
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER CONFERENCE ROOM 

MONDAY, MARCH 16, 2015, 5:30 to 7:00 PM 
 
 

 
5:30 – 6:55 p.m.             Downtown Master Plan Update 

 
a. Call to Order 

 
b. Downtown Master Plan Update – Wendy Compton-Ring, George Crandall, Don Arambula 

(please see documents in packet under the public hearing for the Downtown Master Plan 
update)  

 
c. Public Comment 
 
d. Direction to staff on above topics – scheduled for a public hearing and possible action on 

tonight’s agenda  
 
e. Adjourn 
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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 Monday,  
March 16, 2015, at 7:10 p.m. at City Hall, 402 East Second Street. 
 
Ordinance numbers start with 15-04.  Resolution numbers start with 15-05. 
 
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 March 2, 2015 City Council regular session (p. 24) 
b) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Suiter Living Trust                

for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W04) at 2440 Birch Glen Road to 
replace an existing dock with a new Knight dock - the two existing shore stations with 
canopies will remain subject to 11 conditions  (p. 39) 
 

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-___; An Ordinance approving the Whitefish Crossing fka Deer Tracks 

Residences Planning Unit Development to develop a 60-unit apartment project on one 
parcel comprising approximately 4.493 acres of land to become a part of 6348 Highway 
93 South, Whitefish (continuation of public hearing from November 3, 2014 and March 
2, 2015)   (First Reading)  (p.62) 

b) Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit from Whitefish Theatre 
Company for an expansion to the  I.A. O’Shaughnessy Performing Arts Center at 1 
Central Avenue (p. 199) 

c) Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit from C.J. Fullhouse for a 
guest house at 1199 West 7th Street   (p. 233) 

d) 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. 275) 
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7) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR 

a) Ordinance No. 15-___; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 2, Chapters 
1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, to provide subcommittees, revise the Weed Control Advisory Board as 
a volunteer Weed Education Outreach Committee, and authorize members, who reside 
within the School District #44 area, for advisory committees to the Board of Park 
Commissioners (First Reading)   (p. 455) 

 
8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 

a) Consideration of approving an application from Kurt Vomfell of Terra Designworks, 
LLC on behalf of  Kimberly Garth and Trina Tymko for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore 
Variance (#WLV-15-W05) at  1722 West Lakeshore Drive for a standard permit for the 
placement of riprap and a new dock, in conjunction with a minor variance request for a 
metal stairway with a portion located higher than 2 feet above grade and the proposed 
diameter of the rock utilized for the riprap subject to 31 conditions  (p. 466) 

  
9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER 

a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 490) 
b) Other items arising between March 11th and March 16th   
c) Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution in support of establishing a countywide 911 Special 

District within Flathead County through Resolution of the Flathead County Commissioners 
in accordance with Montana State Law at MCA § 7-11-1003 providing to the County the 
authorization to create Special Districts  (p. 509) 
 

10) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Email from Kellie Harnar regarding a request for flashing crosswalk signs at Wisconsin 

Avenue and Woodside Lane and Colorado Avenue and East Edgewood   (p. 522) 
b) Consideration of doing mail ballots versus polling places for 2015 Mayor and City 

Council elections  (p. 525) 
c) Email and memo from Mayre Flowers regarding a “Buy Local Campaign”  (p. 535) 

 
11) 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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March 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors: 
 

Monday, March 16, 2015 City Council Agenda Report 
 

There will be a work session on Tuesday at 5:30 p.m. on the Downtown Master Plan Update.    
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 March 2, 2015 City Council regular session (p. 24) 
b) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Suiter Living 

Trust for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W04) at 2440 Birch Glen 
Road to replace an existing dock with a new Knight dock - the two existing shore 
stations with canopies will remain subject to 11 conditions  (p. 39) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve 
the Consent Agenda.   
 
Item a is an administrative matter; item b is a quasi-judicial matter. 
 
 

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-___; An Ordinance approving the Whitefish Crossing fka Deer 

Tracks Residences Planning Unit Development to develop a 60-unit apartment project 
on one parcel comprising approximately 4.493 acres of land to become a part of 6348 
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Highway 93 South, Whitefish (continuation of public hearing from November 3, 
2014 and March 2, 2015)   (First Reading)  (p. 62) 
 
From Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring’s transmittal memo: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  Jeff Badelt and Sean Averill on behalf of Montana 
Development Group are proposing to develop a 60-unit apartment complex at 6348 Highway 
93 S.  The property is partially developed with a dry cleaning business and a drive thru coffee 
kiosk and is zoned WB-2 (Secondary Business District) and WLR (One-Family Limited 
Residential District).  The Whitefish Growth Policy designates this property as “General 
Commercial” and ‘Suburban Residential”. 
 
The Council opened the public hearing on March 2, 2015 and took public comment.  The 
Council left the public hearing open until the March 16, 2015 meeting.  Since a revised plan 
was submitted to the City without adequate staff review, Council directed staff to review the 
plan and bring back a recommendation to the March 16, 2015 meeting.  Staff comments will 
be summarized later in this report.  
 
Background:  This matter was scheduled before the City Council on November 3, 2014, when 
the property owners in the Park Knoll neighborhood to the west, pursuant to §11-7-6, appealed 
the Zoning Administrator’s interpretation of the Zoning Regulations.  The appeal questioned 
the ability of a developer to blend zoning densities and uses across zoning district boundaries 
within a Planned Unit Development request.  The matter was scheduled before the Board of 
Adjustments on March 3, 2015 when the appellant withdrew their appeal on February 17, 2015.  
The letter revoking the appeal is attached as an exhibit.  The neighbors and the developers have 
come to an agreement concerning the site plan.   
 
The other aspect of this project was to rezone a portion of the project that had been recently 
annexed back to Whitefish zoning designations.  The Council approved the rezone at the 
November 3, 2014 meeting and it has since taken effect.   
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of the 
planned unit development application dated July 31, 2014 along with the two requested zoning 
deviations subject to 16 conditions set forth in the attached staff report. 
 
Public Hearing:  The applicant spoke at the October 2014 hearing and seven members of the 
public spoke at the hearing.  The public voiced the following concerns: 

• Density of the project, especially in relation to the underlying zoning 
• Location of the affordable housing 
• A request by the neighbors for more time to review the project 
• Request for fencing on the west side of the project to buffer the neighborhood from adjacent 

landowners 
• Inappropriate location for high density residential 
• Traffic – an increase in volume and lack of a safe means to make left-hand turns 
• Lack of usable open space for the residents 
• Light pollution 
• Doesn’t comply with the Growth Policy 
• Support for affordable housing – major concern 
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A number of letters and emails have come in regarding this proposal.  These should be carefully 
reviewed by the City Council.  The minutes for this item are also attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on October 16, 2014 and 
considered the request.  Following the hearing, the Planning Board also recommended approval 
of the July 2014 Planned Unit Development with 15 conditions as contained in the staff report 
and adopted the staff report as findings of fact.  The Planning Board did not recommend 
approval of zoning deviation to reduce the overall off-street parking and recommended striking 
condition #12 that would enable the project to find additional off-street guest parking from 
adjacent landowners through a shared parking agreement.  The Planning Board wanted the 
applicant to provide all the necessary parking off-street. 
 
Staff Analysis – February 24, 2015 Submittal:  The applicant provided a summary of site 
plan changes in a letter received on February 24, 2015 and these changes were described by 
the applicant at the Council meeting on March 2, 2015.  The revised site plan pushes the 
residential density into a smaller area of the overall lot leaving a larger open space area along 
the western boundary of the project.  An entire parking lot has been eliminated in favor of this 
design with the request that the city will approved on-street parking and an increased zoning 
deviation to the off-street parking requirement. 
 
On March 4, 2015 Wendy Compton-Ring, Randy Reynolds and Greg Acton from Public Works 
and Tom Kennelly from the Fire Department met with the applicant and consultant team to 
review the revised plan.  We looked at the infrastructure conditions of approval related to the 
revised site plan and the discussed the requests made to the Council to concerning several 
conditions of approval.  In addition, Planning staff review the revised plan pursuant to the 
zoning regulations.  Items with concerns will be addressed below. 
 
Open Space.  The PUD chapter requires 30% open space unless the project is providing 
affordable housing, then 80% of a project can be devoted to parking, streets and buildings with 
Council approval.  Therefore 20% of the project needs to be devoted to open space and 
landscaped area.  In addition, one of the benefits of, or findings that need to be made for, the 
project is to provide usable open space.  The PUD chapter does not define ‘usable open space’, 
but it is generally an area that is easily accessible to the users of the development and has an 
adequate shape, size and design that can be used by the residents whether they want to throw a 
ball to their children, walk their dog or enjoy the outdoors.  Both designs have the adequate 
space.  The design without the western parking lot has 57% of the site covered by buildings, 
parking lots and the road.  The design with the additional parking lot is at 63%.  The design 
without the additional parking lot locates the open space in a less convenient location, as it is 
far off to the western edge of the project.  This may be fine, if the area is well-designed to 
function as open space; however, the applicant has not provided any plans showing how this 
area could function as ‘usable open space’.  In both plans, there will be landscaped areas 
surrounding the buildings.  It could be more difficult to find that the area around the buildings 
meet a definition of usability, since they are small.  But, again, city staff has not seen any plans 
showing how this area could be designed.  The original submittal provided a centralized club 
house with a BBQ area, play area and neighborhood garden. 
 
Finding #4 will need to be amended, if the Council approves the revised site plan.  The Council 
could consider adding an additional condition of approval: 
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“An overall open space and landscaping plan shall be submitted with the first building permit.  
Such plan shall demonstrate that it meets the usability requirement within the city regulations.” 
 
Density.  The applicant is continuing to request a blending of density across the entire project.  
The original plan put some of this density within the portion of the property zoned for WLR.  
Now the plan places all the density within the WB-2 portion of the project.  The overall density 
of the project remains the same, but when looking at just the WB-2 portion of the project, the 
density of the project comes out at over 22 dwelling units per acre where the maximum density 
of residential developments in WB-2 with an affordable housing component is 20 dwelling unit 
per acre.  The original complaint and appeal of the Park Knoll residents was that the blending 
of density was not permitted under the PUD chapter and too high of density was occurring in 
the WLR portion of the project.  Once all the units were moved into the WB-2 portion of the 
project, they withdrew their appeal; however, the use of blending density is still being used 
with the latest design and a higher net density. 
 
Finding #1 could be amended to find that the blending of zoning densities across this project 
is acceptable because the overall density of the entire project does not exceed the maximum 
density of either zoning designations. 
   
Road Maintenance.  The applicant will construct the road and dedicate it to the City, but they 
do not want to maintain it pursuant to Condition #12.  The purpose of the condition was in 
response to a concern with inefficient maintenance since the proposed street is only serving 
this particular development and not the greater public.  The condition of approval 
recommended that the City would take over maintenance and snow removal once the road was 
connected to Baker Avenue extension, when it could be maintained more efficiently and would 
be serving the greater community.   
 
The current site plan shows the road ending without any acceptable turnaround, such as a ‘T’ 
turnaround or cul-de-sac.  We understand this is simply the site plan and not the final 
engineering drawings; however, in order for the City to maintain the roadway for snow 
removal, the City would need to see a cul-de-sac at the end of the street.   
 
Road Design.  The applicant does not want to construct the road to the western edge of the 
project pursuant to Condition #13.  The City’s development standards require one to extend 
water, sewer and roads to edge of property when a project is developed.  This policy facilitates 
the next development to simply link up to improvements without having to make off-site 
improvements.  If this applicant doesn’t bring utilities and the road to the edge of their project 
this will either require another private development to pay for these improvements or require 
the City, through the use of public tax dollars, to pay for the improvements.  This road will be 
an important east-west connection between the future Baker Avenue extension and highway 
93 S.  The City has experienced extensive public comments and concerns with projects that 
intend to extend planned road connections when roads are not installed to the edge of the project 
due to the perception that roads are dead-end streets and should forever be a dead-end street.   
 
As described above, if the applicant wishes to have the City provide the long-term maintenance, 
the City will require the installation of a cul-de-sac.  One option that came up during our 
meeting, was to have the applicant complete the road to the edge of the property and install a 
temporary cul-de-sac within the right-of-way for Baker Avenue. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff is supportive of changing conditions #12 and #13, as described below, if the applicant 
will construct the road to the edge of the street and install a temporary cul-de-sac  installed 
within the Baker Avenue right-of-way: 
 

12. A 60-foot right-of-way in a location identified by the Public Works Director shall be installed 
and dedicated to the western edge of the property to the City of Whitefish prior to submitting 
a building permit application within Phase 1.  The developer shall enter into an agreement for 
the maintenance and snow removal responsibilities until such time as the street is connected to 
the future Baker Avenue extension. 

 
13. A paved temporary cul-de-sac  shall be constructed at the western end of the new city right-of-

way within the Baker Avenue extension right-of-way.  This shall be kept clear of snow for 
emergency access. 
 
If the applicant does not want to construct a cul-de-sac  within the Baker Avenue right-of-way, 
the applicant will be required to install a temporary ‘T’ turnaround and the City will not 
maintain the street until it connects to Baker Avenue extension.  Staff would recommend the 
conditions of approval remain the same, as recommended by the Planning Board. 
 
Off-Street Parking.  The applicant wants to use both sides of the road for the required off-street 
parking, wants an even more reduced zoning deviation for off-street parking and/or wants to 
add more parking to the far western edge of the project.  The original site plan provided a 
parking lot dedicated to each of the five buildings.  The applicant’s revised site plan has reduced 
the amount of off-street parking by eliminating one of these parking lots.  The current plan 
shows 89 off-street parking spaces (1.48 spaces per unit) where the previous plan provided 120 
off-street parking spaces (2 spaces per unit).  The City’s zoning requirements require 140 off-
street parking spaces (2.33 spaces per unit).  The original zoning deviation request was for 2 
parking spaces per unit.  The Planning Board did not recommend approval of the zoning 
deviation request and did not support the condition directing the applicant to find an additional 
20 parking spaces off-site (perhaps on an adjacent lot).  The Planning Board expected the 
applicant to revise their plan to provide adequate off-street parking.   
 
The current design requests on-street parking on one or both sides of the City street.  The Fire 
Department cannot approve on-street parking on both sides of the street, as it violates the 
International Fire Code (IFC).  According to the IFC, dead-end streets can only have parking 
on one side.  The Public Works Department was not opposed to parking on one side of the 
street provided it met the City’s street design standard.  Any on-street parking provided today 
may not be viable long-term parking once Baker Avenue extension is constructed through and 
may need to be evaluated in the future.  Also, any on-street parking would not count toward 
the required off-street parking requirements; however, Council could consider this as a reason 
to approve the zoning deviation.   
 
The applicant also provided the Council with an alternative site plan showing a parking lot to 
the far west of the project that would add 30 more spaces.  They also indicated this lot could 
include any number of parking spaces, but it could not get to the full 140 parking spaces the 
Planning Board recommended to the Council.  The plan with the western parking lot would 
bring the total parking up to 120 spaces off-street parking.  The Off-Street Parking and Loading 
chapter (§11-6) permit residential parking on the same lot as the main building.     
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff is very concerned with the on- and off-street parking scenarios being proposed.  Staff is 
not supportive of the additional parking lot located far from the buildings it will be serving.  
Staff measured the walking distance from the last parking space to front door of Building A 
and it is 590-feet – nearly two downtown city blocks.  This parking is not practical for the 
future residents of this development.  Also, we do not believe the removal of the trees along 
the western boundary of the project is what the Park Knoll neighbors were hoping to achieve.   
 
Staff is also not impressed with this latest design that forces two buildings (A & C) totaling 24-
units to share a parking lot of 22 spaces with the hope that on-street parking will provide enough 
over-flow parking spaces to accommodate all the units when it may not be available long-term.  
The design, without the extra western parking area, has parking at a ratio of 1.83 spaces per 
unit for Buildings B, D, and E and 0.92 spaces for Buildings A and C.  Staff was supportive of 
the original concept that provided a nearby parking lot for each building, but neither of the 
options submitted provides very practical parking.  
 
However, if the Council disagrees, the Council could support the off-street parking zoning 
deviation to the design submitted with the four parking lots.  Staff would recommend the 
following: 
 
“I move to approve a zoning deviation to the required off-street parking standard of 2.33 spaces 
per unit to 1.48 spaces per unit.” 
 
No changes to the Planning Board conditions of approval would be required.  
 
Alternatives: 
The Council could approve the site plan with the parking lot to the far west of the project.  Staff 
would recommend the following: 
 
“I move to approve a zoning deviation to the required off-street parking standard of 2.33 spaces 
per unit to 2.0 spaces per unit.”   
 
No changes to the Planning Board conditions of approval would be required.  
 
As another alternative, the Council could direct the applicant to come back with a better design 
that provides adequate parking for each building, the Council could reduce the overall density 
to better match the parking provided or the Council could consider the original design that 
provides a parking lot for each building. 
 
A full staff report and other documents are in the packet. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after considering 
the testimony at the public hearing, recommendations from staff and the Planning Board,  
approve WPUD 14-04 along with the revised site plan submitted on February 24, 2015, the 
Findings of Fact in the staff report, the 15 conditions of approval and the request zoning 
deviation to building height to no more than 39-feet 6-inches, as recommended by the 
Whitefish Planning Board in October, 2014 and indicate the approval for the parking zoning 
deviation. 
 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 12 of 537



This item is a quasi-judicial matter.  
 
 
 

b) Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit from Whitefish Theatre 
Company for an expansion to the  I.A. O’Shaughnessy Performing Arts Center at 1 
Central Avenue (p. 199) 
 
From Planner II Bailey Minnich’s transmittal memo: 
 
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit to construct an addition onto the 
Whitefish O’Shaughnessy Center.  The proposed addition will be located on the 
northwestern side of the building, adding approximately 2,056 square feet.  It will 
include a multi-purpose room, conference room, waiting area, and bathrooms.  There 
will also be a 949 square foot storage area located above the multi-purpose room.  In 
addition, the applicant is proposing to modify the entrance area along Central Avenue, 
increasing the area by 335 square feet.  A conditional use permit is required for the 
addition because the existing structure’s footprint is already over 7,500 square feet and 
the property is located in the Old Town Central District (§11-2L-4).  The subject 
property is located at 1 Central Avenue, at the intersection of Central Avenue and Railway 
Street.  The property is accessed from both Railway Street and Central Avenue.  There is 
also an existing parking area shared with BNSF located north of the building. 

 
A full staff report and other documents are in the packet. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after considering 
the testimony at the public hearing, and the recommendation from staff, approve an 
application for a Conditional Use Permit from Whitefish Theatre Company for an 
expansion to the  I.A. O’Shaughnessy Performing Arts Center at 1 Central Avenue 
subject to 7 conditions and with the findings of fact contained in the staff report. 
 
This item is a quasi-judicial matter.  
 
 

c) Consideration of an application for a Conditional Use Permit from C.J. Fullhouse for 
a guest house at 1199 West 7th Street   (p. 233) 
 
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit to allow a guest house at 1199 W. 
7th Street.  The property is currently developed with a barn, which the applicant would 
like to convert to part residential use.  The applicant is proposing to construct a new larger 
single-family residence on the property and convert the existing barn into the proposed 
guesthouse.  The barn is approximately 1,800 square feet and will consist of a kitchen, 
living area, and 2 bedrooms located above a garage space and barn area.   Access for the 
entire property would be from an existing gravel driveway off W. 7th Street.  The driveway 
would split on the property to allow access to each individual structure. 

 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 13 of 537



 
 
 
 
A full staff report and other documents are in the packet. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after considering 
the testimony at the public hearing, and the recommendation from staff, approve an 
application for a Conditional Use Permit from C.J. Fullhouse for a guest house at 1199 
West 7th Street subject to 9 conditions and with the findings of fact contained in the 
staff report. 
 
This item is a quasi-judicial matter.  
 

d) 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. 
275) 
 
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. 
The Council opened the public hearing on February 17, 2015 and took public 
comment. The Council left the public hearing open until the March 16, 2015 
meeting in order for the consultants to incorporate comments into the Plan. Staff 
provided Council with a list of public and agency comments and which ones were 
incorporated into the Plan. These comments are now included within the draft for 
review. 
 
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. 
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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 
 
Public Hearing: At the Planning Board public hearing, three members from the 
public spoke. The 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.  
 
At the February 17, 2015 Council meeting, five members of the public spoke in 
support of protecting the downtown residential neighborhoods from negative 
encroachments. 
 
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. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after considering 
the testimony at the public hearing, recommendations from staff and the Planning Board,  
approve 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). 
 
This item is a legislative matter.  
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR 

a) Ordinance No. 15-___; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 2, 
Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, to provide subcommittees, revise the Weed Control 
Advisory Board as a volunteer Weed Education Outreach Committee, and authorize 
members, who reside within the School District #44 area, for advisory committees to 
the Board of Park Commissioners (p. 455) 

 
From Parks and Recreation Director Maria Butts staff report: 
 
The Whitefish Parks and Recreation Department hosts multiple committees.  These 
committees include the Mountain Trails Ice Rink Advisory, Whitefish Tree Advisory, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Path Advisory, and Weed Control Advisory committees, as 
well as the Whitefish Animal Group Board (W.A.G. Board).  In November of 2014, 
the Whitefish City Council transferred the duty of appointments of these committees 
to the Park Board of Commissioners. 
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The Park Board of Commissioners met in January 2015 to discuss the residency 
boundaries for appointments, number of members on each committee, staff duties and 
responsibilities on committees, number of and types of committees, and the 
procedures for advertising for the appointments.  During the meeting the Park Board 
of Commissioners expressed interest in increasing the residency boundaries for the 
member appointments.  They explored several options and expressed interest in 
retaining several dedicated members from various committees.  The board also 
discussed staff’s duties and responsibilities to the subcommittees.  There was an 
overall effort to lessen staff’s time commitments in relation to the subcommittees.  As 
well, the Park Board discussed the vitality of the various committees and expressed 
concern over the lack of community interest in appointments to the Weed Control 
Advisory Committee, citing that the committee was more effective as an educational 
outreach to the community, as opposed to an advisory committee to the Park Board 
and the City. 

 
From that meeting, the Park Board of Commissioners moved unanimously to 
recommend the following amendments to the Whitefish City Code Title 2, Chapters 
1, 6, 7, 8,  and 11: 
 

• All subcommittee members of the Park Board will reside within the Whitefish High 
School District boundary. 

• Each subcommittee of the Park Board will appoint a volunteer member as secretary to 
maintain minutes. 

• Agendas will be generated by staff for the Ice Rink Advisory, Tree Advisory, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Path Advisory, and the Whitefish Trail Operations 
Committee.  The WAG Board and the Weed Control Advisory Committee agendas 
will be maintained by the Chairs of the committees. 

• The Weed Control Advisory Committee will become a volunteer committee with a 
focus on education outreach.  This committee will be made up of volunteers from the 
community and will not require staff, Park Board, nor Council representation.  
Committee members will communicate requests and goals with the Director of Parks 
and Recreation and the Board of Park Commissioners, as necessary.  The Parks and 
Recreation Department will support the committee in its educational outreach 
mission. 

• The Park Board will retain applications for committee vacancies for six months and 
will have the ability to interview applicants from that pool prior to re-advertising for 
the position. 
 
All members of the Weed Control Advisory Committee were notified of the proposed 
changes to the committee and were invited to speak during public comment at the 
March 3, 2015 Park Board meeting.  Four members emailed responses: one member 
stated a neutral position; one member stated support for the change; one member 
stated support with interest in the committee retaining an opportunity to report 
noxious weeds to the City, and one member stated an interest in attending public 
comment at the March 3, 2015 Park Board meeting.  On March 3, 2015, the Park 
Board of Commissioners provided opportunity for public comment to hear potential 
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concerns regarding the Weed Control Advisory Committee changes.  There was no 
public comment received on the matter.  The Park Board of Commissioners were 
provided the email responses and responded to the request to retain an ability to 
report noxious weeds to the City by stating that the committee would be able to report 
noxious weeds to the Park Board during monthly meetings and to staff via established 
complaint forms provided by both the Parks and Recreation Department as well as the 
Planning and Building Department. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve 
An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, 
to provide subcommittees, revise the Weed Control Advisory Board as a volunteer 
Weed Education Outreach Committee, and authorize members, who reside within the 
School District #44 area, for advisory committees to the Board of Park 
Commissioners.   
 
This item is a legislative matter.   
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM PLANNING AND BUILDING DIRECTOR 
a) Consideration of approving an application from Kurt Vomfell of Terra Designworks, 

LLC on behalf of  Kimberly Garth and Trina Tymko for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore 
Variance (#WLV-15-W05) at  1722 West Lakeshore Drive for a standard permit for 
the placement of riprap and a new dock, in conjunction with a minor variance request 
for a metal stairway with a portion located higher than 2 feet above grade and the 
proposed diameter of the rock utilized for the riprap subject to 31 conditions  (p. 466) 

  
From Planner II Bailey Minnich’s staff report: 
 
Proposal:  The applicant is requesting a standard lakeshore construction permit for the 
placement of riprap and a new dock, and a minor variance request for the installation 
of a metal stairway which will have a small portion located higher than 2 feet above 
the natural grade and for the overall size of the proposed rock for the riprap.  Originally 
the applicant included the removal of dead trees; however that has been pulled from 
this application as the activity is permitted administratively under a separate lakeshore 
construction permit.  The minor variance is requested for three sections of the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Regulations (WLLR): Section 13-3-1(W)(4) regarding the height 
of the stairway above the underlying lakeshore, Section 13-3-1(W)(5) regarding the 
approved materials for construction of a stairway, and Section 13-3-1(O)(3)(d) 
regarding the maximum diameter of rock utilized for the proposed riprap. 

Standard Permit: The applicant is proposing to install up to 8 cubic yards of riprap 
approximately 18-30 inches in diameter above the mean annual high water elevation.  
The existing lakeshore is severely undermined in some locations due to the increased 
wave action from larger boats, winter ice, and erosion.  The active erosion in some 
areas is 36-48 inches high, as measured from the annual high water elevation.  
Normally, the lakeshore regulations limit the vertical height of the riprap to 18 inches.  
However, in areas where active erosion clearly exceeds 18 inches, the riprap height 
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may be permitted to the varying elevation of the active erosion without a variance 
request.  The riprap will be hand-stacked at a 2:1 angle starting at the mean annual high 
water elevation.  The riprap will match the existing native stone found on the lakeshore, 
and be clean material free of fines. 

The applicant is also proposing to install an ‘I’ shaped EZ dock and gangway 
approximately 6.5 feet wide by 30 feet long, with an attached gangway 3 feet wide by 
20 feet long.  The dock and gangway will equal approximately 249.15 square feet of 
constructed area. 

The final activity proposed by the applicant is the installation of a metal stairway 
extending through the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  The stairs will be installed on 
approximately 12-14 helical pile footings that will be driven into the ground.  The step 
will be fabricated and painted an earth-tone color prior to installation within the 
lakeshore protection zone, and will include handrails on both sides not exceeding 4 feet 
in height above the surface of the steps.  The stairway will be a maximum of 3 feet 
wide by approximately 33 feet long.  The applicant is also proposing a dry-set stone 
landing approximately 4 feet wide by 4 feet long at the base of the stairway.  The 
stairway with stone landing will equal approximately 114.9 square feet of constructed 
area. 

In conjunction with all the proposed activities, the applicant is proposing the 
installation of native plant materials and minor soil amendments using Glacier Gold 
Compost in areas that are eroding.  A mix of nature shrubs and ground covers will be 
installed to achieve varying root depths to help stabilize the steep slope.  The plants 
will be hand-watered until established. 

Minor Variance:  
The Whitefish Lakeshore Regulations stipulate “elevated stairways shall follow the 
natural grade of the existing shoreline, and no portion of the walking surface of the 
stairway or landing shall be situated higher than two (2) vertical feet above the 
underlying lakeshore.” [§13-3-1(W)(4) WLLR]  The existing topography of the 
subject property within the Lakeshore Protection Zone is very steep.  For the majority 
of the proposed stairway, the height above the underlying ground would comply with 
the lakeshore regulations.  However, in approximately the middle of the proposed 
stairway near the first landing, there would be a portion that would be up to 5 feet 9 
inches above the underlying lakeshore.  This proposed height is unavoidable due to the 
sever incline of the existing slope. 

The applicant is also requesting to install a metal stairway instead of natural wood or 
Trex stairs.  The regulations state “stairways shall be constructed of wood composite 
(i.e Trex) or untreated wood left in its natural (unpainted) condition.” [13-3-1(W)(5) 
WLLR]  Due to the overall steepness of the existing slope, maintenance over time will 
be difficult and possibly dangerous.  The applicant is proposing the metal, powder 
coated and welded stairs as a maintenance-free alternative.  The stairway would be 
fabricated and painted prior to installation within the lakeshore protection zone.   

Finally, the lakeshore regulations state that stone used for riprap “shall be six (6) 
through twelve (12”) inch nominal diameter, eighteen inch (18”) maximum diameter, 
and shall be free of silts, sands or fine materials.” [13-3-1(O)(3)(d) WLLR]  The 
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applicant is proposing 18-30 inch diameter due to the height and severity of the active 
erosion on the subject property.  Without placing large enough riprap, the lakeshore 
and existing trees will not have a strong enough armament against the erosive forces.  
This would continue to result in lake sedimentation, loss of soil around existing tree 
roots, and additional loss of lakeshore for the property owner. 

Frontage and allowable constructed area:  The property has 49.92 feet of lakeshore 
frontage according to a recent survey.  The allowable constructed area based on 8 
square feet per lineal foot of frontage is 399.36 square feet.  The application as 
submitted would bring the total constructed area within the Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Zone to 374.45 square feet.   

Existing Constructed Area:  The property has a few remnants of an old stone retaining 
wall consisting of approximately 10.4 square feet of constructed area.  Staff has been 
unable to locate any previous lakeshore permits for the subject property. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve 
an application from Kurt Vomfell of Terra Designworks, LLC on behalf of  Kimberly 
Garth and Trina Tymko for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Variance (#WLV-15-W05) at  
1722 West Lakeshore Drive for a standard permit for the placement of riprap and a 
new dock, in conjunction with a minor variance request for a metal stairway with a 
portion located higher than 2 feet above grade and the proposed diameter of the rock 
utilized for the riprap subject to 31 conditions and approve the findings of fact in the 
staff report.    
 
This item is a quasi-judicial matter. 

 
 
COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER 
a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 490) 
b) Other items arising between March 11th and March 16th   
c) Resolution No. 15-___; A Resolution in support of establishing a countywide 911 

Special District within Flathead County through Resolution of the Flathead County 
Commissioners in accordance with Montana State Law at MCA § 7-11-1003 providing to 
the County the authorization to create Special Districts  (p. 509) 
 
On February 1, 2009, the Whitefish City Council approved the 911 Interlocal 
Agreement which consolidated all dispatch services among the cities in Flathead 
County with Flathead County’s 911 dispatch.  The Interlocal Agreement was finally 
approved and signed by all parties in April, 2009 and a copy of the Interlocal 
Agreement is in the packet with this report.   
 
Despite much discussion, the four parties could not agree on a funding mechanism for 
911 other than to have the three cities and Flathead County contribute to the budget 
based on population.   This method ensured that property owners in the three cities 
would pay twice for 911 services – once to their city for its contribution and also to 
Flathead County for its contribution.   To address this inequity and to provide a long 
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term, sustainable funding method, a Future Funding Committee was created to work 
on funding alternatives (end of Article I in Interlocal Agreement).   
 
I was appointed to that committee and was subsequently appointed as chairperson of 
the committee.  The committee worked on alternatives for two years and submitted 
our report to the 911 Administrative Board in May, 2011.    
 
Subsequent to that report, the 911 Administrative Board and the Future Funding 
Committee continued to work on when an appropriate time to place a countywide 
property tax levy on the ballot.   Given the economic downturn, no one was very 
enthusiastic about placing such a property tax levy on the ballot.    
 
Last year, Commissioner Gary Krueger suggested an alternative to fund 911 with an 
assessment similar to the landfill assessment which appears on county property tax 
bills where there are structures (vacant land is not assessed for the landfill cost).  
Commissioner Krueger worked with County Administrator Mike Pence and county 
staff on the particulars of such a proposal and the final product and recommended 
structure is contained in a report in the packet called the “FLATHEAD 
EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS FUNDING PLAN”.    
 
The basic elements of this plan is that 911 would be funded entirely by countywide 
property taxes and a Special District fee on developed property.    The Countywide 
property tax would be to continue the current Sheriff countywide property tax levy 
for 911 of approximately 6 mills (5.921 mills last year) and augment that mill levy 
with a Special District $25 flat rate fee for residential properties annually and $50 per 
commercial unit not to exceed 30 units for commercial properties.     
 
The other very important, likely essential,  element of this funding proposal is that it 
will provide a stable funding source in the future for 911, especially for needed 
capital equipment replacement and additions.   The current funding which was 
approved by all four entities has only provided funding for operating costs and a 
minimal level of capital equipment.   This proposal would provide $500,000 of new 
funding annually for capital equipment acquisition and replacement.   If capital 
equipment replacement and addition is never funded, the 911 Center will die a slow 
death of attrition.    
 
Last year the City Council passed Resolution No. 14-23 supporting calling for an 
election on the proposed 911 Special District fee and that Resolution is enclosed in 
the packet with this memo.  The county-wide election last fall failed to pass, but only 
by a 10 vote margin.    
 
After last fall’s close vote, but failure to approve the Special District, the 911 
Governing Board met with the Future Funding Committee to discuss options.   The 911 
Governing Board would like another attempt at forming the Special District sooner 
rather than wait until the next election in 2016.   It was decided that the Future Funding 
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Committee should make a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners 
regarding a new process to establish the Special District.    
 
The Future Funding Committee met and voted to recommend that the Board of County 
Commissioners try to form the Special District through passing a Resolution of 
Intention to create the District and then mail notices to property owners and see if a 
District can be formed that way (similar to a Special Improvement District process).   
This process is provided for in Montana State Law at 7-11-1001 MCA et. seq.   I have 
attached a letter to the Board of County Commissioners from the Future Funding 
Committee regarding initiating this process.   
 
The Board of County Commissioners requested that each City pass a Resolution 
supporting going ahead and trying to create the Special District through this method.  
If sufficient protests are received against the District, it will then either kill it or force 
an election at the 2016 Primary election.   
 
All four parties would split the cost of the mailing and other costs to try to create the 
Special District in this manner.  Our estimate costs as shown in the letter in the packet 
would be approximately $2,500, but it could be somewhat higher than that cost.  I doubt 
our share would exceed $3,000.    We would have to take that cost from our 
Contingency appropriation in the FY15 budget.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council adopt a 
Resolution in support of establishing a countywide 911 Special District within Flathead 
County through Resolution of the Flathead County Commissioners in accordance with 
Montana State Law at MCA § 7-11-1003 providing to the County the authorization to 
create Special Districts. 
 
This item is a legislative matter. 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Email from Kellie Harnar regarding a request for flashing crosswalk signs at 

Wisconsin Avenue and Woodside Lane and Colorado Avenue and East Edgewood   
(p. 522) 

b) Consideration of doing mail ballots versus polling places for 2015 Mayor and City 
Council elections  (p. 525) 

c) Email and memo from Mayre Flowers regarding a “Buy Local Campaign”  (p. 535) 
 

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 

March 2, 2015 

7:10 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, 

Interim Public Works Director Hilding, Parks and Recreation Director Butts, Interim Fire Chief Page, 

Police Chief Dial and Senior Planner Compton-Ring.  Approximately 40 people were in the audience. 

 

2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked Derreck Thompson to lead the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

3) PROCLAMATION - proclaim April 7, 2015, as National Service Recognition Day 

 

MAYORS DAY PROCLAMATION - WHITEFISH 

 

WHEREAS, service to others is a hallmark of the American character, and central to how we meet our 

challenges; and 

 

WHEREAS, the nation's Mayors are increasingly turning to national service and volunteerism as a cost-

effective strategy to meet city needs; and 

 

WHEREAS, participants address the most pressing challenges facing our cities and nation, from 

educating students for jobs of the 21st century and supporting veterans and military families to 

providing health services and helping communities recover from natural disasters; and 

 

WHEREAS, national service expands economic opportunity by creating more sustainable, resilient 

communities and providing education, career skills, and leadership abilities for those who serve; and 

 

WHEREAS, national service participants serve in more than 60,000 locations across the country, 

including six in Whitefish, bolstering the civic, neighborhood, and faith-based organizations that are so 

vital to our city's economic and social well-being; and 

 

WHEREAS, 81 national service participants age 55 and older with experienced backgrounds served 

35,347 hours in Whitefish, providing vital support to city residents and improving the quality of life in 

our city; and 

 

WHEREAS, national service represents a unique public-private partnership that invests in community 

solutions and leverages non-federal resources to strengthen community impact and increase the return 

on taxpayer dollars; and 

 

WHEREAS, national service participants demonstrate commitment, dedication, and patriotism by 

making an intensive commitment to service, a commitment that remains with them in their future 

endeavors; and 

 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 24 of 537



WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

March 2, 2015 

 

 

 

2 

WHEREAS, the Corporation for National and Community Service shares a priority with mayors 

nationwide to engage citizens, improve lives, and strengthen communities; and joined with the National 

League of Cities, City of Service, and mayors across the country to recognize the impact of service on 

the Mayors Day of Recognition for National Service on April 1, 2014. 

 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that I, John Muhlfeld, Mayor of Whitefish, do hereby proclaim April 

7, 2015, as National Service Recognition Day, and encourage residents to recognize the positive impact 

of national service in our city and thank those who serve; and to find ways to give back to their 

communities.  

        /s/ John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 

 

4) 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)    

 

Dan Cutforth, 1255 Larch Lane, said he owns two hotels in Whitefish and spoke to the Mayor 

and Council against the proposed 1% resort tax increase.  He said it results in a 4% tax they have to pay 

in comparison to their competition in Kalispell who don’t pay it.  He said tourists have choices and 3 to 

4% makes a difference.  He noted that Mike Gwiazdon, who owns two stores, one in Whitefish and one 

in Kalispell, and Dan Graves from the Whitefish Mountain Resort both spoke against the increase at the 

last meeting.  He said there is a large commercial expansion just north of Kalispell along with two or 

three new lodging places; and there hasn’t been anything new added to Whitefish.  He said it isn’t the 

500,000 tourists who will cover the cost of the water quality protection issue, it is the 100 local retailers; 

and he thought it should be paid by the residents.  He asked the Council to make it right. 

 

Jan Metzmaker, 915 Dakota Avenue, spoke tonight on behalf of the Windows of Whitefish 

volunteers who made and installed the 4 art pieces that are displayed on the south wall of Latitude 48, 

depicting the 4 seasons in Whitefish.  The project was sponsored by the Stumptown Art Studio.  She 

thanked Deb Stika for her designs and organization of the project, and the many others who worked on it 

as well; about 9 of them were in attendance tonight and she asked them to stand and be recognized.  She 

said in thanks to the City of Whitefish for allowing their group to set up a workshop in the vacant 

Coldwell Banker building for the duration of their project and until it will be torn down for the new city 

hall construction, the group made and gave to the City tonight a mosaic for display at City Hall.  She 

said the group will be looking for a new workshop location if anyone knows of a vacant spot they can 

use.  Jan also spoke regarding the Depot Park Master Plan and requested the City preserve the native 

treed area along Depot Street east of Depot Park where parking is proposed.  That site was given by the 

City to the School and students have worked hard on that site.  They utilized a grant from Plum Creek to 

plant trees and it is an active site utilized by the science classes; there are plans for additional 

improvements.  The trees are 15 years old and can’t be moved so she asked that it be preserved.   

 

Nick Palmer said he was a Whitefish resident and spoke regarding the placement of the manhole 

covers in the reconstruction of Hwy 93W; traffic weaves around each one to dodge them to avoid the 

holes.  He said he contacted Interim Public Works Director Hilding and she thought MDT could have 

that fixed.  He asked for Council’s support in that request, and he thanked the Council for all they do. 

 

Mayre Flowers, on behalf of Citizens for a Better Flathead in Kalispell at 35 4th Street West, had 

a handout for the Mayor and Council regarding their recycling efforts, and reminded everyone of the 
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expansion of recycled materials now taken at Pacific Steel and Recycling.  She said they have a 

published recycling guide as well as placing it on their website and encouraged the city to expand their 

recycling program to match theirs for a valley-wide program; and encouraged the creation of a task-

force to move things forward.  She said recyclable disposable cups should be purchased by the city and 

can be purchased locally.  Her handout also included links for promoting “shopping local” and 

suggested the creation of a taskforce for that effort.  (Mayre’s handout is appended to the packet). 

 

5) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS 

 
Nick Polumbus, 303 Stumptown Loop, from the Whitefish Convention and Visitors Bureau 

Committee spoke regarding their campaign this year, in cooperation with Whitefish Mountain Resort,  

that provided one flight a week from Glacier International Airport in and out of Chicago from December 

into April.  The program has a $235,000 minimum revenue guarantee and flights have been booked on 

an average of 64-65%; and he said they probably need about 70% to meet the minimum, so there has 

been some local subsidy.  He talked about Bozeman having a similar campaign with flights in and out of 

New York City; the first year needed the subsidy but they had better booking rates the second year and 

the airlines added a flight to Houston.  He said their data research shows good marketing results; and 

they feel that tourism continues to grow in small steps, but good steps.  (Nick’s handout is appended to 

the packet). 

 

Councilor Hildner reported on the Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Advisory Committee held earlier 

today.  Kellie Harnar attended their meeting and gave public comment on crosswalks.  The Committee is 

still reviewing plans for the BNSF landing.  The Skye Park Bridge project is planned for lift station 

construction first and to be completed before the bridge construction begins.  The 2nd Street and 

Stumptown stairs are being reviewed by Building Official Bench and North Valley Steel; and he had 

noted during the meeting he didn’t want the stair installation to complicate getting the monuments 

straightened and he was informed then that the monuments will be fixed this spring.  An RFP for the 

Bike Path Master Plan is nearly complete.     

 

6) 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 17, 2015 City Council special session (p.61) 

b) Minutes from the February 17, 2015 City Council regular session (p.62) 

 

City Clerk Lorang said the number 511,475 overnight visitors needed to be corrected in the 

minutes on packet page 71. 

 

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

agenda as amended.    The motion passed unanimously. 

 

7) 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-___; An Ordinance approving the Whitefish Crossing fka Deer Tracks 

Residences Planning Unit Development to develop a 60-unit apartment project on one 

parcel comprising approximately 4.493 acres of land to become a part of 6348 Highway 

93 South, Whitefish (continuation of public hearing from November 3, 2014)   (First 

Reading)  (WPUD 14-04)  (p.80)  (CD 31:07) 
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Senior Planner Compton-Ring reported this was a continuation of a public hearing held by 

Council on November 3, 2014, because of a pending action by the Board of Adjustment on an appeal 

from the neighboring Park Knoll neighborhood on the determination that allowed the developer to blend 

zoning densities and uses across zoning district boundaries within a Planned Unit Development.  Before 

the Board of Adjustment could meet, the neighborhood withdrew their appeal on February 17 (their 

letter is included in the packet) because the neighbors and developers came to an agreement concerning 

site plans.  The revised site plan was submitted to the Planning Office at noon on February 24th which is 

the day staff reports are due to be turned in by 4:00 o’clock for packet preparation; so neither staff 

(Public Works, Fire Department or Planning) nor the public has had time to review them.  They have 

been included in the packet starting on page 203 with the February 24, 2015 letter from Sands 

Surveying, Inc.  Because of that lack of review, Planner Compton-Ring said there are not any staff 

recommendations at this time; staff is requesting the Council remand it back to staff for review, or back 

to the Planning Board for additional public review.  In the interim, Council approved a zone change on 

the portion of the property that was formerly county zoning, and that is now in effect.  She said the staff 

report in the packet is based on the original site plan submitted in July of 2014; and the Conditions of 

Approval that were brought forward upon recommendation from the Planning Board were also based on 

the July 2014 plans.  Planner Compton-Ring said if the project was remanded back to Staff and allow 

time to go through the Site Review Committee, they could come back with a recommendation on the 

April 6th meeting, or for a longer review if they wanted it to go back to the Planning Board.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

 

Sean Averill, applicant, said Eric Mulcahy, from Sands Surveying, has a letter in the packet that 

explains the changes; Sean said mainly they exchanged places between some parking lots and structures. 

The result is a larger buffer between their residential and the Park Knoll Subdivision behind the project.  

This is the site plan that the Park Knoll homeowners have agreed to, it was a last minute compromise 

with that neighborhood so the paperwork was submitted late to the Planning Office.  The developers are 

himself along with Jeff Badelt. The project planner is Eric Mulcahy from Sands Surveying, architect is 

Matt Rhees – The Architects Office, and the engineer is Brett Walcheck – 48 North.  (During his 

presentation he showed a new project that their architect worked on in Missoula).  The need for long-

term rental inventory for the local workforce is apparent in Whitefish he said, including a 5-year waiting 

list at the Whitefish Housing Authority.  This project provides 10% of the units (6 units) as affordable 

rent controlled properties in partnership with the Whitefish Housing Authority.  He described the 

property and said it had the right zoning for this density.  He explained the two different zones included 

in the project; the WB-2 zoned property along the front and eastern portion is where the 60 units, in 5 

buildings, will be constructed.  The parking and the Club House, along with a natural buffer of older 

trees, sits on the west part of the project which is zoned WLR, all developed as a planned unit 

development.  He brought up both plans on the screen showing the old design and the new design, both 

in the packet.  The project includes the developers constructing a public street that dissects the project 

and could connect with the extension of Baker Avenue if that ever happens.  The design shows parking 

on both sides of the public street.  Parking is one of the differences the Council has to consider tonight; 

he said they have proposed options between 130 and 158 spaces.  He said if the Council determines 

more parking is needed, the west parking lot can be extended further west into the treed buffer.   

Another change for the Council to consider is the building design; the project still has to be reviewed by 

the Architectural Review Committee, but they are asking for a height deviation to 39.5 feet to allow for 

architectural character of the roof lines which is a four-foot variance.  That same deviation was approved 
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on the proposed hotel project to the south of this property.  He said in the background there is an 

existing hotel to the north, but it sits on a hill and will appear taller than their buildings.  Each building 

will have carports.  He said their project meets the mission stated in the Growth Policy for affordable 

workforce housing.  He said he hoped the Council could act on their revised site plan tonight.  He said 

he did have a couple more things to ask.  Condition of Approval #12 stipulates the developer will build a 

60’ street and dedicate it to the City, but also requires the developer and city will enter into an agreement 

for the maintenance and snow removal responsibilities by the developer until such time as the street is 

connected to the future Baker Avenue extension.  They would like that maintenance and snow removal 

requirement lifted.  In addition, a condition states that same public street will be built all the way to the 

west end of the project.   Since there is not a street there currently for it to connect into; and whether or 

not there ever will be a street there is yet undetermined, they would like to build it only to the point as 

shown in their revised plan, it would save a lot of trees for the time being.  They would like to dedicate 

the remaining right of way to the city and build a turn-around as approved by the Fire Department only 

to the end of the street as needed.   

 

Phyllis Quatman, 150 Johns Way, spoke in support of the project.  She said she and her husband, 

along with Bob Horne and Kate, led the opposition against this developer’s proposal for apartments out 

on E. 2nd Street because of the density and increased traffic, but she feels this project on Hwy 93 South 

is centrally located and the right location for this type of project, and will fill the need for affordable 

housing.  She appreciates that the developers worked with the adjacent neighbors on a site plan they 

could all work with.  She said the developers were good about listening to the neighbors during their re-

working of the E. 2nd Street development; and they also have been listening to the community as they 

are developing their hotel site on E. 2nd Street and Spokane Avenue.  She said it appears this developer 

is willing to work with the Police, Fire and Planning Departments to meet the needs of this community; 

and she hopes the project can be approved tonight.  She said Sean and his wife are stakeholders in this 

community; they live and work here and will be raising a family who will go to school here; and he 

wants what is best for this community.   

 

David Hunt, 113 Park Knoll Lane, and was speaking on behalf of the Park Knoll homeowners.  

He said over the past months their homeowners have had numerous meetings with the developers and 

their team and with Lori from the Housing Authority; and now have reached an agreement in support of 

this revised site plan that has been proposed tonight.  Compromises have been made on both sides and 

the developers addressed the major concerns of the homeowners.  He likes the revised plan because it 

shifts all the apartments out of the WLR zone and into the WB-2 zone, which he thinks is appropriate.  

With that shift of those buildings it provides a better buffer for the Park Knoll development, and that is 

why they could drop their appeal that was going to go before the Board of Adjustment.  He emphasized 

they agreed to and only are in favor of the revised plan that was submitted to the Planning Department 

on February 24, 2015, and support its approval. 

 

Mayre Flowers, on behalf of Citizens for a Better Flathead (CBF) in Kalispell at 35 4th Street 

West, said CBF appreciates that the developer and adjacent neighborhood worked together to come up 

with a revised plan; and recommend it needs further review.  CBF recommends it goes back to the 

Planning Board to go through the complete public process.  Staff needs to have time to review the 

revisions and establish findings and recommendations that would apply to the revisions.  CBF also 

questions the legality of the concept referred to as a “Blended PUD”.  The city’s regulations allow for 

the needed extra time for review as there is no time limit for final action by the City Council on PUD 

approvals.  (Mayre had a handout for the Council which is appended to the packet.) 
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Lori Collins said she was speaking on behalf of the Whitefish Housing Authority in support of 

this project’s development and the PUD.  Having 6 new units available for rental will alleviate some of 

their burden to provide affordable housing.  She said the goal of affordable housing has been in the 

city’s plans for five years, ten years; she has been with the Housing Authority for 8 years and voluntary 

inclusionary zoning has been sporadic at best.  She said this is the closest they have come to getting 

anything and they are so excited about it.  She said anything that is with parking but located close to 

town and alleviating the need to drive into town is a community benefit.  She thought this being a little 

out of town should be no problem, but she appreciates the concern on the adjacent neighbors and is glad 

they could come to an agreement with the developer on the site plan.  Because it is out of town it will be 

necessary for renters to have cars; but she feels the emphasis of this project should be that it will be 

providing affordable housing, and not dependent on how much parking it provides.  And regarding a 

time limit or not?  She said there is a time limit – they have been waiting a long time for some affordable 

units.  She supports mandatory inclusionary zoning, but voluntary inclusionary zoning will only work if 

Council supports that regulation by approving these projects.   She thanked the developer for their 60-

unit project that provides the Housing Authority with 6 units; with that they can provide a one bedroom 

for about $504, a two bedroom for about $604, and a three bedroom for about $800.  She said since 

these are rentals; they can relax their standards for support some for a project out of town; but for 

housing, they’d really like to see something like the E. 2nd Street project.  She said they need rentals in 

this town so she hopes the Council can make this happen.   

 

Chris Hyatt said he is a former city councilor and has worked with Habitat for Humanity and 

said affordable housing has been on the goal list for at least six years.  He said he thinks this is the first 

time we have seen something get gifted to the Housing Authority which is awesome.  At the Chamber 

neighborhoods meetings affordable housing is a constant subject of discussion.  He said both Sean and 

Jeff have met with them several times and he gives them credit for coming forward with this proposal.  

It is needed and he hoped the Council will support it.   

 

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

consideration. Following some discussion, Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor 

Feury, to continue this hearing and have staff review the revised application and bring it back to 

the Council at the following meeting.  Following discussion with staff regarding extra review time, 

Councilor Sweeney amended the motion to have the revised application brought back to the April 

6, 2015 Council Meeting, the second agreed with the amendment.  Following further discussion 

among Council and with staff regarding review time, Councilor Sweeney withdrew his amendment 

resulting in the revised application coming back to the Council at the March 16, 2015, which was 

fine with the second.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

b) Consideration of a request by Eric Mulcahy on behalf of Spotted Bear Spirits for a 

Conditional Use Permit to start a handcrafted micro-distillery at 505 Railway Street  

(WCUP 15-04)  (p. 209)   (CD 1:19:05) 

 

Planner Compton-Ring said the request for the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is to operate a 

microdistillery and tasting room in an existing building at 505 Railway Street.  The distillery will 

operate under State Liquor Board requirements which limits hours of operation and maximum number 

of ounces permitted per customer.  The applicant proposes to remodel the existing building to 

accommodate the distillery.  Staff, during their review, found that the WB-3 zone conditionally permits 
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microbreweries, but regulations are silent on microdistilleries.  The zoning administrator has made a 

determination that microbreweries and microdistilleries are similar enough to process the application as 

a CUP; so staff proceeded with that review according to required criteria.  Following a public hearing at 

the Planning Board, the Planning Board voted unanimously for approval subject to six (6) conditions of 

approval which are all contained in the staff report.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

 

Eric Mulcahy, Sands Surveying, spoke representing the applicant.  He said the applicants are 

here and available to answer questions if the Council has any.  He said Wendy’s staff report was correct 

and complete; upon approval the project will move forward with the remodel.  The applicants met with 

staff in site review for specifics on the remodel and are in support of the conditions of approval as 

recommended.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public hearing and turned the matter over to the Council for their 

consideration. 

 

Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve WCUP 15-04 

along with the Findings of Fact in the staff report and the six conditions as recommended by the 

Whitefish Planning Board.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

c) Consideration of a request by Ben Davis on behalf of Timberlane Real Estate for a 

Conditional Use Permit to develop four (4) two-unit condominium buildings at 722 

Edgewood Place  (WCUP 15-03)  (p. 238)    (CD 1:23:45) 

 

Planner Compton-Ring gave the staff report and said per City Regulations, a Conditional Use 

Permit (CUP) is required when there are multiple buildings on one lot.  Vehicular access to the units will 

be across a private 20’ driveway, each unit will have a garage and additional parking in the driveway.  

The property is zoned for high density and designated as a high density area in the Growth Policy, 

therefore this project complies with the Growth Policy.  Planner Compton-Ring reviewed the conditions 

of approval and reported that following a public hearing at the Planning Board, the Planning Board 

voted unanimously for approval subject to fourteen (14) conditions of approval which are all contained 

in the staff report.  The project is scheduled to go before the Architectural Review Committee on March 

3, 2015. 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

 

Applicant Ben Davis, 140 Burly Bear Trail in Whitefish, addressed the Council.  He said the 

property had been previously approved for a 14-unit project in 2007 and with the current scaled-down 

proposed development he was seeking a balance of density for this area.  The project is across the tracks 

but just north of Central Avenue.  A path exists across the road for biking and walking into town.  The 

goal is to build eight units that can be sold for less than $300,000 per unit; the designs include two sizes 

of units.  The larger size units have 3 bedrooms and 2 baths and a 2-car garage and plan to be sold in the 

mid to upper $200,000 range; the small units are 2 bedrooms and a single-car garage with a market price 

in the lower $200,000 range.  He said they agree with the conditions of approval and buildings will be 

constructed to meet the required setbacks.  There will be four parking spaces for each large unit and two 
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for the smaller units and they plan for three guest parking spaces which they will try to fit in while still 

allowing the space for a turn-around as required by the Fire Department.   

 

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

 

Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve WCUP 15-03 

along with the Findings of Fact in the staff report and the fourteen (14) conditions of approval as 

recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld called for a short recess and the Council reconvened at 8:57 p.m. 

 

d) Consideration of approving schematic design for the City Hall/Parking Structure Project 

(p. 265)  (CD 1:36:44) 

 

i) Presentation by Mosaic Architecture  

 

Mosaic Architect Ben Tintinger said he is looking for some decisions from the Council this 

evening so the project can move forward in design development.  The Council packet includes notes 

from the last City Hall Committee Meeting wherein most of the members weighed in on the issues the 

Council will be making decisions on tonight.  He is bringing some of their recommendations forward in 

his presentation tonight, hopefully to show all the options.  The first screen of his presentation tonight 

showed 12 slides of the progression of the building.  He said tonight he would run through the 

Schematic Design, Stair Options, and Parking and Retail Components, however he said they haven’t 

changed much.  Other items he can discuss if it is the Council’s wish are the Project Goals, Building 

program, Concept Design – Plan Schemes, Project Cost & Budget, and Design Context/Example of 

Historic Images.  He said the programmed space is still 24,000 square feet so costs estimates have not 

significantly changed.  A decision tonight should be the design for the corner of Baker Avenue and 2nd 

Street; options previously discussed are a 90 degree corner with a two-door entry, or a 45 degree 

chamfered corner with a single entry; and he showed images of those two designs for all street 

elevations.  These images show a consistent building face of brick, and he has used the arched window 

at the entry only and removed arched windows from both sides.  He also had versions with and without 

the third floor, as requested by the Council the last time he was here.  He noted in the version without 

the 3rd floor his diagram includes a pop-up window as an option to give the Council Chambers more 

natural light. The next slides showed the entryway for both the 45 degree angled entry and the 90 degree 

corner entry; these slides also showed the difference in the west hallway of the 1st floor – either with a 

curved wall or a straight wall, a decision he is asking for tonight.  Another decision to be made tonight 

for the first floor is whether there will be a free-standing stairway going up from mid-lobby, or a 

stairway that wraps around the elevator.  Both in his presentation of these options and in the packet he 

included diagrams with measurements of the hallway and the lobby (packet pages 305 and 308).  He 

said the staff areas behind these features have stayed pretty much the same all along.  The second floor 

changes is that a large meeting room has moved to sit above the entry; and the opening that is open from 

the first floor to the 2nd floor is smaller.  The 3rd floor, if built, still includes a community/multi-use  

room, a staff break room, restrooms, a mechanical/electric room, and the overlook into the Council 

Chambers.  The height of the siren tower comes down a bit without the 3rd floor.   

 

Ben included some costs estimates; he said they are not presented the same way a contractor’s 

estimate will be formatted, but it can give the Council an idea; and he reviewed the following: 
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General Conditions: Existing Building Demolition -   $276,500 

Site Development & Parking Garage (231 spaces @ 22,000)  5,299,400 

City Hall as programmed 24,029 square feet (no 3rd floor or expanded basement) 4,923,430 

3rd Floor and Expanded Basement (adding 2657 sq ft to basement) 1,282,310 

Added Retail space in Parking Garage       598,000 

 

He split Development Costs and the 5% reserves for Building Contingencies among the different 

options and totals for the basic 24,000 square foot City Hall plus the parking structure estimate is 

$12.35M, and with the 3rd floor, expanded basement, and Retail Space included the estimate is $14.5M.  

Furnishings are estimated at $420,000.  These estimates do not include a 3rd elevator.  

  

ii) Public Hearing 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

 

Ross Anderson, 409 W. 4th Street, spoke in support of the square entry, he thought it was very 

handsome and the right fit for Whitefish City Hall.  He preferred the curved west wall, he said it should 

help visitors maneuver around the lobby.  He also preferred the free standing stairway in front of the 

lobby and said it supported the curved hallway, and encourages people to use the stairs which is fitting 

to the town’s character.   

 

Rhonda Fitzgerald, 412 Lupfer Avenue, said she thought it was great how far this important 

project has come.  The evolution of it has been great and she felt they have finally arrived at something 

the community will be comfortable with a construction target of $12.3 - $12.7 million, and will serve the 

community well.  She thanked everybody for their hard work.  She preferred the diagonal entry because 

it energizes both streets – Baker Avenue and 2nd Street.  She said since there is not parking on 2nd Street 

anymore she thought more people will be coming into the building from Baker Avenue; and the 

diagonal entry gives an openness to the Railway District.  She likes the wrap-around stair because it 

leaves an open lobby; the open-air stair in the middle of the lobby is un-appealing to her.  She prefers 

the straight wall – she said the curved wall seems contrived to her.  Other design details she said would 

come up later, but these three items need to be decided on to move the project forward.  She gave the 

council a picture of the original city hall below the Mosaic Design of the diagonal corner and thought it 

showed how that new design matched the old one the best.  (Picture has been appended to the packet). 

 

Mayre Flowers complimented the hard work that has been done.  She remembered when the 

County was planning the court house renovation and also when Kalispell remodeled their city hall, both 

were long, agonizing processes.  She said this looks like a quality building for the city, the Council 

should get long-term respect for the finished product. 

 

Vanice Woodbeck, 600 Wisconsin Avenue, said she had thought she would like the diagonal 

entryway but with the schemes as presented tonight she prefers the 90 degree angle scheme.  The curved 

walls are appealing to her and it will help customer traffic flow.  She said the open stairway would be 

more convenient than the wrap-around stairway.  The design for the wrap-around the elevator brings the 

elevator out further into the lobby and cuts off the sightline between the front offices.  She said leaving 

those sightlines open from one side of the offices to the other will make it easier for directing customers 
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to the counters and departments they need to go to.  She said the open-air stairway leaves those 

sightlines open and is more customer friendly; and leaves a cozier lobby – not one that is quite so big.   

 

Necile Lorang, City Clerk, said at the last city hall committee meeting she held up a picture of 

two of the four diagonal-cornered buildings planned to be built in a 3-block span, and she hoped that we 

could plan a more distinctive building for City Hall and preferred the squared-corner entry with doors 

off of both 2nd Street and Baker Avenue. 

 

Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public hearing.   

 

iii) Discussion and consideration of approval from City Council   
 

City Manager Stearns said in addition to the 3 design elements discussed during the public 

hearing he thought the Council should also make the decision whether there are one or two elevators in 

the parking structure.   

 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve the 90 degree 

angled entry.  There was some discussion and Mayor Muhlfeld said for the record – in the staff report 

that included the committee’s preference on these options, it showed him voting for the 90 degree corner 

and during that meeting he actually had not given his preference for either design; he was okay with 

either, but he did agree with Councilor Anderson’s comments tonight that the chamfered corner might 

open up that corner to more light that the 90 degree corner.  The motion passed on a vote of four to 

two, Councilors Anderson and Frandsen voting in opposition.   

 

Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Hildner, to approve the curved 

west wall on the first floor.   Council discussion followed.  The motion passed on a vote of four to 

two, Councilors Anderson and Frandsen voting in opposition.   

 

Architect Tintinger said the curved counter will go hand in hand with the decision just made on 

the curved wall and will not need separate consideration. 

 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, to approve a stairway 

wrapped around the elevator.  There was discussion among Council.  Staff spoke to the issue 

explaining staff’s point of view of office procedures benefitting from the open stair.  Mayor Muhlfeld 

said he would weigh in that he felt it was important to balance the function of employees doing their job 

with the need for the public to have a place to gather; especially if the option of the 3rd floor goes away 

for the time being he didn’t want to cut the public space short for city function.  The motion passed on 

a vote of four to two, Councilors Barberis and Hildner voting in opposition.   

 

Architect Tintinger brought up the parking structure design so the elevator could be discussed.  

He said one elevator is the standard for a parking structure this size.  If the Council wants to add an 

elevator that is their choice, they can figure on a cost per elevator at $125,000.  Council discussed it 

further. 

 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, to add an elevator in 

the southwest corner of the garage to have a total of three elevators in the project.  The vote was a 

tie vote with Councilors Feury, Frandsen and Anderson voting in favor and Councilors Barberis, 
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Hildner, Sweeney voting in opposition.  The Mayor voted in favor so the motion carried on a 4 to 3 

vote.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked Architect Tintinger to bring up the schematic he had on the basement.  

Manager Stearns said while that is coming up on the screen he would say, as he had mentioned earlier to 

the Mayor, that the decision on the size of the basement might not have to happen tonight but that would 

be coming up for a decision soon, along with whether or not there will be a third floor.  The architect 

said he could advise the Council of the timeline when that needs to be finally determined.  Ben said both 

those elements can be carried forward during design development, but that does run into construction 

drawings because with design development they start to develop a model that constructions drawings get 

their base from.  Design development gets into materials and making sure all the rooms designed 

schematically works dimensionally; construction drawings are the nuts and bolts.  Knowing the decision 

about the basement will determine foundation and load needs.  A 3500 square foot basement was figured 

in the 24,000 total square feet.  His presentation tonight includes a 6200 – 6300 square foot basement 

versus a full basement which would be almost 8000 square feet.  His drawing takes into consideration 

the shoring needs brought up by Martel Construction at their last meeting.  Manager Stearns 

redistributed a spreadsheet that Council could refer to from their January 20, 2015 meeting with the 

architect where he had cost estimates for an additional 4,145 square feet of basement.  Now, with the 

shoring needs, it would only be an addition of about 2,600 square feet – so the additional cost would be 

proportionately lower.  Manager Stearns also explained that in his spreadsheet the method of costs 

estimates differed from the architect’s methodology, so at a glance it looks different.  More discussion 

between Council and the architect; and Ben said regarding cost, the additional basement is probably 

about the same as the additional elevator.  

 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve 

construction of a full basement with the needed laybacks for shoring; the final end cost will be 

determined by how the basement interior is finished, or could be done along the way.  Mayor 

Muhlfeld asked Ben what that would bring the basement up to and Ben said about 6200 square feet.  

Council discussion.  Ben explained further, regarding costs, it comes down to logistics; during 

excavation, it would be easier to dig one big hole than dig a part here, leave a part there, dig another part 

over there; there will be parking in the basement of the garage.  The Mayor asked and Manager Stearns 

said by applying his method of cost estimates, the difference between a 3535 square foot basement and a 

6200 square foot basement would be about $316,000; and Ben said he also did a quick calculation and 

came up with about a $300,000 difference.  Mayor Muhlfeld weighed in on the motion saying he didn’t 

think a 6200 square foot basement was needed and as a cost-saving option he supported a 3535 square 

foot basement.  The motion failed on a two to four vote, Councilors Barberis and Frandsen voting 

in favor and Councilors Anderson, Feury, Hildner and Sweeney voting in opposition. 

 

Councilor Anderson made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve construction 

of 3535 square foot basement.  The motion passed on a vote of four to two, Councilors Barberis 

and Frandsen voting in opposition.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld said the next item would be the direction, if any at this time, on the third story.  

He said he has been giving it a lot of thought, and he asked to make a few comments.  His preference 

would be to direct Ben and his team to engineer the structure for future construction of a 3rd floor.  He 

said cost estimates for design and construction of a 3rd floor is about $1M.  He said this structure is 

being built with Tax Increment Financing (TIF) funds, and after reviewing the 1987 Urban Renewal 
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Plan he felt that $1M might be better spent in future support of economic development; more important 

than a community room on the 3rd story of a city hall structure.  From page 172 of the 1987 Urban 

Renewal Plan he quoted: “The diversification of the City’s economic base is a goal that must receive 

high consideration because of the impact that it has on many aspects of urban renewal and 

development………New businesses in Whitefish will lead to new jobs, new housing and new 

investments by private individuals and companies.  The end result is a stronger economy for both 

government and for private (businesses).”1    He said when he looks down the road on the updated TIF 

Balance Sheet (packet page 370), he doesn’t see dollars available to assist in economic development 

until 2020.  He said one project that comes to mind is the Idaho Timber property.  He felt like the 

elimination of the construction of the 3rd floor on city hall is being fiscally responsible.  He turned it 

over to the Council for their consideration.  On a question from Councilor Frandsen, Ben said their 

contract takes them through to design development, costs of engineering for a 3rd floor versus 

constructing a 3rd floor would be determined in the construction drawings; so to accommodate that it 

will take an addition to their contract.  That next phase will answer a lot of questions.  Steve from Martel 

Construction agreed, for a minimal cost, you can prepare to grow into a 3rd floor.   

 

 Councilor Anderson made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to not build a third 

floor but to engineer and design the building so it can be added later.  The motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR 

a) Consideration of selection of engineering design consultant for preliminary design of 

Depot Park Master Plan Phase 2 and approval of contract (p. 338)  (CD 3:10:28) 

 

Parks and Recreation Director Butts reported that after advertising for and interviewing 

consultants, the Parks and Recreation Department ranked Robert Peccia and Associates (RPA) along 

with their team, including Bruce Boody and Ross Anderson, the highest.  The Parks and Recreation have 

negotiated a contract with RPA for services not to exceed $88,300, from TIF funds that have been set 

aside for this project for this fiscal year.  The consultant work should be complete by October of this 

year, and if funds are available for construction a Request for Bids could go out for construction in the 

Spring of 2016.  Mayor Muhlfeld asked for details of Phase 2.  Director Butts said they had to re-

identify Phase 2 as Phase 1 wasn’t completed according to its plan.  Phase 2 encompasses the eastern 

portion of the park; streets, sidewalks, water feature and gazebo.  At the same time they will be planning 

for the entire park so phases can be coordinated.  Manager Stearns added that the two street corners on 

the east side of Depot Park will be included in this phase, to be built up with tabled intersections as 

intersections are on Central Avenue.  There will be an option for the Council to consider whether or not 

to construct all four corners of those intersections.  Manager Stearns also brought the Council’s attention 

to the spreadsheet he provided in his report that is packet page 370 that the Mayor referred to earlier on 

TIF projects; and the fact that there aren’t funds available for new projects until 2020, but there are 

funds to complete this Phase 2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 March 1987 City Clerk’s File copy of Plan pg. 14 
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Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to authorize the 

execution of a consultant contract with Robert Peccia and Associates, in an amount not to exceed 

$88,300, for engineering services for the Depot Park Master Plan Project.  These services will 

include surveying, conceptual design, and preliminary outreach, allowing for a refinement and 

update to the Master Plan to be presented to the public during monthly Park Board meetings and 

approved by the Park Board of Commissioners.  Additional services for final engineering design 

and construction management will be subject to future negotiations and Council approval.  The 

motion passed unanimously. 
 

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. 355)  (CD 3:16:06) 

 

Interim Public Works Director Hilding reviewed her staff report that detailed seven different 

issues explaining the difficulty of undergrounding the transmission lines on W. 7th Street.  Council’s 

decision will give direction whether Flathead Electric Coop should proceed with a feasibility study 

concerning the undergrounding of power.  She pointed out if undergrounding the transmission lines was 

approved, individual service line remain above ground unless the individual property owner pays to 

have their service line underground also; there are about 15 service poles currently existing. Ryan 

Mitchell from Robert Peccia & Associates reported to the Council they had 2 public meetings attended 

by residents of that area; of the 30 written responses on a survey distributed at the last meeting 18 

responses did not want undergrounding of the utilities and 8 responses wanted it.   

 

Councilor Anderson made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to not underground 

power on the W. 7th Street reconstruction project.    Discussion followed regarding past Council 

decision to underground power on the East 2nd Street project. Ryan explained that the project on E. 2nd 

Street where they did underground almost all, but not all, of the power were residential lines; single 

phase, secondary, lines.  They did not underground the 3-phase primary lines, and that is what goes out 

on W. 7th Street.  Councilor Anderson said the decision at that time was to look at each new street 

reconstruction project individually whether or not to underground power.  The motion passed 

unanimsouly.  

 

b) Consideration of an amendment to the engineering design contract with Robert Peccia 

and Associates for the final design and construction drawings for the West 7th Street 

Reconstruction project (Resort Tax)   (p. 361)  (CD 3:25:28) 

 

  Interim Director Hilding reported the preliminary engineering phase is 95% complete and Robert 

Peccia and Associates are ready to move forward with Phase II, project design, which will be 

Amendment No. 1 to their original contract.  She shows in her report those items included in this 

amendment for $212,600 from the Resort Tax Fund.  

 

 Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to approve Amendment 

No. 1 to our consultant agreement with RPA providing for engineering services to design the West 

7th Street Reconstruction as described in the staff report in an amount not to exceed $212,600.  

The motion passed unanimously. 
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10) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER   (CD 3:27:21) 

a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 368) – 

None. 

 

b) Other items arising between February 25th and March 2nd  

 
Manager Stearns reported he has been working with the State Revolving Fund program (SRF) on 

the $8,532,000 loan bond (which includes reserve requirements) and they have agreed to adjust the 

amortization schedule to match revenue by putting more principal repayment back in the schedule so 

that it matches our estimated Resort Tax cash flow; which will make it more possible for us to meet the 

payments without borrowing from the water fund.  He said it does increase the interest costs but at the 

low interest rates it won’t be that significant.  He will try to have that schedule ready to include in the 

Council’s next packet, he said.  Mayor Muhlfeld said that was great news.   

 

c) Consideration of selecting Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the future 

City Hall/Parking Structure project and approving the contract   (p. 371) 

 

Manager Stearns noted the negotiated contract is based on payment for time and materials, so he 

is paid only for the time that he works on the project; not to exceed $332,130.00 for services performed 

pursuant to the Scope of Services if the project extends twenty-four months.   

 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to approve selection of 

and the contract for Mike Cronquist as the Owner’s Representative for the future City 

Hall/Parking Structure project.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

11) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS  (CD 3:30:50) 

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. 398) 

 

Manager Stearns explained that Director Taylor will miss the April 20, 2015 Council meeting 

and staff has considered holding the worksession for the Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan at a different 

meeting.  Some public input has been received that the work session and the public hearing on this plan 

should be held on different nights allowing optimum opportunity for public and Council’s review.  

Following discussion the dates of March 16, 2015 was set for a worksession on the updated Downtown 

Master Plan; April 6, 2015 was set for a worksession on the Hwy 93 West Corridor Plan; and April 20, 

2015 was set for Council’s annual review of the City Manager and City Attorney along with a goal-

setting session. 

 

b) Confirm dates for FY16 budget work sessions and budget public hearings (p. 399) 

 

Staff presented the FY2016 Budget Calendar and the Mayor and Council did not request any 

changes. 

 

c) Email from Angel Dominguez regarding Birch Point Quiet Zone and railroad train 

warning horns noise  (p. 400) 

 

Interim Director Hilding said she would try to contact BNSF for any updates. 
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COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

 

Councilor Feury said he agreed with Nick Palmer’s public comment regarding the new manhole 

covers on 2nd Street, they need to be reset for smooth driving.  He also commented that their action 

allowing budget authority at the last Council meeting for the extended season at the ice rink this spring 

was just that, a budget issue; how city park facilities are used is up to the Park Board. 

 

Councilor Feury made a motion, Mayor Muhlfeld asked for a second, to extend the meeting 

to 11:15, according to rules established in Resolution 08-10.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Councilors Frandsen and Anderson were in agreement with Nick Palmer and Councilor Feury 

regarding the manhole covers on 2nd Street.  Councilor Anderson asked if a letter from the Council to the 

State might help and Interim Director Hilding said she would talk to the State’s project director about it; 

they will be coming back in April to start Phase II of the project.   

 

Councilor Barberis spoke in support of Whitefish working in cooperation with the county’s 

efforts to increase recycling opportunities.   

 

Mayor Muhlfeld said in follow-up of tonight’s worksession, will staff be able to draw up a letter 

to the Planning Board and Director Taylor said they would do a draft for the mayor to review before he 

had to leave town.  Mayor Muhlfeld asked if staff is prepared to start the needed lakeshore regulations 

update and Director Taylor said they are ready, they were waiting for the go ahead, which they got from 

tonight’s worksession. 

 

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

Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the meeting at 11:03 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

Mayor John M. Muhlfeld 

 

Attest:              

  

 

______________________________     

Necile Lorang, Whitefish City Clerk 
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SUITER LIVING TRUST 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W04 
MARCH 10, 2015 

Property Owner: 
Mailing Address: 

Applicant 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 

Contractor: 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 

Property Legal Description: 

Property Address: 

Lake: 
Lake Frontage: 

Project Description: 

Suiter Living Trust 
215 Josselyn Lane 
Woodside, CA 94062 
Cory Izctt 
14 Scullers Way 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.250.2342 

Whitefish Lake Services 
P.O. Box 5521 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.471.5723 
Lots 1, 2, and 3 ofWFSH Lake Summer Homes 
Subdivision in Section 14, Township 31 North, Range 22 
West 
2440 Birch Glen Road 

Whitefish Lake 

230' per CAMA data 

Replace an existing dock with a new Knight dock. The 2 
existing shore stations with canopies will remain. 

Proposal: The applicant is proposing to replace an existing dock with a new Knight dock. The 
original date of install for the existing dock is unknown, although it was added to under an 
approved permit in 1999. The applicant is proposing to reconfigure the dock into a new shape 
with an attached gangway. The main portion of the dock will be a 'U' shape, with two side wings 
off to one side. The wings will each be a maximum of 28 feet long by 8 feet wide. All portions 
of the dock will be a maximum of 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 60 feet out into the lake, 
and will be placed as close as possible to the middle of the property. Due to the proposed 
configuration of the new dock, it will be setback from the southern property line 100 feet and the 
northern property line 64 feet. There are currently two existing shore stations with canopies which 
will remain on the property with the new dock. The entire dock, gangway, and shore stations with 
canopies will equal 1, 724 square feet of constructed area. 

The proposed constructed area for the dock and canopies is 1,724 square feet. The existing 
constructed area located on the subject prope1iy is 88 square feet. The total amount of constructed 
area proposed for the subject property would be 1,812 square feet. 

Frontage and allowable constructed area: The subject property has 230 feet oflakeshore frontage, 
and is eligible for 1,840 square feet of constructed area. 

WLP-15-W04 Suiter - Replace Dock 
Page I 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-__ 

 

An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, approving the 

Whitefish Crossing, fka Deer Tracks Residences Planning Unit Development, to develop a 

60-unit apartment project on one parcel comprising approximately 4.493 acres of land to 

become a part of 6348 Highway 93 South, Whitefish. 
 

WHEREAS, Jeff Badelt and Sean Averill of Montana Development Group (Applicant), 

applied to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department for a Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) overlay to develop 4.493 acres into a 60-unit apartment project in five buildings (12 units 

per building), on the real property to become a part of 6348 Highway 93 South, and described as 

Lot 2 of Dear Tracs Subdivision and Tract 3ABM-100 in Section 1, Township 30 North, Range 

22 West, P.M.M., Flathead County, Montana; and 
 

WHEREAS, in response to such application for PUD, the Whitefish Planning & Building 

Department prepared Staff Report WPUD 14-04, dated October 9, 2014, which reviewed and 

analyzed the proposed PUD, deviations to the zoning standards regarding building height 

standards and on-site parking, and recommended the proposed PUD and deviations to zoning be 

approved, subject to 16 conditions of approval; and 
 

WHEREAS, following adjacent landowner notice, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on 

October 16, 2014, the Whitefish Planning Board considered the proposed PUD and staff report, 

received public input, and thereafter recommended approval of the PUD, subject to 15 conditions 

of approval, as amended and attached as Exhibit "A"; and 
 

WHEREAS, the public hearing scheduled before the City Council on November 3, 2014, 

was postponed due to an appeal filed by the Park Knoll Homeowners' Association to the 

Whitefish Board of Adjustment that imposed a stay of all proceedings by MCA §67-2-326, 

concerning the Zoning Administrator's interpretation of WCC §11-2S, WPUD Planned Unit 

Development District, upon which the land use permit was submitted to allow the blending of 

uses and densities across a single lot with two zoning districts through a rezone to the PUD 

zoning overlay district; and 
 

WHEREAS, the stay remained in place until the Park Knoll Homeowners' Association 

withdrew its appeal on February 17, 2015; and 
 

WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on March 2, 2015, the Whitefish City 

Council received Staff Report WPUD 14-04 and an oral report from Planning Staff, received 

public input, discussed the staff report, proposed findings of fact, deviations to the zoning 

standards regarding building height standards and on-site parking, subject to 15 conditions of 

approval in favor of the PUD, the Planning Board's recommendation of approval of the PUD, the 

zoning deviations and amended conditions of approval, invited public comment, and following 

discussion, continued the public hearing until the March 16, 2015 City Council meeting, in order 

for Planning Staff to review the revised site plan submitted on February 24, 2015; and 

 

WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to 

approve the PUD, Staff Report WPUD 14-04, and deviation to zoning, subject to the 
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15 conditions of approval, attached as Exhibit "A", and adopt the Findings of Fact. 
 

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

Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 
 

Section 1: All of the recitals set forth above are adopted as Findings of Fact. 
 

Section 2: The City Council hereby approves the Whitefish Crossing (fka Deer Tracks 

Residences) Planned Unit Development, and zoning deviation, subject to 15 conditions of 

approval, shown on Exhibit "A", Staff Report WPUD 14-04, and adopts the Findings of Fact. 
 

Section 3: The City Council hereby approves the requested Whitefish Crossing 

Planned Unit Development to overlay the real property identified as Lot 2 of Dear Tracs and 

Tract 3ABM-100 in Section 1, Township 30 North, Range 22 West, to develop 4.493 acres into a 

60-unit apartment project, subject to the conditions of approval, shown on Exhibit "A". 
 

Section 4: The official zoning map of the City of Whitefish, Montana, be amended, 

altered and changed to provide that the real property identified as Lot 2 of Dear Tracs and 

Tract 3ABM-100 in Section 1, Township 30 North, Range 22 West, P.M.M., Flathead County, 

Montana, shall have a Planned Unit Development Overlay, which shall modify the requirements 

of the underlying WLR (One-Family Limited Residential District) and WB-2 (Secondary 

Business District) zones and shall be subject to all of the requirements shown on Exhibit "A". 
 

Section 5: The Zoning Administrator is hereby authorized and directed to amend the 

official zoning map to conform to the terms of this Ordinance. 
 

Section 6: In the event any word, phrase, clause, sentence, paragraph, section or other 

part of the Ordinance set forth herein is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such 

judgment shall affect only that part held invalid, and the remaining provisions thereof shall 

continue in full force and effect. 
 

Section 7: 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, THIS ________ DAY OF _______________, 2015. 

 

 

 

   

 John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

  

Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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Exhibit "A" 

WHITEFISH CROSSING 

WPUD 14-04 

Approved Zoning Deviation and 

Conditions of Approval 

 

Zoning Deviation: 

 Building Height Standards.  The Applicant has requested a maximum of 39' 6". 

 

1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the planned unit development 

shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and elevations that govern 

the general location of buildings, landscaping, building height and improvements and 

labeled as "approved plans" by the City Council. 

 

2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan shall be submitted for review and approval by 

the City of Whitefish Planning Department.  The plan shall include, but may not necessarily 

be limited to, the following: 

 Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust. 

 Hours of construction activity. 

 Noise abatement. 

 Control of erosion and siltation. 

 Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to direct 

equipment and workers. 

 Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee 

parking. 

 Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public road, 

including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as necessary. 

 Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary. 

 Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way.  (Engineering 

Standards, Appendix K) 

 

3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for all on 

and off-site infrastructure shall be submitted to and approved by the Whitefish Public 

Works Department.  The improvements (water, sewer, roads, street lights, sidewalks, etc.) 

within the development shall be designed and constructed by a licensed engineer and in 

accordance with the City of Whitefish's design and construction standards.  The Public 

Works Director shall approve the design prior to construction.  Plans for grading, drainage, 

utilities, sidewalks and other improvements shall be submitted as a package and reviewed 

concurrently.  No individual improvement designs shall be accepted by Public Works.  

(Engineering Standards, Chapter 1) 

 

4. The site and building shall meet all Fire Department standards for hydrants, access and the 

building itself.  (IFC) All buildings shall meet Fire Department standards include 

sprinkling, FDC, alarm panels and utility controls located in close proximity to each 

building.  (IFC) 
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5. Prior to the first phase, a snow storage plan shall be submitted to the Public Works 

Department for review and approval.  Such plan shall ensure storage does not impede 

emergency access and it is not located within storm water facilities.  (Engineering 

Standards, Chapter 5) 

 

6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction shall be re-seeded as soon as 

practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds.  (Engineering Standards, Chapter 

7) 

 

7. Refuse disposal areas shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department and 

North Valley Refuse.  (Engineering Standards) 

 

8. A new approach permit shall be obtained from Montana Department of Transportation.  

Road plans shall be submitted to MDT for review and approval – this shall also include the 

drainage plan.  The southern entrance into the dry cleaner shall be eliminated.  (Finding 8) 

 

9. Architectural review and approval shall be obtained prior to submitting an application for a 

building permit.  (§11-3-3B)  Strict adherence to §6.6.2., variation to multiple multi-family 

buildings, shall be met. 

 

10. Due to similarities to other project names, this project shall be assigned a new project name 

prior to any other submittals to the City. 

 

11. A maximum of two (2) affordable apartments shall be designated per building for a total of 

six (6) apartments.  Apartments shall have a variety of number of bedrooms and location to 

serve the greatest variety of clients.  The Whitefish Housing Authority will manage the 

apartments to ensure long-term affordability.  This management agreement shall be 

submitted to the Planning Department prior to submitting a building permit application 

within Phase 1. 

 

12. A parking agreement for 20 parking spaces shall be entered into by the developer.  

Evidence of such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to 

submitting a building permit application within Phase 1. 

 

13.12. A 60-foot right-of-way in a location identified by the Public Works Director shall be 

installed and dedicated to the City of Whitefish prior to submitting a building permit 

application within Phase 1.  The developer shall enter into an agreement for the 

maintenance and snow removal responsibilities until such time as the street is connected to 

the future Baker Avenue extension.  

 

14.13. A paved temporary cul de sac shall be constructed at the western end of the new City 

right-of-way.  This shall be kept clear of snow for emergency access. 

 

15.14. Prior to submitting applications for building permits for each phase, a report showing 

how conditions of approval have been met for each phase shall be submitted to the 

Planning Department for review and approval and it shall include: 
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 Architectural Review approval for all buildings within the phase 

 Location and design for secure bicycle parking for each building shall be reviewed 

and approved. 

 Detailed landscaping plan and pedestrian connection plan 

 Tree removal phasing – no tree removal shall occur in any phase until the tree 

removal plan is approved.  All healthy long-term trees outside building envelopes, 

parking and vehicular access shall be retained. 

 Review of approved open space plan. 

 Infrastructure within each phase shall be fully capable of supporting the development 

within the phase.  Roads shall meet the Fire Department emergency access 

requirements. 

 Emergency access shall be approved for each building pursuant to the IFC.  This 

includes physical access to within 150-feet of all corners of the building, FDC on 

each building, Knox box, no parking, and snow plowing. 

 Infrastructure, including streets, water, sewer, hydrants and drainage, for each phase 

shall be installed and operational prior to the submittal of a building permit.  

Financial security for other infrastructure/improvements yet to be installed may be 

approved in order to obtain a building permit. 

 All easements associated with the phase shall be recorded and submitted to the City. 

 No more than two years shall lapse between phases. 

 

16.15. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval.  

(§11-2S-9C) 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

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

(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 
 
March 10, 2015 
 
 
 
Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish MT  59937 
 
RE:  Whitefish Crossing (formerly known as Deer Tracks Residences), 6348 Highway 
93 S; (WPUD 14-04) 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  Jeff Badelt and Sean Averill on behalf of Montana 
Development Group are proposing to develop a 60-unit apartment complex at 6348 
Highway 93 S.  The property is partially developed with a dry cleaning business and a 
drive thru coffee kiosk and is zoned WB-2 (Secondary Business District) and WLR 
(One-Family Limited Residential District).  The Whitefish Growth Policy designates this 
property as “General Commercial” and ‘Suburban Residential”. 
 
The Council opened the public hearing on March 2, 2015 and took public comment.  
The Council left the public hearing open until the March 16, 2015 meeting.  Since a 
revised plan was submitted to the City without adequate staff review, Council directed 
staff to review the plan and bring back a recommendation to the March 16, 2015 
meeting.  Staff comments will be summarized later in this report.  
 
Background:  This matter was scheduled before the City Council on November 3, 
2014, when the property owners in the Park Knoll neighborhood to the west, pursuant to 
§11-7-6, appealed the Zoning Administrator’s interpretation of the Zoning Regulations.  
The appeal questioned the ability of a developer to blend zoning densities and uses 
across zoning district boundaries within a Planned Unit Development request.  The 
matter was scheduled before the Board of Adjustments on March 3, 2015 when the 
appellant withdrew their appeal on February 17, 2015.  The letter revoking the appeal is 
attached as an exhibit.  The neighbors and the developers have come to an agreement 
concerning the site plan.   
 
The other aspect of this project was to rezone a portion of the project that had been 
recently annexed back to Whitefish zoning designations.  The Council approved the 
rezone at the November 3, 2014 meeting and it has since taken effect.   
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Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
the planned unit development application dated July 31, 2014 along with the two 
requested zoning deviations subject to 16 conditions set forth in the attached staff 
report. 
 
Public Hearing:  The applicant spoke at the October 2014 hearing and seven members 
of the public spoke at the hearing.  The public voiced the following concerns: 
 Density of the project, especially in relation to the underlying zoning 
 Location of the affordable housing 
 A request by the neighbors for more time to review the project 
 Request for fencing on the west side of the project to buffer the neighborhood from 

adjacent landowners 
 Inappropriate location for high density residential 
 Traffic – an increase in volume and lack of a safe means to make left-hand turns 
 Lack of usable open space for the residents 
 Light pollution 
 Doesn’t comply with the Growth Policy 
 Support for affordable housing – major concern 
 
A number of letters and emails have come in regarding this proposal.  These should be 
carefully reviewed by the City Council.  The minutes for this item are also attached as 
part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on October 16, 2014 and 
considered the request.  Following the hearing, the Planning Board also recommended 
approval of the July 2014 Planned Unit Development with 15 conditions as contained in 
the staff report and adopted the staff report as findings of fact.  The Planning Board did 
not recommend approval of zoning deviation to reduce the overall off-street parking and 
recommended striking condition #12 that would enable the project to find additional off-
street guest parking from adjacent landowners through a shared parking agreement.  
The Planning Board wanted the applicant to provide all the necessary parking off-street. 
 
Staff Analysis – February 24, 2015 Submittal:  The applicant provided a summary of 
site plan changes in a letter received on February 24, 2015 and these changes were 
described by the applicant at the Council meeting on March 2, 2015.  The revised site 
plan pushes the residential density into a smaller area of the overall lot leaving a larger 
open space area along the western boundary of the project.  An entire parking lot has 
been eliminated in favor of this design with the request that the city will approved on-
street parking and an increased zoning deviation to the off-street parking requirement. 
 
On March 4, 2015 myself, Randy Reynolds and Greg Acton from Public Works and Tom 
Kennelly from the Fire Department met with the applicant and consultant team to review 
the revised plan.  We looked at the infrastructure conditions of approval related to the 
revised site plan and the discussed the requests made to the Council to concerning 
several conditions of approval.  In addition, Planning staff review the revised plan 
pursuant to the zoning regulations.  Items with concerns will be addressed below. 
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Open Space.  The PUD chapter requires 30% open space unless the project is 
providing affordable housing, then 80% of a project can be devoted to parking, streets 
and buildings with Council approval.  Therefore 20% of the project needs to be devoted 
to open space and landscaped area.  In addition, one of the benefits of, or findings that 
need to be made for, the project is to provide usable open space.  The PUD chapter 
does not define ‘usable open space’, but it is generally an area that is easily accessible 
to the users of the development and has an adequate shape, size and design that can 
be used by the residents whether they want to throw a ball to their children, walk their 
dog or enjoy the outdoors.  Both designs have the adequate space.  The design without 
the western parking lot has 57% of the site covered by buildings, parking lots and the 
road.  The design with the additional parking lot is at 63%.  The design without the 
additional parking lot locates the open space in a less convenient location, as it is far off 
to the western edge of the project.  This may be fine, if the area is well-designed to 
function as open space; however, the applicant has not provided any plans showing 
how this area could function as ‘usable open space’.  In both plans, there will be 
landscaped areas surrounding the buildings.  It could be more difficult to find that the 
area around the buildings meet a definition of usability, since they are small.  But, again, 
city staff has not seen any plans showing how this area could be designed.  The original 
submittal provided a centralized club house with a BBQ area, play area and 
neighborhood garden. 
 
Finding #4 will need to be amended, if the Council approves the revised site plan.  The 
Council could consider adding an additional condition of approval: 
 
“An overall open space and landscaping plan shall be submitted with the first building 
permit.  Such plan shall demonstrate that it meets the usability requirement within the 
city regulations.” 
 
Density.  The applicant is continuing to request a blending of density across the entire 
project.  The original plan put some of this density within the portion of the property 
zoned for WLR.  Now the plan places all the density within the WB-2 portion of the 
project.  The overall density of the project remains the same, but when looking at just 
the WB-2 portion of the project, the density of the project comes out at over 22 dwelling 
units per acre where the maximum density of residential developments in WB-2 with an 
affordable housing component is 20 dwelling unit per acre.  The original complaint and 
appeal of the Park Knoll residents was that the blending of density was not permitted 
under the PUD chapter and too high of density was occurring in the WLR portion of the 
project.  Once all the units were moved into the WB-2 portion of the project, they 
withdrew their appeal; however, the use of blending density is still being used with the 
latest design and a higher net density. 
 
Finding #1 could be amended to find that the blending of zoning densities across this 
project is acceptable because the overall density of the entire project does not exceed 
the maximum density of either zoning designations. 
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Road Maintenance.  The applicant will construct the road and dedicate it to the City, but 
they do not want to maintain it pursuant to Condition #12.  The purpose of the condition 
was in response to a concern with inefficient maintenance since the proposed street is 
only serving this particular development and not the greater public.  The condition of 
approval recommended that the City would take over maintenance and snow removal 
once the road was connected to Baker Avenue extension, when it could be maintained 
more efficiently and would be serving the greater community.   
 
The current site plan shows the road ending without any acceptable turnaround, such 
as a ‘T’ turnaround or cul de sac.  We understand this is simply the site plan and not the 
final engineering drawings; however, in order for the City to maintain the roadway for 
snow removal, the City would need to see a cul de sac at the end of the street.   
 
Road Design.  The applicant does not want to construct the road to the western edge of 
the project pursuant to Condition #13.  The City’s development standards require one to 
extend water, sewer and roads to edge of property when a project is developed.  This 
policy facilitates the next development to simply link up to improvements without having 
to make off-site improvements.  If this applicant doesn’t bring utilities and the road to the 
edge of their project this will either require another private development to pay for these 
improvements or require the City, through the use of public tax dollars, to pay for the 
improvements.  This road will be an important east-west connection between the future 
Baker Avenue extension and highway 93 S.  The City has experienced extensive public 
comments and concerns with projects that intend to extend planned road connections 
when roads are not installed to the edge of the project due to the perception that roads 
are dead-end streets and should forever be a dead-end street.   
 
As described above, if the applicant wishes to have the City provide the long-term 
maintenance, the City will require the installation of a cul de sac.  One option that came 
up during our meeting, was to have the applicant complete the road to the edge of the 
property and install a temporary cul de sac within the right-of-way for Baker Avenue. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff is supportive of changing conditions #12 and #13, as described below, if the 
applicant will construct the road to the edge of the street and install a temporary cul 
de sac installed within the Baker Avenue right-of-way: 
 
12. A 60-foot right-of-way in a location identified by the Public Works Director shall 

be installed and dedicated to the western edge of the property to the City of 
Whitefish prior to submitting a building permit application within Phase 1.  The 
developer shall enter into an agreement for the maintenance and snow removal 
responsibilities until such time as the street is connected to the future Baker 
Avenue extension. 

 
13. A paved temporary cul de sac shall be constructed at the western end of the new 

city right-of-way within the Baker Avenue extension right-of-way.  This shall be 
kept clear of snow for emergency access. 
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If the applicant does not want to construct a cul de sac within the Baker Avenue 
right-of-way, the applicant will be required to install a temporary ‘T’ turnaround and 
the City will not maintain the street until it connects to Baker Avenue extension.  
Staff would recommend the conditions of approval remain the same, as 
recommended by the Planning Board. 
 

Off-Street Parking.  The applicant wants to use both sides of the road for the required 
off-street parking, wants an even more reduced zoning deviation for off-street parking 
and/or wants to add more parking to the far western edge of the project.  The original 
site plan provided a parking lot dedicated to each of the five buildings.  The applicant’s 
revised site plan has reduced the amount of off-street parking by eliminating one of 
these parking lots.  The current plan shows 89 off-street parking spaces (1.48 spaces 
per unit) where the previous plan provided 120 off-street parking spaces (2 spaces per 
unit).  The City’s zoning requirements require 140 off-street parking spaces (2.33 
spaces per unit).  The original zoning deviation request was for 2 parking spaces per 
unit.  The Planning Board did not recommend approval of the zoning deviation request 
and did not support the condition directing the applicant to find an additional 20 parking 
spaces off-site (perhaps on an adjacent lot).  The Planning Board expected the 
applicant to revise their plan to provide adequate off-street parking.   
 
The current design requests on-street parking on one or both sides of the City street.  
The Fire Department cannot approve on-street parking on both sides of the street, as it 
violates the International Fire Code (IFC).  According to the IFC, dead-end streets can 
only have parking on one side.  The Public Works Department was not opposed to 
parking on one side of the street provided it met the City’s street design standard.  Any 
on-street parking provided today may not be viable long-term parking once Baker 
Avenue extension is constructed through and may need to be evaluated in the future.  
Also, any on-street parking would not count toward the required off-street parking 
requirements; however, Council could consider this as a reason to approve the zoning 
deviation.   
 
The applicant also provided the Council with an alternative site plan showing a parking 
lot to the far west of the project that would add 30 more spaces.  They also indicated 
this lot could include any number of parking spaces, but it could not get to the full 140 
parking spaces the Planning Board recommended to the Council.  The plan with the 
western parking lot would bring the total parking up to 120 spaces off-street parking.  
The Off-Street Parking and Loading chapter (§11-6) permit residential parking on the 
same lot as the main building.     
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff is very concerned with the on- and off-street parking scenarios being proposed.  
Staff is not supportive of the additional parking lot located far from the buildings it will 
be serving.  Staff measured the walking distance from the last parking space to front 
door of Building A and it is 590-feet – nearly two downtown city blocks.  This parking 
is not practical for the future residents of this development.  Also, we do not believe 
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the removal of the trees along the western boundary of the project is what the Park 
Knoll neighbors were hoping to achieve.   
 
Staff is also not impressed with this latest design that forces two buildings (A & C) 
totaling 24-units to share a parking lot of 22 spaces with the hope that on-street 
parking will provide enough over-flow parking spaces to accommodate all the units 
when it may not be available long-term.  The design, without the extra western 
parking area, has parking at a ratio of 1.83 spaces per unit for Buildings B, D, and E 
and 0.92 spaces for Buildings A and C.  Staff was supportive of the original concept 
that provided a nearby parking lot for each building, but neither of the options 
submitted provides very practical parking.  
 
However, if the Council disagrees, the Council could support the off-street parking 
zoning deviation to the design submitted with the four parking lots.  Staff would 
recommend the following: 
 
“I move to approve a zoning deviation to the required off-street parking standard of 
2.33 spaces per unit to 1.48 spaces per unit.” 
 
No changes to the Planning Board conditions of approval would be required.  
 
Alternatives: 
The Council could approve the site plan with the parking lot to the far west of the 
project.  Staff would recommend the following: 
 
“I move to approve a zoning deviation to the required off-street parking standard of 
2.33 spaces per unit to 2.0 spaces per unit.”   
 
No changes to the Planning Board conditions of approval would be required.  
 
As another alternative, the Council could direct the applicant to come back with a 
better design that provides adequate parking for each building, the Council could 
reduce the overall density to better match the parking provided or the Council could 
consider the original design that provides a parking lot for each building. 

 
Proposed Motion: 
 
 I move to approve WPUD 14-04 along with the revised site plan submitted on 

February 24, 2015, the Findings of Fact in the staff report, the 15 conditions of 
approval and the request zoning deviation to building height to no more than 39-feet 
6-inches, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board in October, 2014 

 
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on 
March 16, 2015.  Should Council have questions or need further information on this 
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department. 
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Respectfully, 

 
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP 
Senior Planner 
 
Att: Exhibit A: Whitefish Planning Board Recommended Conditions of Approval 
 Minutes, Planning Board Meeting, 10-16-14 
 Draft Minutes, Whitefish City Council, 3-2-15 
  
 Exhibits from 10-16-14 Staff Packet 

1. Staff Report – WPUD 14-04, 10-9-14 
2. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 9-25-14 
3. Advisory Agency Notice, 9-26-14 
4. Email, James Freyholtz, Montana Department of Transportation, 10-2-14   
5. Email, Robert James, 10-6-14 
6. Letter, Donald Spivey, 10-6-14 
7. Letter, Tom Tornow, 10-6-14 
8. Letter, David Hunt, 10-7-14 

 
The following were submitted by the applicant: 
9. Applications for Planned Unit Development/Zoning Map Amendment, 

9-9-14 
 
The following items were submitted after the Planning Board packets 
went out: 
10. Letter, Mark Voelker, 10-13-14 
11. Letter, Kathy Grant, 10-13-14 
12. Email, Ryan Swager, 10-14-14 
13. Email, Pamela Shaw, 10-14-14 
14. Email, Sara Mytty, 10-14-14 
15. Email, Rebecca Kyle, 10-14-14 
16. Email, Nikkee Day, 10-14-14 
17. Email, Phyllis & Jack Quatman, 10-15-14 
18. Letter, Robert Horne, Jr., 10-16-14 
19. Memo, Tom Tornow, handed-out at the meeting, 10-16-14 
20. Letter/Map, Don Spivey, handed-out at the meeting, 10-16-14 
21. Email, Paula Johnson-Gilchrist, 10-16-14 
 
The following items were submitted after the October 2014 Planning 
Board meeting: 
22. Email, Damian Khourty, 10-24-14 
23. Letter, Tom Turnow, 10-27-14 
24. Letter, David Hunt, 10-25-14 
25. Letter, Judith Spivy, 10-28-14 
26. Letter, Tom Turnow, 2-17-15 
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27. Revised Site Plan and Letter, Sands Surveying, 2-24-15 
 
c: w/att Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
 
c: w/o att Jeff Badelt & Sean Averill, MT Development Group 1380 Wisconsin Ave 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
 Dear Tracs, PO Box 1442 Whitefish, MT 59937 
 HDH Holdings llc PO Box 961 Whitefish, MT 59937 
 Eric Mulcahy, Sands Surveying 2 Village Loop Kalispell, MT 59901 
 Brett Walcheck, 48 North 151 Business Center Loop Kalispell, MT 59901 
 TAO, pllc 499 Main Street Boise, ID 83702 
 White Cloud Design PO Box 67 Whitefish, MT 59937 
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Exhibit A 
Whitefish Crossing  

WPUD 14-04 
Whitefish Planning Board 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 
October 16, 2014 

 
The Planning Board recommended approval of the following requested zoning 
deviation: 
 Building Height Standards.  The applicants have requested a maximum of 39’6” 
 On-site parking.  The applicants requested 2 parking spaces per unit instead of the 

standard 2.33 parking spaces per residential unit.   
 
And the following Conditions of Approval: 
1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the planned unit 

development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and 
elevations that govern the general location of buildings, landscaping, building 
height and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by the City Council. 
 

2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City of Whitefish Planning Department.  The plan shall include, but 
may not necessarily be limited to, the following: 
 Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust. 
 Hours of construction activity. 
 Noise abatement. 
 Control of erosion and siltation. 
 Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to 

direct equipment and workers. 
 Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee 

parking. 
 Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public 

road, including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as 
necessary. 

 Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary. 
 Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. 

(Engineering Standards, Appendix K) 
 
3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for 

all on and off-site infrastructure shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Whitefish Public Works Department.  The improvements (water, sewer, roads, 
street lights, sidewalks, etc.) within the development shall be designed and 
constructed by a licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s 
design and construction standards.  The Public Works Director shall approve the 
design prior to construction.  Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and 
other improvements shall be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently.  
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No individual improvement designs shall be accepted by Public Works. 
(Engineering Standards, Chapter 1)  
 

4. The site and building shall meet all Fire Department standards for hydrants, access 
and the building itself. (IFC) All buildings shall meet Fire Department standards 
include sprinklering, FDC, alarm panels and utility controls located in close 
proximity to each building. (IFC) 

 
5. Prior to the first phase, a snow storage plan shall be submitted to the Public Works 

Department for review and approval.  Such plan shall ensure storage does not 
impede emergency access and it is not located within storm water facilities. 
(Engineering Standards, Chapter 5) 
 

6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction shall be re-seeded as 
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering 
Standards, Chapter 7) 

 
7. Refuse disposal areas shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works 

Department and North Valley Refuse. (Engineering Standards) 
 

8. A new approach permit shall be obtained from Montana Department of 
Transportation.  Road plans shall be submitted to MDT for review and approval – 
this shall also include the drainage plan.  The southern entrance into the dry 
cleaner shall be eliminated. (Finding 8) 

 
9. Architectural review and approval shall be obtained prior to submitting an 

application for a building permit. (§11-3-3B)  Strict adherence to §6.6.2., variation 
to multiple multi-family buildings, shall be met. 

 
10. Due to similarities to other project names, this project shall be assigned a new 

project name prior to any other submittals to the city.   
 
11. A maximum of two (2) affordable apartments shall be designated per building for a 

total of six (6) apartments.  Apartments shall have a variety of number of bedrooms 
and location to serve the greatest variety of clients.  The Whitefish Housing 
Authority will manage the apartments to ensure long-term affordability.  This 
management agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to 
submitting a building permit application within Phase 1. 

 
12. A parking agreement for 20 parking spaces shall be entered into by the developer.  

Evidence of such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior 
to submitting a building permit application within Phase 1.  

 
13.12. A 60-foot right-of-way in a location identified by the Public Works Director 

shall be installed and dedicated to the City of Whitefish prior to submitting a 
building permit application within Phase 1.  The developer shall enter into an 
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agreement for the maintenance and snow removal responsibilities until such time 
as the street is connected to the future Baker Avenue extension.  

 
14.13. A paved temporary cul de sac shall be constructed at the western end of the 

new city right-of-way.  This shall be kept clear of snow for emergency access.   
 

15.14. Prior to submitting applications for building permits for each phase, a report 
showing how conditions of approval have been met for each phase shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval and it shall include: 
 Architectural Review approval for all buildings within the phase 
 Location and design for secure bicycle parking for each building shall be 

reviewed and approved. 
 Detailed landscaping plan and pedestrian connection plan 
 Tree removal phasing – no tree removal shall occur in any phase until the 

tree removal plan is approved.  All healthy long-term trees outside building 
envelopes, parking and vehicular access shall be retained. 

 Review of approved open space plan 
 Infrastructure within each phase shall be fully capable of supporting the 

development within the phase.  Roads shall meet the Fire Department 
emergency access requirements. 

 Emergency access shall be approved for each building pursuant to the IFC.  
This includes physical access to within 150-feet of all corners of the building, 
FDC on each building, Knox box, no parking, and snow plowing.   

 Infrastructure, including streets, water, sewer, hydrants and drainage, for 
each phase shall be installed and operational prior to the submittal of a 
building permit.  Financial security for other infrastructure/improvements yet to 
be installed may be approved in order to obtain a building permit. 

 All easements associated with the phase shall be recorded and submitted to 
the city.  

 No more than two years shall lapse between phases. 
 
16.15. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§11-2S-

9C) 
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Street right-of-way between Wisconsin Avenue and Colorado 
Avenue on both sides of the streets.  (§11-6) 
 
Ken M. called for the question to vote on the amendment.  
Melissa, Ken M., and Richard were in favor; Rebecca and 
Ken S. opposed. 
 
Melissa raised the possibility of requiring fencing to be solid to 
not allow a child to get through onto neighboring streets.  Ken S. 
asked about highway fencing requirements and Wendy wasn't 
sure.  Wendy suggested wording for an additional Condition as 
follows:  A fence shall be installed that conforms to the City's 
standards with openings not to exceed 4".  Graham asked why 
he should be required to install that type of fencing when other 
businesses weren't.  He felt it would be a hardship as it would 
cost several thousand dollars.  Ken M. said each situation is 
looked at separately and the Planning Board wasn't trying to 
create a hardship.  Melissa decided not to make a motion, but 
both she and Rebecca asked Graham to be mindful of safety 
during his planning. 
 
Ken S. called for the question on the motion stating he trusts 
Graham will make the Brewery safe, which is in his best interest.  
Rebecca seconded. 
 

VOTE The motion, with the amendment to Condition No. 2, passed 
unanimously.  The matter is scheduled to go before the Council 
on November 3, 2014. 
 

MONTANA 

DEVELOPMENT GROUP 

PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT 

OVERLAY AND ZONE 

CHANGE 

Montana Development Group is requesting a Planned Unit 
Development overlay and Zone Change in order to develop a 60-
unit apartment project.  The project is addressed at 
6348 Highway 93 South and can be legally described as Lot 2, 
Dear Tracs Subdivision and a Portion of Tract 1 of COS 10669 
in S1 T30N R22W. 
 

STAFF REPORT 

WPUD 14-04/WZC 14-08 

(Compton-Ring) 

Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff report and findings.  
She noted that nine additional comment letters had been received 
since the packets were mailed out and she furnished copies to 
Board members. 
 
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff 
report WPUD 14-04 and that the Planned Unit Development for 
the Deer Track Residences be recommended for approval to the 
Whitefish City Council, and that the deviations to the zoning be 
granted, subject to 16 Conditions of Approval.  Staff also 
recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff report 
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WZC 14-08 and that the map amendment be recommended for 
approval to the Whitefish City Council. 
 
Rebecca questioned where the extra 20 parking spots might 
come from in order to meet Condition No. 12.  Wendy thought 
maybe from the nearby Pizza Hut, or the Organic Dry Cleaner 
business. 
 
Richard asked about the ingress and egress on Highway 93 S and 
no traffic study required, does this and the Hampton Inn to the 
south create a cumulative effect?  Wendy said no cumulative 
effect was talked about and each was addressed separately.  
Neither the city nor Montana Department of Transportation 
required the applicant to submit a Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Rebecca wanted to know if the Planning Board could request a 
traffic study.  Wendy said the applicant has done everything the 
City and MDT have asked them to do as far as providing 
information. 
 
Ken S. said the applicant should be able to explain the plan.  He 
asked about the continuation of Baker Avenue and Wendy said it 
will continue to be piecemeal and the Hampton Inn to the south 
will dedicate some right-of-way. 
 
Rebecca asked if the parcel on Highway 93 S currently occupied 
by the dry cleaners and coffee hut had separate owners or were 
part of the project.  Wendy said that would be covered in the 
applicant's presentation. 
 

APPLICANT / AGENCIES Sean Averill welcomed everyone and thanked them for their 
time.  He gave a Power Point presentation on the project, which 
includes five 12-plex units and is now called Whitefish 
Crossing, rather than Deer Tracks Residences.  His partner on 
the project is Jeff Badelt.  He said Whitefish has a great need for 
housing.  The Whitefish Housing Authority currently has a six-
year waiting list, and it will be getting six affordable housing 
units in this project.  A poll of Whitefish Property Management, 
The Landlord, Five Star Rental, and At Your Service rental 
agencies showed they all average 0% vacancy.  Sean explained a 
lot of research had gone into choosing this site and these would 
be long-term versus seasonal rentals.  He said this project 
includes providing a 60' east-west corridor for a public 
right-of-way between Highway 93 South and Baker Avenue, 
with sidewalks on both sides.  He felt impacts to the 
neighborhood will be minimal, especially with the Hampton Inn 
going in to the south.  The project proposed to combine WLR 
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and WB-2 zones, and excludes the front chunk of property 
currently occupied by the dry cleaners and coffee hut.  The 
coffee hut will be where the new road will be constructed, so 
won't be staying.  Their architect, TAO out of Boise, does 
apartments exclusively.  Sean wanted to discuss two of the 
conditions, 1) requirement to extend the right-of-way to the edge 
of the Baker Avenue right-of-way as it would just involve 
cutting down a lot of trees; 2) the requirement to provide 20 
additional parking spaces and 3) the requirement to plow and 
maintain the public right-of-way. 
 
Rebecca asked how the stormwater draining system would work.  
Brent Foley, 48 North, civil engineers on the project, explained 
it involves conveyance systems to underground infiltration 
systems under parking area.  Large chambers hold large volumes 
of water collect water and then direct it into soil more slowly in 
an out-of-the way area. 
 
Rebecca asked about the 20 extra parking spaces and Sean said 
they could probably get them, but he didn't think they should 
have to provide more than the 120 they had planned since giving 
the east-west corridor, which would include 17 on-street parking 
spaces.  Sean said he owns the parcel where the dry cleaners is 
located.  They are a long-term tenant and hope to stay. 
 
Richard referred to Condition No. 11 and asked how the units 
designated for affordable housing will be divided - 1, 2 or 3 
bedroom units - as the staff report just says "a variety".  He 
wanted to know if there would be deed restrictions for the six 
Whitefish Housing Authority units, and how we would ensure 
the six units wouldn't be put off until the end.  Wendy referred 
him to the language of Condition No. 11 which states, "A 
maximum of two (2) affordable apartments shall be designated 
per building for a total of six (6) apartments."  Sean said rates 
are set by HUD which the WHA administers and he will let Lori 
Collins pick based on their needs.  Richard was concerned about 
the lack of adequate parking and how parking would be 
restricted for RVs and boats, etc.  Sean said there are two spots 
per unit and tenants will need to be responsible for the parking 
of their two units.  Rebecca asked if parking is covered and Sean 
said there are carport structures over each row of parking.  Sean 
asked the City to reconsider Condition No. 14 regarding 
maintenance and snow removal on the public right-of-way being 
the responsibility of the developers until Baker goes in.  Public 
Works doesn't want to have to maintain the street.  Richard 
asked Sean if they had considered dropping the ground floor 
4-1/2' underground to keep the buildings under the height 
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restriction.  Sean said they could probably change the roof but it 
wouldn't be as interesting.  Rebecca said some of the public 
comments she read are concerned about open space.  Sean said 
there is a community area and green buffer and they think it is 
sufficient for an in-town living situation and is considerable for 
most apartment complexes. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT Tom Tornow, attorney, 309 Wisconsin Avenue, was asked to 
speak on behalf of homeowners in the Park Knoll neighborhood, 
and read a prepared a memo.  They agree affordable housing is 
needed, but according to the Whitefish City Code, density limits 
must be adhered to.  WLR zone is limited to five units per acre 
or less.  They asked where the affordable housing units will be 
located.  They think one of the affordable housing units should 
be in WLR (western) zone, and that maybe there should be high 
density near Highway 93 South and the WLR zone could have 
fewer units.  They units could be developed on the front part of 
the land currently occupied by the dry cleaners for high-density 
apartment units instead of keeping the cleaners there. 
 
Don Spivey, 117 Park Knoll Lane, one of neighbors affected 
also spoke.  He said Park Knoll subdivision currently has 16 lots 
and 13 houses.  He and his neighbor were noticed by Planning 
staff, but both were out of town, so didn't see the notice until the 
final day of the comment period.  He asked that the matter be 
delayed until the November meeting.  Wendy said posting 
requirements were followed, but the Planning Board could 
decide to postpone. 
 
Don read a prepared comment stating the Park Knoll 
homeowners want the zone change to be denied for several 
reasons.  According to the staff report, there will be 14.7 units 
per acre, and not enough open space.  He feels residents who 
rent versus own don't maintain their homes like owners, and that 
the wooded area will be used by apartment tenants for dog 
walking and other unsavory uses, and that fire and vandalism is 
of great concern.  He also thinks providing 120 parking spaces 
when 140 are required is a real problem, and parking for visitors 
should be required to be within the apartment complex.  They 
understand the attractiveness of the roof line, but want the height 
maximum to stay within the zoning regulations of 35'.  They also 
felt a traffic study should be a requirement, and that the 
estimated increase in expected traffic should be closer to 600 
trips per day instead of 366 mentioned in staff report.  Don 
thinks if the City Council chooses to go forward with this 
proposal that there should be a fence required to separate this 
property from Park Knoll subdivision to cut down on vandalism 
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and fire possibilities. 
 
Rebecca asked who owns the woods between the property for 
the proposed project and Park Knoll.  He stated one gentleman is 
building a house on that property and is only allowed to build 
one home on the seven-acre parcel. 
 
Judy Spivey, 117 Park Knoll, read a statement asking the 
Planning Board to recognize the property should be used for 
commercial or a motel and she felt the project does not fit 
criteria of continuity, consistency and thoughtful planning. 
 
Karen Giesy, 121 Park Knoll Lane, representing herself and her 
husband, Roger Giesy.  They supports the need for apartments in 
Whitefish but feel Highway 93 South has been developed as 
commercial and doesn’t think a 60-unit apartment space is an 
appropriate use of this land.  They feel there are too many people 
trying to get out on Highway 93 South and doesn't think it's safe 
for people trying to get their children to school or for teenage 
drivers.  She said there are transients living in the wooded area 
and it becomes a place where fires are started and vandalism 
occurs.  She said she is talking about Mr. Hamilton's property. 
 
Jenny Connelly and husband John live at 105 Park Knoll Lane, 
and they already have a hard time getting out of the subdivision 
to get kids to school, etc., and they're worried about increased 
traffic.  Also concerned about how much light pollution, and 
about the safety of kids playing so close to Highway 93 South.    
She thought maybe the old hospital site or the nearby abandoned 
trailer park might be a better option. 
 
Chris Hyatt, on behalf of Whitefish Chamber, 307 Spokane, 
spoke in support of the project, with no disrespect to Park Knoll 
residents, as the need for affordable housing is one of most 
important issues in Whitefish. 
 
David Hunt, 113 Park Knoll Lane, speaking for himself and his 
wife, Linda, agreed with comments by Tom Tornow and Don 
Spivey.  They support the goals of the Growth Policy, but don’t 
think this project moves us forward and that safety is too big of a 
factor.  He also objected to the density and scale and felt high 
density to the front of property would be more acceptable.  He 
definitely wants a traffic study if the project moves forward. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION Melissa wanted it noted that she works for Mr. Averill at The 
Lodge at Whitefish Lake. 
 
Ken M. asked Wendy to address the density of this project and 
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she said it is standard practice to allow for blending of densities 
through the PUD process 
 

MOTION (WZC 14-08) Rebecca moved and Ken M. seconded to approve staff report 
WZC 14-08. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION Richard said the two need to go together and Wendy said the 
property was annexed recently so the zone change really needs 
to happen as a housekeeping issue.  Rebecca thanked staff for 
their patience.  Ken S. called for question on zone change. 
 

VOTE The motion passed unanimously and the matter is scheduled for 
City Council on November 3, 2014. 
 

MOTION (WPUD 14-04) Rebecca moved and Ken M. seconded to approve staff report 
WPUD 14-04 for the sake of discussion with the conditions 
outlined. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION Richard wondered if Melissa should recuse herself since she 
works for Mr. Averill.  Melissa stated she would have no 
financial gain from approval or denial of this project, that she 
would not have recognized Mr. Averill by sight, and that thought 
she could act separately from her employment in regard to this 
project. 
 
Richard thinks cumulative effects of increased traffic is worthy 
of study, especially for left-hand turns out of the development 
and the potential for traffic accidents.  He said he would not be 
able to vote for approval of the project based on the number of 
parking spaces currently proposed, and thinks the requirement of 
140 parking spaces should be met.  He thought the height 
element to the extent possible should stay consistent with height 
regulations.  He also suggested the developer pursue further the 
density issue in the entire development.  He likes the affordable 
housing and deed restriction for that, but wants to know where 
affordable housing will be located.  These issues would need to 
be fully satisfied to his satisfaction before he could support this 
project.  He felt Bob Horne's comments are well received.  Until 
these four items are fully flushed out, he would not forward this 
to Council as would be major considerations for Council. 
 
Sean said he understood the parking issue and it could be 
changed.  He said they could make the reduced height work, but 
it probably wouldn't look as nice.  He said they have 
painstakingly looked around Whitefish and think this is a good 
place for this development.  He doesn't think all homeowners 
feel the same as Don and that he doesn’t speak for all of them.  
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Brent addressed the traffic issues.  Since this goes right into a 
MDT ROW, a traffic study is not required.  They have spoken 
extensively with James Freyholtz, from the MDT and from a 
transportation engineering standpoint following a preliminary 
analysis, MDT decided not a concern.  Brent said turning is an 
issue and human error is an issue.  Ken S. asked what would be 
necessary before reducing the speed limit from 45 to 35 could be 
accomplished.  Brent explained he didn't know exactly the 
conditions when MDT would re-evaluate speed limits.  Ken S. 
asked who determines where stop lights go and whether there is 
a logical place for a traffic light.  Brent said it was an excellent 
question for MDT.  Rebecca asked if MDT requires payment 
from developers for their analysis and whether the City requests 
a study.  Brent said no payment is required. 
 
Rebecca said she spoke with Wendy and Mary VanBuskirk, 
about notice requirements, and even though we legally noticed 
the public, she doesn't know if adequate time was provided to 
review what is planned, since the packet wasn't available until 
last Thursday.  She's in favor of the project with some changes, 
and supports affordable housing for everyday workers in 
Whitefish.  She feels there are some problems with the location 
as we haven't had high density in this area.  She would like the 
project to stick with the 35' height restriction.  She didn't think 
the Hampton Inn should not have been granted a height variance, 
but they did.  She thinks fire safety is a concern.  She wanted to 
see a delay until the November meeting for time to see if we 
could get a MDT traffic study or someone to come in and help 
us evaluate.  She felt there was enough concern from the 
neighbors for a delay, and thinks less density at the back end as a 
better buffer for the neighbors would be nice but didn't know 
how that would affect the developers' plans, price, etc. 
 
Ken S. said he is less concerned about height than traffic, and 
that the height change adds character to the project. 
 
Melissa said she is in favor of this project because she really 
feels this type of housing is needed, and knows people who need 
it.  She suggested maybe the unsavory use of the woods behind 
the area could be because the area has an abandoned feel and 
that possibly it would be better if there were more people 
around.  She suggested they put up dog cleanup stations.  She's 
happy about the affordable housing, but even more excited about 
workforce housing. 
 
Ken M. feels a delay might help especially if people aren't 
comfortable about the traffic situation. 
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Rebecca said the engineers are trying to do a good job following 
their manuals, but felt maybe we could try to get them to come 
out.  Wendy said James Freyholtz, MDT, has already been very 
involved and is convinced they have done what they feel is 
necessary. 
 
Eric Mulcahy said WB2 is the most intense zoning district we 
have and we could allow a grocery store or large business in that 
location that attracts a lot of volume of traffic.  Because of the 
way this area in zoned, Highway 93 South was designed to 
accommodate large traffic volumes and is very adequate to 
handle the amount of increased traffic from this project.  
Regarding setting speed limits, they do a speed study and look at 
what rates people are driving and throw out the highest 15% and 
lowest 15% and reach an average.  He is the planner for Polson 
and Columbia Falls and this summer had a project in Polson for 
Walgreens generating 1,000 more trips a day and that didn't 
warrant a traffic study from MDT. 
 
Ken M. felt traffic study wouldn't be resolved in a month so 
feels shouldn't delay for that reason. 
 
Ken S. called for the question. 
 
Richard asked for a friendly amendment and wanted 
"…designated per building for a total of six (6) apartments" 
portion of Condition No. 11 to be clarified.  Following 
discussion and explanation by Wendy, Richard was satisfied 
with the way it was written.  He wanted to add a deed restriction 
to this property and Wendy thought that might be a good 
suggestion.  Ken S. wondered what would happen if there was 
no one who needed an affordable housing unit.  Sean thought the 
management agreement with the Whitefish Housing Authority 
would do the same thing.  Wendy said she did run Condition 
No. 11 by Lori Collins of the Housing Authority and Lori was 
happy with it.  Lori is out of town tonight, but will be at the 
Council meeting on November 3rd to address questions.  Richard 
made a motion to strike Condition No. 12, which would 
essentially mean that City standards apply to parking.  Rebecca 
seconded.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Ken M. called for question on the PUD. 
 

VOTE The motion, with the removal of Condition No. 12, passed 
unanimously with roll-call vote, and the matter is scheduled for 
City Council on November 3, 2014. 
 

ZONE CHANGE ON Request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels 
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force to move things forward.  She said recyclable disposable cups should be purchased by the city and 
can be purchased locally.  Her handout also included links for promoting “shopping local” and 
suggested the creation of a taskforce for that effort. 

 

5) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS 

 
Nick Polumbus, 303 Stumptown Loop, from the Whitefish Convention and Visitors Bureau 

Committee spoke regarding their campaign this year, in cooperation with Whitefish Mountain Resort,  
that provided one flight a week from Glacier International Airport in and out of Chicago from December 
into April.  The program has a $235,000 minimum revenue guarantee and flights have been booked on 
an average of 64-65%; and he said they probably need about 70% to meet the minimum, so there has 
been some local subsidy.  He talked about Bozeman having a similar campaign with flights in and out of 
New York City; the first year needed the subsidy but they had better booking rates the second year and 
the airlines added a flight to Houston.  He said their data research shows good marketing results; and 
they feel that tourism continues to grow in small steps, but good steps.   

 
Councilor Hildner reported on the Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Advisory Committee held earlier 

today.  Kellie Harnar attended their meeting and gave public comment on crosswalks.  The Committee is 
still reviewing plans for the BNSF landing.  The Skye Park Bridge project is planned for lift station 
construction first and to be completed before the bridge construction begins.  The 2nd Street and 
Stumptown stairs are being reviewed by Building Official Bench and North Valley Steel; and he had 
noted during the meeting he didn’t want the stair installation to complicate getting the monuments 
straightened and he was informed then that the monuments will be fixed this spring.  An RFP for the 
Bike Path Master Plan is nearly complete.     

 
6) 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 17, 2015 City Council special session (p.61) 

b) Minutes from the February 17, 2015 City Council regular session (p.62) 

 

City Clerk Lorang said the number 511,475 overnight visitors needed to be corrected in the 
minutes on packet page 71. 

 

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

agenda as amended.    The motion passed unanimously. 

 

7) 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-___; An Ordinance approving the Whitefish Crossing fka Deer Tracks 

Residences Planning Unit Development to develop a 60-unit apartment project on one 

parcel comprising approximately 4.493 acres of land to become a part of 6348 Highway 

93 South, Whitefish (continuation of public hearing from November 3, 2014)   (First 

Reading)  (WPUD 14-04)  (p.80)  (CD 31:07) 
 

Senior Planner Compton-Ring reported this was a continuation of a public hearing held by 
Council on November 3, 2014, because of a pending action by the Board of Adjustment on an appeal 
from the neighboring Park Knoll neighborhood on the determination that allowed the developer to blend 
zoning densities and uses across zoning district boundaries within a Planned Unit Development.  Before 
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the Board of Adjustment could meet, the neighborhood withdrew their appeal on February 17 (their 
letter is included in the packet) because the neighbors and developers came to an agreement concerning 
site plans.  The revised site plan was submitted to the Planning Office at noon on February 24th which is 
the day staff reports are due to be turned in by 4:00 o’clock for packet preparation; so neither staff 
(Public Works, Fire Department or Planning) nor the public has had time to review them.  They have 
been included in the packet starting on page 203 with the February 24, 2015 letter from Sands 
Surveying, Inc.  Because of that lack of review, Planner Compton-Ring said there are not any staff 
recommendations at this time; staff is requesting the Council remand it back to staff for review, or back 
to the Planning Board for additional public review.  In the interim, Council approved a zone change on 
the portion of the property that was formerly county zoning, and that is now in effect.  She said the staff 
report in the packet is based on the original site plan submitted in July of 2014; and the Conditions of 
Approval that were brought forward upon recommendation from the Planning Board were also based on 
the July 2014 plans.  Planner Compton-Ring said if the project was remanded back to Staff and allow 
time to go through the Site Review Committee, they could come back with a recommendation on the 
April 6th meeting, or for a longer review if they wanted it to go back to the Planning Board.   

 
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 
 
Sean Averill, applicant, said Eric Mulcahy, from Sands Surveying, has a letter in the packet that 

explains the changes; Sean said mainly they exchanged places between some parking lots and structures. 
The result is a larger buffer between their residential and the Park Knoll Subdivision behind the project.  
This is the site plan that the Park Knoll homeowners have agreed to, it was a last minute compromise 
with that neighborhood so the paperwork was submitted late to the Planning Office.  The developers are 
himself along with Jeff Badelt. The project planner is Eric Mulcahy from Sands Surveying, architect is 
Matt Rhees – The Architects Office, and the engineer is Brett Walcheck – 48 North.  (During his 
presentation he showed a new project that their architect worked on in Missoula).  The need for long-
term rental inventory for the local workforce is apparent in Whitefish he said, including a 5-year waiting 
list at the Whitefish Housing Authority.  This project provides 10% of the units (6 units) as affordable 
rent controlled properties in partnership with the Whitefish Housing Authority.  He described the 
property and said it had the right zoning for this density.  He explained the two different zones included 
in the project; the WB-2 zoned property along the front and eastern portion is where the 60 units, in 5 
buildings will be constructed.  The parking and the Club House, along with a natural buffer of older 
trees, sits on the west part of the project which is zoned WLR, all developed as a planned unit 
development.  He brought up both plans on the screen showing old design and new design, both in the 
packet.  The project includes the developers constructing a public street that dissects the project and 
could connect with the extension of Baker Avenue if that ever happens.  The design shows parking on 
both sides of this public street.  Parking is one of the differences the Council has to consider tonight; he 
said the have proposed options between 130 and 158 spaces.  He said if the Council determines more 
parking is needed, the west parking lot can be extended further west into the treed buffer.   Another 
change for the Council to consider is the building design; the project still has to be reviewed by the 
Architectural Review Committee, but they are asking for a height deviation to 39.5 feet to allow for 
architectural character of the roof lines which is a four-foot variance.  That same deviation was approved 
on the proposed hotel project to the south of this property.  He said in the background there is an 
existing hotel to the north, but it sits on a hill and will appear taller than their buildings.  Each building 
will have carports.  He said their project meets the mission stated in the Growth Policy for affordable 
workforce housing.  He said he hoped the Council could act on their revised site tonight.  He said he did 
have a couple more things to ask.  Conditions of Approval #12  stipulates the developer will build a 60’ 
street and dedicate it to the City, but also requires the developer and city will enter into an agreement for 
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the maintenance and snow removal responsibilities by the developer until such time as the street is 
connected to the future Baker Avenue extension.  They would like that maintenance and snow removal 
requirement lifted.  In addition, a condition states that same public street will be built all the way to the 
west end of the project.   Since there is not a street there currently for it to connect into; and whether or 
not there ever will be a street there is yet undetermined, they would like to build it only to the point in 
their revised plan, it would save a lot of trees for the time being.  They would like to dedicate the 
remaining right of way to the city and build a turn-around as approved by the Fire Department only to 
the end of the street as needed.   

 
Phyllis Quatman, 150 Johns Way, spoke in support of the project.  She said she and her husband, 

along with Bob Horne and Kate, led the opposition against this developer’s proposal for apartments out 
on E. 2nd Street because of the density and increased traffic, but she feels this project on Hwy 93 South 
is centrally located and the right location for this type of project, and will fill the need for affordable 
housing.  She appreciates that the developers worked with the adjacent neighbors on a site plan they 
could all work with.  She said the developers were good about listening to the neighbors during their re-
working of the E. 2nd Street development; and they also have been listening to the community as they 
are developing their hotel site on E. 2nd Street and Spokane Avenue.  She said it appears this developer 
is willing to work with the Police, Fire and Planning Departments to meet the needs of this community; 
and she hopes the project can be approved tonight.  She said Sean and his wife are stakeholders in this 
community; they live and work here and will be raising a family who will go to school here; and he 
wants what is best for this community.   

 
David Hunt, 113 Park Knoll Lane, and speaking on behalf of the Park Knoll homeowners.  He 

said over the past months their homeowners have had numerous meetings with the developers and their 
team and with Lori from the Housing Authority; and now have reached an agreement in support of this 
revised site plan than has been proposed tonight.  Compromises have been made on both sides and the 
developers addressed the major concerns of the homeowners.  He likes the revised plan because it shifts 
all the apartments out of the WLR zone and into the WB-2 zone, which he thinks is appropriate.  With 
that shift of those buildings it provides a better buffer for the Park Knoll development, and that is why 
they could drop their appeal that was going to go before the Board of Adjustment.  He emphasized they 
agreed to and only are in favor of the revised plan that was submitted to the Planning Department on 
February 24, 2015, and support its approval. 

 
Mayre Flowers on behalf of Citizens for a Better Flathead (CBF) in Kalispell at 35 4th Street 

West, said CBF appreciates that the developer and adjacent neighborhood worked together to come up 
with a revised plan; and recommend it needs further review.  CBF recommends it goes back to the 
Planning Board to go through the complete public process.  Staff needs to have time to review the 
revisions and establish findings and recommendations that would apply to the revisions.  CBF also 
questions the legality of the concept referred to as a “Blended PUD”.  The city’s regulations allow for 
the needed extra time for review as there is no time limit for final action by the City Council on PUD 
approvals.   

 
Lori Collins said she was speaking on behalf of the Whitefish Housing Authority in support of 

this project’s development and the PUD.  Having 6 new units available for rental will alleviate some of 
their burden to provide affordable housing.  She said the goal of affordable housing has been in the 
city’s plans for five years, ten years; she has been with the Housing Authority for 8 years and voluntary 
inclusionary zoning has been sporadic at best.  She said this is the closest they have come to getting 
anything and they are so excited about it.  She said anything that is with parking but located close to 
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town and alleviating the need to drive into town is a community benefit.  She thought this being a little 
out of town should be no problem, but she appreciates the concern on the adjacent neighbors and is glad 
they could come to an agreement with the developer on the site plan.  Because it is out of town it will be 
necessary for renters to have cars; but she feels the emphasis of this project should be that it will be 
providing affordable housing, and not dependent on how much parking is providing.  And regarding a 
time limit or not?  She said there is a time limit – they have been waiting a long time for some affordable 
units.  She supports mandatory inclusionary zoning, but voluntary inclusionary zoning will only work if 
Council supports that regulation by approving these projects.   She thanked the developer for their 60-
unit project that provides the Housing Authority with 6 units; with that they can provide a one bedroom 
for about $504, a two bedroom for about $604, and a three bedroom for about $800.  She said since 
these are rentals; they can relax their standards for support some for a project out of town; but for 
housing, they’d really like to see something like the E. 2nd Street project.  She said they need rentals in 
this town so she hopes the Council can make this happen.   

 
Chris Hyatt said he is a former city councilor and has worked with Habitat for Humanity and 

said affordable housing has been on the goal list for at least six years.  He said he thinks this is the first 
time we have seen something get gifted to the Housing Authority which is awesome.  At the Chamber 
neighborhoods meetings affordable housing is a constant subject of discussion.  He said both Sean and 
Jeff have met with them several times and he gives them credit for coming forward with this proposal.  
It is needed and he hoped the Council will support it.   

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

consideration. Following some discussion, Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor 

Feury, to continue this hearing and have staff review the revised application and bring it back to 

the Council at the following meeting.  Following discussion with staff regarding extra review time, 
Councilor Sweeney amended the motion to have the revised application brought back to the April 

6, 2015 Council Meeting, the second agreed with the amendment.  Following further discussion 
among Council and with staff regarding review time, Councilor Sweeney withdrew his amendment 

resulting in the revised application coming back to the Council at the March 16, 2015, which was 

fine with the second.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

b) Consideration of a request by Eric Mulcahy on behalf of Spotted Bear Spirits for a 

Conditional Use Permit to start a handcrafted micro-distillery at 505 Railway Street  

(WCUP 15-04)  (p. 209)   (CD 1:19:05) 
 

Planner Compton-Ring said the request for the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is to operate a 
microdistillery and tasting room in an existing building at 505 Railway Street.  The distillery will 
operate under State Liquor Board requirements which limits hours of operation and maximum number 
of ounces permitted per customer.  The applicant proposes to remodel the existing building to 
accommodate the distillery.  Staff, during their review, found that the WB-3 zone conditionally permits 
microbreweries, but regulations are silent on microdistilleries.  The zoning administrator has made a 
determination that microbreweries and microdistilleries are similar enough to process the application as 
a CUP; so staff proceeded with that review according to required criteria.  Following a public hearing at 
the Planning Board, the Planning Board voted unanimously for approval subject to six (6) conditions of 
approval which are all contained in the staff report.   

 
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 
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DEER TRACK RESIDENCES 
STAFF REPORT 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT; WPUD 14-04 
OCTOBER 9, 2014 

 
A report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding a 
request by Jeff Badelt and Sean Averill of Montana Development Group for a Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) to develop a 60-unit apartment project.  A public hearing is 
scheduled before the Whitefish Planning Board on October 16, 2014 and a subsequent 
hearing is set before the City Council on November 3, 2014. 
 
I. PROJECT SCOPE 
The applicant is proposing a Planned Unit Development overlay in order to develop a 
60-unit apartment project.  The applicant is proposing five buildings with 12-units per 
building.  The density of the project is 14.7 dwelling units per acre.  The applicant is 
proposing to utilize the density bonus, as permitted in the PUD chapter, in order to 
obtain the number of units requested.  The buildings will be located to the west of the 
Organic Dry Cleaner business which will remain.  Access to the buildings will be off a 
newly constructed east-west city right-of-way. This new road will intersect with Highway 
93 S on the east and the future Baker Avenue extension on the west.  Each building will 
have a parking lot. 
 

 
 
As part of the PUD, exceptional landscaping will be required and a minimum of 30% 
open space needs to be provided.  As part of the open space, a club house, garden and 
tot lot will be available for all the residents. 
 
The new road will be built to meet city standards – including curb, gutter, sidewalks, 
street trees and street lightings.  The eastern intersection of the new road with Highway 
93 S will have separate lanes for right and left-hand turn lanes.  The road will terminate 
on the west in a suitable temporary cul de sac until the connection with the future Baker 
Avenue extension can be made.  The applicant is also proposing on-street parking on 
the north side of this new right-of-way.   

Project Location 
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The dry cleaner currently has two driveway accesses onto Highway 93 S.  Montana 
Department of Transportation has requested the southern driveway be removed so the 
dry cleaner will access only off the new city road.  There are no other proposed changes 
to the Highway 93 S frontage. 
 
Zoning Deviations.  The PUD request includes the following zoning deviations: 
 Building Height Standards.  The maximum building height in the WB-2 and the 

WLR zoning districts is 35-feet.  The applicants are requesting 39’6” in order to have 
a 4:12 roof pitch. 

 On-site parking.  The Off-Street Parking regulations require 2.33 parking spaces 
per residential unit.  This standard would require a total of 140 parking spaces.  The 
applicant is proposing 120 parking spaces which equates to 2 parking spaces per 
unit.  They point to having smaller units with less bedrooms as justification for this 
deviation.  

 
Benefits Provided.  In exchange for the above described zoning deviations, the 
applicant is providing the following benefit: 
 10% affordable housing units (six units) 
 Implementation of the 2007 Whitefish Transportation Plan through the dedication of 

a 60-foot right-of-way connection between the future Baker Avenue extension and 
Highway 93 S. 

 
A. Applicant: 

 
 
 

Jeff Badelt & Sean Averill 
Montana Development Group 
1380 Wisconsin Avenue 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

 
Owners: 

 
 

Dear Tracs llc 
PO Box 1442 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

HDH Holdings llc 
PO Box 961 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

Technical Assistance:  
Sands Surveying 
2 Village Loop 
Kalispell, MT 59901 

48 North PC 
151 Business Center Loop 
Kalispell, MT 59901 

TAO, pllc 
499 Main Street 
Boise, ID 83702 

White Cloud Design 
PO Box 67 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
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B. Location:  
The subject project is located at 6348 
Highway 93 S and can be legally 
described as Lot 2 of Dear Tracs 
Subdivision and a Portion of Tract 1 
of COS 10669 in Section 1, Township 
30N, Range 22W,  P.M.M., Flathead 
County.  
 

C. Existing Land Use and Zoning:  
The front portion of the property is 
developed with the Organic Dry Cleaners and a drive thru espresso stand.  The 
Organic Dry Cleaner is not a part of this project nor part of the PUD calculations 
(density, open space parking, etc.).  The eastern portion of the tract is zoned 
WB-2 (Secondary Business District) and the western portion of the tract is zoned 
WLR (One-Family Limited Residential District).   
 

D. Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning: 
North: 
 

commercial 
 

WB-2 

West: 
 

residential WLR 

South: 
 

commercial 
 

WB-2 

East: commercial WB-2 
 

E. Utilities: 
Sewer:  City of Whitefish 
Water:   City of Whitefish 

 Stormwater:  on-site  
 Solid Waste:  North Valley Refuse 
 Gas:   Northwestern Energy 
 Electric:  Flathead Electric Co-op 
 Phone:  CenturyLink 
 Police:  City of Whitefish 
 Fire:   City of Whitefish 
 Schools:  Whitefish School District #44 

 
F. Public Notice: 

A notice was mailed to adjacent land owners within 150-feet of the subject parcel 
on September 26, 2014.  A notice was mailed to advisory agencies on September 
26, 2014.  A notice was published in the Whitefish Pilot on October 1, 2014.  As of 
the writing of this report, staff has received four letters with concerns about the 
project.  These letters are attached for review.  Concerns included: 
 Neighbor noticing 
 Density 

Boundaries 
of entire 
project 
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 Change in neighborhood character – especially in light of recently approved 
projects 

 Lack of open space amenities 
 Access onto Highway 93 S 
 Request the Planning Board public hearing be postponed to allow for more 

neighborhood review 
 Traffic safety 
 Portion of the application that includes rezoning to city designations 
 

II. REVIEW AND FINDINGS 
 
This request is reviewed in accordance with the Whitefish City-County Growth Policy 
and the City of Whitefish Zoning Regulations.   
 
Title 11, Chapter 2 – Zoning Districts: 
The proposed use and development standards within the WLR and WB-2 are being met 
with this application, with the exception of the requested deviations.   
 
The WLR (One-Family Limited Residential District) Purpose and Intent: 

Intended for residential purposes to provide for single-family homes in a low-
density setting, connected to municipal utilities and services. 

 
The WB-2 (Secondary Business District) Purpose and Intent: 

The WB-2 district is intended to provide for those retail sales and services the 
operations of which are typically characterized by the need for large display or 
parking areas, large storage areas and by outdoor commercial amusement or 
recreational activities. This district depends on proximity to highways or arterial 
streets and may be located in business corridors or islands. 

 
Finding 1:  The proposed use and development standards are being met with the 
proposal with the exception of the requested zoning deviations. 
 
The Planned Unit Development district is intended to encourage flexible land use 
development by allowing development based upon a comprehensive, integrated and 
detailed plan rather than upon specific requirements applicable on a lot by lot basis.  
The development, according to the Purpose and Intent of the PUD chapter, provides the 
following benefits, as applicable: 
 
A. Preserve and/or enhance environmentally sensitive areas of the site.  There are 

no environmentally sensitive areas according to the city maps.  It should be 
noted that these maps are planning level maps and the engineering review will 
evaluate the soils in the area for infrastructure installation, including storm water 
facilities.  There are a number of trees to the west that should be evaluated for 
incorporation into the landscaping.  The city’s landscaping standards give credit 
for retaining trees.   
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Finding 2:  Staff finds the ‘preserve and/or enhance environmentally sensitive 
areas of the site’ criterion is not applicable to this project.     

 
B. Preserve crucial wildlife habitat and/or daily or seasonal migration corridors.  

There are no mapped crucial wildlife habitat and/or daily or seasonal migration 
corridors on this site; however it is likely that deer and other animals travel 
through the property. 

 
Finding 3:  Staff finds the ‘preserve crucial wildlife habitat and/or daily or 
seasonal migration corridors’ criterion is not applicable to this project. 

 
C. Provide usable open space.  §11-2S-3C requires no more than 70% of the lot 

can be covered with buildings and parking areas.  According to the applicant, 
33% of the entire property is devoted to open space areas that include: 
landscaping, a club house with a workout facility and BBQ area, a tot lot and a 
community garden area.  The WB-2 zoning designation doesn’t have a lot 
coverage standard and it is expected that development in the area will be at an 
urban form and scale.  The buildings are setback 175-feet or more from Highway 
93 S and range in setback from approximately 15 to 20-feet from the new city 
right-of-way.   
 
Finding 4:  The project is providing usable open space because the project a 
club house that includes a workout facility and a BBQ area, a tot lot and a 
community garden. The project has 33% open space, which exceeds the 30% 
PUD requirement.   
 

D. Preserve and protect the character and qualities of existing neighborhoods.  The 
character of this neighborhood is larger commercial buildings with very large 
parking areas to accommodate users of the buildings or provide a location to 
store merchandise and/or equipment.  This property is adjacent to an 80-foot 
right-of-way dedication for the future Baker Avenue extension.  On the other side 
of the 80-foot right-of-way, to the west is a single family neighborhood.  The area 
to the west is heavily wooded, which is part of the neighborhood’s character.  
Long-term healthy trees should be incorporated into the design of the project. 
 
This project is required to obtain Architectural Review prior to submitting any 
building permit.  The multi-family standards require developments with more than 
one multi-family structure adhere to the ‘visual variety’ standard.  The intent of 
this standard is to avoid visual monotony while encouraging a high quality design 
theme.  The standards go on to describe the various elements that could be used 
and the standard the Committee will use to ensure the standard is met.    

 
The applicant is requesting the building height deviation in order to design a 4:12 
pitched roof.  By adding interest to the roof of the building, it will have a more 
pleasing architecture.  These buildings will be among the tallest in this 
neighborhood.  Earlier this year, the Council approved the Hampton Inn to the 
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south to exceed the building height – they proposed a building that is mostly 31-
feet with varying roof elements no taller than 42-feet.   
 
Finding 5:  The project is preserving and protecting the character and qualities 
of the neighborhood because it is not located immediately adjacent to single 
family residential, it will retain healthy long-term trees, the building will be placed 
over 100-feet from the front property line and by proposing a 4:12 roof pitch.  
Further review by the Architectural Review Committee, including the multiple 
multi-family standard, will also ensure neighborhood compatibility. 

 
E. Make efficient use of infill property.  The project is on the edge of the expanding 

urban area and it isn’t infill per se; however, the project is served by a public 
right-of-way and all public services and facilities are available and in place for the 
project.       
 
Finding 6:  The property is making efficient use of existing 
commercial/residential property because it is served by all public services and 
facilities. 

 
F. Provide effective buffers or transition between potentially incompatible uses of 

land.  The proposal is a permitted use in the WB-2 and WLR with a PUD overlay.  
It is adjacent to other permitted uses or undeveloped land.  The project will be 
required to install landscaping according the Landscaping Chapter, including the 
required tree density standards.  No buffering would be required.  The place 
where incompatibility could be a concern is further to the west where residential 
uses are located; however, an 80-foot right-of-way is in between this project and 
the single family zoning and neighborhood.  

 
Finding 7:  The applicant is not proposing an incompatible use where an 
effective buffer or transition is needed because there are no immediately 
adjacent incompatible uses.  
 

G. Facilitate street continuity 
and connectivity, and 
attractive high quality 
streetscapes.  The Baker 
Avenue Extension project 
is on the Major Street 
Network projects 
identified in the 2007 
Transportation Plan.  A 
Major Street Network 
(MSN) is an improvement 
needed to facilitate the anticipated traffic demands of 2030.  The Plan identifies 
this project (MSN-3) which would connect West 19th Street to JP Road.  
According to the Transportation Plan, the project is needed because there are 

Location of east-west city right-of-way 
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limited north-south 
routes on the south 
end of Whitefish 
and it would help to 
alleviate escalating 
north-south traffic 
on Highway 93 S. 

 
The proposed east-
west connector with 
the Baker Avenue 
extension is an 
important part of developing the grid system in Whitefish.  The right-of-way will 
be dedicated prior to submitting a building permit application for the first building.  
The street will have an attractive streetscape as the street will include a street 
trees, sidewalks and street lights.  The submitted plan shows considerable 
landscaping between the street extension and the buildings.      

 
The Public Works Department is not requiring a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) with 
this project, as Highway 93 S, a state right-of-way, is the only access and is built 
to full-capacity.  It is expected total daily traffic would be 366 trips per day.   
 
Montana 
Department of 
Transportation 
(MDT) did not 
require a TIS 
either.  MDT is 
requiring a new 
approach permit 
and they would like to review the plans for the new road – including the drainage 
plans.  They suggest the new road have two lanes – one for left-hand turns and 
one for right-hand turns.  Finally, MDT requested the southern entrance into the 
dry cleaner be eliminated.   
 
Finding 8:  An attractive, high quality streetscape is being developed because 
landscaping will be installed along the right-of-way; along with street trees and 
street lights.  The street system is established so there are limited opportunities 
to improve connectivity; however the applicant is dedicating a public right-of-way 
to implement the Transportation Plan that would connect Highway 93 S and the 
future Baker Avenue extension at some point in the future.  

 
H. Provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities and encourage transportation 

alternatives.  The applicant is proposing to install new sidewalks on both sides of 
the new street that will connect to the existing sidewalk system along Highway 93 

Location of east-west city right-of-way 

Access to be closed per MDT requirement 
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S.  There are also sidewalks within the development that connect to the 
sidewalks on the new street and to the open space amenities.   

 
The final design of the new east-west connector will be determined through 
review with the Public Works Department and will meet all city standards.  The 
plan, as shown, does not include any bike lanes.  Staff will recommend the 
inclusion of bike racks to further this goal.              

 
Finding 9:  The project is providing pedestrian facilities to encourage 
transportation alternatives because sidewalks are being installed and a condition 
requiring bicycle facilities will be incuded.     

 
I. Provide affordable housing.  The applicant is taking advantage of the density 

bonus; therefore, is required to provide 10% affordable housing.  The applicant is 
proposing to provide six (6) units at an affordable rate.  The applicant intends to 
work with the Whitefish Housing Authority to manage the units for long-term 
affordability.     

 
Finding 10:  The applicant is providing affordable housing because they are 
setting aside 10% of the project (six units) to be managed by the Whitefish 
Housing Authority for long-term affordability.    

 
J. Provide a variety of residential product type while avoiding a monotonous and 

institutional appearance. This project is only providing one residential product 
type (apartments) within the development; however, they are providing 1-3 
bedroom units within the complex.  The applicant will be required to obtain 
Architectural Review approval and one of the standards is to ensure that multiple 
multi-family structures do not look the same.  There are many suggested 
opportunities to ensure variety of the buildings within the Architectural Review 
standards.        

 
Finding 11:  Staff finds the applicant will ‘avoid a monotonous and institutional 
appearance’ will be met through review by the Architectural Review Committee 
because of the multiple multi-family standards.  However, the applicant is only 
proposing one residential product type.      
 

K. Compliance with and/or implementation of the growth policy.   The Growth Policy 
designates this property as General Commercial and Suburban Residential.  The 
WB-2 zoning designation is consistent with the land use designation, but the 
WLR is an Urban land use designation within a Suburban land use designation. 
 

General Commercial: 
Generally applied to the Hwy 93 corridor north of the Highway 40 
intersection, this designation is defined by auto-oriented 
commercial and service uses. Specific land uses include retail, 
restaurants of all types and quality ranges (including those with 
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drive-up facilities), professional offices, auto sales and services, 
hotels/motels, supermarkets, shopping centers or clusters, and 
convenience shopping, including the dispensing of motor fuels. 
Primary access is by automobile with ample parking provided on 
site. Development sites are properly landscaped to screen parking 
and drive areas and to provide a high-quality visual image. Zoning 
is generally WB-2, but higher density residential with WR-3 zoning, 
and mixed use development may also be appropriate in this area. 
 
Suburban Residential: 
Lower density residential areas at the periphery of the urban 
service area generally fall under this designation on the Future 
Land Use Map. The residential product type is predominantly 
single-family, but cluster homes and low-density town homes that 
preserve significant open space are also appropriate. Densities 
range from one unit per 2 ½ acres to 2.5 units per acre, but could 
be higher through the PUD. Zoning districts include WCR, WER, 
and WSR. Cluster residential that preserves considerable open 
space, allows for limited agriculture, maintains wildlife habitat is 
encouraged. 

 
There are many goals and policies within the Whitefish City-County Growth 
Policy that support this project.  
 
Land Use – Goal 5: “Protect and preserve the special character, scale and 
qualities of existing neighborhoods while supporting and encouraging attractive, 
well-designed, neighborhood compatible infill development.” 
 
Land Use – Goal 7: “Plan for healthy, efficient and visually attractive corridors 
along major transportation routes through the community.” 
 
Housing – Goal 1: “Ensure an adequate supply and variety of housing product 
types and densities, at affordable prices, to meet the needs of Whitefish’s 
existing and future workforce, and for senior citizens.” 
 
Housing – Goal 2: “Maintain a social and economic diversity of Whitefish through 
affordable housing programs that keep citizens and members of the workforce 
from being displaced.” 
 
Transportation – Goal 1: “Provide an efficient and effective transportation system 
to serve the present and future needs of the Whitefish area.” 
 
Transportation – Goal 2: “Integrate transportation and land use so that choices of 
transportation modes are optimized.” 
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Finding 12:  The project complies with and implements the Whitefish City-
County Growth Policy and the Transportation Plan. 
 

Amendments – §11-7-12E: 
The following considerations from §11-7-12E are intended to guide both the Planning 
Board and the City Council when considering an amendment to the official zoning map. 
 

Considerations from §11-7-12E Staff Report Section Reference/Comments 
 
Zoning Regulations Must Be: 
 
Made in Accordance with a Growth Policy 
 

See Section II.K. 

 
Designed to: 
 
Secure safety from fire and other 
dangers 
 

The Whitefish Fire Department has preliminarily reviewed 
the project.  Adequate access and other Fire Department 
issues are being included as conditions of approval and 
will also be reviewed at the time of building permit.  
 

Promote public health, public safety and 
general welfare 
 

See above – in addition, the Building Department will 
review the new structure through the building permit 
process. 
 

Facilitate the adequate provision of 
transportation, water, sewerage, schools, 
parks and other public requirements  
 

See Section I.E.; as described earlier in the report, MDT 
commented on the project and is requiring a new 
approach permit and they would like to review the plans 
for the new road – including the drainage plans.  They 
suggest the new road have two lanes – one for left-hand 
turns and one for right-hand turns.  Finally, MDT 
requested the southern entrance into the dry cleaner be 
eliminated. 

 
In the adoption of zoning regulations, the city shall consider: 
 
Reasonable provision of adequate light 
and air 
 

A request for a deviation to the building height is 
requested.  All other zoning standards are being met. 

The effect on motorized and non-
motorized transportation systems 
 

See Section II.G., H. 

Promotion of compatible urban growth 
 

See Section II.D. 

The character of the district and its 
particular suitability of the property for the 
particular uses 
 

See Section II.D. 

Conserving the value of buildings and 
encouraging the most appropriate use of 
land throughout the jurisdictional area; 
and  
 

This criterion is subjective at best. However, it is 
permissible for the Board to consider testimony from 
nearby residents as prima facie evidence of adverse 
impact. 
 
This proposal only applies to the subject property, and 
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Considerations from §11-7-12E Staff Report Section Reference/Comments 
sets no binding precedent for any other zone change or 
PUD proposal.  
  

That historical uses and established uses 
patterns and recent change in use trends 
will be weighed equally and 
consideration not be given one to the 
exclusion of the other. 

The Planning Board and the City Council should consider 
the historical and established use patterns, including 
trends, when making a decision on the project.  See 
Section II.D. 

 
III. STAFF ANALYSIS. 
 
Building Height Design Standards.  The applicant is requesting a deviation to the 
building height.  The WB-2 zoning designation limits the maximum building height to 35-
feet.  According to the submitted plans, the top of the roof is 39½-feet.  The applicant 
has requested this height in order to design 4:12 pitch roofs instead of a flat roof which 
is more visually pleasing.  The applicant has pointed to ensuring an attractive design to 
fit better into the neighborhood. 
 
The Whitefish Fire Marshal has reviewed the project.  The Fire Department’s goals for 
this project are:  
 to make sure the firefighters have safe and efficient access; and 
 to have safe and efficient patient transport routes. 
 
The Fire Department has a 35-foot roof ladder which gives the department a 28-foot 
vertical working distance.  Without taller ladders fire fighter will be using high-rise fire 
tactics on buildings over 28-feet.  Such items the Fire Department will be reviewing 
include, among other items: 
 Protected stairwells from outside the building to each floor and the roof in a location 

where a hose line can reach within a 150-feet of every area on the roof 
 Standpipes in each stairwell (wet or dry) 
 Maximum of 150-feet from a standpipe connection to any area of the building 
 Sprinklered building (including attic spaces and a dry system under the entrance 

way) with enough pressure for the top floor 
 Fully addressable alarm system 
 Knox box near the FDC and Alarm panel 
 
Staff is also satisfied with their approach to the roof elements.  The varying roof lines 
help to reduce the massiveness of the building and roof.  In the past the Council has 
approved buildings to exceed the maximum building height in order to facilitate an 
attractive design, but each request needs to be reviewed on a case by case basis. 
 
Staff supports this building height deviation. 
 
Off-Street Parking Standards.   The applicant is requesting a deviation to the off-street 
parking standards.  They are proposing 2 parking spaces per unit versus the standard 
of 2.3 spaces per unit.  The applicant is providing 120 parking spaces versus 140 
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spaces.  The applicant points to the similar projects in surrounding jurisdictions where 
1.7 parking spaces is more than adequate.  In addition, the applicant is proposing 17 
on-street parking spaces with the design of the new roadway that could potentially be 
used for guest parking. 
 
The Public Works Department has not determined whether or not on-street parking will 
be a component of this city street.  While the street for many years may only serve this 
development, once the future Baker Avenue extension is realized, this street will provide 
an important connection between Baker Avenue and Highway 93 S and on-street 
parking may not be suitable.  Therefore, this parking may not be available  
 
Staff would like to see the applicant enter into an agreement with a surrounding property 
owner(s) to provide 20 off-street parking spaces for guests.  Whether these parking 
spaces are for guests or residents this could be valuable needed parking – especially if 
no on-street parking is permitted.  Staff will suggest this as a condition of approval.       
 
As conditioned, staff supports this off-street parking deviation. 
   
IV. RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Whitefish Planning Board adopt the findings of fact in staff 
report WPUD 14-04 and recommend to the Whitefish City Council that the Planned Unit 
Development for the Deer Tracks Residences be approved and that the deviations to 
the zoning be granted subject to the following conditions of approval: 
 
1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the planned unit 

development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and 
elevations that govern the general location of buildings, landscaping, building 
height and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by the City Council. 
 

2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the City of Whitefish Planning Department.  The plan shall include, but 
may not necessarily be limited to, the following: 
 Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust. 
 Hours of construction activity. 
 Noise abatement. 
 Control of erosion and siltation. 
 Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to 

direct equipment and workers. 
 Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee 

parking. 
 Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public 

road, including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as 
necessary. 

 Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary. 
 Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. 

(Engineering Standards, Appendix K) 
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3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for 

all on and off-site infrastructure shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Whitefish Public Works Department.  The improvements (water, sewer, roads, 
street lights, sidewalks, etc.) within the development shall be designed and 
constructed by a licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s 
design and construction standards.  The Public Works Director shall approve the 
design prior to construction.  Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and 
other improvements shall be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently.  
No individual improvement designs shall be accepted by Public Works. 
(Engineering Standards, Chapter 1)  
 

4. The site and building shall meet all Fire Department standards for hydrants, access 
and the building itself. (IFC) All buildings shall meet Fire Department standards 
include sprinklering, FDC, alarm panels and utility controls located in close 
proximity to each building. (IFC) 

 
5. Prior to the first phase, a snow storage plan shall be submitted to the Public Works 

Department for review and approval.  Such plan shall ensure storage does not 
impede emergency access and it is not located within storm water facilities. 
(Engineering Standards, Chapter 5) 
 

6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction shall be re-seeded as 
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering 
Standards, Chapter 7) 

 
7. Refuse disposal areas shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works 

Department and North Valley Refuse. (Engineering Standards) 
 

8. A new approach permit shall be obtained from Montana Department of 
Transportation.  Road plans shall be submitted to MDT for review and approval – 
this shall also include the drainage plan.  The southern entrance into the dry 
cleaner shall be eliminated. (Finding 8) 

 
9. Architectural review and approval shall be obtained prior to submitting an 

application for a building permit. (§11-3-3B)  Strict adherence to §6.6.2., variation 
to multiple multi-family buildings, shall be met. 

 
10. Due to similarities to other project names, this project shall be assigned a new 

project name prior to any other submittals to the city.   
 
11. A maximum of two (2) affordable apartments shall be designated per building for a 

total of six (6) apartments.  Apartments shall have a variety of number of bedrooms 
and location to serve the greatest variety of clients.  The Whitefish Housing 
Authority will manage the apartments to ensure long-term affordability.  This 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 102 of 537



Staff: WCR  WPUD 14-04 
Deer Tracts Residences 

14 of 14 

management agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to 
submitting a building permit application within Phase 1. 

 
12. A parking agreement for 20 parking spaces shall be entered into by the developer.  

Evidence of such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior 
to submitting a building permit application within Phase 1.  

 
13. A 60-foot right-of-way in a location identified by the Public Works Director shall be 

installed and dedicated to the City of Whitefish prior to submitting a building permit 
application within Phase 1.  The developer shall enter into an agreement for the 
maintenance and snow removal responsibilities until such time as the street is 
connected to the future Baker Avenue extension.  

 
14. A paved temporary cul de sac shall be constructed at the western end of the new 

city right-of-way.  This shall be kept clear of snow for emergency access.   
 

15. Prior to submitting applications for building permits for each phase, a report 
showing how conditions of approval have been met for each phase shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval and it shall include: 
 Architectural Review approval for all buildings within the phase 
 Location and design for secure bicycle parking for each building shall be 

reviewed and approved. 
 Detailed landscaping plan and pedestrian connection plan 
 Tree removal phasing – no tree removal shall occur in any phase until the 

tree removal plan is approved.  All healthy long-term trees outside building 
envelopes, parking and vehicular access shall be retained. 

 Review of approved open space plan 
 Infrastructure within each phase shall be fully capable of supporting the 

development within the phase.  Roads shall meet the Fire Department 
emergency access requirements. 

 Emergency access shall be approved for each building pursuant to the IFC.  
This includes physical access to within 150-feet of all corners of the building, 
FDC on each building, Knox box, no parking, and snow plowing.   

 Infrastructure, including streets, water, sewer, hydrants and drainage, for 
each phase shall be installed and operational prior to the submittal of a 
building permit.  Financial security for other infrastructure/improvements yet to 
be installed may be approved in order to obtain a building permit. 

 All easements associated with the phase shall be recorded and submitted to 
the city.  

 No more than two years shall lapse between phases. 
 
16. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§11-2S-

9C)   
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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 Montana Development Group 
is requesting a Planned Unit Development overlay in order to develop a 60-unit 
apartment project. (WPUD 14-04)  In addition, the applicant will be rezoning 
approximately 1 acre of property recently zoned by Flathead County to 
comparable Whitefish zones to facilitate their project. (WZC 14-08)  This property 
was annexed into the city limits on September 15, 2014.  The property is 
developed with a dry cleaner business and is zoned WB-2 (Secondary Business 
District) and WLR (One-Family Residential District).The property is located at 
6348 Highway 93 S and can be legally described as Lot 2, Dear Tracs 
subdivision and a Portion of Tract 1 of COS 10669 in S1 T30N R22W.     
 
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, October 16, 2014 
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 Monday, November 3, 
2014 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, October 6, 2014, 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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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street 
Whitefish, MT  59937   
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
Date:  September 26, 2014 
 
To:   Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties 
 
From:  Whitefish Planning & Building Department 
 

 
The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held on Thursday, 
October 16, 2014 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 these items 1, 2 on Monday, November 3, 2014 and items 3-8 on 
Monday, November 17, 2014.  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 Montana Development Group for a Planned Unit 

Development overlay and Zone Change in order to develop a 60-unit 
apartment project.  The project is addressed at 6348 Highway 93 S and can 
be legally described as Lot 2, Dear Tracs subdivision and a Portion of Tract 1 
of COS 10669 in S1 T30N R22W. (WPUD 14-04/WZC 14-08) Compton-Ring 
 

2. A request by Bonsai Brewing Project llc for a Conditional Use Permit in order 
to operate a microbrewery.  The project is addressed at 549 Wisconsin 
Avenue and can be legally described as Lot 1AA, Denver Gardens in S25 
T31N R22W. (WCUP 14-05) Compton-Ring 

 
3. A request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels recently 

annexed into City limits.  The properties are developed with residential uses.  
The subject properties are located at 1722 and 1726 W. Lakeshore Drive and 
can be legally described as lots 18A, 19 & ABDRD-19 of Lake Park Addition 
Subdivision in Section 26, Township 31N, Range 22W. (WZC 14-02) Minnich 

 
4. A request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels recently 

annexed into City limits.  The properties are developed with residential uses.  
The subject properties are located at 2492, 2494, 2496, and 2498 E. 
Lakeshore Drive and can be legally described as lots 20, 21, 22, and 23 of 
Whitefish Lake Summer Homes Add1 Amd Subdivision in Section 14, 
Township 31N, Range 22W. (WZC 14-04) Minnich 

 
5. A request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels recently 

annexed into City limits.  The properties are developed with residential uses.  
The subject properties are located at 2520, 2522, and 2524 E. Lakeshore 
Drive and can be legally described as lots 7, 8, and 9 of Whitefish Lake 
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Summer Homes Add1 Amd Subdivision in Section 14, Township 31N, Range 
22W. (WZC 14-05) Minnich 

 
6. A request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels recently 

annexed into City limits.  The properties are developed with residential uses.  
The subject properties are located at 2530 and 2532 E. Lakeshore Drive and 
can be legally described as lots 3 and 4 of Whitefish Lake Summer Homes 
Add1 Amd Subdivision in Section 14, Township 31N, Range 22W. (WZC 14-
06) Minnich 

 
7. A request by the City of Whitefish for a Zone Change on parcels recently 

annexed into City limits.  The property is developed with residential uses.  
The subject property is located at 2405 Carver Bay Road and can be legally 
described as lot 3 of Whitefish Lake Summer Homes Amd L19 and 20 
Subdivision in Section 14, Township 31N, Range 22W. (WZC 14-07) Minnich 

 
8. A request by the City of Whitefish to amend §11-2A-3 WA Agricultural District, 

Conditional Uses, adding heliports and helipads. (WZTA 14-04) Taylor 
 
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 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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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org> 
Friday, September 26, 2014 10:28 AM 
'Anne Moran (asmoran@mt.gov)'; Ashley Keltner (a.keltner@flathead.coop); 'Ben 
DeVall'; Bill Dial (bdialw1@bresnan.net); 'BJ Grieve'; Cal Scott (cscott@flathead.mt.gov); 
Christina L Schroeder (christina.l.schroeder@usace.army.mil); 'Chuck Curry 
(ccurry@flathead.mt.gov)'; Columbia Falls Fire Department (cffire@centurytel.net); Dan 
Graves (dgraves@skiwhitefish.com); Dennis Oliver (doliver@mt.gov); 'Eric Smith 
(eric.smith@northwestern.com)'; Gary Engman (gengman@mt.gov); Gary Krueger 
(gkrueger@flathead.mt.gov); Ginger Kauffman (gingerk@flatheadcd.org); Greg Acton; 
'James Freyholtz Ufreyholtz@mt.gov)'; 'Joe Page' Upage@cityofwhitefish.org); 'John 
Wilson'; 'Judy Williams Uuwilliams@mt.gov),; Karen Reeves; Karin Hilding 
(khilding@cityofwhitefish.org); 'Kate Cassidy (kcassidy@flathead.mt.gov)'; Kate Orozco 
(orozcok@wfps.k12.mt.us); 'Kuennen, Norman'; 'Lisa Timchak (latimchak@fsJed.us),; 
'Lorch, Steve'; Lori Collins; 'Lynn Zanto (Izanto@mt.gov),; 'Marcia Sheffels 
(msheffels@flathead.mt.gov)'; 'Mark Baumler (mbaumler@mt.gov)'; 'Mark Deleray 
(mdeleray@mt.gov)'; Mayre Flowers (flowers@digisys.net); Mayre Flowers 
(mayre@flatheadcitizens.org); North Valley Refuse (nvr@centurytel.net); 'Pamela 
Holmquist (pholmquist@flathead.mt.gov),; 'Patti V (pattiv@flathead.mt.gov)'; 'Pris, 
Jeremy'; 'Randy Reynolds'; 'Rita Hanson (for Whitefish Water & Sewer District)'; Sherri 
Baccaro; 'Steve Kilbreath (skilbreath@mt.gov)'; 'Steve Kvapil (stevej.kvapil@usps.gov)'; 
'Stickney, Nicole'; Tara Fugina (tfugina@flathead.mt.gov); 'Tom Kennelly'; 
Tony.Hirsch@Centurylink.com; 'Traci Sears '; Virgil Bench (vbench@cityofwhitefish.org); 
'Whitefish Parks and Recreation'; William Reed (william.reed@bnsf.com) 
David Taylor; Bailey Minnich (bminnich@cityofwhitefish.org) 
October Whitefish Planning Board. 
10-2014_PB meeting.pdf 

Attached please find the notice for the October Whitefish Planning Board meeting. 

Wendy Compton-Ring, AlCP 
Senior Planner 
City of Whitefish 
406-863-2418 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Wendy, 

Freyholtz, James <jfreyholtz@mt.gov> 
Thursday, October 02, 2014 2:54 PM 
Wendy Compton-Ring 
Oliver, Dennis 
60-unit apartment project PUD: 6348 HWY 93 S 

Thanks for notifying the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) regarding the proposed 60-unit apartment 
project. The proposal is located in Whitefish at 6348 Hwy 93 South. 

The owners will need to obtain a new approach permit from MDT for the access to Hwy 93. The owner's engineer has 
already been in contact with MDT regarding the proposal. Our initial comments were that the second existing approach 
to the property should be eliminated and there should be separate lanes for right & left turners exiting their 
approach. MDT also has some drainage concerns and will thus want to review their drainage plan as part of an approach 
permit approval. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

James Freyholtz, P.E. 
Kalispell Area Traffic Engineer 
Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) 
(406) 751-2066 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

ROBERT JAMES <jamesrn@shaw.ca> 
Monday, October 06, 2014 2:52 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Don & Judy Spivey 

Subject: Re: Response to Public Notice -60 Unit Apartment Project WPUD 14-04 

Wendy, thank you for your prompt reply. 
I do appreciate your explanation on the timing of the mailout, but irrespective of the date you advise 
Notices were sent out, the fact remains that were not received until late week. Therefore the time 
frame of 15 days for the notice being served may not have been met. 
My request to provide adequate time for us as community members directly affected by this proposed 
apartment complex still stands. We have simply not had adequate time to review all the materials as 
they have not yet been made available to us as of this date. 
Additionally, since the information package will not be available until October 10th. That only only 
leaves 3 business days for people to review the full package prior to the Planning Board Meeting date 
of October 16th. This is simply not satisfactory as it fails to provide enough time for an adequate 
review by the surrounding community or third party representatives and consultants they may wish to 
retain. 
Please reply accordingly to my request above. 
Robert James 
132 Park Knoll Lane 

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network. 
Original Message 

From: Wendy Compton-Ring 
Sent: Monday, October 6, 2014 12:04 PM 
To: 'ROBERT JAMES' 
Reply To: Wendy Compton-Ring 
Cc: 'Don & Judy Spivey' 
Subject: RE: Response to Public Notice -60 Unit Apartment Project WPUD 14-04 

Thank you for your comments. They will be forwarded onto the Planning Board and Council for their 
consideration. 

To answer a couple of your questions, our regulations require a 15-day notice period to adjacent 
landowners within 150-feet of the proposal. These notices were mailed out on September 25th - 21 
days before the Planning Board hearing. Also, I have attached a copy of the map and list of names 
showing the 150-foot buffer from the boundaries of the project. This list is generated and certified by 
the Flathead County GIS Department. You are correct that not all the owners within the subdivision 
are noticed - only those within 150-feet. I should point out that the map includes all of Tract 3ABM, 
but only a portion of this tract is included in the project - about an acre of land right behind the Pizza 
Hut parking lot. 

The Planning Board meeting is on October 16th and the City Council is scheduled for November 3rd. 
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The entire Planning Board packet will on the city's webpage - under Planning Board no later than 
Friday, October 10th. Let me know if you need any other information or have any more questions. 

-----Original Message-----
From: ROBERT JAMES [mailto:jamesrn@shaw.ca] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 11 :20 AM 
To: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Cc: Don & Judy Spivey 
Subject: Fw: Response to Public Notice -60 Unit Appartment Project WPUD 
14-04 

October 62014 

To Whitefish Planning Department: 

Re: Response to undated Public Notice requesting comments on the referenced 
60 Suite Apartment project WPUD-14-04. 

My comments are as follows: 
NOTICE: 
-Notice timing was too short for residents in the area affected by this proposal. 
Notice was only received by a fraction of the residents of Park Knoll Community. 
Please confirm the date do service compiles with the regulations for service, 
- Only 25% of the residents of the Park Knoll Community received this notice. Please confirm that all 
people affected and in close proximity to the project were properly served Notice. 

Impact of Project: 
-the impact of this project of some 120 - 180 new people living in the immediate area is significant 
and devastating to existing residents in the immediate area. 
> -Density of this 60 suite project is unacceptably high, and it's 
disappointing that the Planning Department would have even accepted this projector approval in it's 
current form. 

-this proposed increase in population this very small space, coupled with the density of already 
approved Hampton's Motel Project virtually ensures the quality of life for the existing residents in the 
area will be utterly and completely destroyed. 
-my question is, why is none of this taken into consideration by the Planning Board when approving 
new ultra high-density projects?This is not New York nor Hong Kong where surface space is at a 
premium. This is Whitefish, a place we know and love and where privacy is valued. 
-Block E of the complex backs onto the proposed Baker Avenue route and what will be the impact of 
this on the people living in Block E when this road is built. 
-playgrounds and green space for residents of the proposed project. A BBQ area and a bit of a 
playground is hardly adequate recreational facilities for the population density being proposed. 
-A population increase of this size requires the developer to provide significantly more green space 
and recreational facilities than is being offered. There are no existing playgrounds in the immediate 
area. 

Safety: 
Access and egress to Hwy. 93 is a major safety issue with existing residents in the area. 
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With the Hampton's development under way, a 60 suite apartment complex that will have an 
estimated occupancy of 120 - 180 people driving in and out of this apartment complex several times a 
day onto Highway 93 is completely unacceptable. People risk being hurt and risk being killed. 
The extension of the proposed Baker Avenue is shown on the preliminary plan. 
What consideration has been given to having the developer and contribute to the Construction of the 
Baker Avenue extension and provide access and egress via that much safer route? 
This would also provide necessary access for Fire Trucks when needed. 

Conclusion: 
There are quality of life issues not only for future apartment dwellers, but also existing residents living 
in the immediate area that require addressing. 
There are safety issues that require addressing. 
There is a need for more time to study and properly respond to this Notice and in that regard I 
respectfully request the Thursday October 16, 2014 City Council Meeting be rescheduled for one 
month to Thursday November 13th to allow interested and affected parties to have time to adequately 
respond. 
Please forward all replies to the undersigned by email. 

Robert N James 
132 Park Knoll Lane 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
jamesrn@shaw.ca 
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October 6,2014 

Memo to: Whitefish Planning Board and Staff 

Subj ect Planning Board Hearing on WPUD 14-04 
October 16,2014 

From: Don Spivey, Park Knoll Estates homeowner. 

Planning Board members and staff, 

I have several comments and concerns based on the brief Public Notice received last week. 

Time to respond 

I believe only two homeowners in the Park Knoll subdivision received a notice and both those 
parties were out of town last week. The notice calls for a response by end of day today-Oct.6. 
The homeowners association would like to respond with an informed and reasoned manner. 
However, there is neither time or adequate information available to accomplish that today. I 
understand the staff report will not be available until Oct. 10 and assume that document will 
clarify and provide much needed information. The public hearing is scheduled less than one week 
later (3 business days) leaving us again with limited time to develop a response from the 
Homeowners Association. Accordingly we would respectfully request that the Planning Board 
hearing be rescheduled to the November meeting. 

Zoning 

The brief zoning comments in the notice are unclear with the donut transition and then back into 
the city via annexation. The current zoning for that property is unclear but apparently a rezoning 
consideration is part of the application. The prior WLR city zoning would be preferable to me and 
probably to the Homeowners Association. ,Hopefully, the staff report will clear up the confusion. 

Density 

The proposed density is totally out of character with this neighborhood (which we all chose 
because of the existing WLR zoning). The additional 120-200 residents packed into that confmed 
space will put substantial additional pressure on all the homeowners in the area. There appears to 
be very limited open space (club house and tiny playground) for those residents and there will be 
a tendency to take advantage of adjacent open lands abutting our subdivision for exploring
walking pets, etc. with probable impacts in our neighborhood. I would respectfully request 
consideration be given to a substantial reduction in the unit density. Not rezoning the 
approximately one acre parcel from a residential classification would be a good start. That would 
also provide open space providing better green space and recreational support for the remaining 
homeowners. 
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Traffic 

Already approved is a hotel/motel on the adjacent lot to the south_with 70+ rooms. This 
hotel/motel, with associated staff, will already introduce substantial additional congestion onto 
US 93 in that area. The traffic from 60 additional units (with many cars) will make US 93 
ingress/egress for those wanting to go north toward the center of Whitefish and well as persons 
traveling north on US 93 wishing to turn into either of these two developments a nightmare as 
well as a serious safety issue .. I was told by the Department of Transportation that legally, 
making a left tum from or into those subdivision requires a clear path all the way into the desired 
lane before starting. Most drivers don't follow that rule-rather they wait to find access to the 
center lane and then wait there for a chance to enter the lane of choice If you've ever tried to deal 
with this problem you can only imagine the increased challenge and safety exposure all this 
additional traffic will have. It will create another opportunity for more accidents for sure. This is 
another good reason to reduce the density. 

Conclusion 

I'm concerned that the information available without the staff report does not allow time to 
adequately and responsibly respond to this proposa1--thus our request to reschedule to the 
planning board meeting to November. 

I am concerned about the density and how that will impact our neighborhood for the reasons 
mention above and would recommend the planning board and staff fmd ways to reduce it-not 
rezoning the 1 acre parcel might be a good start. 

I am concerned about the traffic impact in an area already dealing with this challenge--clearly a 
major problem and safety exposure. Density reduction would help with this as well. 

I need clarification about the zoning activity which seems complex involving changes to county 
classification and them back to city zoning after annexation. Hopefully, the staff report will 
clarify this. 

I look forward to meeting with all of you at the planning board meeting-hopefully, rescheduled 
to November. 

Respectfully. 

Don Spivey 
117 Park Knoll Lane 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
862-7733 
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Thomas T. Tornow, P .C., Attorneys-at-Law 
309 Wisconsin Avenue, Whitefish, MT 59937 

Telephone: (406) 862-7450 Facsimile: (406) 862-7451 Website: www.tornowlaw.com 

Thomas T. Tornow, Attorney 
tom@tornowlaw.com 
Sue A. Brown, Office Administrator 
sue@tornowlaw.com 

Wendy Compton-Ring 

October 6,2014 

Whitefish Planning & Building Department 
Via email: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 

Re: Lot 2, Dear Tracs 

Dear Ms. Compton-Ring: 

Katherine C. Troiano, Paralegal 
katherine@tornowlaw.com 

Justin Pfaff, Legal Assistant 
assistant@tornowlaw.com 

I am the attorney for residents of the Park Knoll neighborhood, which will be adversely impacted by 
the rezoning and high density apartment complex proposed on the above referenced property. 

Our first concern is that my clients have just learned of the proposal and have not had the opportunity 
to review the Staff Report. For example, we have no information regarding how many bedrooms 
(and therefore likely occupants) there are in the 60 apartments, or how the proposed rezoning fits 
within the City's Master Growth Policy Plan or any applicable transportation plans. Having an 
opportunity to review the Staff Report prior to the close of written comment is important for 
meaningful public participation. As such, we request that the Planning Board postpone its public 
hearing until its next meeting to give my clients and the public in general an opportunity to review 
the Staff Report and be prepared to provide informed comment. Also, please email me a copy of the 
Staff Report as soon as it is available. 

Our second concern is the dead-end access. This creates an unacceptable danger to the apartment 
residents, the first responders, and the neighborhood, should there be a fire or other emergency. 
Apartment dwellers fleeing a fire or other emergency will obstruct incoming responders. With the 
proposed density, even a cuI de sac is grossly insufficient and a second emergency ingress and egress 
is needed to accommodate the proposed density. 

Our third concern is density and the resulting traffic hazards. The proposed 60 units together with 
the approximately 70 hotel units on the adjoining property will create an extreme traffic hazard on 
Highway 93, which has only the middle "suicide lane" for turning vehicles. Between the apartment 
residents and the hotel guests using exits so close together, this short stretch of Highway 93 will be a 
dangerous traffic bottleneck. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 
Whitefish Planning & Building Department 
October 6,2014 
Page 2 of2 

Our fourth concern is the lack of park land or other open space. Between the proposed 60 units 
together with the approximately 70 hotel units on the adjoining property, children playing and people 
walking their dogs or just looking for a quiet place to walk will invade into the Park Knoll 
neighborhood. At a minimum, the applicant should be required to provide on-site open space 
sufficient to accommodate the expected occupancy of the 60 apartments. 

Our fifth concern is that this property was just rezoned by the County, then annexed into the City and 
then apparently rezoned WB-2 and WLR. Now the applicant is asking for it to be rezoned again. 
We suggest that the City let the dust settle and examine how this newly annexed property fits into its 
growth policy before rezoning it yet again. 

These are my clients' immediate concerns. I am sure we will have more after we have the 
opportunity to review the Staff Report. 

If you have any questions or desire further information, please contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

THOMAS T. TORNOW, p.e. 
ThOMas TTorl1oW 

By: Thomas T. Tornow 

cc (via email): Clients 
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David Hunt 

113 Park Knoll Ln 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

October 6, 2014 

Whitefish Planning Department 

PO Box 158 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

Whitefish Planning Department and Staff, 

This letter is in response to Public Notice of Proposed Land Use Action calls for comment on WPUD 14-04. 

am a resident of the Park Knoll Subdivision since 2002, owner of our residence in Park Knoll since 1999 and 

currently Vice President of the Park Knoll Home Owners Association. I have addressed my comments to the 

PUD in topic areas below: 

1. Notification & Comment period 

Only a few of the home owners in Park Knoll Subdivision received notice of the upcoming project. In 

addition, most of those were not in town last week so the actual time to respond with comments for 

inclusion in packets to the Planning Board members is just a few hours. Clearly, a proposed project 

of this magnitude requires thorough consideration and the expressed timeframes do not provide 

sufficient time for investigation and commentary. Obviously, we have not had time to provide notice 

and hold a subdivision meeting for discussion, nor are staff reports with details on this proposal yet 

available to anyone. I strongly urge that this issue be rescheduled to provide a more rea'iistic public 

comment period. 

2. Zoning changes 

With limited information for the project available it is not clear what zoning changes are being 

proposed but I would strongly object to any rezoning that changes use from WLR (One-Fa mily 

Residential) to a less restrictive use that would enable multi-family buildings. All Park Knoll 

homeowners have invested in our homes with the knowledge and understanding that the bordering 

undeveloped areas were WLR thus preserving the area as a single family residential neighborhood. 

3. Density 

With the recent approval of a hotel project just the south of this proposed project, area traffic will 

already be significantly increasing. This project has the potential to add an additional 120 - 180 

residents on top of that which would add significant traffic in an already congested area. Even now, 

without the new hotel and this proposed project, wait times of several minutes are not uncommon 

when trying to turn north onto 93 from Park Knoll Lane. Thus adding traffic on this proposed scale 

will only increase an existing traffic hazard. 
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Whitefish Planning Department 

October 6, 2014 

Page 2 

I respectfully ask that this action be rescheduled to give proper time to better understand this proposal and 

address the expressed concerns and those of others in the neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

David Hunt 
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Prepared by

July 2014

Application of

Planned Unit Development (PUD)
For Montana Development Group

Deer Track Residences
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1

Whitefish Planning & Building Dept.
PO Box 158

510 Railway Street
Whitefish, MT  59937

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

APPLICATION FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

FEE ATTACHED_$3419.00______________ (See current fee schedule)

PROJECT NAME  __Deer Track Residences_______________________________________

1. NAME OF APPLICANT: _ Montana Development Group.  Attn: Jeff Badelt and

Sean Averill _____________________________________________

2. MAIL ADDRESS: ___1380 Wisconsin Avenue_________________________________

3. CITY/STATE/ZIP: _Whitefish, MT 59937________ PHONE: (406) 890-8195 (Jeff)

4. E-mail (Optional; not for official notifications.)_Jeff@MTDevGroup.com_____

NAME AND ADDRESS OF OWNER IF DIFFERENT THAN APPLICANT:

5. NAME:  _Dear Tracs LLC______________________________

6. MAIL ADDRESS: _P.O. Box 1442 ___________________________

7. CITY/STATE/ZIP: _ Whitefish, MT 59937__________ PHONE: __________________

8. E-mail (Optional)_______________________________________

9. NAME:  _HDH Holdings, LLC______________________________

10. MAIL ADDRESS: _P.O. Box 961 ___________________________

11. CITY/STATE/ZIP: _ Whitefish, MT 59937__________ PHONE: __________________

12. E-mail (Optional)_______________________________________

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: __Sands Surveying, Inc___________________________

MAIL ADDRESS: ___2 Village Loop __________________________________________

CITY/STATE/ZIP:_Kalispell, MT 59901____________ PHONE:__(406) 755-6481__

E-mail (Optional)__eric@sandssurveying.com__________________________________

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: __48 North PC

MAIL ADDRESS: ___151 Business Center Loop______________________________

CITY/STATE/ZIP:_Kalispell, MT 59901______ PHONE:__(406) 756-4848
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E-mail (Optional)__brett@48-n.com__________________________________

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: __TAO, PLLC

MAIL ADDRESS: ___499 Main Street______________________________

CITY/STATE/ZIP:_Boise, ID______ PHONE:__(208) 343-2931

E-mail (Optional)__matt@taoidaho.com__________________________________

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: __White Cloud Design

MAIL ADDRESS: ___P.O. Box 67______________________________

CITY/STATE/ZIP:_Whitefish, MT 59937______ PHONE:__(406) 863-2828

E-mail (Optional)__johnny@whiteclouddesign.com__________________________________

If there are others who should be notified during the review process, please list those.

___________________________________________________________________________________
Check One:

_X_ Initial Planned Unit Development proposal

___ Amendment to an existing Planned Unit Development

A. Property Address: _6348 Highway 93 S, Whitefish_____________________________

B. Total Area of Property: _4.493 Acres_________________________________________

C. Legal description including section, township & range: _______________________

_Lot 2 of Dear Tracs Subdivision and a Portion of Tract 1 of COS 10669 in

Section 1, T30N, R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County

D. The present zoning of the above property is: _WLR and WB-2

E. Please provide the following information in a narrative format with supporting
plans, drawings, renderings, photos, or other format as needed:

a. An overall description of the goals and objectives for the development of
the project.

The proposed Deer Track Residences PUD will create 60 residential
apartments in five buildings plus a club house.  There is an existing dry
cleaner business located on the property which encumbers 0.415 acres
for building, parking, landscaping, and access.  To address density see
the following table:
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Density Table for Montana Development Group Property
Zoning Acreage Density w/o

Bonus
Density w/ Bonus

WLR 1.44 Ac 4.3 units (3 units
per acre)

7.2 units (5 units
per acre)

WB-2 3.049 – 0.415 =
2.634 Ac

34.2 units (13
units per acre)

52.7 units (20
units per acre)

Total area devoted
to Apartments

4.074 Ac 38 units 60 units

The project will have an overall density of 14.7 units per acre when the
dry cleaner property is subtracted.

The applicants will utilize the density bonus provisions of the PUD
standards and as such will provide 10% of the units or six units as rent
regulated affordable housing. The Applicants have been working with
the Whitefish Affordable Housing Office and have secured a letter of
support for the creation of the affordable housing units.  The six units
will be dispersed evenly through the three apartment buildings.  As part
of the partnership between the Montana Development Group and
Whitefish Housing Authority (WHA), the WHA will pre-approval qualified
renters based on income and the rents of the six units will be set at the
HUD standard for affordable rents for the qualified renters.

The overall goal of the developers is to provide nice clean rental
apartments for persons looking for this type of housing in Whitefish.
Rents in Whitefish have been on the rise and persons in the service and
retail industry are having a hard time finding decent rental housing in
the City.

As a PUD, the applicants are required to provide 30% of the area as open
space but propose 33% of the site in landscaped area.  Amenities
provided in the open space include a BBQ area for the residents, tot lot,
and the preservation of trees at the rear of the property. The project will
incorporate a Club House with office and workout facilities and
community garden area.

Maintenance of the project will be typical of such use.  The property will
be under single ownership and the owner will contract with a landscape
business for care and maintenance of the green areas.  Maintenance of
the units will be contracted with a rental or building management
service so they remain in good condition, inside and out.  CC&R’s are
not applicable to this project as the units will not be sold individually.

b. In cases where the development will be executed in phases, please
include a phasing plan.

The development of the infrastructure will occur in a single phase (City
Street, sewer water storm drainage, parking, etc).  The building will go in
in three phases with buildings A and B going in the first year, buildings
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C and D going in the second year and Building E going in the third year.
The applicant may accelerate the building construction if contractor
coordination can be addressed.

c. The extent to which the plan deviates from zoning, subdivision
regulations and/or “Standards for Design and Construction” (public
works standards).  The standards that may be deviated from through the
approval of a Planned Unit Development are listed in section 11-2S-5.A.
Please describe the public benefit for such departures including how
they further the intent and purpose of the Planned Unit Development as
set forth in Sec. 11-2S-1.

The proposed Deer Track PUD blends to zoning districts with different
densities.  The density table provided in item (a) previous, shows the
acreage breakdown per zoning district and the density allotted.

Setbacks- The WLR portion of the property has setbacks of 25 feet
Front, 15 feet side, and 20 feet rear.  The WB-2 portion of the property
has setback of 20 feet front, 20 feet side when abutting residential and
20 feet rear when abutting residential. We are utilizing the setback
provisions provided for in the underlying zoning district. As the property
is a single tract of record the front will be the Highway, the sides are the
north and south property lines, and the rear is the Baker Street
extension.

Height – 35-feet in both zones.  The proposed development is requesting
a deviation to the Height standards with a request of 39.5 feet for the
maximum height.  This slight deviation allows the project to have a 4:12
pitched roof providing a more pleasing architectural elevation
particularly when viewed from a distance.  This is preferred over a flat
roof that would meet the 35 foot height limits but looks more
institutional.

Use – The use complies with the PUD provision which set a residential
unit count for both zoning districts.

Lot coverage – WLR 30% and WB-2 n/a The proposed development will
comply with the maximum lot coverage of the zoning districts.  The Lot
coverage for the apartments and clubhouse is 18%.

Parking – The Whitefish Zoning Code requires 2.33 off-street parking
spaces per unit or 140 spaces for the complex.  The applicants are
requesting a deviation from the Code and propose 2 off-street parking
spaces per unit for a total of 120 parking spaces for the apartments.  The
architects for the project have designed apartment buildings from
Missoula to Spokane to Boise and their experience has shown that 1.7
parking spaces per unit meet the needs of the renters and their guests.
In addition 15 of the 60 apartment units will be one bedroom units
which typically have a lower parking need than two or three bedroom
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units.  The reduction in parking also reduces the impervious surface on
the site which in turn reduces the run-off.  The applicants believe the
proposed parking will meet the need of the residents and provides a
better site plan. The PUD Plan proposes a City street accessing the
property and connecting to the Baker extension on the west end of the
property. The street width is be sized to accommodate parking on one
side of the street.  The on-street parking along the north side of the
street would accommodate 17 parking spaces.  If we count the off-street
and on-street parking there will be 137 spaces which would
accommodate guest parking for the units.

d. The nature and extent of all open space in the project and the provisions
for maintenance and conservation of the common open space; assess the
adequacy of the amount and function of the open space in terms of the
land use, densities, and dwelling types proposed in the plan.

The proposed development creates 60 apartment units and a small club
house along with the existing dry cleaner building on 4.493 acres of
property.  The PUD is designed to create 1.37 acres of Landscaped area
on the 4.074 acres devoted to the apartments which equals 33% of the
site.

The Open space will be used as open areas, a tot lot for children and a
community BBQ area, community garden area for residents of the
apartments.

e. The manner in which services will be provided such as water, sewer,
storm water management, schools, roads, traffic management,
pedestrian access, recreational facilities and other applicable services
and utilities.

The property is located along Highway 93 South and is within the City
limits of Whitefish. Highway 93 provides the only access into the
property at present.  Highway 93 consists of four lanes with an center
turn median and will easily accommodate the proposed traffic of the
apartment building.  The rear of the property abuts the Baker Street
extension which is currently not built as there are only small segments
of the right-of-way dedicated to date.  The development is located within
School District #44 (Whitefish) for public schools. The Whitefish School
System has updated and expanded the Central School and is in process
of a major remodel of the High School. Pedestrian paths provide
circulation along the Highway 93 corridor. The proposed pedestrian
paths in the development will connect to the existing walk/bike paths
along the Highway.  The nearest public park is the Smith Field Complex
which is only ¾ of a mile to the Southeast.  The River Trail is only ¼
mile to the east as the crow flies and can be accessed at JP Road to the
south or Greenwood Drive to the north. The proposed development will
provide a club house with workout facilities, a community BBQ area,
play equipment for children, and a community garden area.
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Improvements to the proposed subject site include the addition of
increased impervious surface such as roofs, pavement, and concrete.
These improvements will lead to an increase in runoffs and modify the
drainage pattern within the confines of the subject site.  The majority of
the onsite conveyance will occur via sheet flow from the impervious
surface to curb and gutters along the proposed roads.  Inlet catch basins
will be located at the low spots of the curb and gutters to collect the
flows.  The flows will be conveyed from the catch basins via conveyance
pipes to an underground detention facility.

The proposed underground detention facility will be designed to store
the excess stormwater runoff associated with the increased
imperviousness created from the proposed improvements.  The facility
will consist of StormTech SC-740 chambers, which will provide adequate
storage.  The proposed StormTech chambers are designed for multiple
uses including residential developments and installation under parking
lots and commercial roadways.  One of the key advantages of the
StormTech chamber system is its design flexibility. Chambers may be
configured into beds or trenches of various sizes or shapes. They can be
centralized or decentralized, and fit on nearly all sites. Chamber lengths
enhance the ability to develop on both existing and pre-developed
projects. The systems can be designed easily and efficiently around
utilities, natural or man-made structures and any other limiting
boundaries.

Water and Sanitary Sewer for the project will connect to the public
systems that are owned and operated by the City of Whitefish.  A portion
of the proposed buildings will utilize the existing in-place systems that
are immediately adjacent to the subject property via service connections.
The remaining buildings will utilize service connections from the
extension of new water and sewer mains.  These new main line water
and sewer extensions will be located within the proposed public right of
ways. In addition to the main line extensions, other improvements
include the placement of fire services lines to accommodate fire
suppression sprinkler systems for the proposed buildings and additional
fire hydrants.

Storm Drain, water, and sewer systems will be designed, constructed,
and tested in accordance with the current editions of the Engineering
Standards for the City of Whitefish, Montana Department of
Environmental Quality, and the Montana Public Works Standards
Specifications

f. The relationship of the planned development upon the adjacent and
surrounding neighborhoods. Specifically address any potential adverse
impacts and how they may be avoided or effectively mitigated.

The property is bordered on the North by the Pizza Hut and the Big
Mountain Lodge (Zoned WB-2); on the South by the old Wendy’s and
future hotel site along with retail and professional Office (Zoned WB-2);
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on the East by Les Schwab Tires and Dalen Dentistry (Zoned WB-2); and
on the West by the Baker Extension, a vacant tract of land and beyond
that the Park Knoll Subdivision (Zoned WLR).

The proposed development, consisting of 60 residential apartment units
in five buildings will be located to the rear of the existing dry cleaner
building located at the front of the property.  The Multi-family residential
use creates a good transition from the Highway oriented commercial use
and the single family uses further to the west.  The proposed use also
fills in the area between the commercial use along the highway and the
future Baker Avenue extension which someday will become a significant
north/south collector street that will ease congestion on Highway 93 and
provide local access to business services. The multi-family use should
not impact the adjacent commercial development but instead could
bring business to some of these uses and provide housing for some of
the employees of the businesses.

Photo taken looking east from the center of the project towards the old
Wendy’s Building and the Carpet Studio.
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Photo Taken looking west towards the Baker Extension and the tree line
on the west edge of the property.

Photo taken looking northeast toward the Pizza Hut.

g. How the plan provides reasonable consideration to the character of the
neighborhood and the particular suitability of the property for the
proposed use.

The majority of the property is in the WB-2 (General Commercial) Zone
and as such most of the neighboring uses are commercial type uses.
However, most of the commercial use is located close to the front of the
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property along the highway and do not extend very far to the west.  This
leaves a large swath of ground that is mostly vacant between the
business use and the proposed Baker Extension.  The proposed multi-
family use is a good transitional use between the intensive commercial
use and the low intensity use of single family residential located to the
west.

h. How the development plan will further the goals, policies and objectives
of the Whitefish Growth Policy.

The Land Use Element of Whitefish Growth Policy specifically provides
the Zoning Classifications that comply with the land use category
depicted on the Future Land Use Map. The Deer Track Residences
property is split between two land use categories: the General
Commercial (Red)) on the eastern 3.049 acres and the Suburban
Residential (Yellow) on the western 1.444 acres.

According to the Land Use Element, properties designated
General/Highway Commercial is defined as: “Generally applied to the
Hwy 93 Corridor north of the Highway 40 intersection, this designation
is defined by auto oriented commercial and service uses.  Specific land
uses include retail, restaurants of all types and quality ranges,
professional office, auto sales and services, hotel/motels, supermarkets,
shopping centers, or clusters, and convenience shopping, including the
dispensing of motor fuels, Primarily access is by automobile with ample
parking provided on site.  Development sites are properly landscaped to
screen parking and drive areas, and to provide a high-quality visual
image.  Zoning is generally WB-2, but higher density residential with
WR-3 zoning and mixed use development may also be appropriate in this
area.”  The last sentence of this definition contemplates multi-family
residential as a compatible use and a use that can transition from
commercial to single family residential.

The Whitefish Growth Policy also records the dilemma of the need to
provide high density residential development in the City to accommodate
a diversity of housing options and the general lack of acceptable of
multi-family development in their neighborhoods.  This is addressed in
Chapter 3, Section on Growth and the Section on Development Density.

Chapter 5 of the Whitefish Growth Policy provides a detailed account of
the “affordable housing” debate in the City and outlines the mechanisms
the City has developed to encourage the development community to
construct affordable housing.  The primary tool the City uses in the
density bonus in the PUD section of the Zoning Code which gives a
developer a density bonus in exchange for including 10% of the units in
a affordable housing program through a partnership with the Whitefish
Housing Authority.
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The proposed development will provide a new multi-family rental
apartment use to the housing supply in Whitefish.  This in turn provides
for new, clean housing options for the persons working in the retail and
service industry which is typically on lower end the income scale.  These
people typically are not in the market for home ownership but they want
to live close to their work place.  In addition 10% of the units will be
restricted rent units where the maximum rent is 30% of a family’s
income and who are at or below 125% of the medium family income

i. If affordable housing is a component of the project, describe how the
project is implementing the standards in Section 11-2S-3.B.

The applicants are taking advantage of the density bonus provided in the
PUD section of the Zoning Code.  In exchange, they will provide 10% or
six units as predetermined affordable housing through a partnership
with the Whitefish Housing Authority. The Whitefish Housing Authority
has provided a letter of support for this project and a commitment to
work with the applicants in managing the units for long term
affordability.

j. Submit site plans, drawings and schematics with supporting narratives
where needed that include the following information:

(1). Total acreage and present zoning classifications;
(2). Zoning classification of all adjoining properties;
(3). Density in dwelling units per gross acre;
(4). Location, size, height and number of stories for buildings

and uses proposed for buildings;
(5). Layout and dimensions of streets, parking areas,

pedestrian walkways and surfacing;
(6). Vehicle, emergency and pedestrian access, traffic

circulation and control, including pedestrian and bikeway
linkages to existing and/or proposed trails beyond project
boundaries;

(7). Location, size, height, color and materials of signs;
(8). Location, height, and material of fencing and/or screening;
(9). Location and type of landscaping;
(10). Location and type of open space and common areas;
(11). Proposed maintenance of common areas and open space;
(12). Property boundary locations and setback lines
(13). Special design standards, materials and / or colors;
(14). Proposed schedule of completion and phasing of the

development, if applicable;
(15). Covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs);
(16). Any other information that may be deemed relevant and

appropriate to allow for adequate review.

See attached maps and drawings
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If the Planned Unit Development involves the division of land for the purpose of
conveyance, a preliminary plat shall be prepared in accordance with the requirements
of the subdivision regulations.

Please note that the approved final plan, together with the conditions and restrictions
imposed, shall constitute the zoning for the district. No building permit shall be
issued for any structure within the district unless such structure conforms to the
provisions of the approved plan.

The signing of this application signifies that the aforementioned information is true
and correct and grants approval for Whitefish Planning & Building staff to be present
on the property for routine monitoring and inspection during review process.

___________________________________________________ __________________________
(Applicant Signature) (Date)

___________________________________________________
Print Name
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APPLICATION PROCESS

APPLICABLE TO ALL ZONING APPLICATIONS:

A. Pre-Application Meeting:

A discussion with the planning director or designated member of staff must
precede filing of this application.  Among topics to be discussed are:  Master
Plan or Growth Policy compatibility with the application, compatibility of
proposed zone change with surrounding zoning classifications, and the
application procedure.

B. Completed application form.

C. Application fee per schedule, made payable to the City of Whitefish. See
current fee schedule.

D. A bona fide legal description of the subject property and a map showing the
location and boundaries of the property.

E. Adjoining Property Owners List from Flathead County GIS Department.

Please consult the with staff of the Whitefish Planning & Building Department for
submittal dates and dates for the Planning Board meeting at which it will be heard in
order that requirements of state statutes and the zoning regulations may be fulfilled.
The application must be accepted as complete forty-five (45) days prior to the
scheduled Planning Board meeting.
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Whitefish Planning and Building Dept.
PO Box 158

510 Railway Street
Whitefish, MT 59937

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

PETITION FOR ZONING MAP AMENDMENT
WHITEFISH ZONING JURISDICTION

FEE ATTACHED__$2,376.00_____________ (See current fee schedule)

NAME OF APPLICANT: __Montana Development Group,  Attn: Jeff Badelt and Sean

Averill_______

MAIL ADDRESS: _1380 Wisconsin Ave____________________________________

CITY/STATE/ZIP: __Whitefish, MT 59937_____ PHONE: _(406) 890-8195 (Jeff)

E-Mail (Optional; not for official notification.) _Jeff@MTDevGroup.com____________

INTEREST IN PROPERTY: __Contract to Buy______________________________________

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

A. Address of the property: _6348 Highway 93 South, Whitefish_________

B. Legal Description: (Subdivision Name, Lot & Block and/or Tract Number

(Section, Township, Range) __A portion of Tract 1 of COS 10699 in Section

1, T30N, R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County

(Attach sheet for metes and bounds)

C. Land area in zone change (ac) __1.050 Acres_____________________________

D. The present zoning of the above property is:  _R-2 and B-2

E. The proposed zoning of the above property is: WLR and WB-2

F. State the changed or changing conditions that make the proposed

amendment necessary:

The subject property is located in the “Doughnut” of Whitefish and up until

very recently was zoned WLR and WB-2.  Since the Supreme Court decision

and action by the County to convert Whitefish’s extra territorial zoning to a

County zone, this request became a necessary procedural item.  This is

essentially the ”initial” zoning step that in the future will accompany

annexation into the City.  The applicants have been working with the City

since June of this year and this step was not originally anticipated, but

given the above described events is need to proceed with the project.
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Source:  Flathead County GIS (9/9/14)

HOW WILL THE PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE ACCOMPLISH THE FOLLOWING:

A. Promote public health, public safety, and general welfare:

The proposed zone change will promote public health and general welfare as this

property has been zoned WLR/WB-2 for the past 25 years at least and was only

recently converted to a County zone.

B. Secure safety from fire and other dangers:

The subject property is within the Whitefish Fire Service Area. The new Fire

Station/Police Department is located approximately 1/2 mile from the subject

zone change. Water and sewer mains are currently located adjacent to the

subject site and is available on the east, west, and south boundaries. There are

no streams, wetlands, or associated floodplains on the subject property.

C. Facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools,

parks and other public requirements:

The subject property is located just off Highway 93 south and is part of a larger

project that proposes to construct a City Street to serve the property.  The request

only re-establishes the City zoning that was in place up until very recently.  The

property is proposed to be served by City Sewer and Water.

D. Provide reasonable provision of adequate light and air:

Subject Property

WLR

WB-2
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The proposed zoning has height and setback requirements that provide for light

and air. These bulk and dimensional requirements have been on the property for

at least 25 years.

E. Effect motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems:

As mentioned previously, the proposed zone change is located in close proximity

to Highway 93 which will provide access to a development proposed with a PUD

and accompanies this zone change application. The PUD addresses access which

has been worked through with the Whitefish Public Works Department and the

Montana Department of Transportation.

F. Promote compatible urban growth:

The proposed zone change re-establishes the old Whitefish Zoning which was very

recently converted to urban County zoning.  There is no change to density or land

use with this proposal as up until mid-July had the zoning which the applicant is

requesting.

G. Consider the character of the district and its particular suitability for particular

uses:

The character of the district is primarily commercial.  There is an existing hotel

directly to the north, a proposed hotel directly to the south, restaurant, dry

cleaners, and professional office adjacent to the proposed property.  The property

directly west is currently vacant but with an urban residential density. The

proposed zoning matches up with the neighboring City zoning.______________

H. Protect and conserve the value of buildings:

The proposed zoning fits with adjacent land use and zoning. The applicants are

only requesting the zoning that they had previous to the Jurisdiction change.

I. Encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the jurisdictional area:

The Whitefish Growth Policy designates the subject property as Suburban

Residential and Commercial. The proposed zoning will match what was

previously placed on the site by the City of Whitefish.

L. That historical uses and established use patterns and recent change in use trends

will be weighed equally and consideration not be given one to the exclusion of the

other:
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The proposed zoning is not out of character with neighboring land uses which are

both historical and anticipated in the future by the Growth Policy. Therefore the

proposed zone change does balance historical use and future trends.____
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The signing of this application signifies approval for Whitefish Planning & Building staff
to be present on the property for routine monitoring and inspection during approval
process.

___________________________________________________ __________________________
(Applicant Signature) (Date)

_____________________________________________________
Print Name
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APPLICATION PROCESS

APPLICABLE TO ALL ZONING APPLICATIONS:

A. Pre-Application Meeting:

A discussion with the Planning & Building Director or designated member of staff
is highly recommended.  Among topics to be discussed are:  Master Plan or
Growth Policy compatibility with the application, compatibility of the proposed
zone change with surrounding zoning classifications, and the application
procedure.

B. Completed application form.

C. Application fee per current fee schedule, made payable to the City of Whitefish.

D. The application must be accepted as complete by the City staff forty five (45)
days prior to the date of the planning board meeting at which it will be heard in
order that requirements of state statutes and the zoning regulations may be
fulfilled.

E. Application Contents:

1. Petition for zone change signed by the real property owners representing at
least 65% of the land area for which the change in zoning classification is
sought.

2. A map showing the location and boundaries of the property.

3. Adjoining Property Owners List from Flathead County GIS Department.

4. A title report, ownership report or zoning report of the subject property.
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This ,aport I. ba.ed an a .~ ... dl of our Iract inde,~~ of""" records 0/ the Fl;>rhead ColIn)' Courtr>ou&~. ThiS is not a title 
C>!" OOI • ..,.,,,hip "'pm am 00 "".oni>atio~ of the tilie 10 lhe "ror.mentloo~d Nal ... cp~rty h~. been made. No iabilty 
t.eVCnd ttl<> am",." p"101 for this reporl j, M3Umod fer lh" re~""", Ster1ing TIU" SeNice. i, not responsibl<! OOyOlld the 
amounl p~i d fC>!" Ihis rerort 0\ ~'Or"''''-1''' wit" ""~' .,.", r. " ndlC>!" ominlens c",,'tI!ned hereil"l. 

N<> e'~mlnaUon ha, beM r1"iaC. nr Ie... ",cnr~s of SI"rii<o;J TiU~ S~rv i<.e~ ma.nl.i""" " nd indc~.d by n""," , nor has an 
~x3mi""tinn t-.o InMa "''\lafdin9 mailers aff<>olin-g any dee d(.) 'JI tru~t 0' rncrtQ~g"':'i sIlown in 'M s ZOIllng R"pcr:, or 
other ",atters which ""'I ~flw~1 any o""h de.,;j(.i <>1 tOJ"", or mortgage("i, No rejX>l1ls mad . r<>(larding any !i.>no, claim 0/ 
lier>. defect. '"'" <lnCUmI",.,lr.~' air... "a~ those "peciftGaI~ M t io<th in Ihi< r<!p<>I1. If ttio ' " p.ort loIa< req",,<I<>d h~ 
re(e,,,,,"~ !tJ ~ sir88! 1Ifi&8"" 00 """LrafIC"" or quar.nm~s are rrade thilt the a/o ",menti<>ned rwI ~rt~ i. too same 
as Ih~ ackl"'8~ providod to St.,ni,'!.I Hie s.,,.i,,,.. No e""",naticn h ... b~en made wttl1 r~,;pect 10 the id<I"l~y C>I th~ fl"rl,' 
namo.d in Ir." las! rooord~d , ,,I,,"nent PJrf'O'l"'~ to tron$fer tttle to the afcr~mentioned r",,1 property. Or ...ttl' r ... p~ ot to tI1 e 
v,",C~i, leg"1 &!'feet or priurily d ~ny m~U.,. rd&cled ., this report, 

I: you "'. ir1ta'MI",1 ;r. "ddiu"".al 5eNi<.eo ~r til;le ir1s ...... nce co""",~, or <J'.I<"ll"". <loout oddilia',,", >to,,,,,,,,, ~va~~l'lfI. 
pi98SG oorltac! Stertir'\,l 10(1. Se",i""" ~t 400-7!'~-7000 or visil """" w. bslte ~t http:,Ii' ... , ••• 1. t"'""9litl8s ...... ices,cOO1 

T r~uy MMin 
Sl8rli<o;J Ti~ . S"""",,. 
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'" 

After recording return 10: 

Vine""t G. Rieger 
Law Office ofVinccnt G. Rieger, P .C. 
4 Merdian COUI1 

Kalispell, MT 59901 

roxe. to; 111II •• mll~ft.~llllImHIIII\IIIIII.11 
2(1070D0315~7 Feel' $14,00 "": JL 

~ HDH Holdings, LtC 
~ 

QUIT CLAIM D~ED by VINCENT GRIEGER 
Date 10/1512007 Time 2:1S PM Page: 1 of l 
P~ula Robinson, rl~tile<ld CoJnty "fontana "- PO.& .. %I 

~ Whil!f.sh. MT 5'1937 
~ 

" QUITCLAIM DEED 

FOR VALUABLE CO~SIDEMTION. the receipt of which is IIdlwwledged. the 
undersigned, 

HDWmi D. Hamillon. 

h=byquitclaim& to: 

HDH Holdingfl, LLC .• Mooton.limited liability ;;omJl'lIlY. who •• lI1IIiling oddrc:s, i, 
P.O. Box 961. 'Whitcfioh, Molltatla 59937, 

_1 pr-opttty in Flalhead Coo:nty, MonttIDA, de:!cri",,", .. follow •. 

TIta: portion offlle Northwest cme-q1lll1cr of the ScuthNs: one-qu.uto:r (NW li4SE1I4) of 
Sectinn 1, "«"wnoh;p 31) Nortb, Range 22 Wcst, Principe.l Meriditt, Montan., Flathead 
C()IJJjty, Montana, deaaibcd as f"III"",,, 

Beginning at tJu, NoM" .... ! comer ohlid }'''W1l4SEli4; thence Sooth gg"36'21" Eut 
and along the northerly boundary Dhllid J-,WI/4SElI4 .. Illitance 01'6-'2.80 feet; thenc<: 
South 360.00 fed; tlwftce 
Sooth 89"36'21 .. Ea.t 351.27 fI:<:t; 1hertcc 
Soutn 02"33'rnI'" W"-'t 136.75 fec1; tIu:n"" 
North 87"42'01" W",t 991 J 9 teo1 10 the Westerly boundary 0:- saId NWI/4SEl!4; thence 
Nor.n 00"1 S'OI" East IIlld 1l""8 Aid Westerly boundary. di,Wtcc of 463.~8 fcot to the 
IIDirJ of beginning and containing 8.061 .""'" ofland more or Ie"" 
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• 
••• JI,1111111111.1 .... IIIU 
OCoC\lm.nt Numb _" 20(71)::Kl3~597 
~'I".' 1 

TO HA VF. ANn TO HOW nnto!he GrU\lele: lru! to the Grantee'9 hem. (UIlCI"o,," r.>d 
.m!P" foreo,oer . 

DA T F.O tt.;s ~ daJ Df Ocbbcr, 2007. 

STATEOf'MO:-ITANA ) ,. 
Cmmyofl'Whcad ) 

-::lli5 InanmcnII'I'LI 1It.tn<nI.1wanl before m< O!> 0cI0b<::: R:...... 2001 )y \to........! D. 
ltomiJlvn. 

RCilIhnIl at KJMp.:lI , 
My CommiJ;sioo b.pi • ...: April I. 200A 

, 
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o 

TAJ<ES roc 

,"'_ .. " .... ,'." "..,4<1,'" 
._ . . .... ~ "" .... ""'"'" MT .. "'" If''''"'' ,,, ... M 

DF.tlI 11<40. LIC 
POBOXIU2 
WHlIEFlSH, MT 599J7 

D&IR TRAG, ll.C 
POlJOX 1442 
WHlTFJ'lSH, MT J99J7 

om ClAIM DUD 

DEAR TRAC, LLC, .~ Lintitld Ualrility C[l!!lpaY 
PO 110>; 1m WbiIdisb, MT J!I931 

DE.O. n.AC .. LLC. aMoatonililnilod LiUility Co_ 
POBox 14-Q WhiIdioh,MT '1!1931 

UGJt.l.. D.ISCRl!'UOI'I 

T ..... I ofCenlr.:uof5lneyNo, ~~~ _ ifttllo'NaoIb..-114oftho Scuhcat \:i 
of Soai<>n 1, T ........ , 10 NOJIIt. ..... 2l WOOl, &OOtIfIIIIa ., Ibo IIqI orplat tkRof "'" ftIe In 
thoo/liJ:tof~Clcrl<ond II.KorW<IlE'lltUod~, _, ~ ~ 

"SUBJECT ro CURRENT EASEMENTS, COVENANTS, MORTGAGE(S), ",r;." 
RESEIlVATIONS AND s.'CUI\IBRANCE~ OI'JUlCOlID 

10r .. 1..-~<II, the r=:ipl oIwbich i, Hrd>y a_le:It<d. til< GIV.NI'OIldoto-,. 
sr-. COIM}', fHIiIt. _1IIII1bmocr quIIc:IoIi .. ""'" tboGllAN1'EE oJ] of ... ript, litle 0Ild_ ia 
ODd t. "'" _ d.mbod "",I jroporty kat«! ill ~ Cou/q', __ 

5TAT1lOF~) 

I 
I 
I 

I 
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DEAR TRACTS SUB LOT 2 AND TR 3ADM IN S0 1 T30N R20W PMM 

"" 

~ _ _ I 
"'" 

7 .... __ _ _ _ .. -, 

, 

WOO.DS 
weu 

CENTER NO ' 

"S' 

, '"'' 
..... 
, 

Suo 

I- ____ ~_ !-JNm~ I' I --~-
7C~"" .. , .. 

!.AEE I 
. i j 

7OJ, Il ' 
I~': ~------- - . 

" 

'" 
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The Whitefish Housing Authority 
PO Box 1237, 100 East 4th Street, Whitefish , MT 59937 

Phone: 8624143 Fax: 862-4107 

July 21 , 2014 

Mr. Jeff Badelt 
Montana Development Group 

RE: Support for the application of Montana Development Group for the proposed construction 
of rental units on property located off Highway 93. 

As the director of the Whitefish Housing Authority, I support the application of Montana 
Development Group for the above referenced construction project. I applaud your 
commitment to house moderate and low-income households in our community. 

Given our current heavy load of housing needs in Whitefish, I support the construction 
of apartments for low-income residents. 

~'n e~ 
o 0 Lt(r,.:s 

ori Co lins 
Executive Director 
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From: "Janice Sattizahn" <NVR@MontanaWasteSystems.com>
Date: September 9, 2014 at 10:25:45 AM MDT
To: <Jeff@MTDevGroup.com>
Subject: FW: ENCLOSURE INFO - NVR
Reply-To: <NVR@MontanaWasteSystems.com>

From: Janice Sattizahn [mailto:NVR@MontanaWasteSystems.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 2:06 PM
To: 'Jeff@MTDevGroup.com'
Cc: 'office@montanawastesystems.com'
Subject: ENCLOSURE INFO - NVR

JEFF, AS PER YOUR REQUEST THESE ARE THE DIMENSIONS OF A 6YD FL - 86" WIDE X
68 " DEEP & 8YD FL - 86" WIDE X 86" DEEP.

GATE OPENING CLEARANCE NEEDS TO BE AT LEAST 11 FEET WIDE. CLEARANCE FROM
FRONT TO BACK: 1 FOOT FROM CONTAINER TO GATE AND 2 FEET FROM BACK OF
WALL TO CONTAINER IN ENCLOSURE, MAKING A TOTAL OF 3 FEET CLEARANCE. THIS IS
FOR WALLED ONLY, NO ROOF. ANY QUESTIONS CALL ME AT 862-4381. THANKS, TOM
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UNIT 1x1-1UNIT 2x2-1

UNIT 3x2-2 UNIT 2x2-2

FIRST FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

SD2.1

14-535 SD2.0

MATT RHEES

SCHEMATIC DESIGN

SHEET

This document is the property of THE ARCHITECTS
OFFICE, PLLC and is not to be duplicated without
written authorization.

REVISIONS

DRAWN

THE ARCHITECTS OFFICE, PLLC

JULY 31, 2014

FILE

FILE NO.

DATE

SEAL

PROJECT

499 MAIN STREET ( 2 0 8 )  3 4 3 - 2 9 3 1
BOISE, IDAHO 83702 T A O I D A H O . C O M

6348 U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 93
WHITEFISH, MONTANA

MONTANA
DEVELOPMENT
GROUP

DEER TRACK
RESIDENCES

APARTMENT BUILDING

SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR SIMILAR

ROOF PLAN
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

APARTMENT BUILDING
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REAR ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

SD2.2

14-535 SD2.0

MATT RHEES

SCHEMATIC DESIGN

LEFT ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

RIGHT ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

FRONT ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

SHEET

This document is the property of THE ARCHITECTS
OFFICE, PLLC and is not to be duplicated without
written authorization.

REVISIONS

DRAWN

THE ARCHITECTS OFFICE, PLLC

JULY 31, 2014

FILE

FILE NO.

DATE

SEAL

PROJECT

499 MAIN STREET ( 2 0 8 )  3 4 3 - 2 9 3 1
BOISE, IDAHO 83702 T A O I D A H O . C O M

6348 U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 93
WHITEFISH, MONTANA

MONTANA
DEVELOPMENT
GROUP

DEER TRACK
RESIDENCES
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By: Amended Plat Of SANDS SURVEYING, Inc. 
2 Village Loop 
Kalispell, MT 59901 
(406) 755-6481 LOT 2, DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION 

JOB NO: 
DATE: 

418601 (418601-BLA.dwg) 
July 15, 2014 NW1/4SE1/4 SEC. 1, T.30N., R.22W., P.M.,M., FLATHEAD COUNTY, MONTANA 

FOR: 
OWNERS: 

JEFF BADELT (MONTANA DEVELOPMENT GROUP) 
HDH HOLDINGS, LLC (TRACT 1) 
DEAR TRACS, LLC (LOT 2A) 

DESCRIPTION: 

TWO TRACTS OF LAND, SITUATED, LYING AND BEING IN THE NORTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 30 
NORTH, RANGE 22 WEST, P.M.,M., FLATHEAD COUNTY, MONTANA, AND 
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOUOWS TO WIT: 

LOT teA: 

BEGINNING at the southeast corner of Lot 2, Dear Tracs Subdivision 
(records of Flathead County, Montana), which is a found iron pin on 
the westerly R\ W of U.s. Highway No. 93; Thence leaving said R\ W 
N87"38'54"W 778.66 feet to a found iron pin; Thence N28°36'58''E 
229.37 feet to a found iron pin on the north boundary of said 
Dear Tracs Subdivision; Thence along said north boundary 
S87'41 '06''E 82.74 feet to a set iron pin; Thence leaving said north 
boundary N00001 '06''E 125.60 feet to a found iron pin; Thence 
S89°33'55''E 351.38 feet to a found iron pin; Thence S02°35'28"W 
137.03 feet to a set iron pin on the north boundary of said Dear 
Tracs Subdivision; Thence along said north boundary S87°41 '06''E 
249.86 feet a found iron pin on the westerly R\ W of U.S. Highway 
No. 93; Thence leaving said north boundary and along said R\ W 
S02°36'42"W 206.13 feet to the point of beginning and containing 
4.493 ACRES; Subject to and together with a 30' utility easement as 
shown hereon; Subject to and together with all appurtenant 
easements of record. 

The above described tract of land shall hereafter be known as: 

AMENDED PLAT OF LOT 2, DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION 

PARCEL :A ': (Being removed from Tract 1 of COS 10669, and 
added to and being made a part of this subdivision, not to be 
sold as a separate tract of land.) 

Commencing at the southeast corner of Lot 2, Dear Tracs 
Subdivision (records of Flathead County, Montana), which is a 
found iron pin on the westerly R\ W of US. Highway No. 93; 
Thence leaving said R\ W N87"38'54"W 778.66 feet to a found 
iron pin; Thence N2B'36'58''E 229.37 feet to a found iron pin 
on the north boundary of said Dear Tracs Subdivision; Thence 
along said north boundary S87°41 '06''E 82.74 feet to a set iron 
pin and the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of the tract of land 
herein described; Thence leaving said north boundary 
NOoo01 '06''E 125.60 feet to a found iron pin; Thence 
S89°33'55''E 351.38 feet to a found iron pin; Thence 
S02°35'28"W 137.03 feet to a set iron pin on the north 
boundary of Dear Tracts Subdivision; Thence along said north 
boundary N87"41 '06"W 345.50 feet to the point of beginning 
and containing 1.050 ACRES; Subject to and together with all 
appurtenant easements of record. 

Lot 1 of 
AKERS SUBDIVISION 

S89"88'55"E 851.88' 

Found 5/8" Rebar 
& Cap (4739S) 

/ 

Tract 1 of 
COS 10669 

/":j0 

POB Parcel A' 

82.74' 

Parcel 'A' 
1.050 Ac. 

Old Boundary 
_345.50' 

SCALE 1" = 40' - -- -
40' 20' 0 40' 80' 

OWNERS' CERTIFICATION: 

We hereby certify that the purpose of this division of land is to relocate common boundary 
lines between 5 or fewer lots within a platted subdivision; therefore, this relocation of 
boundaries is exempt from review as a subdivision pursuant to Section 76-3-207 (1}(d), M_C.A. 

ALSO: 

We certify that Lot ZA is excluded from sanitation review by the Department of Environmental 
Quality pursuant to ARM 17.36.605 (2) (b) as a parcel that has a previous approval issued under 
Title 76, chapter 4, part 1, M.C.A. (See E.Q. #02-1021) if: (i) no facilities other than those 
previously approved exist, or will be constructed on the parcel; and (ii) the division of land will 
not cause approved facilities to deviate from the conditions of approval. in violation of 
76-4-130, MCA." 

HDH HOLDINGS, LLC 

Lot 2 of 
AKERS SUBDIVISION 

~ 

DEAR TRACS, UC 

Tract 1 of 
COS 6676 

Tract 2 of 
COS 10669 

S87°41 '06''E 1241.13' 

~~~~--=- 249.83' (R) 

S87"41 '06''E 678.10' O-----_______ ~2~'4~9~.8~6:'=========::=:~==~~~ 
--------------------------

Lot 1 
DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION 

30' Utility Easement ~'--_ 

Tract 2 of COS 7783 

1241.00' (R) 

LOT 2A 
4.493 Ac. 

N87"38'54"" 778.66' 
(Basis of Bearings per PLAT of 

DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION) 

POB LOT ZA 
Found 5/8" Rebar 

& Cap (1310ZLS) 
SE Cor. Lot 2, Dear Tracs 

Subdivision 

" <':I .., 
~ 
C\j ,. 
'" .'" 
'" ~ 
~ 

Sec. 1 

PURPOSE: BOUNDARY IJNE ADJUSTMENT 

~ 

~ 
>-. 

~ 
~ 
::t: 
CIj 
:::i 

STATE OF _____________ _ ) 
SS 

County of _______________ } 

On this ________ day of ______________ , 2014, before me, a 
Notary Public in and for the State of ____________________ , 
personally appeared __________________________________ _ 
_________________________________________________ • of 

HDH HOLDINGS, UC, and known to me to be the person(s} whose 
name(s} is(are} subscribed to the foregoing instrument and who duly 
acknowledged to me that he(she)(they} executed the same. 

Notary Public for the State of ________________ _ 

Printed Name of Notary 
Residing at _____________________ _ 
My commission expires ___________ _ 

STATE OF ______________ ) 
SS 

County of _____________ } 

On this ________ day of ______________ , 2014, before me, a 
Notary Public in and for the State of ____________________ , 
personally appeared __________________________________ _ 
_________________________________________________ • of 

DEAR TRACS, LLC, and known to me to be the person(s} whose name(s} 
is (are) subscribed to the foregoing instrument and who duly 
acknowledged to me that he(she)(they} executed the same. 

Notary Public for the State of ________________ _ 

Printed Name of Notary 
Residing at _____________________ _ 
My commission expires ___________ _ 

U'GKA.!D. 

© CI/4 Corner (f18 noted) 

o Set 1/2''x21'' Rebar & Cap (7975S) 

• Found 1/2" Rebar & Cap (7975S) 

'" Found 5/8" Rebar & Cap (25168) 

@ Found 5/13- Hebar & Cap (156271..S') 

® Found (as noted) 

(R) RA(?nrn TnfnrmFlt.i()n pAr COS J 066.9 

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEYOR 

THOMAS E. SANDS 7975-S 

AI-'I-'HOVi':U ,201 

RXAMTNTNr: T,ANn SlJRVF:y()R 
REG. No. 5428S 

STATF: OF' MONTANA ) S5 COUNTY OF' Ji'T.ATHF:ATJ ) 

nU:D ON 1Hfo.' DAY OF ___ , 201_ 

"1T ______ , PAID FEE __ _ 

CLERK & RECORDER 

BY 
DEPUTY 

INSTRUMENT REC. No. _______ _ 

SHEET 1 OF 1 

FILE No. ________________ _ 
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CIVIL CONCEPT PLAN 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

LOT TWO (2) OF DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION & a PORTION OF TRACT 1 COS 10669 
SEC 1, TOWNSHIP 30N, RANGE 22W 

PROPOSED RETAINING "ML.L-" 
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I , 

! / TRASH ~ \ en 
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'----',\- -Q iw -+1 ___ : ----~A,- : -L- 4l--'. S -"1--. -- S S _--.!~TRAS~H~ -
----------~---EXISllNG 30' EASEMENT EXISTING 8"/ WAllER MAIN I 11( ".---- W w 

- - - - - CONVEYANCE 
EXISllNG PROPERTY LINE EXISllNG 8" SEWER MAIN ISllNG FIRE WAllER SERVICE 

HYDRANT NEW FIRE SERVICE 

• METER PIT FOR BUILDING B WILL 
BE 4' PAST THE EASEMENT LINE 

1-1.---- 4' -----+1-·-- VARIES-I 
l' 

I-MIN 

\ PIGTAIL SERVICE LINE 
, 5' BEFORE BUILDING 

NEW SEWER SERVICE 

- W -- - -----
-------- ------

I FIRE 
HYDRANT 

WAY 

30' 

6' a'PARKING 10' 

4" Aspahlt (2 Lifts) 

Drive Over 
Curb & Gutter 

7' 

l' 

6' 

SERVICE LINE (SIZE PENDING) CURB BOX 
METER PIT" 

BUILDING CONTRACTOR IS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING 
WITH THE CITY FOR THE METER AND 
ALL NECESSARY CONNECTIONS 
FROM THE STUBOUT TO THE 
BUILDING 

4' ConcreteJ 

6" Crushed 
Base 4" Gravel Base (3/4 Minus) 

Concrete 
Crushed 

Base 
10" Crushed Subbase Course (11(2" Minus) 

High Survivability Woven Gaotextile Fabric 

' I 
II 

I; 

CORPORATION STOP\ ~=~ D 8" PVC SDR 35 Sewer Main 
Depth Varies 

"""=~===:::£..=..:=-=--=~==~= = = = = = = = == = -:::--

WATER MAIN CURB STOP 
WATER SERVICE DETAIL 

'i D 8" PVC Water Main 
Depth 6.0' Mininum 

30 FT. TYPICAL ROAD SECTION 

N 

GRAPHIC SCALE 
;'0 0 15 ;SO 

1 .MM- I~I 
( IN FEET ) 

1 inch - 30 ft. 

LEGEND 

EX-PROPERTY BNDRY 
EX-CONTOUR 

-PWR- EX-OH POWER LINE 
'U, EX-POWER POLE 

- GAS - EX-GAS 
-- S -- EX-SEWER 
--w-- EX-WATER 

l;t EX-FIRE HYDRANT 
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, S S S S S SI EX-BUILDING 
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- ws -
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-SD-. ,..,. 
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P-WAllER MAIN 
P-WATER SERVICE 
P-FIRE HYDRANT 
P-SEWER MAIN 
P-SEWER SERVICE 
P-STORM MAIN 
P-CATCH BASIN 

II 1 I 2 13 II P-DEllENllON FACILITY 

----------------.---------------- P-RETAINING WALL 

Know what's below. 
Call before you dig. 
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BUILDING B

BUILDING A
BUILDING C

BUILDING D

BUILDING E

CLUBHOUSE

SITE PLAN1 SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

SD2.0

14-535 SD2.0

MATT RHEES

SCHEMATIC DESIGN

BUILDING DATA PARKING DATAVICINITY MAP PROJECT DATA
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 2 OF DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION AND A PORTION OF TRACT
1 OF COS 10669 IN SECTION 1, T30N, R22W, P.M.M., FLATHEAD
COUNTY.

CURRENT ZONING:...............................................WB-2 / WLR

PROPOSED ZONING:.........................WB-2 / WLR WITH A PUD

PARCEL AREA:......................195,705 S.F.  / 4.493 ACRES

RETAIL USE:.........................18,077 S.F.  / 0.415 ACRE
NORTH APARTMENT USE:....45,738 S.F.  / 1.050 ACRE
SOUTH APARTMENT USE:....91,151 S.F.  / 2.093 ACRES
PROPOSED R.O.W.:..............40,739 S.F.  / 0.935 ACRE

PROPOSED APARTMENT OFFICE / CLUBHOUSE:..............1

PROPOSED APARTMENT BUILDINGS:..............................5

PROPOSED UNITS PER BUILDING:..............................12

PROPOSED TOTAL UNITS:..........................................60

UNIT TYPE PER BLD. NO. OF BLD. TOTAL
1-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/2-BATH 3 5 15
3-BED /2-BATH 3 5 15

TOTALS 12 60

PARKING REQUIRED:..........................2 STALLS PER UNIT
                        PLUS 1 GUEST STALL PER EVERY 3 UNITS

60  UNITS X 2 STALLS PER UNIT = 120 STALLS
60 UNITS X .33 STALL PER UNIT =   20 STALLS

TOTAL STALLS REQUIRED:.......................140 STALLS
                                    ( 2.33 STALLS PER UNIT)

RECOMMENDED PARKING:

=  15
=  60
=  30

GUEST PARKING: 1.0 STALLS PER 5 UNITS  =  12
TOTAL RECOMMENDED STALLS:  119

TOTAL STALLS PROPOSED:............................120 STALLS
                                  (2.0 STALLS PER UNIT)

                                       (20 STALL REDUCTION)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 6,000 S.F. + 1,000 PER UNIT

WLR WB-2
LOT REQUIREMENTS REQUIRED REQUIRED PROPOSED
NORTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 45,738 S.F.
SOUTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 91,151 S.F.
MIN. NORTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 330 FT.
MIN. SOUTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 730 FT.

FRONT YARD SETBACK*: 25 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.**
STREET SIDE SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.
SIDE YARD SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. / NA 20 FT.+
REAR YARD SETBACK*: 20 FT. 20 FT. / NA 15-20 FT.

MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 FT. 35 FT. 40 FT.
LOT COVERAGE 30% N/A 18 %

LOT COVERAGE:
APARTMENT BUILDING LOTS AREA:..............136,889 S.F.
                                                                     3.143 ACRES

TOTAL BUILDING FOOTPRINTS:..............23,900 S.F. / 18%
PAVEMENT COVERAGE:.........................45,100 S.F. / 33%
LANDSCAPING:......................................67,889 S.F. / 49%

NO SCALE

PROJECT
LOCATION

PROJECT DIRECTORY
OWNER

ARCHITECT

CIVIL

SURVEY

LANDSCAPE

SHEET

This document is the property of THE ARCHITECTS
OFFICE, PLLC and is not to be duplicated without
written authorization.

REVISIONS

DRAWN

THE ARCHITECTS OFFICE, PLLC

JULY 31, 2014

FILE

FILE NO.

DATE

SEAL

PROJECT
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GROUP
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Topography of:
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Whitefish Montana        Mark Voelker 

October 13, 2014        128 Park Knoll Lane 

           Whitefish Montana 59937  

 

Whitefish Planning Department / staff 

Box 158 

Whitefish Montana 59937 

 

Re: Proposed zoning change and WPUD 14-04. 

 

Dear Planning Board and Staff, 

I am a resident of the Park Knoll Subdivision near the proposed development and have some concerns with the project. I 

have read some letters from those who also have concerns as well as the staff report. I have to say that I agree with 

what troubles this project and the concerns of those in opposition to this zone change and subsequent project with my 

own added concerns and emphasis as follows: 

Time frame – I request first that the whole process be postponed since this project seems to be on a fast track without 

adequate review and research. This will give time for neighbors and businesses to properly look into the plan. 

Zone change – I researched and purchased my property based on the current single family zoning on near and adjacent 

properties. The fact that the proposed zone change is exclusively for this project worries me. I oppose the zone change. 

Density – along with others the density is probably the greatest concern. Nowhere near this project is there like density.  

Traffic – only one access on Highway 93 for 60 units at probably  and realistically 400 to 500 auto trips per day, most in 

the waking hours (about one trip every 2 minutes on average) added to the already problematic south 93 corridor and 

its hotel growth is unacceptable. 

But my greatest concern is the fact that this project simply does not fit the area. The project is closely sandwiched into 

an area of hotels, restaurants, and retail businesses and services where no like or compatible projects exist or are 

planned, much the same as if an auto body shop were allowed in a residential neighborhood or an agricultural 

application, let’s say a chicken farm, next to restaurant row. The project is proposed to be monthly rental units rather 

than single family homes, condominiums or townhouses, so the tenants would have no ownership and financial and 

neighborly responsibility that comes along with that ownership.  If the tenants are disrespectful to others they simply 

move on with ease leaving others to clean up their mess. I see the project as leaving little room for recreational areas for 

those tenants and since the children of all ages won’t be able to play or have easy access to public recreation areas via 
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highway 93 to the east, hotels to the north and south, this only leaves the undeveloped property to the west where the 

children or adults, will at best, migrate to “play in the woods”, exercise their pets, take a quiet walk away from the noise 

and bustle of the commercial areas and 93 south, or trespass, vandalize, burgle and rob at worst. The threat of forest 

fire in the adjacent heavily treed properties to the west such as mine holds great worry for me since there have been 

times in the past where trespassers have started fires that were seen immediately and extinguished before getting out 

of hand. With the amount of tenants likely to be in the area should this project be approved, the dangers to my property 

would only be exacerbated. The approval for zone change and a project such as this will lower the value of my property 

as sure as a devastating fire or other damage would. 

Simply put, if this project were allowed by the city, it would change the character of the area and Whitefish in general, 

as well as create a hazard for neighboring owners and the project’s tenants alike. A few years ago I was at a high school 

football game where students referred to Whitefish as “Condoville.” I thought at the time this was extreme, but as more 

and more unfitting high density projects such as the one proposed here are allowed it certainly will change the character 

of the community for the worse. 

Please share my comments listed here with all on the staff, board and council.  

Sincerely, 

 

Mark Voelker 

128 Park Knoll Lane 

Whitefish Montana 59937 

406-253-7559 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 160 of 537



Whitefish Montana 

October 13, 2014 

 

Dear Ms. Compton-Ring, 

Please share my concerns listed here regarding the development WPUD 14-04 with those on the 
planning board, city council, and planning staff. 

I own property on Park Knoll Lane and am concerned with the amount of units that are 
proposed for the development. There are entirely too many, too much density for the area. My 
concerns are to the people from that development who will wander through the woods to the 
west from this project and trespass or vandalize my property, or other crimes or mischief that is 
common with this type of development.  

When I purchased my property I looked into surrounding zoning and the other possible projects 
and felt comfortable enough with the established zoning that I purchased with confidence that 
the value of my property would not go down due to projects such as the one proposed. I feel 
that if the project were allowed it would devalue my property. And an apartment complex at this 
location does not seem compatible with the nearby businesses and other neighbors. I have seen 
the proposals maps and the whole place looks inaccessible to me. I wonder about snow removal 
and emergency vehicles access to the area.  It also does not look like there is enough parking for 
the amount of units. I see that a variance was requested for this and ask that the variance be 
denied.  Also please deny the height variance request. 

I don’t like that fact that the zone change was not proposed for the betterment or safety of the 
community, but for an individual in order to allow a project to go through that will ultimately 
harm the community. I am opposed to any zone changes in this regard. 

Overall I am strongly opposed to this proposal and have read many of my neighbors concerns 
and fully support those viewpoints and concerns as I do my own opposition to the PUD. 

Please call if there are questions and place me on any mailing list having to do with this PUD so 
that I may further oppose it. 

Kathy Grant 

128 Park Knoll Lane, Whitefish Montana 59937    862-6382 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy-

Ryan Swagar <ryan@venture51.com> 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014 5:35 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Whitefish Apartment Complex 

I am writing in support of the proposed apartment complex in Whitefish behind the Naturally Clean dry 
cleaners on Highway 93. 

For years, Whitefish has needed apartments to allow the local professionals the ability to work and live in the 
community. Currently these local professionals are renting in Columbia Falls and Kalispell. This hurts local 
businesses as those professionals are living outside Whitefish and spending money with those local businesses 
instead. 

From personal experience with struggling to find rental properties in Whitefish, it is my belief that this project 
will have more demand than units available and an amazing opportunity to have 100 or more individuals living 
in the town of Whitefish. 

Please let me know if you would like to have a phone call to discuss. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

Ryan Swagar 
Managing Partner 
Venture51 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy 

Pam Shaw <shaw@actrix.co.nz> 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014 7:19 PM 
wcom pton-ri ng@cityofwhitefish.org 
Support for housing development on 93 

I would like to take this opportunity to support the housing development proposed for Whitefish near 
the Naturally Clean dry cleaners. Having been in the position of trying to find good quality rental 
housing in Whitefish 2 years ago, I fully appreciate the terrible shortage. Also being a landlady I also 
appreciate the return on investment, renting out good quality property for the short term and high 
yield. That is holiday rental. This is a common problem in resort towns where rentals are low 
compared with property costs. This is a situation where several investors are willing to alleviate this 
problem with the proposed development. I feel this proposal is a wonderful win/win and I would hope 
will be applauded and actioned for the positive. 

If you require any further endorsement from me please feel free to contact me. 

Yours faithfully 

Pamela Shaw RN 
4064076496 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sara Mytty <smytty3@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014 2:54 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Apartment complex 

I have only been in whitefish for a little over a year and I love it. I know when I first moved here I 
struggled in finding a place. I think adding in apartments is great and the location of them is also a 
great idea. I just know from experience how hard it is to find a place in the area unless you want more 
then one roommate which is fine and affordable. Just not what everyone wants to do. 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy, 

Rebecca Kyle <rebecca@cmpmontana.com> 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014 10:54 AM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Proposed Apartment Complex 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed apartment complex behind Naturally Clean Dry Cleaners on Highway 
93. This letter comes from me as both a real estate agent and as a member of the current Whitefish rental market. As a 
renter, it is almost impossible to find ANYTHING to rent in Whitefish, let alone something with reasonable enough rent 
that a person can be a member of the minimum wage work force and afford to live here. I have lived here for 2 years in 
a 100 year old rental house with mold in the basement. I have kept my eye on the market for something else, but 
nothing comes up in my price range. I go back and forth about re-upping my lease - if I lose this lease, I have nowhere 
to go, but who wants to keep living in a moldy house? As a real estate agent, I deal with people every day that are 
looking for a place to rent. It is very frustrating for them to not be able to come here without making a purchase. 

The City of Whitefish has a responsibility to the community to provide affordable housing. How are businesses 
supposed to operate ifthey can't find any employees because the employees can't afford to live here? Look around at 
local businesses - Safeway, Taco Johns, Dairy Queen - all of these businesses have help wanted signs posted all the 
time. As community members, we should want these businesses to have all the employees they need - how can we 
provide good customer service to the multitude of tourists that come to visit us if we don't have enough 
workers? Tourism is a large part of the economy in Whitefish, if businesses close their doors, people will stop coming. 

Please place my email as part of the public record for the Deer Tract Residences. 

Respectfu Illy, 

Rebecca 

REBECCA KYLE 
REALTOR, GRI, RRS 
(406) 863-1090 OFFICE 
(406) 260-5339 CELL 
(866) 552-8901 FAX 
rebecca@cmpmontana.com 
www.cmpmontana.com 

CLEARWATER MONTANA PROPERTIES, INC 
903 SPOKANE AVENUE, SUITE 4 
WHITEFISH, MT 59937 USA 
LICENSED IN MONTANA 
If you no longer wish to receive emails from me, please reply with "Unsubscribe" in the subject line 

1 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Wendy, 

Nikkee Day <nikkee@montanabuild.com> 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014 2:18 PM 
wcompton -ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Deer Tract Residences 

I started my relocat ion plans to Whitefish in January 2013. I mainly relied on Craigslist, Daily Interlake, and Mounta in 
Traders online services fo r jobs and rentals. However, ' was unsuccessful in find ing a decent, affordable, unfurnished, 
and long term rental in Whitefish. A couple of fr iends living in Whitefish confirmed it was a very difficult market for 
renta ls. Upon arrival we drove around, and that's when I found my current place. It shouldn't have to be like this. There 

should be more housing for people like me! 

Whitefish has everything to offer from great outdoor adventures, cu lture, awesome social scene, and a wonderful place 
to raise a family. However, what it doesn't 1lave is affordable home rentals, and this rea lly needs to change ! 

Since rely, 

Wh itefish Resident 

Nikkee Day 
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Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To; 
Cc; 
Subject: 

HI, Wendy, 

Phyllis Quatman <quatmanp@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 15,20141:42 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish,org 
sean@twre,com 
Sean Averill's Planned Apartment Comples 

Jack and I want to add our support to Sean's latest project, the apartment complex proposed near 
Pizza Hut. Our main objection to his former project on East Second Street was the location - a single 
family residential area not consistent with his then-proposed apartments. 

However, this new location seems perfect. No traffic issues, no major rezoning required, and located 
within walking distance to the schools, food stores, and downtown. The Idea that these wi ll be 
affordable, wi th an actual affordable housing credit, adds an even greater benefit to this project. 

Please add our names to the lisl of supporters, 

Thanks, 

Phyllis and Jack Quatman 
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Robert Horne, Jr., AICP 

151 Wedgewood Lane 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

(406) 250-6632 

rhorne@appcom.net 

 

 
Whitefish City Planning Board                                                                    October 16, 2014 
c/o Whitefish Planning Department 
via e-mail 
 
Re: WPUD14-04 
 
Dear Planning Board: 
I am writing in support of the above referenced PUD by Montana Development Group for a 60-
unit multi-family residential complex located just off Hwy. 93 south in Whitefish.  
 
Back around 2002-03, it was my privilege to work on a project with Dave Leland, who still 
heads Leland Consulting Group-----a world-wide consulting practice specializing in real estate 
economics. Dave is often brought into communities to revitalize a stagnant downtown or 
commercial corridor. One of his standard approaches that he takes in many cases is to 
immediately recommend that the community reduce its zoned commercial land by half. In 
Dave’s experience, most communities are 50% over-zoned for commercial. This “over-supply” 
results in an undervalued land market which in turn leads to development of marginal quality 
that under performs economically both in terms of bringing dollars into the community and 
generating tax revenue. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist, or an urban economist, to see that 
Whitefish has a surplus (meaning more than the market can absorb in the foreseeable future) of 
commercially zoned land that, oh by the way, happens to be rather poorly located. (But the latter 
consideration is a topic for another time.)  
 
I was a member of a large group of east side residents who opposed the Second Street 
Residences, a proposed multi-family development on the Kauffman property just east of Cow 
Creek, as it moved through the development review process during the spring and summer of 
2013. At that time, I testified that there were far more suitable sites for multi-family development 
in Whitefish, including some properties in the Hwy. 93 south corridor that are zoned WB-2. 
Therefore, I am happy to see that some of the commercial surplus is being proposed for a needed 
residential product type in the community----multi-family rental housing.  
 
From a community planning standpoint, the Hwy. 93 corridor offers a number of advantages for 
multi-family housing. First, this type of development is less likely to impact the scale, character, 
and qualities of existing neighborhoods. Most of the surrounding property is commercial, and 
access is afforded directly from Hwy. 93 via a future public street. There will be no infiltration of 
project traffic into any residential neighborhood. Second, this corridor provides shopping, 
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services, and some employment opportunities within walking/biking distance, thus reducing the 
need for automobile trips. Finally, the Hwy. 93 corridor provides ready access to all parts of the 
community as well as transit service in the winter.  
 
While I would have liked to have seen some of the more progressive and innovative 
development concepts that were featured in the Second Street Residences incorporated into this 
project, the need for a public street running east-west through the middle of the site seems to take 
those options off the table. The public street leaves two relatively shallow parcels for the design 
team to deal with. Still, I trust that landscaping, thoughtfully designed building facades, and 
exterior finishes and materials that reflect well on the Whitefish community will be employed. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed development and to participate in 
the local decision making process that we all value. 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Robert Horne, Jr., AICP   
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Thomas T. Tornow, P.C. 

Memo 
To: Whitefish Planning Board 

Jirom: Thomas T. Tornow 

CC: Clients 

Date: October 16,2014 

fu: Maximum Density for a POO on WLR 

THE PROPOSED DENSITY EXCEEDS WHAT IS PERMITTED BY THE CITY 
ZONING CODE ON WLR WNED PROPERTY. 

The densiry standards fOI a POO are found in Title II , Chapter 2, Article S, Section 3(B) 
[Section 11-2S-3(B)] of the City'S Zoning Code. 

Section 11 -25-5 identifies which development standards can be varied in a POO and which 
cannot Section 11-2S-5(B)(J) expressly prohibits a deviation from the density standards set 
forth in the POO Chapter (see attached). 

Per Section Il-2S-3(B) of the City' s Zoning Code (attached), the maximum POO densiry m a 
WLR zone without the 10% affordable housing bonus is 3 units per acre. The maximum PUD 
density in a WLR zone with the 10% -bonus is 5 unitsF acre. 

Page 3 of the PUD Application recites that the subject property includes 1.44 acres. As such, 
the rna'<imum densiry permitted on the properry zoned (or to be re-zoned) WLR is 7 units. 

The proposed Dear Trac PUD far exceeds this density 00 the WLRproperty. As such, the 
Board can either. 

(I) recommend denial of the Application; or 

(2) recommend a condition that the densiry on the property zoned (including that to be 
re-zoned) WLR not e<ceed 5 units per acre. In addition to bringing the Application into 
compliance with the density limits mandaJed by the City's POO Code, the condition would 
provide an appropriate density buffur between the bigh density aparnnents on the WB-2 ZQued 
property and the adjacent single family residences. 

CONFlDINTL\L: nns MEMORANDUM AND TUH AlTAart.fENTS MAY CONTAIN I'IUVlUGED ATTOnN£YjcutNT 

LNRlRMATION OR ATIORNEY WORKl'ROOUCf'. ONLY'IIU! ADDRESSER IS niE AuntORlZlID ItEClI'IlNT OF THIS MESSAGE 
AND ATIACHMINI'. PLEASB SEli TItAl' NO CJTlTER PmsoN OBTAJNS ACCESS TO TtllS MA'fElUAL. ANY OTHIlR 
D1SlnUJUTION1S UNAUTHOruzro. 
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ONE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT SHOULD BE REQUIRED IN THE WLR 
WNE. 

The Application does not identiJY where the Applicant proposes to locate the affordable units 
creating the 10'10 density bonus. It makes sense, and is good public policy, that if the 
Applicant is receiving the density bonus allowed in a particular zone that the affordable units 
supporting the bonus be situaled in thaI zoue. Otherwise,!Ul applicant could reap th.e benefits 
of the density bonus in one zone; and create an affordable housing ghetto in another zone 
unrelated to the zone category giving rise to (be bonus. This is inconsistent with the City's 
public policy of including affordable housing units within market rate housing. 

If approved, the Board should recommend a condition that one affordable unit in the WLR 
zoned property (lO'Io of the maximum 7 units permitted), be situated in the property zoned 
WLR. 

TIT 

• Page 2 
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1011612014 StBrHng Codillers, Inc. 

14. No terrain disturbance for development purposes may be unvertaken until such time as 
a site plan pursuant to a building pennit is approved by the planning and building 
department or, in the unincorporated area of the city's zoning jurisdiction, the property 
owner has received either preliminary plat approval, PUD approval, or a conditional use 
permit, if required. For purposes of this section, "terrain disturbance for development" 
shall mean any grading, excavation, stockpiling of fill material, or clearing of vegetation in 
preparation to construct andlor provide access to a prinCipal or accessory structure. 
Nothing in this SUbsection shall prohibit or preclude routine property maintenance, forest 
management, or any lawful grading or excavation of property not associated with 
development. (Ord. 07-22, 7-16-2007; amd. Ord . 07-33 , 10-15-2007) 

15. Uncovered, open air access ramps and stairs no wider than four feet (4'), or as required 
by building code, may encroach up to the property line or public right of way when 
providing primary access to an exterior door. (Ord. 10-04, 2-1-201 0) 

11·25-5; DEVIATIONS FROM STANDARDS: 

In order to provide flexibility in the design approach, the planned unit development overlay 
allows deviations from many standards of the underlying zoning district as well as from certain 
standards In the "Standards For Design And Construction" (public works design manual). Any 
proposed deviations from adopted standards must be justified as a clear public benefit, and 
shall direc~y relate to the purpose and intent of the PUD as set forth in section 11-2S-1 of this 
article. 

A. The following standards may be deviated from through approval of a PUD site plan and PUD 
overlay: 

1. Setbacks; 

2. Building height; 

3. Lot coverage; 

4. Minimum lot size; 

5. Lot width andlor frontage; 

6. Any other lot standards set forth in the subdivision regulations; 

7. Street design : 

8. Storm water management; 

9. Sidewalks, except that fee in lieu of sidewalks may not be waived except by the city 
cQuncil for Just cause; '" 

http://www .sterilngcodifiers.cof)1/codebookJIl']dex.php7book _id=62J&oIrep:er J d"42932%20 
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10/16/2014 Sterling Cod!flers, tnc. 

10. Landscape standards, except for required buffers; and 

11 . Parking and loading standards. 

B. Standards that may not be deviated from through the PUD overlay include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, the following: 

1. Density standards as set forth in this chapter; 

2. General categories of use as set forth in the underlying zoning district (nonresidential use 
in a residential zoning district, etc.) except as set forth in th is chapter; 

3. Lakeshore protection standards; 

4. Utility standards for construction , installation, sizing, etc. ; 

5. Fire code requirements such as through access, specific access and circulation 
requirements, hydrant locations, and sprinkling ; and 

6. Any and all fees and charges except as set forth in this chapter. (Ord. 06-01, 1-17-2006) 

tlup;/lwww.sterllll9codiflcrs.com/codebookJindeX.pt1p7book-.id .. 623&c/lap!eUd:42932%20 '" 
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10/1612014 Stening Cooifie~, InC\. 

14. No terrain disturbance for development purposes may be un ... "rtaken until such time as 
a site plan pursuant to a building permit is approved by the planning and building 
department or, in the unincorporated area of the city's zoning jurisdiction, the property 
owner has received either preliminary plat approval, PUD approval, or a conditional use 
permit, if required . For purposes of this section, "terrain disturbance for development" 
shall mean any grading, excavation, stockpiling offill material, or clearing of vegetation in 
preparation to construct andlor provide access to a principal or accessory structure. 
Nothing in this sUbsection shall prohibit or preclude routine property maintenance, forest 
management, or any lawful grading or excavation of property not associated with 
development. (Ord. 07-22, 7-16-2007; amd. Ord . 07-33, 10-15-2007) 

15. Uncovered, open air access ramps and stairs no wider than four feet (4'), or as required 
by building code, may encroach up to the property line or public right of way when 
providing primary access to an exterior door. (Ord . 10-04, 2-1-2010) 

11·25·3: STANDARDS OF DEVELOPMENT: 

A. The minimum site area designated for a planned unit development shall be two (2) acres 
except in the WR-2, WR-3, WR-4, and WB-3 zoning districts where the minimum site area 
shall be one acre. The minimum site area may be reduced from the standards set forth 
above should the city council determine that a parcet, by virtue of its unique character, is 
best developed as a PUD, or, the project meets the provisions for the density bonus 
described in subsection B of this section. 

B. Developments shall be allowed density bonuses when a minimum ten percent (10%) of the 
total number of units within the development is set aside for affordable housing meeting the 
needs for "moderate income" families as defined in this title. The residential density bonus 
for a planned unit development with affordable housing shall be as follows: 

Maximum PUD Density 
Without The Ten Percent 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 

hllp:llWNW.stenlngcodJliers.comlcodoboot<Jindex.php1booIUd=823&Ghapler.Jd=42932%20 

With A Minimum Ten 
Percent Affordabl<;> 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 

acre 
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,Park Knoll Estates Homeowners response to WPUD 14-04 & WZC 14-08 

Introduction 

As a subdi vision, wi lh the limited time we've had to review. discuss and develop a more 
in fo rmed and reasoned response, we must conclude that we are strongly opposed to thjs 
app lication us submitted. Some of the more critical reaSons ro llow. 

ZOlline: 

Th is entire proposal seems to address what is slated as a compelling need for more apartment 
rentals and affordable housing in Whitefish. 60 renlal uni ls ( incl uding 6 aFfordable housing lInils) 
are proposed to address that stated (not supported by documented evidence) need. It should be 
noted, as stated in the staff repor1. that 1l1e 6 affordable uoits were required for thi S' r UD overlay . 
Whether these needs are gen uine, or not, we do 110t be lieve this proposa l is the right locat ion to 
address those needs. 

All our subdivision residents share a view of what Zoning means as a planning l'Oo laJ1d what it 
means the each of us as homeowners. We do understand thaI it represen ts a mechanism for a 
community to manage development in support o f the Whitefish long term growth objectives for 
their communi ty. For us, as homeowners, it represents a level o f assuran ce that the irinve.stmenr 
in tlleir property and home is reasonably protected over time and sbould [1ot be changed without 
the most rigorous and thorough review and investigative process. We do not believe this 
appl ication meets that standard. We also recognize that tile WlR. or now County R2. zoning over 
the lands between our subdivision is subj ect to development. However, our expectation has been, 
and rcmn ins, that Ih is property as cu rrently zoned. is li ke ly to be developed as low density 
residelllial properties more consisten t with WLR or County R2 zoning, whichever exists . 

Instead, we are bei ng presented with a very high density apartmen t development with u density of 
12 or more units per acre instead of the c urrent I to 2.5 units per acre avai lab le today ill We WLR 
zone. Although Tom Tornow's memo on the Zoning code v io lation docs nOl directly re late to the 
zone chage request it pervades the whole proposed development. We are di.sturbed about the 
proposed zone change and thi nk it should be denied 

It also appears to us that tue annexation on Sept 15 th and the subseq uent zone change requesl 
before you tonight, as stated in the staff report, were explici tly done to enab le thi s proposal to 
proceed. In classica l planning terms we thin k that might be construed as "Spot Zoning". 
somet hi·ng genera lly unacceptable and a lways to be avoided. For a ll the reasons discussed we 
oppose th is zone change. 

Densitv Implica tions 

There are ru~lJly concerns here about 60 renta illpanmenlunits in a confined space with very 
lim ited open space, bounded on both O,e north and south by com merc ial development lind on the 
east by a busy US 93 highway corridor. The only tru ly open space avai lable is to the undeveloped 
land to the west. 

Ren ters do not share the s.1me ow nersllip responsibi lities as home owners al any level. They come 
and go as they wish and certainly dea l with 01c ir " home" differently than homeowners. The actual 
number of residents is unknown. bill probably somewhere between 120 and 200 of varying 
interests and ages rrom young childrell to senior citizens. 
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Realisticall y, the open space provided is limited and tile ') 0% requiremen t is on ly met by add ing 
toget her aillhe spaces scattered throughout the development inc luding a sma ll c lub hOllse, picnic 
and playground area. Residents with pets w ho want to exercise tJlem are 1I0t going to head to US 
93 even though there is a sidewalk, but rather will bead for the forested area 10 the west, Young 
people who want to explore or seek pri .... acy for any reason will also head west into the forested 
area. Even today, without this densi ty increase, we ha ve experienced problems with peop le Jiv ing 
tem porarily in that area w ith some fires~ as well as limited vandalism. We are convinced that this 
density change with its characteristics wi ll intensify those problems. fire and .... andalism, in 
parti cular, are very SC3ry probabi lities to our homeowners_ T here is aJso concern about probab le 
devaluation of our property values, but we have not had time to explore that adeq uately . 

Parking is al so a pro blem and this proposa l a lso inc ludes a request to reduce the normal parkin g 
requiremeot for 140 spaces to 120. With our Mootana life sty le illJd o ur propensity for vehicles; 
toys like boats, A TVs and the like. even 140 spaces probably in not enough. Additional ly. visitors 
will also require park ing space. The requirement for an acceptable snow remova l pl an further 
aggrav3tes the parking challenges. As a practica l matter, they w ill not be able to plow the parking 
spaces because of the vehic les there. Snow will build up over the winter further red ucing the 
parking space available. We be lieve lhat a ll parking inc luding space for visitors sho uld be witllin 
the deve lopment- that's where they will park anyway. Th us, we believe the parking variance 
should not be approved. 

As to the height variance request- we wou ld much prefer that we stay w ith in the existing 35 foot 
height limitation thus would fC('ommend that the height variance not be gmnted ., 

Thc city"s desire to preserve trees was ndd ressed. The reality is thai when the proposed 
un its arc overlaid 0 11 the actual property, combined with the requirement to provide a cui de sac 
tum around for e mergency vehicles, most of the Forested area at the western edge of the 
deve lopment will be removed. We don ' t th ink that is consistent with the community 's goa l o f 
preserving trees. As 11 su bdiv ision, if this PUD appli cation goes forward in any fonn, we strongly 
be lieve the density must be sign ificantly reduced . 

Traffic inwlications 

When looked at by itself, as was done, no trafTie study was required. Ou r concern~ cen ter on the 
traffic implications of not only th is proposed development but also the broader impacts of 
increased traffic in th is urea with o ur 5 lane US 93 corridor. The suggested 366 1rips per day 
estimated for this development coup led with the impacts of the recently approved Hampton Inn 
(70+ rooms with associated stuff), togethe r, probably represent an .tdd itional 600 trips per day at a 
minimulll . 

When one considers the 3ggregate volume of trips fTOm just south of the Hampton Inn to lqUI 
street, there are 4 hotel/mote ls. this proposed housing deve lopment. one RV park and several 
restaurants and businesses on just the west side o f US 93. There are also business o n the east side 
of US9J. Co llecrively they represent a very Inrge US 93 cltl ry/exit vo lume and certainly deserve a 
traffic s tudy. It shou ld also be noted thai the speed limit on US93 in Ulis area is 45 MPH
another safely hazard 

2 
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T he problems center primarily o n traffic exiting these and other deve'lopmenls entering this 
highway north bound from the west side, req uiring crossing fwo lanes o f traffic flnd the tum lane 
to move toward the center o f Whitefish (the same problem ex ists for drivers on the east side 
waluing to head south toward Ka lispell). 

According to the Montana Highway Patrol and the Monl..'Ula Department ofTransportalion the 
cen ter turning lane is not to be lIsed as a merg ing lane for $afety reason s. That means a person 
ex il ing, headed north from any west side entry point, is supposed to wait until the way is c lear tor 
the driver to cross all the way into the desired northbound lane be fore starting. Merging into the 
turning lane and wait ing for an o pportunity to enter the desired northbound lane is illega l. 
However, that's what we all have to do short of wai ling a very long time to do it lega lly. 
Obviously that ru le is not enforced. Those o f us doing Ihis on a regu lar basis call the turning lane 
the "suicide lane", exposing anyone taking this action to a potential accident and without quest ion 
represents a traffic safety hazard. A ll of liS who do this ha ve experienced a se rious problem at 
onelimc or another. We a lso belie ve the 366 trip estimate is low. The staff report sl'ates that this 
subdivision prov ides reasonable proximiry to the schools, However, the schoo ls are all on the 
other side of U593 and there is no schoo l bus service to this area. Conseq uently, c hildren have to 
get there on their own or morc rea listica lly someone will lake Ihem lO and from sc hoo l add ing to 
the traffic vo lume and to the associared traffic safety exposures. 

We do nolunderstllnd why a traffic stlldy is not a requirement for this llres focllsed 011 linding a 
safe solution. Instead we w ill have to wait untjl someone is badly injured or lOlled and Ihen the 
city will be asked why they let tJlis problem persist Obviously, as subdi vision residents who 
experience this danger daily, we al l think a "safety focused" traffic study of the entire area mu st 
be a requ irement. 

Conclusions 

With the limited time wc ' ve had to review the avai lable infonnation and for the reasons stated 
above, we must conclude that this proposa l is incomplete and docs not adeq uately add ress the 
issues discussed above. This proposed very high density res ident'ial developmen t is sandw iched in 
the midd le of commerc ial developmen t and is the on ly rcs idcni ia l developmen t a long US93 south 
of 6111 SL. It docsn' t /-it belong there and changes the character o f that area and connicts w ith some 
Growth Po li cy visions, like mail1la ining the smalilown characier o f Whitefish and provid ing sa fe 
roads for a ll . We a lso think it is the wrong location for addressing flny rental and aflordab le 
housing needs. With the inforrnalion in Tom Tornow's memo to you it a lso appears that a portion 
o f the proposed densi ty is ill vio lation of the c ity zoning regulations. 

However, ifyo ll choose to move ahead with this PUD in any lo nn, here are a few ways to address 
some o f the concerns: 

I. Change the densit), of all the WLR portions back to the existing WLR dens iiy limits. or 

2. 

, 
J. 

to tjlC zoning code requ irements o f 5 units per acre for a pun overlay of WLR with an 
affordab le housing bonus .. 
Pence the western and most of the nOl1hem and sOllthern boundaries of the entire project. 
di scoumgi ng use of the loresled areas lnlhe west wi th the very rea l associated dangers. 
Rcqu ire a ,. sa relY o ri en ted" lraffic study of that entire area. 
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In summary we canltol support this proposal as submitted. Il is the wrong so lution in the wrong 
place and we ask that you deny or seriously modify this PUD app lication. 

Respectful ly, 

Don Spivey, represent-ing 
Park Knoll Homeowntlrs Association 
117 Park Kno ll Lane 
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Wendy Compton~Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

WPBD: 

Paula Johnson·Gilchrist <paulajohnsongilchrist@gmaiLcom> 
Thursday, October 16, 2014 5:07 PM 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org. 
Proposed land use re WPUD for 60 unit apt. 

Please be advised that Randy Schwickelt and mysel.fas property owners at 6336 U,S. Hwy. 93 South, 
Whitefish, do object to the land use change. 

We object based on safetYl traffic impact, non-conforming use, and density, 

The traffic for us to get into and out of our office is already borrendous. To add 60 apl". units wi th an estimated 
240 car trips per day (2 cars per tlllit, 2 limes per day) is ti:ightening. Add thalIa The Hampton InJ1 next door to 
be built next spring. 

These are our concerns, 60 units of apartments would bring added security concerns as well. 

Perhaps less density at a minirntltn (maybe 24 units) should be allowed, if the change is considered. 

I hope a traffic li ght is in our future for safety reasons ilTegardless of this project. 

Tbanks 

Paula 

Paula M. Johnson-Gilchrist 
Johnson-Gilchrist Law Firm , P.C. 
6336 U.S. Hwy. 93 South 
Whitefish, MT. 59937 
Phone 406-862-3920 
Fax 862-1447 
johnsongilchristlaw.com 
pmjgatty@centurytel ,net 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication, and any documents, files or previous 
email messages attached to it are intended to be confidential and only for the individual or 
entity this email was intended for as the recipient. This communication may contain 
information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, your are hereby 
notified that you must not read this email message, and that any unauthorized disclosure 
or copying, printing, forwarding or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you have received 
this email message in error, please notify me immediately by email or phone, and delete 
the message without saving it any any manner, This transmission shall not be construed 
to provide legal advise to anyone other than an existing client, to create and attorney
client relationship. 
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Chuck Stearns 

From: 
Sent: 

Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org> 
Monday, October 27, 2014 9:20 AM 

To: Chuck Stearns 
Subject: FW: Affordable Housing Whitefish 

From: ABC Seamless [mailto:abcseamless@blackfoot.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 24,20143:15 PM 
To: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
Subject: Affordable Housing Whitefish 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Khoury Incorporated provides construction services. We have a strong desire to have a permanent presence in 

Whitefish; however we are are forced to bring labor in from Kalispell or Missoula because our employees are unable to 

find affordable housing in Whitefish. 

Providing affordable housing for local employees benefits all members of the community. Local employees living within 

their community are going to be more committed and involved rather than someone who is commuting from an 

outlying area. 

I was born and raised in Montana. Most, if not all, of my employees were too. It's a sad deal that they can't afford to 

live in the place they work. 

Damian R. Khoury 

ABC Seamless 

257-9329 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active. 

1 
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Thomas T. Tornow, P.C., Attorneys-at-Law 
309 Wisconsin Avenue, Whitefish, MT 59937 

Telephone: (406) 862-7450 Facsimile: (406) 862-7451 Website: www.tornowlaw.com 

Thomas T. Tornow, Attorney 
tom@tornowlaw.com 
Sue A. Brown, Office Manager 
sandi@tornowlaw.com 

Mary VanBuskirk 
Whitefish City Attorney 

October 27,2014 

Katherine C. Troiano, Paralegal 
katherine@tornowlaw.com 

Justin E. Pfaff; Legal Assistant 
assistant@tornowlaw.com 

Via email: mvanbuskirk@cityofwhitefish.org 

Dear Mary: 

RE: Whether the Zoning Code permits density transfer 
between zones 

I represent the Park Knoll Homeowner's Association, comprised of homeowners within the Park 
Knoll Subdivision. 

I am writing you concerning a legally erroneous position being taken by the Whitefish Planning 
Office that adversely impacts my client. 

The Park Knoll Subdivision is adjacent to Dear Trac (a/k/a Dear Track a/k/a Whitefish Crossing) 
property that is the subject of a Re-zoning Application and a Planned Unit Development (PUD 
a/k/a WPUD) Application. The applicant wants to construct 60 apartments on 4.07 acres. 

There are numerous planning issues with both Applications. Those are being addressed through 
the public hearing process. This letter is to address a legal issue with the PUD Application. 

The property that is the subject of the PUD Application has two zones. Part of the property 
(2.634 acres) is zoned WB-2 and part of the property (1.44 acres) is zoned WLR. The zoning 
code establishes a maximum density for each zone. With a PUD overlay, the maximum density 
in each zone increases. With the inclusion of affordable housing units, the maximum density in 
each zone increases again. With both increases, the maximum density in the WB-2 zone is 20 
units per acre; and 5 units per acre in the WLR zone. 

The applicant, and apparently the Planning Office, has taken the position that, under the guise of 
"blending," density permitted in the WB-2 zone can be transferred to the WLR zone. Nowhere 
is such transfer permitted by the WF Zoning Code. To the contrary, as detailed below, the Code 
expressly prohibits such transfers. 
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Mary VanBuskirk 
Whitefish City Attorney 
October 27,2014 
Page 2 of3 

PUD zoning is addressed in Title 11, Chapter 2, Article S of the City Code. 

Section 11-2 S-l, Purpose and Intent, states in pertinent part that: 

The purpose of the WPUD overlay is to provide ... flexibility. ... In return for 
increased flexibility and the opportunity to vary standards of the underlying zone, 
it is the intent of the WPUD that the proposed development provides the 
following benefits as applicable ... D. Preserve and protect the character and 
qualities of existing neighborhoods ... [and] F. Provide effective buffers or 
transitions between potentially incompatible uses of land. 

Section 11-2S-3, Standards of Development, establishes various development standards required 
in a PUD, including the density bonuses and maximum densities discussed above. 

Section 11-2S-5, Deviations from Standards, identifies which of the development standards can 
be varied and which cannot. That Section states in pertinent part that: "In order to provide 
flexibility in the design approach, the planned unit development overlay allows deviation from 
many standards of the underlying zoning district ... " Subsection A lists 11 development 
"standards that may be deviated from through approval of a PUD site plan and PUD overlay." 
Subsection B lists 6 "Standards that may not be deviated from through the PUD overlay." 
(Emphasis added). Number I of those 6 is "Density standards as set forth in this chapter [2]." 

The only possible way to read Section 11-2S-5(B)(1) is that the density standards set forth in 
Section 11-2S-3 for the WLR zone may not be exceeded through the PUD overlay. 

This prohibition against density transfers is supported by the Code's definition of a PUD: "A 
tract of land developed or proposed to be developed as an integrated unit.. .. This option is limited 
to the allowable density of the underlying use district and the predominant uses within the PUD 
must be that of the underlying zone." (Emphasis added). The prohibition against density 
transfers is also found in Subsection 11-2-2(C), which states in pertinent part that: "If ... a 
property is divided into two (2) use districts, the property may be utilized in conformance with 
one zoning district or the other as long as the use is confined to that portion of the property for 
which it is zoned." 

By contrast, I cannot find anything in the Zoning Code allowing a transfer of density between 
zones, or any reference to the more benign term "blending." 

My clients do not want to litigate this issue with the City. Please advise the Planning Office that 
the City's Zoning Code does not allow a "blending" or transfer of density between zones and that 
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Mary VanBuskirk 
Whitefish City Attorney 
October 27,2014 
Page 3 of3 

the density in a WLR zone, with a PUD overlay and the affordability housing bonus cannot 
exceed 5 units per acre. 

If you have any questions, desire additional information, or wish to discuss this further, please 
contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

THOMAS T. TORNOW, P.C. 

1hol11as T. TorY/oW 
By: Thomas T. Tornow 

cc: Wendy Compton-Ring 
Dave Taylor 
City Council 
Client 
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October 25, 2014 

To: Whitefish City Council 

Subject: Whitefish Crossing, WPUD 14-04 

Council members and staff-

In our most recent Homeowners Association meeting the quorum of members present 
voted unanimously to oppose this development. The Park Knoll Homeowners have 
carefully re-considered this proposal, the October 9, 2014 staff report and the variOlis"· 
presentations at the Planning Board Hearing on October 16, 2014. Although we 
understand and support the community's need for more rental and affordable housing, we 
have concluded that we cannot support this high-density apartment PUD. It is absolutely 
the wrong place for such a development and we believe it should be denied. Our reasons 
will be discussed in the following categories for your consideration. 

Impacts to the Park Knoll homeowners 

Park Knoll Estates is a subdivision of 16 lots and 13 homeowners just west Qf Whitefish 
Crossing. The impacts discussed here are a consolidation of their concerns. 

We all understand the role of zoning to help a community manage growth in an orderly 
manner. Even more important is the assurance it provides to property owners that their 
investment and the character of the area are protected. We all carefully considered the 
zoning in this area before purchasing our homes or property. We also understand that the 
land between Park Knoll and the commercial developments along US 93 will be 
developed over time and would anticipate that the WLR (or County R-2) lands would be 
developed as suburban residential properties (as zoned) to some logical boundary 
between those lands and the commercial developments along the highway. Instead, we 
are faced with a high-density rental development (14.7 units per acre) which crosses both 
the commercial and a portion of the WLR zoned properties in that area. There wil1likely 
be between 120 and 200 people of all ages living there. It will change the character of the 
area forever. We believe this is the wrong place for such a development. 

Realistically, the open space provided is limited and scattered throughout the 
development. The children and adults seeking quiet and privacy have two choices: the 
highway corridor or the woods to the west. Adults walking their pets, young children 
playing while parents are working and young adults seeking privacy for whatever reason 
will migrate toward the woods to the west. We believe that this will intensifY problems 
we have already experienced, without this additional pressure. There have been people 
living temporarily in the woods, fires, and even vandalism. In particular, increased 
exposure to fire and vandalism are very real probabilities to the community, homeowners 
and businesses in this area. 
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The required paved and plowed tum around at the west end ofthe new road (which we 
support) will effectively remove most of the remaining trees in the subdivision-at odds 
with the City's objective of preserving trees. 

Finally there is genuine concern that Whitefish Crossing will negatively impact our 
property values-something we all cherish and want to protect. 

Traffic and safety issues 

We listened to the extensive discussion about the lack of MDT and City staff support for 
a "Traffic Study" in the Planning Board Hearing. However, as a group of homeowners 
who access US 93 on a daily basis, we strongly believe there is a genuine traffic and 
safety issue in this area. Here are those reasons. 

1. US 93 is a busy 5 lane traffic corridor. At certain times of the day and for the entire 
tourism season ingress/egress is a serious challenge. Both the tourism season growth and 
general growth of Whitefish will add more challenges. It is also important to remember 
that the speed limit in this area is 45 MPH. 

2. The projected additional trips per day for this development are 366. The recently 
approved 70+ room Hampton Inn, next door, with staff, will probably add another 200+ 
trips per day. When one adds in the trips necessary to transport children to school these 
two developments alone will add in excess of 600 trips per day onto this already busy 
corridor. In that small area, with the Hampton Inn, there will be 4 hotel/motels, 1 RV 
Park, several restaurants and small business just on the west side of US 93. adding to the 
traffic congestion. We also believe that the majority of the traffic exiting Whitefish 
Crossing will be making a left tum toward the center of Whitefish, accessing work sites, 
schools, restaurants and all the other City of Whitefish amenities. There are a growing 
number of businesses on the east side of US 93 as well . 

3. The need to make a left turn across this busy highway is of particular concern. 
According to MDT and the State Police, the center turning lane (often referred to by users 
as the "suicide lane") is only to be used for turning and not as a merge lane. That means 
that a driver wanting to make a left hand turn is supposed to wait until a clear access is 
available from his/her starting point all the way into the lane they wish to occupy. 
However, common practice, because of congestion delays, is to wait until a driver can 
safely enter the turning lane and wait until they can merge into the desired lane with 
traffic moving at 45 MPH. Dangerous, but common practice and not enforced by State or 
local police. Presumably, they also recognize the challenge. 

4. The City of Whitefish has, for years, promoted and supported alternative forms of 
transportation-biking, walking, hiking, etc., and that is commendable. The Whitefish 
Crossing proposal does provide sidewalk access to the sidewalk along US 93. With the 
existing 3 motels and RV park there is already an unusually large volume of pedestrian 
traffic walking and accessing the restaurants and businesses in that area. 

2 
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With the addition of Whitefish Crossing and the Hampton Inn, that pedestrian traffic will 
increase dramatically. Today there is quite bit of bicycle traffic on the sidewalk 
(individual riders, adults, children and families) as well as a growing number of riders in 
the shoulder lane along the highway. These volumes of pedestrian and bicycle traffic will 
grow over time. There are already dangerous interactions between cars entering and 
exiting US 93 with all these pedestrians and cyclists. Whitefish has experienced some 
unfortunate bike/vehicles accidents. As more visitors and residents take advantage of the 
City's strong support for alternative transportation, this situation will only get worse. 

5. This proposal suggests good access to schools for the children in the development. We 
have a problem with that. All the schools are on the east side of busy US 93 more than a 
mile away. There is no school bus service to this area. The children must get to schools 
and activities on their own; by car, bike, on foot, or more likely, parents will transport 
them. This will certainly expose the children to traffic safety risks and add to the growing 
traffic volumes. 

6, The staff report suggests that the State required separate left and right hand turning 
lanes outbound from the development somehow help with these problems These lanes 
will probably alleviate some backup congestion within the subdivision, but do not 
address any of the traffic concerns expressed here. 

Collectively, these challenges cry out for a traffic and safety solution. With the Whitefish 
Growth Policy vision focus on managing traffic and making the community safe for 
pedestrians and cyclists, it is incumbent on the city to not only focus on traffic from this 
development but on the entire area. It is also imperative to consider how these traffic 
concerns and growing traffic volumes will impact the future of Whitefish. We believe 
that City should initiate a traffic/safety study, with or without State support, before 
moving ahead with any consideration of approving this development. 

Variance requests 

The requested parking variance should be denied. Given our Montana propensity for 
vehicles and toys ( boats, ATV's, etc.), even 140 spaces may not be sufficient. There is 
no separate provision for parking such toys. Visitor parking should also be provided 
within the subdivision. That is where visitors will try to park. With 60 units there will be 
lots of visitors. 

With respect for the building height variance request, we understand the desire for 
attractive buildings. However, continually granting height variances, as has been 
happening, makes the 35 ft. height regulation ineffective (too many precedents). This 
variance should be denied. We are confident there are other means of making these 
buildings attractive. 

3 
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Wrong location for this development 

Although we support the need for rental and affordable housing we believe strongly that 
this is the wrong location for a high density rental housing project. Here are some of the 
reasons: 

1. Whitefish Crossing ( hereafter referred to as WC) significantly changes the 
character of the area and is in conflict with the vision statement which addresses 
the scale, character and small town feel of Whitefish. It is a high-density 
residential development squeezed into a commercially zoned and already 
developed area. 

2. WC is in conflict with the vision statement that says we will manage our traffic 
and make our community safe for pedestrians and bicyclists. This proposal does 
not support that Growth Policy vision (see traffic concerns addressed above) 

3. WC is in conflict with the adjacent residential neighborhood (see home owner 
impacts addressed above). 

4. WC does provide rental apartments and 6 units of affordable housing. That seems 
to be the singular virtue. There are several zoning districts in our community that 
support high-density affordable housing, e.g., WR-4 supports 57 rental units per 
acre, WR-3 allows 21 dwelling units per acre-and there are more. These 
districts are more appropriate for high-density rental developments, providing 
improved safety for motorists, pedestrians and cyclists. 

5. W C does not conform to the zoned and well established commercial use in this 
area. In fact, it is in direct conflict with commercial use and is the only such 
development south of 6th street in place or planned. It sets a dangerous and 
undesirable precedent. 

6. We believe this proposed PUD is in violation of one aspect of your Zoning 
Regulations. 

7. There are some Growth Policy statements in the WPUD staff report dated October 
9, with which we disagree, to wit: 

a. Page 9: we do not believe it supports Land Use Goals 5 and 7 or 
Transportation Goal 1. 

b. Page 10 (considerations for adopting zoning regulations): we believe the 
onl), consideration it might support is "Reasonable provision of adequate 
light and air". 

For all the reasons expressed, we strongly believe this is the wrong location for such a 
development. 

Conflict with the Whitefish Zoning Regulations 

We believe the practice of transferring ("blending"--aggregating allowed densities and 
redistributing across multiple zoning districts in a PUD) is not supported by the Whitefish 
WPUD regulations as currently written. Our attorney, Tom Tornow, will address this 
issue in a separate letter and presentation. 
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Summary 

In summary, we believe this PUD application and the staff report are too narrowly 
focused on this single development and the need for rental and affordable housing. 
Whitefish Crossing does not adequately address the implications to the entire area and to 
all the City's relevant current and future needs (as addressed in this communication). 
Thus, for the reasons expressed, coupled with our Attorney's assessment of the Zoning 
Regulations, we do not believe this PUD should be approved as submitted. Therefore, we 
respectfully request that you deny this application. 

Although we strongly feel you should dcny this application, if you choose to support this 
PUD in any form we respectfully request that you do the following: 

1. Ask that the proposal be re~configured with strict adherence to the Whitefish PUD 
Regulations which do not currently support transferring ("blending") across 
multiple zones. That is, the density in the WLR portion not exceed 5 units per 
acre with the affordable housing bonus, and none of the WB~2 allowance will be 
transferred to it.. 

2. Before any approval, require a traffic and safety study of the entire area as we 
discussed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

't£4, %~,r!G~) 
David Hunt, Vice President 
Park Knoll Estates Homeowners Association 

5 
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To: Whitefish City Council 
From: Judith E. Spivey 

117 Park Knoll Lane 
Whitefish 

In each of our lives there are times when we are called to TAKE A STAND. 

The city of Whitefish currently has established building and development zones to assure 
dependable, reasonable areas for now and future growth of the city. Present and future 
owners place their trust in this planned zoning. Multi.family zones are available for 
development where density, traffic, safety, pedestrian use, access and egress are suitable 
and appropriate. 

An apartment complex of this size and density, in this location does NOT CONFORM to 
the present and future use of commercial zoning and does NOT represent continuity nor 
familiarity with the surrounding businesses and structures. Approval of this non
conforming project will set a dangerous precedent. I urge Council to TAKE A FIRM 
STAND against this proposal in this location. 

In 1960 ... 53 years go, in Pasadena, California, developers were seeking a zone change in 
order to build apartments in a single family zoned neighborhood. We moms, infuriated 
by the prospect of piece by piece destruction of a genuine family neighborhood, marched 
on city hall, babies in strollers, and TOOK A STAND. Today that 110 year old 
neighborhood is a treasure in that community. 

This little city of Whitefish is a treasure, not only in our state but in this country. 
Businesses, services, living are centered within the community. What a concept! 
COMMUNITY is the operative word. Do not allow hodge-podge development. 
Combine community with continuity and familiarity. I am NOT against growth and 
development. .. without this communities tend to stagnate and wither. Consider the 
future. I know from experience that GOOD PLANNING makes GREAT towns and 
cities. Stick with what is best for now and the future of Whitefish. TAKE A STAND. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you. 

'1 /) C /~ 
, '- /' " Z' // ,-", ,'l( (/- / h/ L ">"(P}£(L{;/ ,/ 

)udi;h E. Spivey' (23 year Whitefish resi nt) 
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Thomas T. Tornow, P.C., Attorneys-at-Law  
309 Wisconsin Avenue, Whitefish, MT  59937 

Telephone: (406) 862-7450     Facsimile:   (406) 862-7451     Website: www.tornowlaw.com 
 

Thomas T. Tornow, Attorney                                                            Katherine C. Troiano, Paralegal 
tom@tornowlaw.com        katherine@tornowlaw.com 
Justin E. Pfaff, Attorney        Sue A. Brown, Office Administrator 
assistant@tornowlaw.com        sue@tornowlaw.com 
          Sandra L. Bellissimo, Assistant 
          assistant@tornowlaw.com 
 

February 17, 2015 
 
The City of Whitefish 
c/o  Dave Taylor 

Zoning Administrator 
dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org 

 

RE:   Withdrawal of Appeal 
       
Dear Dave: 
 
I represent the appellant Park Knoll Estates Homeowner’s Association (“HOA”).   
 
Please accept this letter as the HOA’s withdrawal of the appeal to the Board of Adjustment of 
your written decision or interpretation dated October 28, 2014 (WZA-14-01). 
   
If you have any questions, desire additional information, or if we have omitted anything 
necessary to withdraw the appeal, please contact me at your convenience.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
THOMAS T. TORNOW, P.C.  
 
 
By: Thomas T. Tornow 
 
cc (w/o enc.):  City Clerk  

Mary VanBuskirk (via email) 
  Judah Gersh, Esq. (via email)  
  Client (via email) 
 

           Thomas T. Tornow
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February 24,2015 

SANDS SURVEY1NG, lNC. 
2 Village Loop Road 
Kalispell, MT 59901 

406-755-6481 
Fax 406-755-6488 

City of Whitefish Planning and Building Department 
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring 
P.O. Box 158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

RE: Whitefish Crossing, a sixty unit apartment complex 

Dear Wendy: 

On behalf of our Clients, Montana Development Group, LLC and developers of the 
Whitefish Crossing, we are submitting a revised Site Plan for the apartment project. 
The reason for amending the site plan is primarily to address concerns raised by the 
neighbors of Park Knoll. The revised plan shift the units to the east and away from 
the Park Knoll properties leaving only parking and the club house on the proportion of 
the property zoned WLR. 

Park Knoll had appealed a decision of the Zoning Administrator allowing blending of 
the zoning densities as the property in question is split by two zoning district WLR and 
WB-2. The appeal stayed any further review of the project until such time as the 
appeal was resolved. Park Knoll agreed to withdraw the appeal based on the revised 
site plan. 

The major difference between the plan reviewed and approved by the Planning Board 
and the revised Site Plan are as follows: 

• Building A moves closer to the Dry Cleaners. 
• Building D flips with the parking so that Building D backs up to Building 

B. 
• Building E and the Club House flip so that building E backs up to 

Building C 
• We are still proposing a deviation to the off-street parking as we are 

twenty spaces short of the required 2.33 spaces per unit. We meet with 
the Public Works director after the Planning Board meeting and if we 
make the street driving aisles 12 feet each and eight feet of parking on 
both sides of the street. This will create 40-feet of asphalt and 44 to 
back of curb the street will accommodate on-street parking along both 
sides. This should provide ample guest parking for the development. 
This provides 12 foot driving isles and eight feet of parking on both sides 
this complies with the City of Whitefish Engineering Standards (Collector 
Street with Parking both side). The plan proposes 89 off-street parking 
spaces and 33 on-street for a total of 122 spaces. This is a greater 
deviation than previously proposed. 

02-24-2015 Al1:45 
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What does not change is the following: 
• The location of the 60-foot City street extension remains in the same 

location. 
• The building footprints, elevations, and unit count remains the same. 
• Lot coverage remains the same 
• We still request the height deviation to 39.5 feet to allow for architectural 

character of roof line. 
• The project will still provide 10% of the units (six units) as affordable rent 

controlled properties in partnership with the Whitefish Housing 
Authority. 

With the efforts of the developer and the Park Knoll residents working together, we 
encourage the City Council to review and consider the revised plan for pun approval. 

Sincerely, 

~ -tt-: (vA ~ 
Eric H. Mulcahy, AICP 
Sands Surveying Inc. 

End: Letter - Tom Tornow on behalf of Park Knoll. 
Email correspondence for John Wilson. 
10 copies of the revised site Plan 
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Eric H. Mulcahy 

From: 
Sent: 

John Wilson <jwilson@cityofwhitefish.org> 
Monday, November 03, 2014 5:00 PM 

To: 'Jeff Badelt' 
Cc: 
Subject: 

'Sean Averill'; 'Eric H. Mulcahy'; 'Wendy Compton-Ring' 
RE: Whitefish Crossing Parking 

Jeff 

I informed Eric that the collector street section with parking on one side will be required because we 
envision this road will eventually extended through to Karrow Ave. Brett's initial drawing showed the 
typical section for a local street with parking on one side and that is not an option. It's a question of 
what the Standards require, not what I support. Eric and I also discussed that this road section, with 
12 foot wide driving lanes, will increase the likelihood that we won't have to eliminate on-street 
parking when the traffic counts increase. 

I don't have a position regarding the project's compliance with zoning requirements. 

From: Jeff Badelt [mailto:Jeff@MtDevGroup.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03,201410:38 AM 
To: John Wilson 
Cc: Sean Averill; Eric H. Mulcahy 
Subject: Whitefish Crossing Parking 

John, 
Just touching base with you, a couple weeks ago there was a conversation w Eric regarding changing our proposed street 
design to a "collector standard" vs. "city standard". You indicated this was something that you could support regarding 
allowing residents some on street parking for the foreseeable future and Sean and I will agree to build to that standard. 
I recognize this is more of a zoning issue vs. public works issue but your opinion matters and support at council this evening 
would be appreciated. 
Give a call if you have any questions or concerns. 

Jeffrey Badelt 
Partner 
Montana Development Group 
406.890.8195 
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BUILDING B
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BUILDING D

BUILDING E
BUILDING A

SITE PLAN1 SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

SD2.0.6

14-535 SD2.0.6

MATT RHEES

SCHEMATIC DESIGN

BUILDING DATA PARKING DATAVICINITY MAP PROJECT DATA
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 2 OF DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION AND A PORTION OF TRACT
1 OF COS 10669 IN SECTION 1, T30N, R22W, P.M.M., FLATHEAD
COUNTY.

CURRENT ZONING:...............................................WB-2 / WLR

PROPOSED ZONING:.........................WB-2 / WLR WITH A PUD

PARCEL AREA:......................195,705 S.F.  / 4.493 ACRES

RETAIL USE:.........................18,077 S.F.  / 0.415 ACRE
NORTH APARTMENT USE:....45,738 S.F.  / 1.050 ACRE
SOUTH APARTMENT USE:....91,151 S.F.  / 2.093 ACRES
PROPOSED R.O.W.:..............40,739 S.F.  / 0.935 ACRE

PROPOSED APARTMENT OFFICE / CLUBHOUSE:..............1

PROPOSED APARTMENT BUILDINGS:..............................5

PROPOSED UNITS PER BUILDING:..............................12

PROPOSED TOTAL UNITS:..........................................60

UNIT TYPE PER BLD. NO. OF BLD. TOTAL
1-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/2-BATH 3 5 15
3-BED /2-BATH 3 5 15

TOTALS 12 60

PARKING REQUIRED:..........................2 STALLS PER UNIT
                        PLUS 1 GUEST STALL PER EVERY 3 UNITS

60  UNITS X 2 STALLS PER UNIT = 120 STALLS
60 UNITS X .33 STALL PER UNIT =   20 STALLS

TOTAL STALLS REQUIRED:.......................140 STALLS
                                    ( 2.33 STALLS PER UNIT)

RECOMMENDED PARKING:

=  15
=  60
=  30

GUEST PARKING: 1.0 STALLS PER 5 UNITS  =  12
TOTAL RECOMMENDED STALLS:  117

TOTAL OFF-STREET STALLS PROPOSED:.........89 STALLS

TOTAL ON-STREET STALLS PROPOSED:..........33 STALLS

TOTAL STALLS PROPOSED:............................122 STALLS
(2.03 STALLS PER UNIT)
(18 STALL REDUCTION)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 6,000 S.F. + 1,000 PER UNIT

WLR WB-2
LOT REQUIREMENTS REQUIRED REQUIRED PROPOSED
NORTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 45,738 S.F.
SOUTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 91,151 S.F.
MIN. NORTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 330 FT.
MIN. SOUTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 730 FT.

FRONT YARD SETBACK*: 25 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.**
STREET SIDE SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.
SIDE YARD SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. / NA 20 FT.+
REAR YARD SETBACK*: 20 FT. 20 FT. / NA 15-20 FT.

MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 FT. 35 FT. 40 FT.
LOT COVERAGE 30% N/A 18 %

NO SCALE

PROJECT
LOCATION

PROJECT DIRECTORY
OWNER

ARCHITECT

CIVIL

SURVEY

LANDSCAPE

SHEET

This document is the property of THE ARCHITECTS
OFFICE, PLLC and is not to be duplicated without
written authorization.

REVISIONS

DRAWN

THE ARCHITECTS OFFICE, PLLC

JANUARY 5, 2014

FILE

FILE NO.

DATE

SEAL

PROJECT

499 MAIN STREET ( 2 0 8 )  3 4 3 - 2 9 3 1
BOISE, IDAHO 83702 T A O I D A H O . C O M

6348 U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 93
WHITEFISH, MONTANA

MONTANA
DEVELOPMENT
GROUP

DEER TRACK
RESIDENCES
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CLUBHOUSE
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BUILDING B

BUILDING C

BUILDING D

BUILDING E
BUILDING A

SITE PLAN1 SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

SD2.0.4

14-535 SD2.0.4

MATT RHEES

SCHEMATIC DESIGN

BUILDING DATA PARKING DATAVICINITY MAP PROJECT DATA
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 2 OF DEAR TRACS SUBDIVISION AND A PORTION OF TRACT
1 OF COS 10669 IN SECTION 1, T30N, R22W, P.M.M., FLATHEAD
COUNTY.

CURRENT ZONING:...............................................WB-2 / WLR

PROPOSED ZONING:.........................WB-2 / WLR WITH A PUD

PARCEL AREA:......................195,705 S.F.  / 4.493 ACRES

RETAIL USE:.........................18,077 S.F.  / 0.415 ACRE
NORTH APARTMENT USE:....45,738 S.F.  / 1.050 ACRE
SOUTH APARTMENT USE:....91,151 S.F.  / 2.093 ACRES
PROPOSED R.O.W.:..............40,739 S.F.  / 0.935 ACRE

PROPOSED APARTMENT OFFICE / CLUBHOUSE:..............1

PROPOSED APARTMENT BUILDINGS:..............................5

PROPOSED UNITS PER BUILDING:..............................12

PROPOSED TOTAL UNITS:..........................................60

UNIT TYPE PER BLD. NO. OF BLD. TOTAL
1-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/1-BATH 3 5 15
2-BED/2-BATH 3 5 15
3-BED /2-BATH 3 5 15

TOTALS 12 60

PARKING REQUIRED:..........................2 STALLS PER UNIT
                        PLUS 1 GUEST STALL PER EVERY 3 UNITS

60  UNITS X 2 STALLS PER UNIT = 120 STALLS
60 UNITS X .33 STALL PER UNIT =   20 STALLS

TOTAL STALLS REQUIRED:.......................140 STALLS
                                    ( 2.33 STALLS PER UNIT)

RECOMMENDED PARKING:

=  15
=  60
=  30

GUEST PARKING: 1.0 STALLS PER 5 UNITS  =  12
TOTAL RECOMMENDED STALLS:  117

TOTAL STALLS PROPOSED:............................120 STALLS
                                (2.00 STALLS PER UNIT)

                                       (20 STALL REDUCTION)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 6,000 S.F. + 1,000 PER UNIT

WLR WB-2
LOT REQUIREMENTS REQUIRED REQUIRED PROPOSED
NORTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 45,738 S.F.
SOUTH LOT SIZE: 15,000 S.F. N/A 91,151 S.F.
MIN. NORTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 330 FT.
MIN. SOUTH LOT WIDTH 80 FT. N/A 730 FT.

FRONT YARD SETBACK*: 25 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.**
STREET SIDE SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. 20 FT.
SIDE YARD SETBACK*: 15 FT. 20 FT. / NA 20 FT.+
REAR YARD SETBACK*: 20 FT. 20 FT. / NA 15-20 FT.

MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 FT. 35 FT. 40 FT.
LOT COVERAGE 30% N/A 18 %

NO SCALE

PROJECT
LOCATION

PROJECT DIRECTORY
OWNER

ARCHITECT

CIVIL

SURVEY

LANDSCAPE

SHEET

This document is the property of THE ARCHITECTS
OFFICE, PLLC and is not to be duplicated without
written authorization.

REVISIONS

DRAWN

THE ARCHITECTS OFFICE, PLLC

JANUARY 5, 2014

FILE

FILE NO.

DATE

SEAL

PROJECT

499 MAIN STREET ( 2 0 8 )  3 4 3 - 2 9 3 1
BOISE, IDAHO 83702 T A O I D A H O . C O M

6348 U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 93
WHITEFISH, MONTANA
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
510 Railway Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT  59937  
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
March 10, 2015 
 
 
Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish MT  59937 
 
RE:  O’Shaughnessy Addition at 1 Central Avenue; (WCUP 15-02) 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  The Whitefish Theatre Company on behalf of the City 
of Whitefish is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to construct an addition 
onto the Whitefish O’Shaughnessy Center at 1 Central Avenue.  The proposed addition 
will be located on the northwestern side of the building, addition approximately 2,056 
square feet.  In addition, the applicant is proposing to modify the entrance along Central 
Avenue, increasing the area by 335 square feet.  The property is zoned WB-3, General 
Business District.  The Growth Policy designation for this area is ‘Core Commercial’ which 
corresponds to the WB-3.  A conditional use permit is required for the addition because the 
existing structure’s footprint is already over 7,500 square feet and the property is located in 
the Old Town Central District (§11-2L-4).  The proposed addition will include a multi-purpose 
room, conference room, waiting area, and bathrooms.  The property is accessed from both 
Railway Street and Central Avenue.  There is also an existing parking area shared with 
BNSF located north of the building. 
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
the above referenced conditional use permit with seven (7) conditions set forth in the 
attached staff report. 
 
Public Hearing:  A member of the Whitefish Theatre Company Board spoke at the 
hearing.  They addressed questions regarding the proposed addition to the front entry 
area, the proposed conference room, and the improvement to the view of the building 
from the overpass.  The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish City Planning Board met on February 19, 2015 
and considered the request.  Following the public hearing, the Planning Board 
recommended approval of the above referenced conditional use permit (7-0, 
unanimously) with seven (7) conditions as recommended by staff and adopted the staff 
report as findings of fact.   
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This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on March 
16, 2015.  Should Council have questions or need further information on this matter, 
please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Bailey Minnich, CFM 
Planner II 
 
Att: Exhibit A: Recommended Conditions of Approval 
 Draft Minutes of 2-19-15 Planning Board Meeting 
  
 Exhibits from 2-19-15 Planning Board Packet 

1. Staff Report – WCUP 15-02, 2-19-15 
2. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 1-29-15 
3. Advisory Agency Notice, 1-29-15 

 
The following were submitted by the applicant: 
4. Application for Conditional Use Permit, 1-6-15 

 
c: w/att Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
 
c: w/o att Whitefish Theatre Company, c/o Ross Anderson, 411 4th St. W., Whitefish 

MT, 59937 
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Exhibit A 
WHITEFISH THEATRE CO. 

WCUP 15-02 
Whitefish Planning Board 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 
February 19, 2015 

 
1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted on January 

6, 2015, except as amended by these conditions.  Any deviation from the plans 
shall require review by the Planning Office. 

 
2. Any new signage shall comply with Chapter 5 of the Whitefish Zoning Regulations. 
 
3. A landscaping plan shall be approved by the Whitefish Planning Office for the 

proposed addition in compliance with Chapter 4 of the Whitefish Zoning 
Regulations. 

 
4. If any new impervious surface is created that exceeds 5,000 square feet, an 

engineered stormwater plan shall be submitted for review and approval to the 
Public Works Department at the time a building permit application is submitted for 
the proposed additions to the existing structure. (Whitefish Engineering Standards, 
Section 5) 
 

5. The applicant shall be required to obtain a building permit from the City of Whitefish 
for the proposed additions to the existing structure. (City Building Code) 
 

6. The applicant shall be required to obtain approval for the proposed additions from 
the Architectural Review Committee prior to commencement. 

 
7. The conditional use permit is valid for 18 months and shall terminate unless 

commencement of the authorized activity has begun. (§11-7-8) 
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BOARD QUESTIONS 
OF STAFF 

Frank wanted to make sure we are not putting a user on 
our water system that would be more than it could handle, 
and whether something about that needed to be added to 
the Conditions of Approval, and Wendy replied Public 
Works was not concerned about the water use. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT None. 
 

MOTION Ken S. moved and Rebecca seconded to adopt the findings 
of fact within staff report WCUP 15-04, with the six 
Conditions of Approval.  The motion passed unanimously.  
Ken S. called for question. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION None. 
 

VOTE The motion passed unanimously.  The matter is scheduled 
to go before the Council on March 2, 2015. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 4: 
WHITEFISH THEATRE 
COMPANY 
CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT REQUEST 
 

A request by the Whitefish Theatre Company on behalf of 
the City of Whitefish for a Conditional Use Permit to 
construct an addition onto the O'Shaughnessy Center.  The 
property is located at 1 Central Avenue and can be legally 
described as Lot 2 of Depot Square Amd L1A & 1B of Amd 
L1 Subdivision, S36 T31N R22W. 
 

STAFF REPORT 
WCUP 15-02 
(Minnich) 

Planner II Minnich reviewed her staff report and findings. 
 
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within 
staff report WCUP 15-02 and for approval to the Whitefish 
City Council. 
 

BOARD QUESTIONS 
OF STAFF 

Rebecca asked Bailey whether the additional toilets are on 
the outside of the building and Bailey said no, those are 
already operational, the two new ones are next to the 
waiting area.  John asked what is happening to the front of 
the building, and Bailey said from what she understood, 
the doors currently on the inside of the building airlock will 
now go outward, and new exterior doors will be added, but 
it will not extend past the current existing awning.  John 
also asked whether these proposed changes to the 
O'Shaughnessy Center would have an effect on the possible 
bike/pedestrian tunnel under Wisconsin or Baker, and 
Bailey said based on the proposed modifications to the 
Downtown Master Plan draft, she does not think that this 
structure would be affected. 
 

APPLICANT/AGENCIES None. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Wayne Saurey, 10 Lupfer Avenue, Whitefish Theatre Board, 
spoke regarding the front entry question.  He said the 
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existing setup is a design flaw which causes a bottleneck in 
front of concession stand.  Their proposal is to move 
interior door to where the current exterior door is which 
will open up the airlock to provide more space in front of 
the concession area.  The proposed changes also include a 
conference room and a waiting room for rehearsals.  The 
Whitefish Theatre Company currently rents containers for 
custom storage, but will now have onsite storage, as well as 
storage for the seats that roll out.  Another improvement 
will be the view of the building from the overpass will be 
greatly enhanced, and they are also talking about changing 
the color of the exterior of the building.  Rebecca asked if 
the conference room can be rented by the community and 
Wayne said yes.  He said the additional bathrooms in the 
conference room area will also make this a more pleasant 
arrangement as people will not have to use bathrooms in 
dressing area, which currently double as changing rooms. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION 
 

None. 
 

MOTION Rebecca moved and John seconded to adopt the findings of 
fact within staff report WCUP 15-02, with the seven (7) 
Conditions of Approval attached. 
 

VOTE The motion passed unanimously.  The matter is scheduled 
to go before the Council on March 16, 2015. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 5: 
TIMBERLAND REAL 
ESTATE CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT REQUEST 

A request by Ben Davis on behalf of Timberlane Real Estate 
for a Conditional Use Permit to develop four (4) two-unit 
condominium buildings.  The property is located at 
722 Edgewood Place and can be legally described as Lot 9, 
Block 11 in S25 T31N R22W. 
 

STAFF REPORT 
WCUP 15-03 
(Compton-Ring) 

Senior Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff report and 
findings. 
 
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within 
staff report WCUP 15-03 and for approval to the Whitefish 
City Council. 
 

BOARD QUESTIONS 
OF STAFF 
 

Rebecca asked about water and stormwater concerns.  
Wendy said those will need to be addressed through an 
engineering plan.  Melissa asked if these are rentals and 
Wendy said that would be a question for the applicant, but 
that 30-day minimum rentals, no nightly rentals, would be 
allowed in this zoning area.  Frank asked whether this is 
before the Planning Board because of the proposal 
including four buildings with two units rather than one 
large building, or if there is also a density problem, and 
Wendy said density is not a problem, but the zoning 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
510 Railway Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT  59937  
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
March 10, 2015 
 
 
Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish MT  59937 
 
RE:  CJ Fullhouse LLC proposed Guesthouse at 1199 W. 7th Street; (WCUP 15-01) 
 
Honorable Mayor and Council: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  CJ Fullhouse LLC is requesting approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a guest house at 1199 W. 7th Street.  The property is 
currently developed with a barn, which they applicant would like to convert to part 
residential use.  The applicant is proposing to construct a new larger single-family 
residence on the property and convert the existing barn into the proposed guest house.  
The barn is approximately 1,800 square feet and will consist of a kitchen, living area, and 
2 bedrooms located above a garage space and barn area.  The property is zoned WLR, 
One-Family Limited Residential District.  The Growth Policy designation for this area is 
‘Suburban Residential’ which corresponds to the WCR, WSR, and WER zoning districts.  
The existing WLR zoning for the property is actually listed under the Urban designation, 
which is adjacent to the subject property both to the north and west.  The property is 
accessed from an existing gravel driveway off W. 7th Street. 
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of 
the above referenced conditional use permit with nine (9) conditions set forth in the 
attached staff report. 
 
Public Hearing:  The applicant’s representative spoke at the hearing.  They addressed 
the overall scope of the proposed project.  Additionally, one member of the public spoke 
at the hearing and raised concerns regarding the removal of vegetation along the 
southern and eastern property lines.  Additional questions were answered by the 
applicant during Board Discussion regarding the email submitted by the City of Whitefish 
Chief Building Official.  The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish City Planning Board met on February 19, 2015 
and considered the request.  Following the public hearing, the Planning Board 
recommended approval of the above referenced conditional use permit (5-1, Norton 
opposed, Meckel recused) with the addition of 2 conditions for a total of eleven (11) 
conditions and an addition to Finding of Fact #7.  The proposed additions are listed below. 
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• Finding of Fact #7: The proposed guest house is compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood because the use is similar to surrounding residential uses, it will be 
smaller in size and scale to the proposed single family residence, and the density of 
the subject property complies with the WLR zoning, and the community impact will 
be mitigated by the maintenance or restoration of the historic landscaping or 
hedgerows that were on the southern and eastern side of the property. 

• Condition #10: The applicant shall restore the mature hedgerow along the eastern 
and southern property boundary lines. 

• Condition #11: The applicant shall maintain and demonstrate continued compliance 
with all adopted City Codes and Ordinances. 

 
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on March 
16, 2015.  Should Council have questions or need further information on this matter, 
please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Bailey Minnich, AICP, CFM 
Planner II 
 
Att: Exhibit A: Recommended Conditions of Approval 
 Draft Minutes of 2-19-15 Planning Board Meeting 
 Email from Virgil Bench, Chief Building Official, 3-6-15 
  
 Exhibits from 2-19-15 Planning Board Packet 

1. Staff Report – WCUP 15-01, 2-19-15 
2. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 1-29-15 
3. Advisory Agency Notice, 1-29-15 
4. Received Public Comments 
5. Email from Virgil Bench, Chief Building Official, 2-11-15 

 
The following were submitted by the applicant: 
6. Application for Conditional Use Permit, 12-23-14 

 
The following was submitted after the Planning Board Packet was 
compiled and presented at the 2-19-15 Planning Board Meeting: 
7. Received Public Comment, Martin & Laurie Miller, 2-13-15 

 
c: w/att Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
 
c: w/o att CJ Fullhouse LLC, c/o Phil Mitchell, P.O. Box 1567, Whitefish MT, 59937 
 
  

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 234 of 537



Exhibit A 
FULLHOUSE 
WCUP 15-01 

Whitefish Planning Board 
Recommended Conditions of Approval 

February 19, 2015 
 

1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted December 
23, 2014, except as amended by these conditions.  Any significant deviation from 
the plans shall require approval. 

 
2. All storm water generated by the proposal shall be retained on-site.   
 
3. Two off-street parking space shall be designated for the guest house and two off-

street parking spaces shall be designated for the primary residence per §11-6-2(A) 
and §11-3-12(E) of the Whitefish Zoning Regulations. 
 

4. The applicant shall be required to obtain a building permit from the City for 
construction of the guest house and the proposed single-family residence. 

 
5. Prior to construction, the property owner shall provide the City a recorded copy of 

either a deed restriction or a restrictive covenant that the guesthouse may not be 
used for rental purposes or as a permanent residence for anyone employed in a 
home occupation on the subject property.   

 
6. Any outdoor lighting that is used for the guest house shall be placed on a timer or 

motion sensor and shall be fully shielded and/or have a full cut-off lens to avoid 
intrusion onto adjoining properties or into the night sky. 
 

7. Prior to construction, a turn-around shall be constructed at each structure which 
can adequate accommodate a three-point turn for a fire truck. 
 

8. Prior to construction, the first 80 feet of the gravel driveway shall be paved per 
§11-6-3-1(D)(2) of the Whitefish Zoning Regulations. 

 
9. The conditional use permit is valid for 18 months and shall terminate unless 

commencement of the authorized activity has begun.  
 
10. The applicant shall restore the mature hedgerow along the eastern and southern 

property boundary lines. 
 

11. The applicant shall maintain and demonstrate continued compliance with all adopted 
City Codes and Ordinances. 
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County and Kalispell for what similarities we could use in 
Whitefish, with better examples from other municipalities, 
and with comparisons between what Whitefish does and 
other examples.  Frank seconded.  John urged the board to 
continue this at least two meetings as he thinks the whole 
PUD chapter is problematic and needs to be rewritten to 
provide clarity.  Ken S. thought two Planning Board 
members and a Councilor or two should be involved with 
staff to put something together, maybe a total of 8-10 
people, to get input from interested parties.  Jim called for 
the question. 
 

VOTE The motion passed by a vote of 6 to 1, with Ken S., 
Rebecca, Frank, John, Jim and Ken M. in favor and 
Melissa opposed.  The matter was scheduled to go before 
the Council on March 2, 2015, but will now be postponed. 
 

ACTION BY CHAIR Ken M. recused himself and Vice Chair Ken S. assumed 
Chair position. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 2: 
CJ FULLHOUSE, LLC 
CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT REQUEST 
 

A request by CJ Fullhouse, LLC for a Conditional Use 
Permit to construct a guesthouse on a residential property.  
The property is located at 1199 West Seventh Street and 
can be legally described as Tract 3GA in S35 T31N R22W. 
 

STAFF REPORT 
WCUP 15-01 
(Minnich) 

Planner II Minnich reviewed her staff report and findings.  
One additional comment was received after packets were 
sent, and Bailey provided to all Board members. 
 
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within 
staff report WCUP 15-01 and for approval to the Whitefish 
City Council. 
 

BOARD QUESTIONS 
OF STAFF 

John asked why a CUP was needed in this situation and 
Bailey replied a guesthouse is not a permitted use in the 
current zoning of the property.  Frank mentioned this 
seems backwards as the primary residence has not been 
built and Bailey explained that it is not normally done this 
way, but there have been instances where, for example, the 
property owner builds a smaller residence first and then 
turns that into the guesthouse when financially feasible to 
build the primary residence.  In this case, the construction 
was already started on the guesthouse when this came to 
the attention of the Planning and Building Department.  
Rebecca asked why Virgil's conditions were not a part of 
the Conditions of Approval contained in Staff Report 
WCUP 15-01 and Bailey replied that zoning regulations are 
separate from building code regulations.  She said she had 
discussed the matter with the City Attorney whose 
suggestion was that a Condition could be added that the 
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owners maintain compliance with all city ordinances, 
rather than specifically saying that it would have to come 
into compliance with the building code or something 
specific.  Melissa asked for clarification that the owners 
would not need a CUP for their primary residence and 
Bailey said that was correct. 
 

APPLICANT/AGENCIES County Commissioner Phil Mitchell, 1450 West Lakeshore 
Drive, introduced the owners of the property, Curtis and 
Jodi Thew.  He spoke on their behalf as a friend and said 
when they first purchased the property they tore down a 
barn and are currently building a new barn.  As the 
structure was being built, the owners decided it would be a 
good idea to include a living quarters above the barn and 
then build the primary residence next year.  Phil suggested 
they apply for a CUP so they can start their house.  He 
pointed out the square footage of the living quarters is 
1,000-1,1000 square feet, not the 1,800 mentioned in Staff 
Report, as the structure has a barn shape.  He said Interim 
Fire Chief Page requested a circular driveway and that has 
been included. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Ken Meckel, 1129 West Second Street, said he is a 
neighbor, and would appreciate the opportunity to let 
vegetation come back in on south and east lines.  He said 
very old Caragana shrubs were chopped off at the ground 
between spruce trees and he would like the root balls to be 
allowed to come back to provide the buffer that has been 
lost.  He also mentioned that each residence is required to 
have a separate water and sewer connection, and wondered 
about the 80' paved driveway, as he thought the actual 
driveway was much longer than that and thought the City 
was trying to go with paved driveways as a means of dust 
abatement. 
 

BOARD DISCUSSION 
 

Rebecca asked Phil who the general contractor was and 
who was responsible for knowing the City's rules and why 
they weren't followed.  Phil said he was responsible and 
that Curtis is acting as the general contractor now.  Phil 
said the Code violations amounted to the owners putting 
up chipboard rather than sheetrock in the barn area which 
was a decision based on the barn housing horses.  The 
owners will now install sheetrock over the chipboard to 
come into compliance.  The other violation was a plumbing 
issue that has already been addressed.  Melissa pointed 
out the written comments from Virgil indicated there were 
additional problems and asked what those were.  Phil said 
he hadn't read the comments, but that he has been 
working directly with Virgil, and that Virgil said the 
building cannot be occupied until all Code requirements 
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are met and the only outstanding item is the sheetrock 
versus chipboard.  John asked Bailey about the length of 
the driveway and paving.  Bailey said the current zoning 
regulations are that only the first 80' have to be paved.  
Frank asked whether the structure was permitted as a 
residence or a barn.  Bailey replied as a barn, and then the 
owners came back with an amended permit to add a 
residential structure.  Frank said normally there is an 
opportunity to help residents come up with ways to 
mitigate impacts on their neighbors.  Since we weren't able 
to in this case, he suggested the Board could add 
Conditions if they wanted to.  Bailey said they would have 
to change a finding and following discussion, suggested 
Finding 7, Neighborhood/Community Compatibility, under 
Community Character, that as a Condition of Approval 
based on public comments received, that additional 
vegetation would be planted along the eastern and 
southern property boundaries. 
 

MOTION Rebecca moved not to continue the CUP to allow the 
applicant time to come into compliance with the building 
code.  Frank seconded the motion for purposes of 
discussion.  Rebecca said she has attended a lot of different 
meetings and has never seen written comments from Virgil, 
so that is very significant to her.  She also has concerns 
about the neighbors not being invited into the process until 
after the fact.  Normally, when the main dwelling is built, 
neighbors have an opportunity to realize how the secondary 
building will impact their property.  Rebecca would like the 
owners to be required to be compliant with all City codes 
first.  Frank asked Bailey whether that is the best way to 
ensure that this existing structure comes into compliance 
or would it be better to pass to through with a Condition of 
Approval that the structure will come into compliance with 
all City Ordinances and regulations, in other words, he 
wants to solve the problem without having to look at it 
again. 
 
John called for question.  All voted against the 
continuation of the CUP except Rebecca who was in favor, 
and Ken M. who abstained from voting.  Motion was 
denied. 
 
Frank moved to approve WCUP 15-01 with the current 
nine Conditions of Approval, with the addition to Finding of 
Fact No. 7 that the community impact be mitigated by the 
maintenance or restoration of the historic landscaping or 
hedgerows that were on the southern and eastern sides of 
the property, and to add a Condition of Approval No. 10 
that would require that the mature hedgerow along the 
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eastern and southern borders be restored, and Condition 
No. 11 that the applicant maintains and demonstrates 
continued compliance with City Code and Ordinances as he 
proceeds.  Jim seconded.  Frank said one of the reasons to 
require the continuation of compliance is because we have 
at least one property in the City that we let get away from 
us and he is very sensitive to not letting that happen again.  
John called for the question.   
 
 

VOTE The motion passed with Melissa, Ken S., Frank, John and 
Jim voting in favor.  Rebecca was opposed and Ken M. 
abstained from voting.  The matter is scheduled to go 
before the Council on March 16, 2015. 
 

ACTION BY CHAIR Ken M. resumed Chair position. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 3: 
SPOTTED BEAR 
SPIRITS CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT REQUEST 
 

A request by Lauren Osciloski on behalf of Spotted Bear 
Spirits for a Conditional Use Permit to start a handcrafted 
microdistillery.  The property is located at 505 Railway 
Street and can be legally described as Unit 1 of Double 
Summit Condo in S36 T31N R22W. 
 

STAFF REPORT 
WCUP 15-04 
(Compton-Ring) 

Senior Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff report and 
findings. 
 
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within 
staff report WCUP 15-04 and for approval to the Whitefish 
City Council. 
 

APPLICANT/AGENCIES Erica Wirtala, Sands Surveying, spoke on behalf of the 
applicants.  She said the proposed location is a smallish 
building space, with approximately 2,000 square feet, and 
will seat approximately 30 people.  The applicants are in 
agreement with the six Condition of Approval as outlined in 
the Staff Report. 
 
Rebecca asked the applicant, Lauren Osciloski, about the 
water use issue.  Lauren said as a distillery they do use 
water, but nothing like the amount used by a brewery.  
They plan to outsource the mashing process, not handle 
that onsite, so there will not be as much water use.  
Rebecca asked odor involved with a microdistillery and 
Lauren said there shouldn't be much, and compared it to 
that of a bakery.  Melissa asked if they had asked other 
businesses, potentially competitors, about the impact on 
their businesses, and Lauren replied they had received a 
very positive reception.  Melissa asked if outdoor seating 
was planned and Lauren replied no. 
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FULLHOUSE 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT WCUP 15-01 

EXHIBIT LIST 
FEBRUARY 19, 2015 

 
1. Staff Report – WCUP 15-01, 2-19-15 
2. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 1-29-15 
3. Advisory Agency Notice, 1-29-15 
4. Received Public Comments  
5. Email from Virgil Bench, Chief Building Official, 2-11-15 
 
The following were submitted by the applicant: 
6. Application for Conditional Use Permit, 12-23-2014 

 
 
 
 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 241 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 242 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 243 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 244 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 245 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 246 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 247 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 248 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 249 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 250 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 251 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 252 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 253 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 254 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 255 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 256 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 257 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 258 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 259 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 260 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 261 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 262 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 263 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 264 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 265 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 266 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 267 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 268 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 269 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 270 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 271 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 272 of 537



City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 273 of 537



 

 

 

 

 

 

(This page left blank intentionally to separate printed sections) 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 274 of 537



- 1 - 

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 
 

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 
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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, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on March 16, 2015, the Whitefish City 

Council considered the updated Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan, reviewed 

Staff Report WGPA 15-01 and the March 10, 2015 letter of transmittal, received an oral report 

from Planning Department staff, considered the recommendation of the Whitefish Planning 

Board, took public comment; 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 

March 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 
 
March 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. 
 
The Council opened the public hearing on February 17, 2015 and took public 
comment.  The Council left the public hearing open until the March 16, 2015 
meeting in order for the consultants to incorporate comments into the Plan.  Staff 
provided Council with a list of public and agency comments and which ones were 
incorporated into the Plan.  These comments are now included within the draft for 
review. 
 
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.   
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Public Hearing:  At the Planning Board public hearing, three members from the 
public spoke.  The 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. 
 
At the February 17, 2015 Council meeting, five members of the public spoke in 
support of protecting the downtown residential neighborhoods from negative 
encroachments.     
 
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 approve Resolution 15-___, a resolution indicating the Council’s 

intention to adopt amendments to the Whitefish Downtown Business District 
Master Plan update as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County 
Growth Policy and staff report WGPA 15-01 as findings of fact. 

 
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting 
on March 16, 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: Minutes, Whitefish Planning Board, 1-15-15 
 Minutes, Whitefish City Council, 2-17-15 
 
 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, 3-4-15 

 
Comments after 1-15-15 Planning Board 

5. Letter, John Ellis, 2-6-15 
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Other Comments Received on the Plan 

6. Public Comments, November 19, 2014 Public Meeting 
7. November 19-20, 2014 Stakeholder Meeting Itinerary 
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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neighborhood plan in accordance with MCA §76-1-103, but there 

was no second. 

 

Ken S. called for the question.  Richard, Ken S., Melissa, Jim, 

Rebecca and Ken M. voted yes and John abstained. 

 

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, if so, was there any 

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. 
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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" 

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 
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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. 

 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 
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months to allow the community to work through the various options, arriving at the best funding 
alternative for all concerned parties. (Letter is appended to the packet). 

Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public hearing and turned in over to the Council for their 
consideration. (CD 3:01 :1 0) Discussion among the Council followed. 

Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Hildner, to approve Resolution 15-
04; 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. The motion passed on a five (5) to 
one (1) vote, Councilor Frandsen voting in the negative. 

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) (CD 3 :23 :44) 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, to extend the meeting to 
11:30 p.m. per Resolution 08-10. The motion passed on a 5 to 1 vote, Councilor Frandsen voting 
in the negative. 

Mayor Muhlfeld excused Councilor Frandsen from the rest of the meeting as she was not feeling 
well .  

Planner Compton-Ring gave the staff report, reporting that in 2012 the Council requested the 
Downtown Master Plan be updated. The city moved forward and negotiated a contract with Crandall 
Arambula. During the updating process Crandall Arambula held several meetings with the staff and the 
public, and individually with community members and organizations. The Planning Board held a public 
hearing on the update on September 19, 2013 and recommended approval to the Council . The Council 
held a public hearing in October 2013, tabled action and scheduled a worksession and a public hearing 
for November 4, 2013. The public hearing was left open and a community information forum was held 
on March 12, 2014. The Planning Board held an additional public hearing to consider all the most 
recent updates in January 2015, and voted to recommend approval of the Downtown Master Plan with 
several suggested amendments. Planner Compton Ring said it is staffs' recommendation that the 
Council open the public hearing for this agenda item tonight, and following public testimony continue 
the public hearing until March 16, 2015 in order for all comments to be included in the Plan and for the 
consultants to present the Plan to the Council. Staff also recommended a worksession with the Council 
and consultants, if possible. 

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

13 
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Camisha Sawtelle, 239 Somers A venue, said the plan calls  for three standing residential units on 
Kalispell A venue and E. 3rct Street, to be removed and replaced by parking. She did not support that 
recommendation, she said those houses are part of an older, established neighborhood on Kalispell 
A venue and she requested the Council not tum residential into a parking lot. 

Paul McCann, 340 Somers Avenue, said he echoed Camisha's comment above. He preferred 
maintaining historical residential neighborhoods. He said it would set a bad precedent to tum that area 
into a parking lot. He said in recent history, the office building to the south wanted to remove a 
residential unit for additional parking for their building, and their request was turned down. He said 
everyone should be treated the same and warned against being arbitrary and capricious. 

Janice McCann, 340 Somers Avenue, said she attended the public meeting at the O' Shaughnessy 
and thought the updated plan should include the neighborhoods, not just the commercial downtown. 

Leo Rosenthal, 236 Columbia A venue, said he echoed the other comments regarding saving the 
neighborhoods. With the Council ' s  approval last week of the hotel at Spokane and 2nd Street, more 
residential has been displaced. 

Rhonda Fitzgerald, 4 12 Lupfer Avenue, said she would be in support of master plan review of 
the neighborhoods including hers that is west of Baker A venue. She said those close-to-downtown 
residential neighborhoods are valuable and should be preserved. 

Mayor Muhlfeld announced that the public hearing on the updated Downtown Business District 
Master Plan will be continued to March 16, 2015 . 

Manager Steams asked the Council to start considering how the city will pay for future parking 
lots, and suggested they could consider adopting a provision for a Cash in Lieu of Parking fund. 

Councilor Anderson made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to continue the public 
hearing to the March 16, 2015 Council meeting. The motion passed unanimously. 

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) (CD 3 :38 :1 0) 

Parks and Recreation Director Butts reviewed that the user groups from the rink had a 
worksession earlier tonight with the City Staff and Mayor and Council. She reported that the original 
deed to the City on the land where the rink was constructed, was donated to the City by the Mountain 
Trails Saddle Club and says, in part . . .  "for the sole purpose and on the condition that a portion thereof 
shall be developed, used and maintained as and for a children' s  public playground and the remainder 
thereof shall be developed, used and maintained as and for a family oriented public park and recreation 
area . . .  " At the worksession the Park Staff discussed that ice for public use has diminished some due to 
the increase of requests of private groups for ice time. Now the user groups are requesting an extended 
season to get more ice time so financial impact of that request was reviewed at the worksession. She 
said some of the user groups are non-profit, some are for-profit. Also discussed was the capability of 
rink operations equipment to keep up with the demand; and Park Staff addressed those issues in reports 

14 
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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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Land Use Framework 

The Land Use Framework provides 
a practlc:!l, proacti\,e gUide thm 
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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 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 294 of 537



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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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

Set.forth.a.new.implementation.strategy.for.public.projects.that.will.
stimulate.significant.private.investment.and.identify.project.phasing.for.
priority.projects

Emphasize.the.importance.of.providing.essential.retail.parking

Ensure.retail.tenant.recruitment.within.the.City.Hall.parking.structure.

Address.the.Whitefish.City-County.Growth.Policy.and.the.State.of.
montana.Growth.Policy.requirements.

Strengthen.the.connection.between.commercial.parcels.along.Wisconsin.
Avenue.and.north.of.the.railyard.with.the.downtown.core

Provide.additional.design.detail.and.phasing.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.. In. addition. to. tourism. uses,. the. plan. fosters. additional.
resident.serving.retail,.commercial.and.housing.uses..Downtown.projects.that.
have.significantly.contributed.to.continued.momentum.and.steady.growth.
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..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

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

Better.accommodate.existing.and.future.tourist.industries

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

Emphasize.the.natural.environment.as.a.central.feature.in.the.
community’s.appeal.to.residents.and.visitors.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

Address.historic.single.family.neighborhoods.land.use.and.compatibility.
issues.as.part.of.future.zoning.and.Architectural.Review.Standards.
documents.updates
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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.public.officials,.
city.staff,.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.and.Committees.

Whitefish.School.District.

Downtown.Businesses.and.Property.Owners.

















scheDule
The.master.plan.process.is.illustrated.below.

 

Master Plan area
The.planning.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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Master Plan 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
Roadway,.curbside.parking,.sidewalk.and.crosswalk.enhancements.
will.extend.the.Central.Avenue.streetscape.south.to.Fourth.Street,.
along.First.Street,.and.Lupfer.Avenue...They.will.include.elements.of.
the.existing.Central.Avenue.streetscape.and.match.the.character.and.
materials.

3) Whitefish Promenade
The.promenade.will.extend.existing.multi-use.trails.to.new.routes..It.
will.provide.a.protected.bikeway.and.sidewalk.enhancements.along.
Spokane.Avenue..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) Parking
New.public.parking.facilities.are.envisioned.to.serve.Central.Avenue.and.
Railway.District.shoppers.and.employees.

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.should.be.fostered.for.Central.Avenue.south.of.Third.Street.
and.in.the.Railway.District

funDaMental concePt
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Fundamental Concept 
Diagram

Multi-Use Trail (Underpass)
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12 ExECUTIvE.SUmmARy

caPacity DiagraM

The.capacity.diagram.is.a.snapshot.of.the.character.and.intensity.of.future.
downtown.development.stimulated.by.new.public.investment.

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.









DeveloPMent caPacity suMMary

Retail:.. . ........120,000.Square.Feet

Lodging:. ... ..........90,000.Square.Feet

Commercial:. . ..........80,000.Square.Feet

Residential:. .......... . ..80.Units

Retail.Supporting.Parking:.. 555.Spaces
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Capacity Diagram

Multi-Use Trail (Underpass)
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14 ExECUTIvE.SUmmARy

The.transportation.framework.identifies.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.planning.area..While.ensuring.that.essential.auto.and.truck.access.
are. 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.recreational.trails.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..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..These.new.streets.would.be.constructed.concurrently.with.adjacent.new.
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..

Shopping Loop emphasis Streets—Pedestrian-oriented. improvements.
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.

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..
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

93

93

O
’B

R
IE

N

FOURTH

THIRD

FIFTH

K
A

LI
SP

E
LL

C
O

LU
M

B
IA

SO
M

E
R

S

PA
R

K

P
IN

E

FIRST

DEPOT

Burlington Northern Railroad

WOODLAND

EDGEWOOD EDGEWOOD

SIXTH

SEVENTH

W
IS

C
O

N
SI

N

WAVERLY

SKYLESWhitefi sh
Lake

1/4 mile

W
h

i t e f i s h  R
i v

e r

C
E

N
TR

A
L

SP
O

K
A

N
E

B
A

K
E

R

RAILWAY

M
IL

E
S

SECOND

1/8 mile

LU
P

FE
R

W
IS

C
O

N
SI

N

Transportation
Framework

Shopping Loop emphasis Street

Pedestrian emphasis Street

Auto Mobility Street

new Street

Protected Bikeway

LegenD

Multi-Use Trail

Whitefish Promenade 

Multi-Use Trail (Underpass)

Baker Contra-Flow

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 312 of 537



1� ExECUTIvE.SUmmARy

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.where.rezoning.may.occur,.existing.
uses. should. be. ‘grandfathered’,. whereby. the. 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,.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.. 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..Within.
these.areas,.retail.uses.are.also.appropriate.

Public Parking—Existing.and.proposed.locations.of.public.parking.structures.
or.lots.

Civic—Current.locations.of.government.services,.churches,.and.schools.

Parks—.Current.and.proposed.locations.of.public.parks.

Multi-family (Attached) Residential—Existing. or. proposed. locations. for.
apartments,.condominiums,.townhomes.or.duplex.residential.structures.

Single Family Residential—.Areas.where.one.dwelling.unit.per.parcel.currently.
exists..

Industrial—. The. location. of. Burlington. Northern. Railway. property. that. is.
envisioned.to.remain.in.its.current.use.
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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.individuals/
interest.groups

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.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.provides.a.5-year.and.
long-term.blueprint.for.continuing.the.momentum.of.the.2006.master.Plan..The.
projects.have.been.grouped.within.either.a.5-year.or.long.term.timeline..

Generally,. the. 5-year. projects. stimulate. the. greatest. amount. of. economic.
development,. are. time. sensitive,. or. are. necessary. for. the. long. term.
implementation.of.other.desirable.projects..Long.term.projects.have.been.
identified. that. address. key. downtown. objectives. but. are. not. . likely. to. be.
funded.within.five.years.or.require.additional.planning.or.actions.by.project.
partners.such.as.the.montana.Department.of.Transportation.(mDT)..Projects.
may.occur.concurrently...

The.Project.Priorities.diagram.illustrates.the.location.of:

Necessary.regulatory.and.guidelines.updates

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.
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Project Priorities
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22 TRANSPORTATION.FRAmEWORK

much.of.downtown.Whitefish.is.within.the.public.realm,.including.its.roadways,.
sidewalks,.parks,.waterways.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.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.master.Plan..In.most.instances,.
the. Transportation. Plan. and. the. Downtown. Business. District. master. 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.master.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.are.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 fraMeWork 
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

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 319 of 537



23WHITEFISH.DOWNTOWN.BUSINESS.DISTRICT.mASTER.PLAN

12/21/14TRANSPORTATION FRAMEWORK
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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.(mDT)..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.(preserves.existing.trees.along.Spokane.Avenue)

Proposes.Baker.Avenue.contra-flow.lane.improvements.between.Second.
and.13th.Street.

Envisions.better.utilization.of.Baker.Avenue.as.an.additional.regional.
mobility.route

The.Urban.Highway.and.Baker.arterial.streets.should.be.designed.to.address.
the.unique.conditions.of.downtown.Whitefish..The.design.should.maintain.
mobility..while.‘calming.traffic’,.this.in.turn.will.foster.downtown.livability,.and.
strengthen.the.private.investment.environment.for.adjacent.parcels..Future.
improvements.should.include:.

Consideration.for.typical.conditions.rather.than.peak.commuting.
hours..Level.of.service.(LOS).or.other.standards.that.measure.roadway.
intersection.congestion.should.be.adjusted.to.accept.congestion.levels.
above.current.requirements.

A.suggested.traffic.signal.or.four-way.stop.at.First.and.Baker..The.
additional.traffic.control.will.improve.pedestrian.access.between.the.
Railway.District.and.Central.Avenue.retail.and.commercial.destinations..

Reduction.of.existing.large.corner.radii.turning.standards..Street.
intersections.should.be.designed.for.a.typical.FedEx.or.similarly.
sized.delivery.vehicle.that.service.businesses.daily.and.accommodate.
occasional.large.semi-trailer.truck.turning.movements.by.laying.down.
curbs.at.key.intersections.

maintaining.curbside.parking.wherever.possible

Reducing.speed.limits.to.20.mph.(maximum)

















neW streets
Conceptual.location.for.a.street.grid.north.of.Railway.Street.is.identified..These.
new. local.streets.will.provide.access.to.new.development. identified. in.the.
Land.Use.Framework..New.streets.should.be.constructed.concurrently.with.
new.development.of.parcels..These.streets.should.meet.existing.City.local.
street.standards..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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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—AUTO / TRUCK
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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.Transportation.(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.the.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.

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.preclude.the.ability.to.construct.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

Baker contra-flow–south of second street

The.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.does.not.support.Spokane.Avenue.widening.but,.does.support.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).

Adding.bicycle.lanes.or.shared.bicycle.and.auto.lane.improvements.(as.indicated)

The.Baker.Avenue.improvements.South.of.Second.Street.to.Fifth.Street.would.include:

Two.southbound.lanes.and.one.northbound.lane.

A.6’-6”.southbound.bike.lane.(replaces.curbside.parking).on.the.west.side.of.the.street.and.roadway.signage.and.pavement.
markings.indicating.a.northbound.shared.bike/auto.lane.on.the.east.side.of.the.street.(An.option.South.of.Third.Street.to.Fifth.
Street.would.be.to.remove.on-street.parking.on.both.sides.of.the.street.and.replace.with.a.6’-6”.bike.lane.in.each.direction)

maintaining.the.existing.curb-to-curb.dimension.of.50’-0”

maintaining.the.existing.10’.sidewalks





















Contra-Flow 
Configuration

Modified (Offset) 
Alternative C

not Recommended
Recommended
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Baker Contra Flow—South of Second Street 

Existing Commercial 
Buildings

Existing 
Church

(Existing) 

(Existing)

Maintain 
Curbside 
Parking

Bike 
Lane

Additional Southbound 
Travel Lane

northbound 
Shared Use
Travel Lane

Maintain 
existing 

Sidewalks
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Baker contra-flow–south of fifth street 

The.Baker.Avenue.improvements.South.of.Fifth.Street.to.the.Whitefish.River.would.include:

Increasing.the.existing.right-of-way.from.70’.to.82’.(6’.on.each.side.of.the.existing.right-of-way)

Increasing.the.curb-to-curb.dimension.from.44’.to.50’.and.matching.the.existing.curb-to-curb.dimension.north.of.Third.Street

Provide.an.additional.southbound.lane.and.maintaining.the.existing.northbound.lane.from.Second.Street.to.the.Whitefish.River

Include.6’-6”.bike.lanes.on.both.sides.of.the.street.that.would.connect.to.existing.bike.lanes.south.of.the.Whitefish.River

Include.new.parkways.on.both.sides.of.the.street.to.provide.a.roadway.buffer.and.winter.snow.storage

Relocating.sidewalks.(6’.min.).into.the.existing.adjacent.parks
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Baker Contra Flow—South of Fifth Street 

Bike 
Lane

Additional Southbound
Travel Lane

Parkway

Riverside
Park

Baker
Park

Relocate
Sidewalk Parkway

Relocate
Sidewalk

Bike 
Lane

(Expanded R.O.W)

(Expanded R.O.W)
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PeDestrian

While. all. streets. in. the. downtown. should. be. pedestrian-friendly,. the.
Pedestrian. Element. identifies. key. access. routes. between. neighborhoods.
and.within.Downtown..The.framework.includes.existing.improved.pedestrian.
streets. and. additional. streets. targeted. for. pedestrian-friendly. streetscape.
improvements.

PeDestrian eMPhasis streets
Downtown. Whitefish’s. visitor-driven. economy. is. dependent. on. creating. a.
pedestrian. oriented. setting. in. which. customers. feel. comfortable. strolling.
from.shop-to-shop,.relaxing.on.comfortable.benches.or.eating.and.drinking.
at. café. tables.. .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.. .The.Pedestrian.Elements.diagram.identifies.additional.
pedestrian.improvements.for.the.Downtown.and.include:

Pedestrian emphasis streets–.sidewalk.and.intersection.improvements.
provided.on.streets.within.residential.areas.of.the.downtown.along.with.
commercial-oriented.streets.that.complement.and.connect.with.the.
shopping.loop.streets

shopping loop emphasis streets–.sidewalk.and.intersection.
improvements.that.foster.retail.activity.and.have.a.consistent.character.with.
the.existing.Central.Avenue.improvements

Multi-use trails–.pedestrian,.and.bicycle.recreation.and.commuting.
routes.that.link.the.downtown.to.surrounding.neighborhoods

Multi-use trail underpass–.a.pedestrian.and.bicycle.underpass.of.
the.Baker/Wisconsin.viaduct.that.provides.an.alternative.to.the.at-grade.
intersection.crossing.at.Baker.Avenue.and.Railway.Street
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—PEDESTRIAN
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shoPPing looP eMPhasis streets
The. Shopping. Loop. Emphasis. streets. include. street. segments. where.
pedestrian-oriented. improvements,. combined. with. land. use. changes,.
expand.the.retail.offering.along.Central.Avenue.and.link.the.Railway.District.
to.the.Central.Avenue.corridor...A.‘common.thread’.of.similar.Central.Avenue.
sidewalk,. intersection,. lighting.and.landscape.elements.are.recommended.
and.include:

‘Tabled’.sidewalk-level.concrete.crosswalks.at.all.intersections

Recommended.14-foot.wide.sidewalks.(11’-6”.wide.sidewalks.minimum)

Ornamental.street.lights.at.corners.and.mid-block.locations

Covered.sidewalks.along.retail.frontages

Scored.concrete.sidewalks.(tooled.rather.than.sawcut.joints)

One.foot.wide.curb

Landscaped.curb.extensions.(Use.of.native.and.native.compatible.plant.
materials.is.encouraged)

Door.zone/bumper.overhang.zone.(set.back.covered.sidewalk.posts.from.
the.curb.to.minimize.auto.impacts.and.damage)

















Typical Shopping Loop Sidewalk elementsFirst and Baker Intersection Improvements

Ornamental 
Street Lights

Covered 
Sidewalks

Scored Concrete
Sidewalks
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Shopping Loop emphasis Street— 
First Street and Lupfer Avenue 
Improvements
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Shopping Loop emphasis Street—
First Street Concept (Lupfer Avenue to Baker Avenue)

Block 26 
New Development

Block 37
New Development

Covered 
Sidewalk

Ornamental
Street Lights

Retail
ground-Floor 

Use

Retail
ground-Floor 

Use

Angled
Parking

Widened 
Travel Lanes

(R.O.W Acquisition)

(R.O.W Acquisition)

note:
The.existing.ROW.is.60’.and.will.require.a.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)

Block 37
New Development

Existing Commercial
Building

Parallel Parking
(First to Second)

Angled Parking
(First to Second)

Ornamental
Lighting

Retail
ground-Floor 

Use

Covered 
Sidewalk

Possible 
Street Trees

(R.O.W Acquisition)

(R.O.W Acquisition)

note:
The.existing.ROW.is.60’.and.will.require.a.5’.
acquisition.of.ROW.or.easement.from.adjacent.
properties.on.both.sides.of.the.street
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Bicycle

The.Bicycle.Element.establishes.a.network.of.bicycle.facilities.that.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.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–Bi-directional,.10’.wide.‘Protected.Bikeway’.
route.along.Spokane.Avenue,.as.part.of.the.Whitefish.Promenade.are.
identified..Extension.of.the.protected.bikeway.south.of.Seventh.Street.
to.the.Whitefish.city.limits.should.be.fostered.

Multi-use trails (shared Pedestrian and Bicycle facility)–
Existing,.planned,.and.proposed.multi-use.trail.routes.are.identified..New.
multi-use.paths.should.be.12’.wide.(10’.minimum).to.accommodate.both.pedestrians.and.cyclists.comfortably..To.minimize.conflicts,.designated.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..A.description.of.the.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..A.description.of.the.design.and.characteristics.
of.these.routes.are.provided.within.the.Whitefish.Safe.Routes.to.School.master.Plan..

Bicycle signal–A.signal.phase.for.north/south.bi-directional.bicycle.movements.at.the.intersection.of.Spokane.Avenue.and.Second.Street.is.encouraged..As.
part.of.the.implementation.strategy,.additional.traffic.analysis.and.intersection.design.is.identified.as.necessary.to.determine.if.this.signal.is.warranted.

Bicycle Signal
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—BIKE
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LegenD
Proposed Protected Bikeway

Proposed Bikeway (mixed traffic bike route)
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Multi-Use Trail (Ped and Bike Path)
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Bike Lanes

Safe Routes to School Master Plan

Multi-Use Trail (Underpass)

Future Protected Bikeway (extend to City Limits)
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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.impacts.or.conflicts.on.adjacent.
sidewalks,.street.corners,.and.crosswalks..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.the.cycling.season.well.into.the.winter.
months.or,.for.more.hardy.cyclists,.all.year.

Multi-use trail (Pedestrian 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...









Spokane Avenue—Mature Trees to be Preserved
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Whitefish Promenade–spokane avenue    
(third to sixth street concept) 
Construction.of.this.segment,.may.occur.before,.but.is.likely.to.occur.as.part.
of.future.mDT.Highway.93.improvements..The.concept.diagram.illustrates.the.
improvements.and.key.elements.within.the.existing.right-of-way.from.Third.
to. Sixth. Street.. This. segment. includes. a. bi-directional. protected. bikeway,.
landscaped.parkways,.and.enhanced.sidewalks..As.necessary,. the. location.
of.the.protected.bikeway.may.meander.to.preserve.existing.trees,.and.the.
design.concept.may.vary.at.intersections.and.driveways..Detailed.site.survey.
information.will.be.required.to.identify.the.exact.location.of.mature.trees..The.
Whitefish.promenade.improvements.should:

Be.constructed.within.the.existing.70’.right-of-way

Include.a.new.10’.wide.bi-directional.off-street.asphalt.protected.bikeway.
on.the.east.side.of.the.roadway.

Construct.the.bikeway.6”.(minimum).above.the.roadway.surface.or.at.a.
grade.similar.to.the.sidewalk.

maintain.sidewalks.in.their.current.location.and.width.

Preserves.existing.mature.trees.throughout..mature.trees.should.
not.be.removed.to.construct.any.transportation.improvements..Tree.
preservation.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..Access.to.existing.parking.lots.should.be.
maintained.but.configured.to.minimize.auto.and.pedestrian.conflicts.















Bi-Directional 
Protected 

Bikeway

enhanced 
Intersections

Preserves All 
existing Trees

12’ Multi-Use 
Trail

Two Lane 
Roadway

existing
 Trail
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notes:
Curbside.parking.eliminated.from.Second.Street.to.Sixth.Street

Curb-to-curb.dimension.reduced.form.40’.to.29’

Travel.lane.width.widened.from.12’.to.14’-6”







Whitefish Promenade— Spokane Avenue
(Third to Sixth Streets)

Promenade Improvements

Maintain Two 
Travel Lanes

Protected 
Bikeway

enhanced 
Sidewalk

existing 
Curbline 
Location

existing 
Sidewalk

existing 
Parkway

existing 
Trees

existing 
Trees

Existing Residential/
Commercial Use

Existing Residential/
Commercial Use

Landscaped
Parkway
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Whitefish Promenade–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:

maintain.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.from.the.adjacent.
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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Whitefish Promenade— Spokane Avenue
(Second to Third Streets)

No Changes

existing 
Curb

Bi-Directional 
Protected Bikeway

new
Sidewalk

notes:
The.existing.ROW.is.68’.and.will.require.a.4’.to.11’.
acquisition.of.ROW.or.easement.for.the.promenade.
and.sidewalk.improvements

Additional.width.may.be.required.to.accommodate.
traffic.signal.poles,.control.boxes.fire.hydrants,.etc.





Relocate Sidewalk

Relocate Signal Pole and Add 
Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Crossing Signals

Relocate 
Ornamental Lights

existing 
Curb

enhanced Crosswalks
(Ladder Striping)

Hotel

Existing Hotel
Parking

existing 
Sidewalk

(R.O.W Acquisition

or Easement)

Promenade

Improvements

new
Street Trees
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Whitefish Promenade–spokane avenue Protected Bikeway 
Preferred concept (second to railway street)
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.. The.
preferred. concept. includes.a.bi-directional. protected. bikeway. throughout.
and.maintains.all.travel.lane.configurations..The.design.should:

Be.constructed.within.the.existing.78’.right-of-way.with.the.exception.of.
relocating.the.sidewalk.outside.of.the.right-of-way.in.order.to.preserve.
existing.trees.in.front.of.the.middle.School.

Provide.a.10’.wide.bi-directional.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

Construct.the.protected.bikeway.either.at-grade.with.the.existing.
sidewalk.or.at-grade.with.the.roadway

Require.a.bicycle.’dismount’.zone.at.the.intersection.of.First.and.Baker.to.
avoid.pedestrian.and.bicycle.conflicts

Provide.driveway.access.to.disabled-person.parking.and.vehicle.loading.
areas.adjacent.to.Central.School

Include.a.6”.raised.door.zone.(3’).between.the.parallel.parking.north.of.
First.Street.and.the.bi-directional.protected.bikeway

Dedicate.school.parking.spaces.in.the.city.parking.lot















Maintain 
existing Sidewalk 

Relocate Sidewalk 
Around Trees 

Dismount Zone: Stripe existing 
Sidewalk at Intersection

Bicycle Stop Signs 

Convert Angled Parking to 
Parallel Parking 

(Lose 11 Spaces)
3’ Door Zone  

no Change to Lane Widths 
or Configurations

Dedicate
School Parking 

Spaces

Remove Parallel Parking
(Lose 6 Spaces) 

Provide Driveway Access
for Disabled Person Parking 

and School Loading

Disabled-Person Parking/
School Loading Zone 

Bi-Directional 
Protected Bikeway 

Library
Parking

Diagonal Crossing 
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Whitefish Promenade—Spokane Avenue 
Protected Bikeway Preferred Concept
 (First to Railway) 

Door Zone/
Sidewalk

existing
Sidewalk

Parallel
Parking

Protected 
Bikeway

Existing
middle.School

Existing
Commercial.
Storefront

No Changes

note:
The.existing.northbound.travel.lane.is.
reduced.from.13’-6”.to.11’



Existing.Library.
Parking.Lot

(Existing)

existing 
Angled 
Parking
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Replace existing Sidewalk 
w/ 12’ Multi-Use Trail 

Bicycle Stop Signs 

Maintain existing 
Angled Parking 
(Lose 2 Spaces)

3’ Door Zone  

Library Parking Lot:
Convert Head-In Parking 
to Parallel (Lose 5 Spaces)

Whitefish Promenade–spokane avenue Multi-use trail/
Protected Bikeway alternative concept 
(first to railway street) 
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.First.to.Railway.Street..This.segment.
includes.the.combination.of.a.multi-use.trail.and.a.bi-directional.protected.
bikeway..It.maintains.all.travel.lane.configurations.and.widths..between.Second.
and.Railway.Streets..The.design.should:

From.Second.to.First:

match.the.improvements.identified.for.the.preferred.protected.bikeway.
alternative.concept

From.First.to.Railway:

Include.a.12’.wide.asphalt.multi-use.trail.replacing.the.existing.sidewalk.
north.of.First.Street.to.Railway.Street

maintain.angled.parking

Requires.an.8’.easement.on.the.east.side.of.the.street.from.First.to.
Railway.from.the.middle.School.and.library.parcels

Include.a.6”.raised.door.zone.(3’).between.the.existing.angled.parking.
and.the.multi-use.trail

maintain.the.existing.parking,.travel.lanes.and.sidewalk.conditions.on.the.
west.side.of.the.street













Diagonal Crossing 

Dismount Zone: Stripe existing 
Sidewalk at Intersection

Match Preferred 
Protected Bikeway 
Concept
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Whitefish Promenade—Spokane Avenue 
Multi-Use Trail/Protected Bikeway Alternative 
Concept (First to Railway) 

Door Zone/
Sidewalk

12’ Multi-Use 
Trail

No Changes

note:
Requires.8’.easement.or.right-of-way.
acquisition.along.the.middle.School.
and.library.parking.lot



Existing
middle.School

Existing
Commercial.
Storefront

Convert Head-In
Parking to Parallel 

(R.O.W Acquisition

or Easement)
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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.12’.wide.multi-use.trail.as.indicated

Preserve.existing.trees.within.Depot.Park

Require.removal.of.curbside.parking.along.the.O’Shaughnessy.frontage

Include.a.landscaped.separation.between.the.O’Shaughnessy.public.
restroom.and.the.multi-use.trail.to.minimize.conflicts.between.
pedestrians.and.cyclists









Depot Park—Mature Trees to be Preserved
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Whitefish Promenade—
Depot Park Route

12’ Multi-Use Trail 
 

O’Shaugnessy Center 
expansion 

existing Parallel
Parking

‘Door’ Zone (3’)
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Diagonal Multi-Use Trail 
Crossing

 

Maintain existing 
Curbline

Provide a Landscaped Separation 
Between the Public Restroom and 

Multi-Use Trail

Depot 
Park

Preserve 
existing 

Trees
 Remove Curbside Parking and 

Widen Sidewalk for 
12’ Multi-Use Trail 
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Baker/Wisconsin viaduct (railway street to edgewood Place 
concept)
The.concept.diagram.illustrates.improvement.characteristics.and.location.of.
key.elements.within.the.public.right-of-way..The.design.should.include:

A.12’.wide.multi-use.trail.as.indicated.on.both.sides.of.the.roadway

A.new.ornamental.wrought.iron.fence.to.replace.the.chainlink.fence.and.
consider.integrating.public.art.or.interpretive.elements.into.the.fence.
design.

‘Gateway’.landscaping.within.roadway.medians.and.sloped.entry.points.
at.the.approaches.to.the.viaduct

Landscaped.planters.along.the.edge.of..protective.concrete.jersey.
barrier.walls

Ornamental.lighting.and.benches

A.trail.head.interpretive/information.kiosk.and.map

Pedestrian-friendly.sidewalk.and.crosswalk.improvements.at.the.
intersection.of.Baker.Avenue.and.Railway.Street..The.crossing.distance.
should.be.narrowed.by.removing.the.right-turn.northbound.lane..The.
intersection.should.be.redesigned.to.be.tabled.with.crosswalk.and.
landscape.treatments.similar.in.design.to.the.Second.Street.and.Central.
Avenue.intersection.

Ladder.style.crosswalk.striping.at.the.intersection.of.Edgewood.and.
Wisconsin

A.new.crosswalk.at.the.north.edge.of.the.viaduct.aligned.with.the.
existing.trails.on.either.side.of.the.roadway

The.ability.to.accommodate.a.future.underpass.and.multi-use.trail.





















new Angled Parking

new Trailhead entry

16 Spaces

12’ Multi-Use Trail

Ornamental Fence

Connect to existing Trail 

new Crosswalk

Connect to existing Trail 

gateway
Landscaping 

Median
Landscaping 

Ladder Stripe
Crosswalk 

narrow Trail Lanes

gateway 
Landscaping

Median 
Landscaping

connection

A.speed.limit.reduction.on.the.viaduct

Permitting.two-way.travel.on.Railway.Street.west.of.Baker.Avenue

Adding.angled.parking.along.Railway.Street,.west.of.Baker.Avenue,.for.
recreational.trail.use.and.additional.Railway.District.retail.parking







Future Underpass 

Remove Right- 
Turn Lane 

Tabled Intersection:
new Crosswalks and Sidewalk enhancements

23 Spaces

Info Kiosk

20 Spaces

Future Multi-Use Trail 
& Underpass
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Ornamental
Fence

Ornamental 
Lighting

Multi-Use Trail

Low Maintenance
Landscape Planters 

Multi-Use Trail

Seating

note:
Existing.roadway.width.would.be.
reduced.from.46’.to.31’



Concrete 
‘jersey’ Barrier

Maintain Two 
Travel lanes

Whitefish Promenade—Multi-Use Trail
(Baker/Wisconsin viaduct)
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12/21/14TRANSPORTATION—PROMENADE
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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.the.Americans.with.Disabilities.Act.(ADA).
compliance.standards.for.maximum.slopes..The.underpass.should.not.
have.steps.or.switchbacks..

Be.airy..It.should.be.20’.minimum.width.and.10’.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,.and.durable.structure..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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Underpass example Underpass example 

Underpass example Underpass example 
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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

The.gateways.include:

thirteenth street crossing– located.at.13th.and.Spokane,.this.gateway.
is.outside.the.downtown.planning.area..Additional.analysis.and.design.is.
required.

Wisconsin crossing– located.at.the.intersection.of.Edgewood.Place.
and.Wisconsin.Avenue,.improvements.should.be.included.as.part.of.the.
viaduct.enhancements.and.any.improvements.to.private.commercial.parcel.
development.north.of.the.intersection.















gateway Diagram

gateWays

Wisconsin Crossing 
Gateway

West Highway 93 
Crossing Gateway

Thirteenth Street 
Crossing Gateway            

West highway �3 crossing– located.at.Second.Street.and.the.
Whitefish.River.bridge,.improvements.should.be.included.as.part.of.
the.Second.Street.enhancements.or.improvements.to.the.Whitefish.
Promenade.
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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.are.indicated.

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:

Whitefish.municipal.Code.zoning.ordinances.and.maps–Amendments.
to.existing.regulations.or.creation.of..a.new.‘overlay’.district.should.be.
completed.where.existing.zoning.is.not.aligned.with.this.vision..Generally,.
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..Designated.private.property.shown.
for.public.uses.such.as.a.park.or.parking.facility.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–Current.discretionary.guidelines.used.to.review.site.
and.building.proposals.will.need.to.be.updated.or.created..The.review.
process.should.also.be.assessed.and.amended.as.needed.

The.City-County.Growth.Policy.Plan–applicable.maps.and.policies.must.
be.updated.following.the.downtown.zoning.revision.process.
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12/21/14PRIMARY LAND USE FRAMEWORK
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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
For. ground. floors. of. buildings. identified. as. storefront. retail. frontage,.
amendments.to.current.Whitefish.zoning.ordinances.and.Architectural.Review.
Standards.that.regulate.downtown.retail.use.will.be.required..Following.Plan.
adoption,.zoning.amendments.should.address.the.following:

Permitted Uses—Ground. floors. of. all. indicated. block. frontages. should.
be. limited. to. retail. uses. exclusively.. Retail. uses. should. be. defined. as..
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—New.or.renovated.retail.shops.should.be:
Street-oriented–the.bulk,.and.massing.of.structures.should.be.sited.to.provide.
continuous,.edge-to-edge.retail.uses.along.identified.street.frontages..These.
frontages.should.be.uninterrupted.by.parking.lots.or.other.disruptions;.new.
Architectural.Review.guidelines.should.address.form.and.massing.elements.
that.are.compatible.with.the.existing.building.character...

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.prohibited.for.new.construction.or.major.
renovations..Front.doors.to.retail.uses.should.be.required.to.face.the.street.
or.street-oriented.courtyards.
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shoPPing looP retail exPansion

120,000.square.feet.of.additional.retail.uses.has.been.identified.at.build-out.
for.parcels.along.the.shopping.loop..The.identified.development.would.occur.
within.two.anchor.block.project.areas:

Railway.District.Anchor.Blocks—Properties.that.comprise.this.anchor.area.
are.owned.by.multiple.entities.(Blocks.26,.27,.37.and.the.City.Hall.parking.
structure)..To.maximize.investment,.a.collaborative.redevelopment.
approach.should.be.fostered...

Central.Avenue.South.Anchor.Block—.Properties.within.this.anchor.block.
are.owned.by.both.public.and.private.entities.(Existing.municipal.parking.
lot.and.single.family.residential.parcels)..A.public-private.partnership.
or.acquisition.of.private.property.by.the.City.of.Whitefish.will.likely.be.
required.for.implementation.of.this.concept

railway District anchor Blocks Projects
Retail. storefronts.are.envisioned.to.extend.westward. from.Central.Avenue.
along. First. and. Lupfer. in. the. Railway. District.. Along. this. corridor,. new.
development. that. accommodates. both. small. and. large. floor. plate. retail.
establishments.should.be.fostered..Uses.that.serve.local.residents.such.as.a.
grocery.or.pharmacy.should.be.recruited.for.these.blocks,.especially.in.the.
city-owned.parking.structure..

The. retail.expansion.plan. (opposite.page).and.massing.diagram. (Page.62).
Illustrates.the.location.of.ground-floor.retail.storefronts,.and.building.heights.
and.massing.that.conforms.to.current.zoning.development.standards..Buildings.
are. setback. from. existing. property. lines. along. First. and. Lupfer. to. allow.
development.of.shopping.loop.street.improvements..

As.part.of.a.zoning.code.update,.the.maximum.size.of.buildings.may.need.to.
be.revised.to.permit.larger.uses.by.right.rather.than.conditionally..The.Railway.
District.Anchor.Blocks.projects.include:

Block 26– envisions.an.assembled.development.site.that.includes.a.
large.Baker.Avenue-oriented.single.story.anchor.along.with.multi-story.
commercial.uses.fronting.First.Street...Apartments.or.condominium.
uses.are.suggested.as.a.transition.and.buffer.between.the.new.uses.and.
existing.uses.along.Lupfer..Retail.and..commercial-serving.parking.(along.
with.possibly.public.parking).could.be.located.in.a.basement.level.below.
the.retail.anchor.building.
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Block 37– envisions.smaller-scaled.development.on.a.parcel-by-parcel.
basis..mixed-use.buildings.that.include.commercial,.residential.and.
ground.floor.retail.uses.are.suggested..To.maximize.building.size,.parking.
is.proposed.in.a.shared.lot.behind.the.buildings..A.shared.parking.
development.agreement.between.property.owners.and.approval.by.the.
city.would.be.required.for.implementation.

Block 27– envisions.a.‘boutique’.hotel,.and.commercial.or.residential.
development.over.ground.floor.retail.fronting.First.Street..Development.
of.the.hotel.would.require.relocation.of.the.existing.grocery.use..
Relocation.of.the.grocery.store.to.Block.26.should.be.investigated..

Additional.redevelopment.is.also.envisioned.within.the.ground-floor.of.the.
City.Hall.parking.structure.(corner.of.First.and.Baker).and.retail.storefront.infill.
sites.along.First.Street.and.Central.Avenue.





BLOCK 26 BLOCK 27

BLOCK 37

Railway District 
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ReTAIL
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Shopping Loop 
Retail expansion Plan–
Railway District Anchor 
Blocks

ground-Floor 
Storefront Retail

LegenD

existing ground-Floor 
Storefront Commercial

BLOCK 26

BLOCK 37

BLOCK 27

City
Hall

Retail
Parking

Structure

(3 Floors)

(2 Floors)

(1 to 2 Floors)

(2 to 3 
Floors)(3 Floors)

Retail
Anchor

Private Parking
Lot

(3 Floors)

(3 Floors)

(2 to 3 Floors)

(2 to 3 Floors)
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MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

BOUTIQUE
HOTEL

MUNICIPAL
PARKING

STRUCTURE

CITY
HALLPRIVATE

PARKING

COMMERCIAL
MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

RETAIL

RETAIL ANCHOR W/ 
BASEMENT LEVEL 

PARKING

COMMERCIAL

COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL

BLOCK 26

Retail (ground-Floor)   30,000 SF
Commercial (Upper Floor)    11,000    SF
Multi-Family                                             40  DU
Parking              85 SP  

BLOCK 27

Lodging                   50,000 SF
Retail  (ground-Floor)                   30,000  SF
Commercial (Upper Floor)  10,000 SF
Parking                                                                 80  SP  

BLOCK 37

Retail  (ground-Floor)       30,000 SF
Commercial (Upper Floor) 20,000 SF
Multi-Family                  40 DU 

FIRST AnD CenTRAL

ground-Floor Retail       20,000 SF
Commercial (Upper Floor)  9,000 SF

DeveLOPMenT SUMMARY

Shopping Loop 
Retail expansion 
Massing Diagram–
Railway District Anchor 
Blocks

BLOCK 26

BLOCK 37

BLOCK 27
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Block 2� ‘increMental’ oPtion
The.previous.page.illustrates.a.preferred.vision.for.redevelopment..However,.
there.are.a.number.of.possible.redevelopment.scenarios.for.Block.26..The.
intensity. of. development. is. dependent. on. a. number. of. factors. such. as.
the.ability.to.assemble.parcels. (currently.there.are.three.property.owners),.
timing. of. redevelopment,. and. the. viability. of. possible. co-development. in.
conjunction.with.adjacent.blocks..The.scale.and.character.of.development.
will.be.determined.by.existing.property.owners.and.future.investors..If.parcel.
assembly.is.not.possible.the.following.option.may.also.be.considered:

Preserve.the.existing.vFW.building.and.provide.a.new.vFW.parking.lot.
north.of.the.building.(redevelopment.of.existing.fast.food.restaurant.and.
vacant.lot)

Include.a.new.multi-family.building.fronting.Lupfer.Avenue

Include.commercial.buildings.with.ground-floor.retail.fronting.First.Street
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Block 26—Retail and Housing Alternative 1 
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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.
long.term.future.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..

Existing.commercial.uses.fronting.Third.Street.may.remain.or.the.parcels.
may.be.redeveloped.as.multi-story.commercial.buildings.

The.retail.anchor.building.may.be.a.single.use.or.may.include.upper.
floor.uses.such.as.lodging,.office,.or.residential.uses.

The.removal.of.retail.serving.parking.on.the.corner.of.Third.and.
Central.should.not.take.place.unless.replacement.parking.is.provided..
Replacement.parking.should.be.relocated.to.serve.Central.Avenue.
retail.









Retail Anchor & Parking Plan

a

P

Retail Anchora

LegenD

P Public Parking

ground-Floor 
Storefront Retail
ground-Floor 
Storefront Commercial
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Retail Anchor & Parking 
Massing Diagram

RETAIL
ANCHOR
(3 floors)

MUNICIPAL
PARKING LOT

COMMERCIAL
(3 Floors)

MAINTAIN
EXISTING
ALLEY

LANDSCAPE
BUFFER/SCREEN

THIRD AnD CenTRAL
Retail/Commercial  (ground -floor)         10,000    SF
Commercial (upper-floor)           30,000 SF  
Public Parking                    80 SP  
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coMMercial

The.Commercial.Element.identifies.a.significant.amount.of.new.development.
opportunities. throughout. the. downtown.. Providing. opportunities. for.
commercial.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.development.extending.along.First.Street.in.the.
Railway.District.and.along.Lupfer.Avenue.and.connecting.to.Second.Avenue.
as.part.of.the.pedestrian.enhanced.street.‘shopping.loop;’.

Railway District –.Commercial.development.emphasis.along.Second.Avenue;.
throughout.the.district,.redevelopment.of.vacant.and.under.utilized.parcels.
should.be.fostered.

Spokane and Baker Avenue Corridors –.Commercial.development. that.
adaptively.reuses.existing.residential.structures.along.Spokane.Avenue.and.
redevelopment.of.vacant.parcels.and.parking.lots.along.Baker.Avenue.should.
be.fostered..Additional.auto-oriented.uses.such.drive.through.bank.facilities.
should.be.prohibited.

regulatory requireMents
Following.Plan.adoption,.zoning.amendments.should.address.the.following:

Permitted Uses—Future.zoning.ordinance.updates.should.limit.permitted.
uses.to.professional.offices,.services.and.similar.uses.that.are.compatible.with.
adjacent.residential.uses.
Development Standards—Site. development. standards. should. limit. or.
prohibit.street.fronting.parking,.drive-thru.facilities.or.similar.auto-oriented.
development.
Development Standards—.An.update.to.the.Architectural.Review.Standards.
should.address.commercial.development.compatibility.with.existing.historic.
uses.







Residential-Compatible Commercial
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Commercial Upper-Floor (Optional)

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..

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.for.structures.to.be.constructed.
efficiently,.and.located.along.major.access.routes..The.parking.structure.sites.
include:

City Hall Retail Structure–The.structure.should.be.constructed.to.serve..
City.Hall,.but.have.a.primary.function.of.serving.downtown.retail.and.. .
commercial. customers.. Internal. vehicle. circulation. should. be. designed. to.
avoid.conflicts.(one-way.preferable);.vertical.circulation.(grouped.elevators.and.
stairs).should.be.provided.at.both.the.north.and.south.ends.of.the.structure;.
ground-floor.retail.space.should.be.designed.to.accommodate.retail.uses.that.
will.serve.local.residents.

Spokane Avenue and Second Street Parking Lot (Long Term Structure)– 
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..

South Retail Anchor–.This.parking.facility.would.replace.parking.lost.as.a.
result.of.constructing.a.retail.anchor.at.the.current.Central.Avenue.municipal.
lot. (Central. and. Third).. Initially. this. site.would.be. a. parking. lot. and. would.
transition.to.a.structure.over.time.

PuBlic Parking

Block 26 Public/Private Parking Structure–. A. public. or. private. parking.
structure,. as. demand. warrants,. may. be. included. as. part. of. the. Block. 26.
redevelopment..

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,.outlying.
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:

Central Avenue Municipal Lot–.Relocated.to.the.half.block.west.between.
Third.and.Fourth.when.a.retail.anchor.is.constructed.at.this.site..

O’Brien Avenue Lot–.Located.north.of.Second.Street,.this.site.would.serve.
retail. and. commercial. uses. and. employee. parking. needs. in. the. Railway.
District..

Snow Storage Lot–Located.northeast.of.Railway.Street.and.Columbia.Avenue.
this.site.would.provide.parking.during.summer.seasons.for.school,.downtown.
activities,.and.employee.use
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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

MUNICIPAL
PARKING

STRUCTURE

CITY
HALL

BAKER AND SECOND 
ACTIVE EDGE 

(TRANSPARENT GROUND-FLOOR 
WINDOWS)

CORNER
‘SIGNATURE’ ENTRY

BUILT TO 
PROPERTY LINE
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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.with.the.addition.of.design.modifications.
to.the.south.side.of.the.park.along.Railway.Street.from.Spokane.Avenue.to.
Central.Avenue.that.include.the.Whitefish.Promenade.(12’.multi-use.trail.and.
3’.door.zone)..

neW railWay District Park sPace
Currently,.the.Railway.District.lacks.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.

Should.include.Trailhead.parking.along.Railway.Street.(West.of.Baker.
Avenue)
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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.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

Street-Oriented
Lobby

Short Term
 Valet Parking

Ground-Floor
Retail (Restaurant) 
Along First Street

Parking
Below

Boutique Hotel Diagram
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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..As.
part.of.a.future.zoning.ordinance.update,.designated.multi-family.parcels.
south.of.Third.and.west.of.Baker,.may.be.considered.for.down.zoning.to.
permit.single-family.housing.exclusively.





resiDential

Lupfer Housing Massing Diagram

multi-family.residential.over.retail,.or.commercial.development.

Buildings.constructed.to.a.maximum.height.of.three.stories.

Prohibiting.auto-oriented.uses.and.development,.including.residential.
development.surrounded.by.suburban-styled.parking.lots.or.townhomes.
with.street-oriented.garage.doors.

Providing.a.range.of.housing.opportunities.for.a.variety.of.incomes.and.
ages.

Providing.both.for-rent.apartments.and.for-sale.options.

Affordable.housing.for.those.making.less.than.100%.median.family.
income.should.be.provided.

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.

















MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

SHARED
PRIVATE

PARKING

MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL
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12/21/14LAND USE—HOUSING
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Single Family Residential

Multi-Family Upper-Floor Residential (Optional)
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overvieW

The.Whitefish.Downtown.Business.District.master.Plan.provides.a.5-year.and.long-term.blueprint.for.continuing.the.momentum.of.the.2006.master.Plan...The.
primary.objective.of.the.implementation.strategy.is.to.identify.public.sector.improvements.and.public-private.partnerships.that.will.spur.additional.economic.
development...moreover,.the.implementation.strategy.identifies.issues.and.objectives.that.were.not.fully.addressed.or.have.emerged.since.the.completion.of.
the.2006.master.plan..These.include:

The.need.to.refine.existing.policies,.regulations.and.guidelines.that.maintain.downtown.architectural.character,.scale,.form.and.massing;.regulations.that.
address.preservation.of.existing.single.family.homes.while.maximizing.opportunities.for.additional.affordable,.higher.density.housing.residences;.permitted.
use.and.map.amendments.that.provide.additional.commercial.sites.that.in.turn,..ensure.that.downtown.has.adequate.development.capacity.to.meet.future.
demand

Clarification.and.streamlining.of.the.development.approval.process.to.increase.approval.process.predictability.for.both.the.private.and.public.sector.and.
certainty.that.the.Downtown.build.out.occurs.as.envisioned

Construction.of.street,.open.space.and.pathway.improvements.that.will.foster.additional.commercial.and.retail.uses.that.serve.local.residents;.additional.
safe.and.direct.pedestrian.and.bicycle.access.routes.within.downtown.that.link.new.and.existing.development.effectively,.especially.those.areas.north.of.
the.viaduct;.increased.roadway.capacity.along.Baker.to.reduce.peak.hour.congestion.and.minimize.traffic.impacts.on.Spokane.Avenue

Strengthening.of.existing.retail.and.commercial.uses.by.providing.additional.parking.at.strategic.locations

Inclusion.and.design.refinement.of.concurrent.planning.projects..

Priority Projects— stimulating Downtown investment

Priority.projects.include.planning.actions.and.physical.infrastructure.improvement.projects.that.support.the.land.use.and.transportation.elements..Identified.
projects.are.achievable.within.a.reasonable.timeframe.(5-10.years).and.are.economically.prudent..The.list.includes:

Individual.projects.such.as.the.Whitefish.Promenade.and.associated.improvements.such.as.landscaping.or.parking.remediation.

Anchor.project.areas.where.multiple.public.infrastructure.improvement.and.private.parcel.development.projects.have.been.grouped.because.
implementation.is.reliant.upon.or.improved.by.actions.taken.by.adjoining.projects

PreliMinary Project scheDule

The.projects.have.been.grouped.within.either.a.5-year.or.long.term.timeline..

Generally,.the.5-year.projects.stimulate.the.greatest.amount.of.economic.development,.are.time.sensitive,.or.are.necessary.for.the.long.term.
implementation.of.other.desirable.projects

Long.term.projects.have.been.identified.that.address.key.downtown.objectives.but.are.not.likely.to.be.funded.within.five.years.or.require.additional.
planning.or.actions.by.project.partners.such.as.mDT

Projects.may.occur.concurrently..Following.adoption.of.the.plan,.the.schedule.should.be.refined.as.part.of.the.Action.Plan.work.task...
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Priority Projects

12/21/14PHASING PLAN
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Action Plan, Zoning Ordinance Update,    
Architectural Review Standards Update

City Hall Parking Structure Storefront Retail Tenant Recruitment

Whitefish Promenade- north Segment

Central Avenue South- Retail Anchor Projects  

Railway District- Retail Anchor Projects

FIve YeAR PROjeCTS

Whitefish Promenade- South Segment

Whitefish Promenade- Underpass

Spokane Avenue Parking Structure

LOng TeRM PROjeCTS
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FIve YeAR PROjeCTS
TIMeLIne

yEAR.1 yEAR.2 yEAR.3 yEAR.4 yEAR.5 yEAR.6

Action.Plan

Update.Zoning.Ordinance

Update.Architectural.Review.Standards

City.Hall.Parking.Structure.Storefront.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
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Phasing

five year Projects 

Physical.improvement.projects.identified.are.conceptual..In.most.instances.
they.will.require:.

Additional.technical.analysis,.design.refinement,.and.construction.
document.preparation.

Identification.of.a.‘business.case’.for.funding.of.projects.using.resort.tax.
or.other.public.financing...

Further.public.outreach,.public.involvement,.and.review.and.input.from.
stakeholders.

action Plan

The.Action.Plan.should.identify.all:

Additional.staff..and/or.consultant.expertise.needed.to.prepare.project.
materials

Actions.to.be.taken.by.either.the.public.or.private.sectors,.and/or.
partnerships.

Timelines.for.analysis,.design.and.construction

Responsibilities,.including.project.lead.and.partners.

Preliminary.cost.estimates.and.identification.of.potential.funding.sources

The.Action.Plan.should.also.identify.an.‘Implementation.Steering.Committee’.
that. would. be. responsible. for. ensuring. downtown. project. momentum. is.
maintained..The.Committee.should:

Be.comprised.of.City.staff,.stakeholder,.and.citizen-at-large.
representatives

meet.regularly.(bi-annual.minimum).to.review.the.status.of.the.
implementation.strategy

Provide.updates.to.City.Council.annually.concerning.the.implementation.
status.and.any.recommendations.for.adjustments.or.improvements.to.the.
implementation.strategy























update zoning ordinance

Rather. than.amend.existing. zoning.permitted.uses,. site.and.development.
standards.for.each.regulating.downtown.zoning.category,.an.‘overlay.district’.
should.be.created.for.the.entire.downtown.planning.area...The.intent.of.the.
overlay.is.to.change.only.what.is.essential.and.leave.as.much.of.the.underlying.
relevant.existing.zoning.in.place...The.overlay.district:.

Should.be.directed.by.City.planning.staff.and.legal.counsel..A.steering.
committee.comprised.of.stakeholders.and.citizens-at-large.should.review.
all.changes.

Would.require.consultant.services.to.facilitate.the.process.and.provide.a.
draft.document.for.refinement.and.finalization.by.city.staff

Should.include.downtown.specific,.targeted.land.use.categories,.maps,.
permitted.use.tables,.site.and.building.development.standards.

Would.supersede.existing.zoning..Where.regulations.are.required.but.
not.provided.by.the.overlay,.existing.underlying.zoning.regulations.would.
apply..

Would.incorporate.a.streamlined.development.review.process.

All. regulatory.changes.should.be.adopted.within.a.year. (maximum).of. the.
adoption.of.the.Downtown.Plan.(march.2016).

Following.overlay.adoption,.changes.to.existing.Whitefish.policy.documents.
such.as.the.city’s.transportation.plan,.should.be.made.to.ensure.alignment.
and.consistency.with.the.Downtown.overlay..
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update architectural review standards

The.intent.of.an.update.would.be.to.better.inform.the.community,.developers,.
and.their.design.consultants.what.the.fundamental.design.characteristics.of.
downtown. include,. thereby. ensuring. that. all. new. development. is. a. ‘good.
neighbor’.with.adjacent.historic.buildings..The.update:.

Should.be.directed.by.City.planning.and.include.involvement.from.public.
works.and.parks.staff.

Should.include.input.from.a..steering.committee.comprised.of.
stakeholders.and.citizens-at-large.

Would.require.consultant.services.to.facilitate.the.process.and.provide.a.
draft.document.for.refinement.and.finalization.by.city.staff

Should.apply.to.all.development.parcels.in.the.downtown..The.guidelines.
would.be.applied.for.all.new.development.or.building.improvements.that.
pass.a.threshold.of.minimum.size.(building.square.footage).or.monetary.
investment..(amount.to.be.determined.).

Should.include.new.guidelines.for.the.development.of.projects.within.the.
public.realm—.streets.,.parks.and.open.space

Should.include.a.new.development.review.process.that.better.defines.the.
timelines,.and.appropriate.use.of.the.guidelines.and.review.procedures

Should.support.and.supplement.the.overlay.zoning.ordinance..Linkages.
to.parallel/.applicable.regulations.of.the.zoning.overlay.should.be.
provided..

The.updated.document.should.be.adopted.within.a.year.(maximum).of.the.
adoption.of.the.Downtown.Plan.

city hall Parking structure storefront retail tenant recruitment

During.the.design.and.construction.of.the.City.Hall.parking.structure,.efforts.
should. be. made. to. recruit. a. tenant. for. the. storefront. retail. space. at. the.
intersection.of.First.and.Baker..Recruitment.efforts:.

Should.prioritize.tenants.that.provide.services.that.are.needed.by.
Whitefish.residents.

Should.be.directed.by.the.City.manager.and.City.Council..A.steering.
committee.comprised.of.stakeholders.and.citizens-at-large.should.review.
all.potential.tenants.and.terms.of.occupancy



















Should.retain.a.local.commercial.real.estate.broker.to.lead.efforts.to.
identify.and.recruit.potential.tenants.and.advise.the.City.during.tenant.
negotiations

Tenant. improvements. and. certificate. of. occupancy. should. occur. by. the.
opening.date.of.the.City.Hall.

Whitefish Promenade- north segment

Further.refinement.of.the.Whitefish.Promenade.conceptual.plans.and.section.
drawings.are.required..The.refinement.process.should:

Be.directed.by.City.public.works.and.parks.staff

Include.input.from.a..steering.committee.comprised.of.stakeholders,.
including.representatives.of.the.middle.School.,.Depot.Park.advocates,.
downtown.businesspeople,..and.citizens-at-large

Reflect.consultation.with.mDT.

Reflect.consultation.with.Whitefish.Pedestrian.&.Bicycle.and.other.
committees.

Include.a.consultant.hired.to.facilitate.the.process,.provide.a..preliminary.
design,.and.cost.estimate.document.for.review.and.adoption.by.City.
Council

Be.informed.by.additional.traffic.assessment.and.analysis.at.key.
segments.along.Spokane.and.intersections.–Spokane.and.Second..and.
Baker.and.Railway,.at.a.minimum

Identify.traffic.mitigation.proposals.such.as.new.pedestrian-bicycle.
signals/phases

Refine.parking.mitigation.concepts.

Locate.possible.right-of-way.acquisition.and.initiate.negotiation.with.
property.owners

Further.address.and.resolve.handicap.parking,.truck.loading.zone,..and.
school.drop-off.issues..

Identify.a.phasing.plan.for.construction.of.the.Depot.Park.and.Hotel.
segments

Illustrate.key.segments.(3-D.visual.simulation.drawings.and.other.
graphics.should.be.provided)
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Following.adoption,.cost.estimates.should.be.refined.and.final.construction.
documentation. should. be. initiated. and. completed.. Phases. of. the. North.
segment.may.be.constructed.as.part.of.the.Depot.Park.or.Hotel..projects..

The.entire.north.segment.should.be.substantially.completed.within.5.years.of.
Downtown.Plan.adoption.(march.2020)

railway District- retail anchor Projects

To.implement.the.shopping.loop.concept,.the.following.projects.will.be.need.
to.be.constructed:.

Lupfer.Avenue.and.First.Street.streetscape.improvements.within.an.
expanded.public.right-of-way..Improvements.should.be.designed.and.
constructed.to.utilize.recently.completed.subsurface.utility.improvements.

Redevelopment.of.the.Blocks.26,.27.and.29..A.collaborative.effort.
between.property.owners.and.possible.investors.will.be.required..As.
an.initial.first.step,.a.consultant.should.conduct.a.one.day.workshop.
to.further.educate.property.owners.of.existing.proposals,.review.
existing.development.plans,.and.discuss.programmatic.requirements..
Recruitment.of.potential.tenants.should.be.discussed...Development.
preference.should.be.for.a.local.merchants.and.or.housing.serving.local.
residents..Recruitment.advice.might.be.discussed.with.the.City.Hall.
parking.structure.commercial.broker.consultant..

Further.refinement.of.plans.and.sections.of.the.Lupfer.and.First.concepts.are.
required..The.refinement.process.should:

Be.directed.by.City.public.works.staff....

Include.input.from.a.steering.committee.comprised.of.stakeholders,.
including.representatives.of.the..Railway.District.businesses..and.citizens-
at-large

Reflect.input.from.an.engineer.and.urban.design.team.of.consultants,.
hired.to.provide.a.preliminary.concept.refinement.and.cost.estimates.

A.consultant.should.be.hired.to.coordinate.and.assist.in.the.development.and.
execution.of.a.possible.public-private.partnership.and.developer.offering.for.
the.project.area











central avenue south- retail anchor Projects

The removal of retail serving parking on the corner of Third and Central should 
not take place unless replacement parking is provided. Replacement parking 
should be located to serve Central Avenue retail. 

To.expand.and.strengthen.the.Central.Avenue.retail.framework,.the.following.
projects.will.be.needed.to.be.constructed:.

Central.Avenue.streetscape.improvements.within.the.public.right-of-way.
between.Third.and.Fourth.(including.the.intersection)..Improvements.
should.be.designed.and.constructed.concurrently.with.planned.
subsurface.utility.improvements.scheduled.for.construction.by.2016..

Redevelopment.of.the.municipal.parking.lot.at.the.southwest.corner.of.
Central.Avenue.and.Third.Street.as.a.retail/mixed.use.‘anchor’.building..
Development.preference.should.be.for.a.local.merchant..Recruitment.of.
this.anchor.use.may.occur.concurrently.and.be.conducted.by.the.City.Hall.
parking.structure.commercial.broker.consultant..

Replacement.retail.parking.on.the.east.half.of.the.block.along.Baker.
bounded.by.Third.Street.and.Fourth.Street..Initiation.of.development.of.
this.site.would.be.triggered.by.construction.at.the.existing.parking.facility

Further.refinement.of.plans.and.sections.of.the.Central.Avenue.South.anchor.
area.concepts.will.be.required..The.refinement.process.should:

Be.co-directed.by.City.public.works.staff.,.for.street..and.infrastructure.
projects,.and.by.the.City.manger.for.the.redevelopment.of.the.municipal.
parking.lot.and.development.of.replacement.parking.

Include.input.from.a.steering.committee.comprised.of.stakeholders,.
including.representatives.of.the.downtown.businesses.and.citizens-at-
large

Reflect.input.from.an.architect,.engineer.and.landscape.architecture.
team.of.consultants,.hired.to.provide.a.preliminary.concept.refinement.
and.cost.estimates.for.all.areas.

Parking. lot. parcels. will. need. to. be. acquired. by. the. city. or. private. entities.
interested.in.development.as.a.public-private.partnership..
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long terM investMent 

Whitefish Promenade- south segment

Further. refinement. of. plans. and. sections. of. the. Whitefish. Promenade.
conceptual.plans.and.section.drawings.along.Spokane.Avenue.south.of.Third.
Street.are.required..The.refinement.process.should:

Be.directed.by.City.public.works.and.parks.staff

Include.input.from.a..steering.committee.comprised.of.stakeholders,.
including.representatives.of.Spokane.Avenue.businesspeople,.residents.
and.citizens-at-large

Provide.consultation.with.mDT.

Provide.consultation.with.the.City.arborist.and.Tree.committee

Provide.consultation.with.the.Whitefish.Pedestrian.&.Bicycle.committee.
and.other.committees.

Include.a.consultant.hired.to.facilitate.the.process,.provide.a.preliminary.
design.refinement,.and.cost.estimate.document.for.review.and.adoption.
by.City.Council

Be.informed.by.additional.traffic.assessment.and.analysis.

Whitefish Promenade underpass    

Further.refinement.of.the.viaduct.underpass.conceptual.plans.and.section.
drawings.are.required..The.refinement.process.should:

Be.directed.by.City.public.works.and.parks.staff

Include.input.from.a..steering.committee.comprised.of.stakeholders,.
including.representatives.of.the.O’Shaughnessy.Center,.downtown.
businesspeople,.and.citizens-at-large

Provide.consultation.with.mDT.

Provide.consultation.with.the.Whitefish.Pedestrian.&.Bicycle.committee.
and.other.committees.

Include.a.consultant.hired.to.facilitate.the.process,.provide.a.preliminary.
design,.and.cost.estimate.document.for.review.and.adoption.by.City.
Council

























second and spokane street Parking structure

Over.time,.additional.retail.parking.will.be.required.and.parking.mitigation.
will.be.required.for.loss.of.existing.on-street.parking.for.implementation.of.
pedestrian.and.bicycle.improvements..The.2006.master.Plan.identified.the.
Second.and.Spokane.site.as.a.key.location.for.parking.and.was.reaffirmed.as.
the.best.site.for.a.future.parking.structure.during.the.planning.process.of.the.
Downtown.master.Plan.

Consultants. should. be. hired. to. refine. the. parking. structure. concepts. and.
develop. cost. estimates. for. a. mixed. use. parking. structure.. Construction.
should.be.initiated.within.10.years.of.adoption.of.the.Downtown.master.Plan.
(march.2025)

next stePs

the Master Plan should 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..

the Master Plan should be easily accessible–The.Plan.should.be.
publicly.available.online.and.in.print..The.plan.should.serve.as.a.‘marketing.
tool’.for.those.who.are.interested.in.seeking.investment.in.the.downtown..It.
should.be.easily.accessible.to.elected.officials,.city.staff,.the.general.public,.
the.Heart.of.Whitefish,.developers,.builders.and.their.design.consultants..
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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  March 16, 2015   page 390 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 397 of 537
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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  March 16, 2015   page 399 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 400 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 401 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 402 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 403 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 404 of 537



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 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 405 of 537



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 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 406 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 407 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 408 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 409 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 410 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 411 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 412 of 537



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 
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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 
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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  March 16, 2015   page 415 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 416 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 417 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 418 of 537



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  March 16, 2015   page 419 of 537



, 

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  March 16, 2015   page 420 of 537



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 ,.. •• - _ •• ," • ~ ••• ", _ .. ~_. ,." " •• _ • 

( 

YES NO OTHER 

rxr D D 
YES NO OTHER 

,_ .... ,",. - - -, ---.'-' <-•• ~-, 

iJ lJ D 
PICK ONE 

Di ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

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 
_.,. "--, . 

tg) D D 
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  March 16, 2015   page 421 of 537



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 

{gJ 
YES 

~ ..j' 

NO OTHER 

D 0 
NO OTHER - ~-' ...... -_.". 

0 0 
PICK ONE 

0' ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor study
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
If'~ 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 

o o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
- . , Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

I] ALTERNATIVE 2 [8J ALTERNATIVE 3 
L,,..., Sidewalk Enhancements & 'Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

\J N L't{jS . -\--\,-1\5 ~ F·:()~~) \3 \ ~ , 
(>w \JJ ,(;+'); L- ~(~5J1h i---S (l~ (3/ 1'1re:' 6--t-{6e~e-r '-~f3:6S / 
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 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 422 of 537



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) 
. ~ . , . .... ~ .. '-'- ... ,.. ~... - - ~ 

YES NO OTHER 

Gj D 0 
YES NO OTHER 

[S] 0 0 
PICK ONE 

1;71 ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

[
' 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 
(~--~1 fY( \ ('x\ 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 r::;s 'ArfERNATlVE 2 
, " Sidewalk Enhancements Only l1.:1 Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

YES NO OTHER 
- -~-. ~. '- ... ' -

IE 0 0 
PICK ONE 

';5l·;/,{) /~').>-" 
r~:t ALTERNATIVE 3 
~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 
........ -"_.' ... "-.-

l£[f 0 0 I'· ,'. 
>/'~ ... 

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  March 16, 2015   page 423 of 537



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 • ,,_,_, ____ '. _ _ __ ._. _., _ ._ •••• ___ • , __ • >._ •. <~_ ~ __ ' •• _ •• __ 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
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 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 m ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only Sidewalk Enhancements & ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

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 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 424 of 537



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) 
". _ •• "",,,. __ .' r_ •• ", 

YES NO OTHER 

.~ 0 0 
YES NO OTHER 

'.- .... .-.. -" 

ti$J 0 0 
PICK ONE 

'f""71 ALTERNATIVE 3 
.Jti.,.) Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

~ ALTERNATIVE 1 0 ALTERNATIVE 2 
Ll.:...J Widen Sidewalk with Concrete _ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK tj .. NO OTHER 

o --

o 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
, - Sidewalk Enhancements Only 

.JC11 ALTERNATIVE 2 0""1' ALTERNATIVE 3 
I,Cl Sidewalk Enhancements 8. ~ Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes 8. 
Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

o ~·tr 

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  March 16, 2015   page 425 of 537



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?~ 
iWf' 

YES NQ OTHER 

gj 0 0 
BICYCLE FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

fl6- £, iL +rV-v~ v.J( ~4. {u ~ k,'''-'''f.d~-'o'-:f4 ~. (!J \ t" 'G.---L 
- -.- .... '., 

[KJ 0 0 --It> c& ~...e.-.:"--t-CAJ" r4 ,,-rue..... f'-t;(':' </J7J 'eLI C.-~ 1~5~~ (~~ 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (SPOKANE AVENUE SEGMENT) 
. . ". . .- - - .. ~- -

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
• 2010 Urban Corridor Study

Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 
O ALTERNATIVE 2 

Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

'xl ALTERNATIVE 3 
~J Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) PICK ONE 
.. 0' 0" , ... ' . 0_''',' .... ,.. ~ 6vJ-~ ·~~~~~t 

[
'-' ALTERNATIVE 1 r:7I A~TERNATI~E 2 . . a.L / .a--T:u.x--h~ 
......J Widen Sidewalk with Concrete ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barner (I-

Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
-,'.-, 

IE 0 D 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

. -,"-

D ALTERNATIVE 1 
. . Sidewalk Enhancements Only eJ' ALTERNATIVE 2 

OR<. Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

C]· ALTERNATIVE 3 
K. Sidewalk Enhancements, 

Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 

o o 

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: 

Chucl< Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second Street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 426 of 537



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) 

ll'i 
P 

PICK ONE 

o 

,~ ALTERNATIVE 3 
~~Two Lane with 

Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 .r/I ALTERNATIVE 2 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete \ ~ Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Barrier Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPING EMPHASIS FRAMEWORK YES NO OTHER 
_ ~ ____ ._,,~ _~ _____ ~~~~~~r."-""-~~~~<,,_~~_,,_ ~, __ ~~~ ___ ~~.,._ •• ~_~.'~ __ ~' __ ~' __ '>~~ _ •• __ ~ _.,~, __ • ~_ "-. ___ • ____ ,. ____ ~_~ ___ ~_~~ " ___ - "' ____ • _. ____ ~ --____ • __ .--. ___ .~_. __ •• _.,. __ ~ __ ~_,~ __ .~" _____ •• ~.r ... ~_'_~ ___ ~_ 

1,0. 0 0 
1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS PICK ONE 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Sidewalk Enhancements Only O ALTERNATIVE 2 I'X:I ALTERNATIVE 3 

Sidewalk Enhancements & ,t:..::J .. Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAIL FRAMEWORK 

Widened Travel Lanes & 
Angled Parking 

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  March 16, 2015   page 427 of 537



Response SLeet 
Whitefish Downtown Master Plan Refinement 
Stakeholders and Public Meeting 
November 19 and 20, 2013 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPT 

BICYCLE FRAMEWORK 

vVHITEFISH 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) 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

YES NO OTHER 

0 0 0 
YES NO OTHER 

0 0 ~ 
PICK ONE 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
Two Lane with 
Protected Bikeway 

PICK ONE 
'-

O ALTERNATIVE 1 
Widen Sidewalk with Concrete 
Barrier 

Widened Sidewalk with Barrier 
Planters, and Decorative Lighting 

SHOPPiNG EMPHASIS FRAMEVIORK 

1 ST STREET SHOPPING EMPHASIS IMPROVEMENTS 

O ALTERNATIVE 1 r] ALTERNATIVE 2 
, . Sidewalk Enhancements Only L ... .,." Sidewalk Enhancements & 

Widened Travel Lanes 

RETAil FRAMEWORK 

If you need additional time to respond, please return your comments to City of Whitefish: 

YES NO OTHER 
• _ 'r._ 

o 0 
PICK ONE 

... "-'" ----. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
Sidewalk Enhancements, 
Widened Travel Lanes & 

Angled Parking 

YES NO OTHER 

o 0 

Chuck Stearns, City Manager - 418 East Second street/P.O. Box 158 Whitefish, Montana 59937 City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 428 of 537



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) 
. - .', .-

[~J ALTERNATIVE 1 
2010 Urban Corridor Study-
Contra-Flow with Bike Lanes 

O ALTERNATIVE 2 
Contra-Flow with 
Protected Bikeway 

WHITEFISH PROMENADE (BAKER VIADUCT) 

YES NO OTHER 

BJ D 0 
YES NO OTHER 

,-, .--- - - ". - ... -~. -"-~ 
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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. 
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 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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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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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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ORDINANCE NO. 15-___ 

 

An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending Whitefish 

City Code Section 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, to provide subcommittees, revise the Weed 

Control Advisory Board as a volunteer Weed Education Outreach Committee, and 

authorize members, who reside within the School District #44 area, for advisory 

committees to the Board of Park Commissioners. 
 

WHEREAS, in 1901 the state of Montana authorized cities to create by ordinance a board 

of park commissioners in 1901; and 
 

WHEREAS, in 1916, the City Council established the City Board of Park Commissioners 

by Ordinance No. 117, and declared that the City's parks and public places now in existence or 

hereafter established within the City are under the direction and control of the Board of Park 

Commissioners in accordance with the Ordinances of the City and the laws of the State; and 
 

WHEREAS, Article II, Section 2.02, Paragraph 12 of the City Charter directs the City 

Council to create and establish a Board of Park Commissioners pursuant to and subject to state 

law; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of Park Commissioners may acquire property and expend park 

funds for the operation of public recreation programs, athletic fields and civic stadiums and may 

levy taxes and incur debt for cultural, social and recreational facilities and programs by 

MCA §§7-16-4103 through 7-16-4114; and 
 

WHEREAS, municipalities are empowered under state law to establish, alter and 

maintain parks and to provide for planting and protection of trees pursuant to MCA §§7-16-4101 

and 7-16-4102; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of Park Commissioners has broad powers and duties  to manage 

and control all parks belonging to the City, including trees and plants located in City parks, 

streets, avenues, boulevards and public places in the City, and to make contracts for carrying out 

its park board powers and duties by WCC §§2-2-4(c) and 2-2-5; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council is empowered to establish committees and appoint 

members to the committees with the shared power of appointment with the Mayor and City 

Council pursuant to WCC §2-1-3; and 
 

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 14-13, the City Council transferred the Mountain Trails 

Ice Rink Advisory Committee, the Whitefish Tree Advisory Committee, the Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Path Advisory Committee, the Weed Control Advisory Committee, and the 

W.A.G. Board, from the City Council to the Board of Park Commissioners, with its power of 

appointment; and 
 

WHEREAS, at a public hearing on January 13, 2015, the Board of Park Commissioners 

reviewed and considered an oral and written staff report and public input, and voted unanimously 

to recommend amendments to Whitefish City Code Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, and 

provide subcommittees, revise the Weed Control Advisory Committee as a volunteer Weed 
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Education Outreach Committee, and authorize advisory members, who reside within the 

School District #44 area for advisory committees to the Board of Park Commissioners; and 
 

WHEREAS, at the public hearing held by the City Council on March 16, 2014, the City 

Council reviewed and considered oral and written staff reports and public input, and approved 

the Ordinance to amend Whitefish City Code, Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, and provide 

subcommittees, revise the Weed Control Advisory Committee as a volunteer Weed Education 

Outreach Committee, and authorize advisory members who reside within the School District #44 

area for advisory committees to the Board of Park Commissioners, and  
 

WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to 

adopt the proposed amendments to the Whitefish City Code Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of 

Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 
 

Section 1: Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, of the Whitefish City Code are hereby 

amended to provide as follows, with additions shown underlined and deletions shown with 

strikethrough: 
 

TITLE 2 

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES 
 

CHAPTER 1:  STANDING AND AD HOC COMMITTEES 
 

2-1-1: DEFINITIONS: 
 

For the purposes of this chapter the following terms shall mean: 
 

AD HOC COMMITTEE: A temporary committee, commission, task 

force or board established for a definite 

period of time sufficient to address a 

specified scope of work. 
 

COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE: A committee with membership limited to 

members of the city council, which may 

include the mayor. 
 

STANDING COMMITTEE: A committee, commission, task force or 

board established to address specified 

matters on an ongoing basis. 
 

SUBCOMMITTEE: A committee established to address 

specified matters on an ongoing basis. 
 

2-1-2: SCOPE OF APPLICATION:  Except for city council subcommittees, 

the provisions of this chapter shall apply to all committees of the city including, 

but not limited to, the board of adjustments, board of appeals, and the board of 

park commissioners, except as specific requirements of statute, the city charter or 

ordinance may otherwise provide.  This chapter shall not apply to committees that 
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have members who are appointed by agencies other than the city, including, but 

not limited to, the city-county planning board and the lakeshore protection 

committee.  This chapter shall not apply to the Whitefish housing authority board 

of directors.PERMANENT STANDING COMMITTEES, SUBCOMMITTEES, 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES OR STATUTORY BOARDS:  All boards, 

committees or commissions shall be governed by this title, except as otherwise 

provided by charter, this code, statute or interlocal agreement. 
 

A. Permanent standing committees and subcommittees are established by 

ordinance. 
  

B. Ad hoc advisory committees are established by council resolution, have a 

specific purpose, and have a limited duration. 
 

C. Statutory boards are established as required by state or federal law. 
 

2-1-3: AUTHORITY TO CREATE COMMITTEES:  In accordance with 

Montana statutes and the city charter, the city council may establish by ordinance 

standing and ad hoc committees as needed to facilitate city business and to advise 

the city council on matters of interest to the city.  Ad hoc committees may also be 

established by resolution of the city council.  Subcommittees of committees may 

be created only by ordinance or resolution of the city council.  The power of 

appointment and ratification of appointments of individuals to committees is 

reserved to the mayor and city council, as provided by ordinance or resolution. 
 

2-1-4: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES:  The city council shall include 

in a resolution or ordinance creating a committee a clear statement of the purpose, 

powers and duties of the committee. 
 

2-1-5: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

A. Appointments; Compensation:  Members of advisory boards, commissions 

and committees shall be appointed by the mayor with the consent of the 

city council, unless otherwise provided by federal or state law, city code, 

or interlocal agreement.  Appointments to committees established under 

this chapter shall be made by a simple majority vote of the city council in 

attendance at a special or regular session.  Committee members shall 

receive no compensation.  Committees shall consist of a definite number 

of members, but in no case shall the number be fewer than three (3) nor 

greater than nine (9).  Members of standing committees shall have regular 

terms of not less than two (2) years and not more than five (5) years, 

which terms shall also be staggered.  One year terms may be used initially 

to establish staggered terms.  An enacting ordinance or resolution may 

provide: 
 

1. Specific and permanent city council or mayoral positions on 

committees; 
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2. Committee positions specified for members representing various 

occupations, businesses, trades and professions; and 
 

3. Committee positions specified for members residing outside the 

corporate boundaries of the city. 
 

The resolution or ordinance creating a committee shall specify the number 

of members, the position number of each position, and the length and 

termination date of each term.  The city clerk shall keep an official and 

accurate record of committee positions according to position number, 

names of appointees serving in each position, appointment dates, dates of 

resignations, the length and termination date of each term and specific 

positions provided for city councilors or the mayor; occupations, 

businesses, trades and professions; and for members residing outside the 

corporate limits of the city.  City councilors or the mayor may, from time 

to time, be appointed to regular membership on standing or ad hoc 

committees, provided that the total of city council and mayoral 

memberships do not constitute a majority of such committees.  Committee 

members may serve successive terms provided they are reappointed by the 

city council. 
 

The remainder of Title 2, Chapter 1, will be renumbered. 
 

CHAPTER 6:  MOUNTAIN TRAILS ICE RINK ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

2-6-1: COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED:  There is hereby established a 

Mountain Trails Ice Rink advisory committee as a committee for the city board of 

park commissioners, hereinafter referred to as the committee. 
 

2-6-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

B. Terms; Positions: Committee terms shall be two (2) years.  There are 

hereby created positions numbered 1 through 9 inclusive of the members 

of the committee.  The initial terms for members serving pursuant to this 

chapter shall begin upon appointment and terminate on the date specified 

below for each position: 
 

 
POSITION 

NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

 
POSITION 

SPECIFICATION 

Mayor or Councilor 

Open skating rep. 

Adult hockey 

Figure skating assn. 

Glacier hockey assn. 

Public member at large 

Park board 

Curling club rep. 

Public member at large 

 
INITIAL 

EXPIRATION DATE 

May 31, 2003 

May 31, 2003 

May 31, 2003 

May 31, 2003 

May 31, 2004 

May 31, 2004 

May 31, 2004 

May 31, 2014 

May 31, 2013 
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Thereafter members appointed to each position shall serve for two (2) year 

terms; the first of such terms beginning on June 1 of the year in which the 

initial term for the position expires.  At the discretion of the city council 

board of park commissioners, members may be appointed for more than 

one term. 
 

C. Removal Of Member:  A member may be removed from the committee by 

majority vote of the city council board of park commissioners for cause 

upon written charges and after a public hearing.  Willful disregard of this 

chapter and the rules of procedures of the committee, or absences from 

three (3) consecutive meetings, including regular and special meetings, 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 committee 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 committee shall be filled by the city council board of park 

commissioners 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 board of park commissioners to temporarily 

fill vacant positions on the committee 
 

CHAPTER 7:  WHITEFISH TREE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

2-7-1: COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED:  There is hereby established a 

Whitefish tree advisory committee for the city board of park commissioners, 

hereinafter referred to as the committee. 
 

2-7-2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES:  The purpose and duties of the 

committee are to provide advice and recommendations to the city council, park 

board of commissioners and city staff on matters of pertinence and interest related 

to the city's urban forest.  The committee shall report its advice and 

recommendations primarily to the park board of commissioners and city staff.  

The committee shall act in an advisory capacity only.  Nothing in this chapter 

shall be construed to provide the committee with the power to authorize or 

prohibit the use of public funds. 
 

2-7-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

A. Appointment; Compensation:  The committee shall have seven (7) 

members.  Members shall be appointed by the board of park 

commissioners.  Not less than four (4) members shall reside within the 

corporate limits of the city.  Two (2) members may reside within the 

Whitefish planning jurisdictional boundary School District #44 area.  

Two (2) members who are practicing professional arborists, landscapers 
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and landscape architects, who also maintain a business within the 

Whitefish planning jurisdictional boundary, may serve without regard to 

residential standing.  Members shall have maintained residency within 

specified boundary requirements for one year prior to appointment to the 

committee.  The board of park commissioners shall appoint members 

according to the following representation categories:  one member who is 

also the mayor or a city councilor; one member who is also a member of 

the park board of commissioners; and five (5) members who are citizen 

members at large.  The board of park commissioners shall attempt to 

appoint up to two (2) members of the aforementioned five (5) members at 

large who are practicing professional arborists, landscapers or landscape 

architects.  The city clerk shall make appropriate notation of a member's 

representation category on the official committee roster.  Committee 

members shall receive no compensation.  Contracted consultants and city 

staff shall not serve as members, but may assist and participate in the 

facilitation of committee business. 
 

CHAPTER 8:  PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PATH ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
 

2-8-2: PURPOSE, POWERS, PROCESSES AND DUTIES:  The purpose 

and duties of the committee are to provide advice and recommendations to the 

city council, park board of commissioners, pedestrian and bicycle path easement 

negotiators
 
(hereinafter "easement negotiators") and city staff on matters of 

pertinence and interest related to the development of pedestrian and bicycle trails 

pursuant to the Whitefish pedestrian and bicycle path master plan.  The 

committee shall report its advice and recommendations primarily to the park 

board of commissioners and the easement negotiators.  The committee shall act 

in an advisory capacity only.  Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to 

provide the committee with the power to authorize or prohibit the use of public 

funds.  The committee shall be entitled to conduct fundraising activities and 

expend any funds raised for purposes related to the city's pedestrian and bicycle 

paths.  In conducting fundraising activities, the committee shall not be entitled to 

incur indebtedness that could be charged against the city. 
 

2-8-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

A. Appointment; Compensation:  The committee shall have seven (7) 

members.  Members shall be appointed by the city board of park 

commissioners.  Not less than four (4) members shall reside within the 

corporate limits of the city.  Three (3) members may reside within the 

Whitefish planning jurisdictional boundary School District #44 area.  

Members shall have maintained residency within specified boundary 

requirements for one year prior to appointment to the committee.  The city 

board of park commissioners shall appoint members according to the 

following representation categories: one member who is also the mayor or 

a city councilor; one member who is also a member of the park board of 

commissioners; one member who is also a member of the resort tax 
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monitoring committee; and four (4) members who are citizen members at 

large.  The city manager shall serve on the committee in an ex officio 

capacity.  The city clerk shall make appropriate notation of a member's 

representation category on the official committee roster.  Committee 

members shall receive no compensation.  Contracted consultants and city 

staff, except as otherwise provided for by the city manager, shall not serve 

as members, but may assist and participate in the facilitation of committee 

business. 
 

CHAPTER 11:  WEED CONTROL ADVISORY EDUCATION OUTREACH 

COMMITTEE 
 

2-11-1: ESTABLISHED:  There is hereby established a weed control 

advisory education outreach committee (the "committee") as a permanent city 

volunteer committee to the city board of park commissioners. 
 

2-11-2: PURPOSE:  The mission of the committee shall be community 

educational outreach to assist in identifying and reporting noxious weed 

infestations to the city's code enforcement officer, to develop recommendations to 

the city board of park commissioners for a permanent weed control strategy, to 

educate the public to create an increased awareness and knowledge of methods of 

controlling noxious weeds, and to advise city staff regarding the need for weed 

control on city owned properties.  The committee shall have no independent 

authority to commit or spend city funds, or to direct city staff. 
 

2-11-3: MEMBERSHIP: TERMS: 
 

A. Appointment; Compensation:  The committee shall consist of seven (7) 

members, who shall be appointed by the city board of park 

commissioners, and who shall serve at the pleasure of the city board of 

park commissioners.  One member shall be a city councilor.  One member 

shall be a member of the city park board.  One member shall be the city's 

code enforcement officer.  Four (4) members shall be from the public and 

shall reside within the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction.  The city clerk shall 

make appropriate notation of a member's category on the official 

committee roster.  Committee members shall receive no compensation.  

Contracted consultants and city staff shall not serve as members, but may 

assist and participate in the facilitation of committee business.  The 

committee will be made up of volunteers from the community.  Volunteers 

shall receive no compensation.  City councilors, park board 

commissioners and city staff members will not be appointed to the 

committee, but may assist and participate in the facilitation of community 

educational outreach. 
 

The remainder of Title 2, Chapter 11, will be deleted. 
 

Section 2: The W.A.G. Board is established as an advisory committee to the Board of 

Park Commissioners. 
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Section 3: All other provisions of Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11 of the Whitefish 

City Code shall remain unmodified. 
 

Section 4: In the event any word, phrase, clause, sentence, paragraph, section or other 

part of the Ordinance set forth herein is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such 

judgment shall affect only that part held invalid, and the remaining provisions thereof shall 

continue in full force and effect. 
 

Section 5: 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 
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March 3, 2015 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and Whitefish City Council 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and Members of Whitefish City Council, 
 

AMENDMENT TO THE WHITEFISH CITY CODE ESTABLISHING RESIDENCY BOUNDARIES 
FOR APPOINTMENTS, NUMBER OF COMMITTEES, STAFF DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES, 
AND PROCEDURES FOR ADVERTISING FOR APPOINTMENTS FOR THE PARK BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONS’ SUBCOMMITTEES (MOUNTAIN TRAILS ICE RINK ADVISORY, WHITEFISH 
TREE ADVISORY, PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PATH ADVISORY, AND WEED CONTROL 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES, AND THE W.A.G. BOARD, AMENDING THE WHITEFISH CITY CODE, 
TITLE 2, CHAPTERS 1, 6, 7, 8 AND 11 

 

Introduction/History 
The Whitefish Parks and Recreation Department hosts multiple committees.  These committees include the 

Mountain Trails Ice Rink Advisory, Whitefish Tree Advisory, Pedestrian and Bicycle Path Advisory, and Weed 

Control Advisory committees, as well as the Whitefish Animal Group Board (W.A.G. Board).  In November 

of 2014, the Whitefish City Council transferred the duty of appointments of these committees to the Park Board 

of Commissioners. 

 

The Park Board of Commissioners met in January 2015 to discuss the residency boundaries for appointments, 

number of members on each committee, staff duties and responsibilities on committees, number of and types of 

committees, and the procedures for advertising for the appointments.  During the meeting the Park Board of 

Commissioners expressed interest in increasing the residency boundaries for the member appointments.  They 

explored several options and expressed interest in retaining several dedicated members from various 

committees.  The board also discussed staff’s duties and responsibilities to the subcommittees.  There was an 

overall effort to lessen staff’s time commitments in relation to the subcommittees.  As well, the Park Board 

discussed the vitality of the various committees and expressed concern over the lack of community interest in 

appointments to the Weed Control Advisory Committee, citing that the committee was more effective as an 

educational outreach to the community, as opposed to an advisory committee to the Park Board and the City. 

 
Current Report 
From that meeting, the Park Board of Commissioners moved unanimously to recommend the following 

amendments to the Whitefish City Code Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8,  and 11: 

 

 All subcommittee members of the Park Board will reside within the Whitefish High School District 

boundary. 

 Each subcommittee of the Park Board will appoint a volunteer member as secretary to maintain minutes. 
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 Agendas will be generated by staff for the Ice Rink Advisory, Tree Advisory, Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Path Advisory, and the Whitefish Trail Operations Committee.  The WAG Board and the Weed 

Control Advisory Committee agendas will be maintained by the Chairs of the committees. 

 The Weed Control Advisory Committee will become a volunteer committee with a focus on education 

outreach.  This committee will be made up of volunteers from the community and will not require staff, 

Park Board, nor Council representation.  Committee members will communicate requests and goals 

with the Director of Parks and Recreation and the Board of Park Commissioners, as necessary.  The 

Parks and Recreation Department will support the committee in its educational outreach mission. 

 The Park Board will retain applications for committee vacancies for six months and will have the ability 

to interview applicants from that pool prior to re-advertising for the position. 

 

All members of the Weed Control Advisory Committee were notified of the proposed changes to the committee 

and were invited to speak during public comment at the March 3, 2015 Park Board meeting.  Four members 

emailed responses: one member stated a neutral position; one member stated support for the change; one 

member stated support with interest in the committee retaining an opportunity to report noxious weeds to the 

City, and one member stated an interest in attending public comment at the March 3, 2015 Park Board meeting.  

On March 3, 2015, the Park Board of Commissioners provided opportunity for public comment to hear potential 

concerns regarding the Weed Control Advisory Committee changes.  There was no public comment received on 

the matter.  The Park Board of Commissioners were provided the email responses and responded to the request 

to retain an ability to report noxious weeds to the City by stating that the committee would be able to report 

noxious weeds to the Park Board during monthly meetings and to staff via established complaint forms 

provided by both the Parks and Recreation Department as well as the Planning and Building Department. 

 

Financial Requirement 
There is no financial requirement. 

 
Recommendation 
Staff respectfully requests that the Whitefish City Council adopt an Ordinance amending the Whitefish City 

Code, Title 2, Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8, and 11, thereby requiring all subcommittee members to reside within the 

Whitefish High School District boundary, all subcommittees to appoint a volunteer committee member as 

secretary to maintain minutes for each meeting, staff to generate agendas for the Ice Rink Advisory, Tree 

Advisory, Pedestrian and Bicycle Path Advisory, and the Whitefish Trail Operations Committee and requiring 

the WAG Board and the Weed Control Advisory Committee agendas to be maintained by the Chairs of the 

committees, the Weed Control Advisory committee to be renamed the Weed Education Outreach Committee, 

transforming its purpose from advisory to community educational outreach, and requiring the Park Board of 

Commissioners to retain applications for committee vacancies for six months, having the ability to interview 

those applicants prior to re-advertising for the position. 

 

 

Sincerely, 
Maria Butts, Parks and Recreation Director 
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KIM & TRINA TYMKO 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT  

STAFF REPORT #WLV-15-W05 
MARCH 10, 2015 

 
Owner: Kimberly Garth & Trina Tymko 
Mailing Address: 
 

2901-48 Avenue So 
Lethbridge, AB T1K 7B3 Canada 

Applicant: Terra Designworks, LLC 
c/o Kurt Vomfell 

Mailing Address: 427 E. Center Street 
Kalispell, MT 59901 

Telephone Number: 406.270.8054 
Contractor: Stumptown Builders, Inc. 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1297 

Whitefish, MT 59901 
Telephone Number: 406.212.7333 
Property Legal Description: Lot 18A of Lake Park Add Amd L17 & 18 BLK2 

Subdivision, Section 26, Township 31 North, Range 22 
West 

Property Address: 1722 W. Lakeshore Drive 
Lake: Whitefish Lake 
Lake Frontage: 49.92’ per survey 
Project Description: Standard Permit for the placement of riprap and a new dock, 

in conjunction with a Minor variance request for a metal 
stairway with a portion located higher than 2 feet above grade 
and the proposed diameter of the rock utilized for the riprap. 

 

Discussion and Background Information: 
Proposal:  The applicant is requesting a standard lakeshore construction permit for the placement of 
riprap and a new dock, and a minor variance request for the installation of a metal stairway which will 
have a small portion located higher than 2 feet above the natural grade and for the overall size of the 
proposed rock for the riprap.  Originally the applicant included the removal of dead trees; however that 
has been pulled from this application as the activity is permitted administratively under a separate 
lakeshore construction permit.  The minor variance is requested for three sections of the Whitefish Lake 
and Lakeshore Regulations (WLLR): Section 13-3-1(W)(4) regarding the height of the stairway above 
the underlying lakeshore, Section 13-3-1(W)(5) regarding the approved materials for construction of a 
stairway, and Section 13-3-1(O)(3)(d) regarding the maximum diameter of rock utilized for the proposed 
riprap. 

Standard Permit: The applicant is proposing to install up to 8 cubic yards of riprap approximately 18-
30 inches in diameter above the mean annual high water elevation.  The existing lakeshore is severely 
undermined in some locations due to the increased wave action from larger boats, winter ice, and erosion.  
The active erosion in some areas is 36-48 inches high, as measured from the annual high water elevation.  
Normally, the lakeshore regulations limit the vertical height of the riprap to 18 inches.  However, in 
areas where active erosion clearly exceeds 18 inches, the riprap height may be permitted to the varying 
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elevation of the active erosion without a variance request.  The riprap will be hand-stacked at a 2:1 angle 
starting at the mean annual high water elevation.  The riprap will match the existing native stone found 
on the lakeshore, and be clean material free of fines. 

The applicant is also proposing to install an ‘I’ shaped EZ dock and gangway approximately 6.5 feet 
wide by 30 feet long, with an attached gangway 3 feet wide by 20 feet long.  The dock and gangway will 
equal approximately 249.15 square feet of constructed area. 

The final activity proposed by the applicant is the installation of a metal stairway extending through the 
Lakeshore Protection Zone.  The stairs will be installed on approximately 12-14 helical pile footings that 
will be driven into the ground.  The steps will be fabricated and painted an earth-tone color prior to 
installation within the lakeshore protection zone, and will include handrails on both sides not exceeding 
4 feet in height above the surface of the steps.  The stairway will be a maximum of 3 feet wide by 
approximately 33 feet long.  The applicant is also proposing a dry-set stone landing approximately 4 feet 
wide by 4 feet long at the base of the stairway.  The stairway with stone landing will equal approximately 
114.9 square feet of constructed area. 

In conjunction with all the proposed activities, the applicant is proposing the installation of native plant 
materials and minor soil amendments using Glacier Gold Compost in areas that are eroding.  A mix of 
nature shrubs and ground covers will be installed to achieve varying root depths to help stabilize the 
steep slope.  The plants will be hand-watered until established. 

Minor Variance:  
The Whitefish Lakeshore Regulations stipulate “elevated stairways shall follow the natural grade of the 
existing shoreline, and no portion of the walking surface of the stairway or landing shall be situated 
higher than two (2) vertical feet above the underlying lakeshore.” [§13-3-1(W)(4) WLLR]  The existing 
topography of the subject property within the Lakeshore Protection Zone is very steep.  For the majority 
of the proposed stairway, the height above the underlying ground would comply with the lakeshore 
regulations.  However, in approximately the middle of the proposed stairway near the first landing, there 
would be a portion that would be up to 5 feet 9 inches above the underlying lakeshore.  This proposed 
height is unavoidable due to the sever incline of the existing slope. 

The applicant is also requesting to install a metal stairway instead of natural wood or Trex stairs.  The 
regulations state “stairways shall be constructed of wood composite (i.e Trex) or untreated wood left in 
its natural (unpainted) condition.” [13-3-1(W)(5) WLLR]  Due to the overall steepness of the existing 
slope, maintenance over time will be difficult and possibly dangerous.  The applicant is proposing the 
metal, powder coated and welded stairs as a maintenance-free alternative.  The stairway would be 
fabricated and painted prior to installation within the lakeshore protection zone.   

Finally, the lakeshore regulations state that stone used for riprap “shall be six (6) through twelve (12”) 
inch nominal diameter, eighteen inch (18”) maximum diameter, and shall be free of silts, sands or fine 
materials.” [13-3-1(O)(3)(d) WLLR]  The applicant is proposing 18-30 inch diameter due to the height 
and severity of the active erosion on the subject property.  Without placing large enough riprap, the 
lakeshore and existing trees will not have a strong enough armament against the erosive forces.  This 
would continue to result in lake sedimentation, loss of soil around existing tree roots, and additional loss 
of lakeshore for the property owner. 

Frontage and allowable constructed area:  The property has 49.92 feet of lakeshore frontage according 
to a recent survey.  The allowable constructed area based on 8 square feet per lineal foot of frontage is 
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399.36 square feet.  The application as submitted would bring the total constructed area within the Lake 
and Lakeshore Protection Zone to 374.45 square feet.   

Existing Constructed Area:  The property has a few remnants of an old stone retaining wall consisting 
of approximately 10.4 square feet of constructed area.  Staff has been unable to locate any previous 
lakeshore permits for the subject property. 
 
Consideration of Minor Variance:  
The applicant is requesting a variance to §13-3-1(W)(4) of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Regulations, Construction Standards, Stairways, Walkways And Pathways, which requires “elevated 
stairways shall follow the natural grade of the existing shoreline, and no portion of the walking surface 
of the stairway or landing shall be situated higher than two (2) vertical feet above the underlying 
lakeshore,” §13-3-1(W)(5) Stairways, Walkways And Pathways, which requires “stairways shall be 
constructed of wood composite (i.e. Trex) or untreated wood left in its natural (unpainted) condition,” 
and §13-3-1(O)(3)(d) Riprap And Retaining Walls, which requires “size of imported rock shall be six 
(6) through twelve (12”) inch nominal diameter, eighteen inch (18”) maximum diameter, and shall be 
free of silts, sands or fine materials.”   In reviewing a minor variance application, there are four criteria 
that must be met prior to granting approval (§13-4-2(A)(1) WLLR): 
 
1. Due to unusual circumstances a strict enforcement of such requirements and standards would 

result in undue hardship.   
 

The subject property becomes extremely steep the closer it gets to Whitefish Lake, including outside 
the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  The variance request for the stairway is intended to provide for safe 
access to the lakeshore, and to help reduce impacts to the existing slope and active soil erosion 
occurring on-site.  Due to the steepness of the property’s topography, the applicant is unable to 
construct a pathway without the use of stairs along the existing natural grade.  Therefore, stairs must 
be utilized if the property owner is to have any access to the water or lakeshore.  Additionally, 
problems with the erosion of the lakeshore limit the ability of the slope to be regarded or altered to 
accommodate a stairway at a shorter height.  The applicant is proposing to use a metal stairway to 
minimize potential future maintenance within the lakeshore in order to help maintain the stability of 
the shoreline.  The proposed size of the imported rock for the riprap will also help maintain the 
stability of the existing lakeshore.  There is severe undercutting of the existing trees within the 
lakeshore protection zone, necessitating the use of riprap for a more protective armament.  Due to 
these unusual circumstances, which are very site specific, strict enforcement of the regulations would 
result in a hardship to the property owner. 

 
2. No reasonable alternatives exist which do meet the standards herein.  
 

The only alternative the applicant has which would meet the lakeshore standards would be to 
construct the stairs of wood or Trex material.  The applicant is proposing the metal stairs to limit 
future potential maintenance, which with the use of another material, could potentially weaken and 
harm the erosion of the shoreline even further than what currently exists.  Additionally, if the 
applicant cannot construct the portion of the stairway above the height permitted in the lakeshore 
regulations, the existing slope would need to be altered or the stairs would need to be constructed at 
a steeper grade making safe access more difficult for the current or future property owners.  In regards 
to the proposed size of the material used for the riprap, the only alternative would be to utilize small 
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diameter rocks.  However, this could cause further erosion of the shoreline or require the applicant 
to continuously apply for a new lakeshore permit annually for the maintenance of the riprap, 
potentially creating more unnecessary disturbance.  The proposed stairway construction and the size 
of the riprap material are the best alternatives to preserve and maintain the existing lakebed, 
lakeshore, water quality, and natural habitat. 

 
3. Granting of the variance will not have adverse impacts on a lake or lakeshore in terms of the 

Policy Criteria for Issuance of a Permit. 
 

The Policy Criteria for all permits include: 

A. Materially diminish water quality; 
B. Materially diminish habitat for fish or wildlife; 
C. Interfere with navigation or other lawful recreation; 
D. Create a public nuisance or public safety hazard; 
E. Create a visual impact discordant with natural scenic values, as determined by the governing 

body, where such values form the predominant landscape elements; and, 
F. Alter the characteristics of the shoreline. 

 
The proposed variance for a metal stairway, the height of a portion of the proposed stairway over 2 
feet, and the larger sized material for the proposed riprap would not materially diminish water quality, 
diminish fish or wildlife habitat, or create a public nuisance and safety hazard.  The proposed stairway 
and riprap material size would not alter the characteristics of the shoreline, and are the only alternatives 
with the least amount of impact to the eroding lakeshore.  The applicant is specifically requesting this 
design to help maintain the existing shoreline and minimize any potential visual impact the subject 
property may have from the lake or surrounding properties. 

 
4. Alternatively to subsections a & b (items 1 & 2 listed above), the granting of a variance would 

result in a general and universal public benefit. 
 

General benefits from the requested variances would include minimizing the potential for further 
erosion and lake sedimentation by providing an elevated and stable lakeshore access.  It will also 
provide a safe access to the shoreline that will benefit the property owners and allow greater 
accessibility to the lake. 

 
Conclusion:  The applicant meets the criteria for a variance. The proposed work complies with Sections 
13-3-1 General Constructions Standards and 13-4-2 of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection 
Regulations. 
 
Recommendation:  The Whitefish Planning Department staff recommends the Whitefish City Council 
approve the requested Minor Variance and 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. 
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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 listed in 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. 

6. New plants introduced into the Lakeshore Protection Zone must be native to the Flathead Valley 
or cultivars whose form, color, texture, and character approximates that of natives.  A resource file 
on native plants is available at the City of Whitefish Planning Office. 

7. A finely ground bark (less than ½ inch in size) or compost is recommended for ground cover in 
conjunction with the native plants. 

8. Application of fertilizer, pesticide, insecticide, or herbicide, is prohibited in the Lakeshore 
Protection Zone. 

9. Mechanical equipment within the Lakeshore Protection Zone shall be permitted only if the 
equipment does not come in contact with the lake, expose silts or fine materials, gouge, rut or 
otherwise damage the lakeshore or existing vegetation. 

10. The lakeshore shall be immediately restored to its condition prior to construction, and all 
equipment tracks shall be raked or otherwise removed by hand. 

Dock 

11. Only one dock is permitted per property ownership. 

12. The dock shall be placed in the middle of the subject property in order to maintain a 20 feet setback 
between both side riparian boundary property lines. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. The dock shall be constructed outside of the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  Upon completion the 
components may be brought to the lakeshore area and launched. 
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16. 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. 

Rip Rap 

17. Riprap shall constitute the primary method of erosion control, and shall be limited to areas where 
active shoreline erosion is clearly present. 

18. Riprap shall be placed at or landward of the mean annual high water elevation. 

19. Riprap placement shall follow the contour of the existing shoreline, and shall be sloped at two 
horizontal to one vertical (2:1) ratio as originally permitted in order to dissipate wave energy. 

20. Riprap height shall be permitted to extend over the maximum vertical height of 18 inches stated in 
the lakeshore regulations as active erosion has been clearly documented on the subject property 
exceeding 18 inches.  The riprap height shall be limited to the varying elevation of the active erosion 
along the shoreline. 

21. The riprap rock shall be angular and sized properly for the specific task.  With the approval of the 
requested variance, nominal rock size to be 18-30 inches in diameter, and shall be free of silts, 
sands or fine materials.  Changes or modifications to increase any of these dimensions must be 
approved through permit amendment. 

22. Rock or stone from the immediate lakeshore protection zone may be used for a project if its removal 
does not reduce the effectiveness of the existing lakeshore armament or expose silts, sands, clays, 
or fines. 

23. Prior to placement of the riprap, filter fabric is required to be placed along the shoreline and 
incorporated into the riprap design to inhibit erosion and the washing of fine materials through the 
riprap. 

24. Backfill shall not be permitted as the project will be utilizing dry stacked rock for the riprap. 

Stairs 

25. The stairs shall have a maximum width of three feet (3’) per the approved application and shall be 
designed to provide access only.  Any changes to the proposed stair width must be approved through 
a permit amendment due the amount of constructed area permitted for the subject property. 

26. Stairways and walkways constructed of impervious material, including dry laid stone, are subject 
to the maximum allowable constructed area. 

27. With the approval of the requested variance, the elevated stairway shall follow the natural grade of 
the existing shoreline as much as possible with no portion of the walking surface of the stairway or 
landing situated higher than 5 feet 9 inches vertical above the underlying lakeshore. 

28. With the approval of the requested variance, the stairway shall be constructed of metal, which is 
fabricated, painted an earth-tone color and welded together outside of the Lakeshore Protection 
Zone. 

29. Hand railings are permitted.  The railing shall not extend higher than four feet (4’) above the 
stairway and landing walking surface and shall have a visually open design.  Metal, non-ornate 
railings may be painted brown or green by the manufacturer prior to installation. 

30. Clean, washed gravel may be used in setting the steps but cannot be used to modify existing terrain. 
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31. Rock may be handpicked from the immediate lakeshore but removal of said rock shall only be 
allowed if a solid armament of rock remains in place.  The removal of any rock which exposes silts, 
sands or fines is prohibited. 

 
Report by:  Bailey Minnich 
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MANAGER REPORT 
March 11, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
WATER RIGHTS UPDATE 
 
We received an update on the status of our water rights adjudication on February 9th from our 
water rights consultant.  A copy of his letter and a follow-up email are in the packet.   Basically, 
our waters from all sources to treat for potable water, 2nd Creek, 3rd Creek, and pumping from 
Whitefish Lake are all aggregated and cannot exceed 3,182 acre-feet per year.    
 
As shown on the Water Rights and Supply Summary spreadsheet that I maintain and is contained 
in the packet, our highest year of water consumption was 2007 and in that year, we used 1,601.03 
acre-feet per year.   Thus, compared to our highest year of consumption, we now have water rights 
for more than double our highest consumption (120% increase) and more than double the number 
equivalent dwelling units that we currently serve.   The 3,182 acre-feet per year would serve a 
population of 14,024 (which includes an allocation for commercial usage) based on our census 
occupancy rate and our 2010 census showed a population of 6,357 people.    
 
 
 
RESORT TAX COLLECTIONS 
 
Resort Tax collections for January of 2015 were down by 4.2% or $5,401 compared to January, 
2014.  There are some delinquencies for January which might account for this drop in revenues  
and I will work on delinquency collection later this week.   
 
For the year-to-date, our Resort Tax collections are still 5.36% or $72,172 ahead of last fiscal year 
for the seventh month period through January.   There is a chart and graph showing the recent 
trends and breakdown of collections in the packet.   
 
 
REVISED RESORT TAX PRO-FORMA SPREADSHEET FOR PROPOSED 1% RATE 
INCREASE AND SRF LOAN FOR STOLTZE CONSERVATION EASEMENT FUNDING 
 
As I mentioned at the last City Council meeting, the officials at the Montana State Revolving Fund 
(SRF) program have indicated that they can modify the amortization schedule for a proposed SRF 
loan to provide $8,000,000 of funding for the Stoltze conservation easement project.   Rather than 
the typical, level amortization schedule for debt service payments, the SRF program can defer 
some repayments of principal to the later years in order to better match our projected Resort Tax 
cash flows.   
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I am attaching a copy of the amortization schedule which the SRF program sent us and a revised 
spreadsheet which shows how closely our projected revenues will match up with the SRF revised 
debt service schedule.    For your information, the difference between the $8,000,000 needed for 
funding the conservation easement and the $8,532,000 bond size is because of needing to fund a 
debt service reserve fund from the proceeds (1/2 year debt service payments) and issuance costs. 
However, we can use the debt service reserve to make the final debt service payment in 2025, so 
we are not out that money.     
 
 
UPDATED TIF PRO-FORMA SPREADSHEET 
 
After the City Council made some decisions at the last City Council meeting regarding not building 
the third floor of City Hall now (except for the structural components in the building) and only 
doing a partial basement of 3,535 square feet, we revised downward the tentative sizing of the TIF 
Bond issue and the amortization schedule.   Then we updated the TIF pro-forma cash flow 
spreadsheet with the new amortization numbers (still tentative and estimated).   A copy of that 
updated TIF cash flow spreadsheet is attached to this report in the packet.  
 
 
DEQ UPDATE ON BNSF DIESEL PLUME UNDER RAIL YARD 
 
Late last week I received update and newsletter from the Montana Department of Environmental 
Quality on the status, timeline, and upcoming meeting regarding the BNSF underground diesel 
plume which is under the BNSF rail yard.  A copy of that newsletter is attached with this report in 
the packet.   The status and informational public meeting is this Thursday, March 12th at 5:30 p.m. 
in the City Council Chambers.    
 
 
2015 CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS INFORMATION 
 
The filing for Mayoral and City Council elections this fall opens May 4, 2015 and closes on July 
2, 2015.    I am including, in the packet with this report, information on the election from the 
Flathead County Elections Office.     Under City Council action items on the March 16th agenda, 
we will ask if you want to have an election by mail ballot or polling place.   The last four City 
Council elections were done by mail ballot.    
 
 
MEETINGS 
 
Only internal and staff meetings during the past two weeks.   
 
 
UPCOMING SPECIAL EVENTS 
 
Santa’s In The Barn – Reality TV show filming in Whitefish on March 16-20 
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REMINDERS 
 
Thursday, March 12th at 5:30 p.m. – Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) public 

meeting on the BNSF rail yard diesel plume clean-up project – City Council Chambers 
 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager 
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Date: February 9, 2015 

"\'l lA:rER 
VVR~Hr 

Q ..1. ~ OLUTIONS 
~JNc. 

303 Clarke St. 
Helena, MT 5960 I 

(406) 443-6458 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Chuck Stearns, Whitefish City Manager, Greg, Acton Utility Operations Supervisor 

From: David M. Schmidt, Principal/Senior Water Rights Specialist~ 

Subject: Permits to Appropriate Water 76LJ-30065715 and 76LJ-30066687 

76LJ-30065715 

Is a Provisional Permit issued to the City of Whitefish for 1, 100 gallons per minute up to 
1,706.22 acre-feet from Whitefish Lake for municipal purposes from January 1 to 
December 31, inclusive of each year, with a priority date of March 5, 2013 at 2:25 P.M. 

Completion deadline 

The place of use is within the municipal boundaries of the City. The project completion 
notice fo1m 617 must be filed by December 31,2039. If you cannot meet the deadline, 
fi le a form 607, Application for Extension of time, by December31, 2039. Otherwise, the 
permit is void. 

Associated Right 

The total combined Appropriations from 76LJ 30065715, 17980, 18165, 17982, 17983 
and 17985 cannot exceed 3,182 acre-feet per year. 

Fm1her, this right is associated with 76LJ 17980 and 18165, as they share the same point 
of diversion 

Clark Fork River Basin 

This provisional water use permit has a priority date that is junior to the rights of senior 
water right holders in the Clark Fork River Basin. In accordance with Montana law, you 
may be subject to a call by senior water right holders, in which case you may be required 
to discontinue your use for the period of the call. 
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Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes - Reserved Water Rights 

This right is subject to all prior Indian reserved water rights of the confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes in the source of supply. It is the tribe ' s position that the exercise of 
junior water rights either within or outside of the exterior boundaries of the Flathead 
Indian Reservation. It is the tribe ' s position that economic investments made in reliance 
upon this right do not create in the appropriator any equity of vested right against the 
tribes. The appropriator is hereby notified that any financial outlay or work invested in a 
project pursuant to this right is at appropriator' s risk. The issuance of this right does not 
reduce the appropriator' s liability for damage caused by the exercise of the right. It does 
not make the Department liable for damage caused by the exercise of the right. Nor is he 
Depaiiment liable for any loss to the appropriator caused by the exercise of senior 
reserved water rights . 

Water measurement - inline flow meter required 

The appropriator shall install a department approved in-line flow meter at a point in the 
delivery line approved by the department. Water must not be dive1ied until the required 
measuring device is in place and operating. On a form provided y the department, the 
appropriator shall keep a written monthly record of the flow rate and volume of all water 
diverted, including the period of time. Records shall be submitted by January 31 off each 
year and upon request at other times during the year. Failure to submit reports may be 
cause for revocation of a pennit or change. The records must be sent o the water 
resources regional office. The appropriator shall maintain the measuring device so it 
always operates properly and measures flow rate and volume accurately. 

This provisional permit is subject to all prior existing water rights in the source of supply. 
Further, this permit is subject to any final determination of existing water rights, as 
provided by Montana law. Failure to comply with any of these terms and conditions may 
result in the loss of this provisional permit. 

76LJ-30066687 Whitefish Lake Golf Course 

Is a Provisional Permit issued to the City of Whitefish for 3 .12 cubic feet per second up 
to 244.6 acre-feet from Whitefish Lake fo r commercial purposes from April 1 to 
December 31 , inclusive of each year, with a priority date of July 1, 2013 at 1 :27 P.M. 

Completion deadline 

The place of use is within the municipal boundaries of the City. The proj ect completion 
notice form 617 must be filed by December 13, 2016. If you cannot meet the deadline, 
file a form 607, Appl ication fo r Extension of time, by January 31, 2016. Otherwise, the 
permit is void. 
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Associated Right 

The total combined Appropriations from 76LJ 30051177, 17981 ; as they share the same 
points of diversion. Total combined flow between the three rights shall not exceed 3 .12 
acre-feet per year. 

Clark Fork River Basin 

This provisional water use pe1mit has a priority date that is junior to the rights of senior 
water right holders in the Clark Fork River Basin. In accordance with Montana law, you 
may be subject to a call by senior water right holders, in which case you may be required 
to discontinue your use for the period of the call. 

Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes - Reserved Water Rights 

This right is subject to all prior Indian reserved water rights of the confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes in the source of supply. It is the tribe 's position that the exercise of 
junior water rights either within or outside of the exterior boundaries of the Flathead 
Indian Reservation. It is the tribe ' s position that economic investments made in reliance 
upon this right do not create in the appropriator any equity of vested right against the 
tribes. The appropriator is hereby notified that any financial outlay or work invested in a 
project pursuant to this right is at appropriator ' s risk. The issuance of this right does not 
reduce the appropriator' s liability for damage caused by the exercise of the right. It does 
not make the Department liable for damage caused by the exercise of the right. Nor is he 
Department liable for any loss to the appropriator caused by the exercise of senior 
reserved water rights . 

Water measurement - inline flow meter required 

The appropriator shall install a department approved in-line flow meter at a point in the 
delivery line approved by the department. Water must not be dive1ied until the required 
measuring device is in place and operating. On a form provided y the department, the 
appropriator shall keep a written monthly record of the flow rate and volume of all water 
diverted, including the period of time. Records shall be submitted by January 31 off each 
year and upon request at other times during the year. Failure to submit reports may be 
cause for revocation of a permit or change. The records must be sent o the water 
resources regional office. The appropriator shall maintain the measuring device so it 
always operates properly and measures flow rate and volume accurately. 

This provisional permit is subj ect to all prior existing water rights in the source of supply. 
Further, this permit is subject to any final dete1mination of existing water rights, as 
provided by Montana law. Failure to comply with any of these terms and conditions may 
result in the loss of this provisional permit. 
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Some advice, make a long-term tickler file for the municipal right. At that time (2039), I 
will be 85 years old, retired or dead. It is highly unlikely I will remind you of the notice 
of completion dates . The golf course drop-dead date is 12-31-2016 and will be here soon, 
do coordinate with golf club on the notice of completion. WRSI will be available to do 
the notice of completion for both entities in 2016, as the completion notices are easy to 
fill out incoJTectly which may put you back in the permit process. DNRC has sent you 
the original copies of both permits. We also have more than a full box of materials used 
on your projects that we could return to the City, next time I am up north. 
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Chuck Stearns 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Chuck, 

David Schmidt <dschmidt@mt.net> 
Thursday, February 19, 2015 3:55 PM 
Chuck Stearns 
Re: Permits granted 

The permits are in full force. However they are subject to the final determination after basin 76LJ is finally 
adjudicated the provisional permits will become a certificate of water right. There should be no water court 
proceedings on the permits. Final decree may be decades from now ifthe CSK compact in not passed by this 
legislature. If you have further comments or questions do not hesitate to call and discuss . 

I remain sincerely, 

David M. Schmidt, Principal 
Senior Water Rights Specialist 

Water Right Solutions, Inc. 

303 Clarke Street 

Helena, MT 59601 

p. ( 406) 443-6458 
f. ( 406) 449-3966 
m.(406-439-1186 

dschmidt@mt.ne 

On 2/19/2015 1 :28 PM, Chuck Stearns wrote: 

David: (cc: Greg A) 

Thank you for the update on our applications. Are Pe1mit # 's 17980, 17982, 17983, and 17984 
(5?) all fully adjudicated now or do they still need to go through water court? 

Chuck Stearns 
City Manager 
City of Whitefish 
P.O. Box 158 
418 E. 2nd Street 
Whitefish, MT 59937-0158 

1 
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O

WHITEFISH WATER RIGHTS & SUPPLY SUMMARY
Prepared: 5/11/2009
Updated: 2/9/2015

AF/Year EQR/EDU Population Amended
Amended Amended Served % of Original

WATER RIGHTS/SUPPLY Claim # CFS Gallons/Day Acre Feet/Day Acre Feet/Year EQR/EDU

May 5, 1958 - Whitefish Lake Pumping (Mountain Harbor) 17980 6.00 3,877,632.00 11.90 4,355.41 9,012.30
August 10, 1918 - First Creek of Haskill Creek 17982 4.00 2,585,088.00 7.93 2,903.60 6,008.20
August 10, 1918 - Second Creek of Haskill Creek 17983 4.00 2,585,088.00 7.93 2,903.60 6,008.20
July 28, 1929 - Third Creek of Haskill Creek 17984 4.00 2,585,088.00 7.93 2,903.60 6,008.20

Sub-Total of Primary Water Rights for adjudication 18.00 11,632,896.00 35.70 13,066.22 27,036.90 1,454.30 3,009.27 6,409.74 11.13%

September 24, 1978 - Provisional Permit - Lake pumping 18165 0.495 319,618.88 0.98 359.00 742.85 359.00 742.85 1,582.27 no change

Total of consumable water rights prior to 2013 new permit application 18.495 11,952,514.88 36.68 13,425.22 27,779.75 1,813.30 3,752.12 7,992.01

March 5, 2013 at 2:25 p.m. - Additional water right to pump from Whitefish Lake 76LJ-30065715 2.350 1,519,053.26 4.66 1,706.22 3,530.55 1,706.22 3,530.55 7,520.07

Future total consumable water rights 20.845 13,471,568.14 41.34 15,131.44 31,310.30 3,519.52 7,282.67 15,512.08
** total AF cannot exceed 3,182 - serves population of 14,024

Other Water Rights
May 5, 1958 - City and Golf Course Irrigation 17981 4.000 2,585,088.00 7.93 2,895.67 (can become consumable) 847.00 1,752.63 29.25%
July 1, 2013 at 1:27 p.m. - Whitefish Lake Golf Course - additional pumping from Whitefish Lake (April 1 - December 31) 76LJ-30066687 0.337 217,768.18 0.67 244.60 244.60
January 20, 1984 - 1st, 2nd, & 3rd Creeks - Power Generation 4.787 3,093,625.83 9.49 3,474.80 3,474.80 no change
February 11, 1982 - Notice of Completion - Armory Irrigation Well 0.011 7,200.00 0.02 8.07 8.07 no change

BOLD DENOTES BASIS OF CLAIM

CURRENT USAGE

        Low month  (between 2003-2014)- November, 2003 (avg. gallons/day) 1.208 781,000.00 2.40 874.83 3,393.63
        High month  - (between 2003-2014) - August 2007 (avg. gallons/day) 4.599 2,972,483.00 9.12 3,329.61 12,916.15
        High Year (2007 - 521,696,000 gallons for the year)   (avg. gallons/day) 2.212 1,429,304.11 4.39 1,601.03 6,210.67
        Highest Day usages

8/11/2014 5.273 3,408,000.00 10.46 3,817.45 14,808.57
7/25/2013 4.538 2,933,000.00 9.00 3,285.38 12,744.58
8/8/2012 4.507 2,913,000.00 8.94 3,262.98 12,657.68

2011 4.453 2,878,000.00 8.83 3,223.77 12,505.59
7/26/2010 3.981 2,573,000.00 7.90 2,882.13 11,180.30
7/2/2009 4.206 2,718,000.00 8.34 3,044.55 11,810.36
8/7/2008 4.859 3,140,000.00 9.64 3,517.25 13,644.05
7/17/2007 5.180 3,348,000.00 10.27 3,750.24 14,547.86
7/29/2006 4.538 2,933,000.00 9.00 3,285.38 12,744.58
8/9/2005 4.467 2,887,000.00 8.86 3,233.86 12,544.70
8/17/2004 4.269 2,759,000.00 8.47 3,090.48 11,988.51
7/30/2003 4.628 2,991,000.00 9.18 3,350.35 12,996.61

Comments from Water Rights Consultant on chart:

1. The volume of water pumped from the lake under Water Right Nos. 17980 and 17981 is not added to the total used from Haskill Basin (except 232 AF of Claim No. 17981 used to irrigate the golf course). The lake 
claims are supplemental to the Haskill Basin claims and were historically used to back up that system. Only Permit No. 18165 and the Armory well provide additional volume.

2. The power generation permit cannot be used to provide additional water for municipal because there is no additional water to divert. The City is already using the Haskill Basin water for both power generation 
and municipal use. 

3. Any usage information provided by Greg Acton on peak water usage only includes treated water, not diverted water or unmetered uses. The information from the 2005 HDR report is probably more 
reliable. HDR used existing water production and meter records to develop per capita water demand factors for residential, commercial, visiting, seasonal, irrigation and lost water.  HDR also forecast the future per 
capita minimum (153 GPCD), average (202 GPCD) and maximum (314 GPCD) day demands for water in the service area. 
The permit application is based on the additional water needed to supply a population of  15,825.  If you have any questions about my interpretation of the HDR figures, please contact me.  
Nancy Zalutsky
Water Rights Specialist 
Water Right Solutions 
303 Clarke Street 
Helena, MT 59601 
406-443-6458 

2-26-2013 - From Greg Acton email - Nancy said we will need to cut a check for the filing fee once she transfers our information to the new DNRC form and verifies the questions we answered in her cover letter. The 
new appropriation number
(1612 AF) is based on the most recent population projections and water use data.
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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% 5.9% 293 201,739          
Jan-15 15,285       52,940                  54,543         122,768          -4.2% 281 123,049          

Total FY15 290,253$   528,058$              599,710$     1,418,020$     YTD Compared to Last Year 2,721$          1,420,741$    
YTD vs Last Year 6.58% 5.77% 4.43% 5.36% 5.36% Taxable Sales FY15 74,632,641$               

 FY15 % of Collections 20% 37% 42% 72,172$               

Grand Total 4,645,174$  9,720,977$             11,745,817$  26,111,968$     23,195$            758,515$        26,871,033$     
% of Total Collections 18% 37% 45% 2.9% Average since '96

Total Taxable 
Sales Since 1996

1,374,314,122$       

Total Collected
27,486,282$            

5% Admin
1,374,314$              
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SRF-
 STATE OF MONTANA

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS
WASTEWATER

(REVOLVING FUND PROGRAM)

BORROWER: Whitefish
PROJECT NAME: FINAL LOAN PAYMENT: 1/1/2025

LOAN COMMITMENT: $8,532,000 # OF LOAN PAYMENTS: 19
LOAN AMOUNT: 8,532,000 PROJECT NUMBER:
INTEREST RATE: 2.50% DATE OF FUNDING: 12/1/2015

 
PAYMENT LOAN LOSS ADM EXPENSE          INTEREST       PRINCIPAL O/S LOAN TOTAL AMOUNT

DUE RESERVE SURCHARGE          PAYMENT       PAYMENT BALANCE OF PAYMENT
1 1/1/2016 1,777.50 1,777.50 14,220.00 405,000.00  8,127,000.00 $422,775.00 $422,775.00
2 7/1/2016 10,158.75 10,158.75 81,270.00 325,000.00  7,802,000.00 $426,587.50
3 1/1/2017 9,752.50 9,752.50 78,020.00 340,000.00  7,462,000.00 $437,525.00 $864,112.50
4 7/1/2017 9,327.50 9,327.50 74,620.00 365,000.00  7,097,000.00 $458,275.00
5 1/1/2018 8,871.25 8,871.25 70,970.00 370,000.00  6,727,000.00 $458,712.50 $916,987.50
6 7/1/2018 8,408.75 8,408.75 67,270.00 400,000.00  6,327,000.00 $484,087.50
7 1/1/2019 7,908.75 7,908.75 63,270.00 400,000.00  5,927,000.00 $479,087.50 $963,175.00
8 7/1/2019 7,408.75 7,408.75 59,270.00 435,000.00  5,492,000.00 $509,087.50
9 1/1/2020 6,865.00 6,865.00 54,920.00 435,000.00  5,057,000.00 $503,650.00 $1,012,737.50

10 7/1/2020 6,321.25 6,321.25 50,570.00 470,000.00  4,587,000.00 $533,212.50
11 1/1/2021 5,733.75 5,733.75 45,870.00 475,000.00  4,112,000.00 $532,337.50 $1,065,550.00
12 7/1/2021 5,140.00 5,140.00 41,120.00 505,000.00  3,607,000.00 $556,400.00
13 1/1/2022 4,508.75 4,508.75 36,070.00 505,000.00  3,102,000.00 $550,087.50 $1,106,487.50
14 7/1/2022 3,877.50 3,877.50 31,020.00 550,000.00  2,552,000.00 $588,775.00
15 1/1/2023 3,190.00 3,190.00 25,520.00 550,000.00  2,002,000.00 $581,900.00 $1,170,675.00
16 7/1/2023 2,502.50 2,502.50 20,020.00 600,000.00  1,402,000.00 $625,025.00
17 1/1/2024 1,752.50 1,752.50 14,020.00 615,000.00  787,000.00 $632,525.00 $1,257,550.00
18 7/1/2024 983.75 983.75 7,870.00 550,000.00  237,000.00 $559,837.50
19 1/1/2025 296.25 296.25 2,370.00 237,000.00  0.00 $239,962.50 $799,800.00

104,785.00 104,785.00 838,280.00 8,532,000.00 9,579,850.00
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Resort Tax Growth Estimates and ability to cover 10 year SRF loan
Prepared: 3/10/2015

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 #########

Full amount less 25% for property tax relief $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 #########

Amount of money needed for $8,532,000 SRF loan of 2.5% for 10 years with 110% coverage (based on DNRC revised amortization SRF calculations) $849,363 $895,800 $942,800 $988,175 $1,036,863 $1,088,738 $1,138,863 $1,206,925 $1,192,363 $239,963 $9,579,850

Net - Revenues less expenditures $3,360 -$441 -$2,673 -$1,042 -$373 -$423 $3,868 -$7,058 $67,497 $531,702 $594,417

Resort Tax ends 1/31/2025
Can use reserve amount to pay last debt service payment - $532,575
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FY 2015 FY15 Projected FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 Total
Beginning Cash Balance 2,325,843$    2,325,843$       2,044,797$    1,203,505$    739,538$        1,095,361$    1,675,914$    

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) -$                   -$                      2,370,741$    2,374,075$    2,375,313$     2,370,850$    1,246,775$    10,737,754    
Current TIF Bond Debt Service w/refi savings (last yr uses reserves) 1,778,896$    1,778,896$       $1,534,947 $1,533,553 $1,538,533 $1,534,525 -$                   7,920,453      
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$       6,032,337$    5,797,121$    5,231,546$     5,273,741$    3,495,635$    31,081,891    
Revenues less Expenditures (1,197,531)$   (281,046)$         (841,292)$      (463,967)$      355,823$        580,553$       2,638,930$    1,989,001$    

Ending Cash Balance 1,128,312$    2,044,797$       1,203,505$    739,538$       1,095,361$     1,675,914$    4,314,844$    
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: 3/06/2015

TIF Financial Plan July 2014 through July 2020
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Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality 

BN Whitefish Update 
State Superfund March 2015 

Background 

The Burlington Northern (BN) Whitefish Facility is a State Superfund facility located near Rail
way Street and Spokane Avenue in Whitefish, Montana. It is a 78-acre locomotive fueling 
and repair facility that has been in operation since 1903. The Facility has three separate 
fueling areas: a freight fueling area west of the highway overpass, and two Amtrak fueling 
areas east of the overpass. The Amtrak areas are known as the east and west passenger 
fueling areas (the map below shows corresponding underground petroleum plumes) . The 
passenger fueling areas have not been used since the mid-1980s, but the freight fueling 
area is still 
active. 
Historically, 
a power
house was 
located on 
site. 
Currently, 
waste 
water from 
the round
house is 
collected in 
three 
wastewater 
lagoons 
(shown in 
the left 
plume). 
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Releases associated with fueling , repair, railroad operations, and wastewater transporta
tion to the lagoons have resulted in soil and groundwater contamination by petroleum 
products (primarily diesel), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated bi
phenyls (PCBs), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and heavy metals. 
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BN Whitefish Site Update 

What has been done at the site so far? 

• 1973- BNSF began recovering free product from shallow groundwater via an interceptor 
trench, located between the Facility and the Whitefish River. 

• 1986- EPA inspected the Facility after a residential complaint. EPA recommended no 
further action and the Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences 
(predecessor to DEQ) began oversight. 

• 1987 through 1989-BNSF conducted investigations at the freight fueling area and 
wastewater lagoons. Results indicated free product floating on the water table, PAHs 
and metals in the groundwater, and petroleum hydrocarbons in soils. 

• 1998- DEQ issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to BNSF requiring the completion of a 
remedial investigation and feasibility study. 

• 2005-DEQ approved a work plan to expand the interceptor trench and excavate sur
face soils contaminated with heavy metals which were located west of the roundhouse. 

• 2007-A complaint of oil observed in the Whitefish River spurred on EPA investigation . 
EPA ordered BNSF to remediate the river under the Oil Pollution Act, and river sediments 
were excavated and dredged between 2009 and 2013. 

• 2008- BNSF constructed a microwell recovery system to address remaining petroleum 
free product. 

• 2011- DEQ approved the Remedial Investigation report which detailed all investigations 
that had occurred on the Facility between 1973 and 2000. DEQ noted several data 
gaps and required BNSF to collect more data in the fall of 2011. 

• 2014- DEQ approved the Remedial Investigation Report Supplement, which included all 
of the investigation work that had occurred on the Facility between 2000 and 2013. DEQ 
also approved the Whitefish River Human Health Risk Assessment which evaluated risk 
associated with activities on the river, (e.g. boating, swimming, fishing , etc.) 

• On-going: BNSF continues to conduct groundwater monitoring accross the Facility . 
Free product recovery has been ongoing since the installation of the interceptor trench 
and microwells. Since 1991, approximately 15, 105 gallons of free product have been re
covered from the interceptor trench and 7 43 gallons have been recovered from recov
ery wells. 
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What's next in 2015? 

• In progress: DEQ has required BNSF to produce a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) 
work plan for the Facility. Once the work plan is approved by DEQ, BNSF will prepare 
the Human Health Risk Assessment Report for the Facility. 

• Spring 2015: BNSF investigated the trichloroethene (TCE) plume, located to the west of 
the roundhouse, under an interim action work plan. They submitted the investigation 
findings to DEQ in December 2014. DEQ will evaluate the next steps for addressing this 
area. 

• Spring 2015: BNSF will perform sampling to evaluate the ecological health of the White-
fish River. Sampling will demonstrate whether the Whitefish River post-cleanup has suc
cessfully re-established organisms that live in the sediments. 

What are the future steps for this site? 

• Feasibility Study: Once the HHRA for the Facility and the ecological evaluation for the 
river are complete, BNSF will develop a Feasibility Study to identify and evaluate ,clean
up options. This may include treatability studies to evaluate technologies. 

• Proposed Plan: Once the Feasibility Study is in final draft form, DEQ will identify its pre
ferred final cleanup plan and publish the plan for public comment. 

• Record of Decision: DEQ will evaluate public comment on the Proposed Plan and will 
issue its final decision on the cleanup plan in a Record of Decision (ROD). BNSF will final
ize the Feasibility Study. 

• Remedial Design: BNSF will prepare design documents to implement the activities re
quired by the ROD. 

• Remedial Action: BNSF will implement the final cleanup as approved by DEQ in the re
medial design documents. 
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BN Whitefish Site Update 

Contact Information 

Jessica Smith 
Project Officer 

State Superfund 
1225 Cedar Street 
P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 
406-444-647 4 (direct) 

1-800-246-81 98 (toll free) 
jessicagsmith@mt.gov 

deq.mt.gov /StateSuperfund/ 
Whitefish.mcpx 

P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Public Meeting 

Date: Thursday, March 12, 2015 

Time: 5:30-7:30 p.m. 

Location: Whitefish City Council Chambers 
402 E. Second St. 
Whitefish, Montana 

DEQ will share information about recently 
completed work at the Facility, including a 
brief overview of the Whitefish River clean
up, information on the Human Health Risk 
Assessment currently underway, and 
details on the next steps. DEQ will also 
answer questions from the public. 
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CHUCK STEARNS 

WHITEFISH CITY MANAGER 

PO BOX 158 

WHITEFISH MT 59937 
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Elections 2015 

Filing Dates Opens May 4, 2015 and Closes July 2, 2015 

Persons wishing to file for Whitefish must file the "Petition of Nomination". File the completed 

form with the Flathead County Election Department, 800 S. Main Street, Room 115, Kalispell, MT 

59901. 

The form is attached herein, or can be found online on the Flathead County Website: under 

Department Listing select Election Department. On the website is a 2nd page - a petition form to 

collect signatures, but that is not required for your candidacy for Whitefish Mayor or Council. 

The candidate should check the box for the General Election to be held on November 3, 2015. 

There is no filing fee with this form. 

There will be three (3) positions open for Council and one (1) position open for Mayor. 

If more than 3 times the vacancies file- then a primary is needed. So if either over nine {9) file 

for Council or over three {3) file for Mayor- a primary would be required and would be held on 

September 15, 2015. 

Qualifications for City Council: Must be a city resident for at least 60 days preceding the election 

to office. 

Qualifications for Mayor: Must be 21 years old; has been a resident of the state for at least 3 

years; and has been a city resident for a least 2 years preceding the election to office. The office 

of mayor of a city or town is considered vacant if the individual elected as mayor ceases to be a 

resident of the city or town. 

General Election- November 3, 2015. 
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Oath of Candidacy and 

Special District Candidate 

Petition for Nomination 
Once filed, a candidate may only withdraw from candidacy by filing with the proper filing officer a notarized statement no later 

than 5:00p.m. on the last day to file for a primary election, or no later than 5:00p.m. 75 days before a general election. 

OATH OF CANDIDACY AND PETITION TO BE FILED WITH COUNTY ELECTION ADMINISTRATOR 

Filing for 

office of: ________ __________________________________________________________________________ __ as a Nonpartisan 
Full name of office including district and/or department numbers if applicable 

Candidate for the: 0 Primary 0 General Dot her (, ____________________ ) election to be held on ______ _, 20 __ 

Candidate Name (printed exactly as it should appear on the ballot): ______________________________________________ __________ _ 

Mailing Address: --------------------------------------------------

Street or PO Box City Zip 

Residence Address: -------------------------------------------------
Street City Zip 

County of Residence: --------------------------- Home Phone: ------------------- Work Phone: _________ _ 

Email Address: --------------------------------------- Website Address: ---------------------------------------

OATH OF CANDIDACY- CANDIDATE MUST SIGN IN THE PRESENCE OF A NOTARY PUBLIC OR AN OFFICER OF THE OFFICE WHERE THE FORM IS FILED 

1 hereby certify that I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the state of Montana, and do affirm that I possess the qualifications 

prescribed by the Constitution and laws of the United States and the state of Montana. 

Signature of Candidate Date 

NOTARY OR AUTHORIZED OFFICER 

State of Montana 

County of ____________________ __ _ 

Signed and sworn to before me this _____ day of ________________ __, 20 ____ by ---------------------------------

Where to file for County, City and 

most Local District offices: 

FLATHEAD COUNTY ELECTION DEPT 

BOOS MAIN ST-ROOM 115 

KALISPELL, MT 59901 

FAX- (406} 758-5877 

PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE OR ATIACHED SHEET($) FOR PETITION FORM. 

Printed Name of Candidate 

Signature of Notary or Public Official 

[Montana notaries must complete the following if not part of 
stamp at left] 

Printed Name of Notary Public 

Notary Public for the State of, ______________________ _ 

Residing at:. __________ ________________________ _ 

My commission expires: ____ ____________ _, 20. ___ _ 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-___ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA, 
IN SUPPORT OF ESTABLISHING A COUNTYWIDE 911 SPECIAL DISTRICT WITHIN 
FLATHEAD COUNTY THROUGH RESOLUTION OF THE FLATHEAD COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS IN ACCORDANCE WITH MONTANA STATE LAW AT MCA § 7-11-
1003 PROVIDING TO THE COUNTY THE AUTHORIZATION TO CREATE SPECIAL 
DISTRICTS.  
 
WHEREAS,  in 2009 an Interlocal Agreement was entered into by Flathead County and the 

incorporated municipalities of Kalispell, Whitefish and Columbia Falls for the 
establishment, operation and funding of a new consolidated countywide 911 system; 
and 

 
WHEREAS,  the Flathead County Consolidated 911 System established by this Interlocal Agreement 

began operation in April, 2009; and 
 
WHEREAS,  a Future Funding Committee was established as an integral element of this Interlocal 

Agreement to research and recommend future funding options for a more equitable 
funding system upon completion of the building constrtuction; and  

 
WHEREAS,  because of the economic downturn experienced in Flathead County in the time period 

of 2008 through 2011, the 911 Administrative Board and the Future Funding 
Committee determined that the likelihood for countywide voter approval of an 
additional property tax levy to fund the consolidated 911 system was not favorable, 
therefore a ballot measure was not pursued; and 

 
WHEREAS,  the Future Funding Committee issued its report and recommendations on May 4, 2011 

with recommendations for a countywide property tax mill levy, instituted at the 
appropriate time for an election, as the most equitable method of funding the 911 
system for both operations and maintenance and capital equipment replacement; and  

 
WHEREAS,  in 2014, Flathead County evaluated and proposed a funding method for the 

consolidated 911 system which would retain the existing countywide property tax levy 
of approximately 6 mills that funds a portion of the Flathead County Sheriff budget 
and to supplement that property tax levy with a proposed new, countywide Special 
District fee of $25.00 per year per developed residential unit and $50.00 per year per 
commercial unit up to a maximum of 30 commercial units, as a fee similar in 
assessment to the current countywide landfill fee; and  

 
WHEREAS,  the Flathead County Board of Commissioners, in accordance with Montana state law 

at MCA 7-11-1003, granting the county authorization to create special districts, placed 
the question of the new special district for the consolidated 911 system on the 
November, 2014 election ballot; and 
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WHEREAS,  the ballot measure for the establishment of this special district failed to pass by 10 
votes; and 

 
WHEREAS,  the Future Funding Committee maintains the opinion and recommendation that the 

special district methodology proposed by Flathead County in the 2014 ballot measure 
is a fundamentally more equitable system of funding the operations, maintenance, and 
capital replacement of the consolidated 911 system than the existing system as similar 
properties throughout the county would, under the proposed system, pay an equivalent 
amount in property taxes and fees for the same emergency services; and  

 
WHEREAS, this proposed funding system further provides the additional reserve capital for future 

facilities and equipment replacement that is not being provided under the current 
system of funding; and 

 
WHEREAS,  it is the finding of the City Council that it would be in the best interests of its residents 

and taxpayers as well as all residents of Flathead County that a special district for the 
consolidated 911 system be formed by a resolution of the Flathead County 
Commission, subject to the protest provisions, and possible referral to future election 
as set forth in MCA 7-11-1003. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF _______, 
MONTANA, AS FOLLOWS: 
 

SECTION 1:   The City of Whitefish hereby supports the proposed 911 Special District 
funding proposal attached as Exhibit A to this Resolution and encourages the 
Flathead County Board of Commissioners to adopt at their earliest 
opportunity, a resolution establishing the special district in accordance with 
MCA 7-11-1003; and  

 
SECTION 2:  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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FLATHEAD EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS FUNDING PLAN 
 

Background: 
 
In 2009 Flathead County, Kalispell, Whitefish and Columbia Falls entered into an interlocal agreement 
that consolidated dispatch and communication services from four separate operations to one central 
operation in Kalispell.  This consolidation was a significant achievement after many years of discussion 
and research into the concept.  Change is not easy and there were some definite bumps in the road that 
have been overcome.  Our citizens are well served by this consolidation with a well-trained dedicated 
staff and state of the art dispatch and radio communications systems.   
 
A key provision of Section I of the interlocal agreement stated that, “the board shall appoint a 
committee within three months of the execution of this agreement to study funding issues and to 
search for funding mechanisms that are more appropriate and acceptable to the parties to this 
agreement”.  There was a definite understanding between the county and the three participating cities 
that a “future funding committee” would be established to make every effort to find a fair and equitable 
funding mechanism to replace the population based funding formula approved as part of the interlocal 
agreement.   
 
This committee was formed and a number of funding alternatives have been researched and presented 
to the Flathead Emergency Communications Center Board and the Board of County Commissioners for 
their consideration.  Due to the effects of the recession, the idea of pursuing a ballot issue for a voted 
mill levy or another form of funding was not considered viable so the status quo has been in effect for 
several years now.    
 
The funding options explored to date include (1) a voted mill levy, (2) vehicle license fee surcharge 
allowed by state law, (3) collection of additional revenue from rural fire districts, federal/state/local 
government agencies and private emergency providers – i.e. all user agencies would pay on a per call 
cost basis, (4) formation of a special emergency communications district, and (5) continuation of the 
current funding method that does not provide any funding for critical capital improvement needs. 
 
The key funding issue is fairness.  Under the current formula, all taxpayers pay on a mill levy basis for the 
66% share that comes from the sheriff’s levy.  So both rural and city taxpayers pay the same mill rate for 
that part of the revenue contribution.  Then the three cities each levy taxes to their citizens to fund their 
allocation, so city taxpayers pay both the county and city levies for the same services.  So there is a big 
disparity involved as you look at contribution dollars for this service between rural and city taxpayers 
where everyone has the same right and ability to dial 911 – see attached chart with residential property 
examples of the same value house in each jurisdiction.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
The funding committee concluded that the best funding option to take to our citizens for their 
consideration is the creation of a special emergency communications district.  This option would 
continue the collection of the county mill levy where all taxpayers pay on an equitable property value 
basis.  The balance of the funding needed to operate the FECC would be generated from newly formed 
special district flat rate fees collected in the same manner the county collects funds for the solid waste 
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district landfill operations.  Using this combined funding formula, all taxpayers would pay the same mill 
rate to the county to provide for capital improvement funding and the portion of the emergency 
communications operations that involves costly radio communications, GIS, and IT services.  The flat 
rate special district fees would provide funding for the dispatch center staff, facility maintenance, 
equipment and operations.  This combined funding approach provides a fair balance with a combination 
mill levy and flat rate that apply equitably to city and rural taxpayers and different classifications of 
taxpayers.   
 
The estimated annual cost to operate all of the emergency communications components outlined above 
for the next five years is $3.9 million.  We receive approximately $625,000 from the state from a one 
dollar ($1.00) monthly phone user tax paid to the telephone companies to assist in the operation of 
county and city dispatch centers.  So the net amount we need to fund at the county and city level is 
about $3.3 million.  Our proposed funding plan will cover all the operational costs and a critically needed 
$500,000 annual contribution for the capital improvement program over the next twenty years.  We 
propose to continue the property tax levy at about the six mill level from the county sheriff’s office 
budget that totals approximately $1.5 million.  The proposed special district funding would require an 
additional estimated $1.9 million to fully fund this operation that has been in place for the past five 
years.  The new funding required that has not been achieved under the current funding system is the 
$500,000 needed for the capital improvement program. 
 
We are proposing to continue the sheriff’s levy that is currently a little less than six (6) mills and our 
proposed flat rate for the special district would be a $25 flat rate fee for residential properties annually 
and $50 per commercial unit not to exceed 30 units for commercial properties.   
 
We strongly feel this combined funding formula creates fairness and provides the revenue needed to be 
able to provide needed facilities, equipment, personnel and state of the art communications systems to 
meet the emergency needs for all the citizens of Flathead County.   
 
Conclusion: 
 
It is critical that a new funding solution be put into place in the near future since we have been unable to 
generate any new funds for capital improvement needs under the current funding formula due to levy 
limits set by state law for the county and the three cities.  We hope our citizens will support formation 
of a special communications district with some additional funding to allow us to provide the best level of 
service we can for the critical emergency communications system our citizens deserve and expect. 
 
County and city officials feel the best approach to take in regard to securing a fair and equitable funding 
solution is to properly inform the public of the funding needs to provide the best emergency 
communications we can.  It is the desire of the Flathead County Board of Commissioners to place the 
question of the potential formation of a special emergency communications district on the ballot to 
provide the level of service needed to protect our citizens.  The question is proposed to be placed on the 
November 2014 general election ballot. 
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Recommendation: 

The 911 Funding Sub-committee reviewed this report and conclusion and voted unanimously by email 
proxy of those responding (5-0) in May, 2014 to recommend that the FECC Board and the Flathead 
Board of County Commissioners pursue the creation of this special district and countywide funding 
sources. 

Chuck Stearns 
911 Funding Sub-committee Chair 
May 6, 2014 

Mike Pence 
Funding Plan Report Author 
May 6, 2014 

/s/ Mike Pence
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Comparison of 911 Costs on Tax Bills versus Cost of Special District Fee Proposal
Prepared by Chuck Stearns, City Manager of Whitefish on 4/8/2014

Current Tax Cost Proposed Fee Cost Motor Vehicle Fee 
5.921 mills on value Surcharge Option
plus $25 fee

$300,000 House in County
Market Value $300,000
DOR Appraised  Value (MV *.53) 1 $159,000
DOR Assessed Value (above * .0247) (Taxable Value) $3,927
Cost - County Mills (5.921 mills/1000) * Taxable Value 2 $23.25 $23.25
Special District Fee, MV Tax, or other $0.00 $25.00
Total Cost $23.25 $48.25

$300,000 House in Kalispell
Market Value $300,000
DOR Appraised  Value (MV *.53) 1 $159,000
DOR Assessed Value (above * .0247) (Taxable Value) $3,927
Cost - Kalispell Mills (12.133 mills/1000) * Taxable Value 3 $47.65 $0.00
        Plus - Cost of County 5.921 mills $23.25 $23.25
Special District Fee, MV Tax, or other $0.00 $25.00
Total Cost $70.90 $48.25

$300,000 House in Whitefish
Market Value $300,000
DOR Appraised  Value (MV *.53) 1 $159,000
DOR Assessed Value (above * .0247) (Taxable Value) $3,927
Cost - Whitefish Mills (6.870 mills/1000) * Taxable Value 4 $26.98 $0.00
        Plus - Cost of County 5.921 mills $23.25 $23.25
Special District Fee, MV Tax, or other $0.00 $25.00
Total Cost $50.23 $48.25

$300,000 House in Columbia Falls
Market Value $300,000
DOR Appraised  Value (MV *.53) 1 $159,000
DOR Assessed Value (above * .0247) (Taxable Value) $3,927
Cost - CF equivalent Mills (16.263 mills/1000) * Taxable Value 5 $63.87
        Plus - Cost of County 5.921 mills $23.25 $23.25
Special District Fee, MV Tax, or other $0.00 $25.00
Total Cost $87.12 $48.25

Footnotes
 1. Section 15-6-222 exempts 47% of market value for Class 4 Residential properties
 2. County mills equal $1,431,807 budget for 911 divided by County mill value of $241,807
 3. Kalispell mills equal $477,268 cost divided by Kalispell mill value of $39,334.85
 4. Whitefish mills equal $151,859 cost divided by Whitefish mill value of $22,105.76
 5. Columbia Falls mills equal $108,470 cost divided by Col Falls mill value of $6,669.52
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MEMORANDUM 
#2015-007 
 
 
 
 
To: Mayor John Muhlfeld 
 City Councilors 

From: Chuck Stearns, City Manager  
 
Re: Staff Report – Resolution of Support - proposed countywide Special District for 911 

Funding 
 
Date: March 6, 2015 

 
 

Introduction/History 
 
On February 1, 2009, the Whitefish City Council approved the 911 Interlocal Agreement which 
consolidated all dispatch services among the cities in Flathead County with Flathead County’s 
911 dispatch.  The Interlocal Agreement was finally approved and signed by all parties in April, 
2009 and a copy of the Interlocal Agreement is in the packet with this report.   
 
Despite much discussion, the four parties could not agree on a funding mechanism for 911 other 
than to have the three cities and Flathead County contribute to the budget based on population.   
This method ensured that property owners in the three cities would pay twice for 911 services – 
once to their city for its contribution and also to Flathead County for its contribution.   To 
address this inequity and to provide a long term, sustainable funding method, a Future Funding 
Committee was created to work on funding alternatives (end of Article I in Interlocal 
Agreement).   
 
I was appointed to that committee and was subsequently appointed as chairperson of the 
committee.  The committee worked on alternatives for two years and submitted our report to the 
911 Administrative Board in May, 2011.    
 
Subsequent to that report, the 911 Administrative Board and the Future Funding Committee 
continued to work on when an appropriate time to place a countywide property tax levy on the 
ballot.   Given the economic downturn, no one was very enthusiastic about placing such a 
property tax levy on the ballot.    
 
Last year, Commissioner Gary Krueger suggested an alternative to fund 911 with an assessment 
similar to the landfill assessment which appears on county property tax bills where there are 
structures (vacant land is not assessed for the landfill cost).  Commissioner Krueger worked with 
County Administrator Mike Pence and county staff on the particulars of such a proposal and the 
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final product and recommended structure is contained in a report in the packet called the 
“FLATHEAD EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS FUNDING PLAN”.    
 
The basic elements of this plan is that 911 would be funded entirely by countywide property 
taxes and a Special District fee on developed property.    The Countywide property tax would be 
to continue the current Sheriff countywide property tax levy for 911 of approximately 6 mills 
(5.921 mills last year) and augment that mill levy with a Special District $25 flat rate fee for 
residential properties annually and $50 per commercial unit not to exceed 30 units for 
commercial properties.     
 
The other very important, likely essential,  element of this funding proposal is that it will provide 
a stable funding source in the future for 911, especially for needed capital equipment 
replacement and additions.   The current funding which was approved by all four entities has 
only provided funding for operating costs and a minimal level of capital equipment.   This 
proposal would provide $500,000 of new funding annually for capital equipment acquisition and 
replacement.   If capital equipment replacement and addition is never funded, the 911 Center will 
die a slow death of attrition.    
 
Last year the City Council passed Resolution No. 14-23 supporting calling for an election on the 
proposed 911 Special District fee and that Resolution is enclosed in the packet with this memo.  
The county-wide election last fall failed to pass, but only by a 10 vote margin.    
 
 
Current Report 
 
After last fall’s close vote, but failure to approve the Special District, the 911 Governing Board 
met with the Future Funding Committee to discuss options.   The 911 Governing Board would 
like another attempt at forming the Special District sooner rather than wait until the next election 
in 2016.   It was decided that the Future Funding Committee should make a recommendation to 
the Board of County Commissioners regarding a new process to establish the Special District.    
 
The Future Funding Committee met and voted to recommend that the Board of County 
Commissioners try to form the Special District through passing a Resolution of Intention to 
create the District and then mail notices to property owners and see if a District can be formed 
that way (similar to a Special Improvement District process).   This process is provided for in 
Montana State Law at 7-11-1001 MCA et. seq.   I have attached a letter to the Board of County 
Commissioners from the Future Funding Committee regarding initiating this process.   
 
The Board of County Commissioners requested that each City pass a Resolution supporting 
going ahead and trying to create the Special District through this method.  If sufficient protests 
are received against the District, it will then either kill it or force an election at the 2016 Primary 
election.   
 
 
 
Financial Requirement/Impact 
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All four parties would split the cost of the mailing and other costs to try to create the Special 
District in this manner.  Our estimate costs as shown in the letter in the packet would be 
approximately $2,500, but it could be somewhat higher than that cost.  I doubt our share would 
exceed $3,000.    We would have to take that cost from our Contingency appropriation in the 
FY15 budget.    
 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff respectfully recommends the City Council adopt a Resolution in support of establishing a 
countywide 911 Special District within Flathead County through Resolution of the Flathead County 
Commissioners in accordance with Montana State Law at MCA § 7-11-1003 providing to the County 
the authorization to create Special Districts. 
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P.O. Box 158 • Whitefish, MT 59937 • (406) 863-2400 • Fax: (406) 863-2419 

The Honorable Pamela Holmquist, Chair 
The Honorable Gary Krueger 
The Honorable Phil Mitchell 
Board of County Commissioners 
Flathead County 
800 South Main Street 
Kalispell, MT 59901-5435 

February 23, 2015 
Letter #15-018 

Dear Commissioners Holmquist, Krueger, and Mitchell: 

As the Chairman of the 911 Future Funding Sub-committee, I am writing with a 
recommendation regarding consideration of another attempt to enact a Special District for 
funding the 911 Flathead Emergency Communications Center. At the January, 2015 
911 Governing Board meeting, it was determined that the best process to follow would be 
for our sub-committee to make a recommendation directly to the Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC). 

Our Sub-committee's recommendation (3-0 with Mike Pence abstaining) is for the 
BOCC to pursue forming a Special District identical to the Special District proposed last 
fall (see attachment) pursuant to the method allowed in Section?-11-1003 (l)(a)(i) 
M.C.A. whereby the BOCC may initiate and create a Special District, subject to protest 
provisions later in Section 7-11-1003 M.C.A. The sub-committee recognizes that if 
property owners who would be assessed for more than 10% of the cost of the district 
protest (but less than 50%), it will still force an election at a future date. However, given 
the costs of a special election (see below), we feel it would be expeditious, effective, and 
efficient to initiate a process to form the Special District by Resolution, subject to protest 
procedures. 

If more than 10% of the property owners to be assessed costs protest, but less than 50%, 
we would suggest that the election then be done at the June, 2016 primary election in 
order to save the costs of a special election (see costs below). 
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Percentage used Allocation of Allocation of Allocation of 
20 10 Census Percentage 9 11 in budget Po lling Ballot Costs Mail Ballot Costs costs fo r 1 mailing 

Columbia Falls 4,688 5.16% 5.00% $4,73 1. 59 $3,594.47 $ 1,750.00 
Kalispell 19,927 2 1.92% 22.00% $20,8 19.0 1 $ 15,8 15.65 $7,700.00 
Whitefish 6,357 6.99% 7.00% $6,624.23 $5,032.25 $2,450.00 

Flathead County - out of cities 59,956 65.94% 66.00% $62,457.02 $47,446.94 $23,100.00 

Total County 90,928 100.00% 100.00% $94,631. 85 $7 1,889.30 $35,000.00 

Initiating the process by Resolution of Intention followed by a protest period might cost 
approximately $35 ,000.00 in mailing and other costs (see allocation above) . Thus if the 
protests were less than 10%, the 911 Special District would be formed for the most 
reasonable cost and saving taxpayer funds. This approach is the most timely, economical 
and it reinforces the urgent need to address long term funding for the 911 Center. It also 
keeps the issue in front of the residents and property owners in Flathead County. 

I am also attaching to this letter the recommendation last year for the Special District 
which further describes it and the one page briefing paper from last fall ' s campaign. 
Please review our recommendation and these attachments. If you would like us to appear 
before you for further explanation and to answer questions, we would be glad to do so. 
Just let us know the date and time for such a meeting. 

Thank you for considering this recommendation of the 911 Future Funding Sub
committee. 

Sincerely, 

~~-
Chuck Stearns 
City Manager 
cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org 

cc: 911 Future Funding Committee Members 
911 Governing Board Members 
Tara Fugina, Deputy County Attorney 
Elizabeth Brooks, 911 Director 
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“SECONDS MATTER” 
FLATHEAD EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS FUNDING PROPOSAL FACT SHEET 

 
The Flathead County Commissioners have approved by resolution a ballot question to the voters 
proposing the creation of a special emergency communications district.  We are providing this summary 
fact sheet to inform our citizens of the reasoning for this approach to fund critical emergency 
communication services where “seconds matter” as follows: 
 

1) Background:  In 2009 Flathead County, Kalispell, Whitefish and Columbia Falls entered into an 
interlocal agreement that consolidated dispatch and emergency communication services from 
four separate operations to one central operation.  This consolidation has served our citizens 
well and was a major achievement after many years of discussion and research.  The interlocal 
agreement required completion of a study and recommendation to create a more fair and 
equitable funding mechanism to provide these services in the long term.  This study was also 
tasked to include identification of capital funding needs that are not covered by the current 
agreement formula.  A committee was established and due to economic conditions nationally 
and locally this recommendation to pursue a new funding formula was delayed.  “Seconds 
matter” and there is a critical need to address this long range funding challenge now.    

2) Options Considered:  We looked at five different options including (1) a voter approved 
property tax levy, (2) vehicle license fees allowed by state law, (3) collecting additional revenue 
from rural fire districts, federal/state/local government agencies and private emergency 
providers, (4) formation of a special emergency communications district, and (5) status quo with 
continuation of the current funding agreement that does not fund capital improvement and 
other needs. 

3) Recommendation:  Flathead County, Kalispell, Whitefish and Columbia Falls elected officials feel 
the best funding option is the formation of a special emergency communications district.  This 
option will generate the revenue needed to provide the highest level of response to life saving 
and other emergencies where “seconds matter.” 

4) Plan:  The budget for a five year period is estimated at $3.9 annually of which we propose to 
raise approximately $1.8 million from special emergency communications district rates.  Under 
the plan we will continue the county tax levy which all taxpayers pay on the basis of property 
value.  The revenue needed for capital and other operations needs would be achieved with a 
$25 flat rate for residential properties annually and a $50 per commercial unit rate not to 
exceed 30 units for commercial properties annually.  This dual funding system provides a fair 
and equitable approach with the special district flat rate based on the fact that all residences in 
the county have the same privilege and ability to dial 911 whenever they need emergency 
services.   

5) Need:  Most of the government entities involved in funding these services are at the maximum 
levy in their general funds that provide multiple services to the public.  They do not have the 
ability to contribute more funding at this time.  We need to properly fund our emergency 
communications over the long term to continue to provide state of the art communications 
services that include radio towers and equipment, the E-911 dispatch center, computer and 
technical equipment, personnel and other operational needs.  “Seconds matter” and all of the 
costly components to provide these services are critical needs that can be met with a special 
district formation and funding.   
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1

Chuck Stearns

From: Kellie Harnar <kharnar@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 12:46 PM
To: jmuhlfeld@cityofwhitefish.org
Cc: cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org; khilding@cityofwhitefish.org
Subject: Crosswalks

February 23, 2015 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Kellie Harnar and I live with my family at 706 Aspen Grove St. in Whitefish.  I am writing out of concern for my children 
(ages 11 & 12), and all of the children in this part of town, in regards to the danger involved in riding their bikes into town or over 
towards City Beach.  More specifically, I would like to request that solar-powered flashing crosswalk signs be installed at the crosswalks 
of Edgewood/Colorado and Wisconsin/Woodside Lane. 
 
We moved into the Aspen Grove subdivision last August – the height of tourist season.  I cannot tell you how many vehicles with out-of-
state/country license plates did not even slow down at the crosswalks. I even witnessed a Canadian vehicle run the stop light at 
Edgewood while travelling North over the viaduct.  This issue really got me scared after a young man who was riding his bike was killed 
at this intersection later in the summer. 
 
During the summer my kids have to cross the viaduct to ride to their friend’s houses.  If they walk to school they do as well.  The safest 
way for them to do that now is to go down Colorado and cross Edgewood to the bike trail.  There is a crosswalk there, but due to 
Edgewood having a curve cars coming from either direction don’t notice it (or the pedestrians waiting) until it is too late. Another 
problem is that cars heading east on Edgewood most often accelerate really fast when they are leaving the Wisconsin light, not being 
able to stop in time at the crosswalk.  My children and I were once stepping into the crosswalk when this happened and we had to 
quickly back up onto the curve and let the car pass. It is just as dangerous if a car is heading west towards Wisconsin on 
Edgewood.  There is a blind curve with a tall tree on the right.  It is difficult for the drivers to notice the crosswalk, let alone pedestrians. 
 
As I’m sure you know, Wisconsin is a busy road to cross and getting over to the West side of the street where the sidewalks are is a 
hazardous task.  During the summer my kids would love to ride their bikes to City Beach, but because of the aforementioned danger of 
the Edgewood/Wisconsin intersection I feel reluctant to let them.  It seems the safest route would be to cross Wisconsin at the 
Woodside Lane crosswalk – but without the flashing crosswalk signs it takes a long time for cars in either direction to notice the 
pedestrians and stop. And then there is always the fear of a pile up if the roads are slick in the winter because the cars in back have no 
warning that the cars in front of them are stopping at a crosswalk. 
 
We live in a new subdivision in this part of town that has a growing number of children.  There is also a high density of children in this 
area due to the multiple apartments and duplexes. I love the new flashing crosswalk signs that the City has placed downtown and by 
the Lodge.  I can see that they really work!  Given the population of this end of Whitefish and the faster speed limits of the surrounding 
streets I am sure you can see why these flashing crosswalks are needed at Edgewood/Colorado and Wisconsin/Woodside Lane.   
 
Thank you for your action on this matter and for helping to keep our children safe!  
 
Kellie Harnar 
(406)475-4488 
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1

Chuck Stearns

From: Karin Hilding <khilding@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 1:11 PM
To: John Muhlfeld; Chuck Stearns
Cc: Andy Feury; Frank Sweeney; Jen Frandsen; John Anderson; John Muhlfeld; Pam 

Barberis; Richard Hildner; Maria Butts; Freyholtz, James
Subject: Re: Crosswalks follow up
Attachments: rrfb-options-pic.jpg

All, 
I talked with Kellie last week after receiving her e-mail.  I also invited her to this morning's bike/ped committee 
meeting.  After discussing her crosswalk concerns I spoke with James Freholtz, the Traffic Engineer with MDT, 
concerning a possible pedestrian activated signal at Wisconsin and Woodside Lane.  James said that he will look into it, 
but that MDT would probably require a warrant study before allowing the City to add a pedestrian activated signal at this 
location.  I will follow up with him in the next few weeks.  I have copied James on this message to you.   

The placement of a pedestrian activated signal at Colorado and Edgewood is a bit more straight forward.  We could look 
into this further.  The cost of installing a signal at this location is about $13,000.  Our last two pedestrian signals were paid 
for with a Safe Routes to School/MDT grant, but that program has been discontinued and incorporated into a more 
complex bi-annual MDT grant program.  I would have to review the budget with Chuck and Sherri to see if there are funds 
available to have a signal installed at Colorado and Edgewood this spring/summer.  Also, at the bike/ped meeting Kellie 
mentioned that she would be interested in helping apply for a grant to pay for the signal improvements.  We discussed 
possibly applying to the Community Foundation or Roundup FEC for funds.  I offered to help her with the application 
process.  I have attached a photo of the RRFB ped signal. 
Thanks, 
Karin 

Karin Hilding, PE, LEED AP 
Interim Public Works Direct/City Engineer 
City of Whitefish 
(406) 863-2450 
khilding@cityofwhitefish.org 

On 3/2/2015 10:13 AM, John Muhlfeld wrote: 
Thanks. She left me two messages wanting it posted to tonight's agenda.  John  

John Muhlfeld  
Principal Hydrologist 
River Design Group,Inc. 
236 Wisconsin Avenue 
Whitefish, Montana. 59937 
(406) 862-4927 (ph) 
(406) 862-4963 (fax) 
www.riverdesigngroup.net 

On Mar 2, 2015, at 9:55 AM, Chuck Stearns <cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote: 
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Flathead County Clerk & Recorder 
Historic Courthouse 

800 S Main St- Room 114 

Kalispell, MT 59901-5420 

Website, h ttp,f !fla t heaci.n1 t .gov /clerk_ recorder 

City of Whitefish 
Necile Lorang, Clerk 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

RE: 2015 Municipal Election 

Debbie Pierson 
Clerk & Recorder 

Auditor/Surveyor 

Election Administrator 

Ph, (406) 758-5530 E (406) 758-5865 
E-maiL cipierson(ff.nathead.mt.gov 

Enclosed please find a calendar for the 2015 Municipal Elections, along with the papers required for filing. For 
your information, I am also including the number of registered voters and the estimated number of absentee 

voters. 

Registered voters: 5008 
Absentee voters: 1507 

Please return the following, either through email or mail. 

•!• Positions that are up for election 
•!• Length of term for each position 
•:• Salary for each position 
•!• Whether or not you wish your election to be conducted by mail or at the polling place. 

o Polling facilities that have been verified and available for delivery and equipment setup prior to 
7:00a.m. when the polls open. 

Thank you for your cooperation and if you have any questions, please contact me at 758-2453 or 
meisenzimer@flathead.mt.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Monica Eisenzimer 
Recording and Election Services Manager 
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Oath of Candidacy and 

Special District Candidate 

Petition for Nomination 
Once filed, a candidate may only withdraw from candidacy by filing with the proper filing officer a notarized statement no later 

than 5:00p.m. on the last day to file for a primary election, or no later than 5:00p.m. 75 days before a general election. 

OATH OF CANDIDACY AND PETITION TO BE FILED WITH COUNTY ELECTION ADMINISTRATOR 

Filing for 

office of: __________ ________________________________________________________________________ __ as a Nonpartisan 
Full name of office including district and/or department numbers if applicable 

Candidate for the: 0 Primary 0 General Oother ( __________________ ) election to be held on --------' 20 __ 

Candidate Name (printed exactly as it should appear on the ballot): ________________________________________
_

__________ _ 

Mailing Address: --------------------------------------
Street or PO Box City Zip 

Residence Address: -------------------------------------------
Street City Zip 

County of Residence: ---------------------- Home Phone: _______ ________ ___ Work Phone: ----------

Email Address: ------------------------------------ Website Address: ------------------------------------

OATH OF CANDIDACY- CANDIDATE MUST SIGN IN THE PRESENCE OF A NOTARY PUBLIC OR AN OFFICER OF THE OFFICE WHERE THE FORM IS FILED 

I hereby certify that I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the state of Montana, and do affirm that I possess the qualifications 
prescribed by the Constitution and laws of the United States and the state of Montana. 

Signature of Candidate Date 

NOTARY OR AUTHORIZED OFFICER 

State of Montana 

County of 
___________________ _ 

Signed and sworn to before me this ____ day of ------------' 20 ____ by ----------------------------

[SEAL/STAMP] 

Where to file far County, City and 

most Local District offices: 

FLATHEAD COUNTY ELECTION DEPT 

BOOS MAIN ST-ROOM 115 
KALISPELL, MT 59901 

FAX- {406) 758-5877 

PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE OR ATIACHED SHEET(S) FOR PETITION FORM. 

Printed Name of Candidate 

Signature of Notary or Public Official 

[Montana notaries must complete the following if not part of 

stamp at left] 

Printed Name of Notary Public 

Notary Public for the State of _________________ _ 

Residing at: 
_________ ___

_____________ _ 

My commission expires: __ ___________ __, 20 _
_ _ 
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THE STAT E  OF MONTANA 

COMMISSIONER OF POLITICAL PRACTICES 
1205 Eighth Avenue 
Post Office Box 202401 
Helena, MT 59620-2401 
TELEPHONE: 406-444-2942 
FAX NUMBER: 406-444-1643 
WEBSITE: www.politicalpractices.mt.qov 

E-MAIL ADDRESS REQUEST 

FORM C-1-A STATEMENT OF CANDIDATE 

We are continuing to make efforts to reduce agency operating costs. To complement 

these efforts, I am requesting that each candidate filing a form C-1-A Statement of 

Candidate provide, if available, their e-mail address and their treasurer's e-mail 

address. Thereafter, communications from this office will be electronic. To go completely 

paperless, simpy navigate to our Featured Online Services from our homepage, and use 

our new on-line candidate filing forms. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Jonathan Motl 

Commissioner 

June, 2013 
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THE STATE OF MONTANA 

COMMISSIONER OF POLITICAL PRACTICES 
1205 Eighth Avenue 
Post Office Box 202401 
Helena, MT 59620-2401 
TELEPHONE: 406-444-2942 
FAX NUMBER: 406-444-1643 
WEBSITE: www.politicalpractices.mt.gov 

INSTRUCTIONS (Revised 11111) 

FORM C-1-A STATEMENT OF CANDIDATE 

WHO IS REQUIRED TO FILE A FORM C-1-A? 
• All candidates campaigning for county and municipal offices must file a Form C-1-A. 
• All candidates campaigning for school trustee offices in first-class districts located in counties with 

populations of 15,000 and more or in county high school districts having student enrollments of 
2,000 or more must file a Form C-1-A. 

WHAT INFORMATION IS TO BE REPORTED? 
Pursuant to Montana Code Annotated §§§ 13-37-201, 13-37-202, and 13-37-205, the following 
information is required to be reported: 
• full name, complete mailing address, and complete street address of the treasurer; 
• full name, complete mailing address, and complete street address of any deputy treasurer; and 
• full name and complete address of the depository in which the campaign account is located. 

Please note: 
• A candidate may appoint himself or herself as the campaign treasurer or deputy treasurer. Such 

an appointment subsequently may be changed by filing an amended Form C-1-A. 
• The treasurer of a candidate's campaign is responsible for keeping detailed accounts of all 

contributions received and expenditures made by the campaign. 
• The treasurer of a candidate's campaign is the individual to whom correspondence and notices 

will be sent unless the Commissioner's office is otherwise directed. 
• A separate bank account must be established for a campaign in which any funds, including the 

candidate's personal funds, will be received or spent, that is, if Box B or C is checked on the 
Affidavit of Reporting Status on Form C-1-A. 

In accordance with 44. 10.407 Administrative Rules of Montana, if Box B has been checked and more 
than $500 subsequently is received and/or expended, an initial financial report (Form C-5) must be 
filed within five (5) days of exceeding $500 and financial reports must be filed according to schedule. 

WHEN MUST A FORM C-1-A BE FILED? 
A Form C-1-A must be filed within five (5) days after receiving or spending money, appointing a 
campaign treasurer, or filing for office, whichever occurs first. 

WHERE MUST A FORM C-1-A BE FILED? 
• One copy is to be filed with the Commissioner of Political Practices at the address above. The 

report may be faxed provided the original report is submitted to the Commissioner immediately 
thereafter. The Commissioner's fax number and mailing address are provided above. 

• One copy is to be filed with the Election Administrator of the candidate's resident county or, in the 
case of a school election, with the district clerk. 

• One copy is to be retained for the candidate's records. 

Please detach these instructions before filing Form C-1-A 
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THE STATE OF MONTANA FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
Date Received and Postmark Date 

COMMISSIONER OF POLITICAL PRACTICES 
1205 Eighth Avenue 
Post Office Box 202401 
Helena, MT 59620-2401 
TELEPHONE: 406-444-2942 
FAX NUMBER: 406-444-1643 
WEBSITE: www.politicalpractices.mt.gov 

Form C-1-A (Revised 11/11) 
Statement of Candidate 
TO BE FILED by CANDIDATE for COUNTY, MUNICIPAL or SCHOOL OFFICE 

ORIGINAL FILING 0 AMENDED FILING 0 

TYPE OR PRINT IN INK ALL INFORMATION WITH EXCEPTION OF SIGNATURE 

FULL NAME OF CANDIDATE 

COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF OFFICE SOUGHT 

PARTY AFFILIATION, if any COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 

COMPLETE MAILING ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

COMPLETE STREET ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

E-Mail Address (Please Print) Home Telephone Number Work Telephone Number 

FULL NAME OF CAMPAIGN TREASURER 
(Must be registered to vote in Montana) 

COMPLETE MAILING ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

COMPLETE STREET ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

E-Mail Address (Please Print) Home Telephone Number Work Telephone Number 

FULL NAME OF DEPUTY TREASURER, if any 
(Must be registered to vote in Montana) 

COMPLETE MAILING ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

E-Mail Address (Please Print) Home Telephone Number Work Telephone Number 

CAMPAIGN ACCOUNT INFORMATION 

FULL NAME OF BANK 

COMPLETE ADDRESS 
(Including City, State, Zip Code) 

Facsimile Number 

Facsimile Number 

Facsimile Number 

AFFIDAVIT OF REPORTING STATUS (Check one) If B or C box is checked, a treasurer and bank must be designated. 

A D I certify that I will not receive or expend any funds (including personal funds) in support of my candidacy for above office. 

I certify that I expect the total amount of contributions or expenditures will not exceed $500 (including personal funds); however, 

sO if more than $500 is received and/or expended, within 5 days of reaching this threshold I will file an initial financial report (form C-5) and I 
will file additional financial reports according to schedule. 

cO I expect to receive contributions and/or make expenditures exceeding $500 (including personal funds). I will file financial reports (form 
C-5) according to schedule. 

CERTIFICATION: I hereby verify that the foregoing statements are true and correct. 

Candidate's Signature Date 

I Notice: You must follow up with a signed hard copy to CPP I 
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Deadline 

May 4 

July 2 

Within 5 days of 

filing for office 

After July 2 

July 3 -July 10 

July 10 

July 17 

Starting not earlier 

than 

July 17 

\ 

Montana 2015 Municipal Primary and General Election Calendar*t 
Secretary of State Linda McCulloch 

Elections and Government Services Division 
sos.mt.gov • soselections@mt.gov 

*Other local jurisdictions may be required to hold an election in the odd year, including but not limited to local sewer districts. 
tAll dates and laws are subject to change by the 2015 Legislature. 

2015 
January February March 

S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S 
1 2 3  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

May 
S M T W T F S 

31 1 2 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

September 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 �16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
27 28 29 30 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

June 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6  
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 

October 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

First day for candidates to file for office 

15 16 17 18 19 20 2 1  

2 2  23 2 4  2 5  2 6  2 7  28 

29 30 31 

July 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
26 27 28 29 30 31 

November 
S M ,I,W T F S 
1 2 L:!J 4 5 6 7  
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 

5:00p.m. -Deadline for candidates to file for office 

April 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 2 1  22 23 24 25 
26 27 28 29 30 

August 
S M T W T F S 

30 31 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

December 
S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
27 28 29 30 31 

5:00p.m.- Deadline for candidates to withdraw primary election candidacy 

Candidates must file appropriate paperwork with Commissioner of Political 

Practices in order for their names to appear on the ballot 

Election administrators determine whether nonpartisan primary election and 

parties' primary elections need to be held; then notify governing body 

Period for election administrators to certify to Commissioner of Political Practices 

the names of all municipal candidates who have complied with MCA Title 13, 

Chapter 37 

Deadline for Commissioner of Political Practices to notify election administrators 

that candidates have not complied with the provisions of MCA Title 13, Chapter 37 

and that the candidates' names should not appear on the official ballot 

Deadline for governing body to decide that a nonpartisan primary must be held, if 

election administrator determines that the election need not be held 

If conducting a municipal primary election 

Statute 

13-10-201(7) 

13-10-201 

13-10-325 

13-37-201 

13-10-209 

. 13-14-115 

13-37-126(1) 

13-37-225 

13-37-126(3) 

13-14-115 

Deadline for Secretary of State to receive mail ballot plan, timetable and 13-19-205 

instructions from county election administrators planning to conduct municipal 

primary election(s) by mail ballot 

Election administrators must publish or broadcast notice specifying the day regular . .  13-2-301(1)(b) 

voter registration for primary election will close and the availability of late 

registration (three times in the four weeks preceding close of registration) 

1 

City Council Packet  March 16, 2015   page 530 of 537



August 10 

August 17 

August 18 

August 20 

August 26 

Septembe¥ 

September 5-

September 13 

Starting not earlier 

than 

September 7 

September 11 

September 14 

September 15 

5:00p.m.- Deadline for candidates to withdraw general election candidacy 

5:00p.m. - Deadline for write -in candidates to file a Declaration of Intent for the 

primary election, except in mail ballot elections (see also August 20) 

13-10-325 

13-10-211( 1) 

Close of primary regular voter registration (registration forms postmarked by this 13-2-301 

date and received within 3 days are accepted for regular registration) 

Beginning of period during which election administrators publicly test and certify 13-17-212 

that each type of voting system used in an election is performing properly 

Beginning of late registration 

5:00 p.m.- Deadline for write -in candidates in mail ballot elections to file a 

Declaration of Intent for the primary election (see also August 17) 

Registration forms postmarked by August 17 and received by this date are 

accepted for regular registration 

Date by which primary election absentee ballots must be available for voting; 

electors on the annual absentee elector list are sent ballots automatically 

Election administrators must send ballots to absent military and overseas electors 

as soon as the ballot is printed and by no later than this date 

Deadline for Secretary of State to receive mail ballot plan, timetable and 

instructions from county election administrators planning to conduct municipal 

general election(s) by mail ballot 

Election administrators must publish : a diagram showing the voting system and a 

sample of the ballot layout a statement of the locations where voting systems used 

by voters are on public exhibition, and instructions on how to vote 

Election administrators must publish locations of the precinct polling places, 

including accessibility designations for each polling place 

Election administrators must publish notice specifying the day regular voter 

registration will close and the availability of late registration (three times in the 

four weeks preceding close of registration) 

Beginning of period for printing of primary election precinct register 

After 5:00 p.m. - Beginning of period for qualified electors who are prevented from 

voting at the polls as a result of illness or health emergency, occurring between 
5:00p.m. of the Friday before the election and 8 p.m. on election day, to request 

to vote by special absentee ballot 

Noon -Deadline for application to be made for absentee ballot 

13-2-304 

13-10-211(3) 

13-2-301 

13-13-205( 1)( b )  

13-13-212(4) 

13-13-205 

13-19-205 

13-17-203 

13-3-105(2) 

13-3-207 

13-2-301 

13-2-116 

13-13-211(2) 

13-13-212(2) 

13-13-211(1) 

Noon -Absentee ballots are issued to late registrants up until this time on the day 13-2-304 

before election day; late registrants who submit a registration form after noon 

must return to the election office on election day to receive an absentee ballot 

Election Administrators may, at their option, conduct early preparation of absentee 13-13-241 

ballots as provided in statute and administrative rule 44.3.2204 ARM 

MUNICIPAL PRIMARY NOMINATING ELECTION 

Election administrators or designees must randomly test and certify 5% of each 

type of voting system (a minimum of one per county), to validate the accuracy of 

voted paper ballots with the voting system results 

2 

13-1-107(2) 

44.3.1713(1)(f) 

ARM 
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September 

15-21 

September 21 

By September 29 

Within 5 days of 

official canvass 

Within 10 days of 

official canvass 

October 5 

October 6 

October 8 

October 14 � 

October 24 -

November 1 

Period for qualified electors who are prevented from voting at the polls as a result 

of illness or health emergency, occurring between 5:00 p.m. of the Friday before 

the election and close of polls on election day, to request to vote by absentee 

ballot 

8: 00p.m. -End of late registration (or when all individuals in line at 8:00p.m. have 

registered) 

Period during which election administrators may open a package containing a 

precinct register to resolve provisional ballots 

3: 00p.m. -Counting of provisional ballots that are not resolved by the end of 

election day may not begin prior to this date and time 

3:00p.m. -Deadline for election administrators to receive Federal Write-In 

Absentee Ballots (FWABs) that were sent by absent military and overseas electors 

by 8: 00p.m. on election day 

13-13-211(2) 

13-13-212(2) 

13-2-304 . 

13-15-107 

13-15-301(2) 

13-15-107(6) 

13-21- 206 

Canvass completed -Board declares nominated the individuals having received the 13-15-4 01 

highest number of votes cast for each office and proclaims adoption or rejection of 13-15-4 05 

ballot issues 

Deadline for candidates to initiate contest of primary election nomination 13-36-102(1) 

Deadline for unsuccessful primary election candidates to apply for a recount, if 

applicable 

Deadline for successful primary write-in nominees to file a written Declaration of 

Acceptance 

. i 13-16-201 

' 13-16-301 

13-10-204 

Close of regular voter registration (registration forms postmarked by this date and 13-2-301 

received within 3 days are accepted for regular registration) 

Beginning of period during which election administrators publicly test and certify 

that each type of voting system used in an election is performing properly 

5:00p.m. -Deadline for write -in candidates to file a Declaration of Intent for the 

general election, except in mail ballot elections (see also October 8) 

Beginning of late registration 

5:00p.m.-. Deadline for write-in candidates in mail ballot elections to file a 

Declaration of Intent for the general election (see also October 5) 

Registration forms postmarked by October 5 and received by this date are 

accepted for regular registration 

Date by which general election absentee ballots must be available for voting; 

electors on the annual absentee elector list are sent ballots automatically 

Election administrators must send ballots to absent military and overseas electors 

as soon as the ballot is printed and by no later than this date 

Election administrators must publish: a diagram showing the voting system and a 

sample of the ballot layout, a statement of the locations where voting systems to 

be used by voters are on public exhibition, and instructions on how to vote 

Election administrators must publish locations of the precinct polling places, 
including accessibility designations for each polling place 

3 

13-17-212 

13-10-211(1) 

13-2-304 

13-10-211(3) 

13-2-301 

13-13-205(1) (b )  

13-13-212(4 ) 

13-13-205 

13-17-203 

13-3-105(2) 

13-3-207 
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October 30 

November 2 

November 3 

November 3-9 

November 9 

Starting November 

10 

By November 17 

Within 5 days of 

official canvass 

Within 10 days of 

official canvass 

Beginning of period for printing of general election precinct register 

After 5:00 p.m. -Beginning of period for qualified electors who are prevented from 

voting at the polls as a result of illness or health emergency, occurring between 

5:00 p.m. of the Friday before the election and 8 p.m. on election day, to request 

to vote by special absentee ballot 

Noon -Deadline for application to be made for absentee ballot 

13-2-116 

13-13-211(2) 

13-13-212(2) 

13-13-211(1) 

Noon -Absentee ballots are issued to late registrants up until this time on the day 13-2- 304 

before election day; late registrants who submit a registration form after noon 

must return to the election office on election day to receive an absentee ballot 

Election Administrators may, at their option, conduct early preparation of absentee 13- 13-24 1 

ballots as provided in statute and administrative rule 4 4. 3. 2204 ARM 

MUNICIPAL GENERAL ELECTION 
Election administrators or designees must randomly test and certify 5% of each 

type of voting system (a minimum of one per county), to validate the accuracy of 

voted paper ballots with the voting system results 

Period for qualified electors who are prevented from voting at the polls as a result 

of illness or health emergency, occurring between 5:00p.m. of the Friday before 

the election and close of polls on election day, to request to vote by absentee 

ballot 

8:00p.m.- End of late registration (or when all individuals in line at 8:00p.m. have 

registered) 

Period during which election administrators may open a package containing a 

precinct register to resolve provisional ballots 

3: 00p.m. -Counting of provisional ballots that are not resolved by the end of 

election day may not begin prior to this date and time 

3:00 p.m.-Deadline for election administrators to receive Federal Write-In 

Absentee Ballots (FWABs) that were sent by absent military and overseas electors 

by 8 p.m. on election day 

Period for election administrators to certify to the Commissioner of Political 

Practices the names of all elected municipal candidates who have complied with 

MCA Title 13, Chapter 37 by properly filing all required statements/ reports with 

their county election administrators 

Period for Commissioner of Political Practices to certify to election administrators 

the names of all elected municipal candidates who complied with MCA Title 13, 

Chapter 37 so certificates of election can be issued 

13-1-104 (2) 

4 4. 3. 1713(1) (f )  

ARM 

13-13-211(2) 

13-13-212(2) 

13-2-304 

13-15-107 

13-15-301(2) 

13-15-107(6) 

13-21-206 

13- 37- 127(1) 

13-37- 127 

Canvass completed - Board declares elected the individuals having received the 13-15- 4 01 
highest number of votes cast for each office and proclaims adoption or rejection of 13-15-4 05 
ballot issues 

Deadline for unsuccessful general election candidates to apply for a recount, if 13-16-201 
applicable 13-16-301 

Deadline for successful general election write -in candidates to file a written 13-15-111 
Declaration of Acceptance 

4 
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2015 Municipal Primary and General Election Calendar 

Montana Secretary of State Linda McCulloch 

My Voter Page 

Elections and Government Services 
sos.mt.qov • soselections@mt.gov 

Election Information 

Visit the Secretary of State's webpage at sos.mt.gov for the following services on My Voter Page*: 
• Check your registration status 

• Find your polling place, including a map with directions to the polling place 

• Check the status of your absentee ballot, if applicable 

• See a sample ballot, when available 

*Some information on My Voter Page is available for statewide primary and general elections only. 

Filing for Office 

�· Pursuant to 13-10-201, MCA, in a partisan election, an individual may not file a Declaration for Nomination or a 

Declaration of Intent for more than one political party. 

• A candidate may not file for more than one public office. (This does not include precinct committee candidates, if 

applicable). 

• Individuals cannot file for nonpartisan offices as independent candidates or as political party candidates. 

Late Registration 
• An elector may register or change the elector's voter registration information after the close of regular registration by 

appearing at the county election office or designated location before the close of polls on election day. 

• Late registration closes temporarily at noon the day before election day, and reopens at 7 a.m. on election day. 

• Absent military and overseas electors are eligible for late registration (and can register and vote electronically for 

statewide primary and general elections held during each even year via the Secretary of State's Electronic Absentee 

System). See http://www.sos.mt.gov/elections/Military Overseas for more information. 

Polling Places 
• According to 13-1-106, MCA, polls must open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m., except that polling places having fewer than 400 

registered electors must be open from at least noon to 8 p.m. (or until all registered electors in any precinct have 

voted). 

• Contact your county election office for your polling place location and hours. 

ID for Voting 
• All voters must present ID when voting at the polling place. 

• ID can be any current photo ID with the voter's name, or if photo ID is not available, a current utility bill, bank 

statement, paycheck, notice of confirmation of voter registration, government check or other government document 

that shows the voter's name and current address. 

Provisional Ballots 
• Electors whose eligibility or identity cannot be determined are allowed to vote a provisional ballot. 

• Proof of registration or required identification must be provided to the county election office by 5:00p.m. the day after 

the election, or mailed to the county election office by the day after the election. 

• Pursuant to 13-15-107, MCA, counting of provisional ballots that are not resolved by the end of election day may not 

begin prior to 3:00p.m. the sixth day after the election. 

• Election officials shall notify each elector who cast a provisional ballot, by the most expedient means possible, whether 

or not the elector's ballot was counted, and the reason(s) why or why not. 

Voter Info 
Contact the Election Administrator at your county election office. Contact the Secretary of State at soselections@mt.gov or at 

1-888-884-86 83 (VOTE). 

Last updated February 9, 2015 

5 
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1

Chuck Stearns

From: Mayre Flowers <Mayre@flatheadcitizens.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 6:25 PM
To: Chuck Stearns; Mary VanBuskirk; Dave Taylor; pbarberis@cityofwhitefish.org; Andy 

Feury; Jen Frandsen; Richard Hildner; Frank Sweeney; John Anderson; John Muhlfeld; 
Necile Lorang

Cc: Citizens for a Better Flathead
Subject: Revised memo on City Buy Local Ordiance and Shop Local campaign ideas
Attachments: Revised Memo on Buy Local Campaign for Whitefish 3-4-15.doc; Untitled attachment 

00011.txt

To: Whitefish City Council 
 
I spent a bit more time looking at the resources for a shop local campaign and a buy local preference for the city 
and revised our memo to the city council with these.  This email version should allow you to quickly click on 
links provided. 
 
I look forward to your feedback and being supportive of your potential efforts to support local Whitefish 
businesses with tools like these in the face of the likely increase in the resort tax.   
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PO Box 771  35 4th Street West                     T: 406.756.8993  F:  
          406.756.8991 
 
                                            
   Kalispell, Montana 59903                   citizens@flatheadcitizens.org
     
             www.flatheadcitizens.org 
 
To: The Whitefish City Council 3/4/15      
RE: Buy Local Policy and Buy Local-Invest Local Campaign for by the City of Whitefish 
 
This memo follows up on initial suggestions we made to the Whitefish City Council at your 3/2/15 
Council meeting encouraging you to consider a City of Whitefish local purchasing preferences 
ordinance.  This memo expands on our earlier memo and provides some examples of some 
campaigns that cities have developed to promote shopping locally as a way of investing in the 
community’s quality of life and prized amenities like in trails, open space, recreational lands, and 
clean water.   
 
We would also encourage you to become familiar with the Go Local Flathead program that we have 
led for the past six years.  This program not only promotes and educates about the postive local 
economic impact of shopping local, but also publishes a free bi-annual guide to shopping locally in 
the Flathead. This 90-page publication featuring locally- owned businesses, stories, events, and 
customer “brag ads” about local businesses and is distributed by some 200 locally-owned businesses 
throughout the Flathead including Whitefish. This program also provides door decals for locally 
owned businesses. The guide is published in late May and early November of each year. As a non-
profit, largely volunteer, project we offer ad space at greatly reduced rates. View past issues here: 
http://flatheadcitizens.org/GoLocalSales.htm 
 
We look forward to partnering, supporting, and working with the City of Whitefish to promote 
shopping locally as an investment in the local economy and in the city’s character and quality of life. 
 
Resources on Buy Local City Ordiances 
 
 Local preference purchasing policies, or Buy Local policies, have been adopted by various 
municipalities to provide a formal preference for acquiring goods and services for their operations 
through local vendors.  Some cities also choose to maintain an online directory of local businesses to 
help city staff identify local options for purchases. 
 
 http://ilsr.org/rule/local-purchasing-preferences/2727-2/ 
 
 http://www.cedar-rapids.org/government/departments/purchasing/pages/buylocal.aspx 
 
 Legal Considerations Relating To Buy Local Contractor Purchasing Preferences. 
 
 http://www.cacities.org/getattachment/6f1574a4-d13b-4888-bee7-8b9dcc5ff14d/5-2012-
 Spring-Kristi-J-Smith-Barbara-R-Ga-Senet-Co.aspx 
 

http://thinklocalfirstsd.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Local-Business-Preference-
Programs.pdf 
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Montana Laws On Preferences In Bidding (does not restrict purchases) 
https://gsd.mt.gov/ProcurementServices/preferences 
Contact: Brad Sanders at (406) 444-1459. 

 
Resources on City Supported Buy Local Campaigns 

 
 
 Denton, Texas---$HOP HERE ON PURPOSE...$hop Denton! 
 Shop Here On Purpose: When you $hop Here On Purpose, you keep your sales tax dollars 
 working for you—right here in Denton! Your support of Denton businesses helps provide 
 jobs, optimizes your quality of life, and even helps keep your property taxes down. 
  
 http://www.cityofdenton.com/residents/s-h-o-p-denton- 
 http://www.cityofdenton.com/home/showdocument?id=12230 
 
 Corvallis, Oregon---“Welcome Dollar’s Program” 
 http://corvallisiba.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Oct-2014-Newsletter.pdf 
 
 Live Local USA---Facebook Campaign 

https://www.facebook.com/LiveLocalUSA/photos/a.755799367796947.1073741855.3133982
55370396/821743214535895/?type=3&permPage=1 

 
https://s-media-cache-ak0.pinimg.com/originals/19/37/d6/1937d607a38b1d5a419ee9d8725e7c1b.jpg 

 
 https://www.facebook.com/LiveLocalUSA 
 
 https://www.pinterest.com/pin/121667627405093639/ 
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The following pages were handed out at the City Council meeting the night of the meeting. They 
are included here as an addendum to the packet. 



aY�u _\Cbc:-h/c-subject: Proposed parking/affordable housing solution and comments for 3/16 hearing r � 1 e -

From: Mayre Flowers <Mayre@flatheadcitizens.org> 

Date: 3/15/2015 8:05 PM -- ) l9 -Is-
To: Andy Feury <afeury@cityofwhitefish.org>, Frank Sweeney <fsweeney@cityofwhitefish.org>, Jen 
<jfrandsen@cityofwhitefish.org>, John Anderson <janderson@cityofwhitefish.org>, John Muhlfeld 
<jmuhlfeld@riverdesigngroup.net>, Pam Barberis <pbarberis@cityofwhitefish.org>, Richard Hildner 
<rhildner@cityofwhitefish.org>, Necile Lorang <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org>, Mary VanBuskirk 
<mvanbuskirk@cityofwhitefish.org>, Dave Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>, Wendy Compton-Ring 
<wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org> 

CC: Citizens for a Better Flathead <Mayre@flatheadcitizens.org> 

Please accept the following comments and supporting documents for your public hearing on 3/16/15 RE: 
Deer Track Residences PUD & Staff Report; WPUD 14-84 

We are proposing what we hope both sides will find as a win-win to the current parking and zoning 
concerns that have been raised to date in the hearing record for this development. 

Mayre Flowers, Executive Director 
Citizens for a Better Flathead 
PO Box 771, Kalispell, MT 59983 
486-756-8993 (W), 486-253-8872 (Cell) 
l'1i'tYr�@fl at b�f!g_<:._:iJ:izJ:o?.�Qr__g 
www.flatheadcitjzens.org 

-Attachments: -----

486-756-8991 (Fax) 486-755-4521(H) 

2015CBF comments on WF PUD Deer Track ResidentsV2mf3-15-2015.doc 158 KB 

park-hou.pdf 989 KB 

WhitefishRoute.pdf 574 KB -------------------------------------------------------------------
SnowBusSchedule2014_rev.pdf 921 KB 



PO Box 7711Zl 35 4th Street W 

Kalispell, Montana 59903 

To: The Whitefish City Council 

www.flatheadcitizens.org 

RE: Deer Track Residences PUD & Staff Report; WPUD 14-04 

T: 406.756.8993 1Z1 F: 
406.756.8991 

citizens@flatheadcitizens.org 

3115115 

1. Reduced parking requirements significantly reduce the costs of producing housing (see attached 
study with highlighted text for your ease of review1). Reduced parking requirements for this 
developer should be mitigated by requiring the developer to provide a parking management 
strategy plan prior to submitting a request for a building permit that establishes a reduced rent 
benefit to renters who require less than two parking spaces. 

For example, rather than renting an apartment with two parking spaces for $1,000 per month, the 
apartment could rent for $850 per month, plus $75 per month for each parking space. This is more 
equitable and efficient, since occupants are not forced to pay for parking they do not need, and allows 
consumers to adjust their parking supply to reflect their needs. A Parking Management Strategy is also 
a tool to further the affordable housing goals of the city while reducing the developer requirement 
for off-road parking-a win-win for the city and the developer. The number of rent reduction 
options made available should be proportionate to the cost-savings the developer will realize for non
development and on-going non-maintenance from these reduced parking requirements and should be 
documented in the parking management plan submitted. The number of parking rent reductions made 
available must be at least equal to the reduction in off-road parking granted for this development. The 
number of rental units available for two cars given the reduced parking requirements should factor in and 
not exceed rent reduction units that need to be offered to comply with reduced parking benefits. Annual 
reports on the parking rent reductions offered and used should be provided to the Whitefish Housing 
Authority to track and measure the effectiveness of this benefit. A procedure to insure that future rent 
increases are accompanied by future increases in rent reductions for limited parking space agreements 
should be developed. The current site plan without the west parking lot provides only 89 of the required 
140 off-road parking spaces. 

2. To additionally mitigate the developers request for reduced off street parking and to 
implement the goals of the city Growth Policy and 2009 Transportation Plan, the developer should 
be required to provide bike racks and covered bike parking as well as suitable locations for bus 
stops, bus pullouts, and covered waiting areas. (Note that the staff report notes that parking for bikes 
should be provided it is not spelled out.) 

The Whitefish Growth Policy and the 2009 Whitefish Transportation Plan call for development in 
major transportation corridors to provide for features including bike racks,and covered bike 
parking as well as suitable locations for bus stops, bus pullouts, covered waiting areas, and park
and-ride lots. "A major objective of the Whitefish City-County Growth Policy is to increase public 
transit opportunities and to encourage intercity transit usage. With this in mind, the city should continue 
to support agreements with Eagle Transit and encourage them or other enterprises to expand existing 
services to provide daily and year-round public transportation options in Whitefish ... Lastly, major 

1 Note that car ownership needs and rates are likely higher in Montana and Whitefish than in some of the more urban areas 
sited in this report. 
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employment centers should work with Eagle Transit and explore encouragement programs that allow 
employees to utilize public transit. This mechanism to reduce the dependence on the private automobile 
will take several years in the making. However, as fuel prices rise and public transit becomes more 
available, the employment community should encourage transit usage through subsidized bus passes, 
allowance for transit schedule uncertainties, etc . ... Any future public transit growth and/or capital 
facility should consider environmentally sound features (such as bio-diesel fuel). In addition, bike racks 
and covered bike parking should be considered as appropriate. . .. Plans developed for major 
transportation corridors listed in the Growth Policy should consider future public transit needs and 
address suitable locations for bus stops, bus pullouts, covered waiting areas, and park-and-ride lots. " 

Whitefish Transportation Plan 2009 pages 206-208 

The Whitefish Architectural Review Standards for structures 15,000 sq. ft. or larger provide standards 
for bus stops and bike .amenities. To better address the affordability of smaller housing units and to 
increase the affordability of these units consideration should be given to reducing the size of multi family 
units or other affordable housing developments to address access to bus and bike amenities. (It is not 
clear in the staff report if this development and its six buildings meet this 15,000 sq. ft. or larger 

standard.) 

3. We do not support Finding #1 as currently stated or as proposed by staff. We agree with the legal 
arguments that were set forth in a series of letters to you that are part of this hearing record from 
Attorney Tom Tornow and others that outline why this "Blended PUD" is illegal as proposed. In phone 
discussions with Whitefish Planning Director on 3112/15, Dave Taylor stated that as amended the site 
plan no longer represented blended density. If the council adopts the proposed condition for a Parking 
Management Plan, we think it would be possible to amend Finding #1 as follows: 

We support this Proposed Amended Finding #1: The proposed use and development standards are 
being met with the proposal both through an increase density on the WB-2 portion of the property with 
the inclusion of 6 affordable housing units and with the inclusion of a Parking Management Plan that 
provides additional affordable housing benefits through the choice of rent reduction for use of less than 
two parking spaces and thus greater affordability. Additionally this reduction in off-road parking allows 
for the location of parking facilities so as to increase open space and reduce density on the WLR zoned 
property, which creates a valuable and desired buffer to residential uses to the west. 

Current Finding #1: The proposed use and development standards are being met with the proposal '>Vith 
the exception of the requested zoning deviations. 

3. As noted in the revised staff report, we concur that a new condition should be added as 
suggested, "An overall open space and landscaping plan shall be submitted with the first building 
permit. Such plan shall demonstrate that it meets the usability requirement within the city 
regulations." It is currently unclear how the area around the proposed apartment units is designed to 
provide required "functional open space." The applicant has not provided any plans showing how this 
area could function as 'usable open space' though the original submittal provided a centralized clubhouse 
with a BBQ area, play area and neighborhood garden. 

4. We support the staff recommendation for changing conditions #12 and #13, as proposed, if the 
applicant will construct the road to the edge of the street and install a tempor9-ry cul de sac installed 
within the Baker A venue right-of-way. As the cost of maintaining and providing snowplowing for this 
road, which will only service this development until the Baker connection is built, is a monetary benefit 
to the developer and a added cost to the city, this benefit should not be provided without an offset. This 
should be quantified and a benefit for the city provided such as installation temporary low-impact gravel 
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walking/bike path along the Baker Street easement to provide a safe and alternative access to town, 
parks, library, and schools for residents, or subsidized bus passes, or the provision of free bikes on site 

with baskets for carrying say groceries for residents use. 

4. Traffic Studies are not enough. The City should move to adopt and implement as part of 
development application process for multi unit developments in addition to traffic studies, a 
multimodal analysis tool2, criteria, and standards for development in major transportation 
corridors and elsewhere as appropriate. 

As nationally recognized transportation planner Mark Fenton urged when he visited Whitefish last year 
at the request of the city, Multimodal Analysis Tools, and criteria, and standards are needed to 
evaluate and condition new development such as development on the scale of this apartment 
complex and its location on a major transportation corridor. Multimodal analysis tools are used to 
assess and evaluate the performance of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities in a given community or 
region. These tools can range from a question-and-answer checklist to detailed multimodal performance 
measures. Multimodal level of service standards can be used to indicate problems and ways to improve 
each mode. Establishing transit, bicycle, or pedestrian level of service analysis methods and requirements 
allows for a systematic identification of impacts or benefits to alternative modes of transportation. Level 
of service criteria and target performance measures can be qualitative and quantitative, including 
measures of accessibility, connectivity, safety, and security. 

Additionally, city requirements for traffic studies and multimodal analysis and standards for 
development in major transportation corridors should be reviewed to consider the cumulative effect of 
multiple projects along the corridor. 

5. Recycling services should be provided. Condition #7 states that "Refuse disposal areas shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department and North Valley Refuse. (Engineering 
Standards)" It is time for the city to review and revise its engineering standards to require the provision 
of recycling services and space for these services within large residential developments such as this and 

new multi unit commercial developments. 

I Summary of Actions Recommended for Amendment of Findings and Addition of Conditions: 

Amend Finding #1 

Proposed Amended Finding #1: The proposed use and development standards are being met with the 
proposal both through an increase density on the WB-2 portion of the property with the inclusion of 6 
affordable housing units and with the inclusion of a Parking Management Plan that provides additional 
benefits of rent reduction and thus greater affordability, while also locating parking facilities so as to 
increase open space that creates a valuable and needed buffer to residential uses to the west. 

Amend Finding #4 as suggested by staff 

Finding #4 will need to be amended, if the Council approves the revised site plan. 

Add Condition #16 as suggested by staff 

2 http://www. mdt.mt. gov/research/toolkit/m I /tatools/tat/ma. shtml 
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Condition # 1 6: "An overall open space and l andscaping plan shall be submitted with the first building 
permit. Such plan shall demonstrate that it meets the usability requirement within the city regulations." 

Add Condition # 17 to support a Parking Management Plan 
Condition #17: Provide a parking management strategy plan prior to submitting a request for a building 
permit that establishes a reduced rent benefit to renters who require less than two parking spaces. The 
number of rent reduction options made available should be proportionate to the cost-savings realized for 
non-development and on-going non-maintenance from these reduced parking requirements and should be  
documented in  the parking management plan submitted. The number of  parking rent reductions made 
available must be at least equal to the reduction in off-road parking granted for this development. The 
number of rental units available for two cars given the reduced parking requirements should factor in and 
not exceed rent reduction units that need to be offered to comply with reduced parking benefits. Annual 
reports on the parking rent reductions offered and used should be provided to the Whitefish Housing 
Authority to track and measure the effectiveness of this benefit. 

Add Condition #18 to ensure adequate bus and bike facilities are provided 

Condition #18: Prior to submitting a request for a building permit provide a plan for bike racks and 
covered bike parking for each building as well as a plan that provides for public transit needs by 
identifying a suitable locations for bus stops, bus pullouts, covered waiting areas. 

Revise conditions #12 and #13 

We support the staff recommendation for changing conditions #12 and #13, as proposed by staff. 

Proposed Motion: 
I move to approve WPUD 1 4-04 along with the revised site plan submitted on February 24, 201 5 , the 
Findings of Fact as amended for findings# 1 and #4 as part of this motion and those in the staff report, 
the 1 8  conditions of approval as amended with this motion and the requested zoning deviation to 
building height to no more than 3 9-feet6-inches, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board in 
October, 20 14  
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Whitefish City Bus 
Operates: 

Monday, Wednesday, Friday 
(see schedule inside) 

There will not be bus service 
on the following days: 

New Year's Day 

Martin Luther King Day 

Presidents' Day 
Memorial Day 

Independence Day 

Labor Day 

Columbus Day 
Veteran's Day 

Thanksgiving Day 

Christmas Day 

Please have exact fare! 

Check or cash 

Introductory Fares: 

$1.00 each way 

Monthly Pass $20.00 (unlimited 
rides for the calendar month) 

No discounts available for 

Commuter Routes 

Punch cards and monthly 
passes are available from your 

Driver or the Transit Office 

GAS fliUCES GOT 
Y'OU DOWN? 

Convenient, Economical, Accessible, 
and Environmentally Friendly 

\'{! e offer general public transit within 
Whitefish. All Eagle Transit vehicles are 

equipped with lifts and or ramps for handicap 
accessibility. In compliance with Federal 

regulations Eagle Transit provides special 
transportation for passengers with disabilities. 
This information is available upon request in 

accessible formats by calling the Transit 
Office. Other transit services are available, 

please call for information. 

Avoid parking hassles, traffic 
congestion and the high cost of driving 

by riding with us every day. 

It is not necessary to call and 

schedule a ride for the Whitefish 

City Bus (unless otherwise noted). 

Be early to your stop, watches may 

vary. 

Arrival times may vary due to 
weather and or traffic conditions. 

Eagle Transit 
1333 Willow Glen Dr. 

Mailing Address: 160 Kelly Rd. 
Kalispell, MT 59901 

Scheduling: 406-758-5728 
Fax: 406-758-5734 

Web: http:j /flathead.mt.gov;Eagle 
7/20/2009 

WHITEFISH 
CITY BUS 

SCHEDULE 

406-758-2426 



FARES 
Curb-to-Curb* is $1.00 

Door-to-Door** $2.00 

Same day curb-to-curb $5.00 

Same day door-to-door $5.00 

Seniors 60+ may ride for a donation. 

*Curb-to-Curb means that we pick you 

up and drop you off at the curb of your 

residence. It also means that you do not 

require us to carry anything for you. 

Curb-to-Curb will be your automatic 

pickup unless you designate otherwise. 

**Door-to-Door is a pick up as close to 

your door as we can get and assistance 

from your door to the bus. Also any 

help with items you are carrying. If you 

need this service you will need to 

request that with the E.T. dispatcher 

when you schedule your ride. 

The Whitefish Express 

The Express runs from W hitefish to 

Kalispell, generally on the 2nd 

Wednesday of every month. The cost 

for this ride is $3.00 one-way. This 

cost includes the pick up from your 

residence, the transfer to the express 

bus, and 2 destinations of your choice 

within Kalispell. For more information 

call the E.T. office. 

Mountain View Manor (1 00 4th St E) 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:oo I 
Baker Ave Post Office (on Baker Ave) 11:01 12:01 1:01 2:01 

The Wave (Front Doors) R 11:05 12:05 1:05 2:05 

Glacier Medical R 11:08 12:08 1:08 2:08 

Safeway 11:10 12:10 1:10 2:10 

Super 1 (Front Doors) 11:15 12:15 1:15 2:15 

Walgreens 11:17 12:17 1:17 2:17 

Stone Creek Apts (Ashar Ave) 11:25 12:25 1:25 2:25 

Colonial Manor (1305 7th St E) R 11:27 12:27 1:27 2:27 

Whitefish Manor (1345 7th St E) R 11:28 12:28 1:28 2:28 

2nd St E & Pine St 11:30 12:30 1:30 2:30 

Library 11:35 12:35 1:35 2:35 

Marcus Foods 11:37 12:37 1:37 2:37 

"R" = request stop 

Bus will stop on request only. All stops listed above are considered curb-to-curb 

unless scheduled otherwise. You must call to request the bus to stop at the re

quest locations. If you don't see your stop listed above, you will need to call in 

and schedule it. All scheduled rides must be called in before 3:00pm the previous 

day. Any calls after 3:00pm, or calls received the day of the ride request will be 

subject to the same day fares. All posted times above are departure times. 

Punch cards and monthly passes for Dial-A-Ride come in the following increments: 

Curb-to-Curb $10, $20, $40 monthly pass $20 

Door-to-Door $20, $40, $80 monthly pass $40 



SNOW BUS ROUTE MAP 
Whitefish Mountain Resort 

0 Village & Resort Lodging 

t 0 Stop Location* 

56 � Park & Ride 

iJ Area Information 

+ EJ Train Depot -N-
, 0 Nordic Center 

6 SkUSnowboard 
0 � C3 Aquatics/Health 
z � () Ice Skating 

'Stop locations may 

vary slightly depending 

on which direction 

the bus is headed. 

Stops are located at the 

bus stop signs. 

The Lodge at 
Whitefish Lake 

_ Stumptown Ice Den 

jfJ 
Good Medicine Lodge 

� 
BIG MOUNTAIN 
COMMERCL\L ASSOCIATION 

The SNOW Bus is fully paid for by the local businesses that are 
members of the Big Mountain Commercial Association (BMCA), 

a local non-profit organization. 

You can help fund the SNOW Bus. Send donations to: 

BMCA, PO Box 4608, Whitefish, Montana 59937 
To see how you can become a member of BMCA or to learn more, 

visit www.bigmtncommercial.org. 

]);d you know7 
!he Sf./OtJ Bus proideS vppro><;Mat_eiy �0.000 free ,;deS elery uirrter. 

Support businesses that support the SNOW Bus. 
Look for the SNOW bus decal in area business windows. 

I}'EVENTS�·THAT SUPPORT·' f 
}[;�::c, . THE· SN9\At,B!J�. . ::·.� 

January 17, 2015 
Winter Wine Festival 

April 4, 2015 
Winter Brewfest 

TBA 
Summer Brewfest 

�\YAa 
Downtown Cover Photo © Brian Schott 

www.bigmtncommercial.org 

FREE BUS • SCHEDULE • ROUTE MAP 

IIM1MWMfWl.'?81i5ltl.r1EttmJ 
2014-2015 

� 
NO PETS, SMOKING, OR OPEN CONTAINER 

ALCOHOL ON THE BUS 



DAILY SCHEDULE * � �!� SNOW BUS SCHEDULE • 2014-2015 CJ • Daily: Dec. 6, 2014- Apr. 12,2015 

www.bigmtncommercial.org 

� SNOW BUS PARK & RIDE LOCATION 

UP SCHEDULE • TO WHITEFISH MOUNTAIN RESORT (NORTH BOUND) 
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Mountain Mall 

Rocky Mountain Lodge 

Safeway NW Corner 

Pine Lodge 

Frank Lloyd Wright Bldg. 

Library North Parking Lot 

O'Shaughnessy Center 

Good Medicine Lodge 

Stumptown Ice Den 

The Lodge at Whitefish Lake 

Whitefish Mtn. Resort Base Lodge 

Whitefish Mtn. Resort Village 

� 7:00A 

� 7:06A 

7:07A 

� 7:25A 

7:29A 

8:00A 8:30A 9:00A 

8:31A 

8:32A 9:02A 

8:04A 8:34A 9:04A 

8:07A 8:37A 9:07A 

8:10A 8:40A 9:10A 

8:11A 8:41A 9:11A 

8:43A 9:13A 

8:14A 8:44A 9:15A 

8:16A 8:46A 

8:30A 9:00A 9:30A 

8:34A 9:04A 9:34A 

9:30A 10:30A 11:00A 12:QQp 12:3Qp 1:3Qp 2:45P 
9:31A 11 :01A 12:01P 

9:32A 1Q:32A 11 :02A 12:02P 12:32P 1 :32P 2:47P 

9:34A 10:34A 11 :04A 

9:37A 10:37A 11 :07A 12:07P 12:37P 1:37P 2:52P 

9:40A 10:40A 11 :10A 12:1Qp 12:4Qp 1 :4Qp 2:55P 

9:41A 1Q:41A 11 :11A 12:11P 12:41P 1 :41P 2:56P 

9:43A 

9:44A 10:44A 11 :14A 12:14P 12:44P 1:44P 2:59P 

9:46A 1 :46P 

10:00A 1Q:59A 11 :29A 12:29P 12:59P 1:59P 3:15P 

1Q:04A 11 :04A 11 :34A 12:34P 1 :Q4p 2:04P 3:19P 

DOWN SCHEDULE. TO TOWN & MOUNTAIN MAll (SOUTH BOUND) 
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en 0 
=i ::1: 
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Whitefish Mtn. Resort Base Lodge 

Whitefish Mtn. Resort Village 

The Lodge at Whitefish Lake 

Stumptown Ice Den 

Good Medicine Lodge 

Library North Parking Lot 

O'Shaughnessy Center 

Frank Lloyd Wright Bldg. 

Pine Lodge 

Safeway NW Corner 

Rocky Mountain Lodge 

Mountain Mall 

KEY SNOW BUS STOPS 

� 7:40A 8:27A 
8:00A 8:45A 

� 

� 8:30A 9:15A 

Whitefish Mountain Resort Base Lodge: The Base Lodge is a great place to 
start your day on the slopes. Includes all skier services such as lift ticket sales; 
ski and snowboard school; equipment rentals and repair; lockers; kids center, 
restaurant, bar and lift access (406-862-2900). 
Whitefish Mountain Resort Village: Lift access. terrain park, slopeside lodging, 
restaurants, shopping, and an active apres ski scene. (406-862-2900). 

Mountain Mall: A designated SNOW Bus parking area. Mountain Cinema movie 
theaters (406-862-3130). Super-1 Foods grocery store, restaurants and shopping. 
Library North Parking Lot: All day parking area north of Whitefish 
Community Library. Close to Whitefish Perfonning Arts Center at Whitefish 
Middle School, and Whitefish Train Depot. 

9:00A 

9:15A 

9:33A 

9:37A 

9:38A 

9:40A 

9:45A 

9:48A 

9:30A 10:00A 10:59A 11 :27A 12:29P 12:59P 1:59P 3:15P 
9:45A 1Q:15A 11:15A 11 :45A 12:45P 1:15P 2:15P 3:3Qp 

1:33P 2:31P 3:48P 

10:03A 10:33A 11:33A 12:Q3p 1:Q3p 1:34P 2:33P 3:49P 

1Q:07A 1Q:37A 11:37A 12:07P 1:Q7p 1:38P 2:37P 3:53P 

10:08A 1Q:38A 11:38A 12:08P 1:Q8p 1:39P 2:38P 3:54P 

10:10A 10:40A 11:40A 12:1Qp 1:1Qp 1:41P 2:40P 3:56P 

1:43P 

10:15A 10:45A 11:45A 12:15P 1:15P 1:46P 2:45P 4:01P 

10:18A 1Q:48A 11 :48A 12:18P 1:18P 1:49P 2:48P 4:04P 

O'Shaughnessy Center & Central Avenue: Live theater and events at the 
O'Shaughnessy (406-862-5371). The Whitefish Museum is in the train depot 
(406-862-0067). Central Avenue is the hot spot for dining, legendary bars, live 
music, poker, cafes, galleries and shopping. Markus Foods grocery store is one 
block from stop. 
The WAVE and Athletic Center: Indoor waterslide, three pools, racquet/handball 
and basketball courts, workout equipment (406-862-2444). Safeway grocery 
(406-862-3006) is next to the WAVE and Pin and Cue bowling lanes are about 
one block away (406-862-7529). 

3:3Qp 

3:32P 

3:35P 

3:38P 

3:39P 

3:42P 

3:57P 

4:01P 

3:57P 
4:15P 

4:33P 

4:34P 

4:38P 

4:39P 

4:41P 

4:43P 

4:46P 

4:47P 

4:49P 

Jl ADDITIONAL WEEKEND & HOUDAY SCHEDULE 

L__j • Fridays, Saturdays & Sundays: Dec. 19,2014- March 29,2015 

• Daily: Dec. 24, 2014 - Jan. 4, 2015 

• Martin Luther King Day: Jan. 19, 2015; President's Day: Feb. 16, 2015 

LATE NIGHT SCHEDULE CJ • Daily: Dec. 26, 2014 - Jan. 3, 2015; Feb. 13-15, 2015 

5:15P 6:QQp 7:QQp 8:15P 9:35P 10:55P 

5:17P 6:02P 8:17P 9:37P 

5:22P 6:Q5p 8:20P 9:4Qp 

5:27P 6:Q8p 7:Q6p 8:23P 9:43P 11:01 p 

5:28P 6:09P 7:07P 8:24P 9:44P 11 :02P 

5:31P 6:12P 8:27P 9:47P 

8:29P 9:49P 

4:3Qp 5:11P 5:46P 6:27P 7:2Qp 8:4Qp 10:02P 

4:34P 5:14P 5:5Qp 6:31P 7:24P 8:42P 1Q:Q6p 11.:1�P 

4:3Qp 5:11P 5:46P 6:27P 7:2Qp 8:4Qp 10:02P 
4:35P 5:20P 6:QQp 6:35P 7:3Qp 9:QQp 10:2Qp 11:20P 

5:38P 6:54P 7:48P 

4:56P 5:39P 6:19P 6:55P 7:49P 9:19P 10:39P 

4:57P 5:4Qp 6:2Qp 

5:QQp 5:43P 6:23P 6:59P 7:53P 9:23P 10:43P 11:48P 

5:01P 5:44P 6:24P 7:QQp 7:54P 9:24P 10:44P 11:49P 

5:Q3p 5:46P 6:26P 7:02P 7:56P 9:26P 10:46P 

5:05P 5:48P 6:28P 7:04P 

5:07P 5:51P 6;3Qp 
5:08P 5:52P 6:31P 9:31P 

5:1Qp 5:54P 6:33P 7:Q8p 8:Q3p 9:33P 10:53P 11:58P 

BUS STOP lOCATIONS 
• Bus stops are located along the street at the bus stop signs (except for the 

Mountain Mall stop which is located in the parking lot and the Lodge at 
Whitefish Lake North Bound stop which is located in the parking lot in front of 
the Viking Lodge) 

• The buses stop only at designated stops. 

WHITEFISH MOUNTAIN RESORT INFORMATION 
• Lifts open by 9:00AM and close by 4:00PM 

• Base Lodge lnfonnation & Tickets: 8:30AM- 5PM, during night skiing untii 8PM 
• Ski school group lessons begin daily at 1 O:OOAM & 1 :ODPM 

(please arrive 30 minutes prior to lesson time) 
• Night Skiing 4-<l:30PM Fri., Sat. & Select Holidays Dec. 26,2014- Mar. 7, 2015 
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Todd Litman 
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Current development practices result in generous parking supply at most destinations, which 
reduces housing ciffordability, increases vehicle ownership and stimulates sprawl. This is 
regressive, since lower-income households tend to own fewer than average vehicles, and unfair, 
because it forces residents to pay for parking they don't need. Alternative policies can increase 
housing affordability and help achieve other transportation and land use planning objectives. 

Abstract 
Most zoning codes and development practices require generous parking supply, forcing 
people who purchase or rent housing to pay for parking regardless of their demands. 
Generous parking requirements reduce housing affordability and impose various 
economic and environmental costs. Based on typical affordable housing development 
costs, one parking space per unit increases costs approximately 12.5%, and two parking 
spaces can increase costs by up to 25%. Since parking costs increase as a percentage 
of rent for lower priced housing, and low income households tend to own fewer vehicles, 
min imum parking requirements are regressive and unfair. Various parking management 
strategies can increase affordability, economic efficiency and equity. 

© 1 995-20 1 4  
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Preface 
Hey, I 've got a terrific idea! Let 's pass a law requiring all residential buildings to have gasoline pumps 
that provide free fuel to residents and their guests. Fuel costs would be incorporated into residential 
rents. Think of the benefits! No more worry about money to pay for gas. No delays at gas stations. 
Everybody would be better off, especially poor folks. Great idea, right? 

Wrong. It' s  a foolish idea. Somebody would have to pay for the pump and gasoline. It would increase 
everybody's housing costs. It would be unfair to anybody who drives less than average, who would be 
forced to subsidize their neighbors' gasoline consumption. 

Free gasoline would also encourage wasteful habits. It would increase motor vehicle use, leading to 
more congestion, pollution, accidents, and sprawl, and it would continue the decline in non-automotive 
transportation choices, leaving non-drivers worse off. The gasoline tanks would take up space. Gasoline 
spilled from the pumps would degrade the environment. 

Although requiring free gasoline is obviously unfair, wasteful and foolish, it is economically little 
different from current residential parking standards. Both residential parking and gasoline typically cost 
about $50 per month per automobile. Current practices of requiring generous free residential parking 
contradict society 's  goals to provide affordable housing, reduce environmental impacts, conserve 

resources and develop a more efficient and diverse transportation system. 
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Introduction 

Adequate housing is essential for individual and community welfare. There are few trends 
more tragic than the growing housing problems many people face. An unacceptable 
number of people are homeless, and many lower-income households devote an excessive 
portion of their income to housing. 

Figure 1 Housing Portion of Consumer Expenditures (BLS, Various Years) 
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This figure shows the portion of household expenditures devoted to housing by income quintile. 
Housing averages more than a third of expenditures for the lowest income quintile households. 

This report examines the impacts of residential parking requirements (the number of off
street parking spaces mandated at a particular location) on housing affordability. 
Increasing parking requirements increase housing development costs, which has reduced 
the supply of lower priced housing and raised costs to consumer. This report does not 
question the need for some off-street parking. The question issue is how best to determine 
parking requirements and manage available parking supply. It describes more efficient 
and equitable strategies that support social and environmental goals. 

The parking problem is ultimately simple. Motorists have come to expect generous 
amounts of free parking at most destinations, and planning practices attempt to provide 
this. The result is more-than-adequate parking supply at most destinations, but high costs 
in terms of resources consumed and distortions to development patterns.  Current parking 
practices are comparable to about a 1 0% tax on development, and much more for lower
priced housing in areas with high land costs. These practices are regressive because 
lower-income people tend to own fewer than average vehicles: we force five lower
income households to purchase more parking than they need, to insure that one higher 
income household can park all of its vehicles with no extra cost. Described more 
positively, more efficient parking practices can provide large savings, increased 
affordability and improved community design. 

2 
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Current Residential Parking Requirements 

Automobiles typically spend 95% of their existence parked, using either on-street parking 
supplied free by the community or privately supplied off-street parking. Since on-street 
parking is an expensive and limited public resource it seems fair to mandate off-street 
parking. Most local governments require building owners to provide a certain minimum 
amount of parking based on the assumption that buildings create parking demand. 
Building owners are forced to include parking costs when selling or renting housing. 

Table 1 Typical Parking Standards ("Parking Evaluation," VTPI, 200 5) 
1:1. �"1111•1� t:J· . . I ::r, IJ'l!.liil1 

Single family 2.0 

"Efficiency" apartments 1 .0 

1 to 2 bedroom apartments 1 .5 

3+ bedroom apartments 2.0 

Condominiums 1 .4 

These standards are considered sufficient to meet typical residential parking 

These parking requirements are based on recommended standards published by 
professional organizations such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(www.ite.org) and the American Planning Association (www.planning.org) .  Table 1 
shows typical recommended off-street standards. Many municipalities impose even 
higher parking requirements than these recommended standards, as illustrated in Table 2. 
These standards tend to be excessive in many situations, resulting in p arking facilities that 
are seldom or never fully used, particularly in areas where per capita vehicle ownership 
and use tends to be low (Shoup, 1 999). 

Table 2 Typical Residential Off-Street Parking Standards (Stover & Koepke, 2002) 
Multifamily, Studio 
"One space per dwelling unit." (Orange Co., CA) 
" 1 .2 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, W A) 
" 1 .25 per dwelling unit." (Savannah, GA) 

Multifamily, One Bedroom 
"One space for each dwelling." (Bay City, MI) 
" 1 .5 spaces for efficiency units." (Schaumburg, IL) 

Multifamily, Two Bedrooms 
" 1 .6 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, W A) 
"1 .75 spaces per dwelling unit." (Savannah, GA) 
"Two spaces per dwelling unit." (Hillsborough, FL) 

MultifamiZY. Three Bedrooms 
" 1 .8 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, WA) 
"2 .33 spaces per unit." (Lake Forest, IL) 

Multifamily, Four Bedrooms 
"Two spaces per unit." (Albany, OR) 

3 

Manufactured Housing 

"One space per unit." (Fairbanks, AK) 
" 1 .25 spaces per mobile home site."(Durham, NC) 
" 1 .5 spaces per unit." (Albemarle Co. VA) 
"Two spaces per unit, plus one per five units for guest 
parking." (Prescott, AZ) 

Townhouse 

" 1 .5 spaces per dwelling unit." (Clifton Forge, VA) 
"Two spaces per dwelling unit." (Lexington Co. SC) 
"2.25 spaces for each dwelling unit." (Plano, TX) 

Single Family 

Nearly all codes require two off-street spaces per unit. 

"Detached two spaces per dwelling if access to the lot is 
on a public street; 2.5 spaces per dwelling if access to the 
lot is from a private street, common drive, or common 
parking court." (Leesburg, VA) 
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Parking Demand by Households 

Automobile ownership varies significantly, and is affected by demographic, geographic 
and management factors ("Parking Evaluation," VTPI, 2005 ; Hexagon Transportation 
Consultants 2008 ; San Diego 201 1 ;  Metro Vancouver 20 1 2). Twelve percent of U.S .  
households do not own a motor vehicle, with higher rates of zero-vehicle households in 
larger cities and lower-income communities (BLS, 2003). Motor vehicle ownership rates 
tend to increase with income and household size, as indicated in figures 2 through 5 (also 
see Rice, 2004; CNU, 2008).  

Figure 2 Vehicle Ownership by Household Income (BLS, 2003) 
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Lower income households own fewer automobiles than wealthier households. 

Figure 3 shows how per household vehicle ownership varies by income class and over 
time. Average vehicle ownership rates grew during the 1 970s and 1 98 0s, but this leveled 
off and even declined in some classes during the 1 990s. 

Figure 3 
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Vehicles Per Household By Income Class (BLS, Various Years) 
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This figure shows how household vehicle ownership varies by income. Vehicle ownership grew 
during the 1 970s, but has since leveled off and even declined for some income groups. 

4 
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Differences in vehicle ownership between different income classes results, in part, from 
differences in household size, since household population increases with income. Figure 
4 compared vehicle per household resident. 

Figure 4 Vehicles Per Resident By Income Class (BLS, Various Years) 
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This figure shows the average number of vehicles per capita by income quintile. 

Figure 5 illustrates how factors such as home tenure, location and age affect vehicle 
ownership and therefore parking demand. 

Figure 5 
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Household vehicle ownership rates vary depending on factors such as home tenure, location and 
resident age. 

Vehicle ownership varies with household size, as illustrated in Figure 6. Even a two or 
three bedroom home may only require one parking space because it is occupied by an 

5 
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adult who uses an extra bedroom as a study, a single parent with children, or two or three 
adults who share a vehicle. 

Figure 6 
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Vehicle Ownership by Household Size (Hu and Young, 1 993, Table 3. 1 7) 
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Smaller households tend to own fewer vehicles than larger households. 

Automobile ownership is also affected by geographic factors such as city size, population 
density and transit service quality ("Land Use Impacts On Transportation," VTPI, 2005). 
Figure 7 shows how vehicle ownership rates vary between different U . S .  cities. Figure 8 
shows how vehicle ownership is affected by population density. 

Figure 7 Vehicles Per Household For Various U .S. Cities (BLS, 2002) 
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Vehicle ownership varies from one city to another. Even greater variations exist within an urban 
region, such as between central and suburban neighborhoods. 
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Vehicles Per Household by Population Density (NPTS , 1 995) 
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Vehicle ownership rates decline with population density. 

Residents of communities with more diverse transport systems tend to own fewer cars 
and take fewer vehicle trips than in more automobile-dependent areas (Litman 2005). 
Holtzclaw ( 1 994) developed a model for predicting how density and transit service 
availability affect vehicle ownership and use, summarized in the box below. This formula 
is incorporated in the This View of Density Calculator (www .sflcv.org/density) .  

Household Vehicle Ownership and Use By Land Use Formula (Holtzclaw, 1 994) 

Household Vehicle Ownership = 2 .702 * (Densityf025 

Household Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled = 34,270 * (Densityf0 25 
* (TAir0 076 

Density = households per residential acre. 

TAl (Transit Accessibility Index) = 50 transit vehicle seats per hour (about one bus) within 
�-m ile (%-mile for rai l and ferries) averaged over 24 hours. 

Bunt and Joyce ( 1 998) surveyed parking demand around the city of Vancouver' s  
SkyTrain stations. They found: 

• Nearly a quarter of households living near transit stations own no vehicles. 

• Households located within 300 metres of a station owned about 1 0% fewer vehicles on 
average than households located more than 1 ,000 meters from the station. 

• Average household vehicle ownership is 3 1 % lower within the Sky Train corridor than at 
suburban locations a few miles away. 

Carsharing (vehicle rental services designed to substitute for private vehicle ownership) 
tends to reduce vehicle ownership and parking demand (Filosa, 2006). Cervero and Tsai 
(2003) found that when people join a San Francisco carsharing organization, nearly 30% 
reduce their household vehicle ownership and two-thirds avoided purchasing another car, 
indicating that each carshare vehicle in that program substitutes for 5- l 0 private vehicles. 

7 
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The elasticity of vehicle ownership with respect to price is typically -0.4 to - 1 . 0, so a 1 0% 
increase in total vehicle costs reduces vehicle ownership 4- 1 0% ("Transportation 
Elasticities," VTPI, 2005) .  Table 3 and Figure 9 indicate the reduction in vehicle 
ownership that can be expected from various residential parking fees  and unbundling. 
Unbundling allows residents to choose how much parking to rent with building space, 
rather than automatically including a set number of parking spaces . For example, rather 
than renting an apartment with two parking spaces for $ 1 ,000 per month, the apartment 
could rent for $850 per month, plus $75 per month for each parking space the renter 
chooses. This is more equitable and efficient, since occupants are not forced to pay for 
parking they do not need. It allows consumers to adjust their parking supply to reflect 
their needs. 

For example, a $600 annual residential parking fee is likely to reduce vehicle ownership 
by 8- 1 5%, and a $ 1 ,200 annual fee reduces vehicle ownership 1 5-30%, assuming free 
parking is unavailable nearby. 

Table 3 Vehicle Ownership Reductions From Residentia l  Parking Pricing 

/!miTTmiiii'J[O'Jil�ill'llb �-H'>-"'l!l"li{'J ���f<l:.."'IIToll rr1 cil(i] I � fi1::i rron � 
$300 ($25) 4% 6% 8% 

$600 ($50) 8% 1 1 % 15% 

$900 ($75) 1 1 % 1 7% 23% 

$ 1 ,200 ($ 1 00) 15% 23% 30% 

$ 1 ,500 ($ 1 25)  1 9% 28% 38% 

This table indicates reductions in vehicle ownership resulting from various residential parking 
fees, assuming that total vehicle ownership costs average $4, 000 per year. 

Figure 9 
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This figure illustrates typical vehicle ownership reductions due to residential parking pricing, 
assuming that the fee is unavoidable (free parking is unavailable nearby). Based on Table 3. 
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Parking Facil ity Costs 

If a municipal government doubled residential property taxes to finance free public 
parking there would surely be considerable debate about the efficiency and equity of such 
a tax. At least some critics would probably suggest that such taxes are inefficient and 
unfair, and there would surely be arguments over the facilities' aesthetic and 
environmental design features.  A 2-space per residence parking standard imposes similar 
costs yet there is often little discussion when city officials set such requirements. Parking 
requirements are a large but nearly invisible cost that is seldom evaluated as a separate 
expense. The total cost of parking consists of several components. 

1. Land 

Each off-street parking space requires about 300 square feet of surface area (including 
access lanes). One acre of land can hold about 1 25 spaces, fewer if  major landscaping 
and screening are provided ("Parking Evaluation," VTPI ,  2005). Land costs are about 
$4,200 per space, assuming 1 20 parking spaces and $500,000 per acre. Parking 
consumes a major portion of developed land, typically equal to or exceeding the land 
devoted to the buildings it serves. Expenses that occur early during project 
development, such as increased land acquisition and preparation costs, add 
construction financing costs, so parking facility expenses tend to incur higher 
financing costs than expenses incurred later in the development process. 

Residential parking standards are calculated per unit, so parking land costs are a 
greater percentage of total costs for smaller units. For example, increasing parking 
from one to two spaces per unit increases land requirements for a small 1 ,000 square 
foot, two-story apartment or condominium from 800 to 1 ,  1 00 square feet per unit, a 
3 7% increase, resulting in more land devoted to parking than to housing. The same 
doubling of parking requirements only increases the land requirement for a 2,400 
square foot one st01y house by 1 2.5%.  

3 .  Construction and Maintenance 

Paving costs average about $ 1 ,600 per parking space in 1 994 dollars, excluding land 
costs. Parking structure costs average approximately $ 1 0,000 per space, and 
underground parking $ 1 5 ,000 to $20,000 per space, which makes these options 
uneconomic except where land prices are very high. Annual maintenance costs range 
from about $20 to $ 1 00 per year. 

Table 4 illustrates the total cost per space for parking facilities in various conditions. 
Typical off-street residential parking costs range from about $400 annually in suburban 
locations where land is considered to have no opportunity cost, to more than $2,000 per 
year where underground parking is provided. Annual costs of $800 to $ 1 ,200 per space is 
probably typical for urban residential parking. 
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This table illustrates the costs of providing a parking space under various conditions. (CBD = 

Central Business District; Assumes 7% annual interest rate, amortized over 20  years) 

4. Reduced Development Density 

By increasing the land needed per residential unit, increased surface parking reduces 
the maximum potential development density (units per acre). In other words, parking 
squeezes out housing. This impact is proportionally greatest for smaller units. For 
example, increasing parking requirements from one to two spaces per unit reduces the 
maximum potential density for two story, 500 square foot bachelor apartments from 88 
to 64 units per acre, representing a 37% decline, but only causes a 1 3% reduction in 
maximum density for 2,000 square foot townhouses. Figure I 0 illustrates this impact. 

Figure 10 Maximum Units Per Acre With Different Parking Requirements 
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Maximum potential density declines as the number of surface parking spaces increases. This 
impact is proportionally largest for smaller units. (Assumes 300 sq. ft. per parking space, 90% 
land coverage, 10% common areas, 2 story buildings.) 
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5. Higher Retail Price Targets 

Construction financing agencies often require that new building retail prices be at least 
3 times original land costs. Each additional dollar of land costs for parking therefore 
increases housing prices by three dollars. Developers cannot afford to build a simple, 
lower priced housing when their land costs increase, so they target higher end markets. 

6. Environmental and Aesthetic Costs. 

Undeveloped land, farmland and urban landscaping (greenspace) provide a variety of 
environmental and aesthetic benefits, both to the land's owners and to society in 
general (Litman, 1 997). Paved land, biologically barren and unattractive, tends to 
reduce adjacent property values, increases water pollution and stormwater flooding, 
reduces visual and acoustic privacy, and causes urban heat island (increased local 
temperatures). 

7. Urban Sprawl and Increased Automobile Dependency. 

Increased parking requirements increase land costs per area of developed floor space, 
making development at the urban periphery relatively more attractive due to lower 
land costs (Willson, 1 995). Some studies suggest that such regulations discourage 
urban infill development (Burby, 2000). Increased parking also creates lower density 
urban and suburban land use patterns that are unsuitable for walking, bicycling and 
transit. Development densities under about 1 2  units per acre cannot effectively support 
public transit service and neighborhood amenities such as small shops within walking 
distance that substitute for driving. S ince off-street parking is a fixed cost (households 
must pay it whether or not they own a car), fixed parking standards encourage 
automobile ownership and use. 

Each of these impacts contributes to urban sprawl and automobile dependency 
(defined as increased automobile ownership and use, reducing travel choices, and 
increasing disadvantage of non-drivers compared with drivers. See "Automobile 
Dependency," VTPI, 2005) .  These exacerbate problems such as congestion, accidents, 
and pollution. Automobile dependency is highly inequitable to non-drivers. 

8. Increased Curb Cuts 

Offstreet parking requires curb cuts. This imposes at least two specific costs. It 
degrades the pedestrian environment (and therefore the retail environment in 
commercial areas) by causing vehicles to cross sidewalks, and it reduces capacity for 
on-street parking. A typical curb cut uses almost the same amount of curb space as a 
parked car, so a single-vehicle off-street parking space provides no net increase in 
parking capacity if it eliminates an on-street parking space. A double off-street parking 
space provides a net gain of one space. 
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Development Cost Example 
Each increment of increased parking increases all of the costs described above as 
demonstrated by the following example: A developer wishes to cons truct 2 bedroom, 
1 ,250 square foot, two-story, wood frame multi-family housing with $ 1 00,000 per unit 
construction costs on a $500,000, 1 acre parcel .  Her costs are summarized in Table 5 .  

T bl 5 a e p k" t ar mg mpac s on D eve opmen t c t OS S 
l::r-1�;· •l�lot:(o{·f-i� (l) lj] f1 � 

Units I Acre 20 1 6  1 2  8 

Land Cost I Unit $25 ,000 $3 1 ,250 $4 1 ,667 $62,500 

Paving costs. $0 $ 1 ,600 $3,200 $4,800 

Housing construction costs I Unit. $ 1 00,000 $ 1 00,000 $ 1 00,000 $ 1 00,000 

Land, parking & construction costs. $ 1 25,000 $ 1 32,850 $ 1 44,867 $ 1 67,300 

Construction financing ( 1 2%). $ 1 5,000 $ 1 5 ,942 $ 1 7,384 $20,076 

Total construction costs. $ 1 40,000 $ 1 48,792 $ 1 62,25 1 $ 1 87,376 

Developer's profit ( 1 0%). $ 1 4,000 $ 1 4,879 $ 1 6,225 $ 1 8,738 

Retail price per unit. $ 1 54,000 $ 1 63,67 1 $ 1 78,476 $206, 1 1 4 

Parking as percentage of retail price. 0% 6.3% 1 5 .9% 33 .8% 

Developers' profit per acre. $280,000 $238,067 $ 1 94,70 1 $ 1 49,901  

(Assummg Two-Story, 1 ,200 Square Foot, Mult1-Family Housmg) 

Requiring one off-street parking space adds about 6% to the unit cost, two spaces add 
about 1 6%, and 3 spaces adds about 34% compared with no parking. These percentages 
vary depending on construction and land costs. Figure I I  i llustrates incremental costs of 
parking for standard and affordable housing ($ 1 00,000 and $50,000 per unit construction 
costs), with urban and suburban land costs ($500,000 and $250,000 per acre). 

Figure 1 1  Increased Per Unit Housing Price Due to Parking Costs 
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This shows parking costs as a percentage of housing costs for different construction and land 
costs. The percentage is greatest for lower price urban housing. This does not include additional 
indirect costs and non-market, such as reduced greenspace. 
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This shows that generous minimum parking requirements significantly increase housing 
costs, especially when land prices are high and housing construction costs are relatively 
low, such as affordable, urban infill housing. Based on typical affordable urban housing 
development costs, one parking space per unit increases total development costs by about 
1 2.5%, and two parking spaces increase costs by about 25%. 

Parking requirements reduce developers ' profits per acre, as illustrated in Figure 1 2. In 
this case, a developer is equally rewarded for producing 1 0  high priced housing units with 
3 parking spaces per unit or 20 affordable housing units with no parking spaces, but has 
30% less profit for lower priced housing with 3 parking spaces. Parking requirements 
reduce developers' incentive to produce affordable housing. 

Figure 12 Effect of Parking Costs on Developer Profits Per Acre 
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Developer profits per acre decline with increasing parking due to increased costs and reduced 
units. This reduces developers ' incentive to build affordable housing. 

According to a study by Shoup, these generous parking requirements are the largest of all 
regulatory burdens placed on developers, about four times greater than all other 
development fees combined, such as levies for schools, parks and roads (Shoup, 1 999). 

Developers' most common response to the high incremental costs of increased parking is 
to stop building affordable urban housing. One case study from the early 1 960's found 
that requiring one off-street parking space per unit reduced dwelling units per acre in new 
multi-family developments by 30%, and increased construction costs by 1 8% (Smith, 
1 964) . This significantly reduced the amount of urban land available for infill housing 
and gave developers an incentive to develop fewer, larger and lower quality units . The 
resulting reduction in affordable housing construction increased local rents (Shoup, 2005 
contains more examples of parking requirement cost impacts) . 
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Parking imposes similar costs for non-profit developments. To provide housing that can 
be purchased at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly mortgage of about $700, the maximum 
recommended house payment for a family earning $30,000 annually), a subsidy of only 
$4,000 would be needed if no parking is required, a $ 1 2,792 subsidy is  required for one 
parking space per unit, $26,25 1 for two parking spaces, and $5 1 ,376 for three (based on 
Table 5 values). In this case a given housing budget could benefit about 6.5 times as 
many households that don't have parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit. 

Empirical research indicates that generous parking requirements really do affect housing 
supply and affordability. Manville (20 1 0) found that when parking requirements were 
removed in downtown Los Angeles, developers provide more housing and less parking, 
and a greater variety of housing types: housing in older buildings, in previously 
disinvested areas, and lower-priced housing with unbundled parking that is marketed 
toward non-drivers. The research also indicates that allowing developers to provide 
parking off-site can allow more affordable infill housing. 

A study found that San Francisco housing prices increased significantly (an average of 
$39,000 or 1 3 %  for condominiums, and $46,000, or 1 2% for single-family units) if they 
include off-street parking (Jia and Wachs 1 998).  Only unit size and number ofbathrooms 
have a greater effect on sales price. Based on standard mortgage requirements, a typical 
household would need to earn $76,000 annually to purchase a single-family home with 
off-street parking, compared with $67,000 for the same housing without parking. 

Similarly, Jung (2009) used hedonic pricing to estimate the marginal effect of an 
additional parkade-style parking space on condominium prices. His results indicate that 
the value of a parking space is statistically significant but substantially less than the 
typical cost of supplying that space. The results suggest that if the retail price is increased 
to include the costs of additional parking spaces, the higher price does not fully reflect the 
cost to the developer of providing those parking spaces. This adversely affects housing 
affordability because developers must charge more per unit, and to the degree that the 
additional parking costs cannot be recovered by higher prices, are likely to provide less 
housing, leading to a higher market-clearing price, particularly in lower price ranges. 

Impacts on Lower Income Households 

Who is disadvantaged most by generous parking requirements? S ince they are based on 
average parking demand they represent approximately what middle income, able-bodied 
households would choose. Various groups tend to own fewer than average automobiles, 
value the potential savings that result from reduced parking requirements, and live in 
higher-density, multi-family housing, including low-income households, young adults, 
single parents, first time home buyers, older people, and people with disabilities. 

As discussed earlier, vehicle ownership and use tends to increase with income. Lower
income households are directly harmed by generous off-street parking requirements, since 
they tend to own fewer vehicles and pay more for parking as a percentage of housing 
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costs. For example, the $ 1 00 per month direct cost of two parking spaces represents only 
5% of a $2,000 per month luxury condominium rent, but 20% of the $ 500 per month rent 
of a basic apartment. Poor households also spend a greater share of their income on 
housing than wealthier households, as shown in Figure 1 .  

Since parking is a relatively fixed expense, it represents a proportionally greater burden 
for lower income households. Figure 1 3  illustrates parking costs as a percentage of 
household expenditures, showing a much greater impact on poor families. 

Figure 13 Residential Parking Costs as a Percentage of H ousehold Income 
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Parking costs typically constitute a greater portion of household expenditures for poor than for 
wealthier households, indicating they are regressive. (Based on $50 monthly parking space cost.) 

Dense development has a bad reputation, so some reductions in density caused by 
increased parking requirements could be considered an benefit to poor households. But an 
amenity that consumers only buy due to an external requirement is seldom a true benefit. 

- In  practice, paved surfaces, such as parking lots, provide few of the amenities that make 
lower densities desirable, such as privacy, noise reduction, aesthetics and access to 
greenspace. Thus, increased parking results in the worst of all worlds: lower density, 
automobile oriented communities with degraded environments. 

Some communities use restrictive zoning laws to exclude lower-income households, 
because they are considered "undesirable" neighbors. This is inequitable. As researcher 
Jonathan Levine concludes, "Land use controls enforcing low-density, large-lot, 
automobile dependent development styles are a subsidy for those who choose to and can 
afford to live in the housing produced; by reducing the prevalence of other forms of 
residential development, they increase the supply of the standardized product. Those who 
pay the cost of this subsidy are those who would have chosen to - and might have 
afforded to - reside in those locales if more alternative housing forms had been allowed 
there," (Levine, 1 998, p. 1 4  7). 

1 5  



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Current housing markets harm lower-income households by forcing them to choose 
between urban residential locations, which tend to be either in undesirable neighborhoods 
or have high prices, and suburban or exurban residential locations, which have lower 
housing costs but much higher transportation costs (CTOD and CNT, 2006; Lipman, 
2006). Many lower income households would be financially better off if affordable 
housing were available in more accessible, multi-modal urban locations where their 
combined housing and transportation costs were lower. More flexible parking 
requirements can help provide such housing by reducing housing development costs in 
areas with higher land prices. 

Figure 14 Share Of Income Spent On Housing And Transportation (Lipman, 2006) 
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Lower income households often choose more distant residential locations to find affordable 
housing, but but bear higher transport costs as a result. More flexible parking requirements can 
help increase overall affordability. 

Impacts on Automobile Ownership and Use 

Forcing households to pay for residential parking increases vehicle ownership rates. 
Average income households spend an average of $3,800 annually per vehicle, and lower
income households spend an average of $3 ,000 annually per vehicle (BLS, 2002) . 
Assuming that residential parking spaces cost $800 per year, parking costs add 2 1 %  to 
vehicle costs for an average income household, and 27% to the cost of a lower-income 
household. Assuming a vehicle price elasticity of -0.7 for average income households 
and-0. 1  lower income households (Table 3),  generous minimum parking requirements 
increase urban vehicle ownership about 1 4% overall and about 25% among lower-income 
urban residents. The resulting increase in vehicle ownership and use increases various 
external costs such as congestion, traffic accidents and pollution. 

Some people might conclude that poor households are better off owning these cars. This 
is a misreading of the analysis. The additional automobiles owned as a result of parking 
requirements are marginal vehicles that the owners would give up if they had the option. 
It is comparable to a law forbidding the sale hamburger, forcing poor families to eat more 
steak. Steak may taste better than hamburger, but its higher cost means that households 
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must forego other goods that it values more. If poor families really valued steak that much 
they would not have bought hamburger in the first place, so no law would be needed. 
From a household' s  perspective, minimum residential parking requirements remove 
flexibility and choices that can make the family overall better off. This constraint is 
experienced most by lower income households that tend to own fewer than average 
automobiles, and value highly potential savings in housing and transportation costs. 
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Possible Mitigating Factors 
Some people may be skeptical of this analysis. After all, most low-income families do 
own vehicles and most do find housing. Are there mitigating factors that reduce the 
impacts described here? Yes, but they create their own set of problems. 

1 .  Even poor families, can afford $500 to $ 1 ,500 per year to pay for residential parking, but it 
significantly reduces their wealth and options. 

2 .  Urban decay reduces property values in some locations, which creates virtually no-cost 
parking. Poor households can therefore afford to meet generous parking requirements 
provided they live in undesirable neighborhoods. But such "throw-away" land use patterns 
impose tremendous costs. They force poor households to live in dangerous and hopeless 
neighborhoods, creating class and racial segregation. 

3 .  Public agencies subsidize some housing to  maintain affordability. But  this creates significant 
financial and social costs. Few communities can afford to provide good housing to all low

income households. Generous parking requirements reduce the amount of affordable 
housing that can be provided with a given budget. 

4. An abundance of used automobiles and low fuel prices in North America allow even low
income families to buy an "old beater" and live in the suburbs where land values (and 

therefore parking costs as an increment of housing expenses) remain low. This, however, 
exacerbates various problems, including increased environmental impacts, a lack of travel 

options for non-drivers, and household dependency on unreliable private transportation. Poor 
drivers often have no insurance, imposing financial and legal costs on other road users . 

Although these mitigating factors reduce some impacts of parking requirements on 
housing costs, they are economically inefficient and inequitable. They fail to actually 
reduce the cost and increase the productivity with which housing is provided, and they 
exacerbate social and environmental problems. 
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There is much that can be done to manage parking to increase housing affordability. For more 
information see Arigoni, 2001; Russo, 2001 ; SPUR, 2002; VTPJ, 2005; CTOD, 2008. 

A paradigm shift (a change in the way problems are defined and solutions evaluated) is 
occurring in transpot1ation planning. The old paradigm relied primarily on supply
oriented solutions (expanding road and parking facility capacity) . It assumed that parking 
problems should generally be solved by increasing parking supply, usually by raising the 
minimum parking requirements for new development. From this perspective, parking 
demand is an unchangeable force that must be satisfied, and parking should generally be 
provided free, with costs incorporated in building and roadway construction budgets. 

The new paradigm places more emphasis on management solutions ("Parking 
Management," VTPI, 2005). It recognizes the need to provide adequate parking, but 
values strategies which result in more efficient use of parking resources and reduce the 
amount of parking needed at a particular location. From this perspective, too much 
parking supply is as harmful as too little. With this approach, parking demand can often 
be managed in ways that reduce costs and the need to subsidize parking facilities. 

Rather than establishing generous parking requirements to satisfy the maximum potential 
demand that may occur during the lifetime of a facility, parking management allows 
contingency-based planning, which means that various solutions are identified which can 
be deployed if needed. For example, rather than providing 1 50 parking spaces at a 1 00 
unit apartment building, as required by conventional standards, the developer might 
initially supply 80 spaces, along with various parking management strategies, and perhaps 
some land banked for constructing additional parking if needed. This approach saves 
costs and is more responsive to community needs. 

Parking management involves both government agencies (which allow more accurate and 
flexible minimum parking requirements, and enforce parking management agreements) 
and building developers and managers (which develop and implement parking 
management programs) . An effective parking management plan usually involves several 
components. Examples of parking management strategies are described below. For more 
information see VTPI, 2005. 

More Accurate and Flexible Requirements 

Minimum parking requirements can be more accurate and flexible to better reflect the 
demand at a particular location and time. Standards can be adjusted to reflect 
demographic, geographic and management factors. For example, standards can be 
reduced for housing that serves lower-income people, students and elderly; for housing in 
more accessible locations (such as near transit stations and in mixed-use neighborhoods); 
in buildings that have carshare services, and where parking is priced. This gives 
developers and building operators an incentive to use parking management solutions, by 
allowing them to save money when they reduce parking demand. 
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It is often possible for motorists and buildings to share parking facilities, to increase 
efficiency and flexibility. For example, 1 00 residents or employees can often share 70-80 
parking spaces, since at any period in time some are likely to be away. Similarly, an 
apartment and an office building can share parking facilities, since the office peak 
demand occurs during weekdays, while the apartment's peak occurs during evenings and 
weekends. 

Local governments can al low developers to pay "in lieu" fees, which help fund off-site 
municipal parking facilities, as an alternative to providing on-site p arking (Shoup, 1 999). 
This gives developers more flexibility (allowing better site design and preservation of 
unique and historic resources that cannot otherwise accommodate on-site parking), allows 
parking facilities to be located where they most optimal for the sake o f  urban design, and 
results in more efficient and cost effective shared parking facilities. 

Unbundling 

Rather than automatically including a certain amount of parking with building space, 
parking costs can be borne directly by users by "unbundling," which means that parking 
is rented or sold separately. For example, rather than renting an apartment with two 
parking spaces for $ 1 ,000 per month, the apartment could rent for $850  per month, plus 
$75 per month for each parking space. This is more equitable and efficient, since 
occupants are not forced to pay for parking they do not need, and allows consumers to 
adjust their parking supply to reflect their needs. 

Parking can be unbundled in several ways: 

• Facility managers can unbundle parking when renting building space. 

• Developers can make some or all parking optional when selling buildings. For example, 
a condominium can be sold with no parking or just one space, with additional spaces 

available for purchase or rent if desired. 

• In some cases it may be easier to offer a discount to renters who use fewer than average 
parking spaces, rather than charging an additional fee. For example,

" 
an office or 

apartment might rent for $ I  ,000 per month with two "free" parking spaces, but renters 
who only use one space receive a $75 monthly discount. 

• Lease agreements can itemize parking costs. To facilitate unbundling some communities 
require that parking be a separate line-item in lease contracts, even if spaces are 
automatically included. Once renters become aware of what they pay for parking they 
may decide to negotiate changes, perhaps renting fewer spaces or trading parking spaces 

with other residents .  

• Minimum parking requirements can be reduced for developments with unbundled 
parking, which recognizes that, given a choice, many residents will reduce their parking 
demand. 

• An informal approach to unbundling parking is to help create a secondary market for 
available spaces. For example, office, apartment and condominium managers can 
maintain a list of residents who have excess parking spaces that are available for rent. 
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Location Efficient Development 

Cun·ent lending policies mistakenly treat automobiles owned by a household as financial 
assets rather than liabilities, which encourages home buyers to choose automobile
dependent suburban location over urban locations. Owning one less v ehicle saves a 
household an estimated $3 ,000 annually in vehicle costs and $50 per month in parking 
costs (Hare, 1 993) .  "Location Efficient Mortgages" recognize these s aving in housing 
loans, eliminating a bias that makes suburban housing appear more affordable than urban 
housing, despite greater total (transport and housing) expenses. Cevero ( 1 996) finds that 
there is unmet market demand for such housing, particularly near transit stations. CTOD 
(2008) describe various ways to maximize the value of transit-miented, infill 
development. 

Carsharing 

Carsharing refers to automobile rental services intended to substitute for private vehicle 
ownership. It makes occasional use of a vehicle affordable, even for low-income 
households, while providing an incentive to minimize driving and rely on alternative 
travel options as much as possible. Where carsharing services are available, some 
households reduce their vehicle ownership, either shifting from two to one vehicle, or 
from one to zero vehicles. Residential developers and building operators can encourage 
carsharing by providing free or discounted parking for carshare vehicles, or by offering 
subsidized memberships in carshare organizations to residents. 

Carfree Planning ("Car-Free Planning, " VTPI, 2005) 
Some planners are experimenting with "car free" housing developments specifically 
designed to accommodate households that do not own a motor vehicle and take advantage 
of community benefits of reduced vehicle traffic (such as using land that would be needed 
for parking in an automobile-dependent area for common greenspace) . 

Overflow Parking 

It is often possible to reduce parking requirements by identifying ways to manage 
occasional peak demands. For example, a building operator may provide information to 
residents on "overflow" parking options for guests (for example, when they have a party), 
or for residents who purchase addition vehicles, such as a trailer or collector car. This 
may involve sharing agreements with other buildings nearby, or information on 
commercial parking and storage facilities in the area. 

Transportation Management Associations 

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are private, non-profit, member
controlled organizations that provide transportation services in a particular area. TMAs 
provide an institutional framework for transportation and parking management programs, 
including parking brokerage services which help building operators share, trade, lease and 
rent parking facilities. They are usually more cost effective than programs managed by 
individual businesses. 
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Parking Utilization Studies 

To evaluate the appropriateness of current parking requirements it is useful to perform 
parking utilization studies, that is, surveys of parking facilities to determine how many 
spaces are occupied during peak demand periods. For information on such studies see 
Parking Generation (ITE, 2004). For residential uses, peak demand occurs during 
weekday evenings or on weekends. 

Students in a University of Victoria planning course performed residential utilization 
studies of multi-family residential buildings as an assignment (this was easy since most 
lived in such buildings or had friends that did). These surveys indicate that, for the 33 
buildings studied, only 54% of the available parking spaces were occupied during peak 
periods, and if these buildings had the number of parking spaces required by current 
minimum parking requirements (based on a standard of 1 .5 parking spaces per unit), only 
46% of those parking spaces would be occupied. Figure 1 5  illustrates the results. 
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This figure shows the number of parking spaces used, currently supplied, and required for new 
construction at various multi-family residential buildings in Victoria, British Columbia. 

Several sites have peak-period parking utilization below 50%, and many parking facilities 
have spaces that are obviously never used. Investigators reported that some motorists park 
on the street to avoid using less convenient spaces behind buildings. Only five of the 33 
sites report frequent conflicts over parking, and these often involve particular spaces (i .e. , 
those considered most convenient or safe), not overall parking supply. Some investigators 
reported, based on their own or friends' experiences, that some residents will use a 
parking space if it is supplied with the unit, but if a fee is charged they will reduce their 
vehicle ownership or storing their vehicle at their family home during the school year. 
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Affordable Housing Opportunities 

There are many possible ways to make housing more affordable, including direct housing 
subsidies for lower-income people, indirect subsidies such as rent controls, and various 
ways of reducing housing production costs. Some of these strategie s  are more efficient 
and equitable than others. Subsidies by themselves tend to be unfair and inadequate. In a 
typical community 1 0-20% of households face housing affordability problems, including 
those who are working poor or on a fixed income. It is unrealistic to provide full 
subsidies to all who want and deserve more affordable housing. As a result, such 
programs are often arbitrary, favoring some disadvantaged groups but not others. 

A much more effective way to provide affordable housing is to reduce construction costs 
for moderately-priced new units. This increases housing affordability both directly (by 
reducing the costs of new housing) and indirectly by increasing affordable housing 
supply. The added units do not all need to be "affordable" themselves, but they free up 
the older stock of housing to be truly affordable. In urban area where land costs are high, 
the best way to increase affordability is to minimize land requirements per unit by 
increasing density and reducing parking facility requirements. Table 6 illustrates how 
density and parking affect the amount of land required per unit and the number of units 
per acre for various number of floors, with and without surface parking. This shows how 
even modest increases in density (say, from two to three or four stories) and reductions in 
surface parking can significantly reduce land requirements. 

Table 6 Land Area Per Unit 

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce unit land requirements. This 
assumes that one-third of parcel is devoted to setback, and 333 square feet per surface parking space. 

Table 7 illustrates the cost of providing these units and the number that could be 
subsidized with a $ 1 0  million budget, assuming land costs average $ 1 ,000,000 per acre 
and each units costs $ 1 00,000 to construct. The number of units that can be provided with 
a given subsidy increases more than five hundred percent with increased density and 
reduced parking. The largest cost reductions occur with shifts from low- to medium
density, indicating that affordability does not require high-density, high-rise housing. 
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Costs Per Unit and Subsidized Households 

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly reduce the costs of producing 
housing and the number of units that can be produced for a given subsidy. 

These benefits increase further if subsidy is distributed as a match grand. For example, if 
we ask occupants to pay $ 1 00,000, either toward purchasing the unit or about $400 per 
month in rent, the number of units that can be provided by the subsidy increases to many 
hundreds. 

Increased density and reduced parking requirements significantly increase the number of 
households that can benefit, assuming that lower-income residents pay a share of costs. ("Sub. 
Units ·· = Subsidized Units) 

The benefits of infill, density and reduced parking costs become even larger and more 
logical if we evaluate affordability in terms of combined housing and transportation costs. 
Location decisions often involve trade-offs between housing and transportation costs: 
land and therefore housing costs are often lower at the urban fringe where transportation 
costs are highest. Residents of such locations typically pay several thousand dollars a year 
in vehicle expenses. Increased density and reduced parking requirements allow more 
moderate- and low-income households to choose homes in accessible locations where 
their transportation costs are minimized, saving thousands of dollars. True affordability is 
therefore where housing is affordable and automobile ownership and use can be reduced. 
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Current, generous levels of parking supply in growing urban areas provide an unintended 
land bank that, with more efficient management could be used to create location-efficient 
housing (Shoup, 2005).  With improved design and management many retail malls, 
commercial districts and other urban centers could reduce the amount of land devoted to 
parking facilities by 20-40%, or even more ("Parking Management," VTPI, 2005). 
Parking lots are often the largest single largest land use in such areas, typically using 30-
50% of land area. In many situations, more efficient management w ould allow many 
acres of land to be developed within or near these urban centers, which is ideal for 
location-efficient, truly affordable housing, that is, housing located in accessible, multi
modal areas where residents can minimize their transportation costs b y  relying on 
walking, cycling, public transit, taxi and cm·sharing. Such locations are also appropriate 
for people with disabilities or other constraints on their ability to drive. Similarly, land 
currently used for urban parking may be appropriate for mixed-use residential, 
commercial and institutional development, allowing more compact retail and employment 
centers that are more accessible by walking and public transit. This type of infill 
development reflects Smart Growth and New Urbanist planning principles ("Smart 
Growth" and "New Urbanism," VTPI,  2005 ; King, 2008). 

With better design and management, much of the urban land currently devoted to parking could 
be used for other purposes. It is ideal for location-efficient infill residential and mixed-use 
development, creating truly affordable housing where residents can minimize their transport 
costs. People with limited mobility can particularly benefit by living close to public services. 
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Examples and Case Studies 
Examples of parking management for residential affordability are described below. 

Condominium Parking Requirements (Energy Pathways 1 994) 

Since 1 979 Mississauga, Ontario's zoning code required 2 .0  parking spaces per 
condominium unit, 1 .75 for residents and 0.25 for visitors, estimated to be 7- 1 7% of the 
total housing costs. A detailed study conducted at 34 typical condominiums tracked 
parking supply and demand, unit occupancy, transit proximity, surrounding land uses, and 
concerns about parking. Questionnaires were mailed to all 5 ,600 residents, of which 800 
were returned, and all building managers, of which 1 6  were returned. It found that 
parking supply was 20% higher, and the existing standard was 35% higher, than 
residents' vehicle ownership. The study recommended revised parking standards 
illustrated in Table 9 which were adopted in 1 994. 

Table 9 Recommended Parking Standards 

� ·��.�� �1)";[1'{":'1 �1)";[1'{·'--t. 
Studio 1 .0 0.25 1 .2 5  

Bachelor 1 .0 0.25 1 .2 5  

One Bedroom 1 . 1 6  0.25 1 .4 1  

One Bedroom Plus Den 1 .3 0.25 1 .5 5  

Two Bedroom 1 .5 0.25 1 .75  

Two Bedroom Plus Den 1 .70 0.25 1 .9 5  

Three Bedroom 1 .75 0.25 2.0 

Affordable Residential Development (SPUR 1 998) 

Table 1 0  i llustrates how tradeoffs between housing and parking affect the costs of 
medium-rise (four stories maximum) housing on a 3-acre parcel in an urban 
neighborhood. As the number of surface parking spaces increases, the number of housing 
units declines and costs rise. Using underground parking reduces land requirements but 
significantly increases construction costs. As a result, it is impossible to provide 
affordable rents while meeting conventional parking requirements. 

Table 10 Residential Development Options 

� (I •HI• 1r--t l!J� '(.1 •1ll• irl 
Housing Units 50 40 30 50 

Parking 25 (surface) 40 (surface) 40 (surface) 50 (underground) 
Cost Per Unit $50,000 $60,000 $75,000 $80,000 

Monthly Rent $3 1 2  $375 $468  $500 

Generous minimum parking requirements also impose costs on non-profit developments 
(Nelson/Nygaard, 2002). To provide housing priced at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly 
mortgage of about $700), a subsidy of only $4,000 would be needed if no parking is 
required, a $ 12,792 subsidy would be required for one parking space per unit, and a 
$26,25 1  subsidy for two parking spaces. A given housing subsidy fund can benefit about 
6 .5 times as many households with no parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit. 
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Parking Impacts On Appartment A ffordability (London and Williams-Derry 20 1 3) 

Analysis of 23 recently completed Seattle-area multifamily housing developments 
reveals that the practice of providing abundant "cheap" parking actually makes housing 
more expensive, particularly for lower-income tenants who don't own cars. This analysis 
shows that: 

• Seattle-area apartment developers build far more parking than their tenants need. 
Across all developments in our sample, 37% of parking spaces remained empty during 
the night, the time of peak demand for residential parking. Every development had 
nighttime parking vacancies, and four developments had more than twice as many 
parking spots as parked cars . 

• Jv!any tenants don 't own cars. On average, the developments in our sample had 20% 
more occupied apartments than occupied parking spaces-a rockbottom estimate for the 
share of apartments whose tenants don't park on-site. In all, 2 1  of the 23 developments 
had more occupied apartments than parked cars. 

• Multifamily developments lose money on parking. No development in our sample was 
able to recover enough parking fees to recover the full estimated costs of building, 
operating, and maintaining on-site parking facilities. Car-free tenants still pay for 
parking. 

• Landlords' losses on parking-calculated as the difference between total parking costs 
and total parking fees collected from tenants-add up to roughly 1 5% of monthly rents in 
our sample, or $246 per month for each occupied apartment. Because landlords typically 
recoup these losses through apartment rents, all tenants-even those who don't  own 
cars-pay a substantial hidden fee for parking as part of their monthly rents. 

Harris Green Redevelopment (www. citv. victoria. bc. ca) 

In 1 997 the city of Victoria, BC sponsored a community planning project to encourage 
redevelopment in the Hanis Green neighborhood near downtown. Minimum parking 
requirements were eliminated there. In subsequent years numerous condominiums and 
apartments were constructed. To minimize costs and accommodate the large portion of 
residents who own no vehicles, most units are sold or rented without parking. Residents 
rent parking spaces if they need them. Developers find that they need only about 0 .5 
parking spaces per unit, as opposed to 1 .0 to 2 .0 in conventional multi-family buildings. 

Soma Studios and Apartments (www. dbarchitect. com) 

The new five-story building at 8th and Howard in San Francisco combines 74 affordable 
family apartments and 88  small studios, a child care center and a market, providing 246 
bedrooms and 24,000 square feet of commercial space on one acre. The building contains 
a 66-space parking garage, 0 .38 spaces per unit, with parking rented separately from 
housing units. Unbundled parking freed up space for the childcare center and 
neighborhood retail, and significantly reduced apartment rents. 

27 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Redeveloping Transit-Station Area Parking Lots (CNT 2006) 

The study, Paved Over: Surface Parking Lots or Opportunities for Tax-Generating, 
Sustainable Development?" (www .cnt.org/reposit01y/PavedOver-Final. pdf ), evaluates 
the potential economic and social benefits if surface parking lots around rail transit 
stations were developed into mixed-use, pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented 
developments. The analysis concludes that such development could help to meet the 
region's growing demand for affordable, workforce, senior, and market rate housing near 
transit, and provide a variety of benefits including increased tax revenues and reduced per 
capita vehicle travel. The parking lots in nine case studies are estimated to be able to 
generate 1 , 1 88 new residential units and at least 1 67,000 square feet of new commercial 
space, providing additional tax revenues, plus significant reductions in trip generation and 
transportation costs compared with more conventional development. 

Residential Garage Conversions (www. ci. santa-cruz. ca. uslpllhcd/AOU/adu.html) 

Santa Cruz, CA has a special program to encourage development of  A ccessory Dwelling 

Units (ADUs, also known as mother-in-law or granny units), which often consist of 
converted or expanded garages, to increase housing affordability and urban infill. The city 
has ordinances, design guidelines and information materials for such conversions. 
Smallworks (http://smallworks.ca) is a Vancouver, BC construction firm that specializes 
in small lane-way (alley) housing, which are often converted garages. 
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Parking Management for More Affordable Housing 
(www.huduser. org/rbclnews/etter/vo/7iss2more.html) 

A variety of parking management strategies are being adopted to increase housing 
affordability and help achieve other planning objectives. These strategies include 
reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements based on density, car 
ownership rates, and availability of public transit; allowing shared p arking; and 
unbundling parking from housing. Specific examples are discussed below. 

San F rancisco , Ca l ifornia 
San Francisco is a transit-friendly city that has retained its historic character and walkable 
neighborhoods. According to the 2000 Census, 30% of total San Francisco households, 
and more than 50% of households in transit-rich areas, are car-free. A 1 997 University of 
California study found that single-family housing without off-street parking sold for an 
average of $46,391 less than housing with off-street parking, and so were affordable to 

24% more area households. The city revised its parking requirements to help reduce traffic 
congestion and increase downtown area housing affordability. Revisions eliminated 
minimum parking requirements for downtown housing, and established maximum parking 
of one space for four units. Other strategies include car-sharing programs and requiring 
developers to unbundle parking from housing costs. Reduced parkin g  requirements for 
Rich Sorro Commons, a mixed-use project with 1 00 affordable units for low-income 
families, resulted in additional space for a childcare center and retail stores, generating 

about $ 1 32,000 in additional revenue. The childcare center is especially beneficial to low
income families, and the additional revenue makes housing units more affordable. 

Seattle, WA 
Half the households in Press Apartments on Capitol Hil l 's  Pine Street in Seattle, WA own 
no vehicles, leaving 60% of its parking spots unoccupied. In 2006, Seattle reduced parking 
required in mixed-use neighborhoods, and eliminated minimum parking requirements in 
downtown areas to increase housing opportunities and encourage pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods. Minimum parking required for affordable housing was reduced to 0 .33 -

1 .0 space per unit, depending on location and unit size. The city maximum parking 
requirements for downtown offices, allows reduced parking for elderly and disabled 
housing, and for multifamily developments with car-sharing programs.  

Portland , Oregon 
Portland, Oregon has implemented various parking management strategies designed to 
increase housing density, promote transit-oriented neighborhoods, and support existing 
and new economic development. Portland eliminated minimum parking  requirements in 
the central city district and for sites located within 500 feet of a high-capacity transit 
station. The city's zoning ordinance specifies maximum parking requirements for areas 
outside the central city district, which vary depending on the use and the distance from a 

light rail station. Other parking measures include shared parking, and reduction from 
minimum requirements for car sharing, transit access, and availability of bicycle parking. 
Two mixed-use proj ects located outside Portland' s central city, Buckman Heights and 
B uckman Terrace, were able to keep development costs low and increase the number of 
affordable housing units by utilizing the city's reduced parking requirements. 
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This report indicates that generous, inflexible parking requirements are inefficient and 
inequitable, since they fail to provide an expensive resource (parking) in proportion to 
need (vehicle ownership). Parking demand varies between households, between 
neighborhoods, and over time for individual households. Smaller, lower income 
households located in accessible areas tend to own fewer cars. A typical house or 
apartment unit may at various times house residents with zero, one, two or three vehicles. 

Parking is a costly resource. Parking typically represents 1 0-20% of the cost of housing. 
This cost may be acceptable to most middle and upper income households, which tend to 
own multiple vehicles and can afford the extra expense, but for lower income families 
generous parking requirements impose significant financial burdens. 

Excessive parking requirements impose several costs on society. They increase 
development costs of lower-priced housing, reducing housing affordability. Minimum 
parking requirements are regressive because they force residents to p ay for parking 
facilities, even if they do not own a vehicle. They increase vehicle ownership, and 
therefore problems such as traffic congestion, accidents and pollution emissions. 
Generous parking requirements discourage infill development and increase sprawl, 
increasing impervious surface coverage and per capita vehicle travel. They shift lower
income households to suburban and exurban areas where land prices are low but transport 
and public service costs are high. 

For typical affordable housing in urban locations, where parking represents 20% of 
residential build costs and parking demand is less than 50% of conventional parking 
standards, applying more accurate and flexible parking requirements can reduce housing 
costs by 1 0%, and even more if additional parking management strategies are 
implemented. For households that do not own an automobile, more accurate parking 
requirements and unbundling parking costs can reduce rents by 1 0-20%. 

Most households, including those with low incomes, own at least one vehicle and 
therefore need residential parking. Even non-drivers want parking for visitors. It is 
therefore important that parking policy reforms be realistic and avoid creating new 
problems. Better parking management practices have proven successful at reducing 
residential parking costs, increasing housing affordability and supporting other strategic 
land use objectives, such as supporting infill development, improving community 
accessibility and reducing sprawl. This involves creating more accurate and flexible 
parking standards, unbundling parking from building space so residents pay for parking 
facilities based on the number of spaces they actually use, and appropriate enforcement to 
minimize spillover problems. 
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each of whom contributed essential ideas and support for this paper. 

30 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

References and Resources 

AARP (2008), Opportunities for Creating Livable Communities, Research Report, American 
Association for Retired Persons Public Policy Institute (www.aarp.org/ppi) ;  at 
www.aarp.org/research/housing-mobi litylindli ving/inb 1 5  5 communities. html . 

Affordable Housing Design Advisor Website (www.designadvisor.org), sponsored by the U.S .  
Department of Housing and Urban Development, provides information on developing more 
affordable housing, redeveloping urban communities and implementing Smart Growth. 

Danielle Arigoni (200 1 ) ,  Affordable Housing and Smart Growth: Making the Connections, 
Subgroup on Affordable Housing, Smart Growth Network (www.smartgrowth.org) and National 
Neighborhood Coalition (www.neighborhoodcoalition.org) .  

Scott Bemstein, Carrie Makarewicz, Kara Heffernan, Albert Benedict and B en Helphand (2004), 
Increasing Affordability Through Reducing the Transportation and Infras tructure Cost Burdens 
of Housing, Atlanta Neighborhood Development Partnerships (www.andpi . org) ;  at 
wvvw.andpi.org/uploadedFiles/pdf/03MICI%20MTC%20Report CNT.pdf. 

BLS (2003), Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2002, Bureau of Labor Statistics (www.bls.gov) .  

BTS ( 1 996), 1 995 National Personal Transportation Survey, Bureau of Transportation Statistics 

( www-cta.ornl .  gov). 

Raymond Burby, et al (2000), "Building Code Enforcement Burdens and Central City Decline," 
American Planning Association Journal, Vol. 66, No. 2, Spring 2000, pp. 1 43 - 1 60. 

Center for Neighborhood Technology (www.cnt.org) is a nonprofit organization that has 
perfonned extensive research and promotion of location-efficient development. 

Robert Cevero (2006), "Transit-Based Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area: Market Profiles 
and Rent Premiums," Transportation Quarterly, Vol. 50, No. 3, Summer 1 996, pp. 33-49. 

Robert Cervero and Yu-Hsin Tsai (2003) ,  San Francisco City CarShare: Travel-Demand Trends 
and Second- Year Impacts, Institute of Urban and Regional Development, University of 

California at Berkeley, Working Paper 2003 -05 (www-iurd.ced.berkelev.edu) .  

Mark Childs ( 1 998), Parking Spaces; A Design, Implementation, and Use Manual for Architects, 
Planners, and Engineers, McGraw Hill (www.booksite.com).  

CNT (2006), Paved Over: Surface Parking Lots or Opportunities for Tax-Generating, 
Sustainable Development?, Center for Neighborhood Technology 

( www.cnt.org/repository/PavedOver-Fin a l .pdD. 

CNT (2008), Housing + Transportation Affordability Index, Center for Neighborhood 
Technology (http://htaindex . cnt .org).  

CNU (2002), Congress for the New Urbanism 's Narrow Streets database 
( wwvv .sonic .net/abcaia/narrow. htm) .  

3 1  



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordabi!ity 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

CNU (2008), Parking Requirements and Affordable Housing, Congress for the New Urbanism 
(www.cnu.org) ;  at www.cnu.org/node/224 1 . 

CTOD and CNT (2006), The Affordability Index: A New Tool for Measuring the True 
Affordability of a Housing Choice, Center for Transit-Oriented Development and the Center for 
Neighborhood Technology, Brookings Institute 
( www.brookings.edu/metro/umi/20060 1 27 affindex.pdD. 

CTOD (2008), Capturing the Value of Transit, Center for Transit-Oriented Development, 
Reconnecting America (www.reconnectingamerica.org) ;  at 
www.reconnectingamerica.org/public/projects/3 1 8 . 

Matthew R. Cuddy (2007), A Practical Method For Developing Context-Sensitive Residential 
Parking Standards, Dissertation, Rutgers University (www.rutgers.edu) ;  a t  
http://transportation.north westem.edu/news/2007 /Cuddv dissertation final  cv .pdf. 

Energy Pathways, Inc. ( 1 994), Condominium Apartment Parking Standards in Mississauga, 
Canadian Mortgage and Housing Association (Ottawa; www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca) .  

Gina Filosa (2006) , Carsharing: Establishing its Role in  the Parking Demand Management 
Toolbox, Thesis, Urban and Environmental Policy and Planning, Tufts University 
(http:/ /as e. tufts.edu/uep) .  

John Fregonese and Lynn Peterson (2002), Correcting the Record: Comparing Development 
Policy in Portland, Oregon and Atlanta, Georgia, Congress for the New Urbanism 

( www.cnu.org) .  

David B .  Goldstein ( 1 996), Making Housing More Affordable Correcting Misplaced Incentives 
in the Lending System, NRDC (www.nrdc.or2:) .  

Patrick H. Hare ( 1 993), Making Housing Affordable by Reducing Second Car Ownership, Patrick 
Hare Planning and Design (Washington DC). 

Patrick Hare ( 1 995), Clunker Mortgages and Transportation Redlining; How the Mortgage 
Banking Industry Unknowingly Drains Cities and Spreads Sprawl, Hare Planning; available 
online (www.vtpi.org/clunker.pdD. 

Kim Hoeveler ( 1 997), "Accessibility vs. Mobility: The Location Efficient Mortgage," Public 
Investment, American Planning Asso. (Chicago; www.plannin2:.org) and Center for 

Neighborhood Technology (www.cnt.org/Jem) .  

Hexagon Transportation Consultants (2008), Results of Parking Demand Surveys for FCH 
Affordable Studio and Senior Housing Developments in San Jose, with Existing ECO-pass 
Programs for Tenants, First Community Housing, City of San Jose (www.sanjoseca.gov) ;  at 
www.sanjoseca .gov/clerkl Agenda/200808 1 2/200808 1 2 1 1  02att.pdf. 

John Holtzclaw ( 1 994), Using Residential Patterns and Transit to Decrease Auto Dependency 
and Costs, NRDC (www.nrdc.org) .  

32 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

HUD (2008), "Parking Regulations and Housing Affordability," Regulatory Barriers 
Clearinghouse, Volume 7,  Issue 2, US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

(www.huduser.org) ;  at www.huduser.org/rbc/newsletter/vol7iss2more.html . 

HUD (2008), Impact Fees & Housing Affordability: A Guide for Practitioners, Office of Policy 
Development and Research, Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(www.huduser.org) ;  at www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeFile.cfm?FileiD=68 7 7 . 

ITE (2004), Parking Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.i te.org) .  

Institute for Location Efficiency (www.locationefficiency.com) is an organization that works to 
encourage implementation of Location Efficient Development. 

Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs ( 1 998), "Parking and Affordable Housing," Access, VoL 1 3 , Fall 

1 998 (www.uctc.net), pp. 22-25. 

Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs ( 1 998), Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability; A Case 
Study of San Francisco, Research Paper 3 80, University of California Transportation Center 

( www. uctc.net) ;  at www. uctc.net/scripts/ countdown. pi ?3 80 .pdf. 

Owen Jung (2009), Who Is Really Paying For Your Parking Space? Estimating The Marginal 
Implicit Value Of Off-Street Parking Spaces For Condominiums In Central Edmonton, Canada, 
Department Of Economics, University Of Alberta; at www.vtpi .org/jung parking. pdf. 

Leigh Ann King (2008), Housing Affordability, Sustainable Community Development Code, 
Research Monologue Series : Healthy Neighborhoods, Housing, Food System, Rocky Mountain 
Land Use Institute, Strum College of Law (http://law.du.edu);  at 
http:/ /Ia w .du. edu/ima ges/up loads/nnl u i/nnl u i  -sustaina ble-housin gA fforda b i  I i tv. pdf. 

Luke H .  Klipp (2004 ), The Real Costs Of San Francisco 's Off-Street Residential Parking 
Requirements: An Analysis Of Parking 's Impact On Housing Finance Ability And Affordability, 
Transportation for a Livable City (www.livableci tv.org) ;  at 
www.l ivableci ty.org/resources/Parking Housing Affordabi l i ty Final.pdf. 

Marc Lee, Erick Villagomez, Penny Gurstein, David Eby and Elvin Wyly (2008), Affordable 
EcoDensity: Making Affordable Housing a Core Principle of Vancouver 's EcoDensity Charter, 
Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives ( www.pol icyalternatives .ca) ;  at 

www.pol icval ternatives.ca/documents/BC Office Pubs/be 2008/affordable ecodensitv.pdf. 

Jonathan Levine ( 1 998), "Rethinking Accessibility and Jobs-Housing Balance," Journal of the 
American Planning Association, Vol. 64, No. 2, Spring 1 998, p. 1 47.  

Jonathan Levine (2006), Zoned Out: Regulation, Markets, and Choices in Transportation and 
Metropolitan Land-Use, Resources for the Future (www.rff.org) .  

Jonathan Levine, Aseem Inam, Richard Werbel and Gwo-Wei Torng (2002), Land Use and 
Transportation Alternatives: Constraint or Expansion of Household Choice? ,  Min eta 
Transportation Institute, Report 0 1 - 1 9  (www.transweb.sjsu.edu) ;  at 
http: I /transweb. sj su.ed u/MTlporta 1/research/pu b 1 i ca ti ons/ documents/Land U se% I OHTM ULand 
%20Use%20and%20Transportation Levine.htm; also published as "A Choice-Based Rationale 

33  



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

for Land Use and Transportation Alternatives," Journal of Planning Education and Research, 
Vol . 24, No. 3 ,  pp. 3 1 7-330, 2005 (http: /!jpe.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abs tract/24/3/3 1 7). 

Barbara Lipman (2005), "Something' s Gatta Give: Working Families and the Cost of Housing," 
New Century Housing, Volume 5, Issue 2, Center for Housing Policy; at 
www.nhc.org/pdf/pub nc sgg 04 05 .pdf. 

Barbara Lipman (2006), A Heavy Load: The Combined Housing and Transportation Burdens of 
Working Families, Center for Housing Policy (www.nhc.org/pdf/pub heavy load I 0 06.pdD. 

Todd Litman (2003), Transportation Land Use Impacts, World Transport Policy & Practice, 
Vol. 1 ,  No. 4, 1 995, pp. 9- 1 6; at www.vtpi .org/landuse.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2004), Pavement Busters Guide, Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

(www.vtpi.org) ;  at  www.vtpi .org/pavbust.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2005), Land Use Impacts on Transport: How Land Use Factors Affect Travel 
Behavior, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.v1pi .org) ;  at  www.vtpi .org/landtravel.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2006), Parking Management: Strategies, Evaluation and Planning, Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute ( www. vtpi .org) ;  at www. vtpi .org/park man.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2007), Smart Growth Policy Reforms, VTPI (www.vtpi.org) ;  at 
www.vtpi .org/smart growth refonns.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2007), Transportation Affordability: Evaluation and Improvement Strategies, 
VTPI (www.vtpi.org);  at www.vtpi.org/affordabil i tv.pdf. 

Todd Litman (2008), Recommendations for Improving LEED Transportation and Parking 
Credits, VTPI (www.vtpi .org) ;  at  www.vtpi .org/Jeed rec.pdf. 

Todd Litman (20 1 0), Affordable-Accessible Housing In A Dynamic City: Why and How To 
Support Development of More Affordable Housing In Accessible Locations, Victoria Transport 
Policy Institute (www.vtpi .org) ;  at  www.vtpi .org/aff ace hou.pdf. 

Jesse London and Clark Williams-Derry (20 1 3), Who Pays for Parking? How The Oversupply Of 
Parking Undermines Housing Affordability, Sightline Instititute ( www.sightline.org) ;  at 
www. si ghtline.org/research/who-pa vs-for -parking, 

Michael Manville (20 1 0),  Parking Requirements As A Barrier To Housing Development: 
Regulation And R eform In Los Angeles, UCLA Insititute of Transportation Stuides 

(www.its .ucla.edu) ;  at www.its.ucla.edu/research/rpubs/manville aro dec 20 I O .pdf. Also see 
"Parking Requirements and Housing Development: Regulation and Reform in Los Angeles," 
Access 44, Spring 2014, pp. 2-9; at www.uctc.net/access/44/access44.pdf. 

Simon McDonnell, Josiah Madar and Vicki Been (20 1 1 ) ,  "Minimum Parking Requirements And 
Housing Affordabil ity in New York City," Housing Policy Debate, Vol. 2 1 ,  No. 1 ,  January, pp. 
45 - 68 (www.infonnaworld.com/smpp/content-content=a93 1 285978-fnn=abslink) ;  based on  A 
Continuing Role for Minimum Parking Requirements in a Dense Growing City?, Furman Center 

34 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

for Real Estate and Urban Policy; at 
http:/ /lsr.nellco.org/cs6/viewcontent.cgi ?article= I )  1 8&context=nyu lewp. 

MRSC, Downtown Parking Solutions, Municipal Research and Service Center of Washington 
(www.mrsc.org/Subjects/Transpo/Tpark/transsolut.aspx).  

Arthur C. Nelson, Rolf Pendall, Casy Dawkins and Gerrit Knaap (2002),  The Link Between 
Growth Management and Housing Affordability: The Academic Evidence, Brookings Institution 

Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy 
(www.brook.edu/dvbdocroot/es/urban/publications/growthmang.pdD. 

Nelson/Nygaard Consulting (2002) ,  Housing Shortage I Parking Surplus, Transportation and 
Land Use Coalition (www.transcoal it ion.org/southbay/housing study/index .html) .  

NEMO Project (www.canr.uconn.edu/ces/nemo) ,  addresses impervious surface impacts. 

Newman and Jeff Kenworthy ( 1 998),  Cities and Automobile Dependency, Gower (Aldershot). 

NPH (2003), Community Acceptance Toolkit (www.nonprofithousing.org/pages/housing-policy
and-advocacy/toolkits community acceptance.html) ,  b y  the Non-Profit Housing Association of 
Northern California provides information on residential parking regulations, costs and 
management strategies to improve efficiency and increase housing affordability, including, 
Contemporary Affordable Housing: What Is The Impact Of Parking 
(www.nonprofithousing.org/pdf toolkits/Parking-2-26 .pdD and Myths and Facts About Parking 
Planning (www.nonprofithousing.org/pdf toolkits/mythsandfacts .pdD. 

Mark Obrinsky and Debra Stein (2007), Overcoming Opposition To Multifamily Rental Housing, 
National Multi Housing Council (vV\vw.nmhc.org) ;  at 
www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeFile.cfm?FileiD=57 1 7 . 

Parking Reform website (www.parkingrefonn.org) promotes various reforms, particularly 
parking pricing with revenues returned to local communities and businesses. 

PAS (2009) , Parking Solutions: Essential Info Packet, Planning Advisory Service, American 
Planning Association (www.planning.org) :  at www.planning.org/pas/infopackets . These packets 
consist of compilation of related documents that provide practical information on various parking 
management strategies, suitable for use by planners and developers. These include: 

Parking Solutions ( 1 30 pages) includes six documents that describe modem approaches to parking 
management. 

Shared Parking ( 1 33 pages) includes more than thirty documents concerning shared parking, 
parking in-lieu fees, parking requirement reductions and exemptions, and downtown district 
special parking requirements. 

Green Parking Lot Design (66 pages) includes three documents that describe ways to improve 
parking lot environmental performance including landscaping, stormwater management and 
reduced heat island effects. 

Permeable Pavement and Bicycle Parking (38 pages) includes five documents concerning the use 
of permeable parking lot pavement materials and five documents concerning bicycle parking 
requirements and design. 

35 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Rolf Pendall (2000), "Local Land Use Regulation and the Chain of Exclusion," Journal of the 
American Planning Association, Vol.  66, No. 2 (www.planning.org) ,  Sprin g  2000, pp. 125-142 .  

Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse (www.regbatTiers.org), by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, supports efforts to reform policies affecting the development, 
maintenance, improvement, availability, and cost of affordable housing. 

Lorien Rice (2004), Transportation Spending by Low-Income California Households: Lessons 
for the San Francisco Bay Area, Public Policy Institute of California 

(www.ppic .org/content/pubs/R 704LRR.pdf) . 

RICO (2006), Why Jsn 't Rental Housing Being Built? What Needs to Change? Greater Victoria's 
Real Estate and Construction Organizations, Housing Resource Center 

(www.housingaffordability.ca) ;  at 
www.housingaffordability.ca/documents/canadian/REC0%20Rental%2 0 Report.pdf. 

RMLUI (2008), Sustainable Community Development Code, Rocky Mountain Land Use 
Institute, Strum College of Law (http://law.du.edu) ;  at 
www.law.du.edu/index.php/nnlui/sustainable-community-development-code-main. 

Ryan Russo (200 1 ), Planning for Residential Parking: A Guide For Housing Developers and 
Planners, Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (www.nonprofithousing.org) 
and the Berkeley Program on Housing and Urban Policy (http://urbanpolicy.berkeley.edu) ;  at 
www.nonprofithousing.org/pdf toolki ts/ParkingandHousing.pdf. 

San Diego (20 1 1 ), Affordable Housing Parking Study, City of San Diego (www.sandiego.gov) ;  at 
www.sandiego .gov/planning/programs/transportation/pdf/ahpsfactsheet2 .pdf. 

Jan Scheurer, Car-Free Housing in European Cities, ISTP (wwwistp.murdoch.edu.au), undated. 

Donald Shoup ( 1 995), "An Opportunity to Reduce Minimum Parking Requirements," Journal of 
the American Planning Association, Winter 1 995, pp. 14-28 .  

Donald C.  Shoup ( 1 999), "In Lieu of Required Parking," Journal of Planning Education and 
Research, Vol. 1 8, 1 999, pp. 307-320. 

Donald Shoup ( 1 999), "The Trouble With Minimum Parking Requirements," Transportation 
Research A ,  Vol. 33 ,  No. 7/8, Sept./Nov. 1 999, pp. 549-574: at www.vtpi .org/shoup.pdf. 

Donald Shoup (2005) ,  The High Cost of Free Parking, Planners Press ( www.planning.org) .  

Wallace Smith ( 1 964), The Low-Rise Speculative Apartment, Research Report 2 5 ,  University of 
California Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics (Berkeley). 

SPUR ( 1 998), Reducing Housing Costs by Rethinking Parking Requirements,  The San Francisco 
Planning and Urban Research Association (www.spur.onz) .  

Vergil G. Stover and Frank J. Koepke (2002), Transportation and Land Development, Second 
Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org) .  

36 



Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Ray Tomalty and Murtaza Haider (2008), Housing Affordability and Sma rt Growth in Calgary, Plan-It 
Calgary, City of Calgary (www.calgary.ca) ;  at 
www.calgary.ca/docgallery/BU/planning/pdf/plan it/housing afford and smarth growth report.pdf. 

ULI (2009), Beltway Burden: The Combined Cost of Housing and Transportation in the Greater 
Washington, DC Metropolitan Area, ULI Terwilliger Center for Workforce Housing, Urban 

Land Institute (www.uli .org);  at  http: //commerce.uli .org/misc/BeltwayBurden .pdD. 

The Urban Land Institute (www.uli .org) is a professional organization for developers that 
provides a variety of resources for affordable housing planning and development, including 

reports such as Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing and Best Practices in the 
Production of Affordable Housing. 

Metro Vancouver (20 1 2), Metro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study; R evised Technical 
Report, Metropolitan Planning, Environment, and Parks (www.metrovancouver.org); included in 
7 Sept. 20 1 2  Regional Planning And Agriculture Committee Agenda at 
vvww.metrovancouver.org/boards/Regional%20Planning%20and%20Agriculture/Regional Plann 
ing and Agriculture Committee-September 7 20 1 2-Agenda.pdf. Also see, "Apartment parking 
spots lift development costs in Vancouver," Georgia Strait, www.straight .com/article-
77 07 5 6/vancou ver/parki n g -spots-! i ft-prices . 

VTPI (2005) ,  Online TDM Encyclopedia (www.vtpi .org/tdm).  

Robert W. Wassmer and Michelle C. Baass (2005), Does a More Centralized Urban Form Raise 
Housing Prices, APPAM "Suburbanization and its Discontents" conference; Journal of Policy 
Analysis and Management (forthcoming) ; California State University Sacramento 
(www.csus.edu/indiv/w/wassmen/WassmerBaassSpraw!Housing.pdD. 

Robert Weant and Herbert Levinson ( 1 99 1 ), Parking, Eno Foundation (Lansdowne). 

Federick Wegmann ( 1 985), Cost-Effectiveness of Private Employer Ridesharing Programs, An 
Employer 's Assessment, Transportation Center, University of Tennessee, 1 98 5 .  

WCEL (2004), Smart Bylaws Guide, West Coast Environmental Law Foundation 
( www. wcel.org/issues/urban/sbg).  

Rachel Weinberger, Michael Kodransky, Joshua Karlin-Resnick, Aimee Gauthier, 
Zoltan Gyarmati, Yan Pen and Dr. Lu Fu (20 1 3), Parking Guidebookfor Chinese Cities, Institute 
for Transportation and Development Policy (www.itdp.org) ;  at 
www.itdp.org/documents/Parking Guidebook for Chinese Cities.pdf. 

Richard Willson ( 1 995), "Suburban Parking Requirements," Journal of the A merican Planning 
Association, Vol. 6 1 ,  No. 1 ,  Winter 1 995, pp. 29-42. 

www.vtpi .org/park-hou.pdf 

3 7  



A4 
MONDAY 
MARCH 16, 2015 

IB\y MA lTHIEW ISROWINI 
Associated Press 

BILLINGS -A pro
posal before the Legisla
ture to rewrite Montana's 
open-record laws would 
help prevent the prema
ture destruction of public 
infonnation and require 
notes to be kept when city 
councils, school boards or 
other entities meet behind 
closed doors. 

House Bill 123 faces a 
hearing today in the Sen
ate State Administration 
Committee after clearing 
the House last month on 
a vote of 90-9. 

Sponsor Rep. Donald 
Jones, a Billings Repub
lican, said the measure 
would bolster Montana's 
strong open-record 
policies- which are 
enshrined in the state 
Constitution- by mak
ing sure government offi
cials follow the rules on 
retaining documents. 

Some of Montana's 
laws on the public 
release of public docu
ments date to 1895, 
Jones said, adding that 
his 27-page bill aims to 

update, reorganize and 
clarify those rules. 

"In 1895, we didn't have 
police with cameras in 
their cars or recording 
devices. We had (statutes) 
still requiring microfiche 
for all docll!l1ents," he 
said. "We do have a great 
open records law. If any
thing, this strengthens 
open records." 

The bill also requires 
that notes or minutes be 
kept when public bodies 
or conunissions meet in 
private executive sessions. 
Those notes would not 
automatically be made 
public, but they could be 
released under court order. 

The governor's budget 
office says the bill would 
make it more complex 
to maintain records and 
prove costly fat state 
and local agencies. In its 
analysis of Jones' mea
sure, the budget office 
said it would require 
new staff to be hired to 
comply with records
management require
ments. That would cost 
roughly $300,000 annual
ly, the budget office said. 

Jones said that agen
cies already should be 
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m 
doing most of the work 
required under the bill 
and that the cost esti
mate amounts to a tacit 
admission that they are 
not doing so. 

John Moore said he 
trained agency worl<ers 
on freedom of informa
tion matters when he 
used to work for the 
state, and found that 
Montana has a patch
work of rules on public 
records that are some
times applied differently. 

"It's definitely a mess 
in need of an overhaul. 
It hasn't evolved into the 
digital age;" the Helena 
resident said during 
testimony on the bill in 
February before a senate 
committee. 

When Jones' measure 
was first introduced, 
the Montana Newspaper 
Association raised con
cerns that it included 
overly-broad security 
restrictions. Those would 
have exempted from 
release information such 
as blueprints, architec
tural floor plans and the 
numbers of workers at 
schools, jails, and other 
public facilities. 

Those exemptions were 
removed from the bill 
that passed the House. 
But newspaper associa
tion lobbyist John Mac
Donald said a provision 
that restricts the release 
of some distribution lists 
-the names of all state
licensed hunters, for exam
ple - remained a worry. 
Some lists still would be 
available, such as those 
naming new voters. 

··· i "We don't believe this 
bill is perfect by any 
stretch of the imagina
tion, but we generally 
are supportive," MacDon
ald said. 

Concerns also were 
brought by representa
tives of the utility and 
oil and gas industries. 
They said during hear
ings in the House that 
the measure would force 
the disclosure of trade 
secrets submitted confi
dentially to public bod
ies, such as during a rate 
case before the Public 
Service Commission. An 
amendment was added 
to carve out from public 
disclosure information 
that's deemed confiden
tial under state law. 
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HELENA -The state 
House Monday endorsed 
a bill barring Montana 
governments from using 
license-plate scanners to 
gather data on vehicles 
on public highway1?, with 
supporters arguing the 
practice violates citizens' 
privacy. 

"We have reached the 
point where the technol
ogy is developing ways to 
keep track of where we 
are, what we're doing ... 
and recording it for time 
immemorial, without 
restriction," said Sen. 
Jeff Essmann, R-Billings . 

. \f'> "I think it is reasonable 
·:;::," to place restrictions on 
;_� technology to protect our 
�-; expectations of privacy." 
·., ; The House voted 59-41 

for House Bill 344, which 
\) says no state agency or 
\ .. :,, local government can use 
f�" license-plate scanners, 
':: except for use in city 

"" · planning or at highway 
5 weigh stations or ports of 
_;;_�· entry. 
�; The bill also says no 
r� data collected through 
7--:- such scanning can be 
�.:-.: used to investigate or 
• prosecute anyone, unless 

a search warrant is 

----- - ·-

obtained, and that the 
data can be held for only 
18 months. 

Rep. Daniel Zolnilmv, 
R-Billings, the sponsor 
of HB 344, said license
plate scanning is being 
used already by the 
federal government and 
elsewhere to collect vast 
stores of data on vehicles 
and even their occupants. 

It's not being done in 
Montana and is rarely 
used here, so now is a 
good time to prohibit and 
regulate it, before it gets 
out of control, he said. 

"They're mostly used 
to compile a massive data 
base on every vehicle 
moving down the road 
to (do) what, we don't 
know," Zolnikov said. 
"This (bill) is something 
we can put in place, so 
with any implementa
tion in the future, we 
can oversee it to make 
sure this data isn't being 
shared or used incor
rectly." 

Opponents of the bill 
said banning the practice 
can hinder law enforce
ment from quickly track
ing down criminals or 
abducted children, and 
urged its rejection. 

Rep. Margie MacDon
ald, D-Billings, said law 
enforcement recently 

used the technology to 
track down a meth addict 
who had taken her child 
from an Anaconda hos
pital and to help solve a 
murder in Beaverhead 
County. 

"I feel very strongly 
that this [bill} is not 
ready for prime time," 
she said. "When we talk 
about our kids getting 
absconded, when that 
happens, we want them 
protected." 

Other opponents argued 
that there is not an expec
tation of privacy when 
one is driving on a public 
highway. 

Essmann, however, 
said he objected to that 
view, and that Montanans 
should have the right 
to go to and from where 
they want, without hav
Lng their license plate 
scanned and stored in a 
data base. 

"I would encourage a 
'yes' vote on this so we 
can enjoy our lives," he 
said. 

Seven Democrats joined 
52 Republicans in sup
porting HB344, which 
faces a fmal vote Tuesday 
before advancing to the 
Senate. Seven Republi
cans and 34 Democrats 
voted against it. 

Distributed by Tribune Content Agency 
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