 
 
7. Evaluation Criteria: 
The RFQ for the Owners’ Rep will be posted on the City’s website. 
 
The Selection Committee shall use the following criteria to rate the applicants and to provide a 
recommendation to the City Council. 
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The evaluation of proposals will be based on the following criteria (per the RFQ): 
 Pertinent experience of the applicant  
 Resumes of key personnel  
 Commitment of specific personnel to the project  
 Understanding of City needs and requirements  
 Fee Structure 
 
 
Disclaimer: This RFP does not form or constitute a contractual document. The City of Whitefish 
shall not be liable for any loss, expense, damage or claim arising out of the advice given or not 
given or statements made or omitted to be made in connection with this RFP. The City also will 
not be responsible for any expenses which may be incurred in the preparation of this RFP. Nor 
for other costs, including attorney fees associated with any (administrative, judicial, or 
otherwise) challenge to the determination of the highest-ranked Proposer and/or award of 
contract and/or rejection of a proposal. By submitting a proposal each Proposer agrees to be 
bound in this respect and waives all claims to such costs and fees. This RFP is not to be 
construed as a contract or commitment of any kind.  The City reserves the right to accept or 
reject any and all responses received as a result of this RFP if it is in the City’s best interest to do 
so. 
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Request for Proposals 
City of Whitefish 

Owner’s Representative – City Hall/Parking Construction Design, Bidding, and Construction 
 
 
 
The City of Whitefish (“City”) requests proposals from qualified individuals 
or firms for the purpose of  engaging a qualified Owner’s Representative for the construction of 
the proposed new Whitefish City Hall and Parking Structure.   
 
The City intends to enter into a contract with the selected Owner’s Representative firm that will 
include scheduling, reporting, communication, design assistance, construction management, 
contracts, construction completion and close-out.    
 
This RFP shall not commit the City to enter into any agreement, to pay any expenses incurred in 
preparation of any response to this request, or to procure or contract for any supplies, goods or 
services.  The City reserves the right to accept or reject any and all responses received as a result 
of this RFP if it is in the City’s best interest to do so. 
 
To meet the deadline for initial consideration, please submit hand delivered proposals  
no later than 4:00 P.M., MDT, Friday, January 30, 2015, at the office of the City Clerk, 418 East 
2nd Street, Whitefish, MT 59937.   Mailed proposals must be received by this time and date for 
initial consideration.    The mailing address for proposals is: City Clerk, City of Whitefish, P.O. 
Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937-0158.   Please indicate "Owner’s Representative Whitefish City 
Hall and Parking Structure" on the outside of the sealed package. 
 
All questions should be directed to the City of Whitefish, Attention: Chuck Stearns, City 
Manager, P.O. Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937-0158.    Telephone: (406) 863-2406. E-mail: 
cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org.  A full RFP is available from Chuck Stearns or is on the City’s 
website at http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/business/rfps-and-bids.php. 
 
 
 
Published in the Whitefish Pilot 
January 14, 2015 
January 21, 2015 
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UPCOMING WORK SESSIONS 
 
The tentative schedule for upcoming work sessions is shown below: 
 
February 17th – Interviews for board and committee vacancies and Downtown Master Plan update 
March 2nd – Lakeshore regulations and processes and Parking Structure SID  
March 16th – currently open – possibly Manager and City Attorney annual evaluations? 
April 6th – currently open – possibly annual goals setting session? 
April 20th – Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan 
May 4th – interviews for boards and committees – possible 2nd topic? 
May 18th – interview for boards and committees 
June 1st – open 
June 15th – open 
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	Public Hearing - Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution of Intention indicating its intention to adopt amendments to the Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy) 
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	Communications from City Manager - Consideration of selecting Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the future City Hall/Parking Structure project
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