
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER CONFERENCE ROOM 

TUESDAY, MAY 18, 2015, 5:00 PM 
 

1. Call to order 
 

2. Preliminary discussion on Stumptown Ice Den FY16 budget information and options 
 

3. Public Comment 
 

4. Adjourn 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL SESSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER CONFERENCE ROOM 

TUESDAY, MAY 18, 2015, 5:45 PM 
 
 
1.  Call to Order  
 
2.  Interviews -  
 5:50 – Brian Averill – Resort Tax Monitoring Committee 
 6:00 – Doug Reed – Resort Tax Monitoring Committee 

 
6:10 – Rhonda Fitzgerald – representing Small Lodging Properties – Whitefish Convention & 

Visitors Bureau 
6:20 – Zak Anderson – representing Whitefish Lake Golf Course – Whitefish Convention & 

Visitors Bureau 
 

Also applying, but not available for interviews – Erica Terrell – representing Restaurant & Bars – 
Whitefish Convention & Visitor Bureau 

 
6:30 – Phone Call? Jillian Lawrance, Architect in Training – Architectural Review Committee 
6:40 – Chad Phillips, Licensed Architect – Architectural Review Committee 
 

3.  Public Comment 
 
4.  Appointments – Council Appointments 
 1.  Resort Tax Monitoring Committee - 2 positions, 3-year terms 
 2.  Whitefish Convention and Visitors Bureau -  3 positions, 3-year terms 
 3.  Architectural Review Committee – 2 positions, 2-year terms. 
 
5.  Adjourn 
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May 11, 2015 
 
MAYOR MUHLFELD AND WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF WHITEFISH 
WHITEFISH, MONTANA 
 
MAYOR MUHLFELD AND MEMBERS OF WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL: 
 

REQUEST FOR DIRECTION ON FY16 STUMPTOWN ICE DEN BUDGET 
       
HISTORY 
 
 
HISTORY OF SEASON LENGTH AND FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
From 2005-2007, the Stumptown Ice Den operated a six month ice season with an average budget 
profit of $1,393 and an average repair and maintenance cost of $4,797.  By 2008 the facility had 
increased its operations to a six and a half month season and by 2011 the season had increased to 
an eight month season.  This marks the point in time when the facility developed a deficit.  The 
average deficit of 2008-2011 was $52,023, and the average repair and maintenance cost increased 
to $10,706.  In 2012 the season was increased again to eight and a half months, growing to almost 
eleven months by 2014.  As well, in 2012, the Stumptown Ice Den introduced a junior hockey team as 
a new user group, the Glacier Nationals (replaced by the Whitefish Wolverines in 2014). With this 
introduction came a significant change in public skate times, frequently eliminating weekend public 
skate prime time hours that were historically well-attended.  In 2013, the City lost prime public skate 
hours during the weekdays when the Learn to Skate program was transferred to Glacier Skate. This 
change in operations has continued through present day.  The average budget deficit for the years of 
2012-2014 increased exponentially to $131,925 and shows an average repair and maintenance cost 
of $24,173. 
 

The main source of revenue for this facility is collected in ice rental fees.  User groups and private 
renters purchase hourly ice time for programming throughout the season.  The Stumptown Ice Den 
ice rental fees are significantly lower than those of similar rinks throughout the country.  Serving The 
American Rinks (STAR) is a non-profit membership organization that provides education, resources 
and networking opportunities for individuals, facilities and vendors in the American ice rink industry. 
This national organization conducted a study in 2011 to identify the national average ice price. Having 
considered a variety of rinks throughout the country, they found the national average ice rental fee to 
be $300-$350 per hour.  By removing the higher priced rinks on the coasts and in the south, the 
national average ice rental fee was closer to $225 per hour.  Via a phone conversation with a STAR 
representative, the representative stated that any fee less than $130 per hour is fairly rare.  As well, in 
2012 MIAMA (Minnesota Ice Rink Managers’ Association) conducted a survey of Minnesota ice rink 
rates.  This study found the Minnesota ice rink’s average winter ice rental fees for the 2012-2013 
season ranged from $174.30 - $145.01 and average summer ice fees ranged from $144.57 - 
$134.83.  As well, the majority of these rinks are subsidized by other sources.  The Stumptown Ice 
Den’s ice rental rates for 2014-2015 were $65 for non-prime time, $115 for regular hours, and $175 
for prime time and has been mandated to operate without subsidy.     
 
HISTORY OF THE ICE DEN FACILITY’S AND MECHANICAL SYSTEM’S MAINTENANCE  
(Jason Loveless, Parks Superintendent)  
 
Our current system is a medium temp, commercial-grade system. These types of systems work well 
when they are used as they were intended. This system was designed and built for a 6 month, 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 2 of 592



seasonal, outdoor rink and was built at the lowest cost possible. Since the system was moved 
indoors, we have been extending the season length as well as the operating hours of the facility with 
little increase of ice rates to compensate for the necessary repair and maintenance due to the 
increase wear and tear on the current systems. Ice arenas are very expensive to operate and 
maintain. As the mechanical and refrigeration system age, they require more and more maintenance 
and repairs. This makes it even more difficult to run this facility at a break even status.  
 
Currently, we are faced with the phase-out of the refrigerant that our system uses. The existing 
refrigeration system is using R-22 refrigerant. R-22 has been the most popular refrigerant used in ice 
rink applications in recent history. This phase out has been happening for a while, and as the 
production and import of R-22 is phased out, the price of the refrigerant will increase drastically. To 
give an example, our system held 600 lbs. of refrigerant in 2006.  The price to fill the system was 
$1,158.00 at that time. The current cost to refill the system would be $9,138.00. The goal of the 
phase-out of the gas is to make it more practical to replace the equipment rather than buy the gas, so 
we can expect the price to keep rising. By 2020 all production and importing of this gas will be 
banned. With this phase-out the City needs to be planning ahead for this situation. 
 
This season our chiller system has experienced several significant, unforeseen repair demands. We 
lost our refrigerant charge due to a malfunctioning relief valve, an oil pressure line broke, an electrical 
contact overheated and melted, and an 18 month old, rebuilt compressor failed. Therefore, we are 
currently operating on only three of the four compressors.   
 
When fully running, the existing refrigeration system is in acceptable operating condition, but has 
experienced several refrigerant leaks as well as mechanical failures due to design and age of the 
system. The condition of many of the components cannot be determined accurately without being 
disassembled. A good portion of the components have been discontinued. If any of these 
components were to fail, a more expensive retrofit would be needed. We do as much maintenance as 
possible with the funds available, including a system check by rink staff eight times throughout the 
day and a daily system check. We do a preseason check and maintenance prior to startup and an 
annual check on shut down. In the past we have budgeted for minor upgrades to the system to try 
and reduce downtime and more costly repairs.  Most of the work is done in-house or by our local 
refrigeration company. Still, there are not enough funds available to do all of the maintenance that this 
system requires running in a seasonal facility and under current conditions. 
 
CURRENT REPORT 
 
CURRENT SEASON LENGTH AND FINANCIAL STATUS 
At this time, the Ice Rink budget is operating in the black for the first time since 2005.  The 
department has worked diligently to reevaluate operations and expenditures of the Stumptown Ice 
Den.  This current season, the Park Board of Commissioners and the Whitefish City Council 
approved Glacier Skate’s request to extend the season until June 6, 2015, a 10 month season for 
2014-2015.  As well, City Council and the Park Board of Commissioners approved an extended 
season for the 2015-2016 season of eleven months, operating from August 10, 2015 to June 10, 
2016, contingent upon FY16 budget approval.  During both meetings, Council and the Park Board 
directed staff to produce a thorough budget analysis for the Stumptown Ice Den, including all deferred 
maintenance, parks staff subsidies, reserve funds, increased repair and maintenance costs, 
increased staffing costs, and a contingency fund.  The proposed FY16 budget clearly identifies these 
costs, as well as the attached deferred maintenance plan, provided by Jason Loveless, Parks 
Superintendent.  The proposed budget identifies a revenue of $411,773 without increasing ice rental 
fees and $596,758 in expenditures for FY16.  This leaves a remaining deficit of $184,985. 
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At this time, current ice rental fees are significantly below the national average, according to STAR.  
Current ice fees are $65 for non-prime time, $115 for regular hours, and $175 for prime time.  If a fee 
increase was established in order to cover the deficit, each hourly rate would increase by $45, making 
ice rates $110 for non-prime time, $160 for regular hours, and $220 for prime time.  These rates 
would be closer to the national average.  The rate increase would generate an added $190,027, 
covering the overall rink deficit.     
 
 
CURRENT MECHANICAL REPORT  
Maintenance at the Stumptown Ice Den has been reactionary for the past several years due to 
financial restrictions.  This type of maintenance program has led to a large list of deferred 
maintenance for both the building as well as the mechanical systems.  Jason Loveless, Parks 
Superintendent, has generated a list of all deferred maintenance, as well as associated costs. These 
items, listed below, were used to calculate the FY16 proposed Stumptown Ice Den repair and 
maintenance costs. 
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FINANCIAL REQUIREMENT  
 
The financial requirement to effectively and fully repair, maintain, operate, and sustain the Stumptown 
Ice Den for the approved eleven month season is $596,758.  The proposed revenue without 
increasing rental fees is $411,773.  If Council wishes to subsidize the difference, it will require a 
$184,985 subsidy, allowing for the proposed deferred and preventative maintenance to begin, the 
continuation of an extended season, and the development of a reserve fund for future necessary 
capital improvement.   
 
If Council wishes to approve an ice rental fee increase of $45 per hour, there will be no financial 
requirement, as it will generate added revenue of $190,027 while remaining below the national 
average for ice rental rates and allowing for the proposed deferred and preventative maintenance to 
begin, the continuation of an extended season, and the development of a reserve fund for future 
necessary capital improvement.   
 
If Council wishes to not subsidize nor to increase fees but wishes to instead shorten the operating 
season to an 8 month season and forgo some of the deferred and preventative maintenance plans for 
this year, staff predicts a net gain of approximately $30,000, which could be applied yearly to the 
deferred maintenance of the building.  As the facility has not been run as a 6-8 month ice rink and a 
4-6 month community pavilion with rental opportunities, it is difficult to accurately predict the revenues 
that could be generated.  However, if the Stumptown Summer Day Camp were to be located in this 
facility once again, this historically self-sustaining program could also assist in financially establishing 
a reserve fund for the facility. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff would like Council to review this information in preparation for future budget meetings.  As the 
extended season has been approved to begin August 10, 2015, a decision will need to be made prior 
to the opening day of the extended season. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Maria Butts, Parks and Recreation Director 
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STUMPTOWN  ICE 
DEN 

 

 
 

PREVENTATVIE MAINTENANCE AND 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

Jason Loveless, Parks Superintendent 
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Executive Summary 
In 2013, the Whitefish Parks and Recreation Department developed a Parks and Recreation Master Plan to 
present a vision for the development of future parks and recreation services as well as a strategic direction for 
the role of the Parks and Recreation Department. This vision provides the foundation for goals, policies and 
action items to guide public officials in making decisions on land acquisition, budgeting, programming, 
partnerships, recreation facility upgrades and park development.  As well, this document reviews resources and 
funding to implement the recommendations of the plan.  
The City of Whitefish has also adopted master plans for specific parks. These plans provide a guideline for how 
each park should be developed and improved. During the individual park review section of the Master Plan, one 
of the major issues was the lack of funding for park and facility maintenance. The Master Plan set in motion an 
in-depth look into the maintenance cost for each park and facility. When looking into the cost for facilities, we 
found we had little to no preventative maintenance funding and that we are currently running in a reactive state. 
This has been an ongoing problem, especially at our larger facilities like the Stumptown Ice Den. Staff and I 
have spent a good portion of this year examining the historic data and maintenance logs for this facility. With 
the growing demand to increase the season length at this facility, we have seen a significant increase in repair 
and maintenance costs as well as the Parks Maintenance staff subsidy. I attended a three year training program 
hosted by the International Northwest Parks & Recreation Association for Resource Management. The 
organization’s primary focus is park maintenance and operations, oriented with the emphasis on maintenance 
administration, facility maintenance and field operations. Using this knowledge I completed and passed my 
mid-term Resource Management Plan Project for the Restrooms at Grouse Mountain Park and began a plan for 
the Ice Den.   
With all the changes in staff, I have not had time to complete the plan for the ice rink, but I have extracted the 
data and have generated this preventative maintenance plan and capital improvement plan for the Ice Den, as 
requested by City Council and the Park Board. With the short time frame to generate this report, we have not 
had time to shut down the system and do an in-depth inspection of every system at this facility. 
This report includes the following: 

 An assessment of the refrigeration plant. 

 An assessment of the key supporting equipment for the refrigeration plant. 

 A review of refrigeration plant operations with facility staff & maintenance providers and identification 
of any areas of concerns with present operation or status of equipment. 

 Recommendations for corrective work to existing equipment. 

 Recommendation for deferred maintenance on the refrigeration plant and building. 

 Recommendation for capital improvement funding. 

 It should be noted that where equipment has been identified as having a life expectancy of less than five 
years, I have requested a contingency fund to cover any major equipment failures. 
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Whitefish Ice Rink History 

 
In 1984, the Mountain Trails Saddle Club and its five acre tract was given to the City for the sole purpose to be 
developed, used and maintained as a public playground, family-oriented public park and recreational area. 
In the late 1980’s an idea of an Ice Rink was formed by community members. The idea was presented to the 
City of Whitefish. The City agreed that an Ice Rink would be a huge asset for the community and offered the 
equestrian arena at the Mountain Trails Saddle Club as the foundation and place for a natural Ice Rink. Each 
season volunteers leveled and installed the ice for the season. After a couple of years the realty of a natural ice 
surface and dealing with and relying on Mother Nature to freeze the ice became a concern.  In 1990 Project Ice 
Cube was formed. The idea behind the project was to write grants and ask for donations to build a warming 
house, purchase a compressor plant and a used Zamboni. Grants were obtained from The Land Conservation 
Fund and the I.A O’Shaunessy Foundation. Several local business and individual citizens made significant 
contributions towards the project. After two years of grant writing and fundraising, the City managed to 
complete the Whitefish Ice Rink. 
1990-1998  Ice Rink leased to Craig Scott 
1998-2004  Ice Rink managed by Park Maintenance Division 
 

Stumptown Ice Den History 
December 2001  Indoor Ice Arena Market Analysis is Completed 
The summary of analysis was that the Flathead Valley population base in 2001 was 74,741, but the National 
Parks And Recreation Association suggested that a population of 100,000 would give a solid base to operate an 
indoor Ice Arena from September to May.  This analysis did not include any income from alternate uses for the 
facility during the months of June thru August.  Flathead Valley’s population for 2013 was 93,068.  
January 2002  Recommendation to City Council for Funding for the Raise The Roof Project 
May 2002 City Council voted unanimously to approve the preliminary design for the Whitefish Sports 
Foundations Ice Rink Project. 
February 2003 City Council approved Ad space for the Whitefish Sports Foundation.  
Ad Space 25 3’x10’; banners that hung from the ceiling cost $1000.00 per year for 5 years to generate the 
remanding balance for project to begin.          
   
March 2003   City of Whitefish and the Whitefish Sports Foundation signed a contract to construct the 
Whitefish Community Pavilion.     
City’s Contribution:  $300,000.00 TIF Funds 
Whitefish Sports Foundation’s Contribution:   $1,536,000.00 
October 2003  Whitefish Community Pavilion Completed 
April 2004: Andy Hergesheimer Hired as Recreation Facilities Manager 
June 2004:  Whitefish Community Pavilion name changed to Stumptown Ice Den. Naming rights were given to 
largest donor of the rink, Mr. Jim Armstrong, who contributed $527,000.00 to the project. 
June  2005:    LHC awarded contract to complete Phase 1 of the Mountain Trails Park Project 
 ( Project: Removal of playground and installation of east parking lot and retention pond) 
 ( TIF Funds  $190,474.75 ) 
April 2007:      First set of bleachers purchased 
October 2008:  New Olympia purchased  ( $ 82,446.00 ) Season extended 1 week 
November 2009:  Replaced compressor  ( $27,899.00 ); Curling program began; Second set of bleachers 
purchased   
January 2010:   Ice Rink Committee looked into feasibility of an outdoor second sheet of ice. Season extended 
5 weeks 
May 2010: Season Extended 4 weeks  Second sheet of ice was requested 
February 2012:  Ice Rink Solutions evaluated the refrigeration system. 
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Evaluation summary was that the current refrigeration system is not a typical configuration used for an ice rink 
application. The current system is more prevalent in a medium temperature application such as a grocery store, 
as opposed to a low temperature application that is common in an ice skating facility. 
Three upgrade options were given to help reduce cost during the warmer months. 
 Option 1       $65,000 

 Inspect chiller barrel/clean 
 Perform acid oil test 
 Replace Freon drier filters 
 Reconfigure valves to maximize cooling 
 Install 3 remanufactured compressors 

 
Option 2       $60,000 

 Upgrades from option 1 
 Replace air condenser with evaporative condenser 

 
 Option 3      $500,000 - $600,000 

 Install industrial refrigeration system rather that commercial grade specifications. 
 Additional cost for refrigeration room upgrade 

 
 
August 2012:   Contract signed with Arena Products to replace 3 compressors; Season Extended 4 weeks  
    ($64,995.00) 
April 2013:   Season Extended 4 weeks 
June  2013:   Evaporative cooler installed; Season Extended 4 weeks; total weeks 43 
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Park Maintenance Division Staff Subsidy to Ice Den 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Park Maintenance Subsidy $12,569.00 $14,012.00 $15,689.00 $19,856.00 $26,989.00 $25,897.00 

         

         

         

Park Maintenance Subsidy 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014  

   $29,367.00 $32,685.00 $37,577.00 $38,587.00 $38,988.00  

Park Maintenance Subsidy
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Equipment Review 
 
Refrigeration Components: 
 

Compressors   
 The system utilizes 4ea Copeland 8DP1-5000-TSK series semi-hermetic compressors. 
Copeland specifically recommends against using these compressors for a low-temperature 
application. These compressors can operate with Freon R-22 refrigerant, which is recommended for 
high-temperature use, or Freon R-502, which is suggested for medium-temperature use. The current 
application of R-22 would have been better served by using R-502, since it is recommended for 
medium-temperature applications, which is closer on the spectrum for this low-temperature 
application. 
Current Status: 3 compressors are operating and 1 compressor broke half way thru this season. 
 

 

Chiller 
 The installed chiller is a Ketema brand, and again it is more commonly found in grocery store 
type applications. It appears to be the original chiller that was moved from the outdoor rink to the 
indoor rink in 2003. A chiller on a closed system such as the Ice Den’s should be disassembled, 
cleaned, inspected and serviced at least every 3 years, especially on a seasonally operated rink. It is 
my understanding that this has not been done since the initial install. Buildup of acid and non-
condensable matter can lead to considerable inefficiencies in proper heat transfer from this important 
component of the system. 
Current Status:  The chiller is operating, but as stated above, this piece of equipment has had no 

maintenance since purchase date in 1992. The average life expectancy for a 
maintained unit is 24 years.  The unit is currently 23 years old. 

 
 

Condenser 
               The condenser is a Larkin air-cooled condenser, which is not as efficient in a low-
temperature application as an evaporative condenser. This is a 2x4 configuration with two rows of 
four fans and eight total circuits. Unfortunately, two of the circuits are designated to accommodate 
heating of the ice resurfacing snowmelt pit. This limits the ability of the condenser to perform its 
primary task as it relates to extracting heat from the ice floor. While this condenser may have the 
capacity to operate effectively during the dry, cooler winter months, it does not appear to have the 
capacity to perform efficiently during the fringe months of the season. Indications are that it was sized 
to provide the bare minimum needs for this specific application. 
Current Status:  The condenser is operating, but as stated above, this unit is undersized for 

operations in the summer months. We have replaced some fuses and relays as 
they wear out, and the unit is washed off each season.  This unit uses 8 electric 
motors to run the fans. The motors have a life expectancy of 18 years. These 
motors are 16 years old. 
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Evaporative Cooler 
             The evaporative cooler is a BAC brand that was donated and installed by the Whitefish 
Figure Skating club last season. It ran last season thru its initial startup and break in, then was shut 
down for the season. This unit was oversized to allow for future expansion of this facility. The life 
expectancy for this unit is 20 years, but in our application the life would be extended due to this unit is 
only used during the extended season months. 
Current Status:  The Evaporative Cooler is currently shut down. This unit will be turned on and 

used from April to the June 6th shutdown date. We have had to do some minor 
repairs to the piping that was damaged from snow and ice falling of the roof and 
hitting the pipes. 

 
 
Shell and Tube Heat Exchangers 
              The heat exchangers are HENERY TECHNOLOGIE/CHIL-CON units. These were installed 
in 2003. The life expectancy is 24 years. We have had no issues with these units. These units 
transfer heat from the melt and to the heat floor when needed. 
Current Status:  The Heat Exchangers are working properly and require little maintenance. With 

them being relativity new, replacement is not needed at this time. 
 

Pumps 
               There are three system pumps in this plant: chilled glycol, under floor heat, melt pit. All of 
these pumps were installed in 2003. 
Chilled Glycol pump is a Taco Fl 5011 this is the main circulation pump, which transfers cold glycol to 
the rink slab. This pump runs every time the plant is running. As well, during the shutdown this pump 
warms the floor to remove the ice. 
Current Status: This pump leaks glycol around the bearing seal. The leak is small, but this shows 

signs that the pump will need to be rebuilt or replaced. The extent of the wear 
cannot be determined until it is disassembled and inspected. 

Under Floor heat pump is a Taco Fl 2056. This pump runs very little, has no leaks, and shows no 
signs of excessive wear. This pump is used to prevent frost heaving under the rink slab due to ground 
frost. 
Current Status: This pump shows no sign of failure or leaks. No immediate maintenance is 

required at this time. 
Melt Pit pump is a Taco Fl 2056. This pump is used to circulate glycol to the melt pit to melt the ice 
shavings that are created when the ice is conditioned. This pump runs 24hrs a day for the whole 
season. 
Current Status: This pump leaks glycol around the bearing seal. The leak is small, but this shows 

signs that the pump needs to be rebuilt or replaced. The extent of the wear 
cannot be determined until it is disassembled and inspected. 

 
 

Piping Distribution  
 The piping that is installed inside the mechanical room appears to be in good shape.  The 
chilled Glycol  piping is schedule 80 PVC; it is not insulated. Insulating the pipe would reduce any 
heat loss and save some energy on the cooling process.   
Current Status: The pipe is in good condition with no visible leaks. Some sections have been   

replaced due to the melt pit pump failure in 2011. This caused the pipe to        
overheat and melt. 
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Pressure Relief Valves 

 The pressure relief valves are installed at the compressors, above the chiller, and on the roof 

 top air-cooled condenser. The PVR's were install in 2003; these valves have a 5-10 year life 

 expectancy. If a valve releases, it is suggested that they be replaced due to the possibility that 

 the valve may not reseat properly and cause a small refrigerant leak. That is hard to detect. 

Current Status: This system has vented its refrigerant charge twice in the last eleven years.  
   These valves should have been replace when they vented to insure a sealed  
   system. None of these valves have been replaced and are well pass the life  
   expectancy.  
 

Refrigeration Plant Control Panel 
 The production of chilled glycol is controlled by a slab temperature sensor, which in turn 

activates the glycol pumps and stages the start of each compressor controlled by delay timers. The 

slab temperatures for both the chilled and heated slab are controlled by two Honeywell controllers. 

One of these controllers was replaced when this system was at the outdoor rink, and the second one 

was installed in 2003. These normally have a 15 year life expectancy under normal operating 

conditions.  

Current Status: Because this system was designed for a seasonal use in cooler temperatures, the           
      control panel has no venting in the cabinet, which causes excessive heat to   
      build up inside the cabinet. This causes the high voltage equipment to overheat  
      and fail prematurely. We have had multiple electronic equipment inside this   
      panel fail. Both controllers are showing signs of excessive wear. Two control buttons  
      on each unit have broken off. During summer operations, the LCD screen often  
      does not display properly. 
 
 

Plant Room 
 The plant room is located at the south end of the building. It has room ventilation, which works 
well during the fall and winter months. During summer operation, this room becomes excessively hot 
,which causes the Plant Control Panel to become very hot.  
 Current Status: This room was not designed with enough ventilation to keep this room at  
    an optimal temperature. Some existing contactor, relays, and delay timers  
    have been replaced because they have burnt out do to the excessive  
    temperature in the room. The plant room exhaust fan runs constantly, but  
    it does not exhaust enough air to drop the ambient temperature in the  
    room. 
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Oil Separators 
 This plant utilizes 2 oil separators. The oil separators that are used separate the small amount 
oil that mixes with the refrigerant during the cooling process. These are a main component to the 
refrigeration system. These regulate oil flow back to the compressor. The compressors use this oil for 
lubrication and cooling.  
 Current Status: The oil separators are mechanically controlled by a float inside the   
    separator. One of the separators failed in 2012. Because these are not  
    produced anymore, an electronic valve was installed. This is currently  
    working but is not the best option for this system. Normally the mechanical 
    valve would open and close when the oil was needed. In its current status  
    the oil  is just on a constant flow. This causes irregular readings in the oil  
    reservoir and compressor site glasses.  
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Recommendations 
I have provided recommendations for consideration by the City Council and City Staff with priority 
levels assigned.  Items that are general maintenance tasks (i.e. daily system check, Evaporative 
Condenser fan belt adjustments or compressor oil changes) that would be completed on a regularly 
scheduled basis have not been included in this section as they are assumed requirements that will be 
part of the ongoing maintenance. The Parks and Recreation Department has created a new position 
of Building Maintenance Foreman and have allocated half of this position to the Ice Rink in the full 
time wage budget line. As well, the seasonal staff hours have been increased to compensate for the 
extended season and required building and equipment maintenance. 
 

Priority Ratings 
 

Rating   New or refurbished           

5   No Issues- Working as designed       

                  

4   Few minor issues but mostly cosmetic       

    Minimal wear as expected         

                  

3   Has several minor issues but not severe       

    Normal wear and tear associated with use       

                  

2   Has major issues but not failed at this point       

    Past expected life expectancy         

                  

1   Has or will fail to operate as desired       

    Safety or mechanical issues need addressed     
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Compressors       Priority 5 
Because this system is not the industry standard for ice rinks and the manufacture Copeland 
specifically recommends against using these compressors for a low-temperature application. The 
maintenance level should be increased to keep this equipment in the best operation condition. The 
replacement of the compressors should be included as a potential cost that may arises during the 
next five years. 

 
Chiller      Priority 1 
The chiller has had no maintenance and should be dissembled and inspected. A Eddy Current Test 
should be performed to determine if any of the chiller’s copper lines are not operating. Suspect lines 
could then be replaced, if the amount is minimal. If more than 30 percent of the lines are plugged or 
corroded, a complete re-tubing or replacement of the chiller may be needed. This chiller is very close 
to its life expectancy. 

 
Condenser      Priority 2 
The condenser is in good shape. The electric motors are nearing their life expectancy. The 
replacement of the motors should be included as a potential cost that may arise during the next five 
years. 
 

Evaporative Cooler    Priority 5 
The evaporative cooler is the newest piece of equipment. With the new proposed budget and 
increase in maintenance staff hours we should see a long life out of this piece of equipment. 

 
 
Shell and Tube Heat exchangers  Priority 5   
 The Heat Exchangers are working properly and require little maintenance. As they are relativity new,  
replacement is not needed at this time. 
 
 
Pumps      Priority 2  
The Chilled Glycol pump is leaking glycol around the bearing seal. The leak is small, but this shows 
signs that the pump needs to be rebuilt or replaced. The extent of the wear cannot be determined 
until it is disassembled and inspected. 

     Priority 4 

The Under Floor Heat Pump runs very little and has no leaks and shows no signs of excessive wear. 
No immediate maintenance is required at this time. 

       Priority 2 

The Melt Pit  pump has a leak around the bearing seal. The leak is small, but this shows signs that 
the pump needs to be rebuilt or replaced. The extent of the wear cannot be determined until it is 
disassembled and inspected. 
 

 
Piping Distribution    Priority 5 
The pipe is in good condition with no visible leaks. Some sections have been replaced due the melt 
pit pump failure in 2011. 
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Pressure Relief Valves    Priority 1 
This system has vented its refrigerant charge twice in the last eleven years. These valves should 
have been replace when they vented to insure a sealed system. None of these valves have been 
replaced and are well passed the life expectancy.  

 
 
Refrigeration Plant Control Panel  Priority 1 
Because this system was design for a seasonal use in cooler temperatures, the control panel has no 
venting in the cabinet, which cause excessive heat to build up inside the cabinet. This causes the 
high voltage equipment to overheat and fail prematurely. We have had multiple electronic equipment 
inside this panel fail. Both controllers are showing signs of excessive wear. Two control buttons on 
each unit have broken off. During summer operations the LCD screens often do not display properly. 
Venting this cabinet needs to be done to protect the expensive electronic equipment. Replacing any 
ageing electronic parts inside this panel should also be considered as well. 

 
Plant Room     Priority 1 
This room was not designed with enough ventilation to keep this room at an optimal temperature. 
Some existing contactors, relays, and delay timers have been replaced because they have burned 
out do to the excessive temperature in the room. The plant room exhaust fan runs constantly but 
does not exhaust enough air to drop the ambient temperature in the room. The ventilation system 
needs to be upgraded to supply adequate ventilation for the equipment. 
 
 
Oil Separators     Priority 1 
The oil separators are mechanically controlled by a float inside the separator. One of the separators 
failed in 2012.  Because these are not produced anymore, an electronic valve was installed. This is 
currently working but is not the best option for this system. Normally the mechanical valve would open 
and close when the oil was needed. In its current status, the oil is just on a constant flow. This causes 
irregular readings in the oil reservoir and compressor site glasses. These should be replaced to 
insure proper oil supply to the compressors. 

 
 
Capital Improvement Fund   Priority 1 
 
Aside from the request for increases in maintenance and staff budget lines. We have requested a 
capital outlay for the upcoming budget in the amount of $92,000. We are requesting $52,000 in 
Building Improvements for the deferred building maintenance and $40,000 in Machinery & Equipment 
for the deferred equipment maintenance. We also have to consider that this refrigeration system will 
have to be replaced. Therefore, we are requesting that the capital outlay amount be funded for the 
next 6 years to start building a replacement fund for the refrigeration system.  

 
References 

ASHRAE Equipment Life Expectancy chart 
Bob Bebber's Current Equipment Review completed in February 2012 

Cimco Refrigeration supplied Operations Manual supplied in fall of 2003 
Systematic Refrigeration Operations Manual supplied January 1991 

Rink-Tec International Spec sheets supplied October 1990 
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EQUIPMENT PICTURES 
 
 

 
Refrigeration Plant and room 
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Inside Refrigeration Plant Control Panel 
 
 
 
Original Tag listing Plant Specifications 
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Plant Specification after system moved to the indoor facility 
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Copeland compressor 
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Heat Floor and Melt Pit Pumps and Motors 
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Larkin Air Cooled roof mounted condenser 
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New Evaporative Cooler 
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Arena Name Manager Name Email Address

Does your facility 

have its own web 

page? If Yes, what is your web page address Arena is owned by?

Do you have 

defibilators in your 

facility?

If Yes, how many 

defibilators do you 

have? Affiliation Number of rinks

All Seasons Arena Paul Ostoff asa@hickory Yes asa@mankato.com

Mankato, North Mankato, Blue Earth County, 

and the Village of Skyline Yes 2

ISI, Star, USFS, 

MIAMA 2

Andover Community Center Erick Sutherland e.sutherland@andovermn.gov Yes www.andovermn.gov City of Andover Yes 2 Star 1

Anoka Ice Arena Bill Ruckel anokaicearena@hotmail.com Yes anokaicearena.com Private Non-Profit Association owned Yes 1 ISI, Star 2

Bielenberg-Woodbury dave black dblack@ci.woodbury.mn.us Yes www.ci.woodbury.mn.us/bsc City of Woodbury Yes 2 ISI, MRPA 2

Bloomington Ice Garden Andy Baltgalvis abaltgalvis@ci.bloomington.mn.us No City of Bloomington Yes 2 ISI, Star, USFS 3

Burich Arena Marv Haugen mhaugen@ci.hutchinson.mn.us No N/A City of Hutchinson Yes 2 ISI 2

Burnsville Ice Center Dean Mulso dean.mulso@ci.burnsville.mn.us Yes www.burnsvilleicecenter.org City of Burnsville Yes 2  in each rink ISI, Star, MRPA 2

centennial sports arena mike koller mkoller@isd12.org No Yes 1 1

Chaska Community Center Jason Kirsch jkirsch@chaskamn.com Yes www.chaskacommunitycenter.com City of Chaska Yes 2 ISI 2

Coon Rapids Ice Center Craig Scott cscott@coonrapidsmn.gov Yes www.coonrapidsicecenter.com City of Coon Rapids Yes 2 Star, USFS 2

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Jordan Hirman jhirman@cottage-grove.org Yes

http://www.cottage-

grove.org/index.php/recreation/ice-arena City of Cottage Grove Yes 1 ISI, Star 3

Crookston Sports Center Scott Riopelle sriopelle@crookston.mn.us Yes crookstonsportscenter.com City of Crookston Yes 2 Star 3

Delano Sports Arena Rick Ragan delanosportsarena@gmail.com Yes

http://crtigers.pucksystems2.com/page/show/8

375-delano-sports-arena-info Private Yes 1 Star, MIAMA 1

Dodge County Ice Arena Steve Howarth icearena@cityofkasson.com No City/county Yes 1 1

Drake Arena Eric Edhlund eedhlund@spa.edu Yes www.spa.edu School Yes 2 Star 1

Fergus Falls Community Arena David Umlauf david.umlauf@ci.fergus-falls.mn.us No Dist 544 leased by city Yes 2 ISI, USFS 2

Four Seasons Centre Steve Schroht fourseasons@ll.net Yes www.co.steele.mn.us/fourseasons County Yes 1 Star 2

Hastings Civic Arena McGree Sliv jmcgree@ci.hastings.mn.us No www.hastings City Yes 1 ISI 2

Hippodrome Ice Arena Jon Anderson jon.anderson@isd624.org No White Bear Lake Area School District No 1

Hopkins Pavilion Don Olson dolson@hopkinsmn.com Yes www.hopkinspavilion.com City of Hopkins Yes 1 1

Ice Forum @ Champlin Nick Powell npowell@ci.champlin.mn.us Yes www.ci.champlin.mn.us municipal \ city Yes 1 Star, USFS 1

Lakeville Ames Arena Shayne Ratcliff sratcliff@lakevillearenas.org Yes www.lakevillearenas.org City Yes 1 Star, USFS 2

Moorhead Sports Center Barry Warren barry.warren@ci.moorhead.mn.us Yes cityofmoorhead.com city Yes 1 Star, USFS 2

Moorhead Youth Hockey Dennis Bushy bushy@moorheadyouthhockey.com Yes moorheadyouthhockey.com moorhead youth hockey Yes 1 Star 2

Neilson-Reise Arena Keith Huerd Keith.Huerd@ci.bemidji.mn.us Yes www.ci.bemidji.mn.us Yes 1 MIAMA 1

Plymouth Bill Abel babel@plymouthmn.gov Yes ci.plymouth.mn.us City of Plymouth Yes 1 ISI 3

Prairie Island Arena Todd Lillico talillico@redwing.k12.mn.us Yes redwing.k12.mn.us ISD #256 Yes 1 ISI, Star 2

Ramsey County arenas Tom Moriarty thomas.moriarty@co.ramsey.mn.us Yes www.co.ramsey.mn.us Ramsey County Yes

One in each arena--

11 ISI, USFS 10

READING, MA Arena Ed Peduto edpeduto@aol.com Yes BURBANKICEARENA.COM 501(C)(3) NON-PROFIT Yes 1 ISI 1

Richfield Ice Arena Brandon Klement bklement@cityofrichfield.org Yes

http://www.cityofrichfield.org/Recreation/Aren

a/index.htm City of Richfield Yes 1

Star, USFS, MRPA, 

NRPA 2

Rogers Activity Center Mike Bauer mbauer@ci.rogers.mn.us Yes www.RAC.cityofrogers.org City No

ISI, Star, USFS, 

MRPA, Chamber of 

commerce 1

Roseville Skating Center Brad Tullberg brad.tullberg@ci.roseville.mn.us Yes www.skatetheOVAL.com City of Roseville Yes 1 ISI, MRPA 1

Saint Thomas Ice Arena Jon Balvance jbalvance@cadets.com Yes www.saintthomasicearena.com Privately owned Yes 1 Star 1

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center Doug Brady recctr@ci.stillwater.mn.us Yes stcroixreccenter.com city of stillwater Yes 2 ISI 3

Superior Ice Arena John Hack jhack@sahaice.org No Superior Amateur Hockey Assn. Yes 1 Star 1

Veterans Memorial Community Center NA ecarlson@invergroveheights.org No www.funatthegrove.com City of Inver Grove Heights Yes 1 MRPA 2

VFW Memorial Youth Center Garry Hadden gmhadden@hotmail.com No CITY No USFS, MRPA 1

Victory Memorial Ice Arena Chad Stancer chad.stancer@mpls.k12.mn.us No MPLS Schools Yes 1 ISI 1

Wakota Civic Arena Jayosn Dwelle jayson.dwelle@southstpaul.org No City Yes 2 ISI 2

Waseca Community Arena Kyle Collins kcollins@hickorytech.net Yes www.wasecacommunityarena.com Waseca Community Arena, Inc. Yes 1 1
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Arena Name

Operation of 

Concession Stand If Leased or other explain arrangment

 Annual Gross 

Concessions 

Income  Concessions Notes 

All Seasons Arena Arena operates  $              65,000.00 

Andover Community Center Arena operates  $              90,000.00 

Anoka Ice Arena Arena operates  $              80,000.00 

Bielenberg-Woodbury Arena operates  $           100,000.00 

Bloomington Ice Garden Lease BAHA rents Concession Stand from us  $           141,000.00 

Burich Arena Lease Hockey Association pays 15% of gross sales as rent  $                3,500.00 

Burnsville Ice Center Arena operates  $              65,000.00 

centennial sports arena Arena operates  $              32,000.00 

Chaska Community Center Lease

Youth Hockey leases for $6500.00 a year.  They keep all 

profit.  $                6,500.00 

Coon Rapids Ice Center Arena operates  $              45,000.00 

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Arena operates  $              60,000.00 

Crookston Sports Center Lease

Lease to the Crookston Blue Line Club.  They pay us 20% 

of their net profits annually.  NA 

Delano Sports Arena Arena operates/staffed by youth hockey volunteers  $              15,000.00 

Dodge County Ice Arena Lease

Youth hockey leases the concession stand for 20% net 

sales
3,000.00$                

 approx $3000 

Drake Arena Arena operates  $              15,000.00 

Fergus Falls Community Arena Hockey association Totaly the hockey Association no income to the city  $              45,000.00 

Four Seasons Centre Youth Hockey organization owns / operates it  $                5,000.00 

Hastings Civic Arena Arena operates  $              45,000.00 

Hippodrome Ice Arena Hockey Assoc

We provide space for Hockey Association to operate.   

No Charge.  na 

Hopkins Pavilion Lease $500/month 

Ice Forum @ Champlin Lease leased to the Champlin Park Youth Hockey Association  $              30,000.00 

Lakeville Ames Arena Lease Leased to youth hockey for $500/month.

Moorhead Sports Center Arena operates  $              60,000.00 

Moorhead Youth Hockey Arena operates  $           115,000.00 

Neilson-Reise Arena

Youth Hockey 

Assoc.  N/A 

Plymouth Arena operates  $           160,000.00 
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Arena Name

Operation of 

Concession Stand If Leased or other explain arrangment

 Annual Gross 

Concessions 

Income  Concessions Notes 

Prairie Island Arena

Community 

Recreation  $                5,000.00 

Ramsey County arenas Lease Pay RC 15% after sales tax monthly on sales  $              12,000.00 

READING, MA Arena Arena operates

Richfield Ice Arena Arena operates  $              60,000.00 

Rogers Activity Center Arena operates  $              56,000.00 

Roseville Skating Center Lease

We lease the concession operation of the arena and 

OVAL to Big Ten Catering. 

Saint Thomas Ice Arena Lease Flat fee per year.  $              19,000.00 

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center Lease 20% of gross revenue 30,000 min  $           120,000.00 

Superior Ice Arena

by hockey 

assocition

The hockey association is the building owner so all 

expenditures and revenues are thru them.  It is staffed 

during the winter by teams, and during the summer 

with paid help.  $              45,000.00 

Veterans Memorial Community Center Lease

Youth hockey pays $4.500plus 12% gross profit to 

operate the concession stand from Sept 1 - April 30  $                8,000.00 

VFW Memorial Youth Center Figure Skaters use our concession area , at NO cost  

Victory Memorial Ice Arena Do not have one.

Wakota Civic Arena Arena operates  $              60,000.00 

Waseca Community Arena Lease Hockey association leases from Arena  $              23,700.00 

Averages 51,280.65$              

 2012 MIAMA Annual Survey Concessions Page 3City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 36 of 592



Arena Name Type of sharpener

 Annual gross revenue 

from skate sharpening 

 What is your skate 

sharpening price 

per pair? 

Do you have any other 

charges or sharpening 

services?

Skate Sharpening 

Notes

All Seasons Arena Hand  $                            9,000.00  $                        4.00 Blade shaping $10.00

Andover Community Center Hand  $                            4,000.00  $                        4.00 

Anoka Ice Arena

Bielenberg-Woodbury Automatic  $                          10,000.00  $                        4.00 

Bloomington Ice Garden Hand  $                        5.00 

Custom Radius $10.00 per 

pair

Burich Arena

Burnsville Ice Center Hand  $                          12,000.00  $                        5.00 

We have a custom 

sharpening for $10

centennial sports arena Hand  $                            1,000.00  $                        3.00 n/a

Chaska Community Center Hand  $                            1,700.00  $                        3.00 

Coon Rapids Ice Center Automatic  $                            7,000.00 

5.00$                        

$4.00 overnight

$25.00 for prepaid 

sharpening card (7 

sharpenings)  $5.00 same day   

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Hand  $                            2,300.00  $                        4.00 

Crookston Sports Center Hand  $                        3.75 

 Leased to local 

Sporting Goods  

Store 

Delano Sports Arena Hand  $                            1,800.00  $                        4.00 

Dodge County Ice Arena Hand  $                            3,000.00  $                        3.00 

Drake Arena Hand  $                        5.00 

Fergus Falls Community Arena Hand  $                            2,500.00  $                        4.00 

Four Seasons Centre Hand  $                            2,900.00  $                        4.00 

Hastings Civic Arena Hand  $                            9,800.00  $                        4.00 No

Hippodrome Ice Arena  na 

Hopkins Pavilion

Ice Forum @ Champlin Automatic  $                            2,500.00  $                        3.00 

Lakeville Ames Arena Hand  $                            6,000.00  $                        4.00 

Moorhead Sports Center Hand  $                               200.00  $                        2.00 

Moorhead Youth Hockey Hand  $                        3.00 

Neilson-Reise Arena Hand  $                            3,000.00  $                        3.00 No
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Arena Name Type of sharpener

 Annual gross revenue 

from skate sharpening 

 What is your skate 

sharpening price 

per pair? 

Do you have any other 

charges or sharpening 

services?

Skate Sharpening 

Notes

Plymouth Hand  $                            4,000.00  $                        4.00 

Prairie Island Arena Hand  $                        3.00 

Ramsey County arenas Hand  $                            2,500.00  $                        4.00 

READING, MA Arena Hand 5.00$                         4 5.00 

Richfield Ice Arena Hand  $                            2,500.00  $                        5.00 

Rogers Activity Center Hand  $                               825.00  $                        4.00 

Roseville Skating Center Hand  $                            7,500.00  $                        5.00 

Saint Thomas Ice Arena

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center Hand  $                          12,000.00  $                        4.00 figure 12.00

Superior Ice Arena

Veterans Memorial Community Center Hand  $                               500.00  $                        4.00 

VFW Memorial Youth Center Hand  $                                  60.00  $                        2.50 NONE

Victory Memorial Ice Arena Hand  $                            1,000.00  $                        3.00 

Wakota Civic Arena Hand  $                        5.00 

Waseca Community Arena Hand  $                               660.00  $                        3.00 no

Averages 4,083.15$                            3.86$                        
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Arena Name

Number of 

rinks?

Avg Sunday hours 

per rink

Avg Mon - Thurs 

hours per rink

Avg Friday Hours 

per rink

Avg Saturday hours 

per rink

Avg Hours of Open 

Skate per week Trend in usage

All Seasons Arena 2 14 9 7 14 9 Increase

Andover Community Center 1 13 6 6 13 5 Remained the same

Anoka Ice Arena 2 13 7 7 13 0 Remained the same

Bielenberg-Woodbury 2 13 6 6 13 0 Remained the same

Bloomington Ice Garden 3 13 7 8 13 7 Remained the same

Burich Arena 2 10 8 9 10 13 Remained the same

Burnsville Ice Center 2 12 8 6 13 10.5 Decrease

centennial sports arena 1 12 5 6 12 0 Remained the same

Chaska Community Center 2 12.5 10.5 12 12 10 Increase

Coon Rapids Ice Center 2 12 7 5 14 6 Increase

Cottage Grove Ice Arena 3 14 8 8 16 4.5 Remained the same

Crookston Sports Center 3 13 7 7 14 7 Remained the same

Delano Sports Arena 1 16 8 8 16 2 Remained the same

Dodge County Ice Arena 1 10 6.5 8 14 2 Increase

Drake Arena 1 12 25 6 12 1.25 Remained the same

Fergus Falls Community Arena 2 12 10 10 14 120 Increase

Four Seasons Centre 2 12 9 9 14 3 Increase

Hastings Civic Arena 2 9 6.5 7 9 4.5 Decrease

Hippodrome Ice Arena 1 16 7 7 16 4 Remained the same

Hopkins Pavilion 1 12 9 9 13 11.5 Remained the same

Ice Forum @ Champlin 1 16 10 11 16 12 Remained the same

Lakeville Ames Arena 2 13 7.5 7.5 13 3 Remained the same

Moorhead Sports Center 2 9 13 13 14 2 Remained the same

Moorhead Youth Hockey 2 10 10 10 12 8 Increase

Neilson-Reise Arena 1 8 4.00 4 8 5 Remained the same

Plymouth 3 12 7.5 8 13 Remained the same

Prairie Island Arena 2 14 7 7 14 10 Remained the same

Ramsey County arenas 10 14 7 8 14 9 Remained the same

READING, MA Arena 1 15 9 10 14 12 Remained the same

Richfield Ice Arena 2 11 6 5 11 8 Remained the same

Rogers Activity Center 1 14 8 8 14 4.5 Remained the same

Roseville Skating Center 1 13 7 7 14 9 Increase

Saint Thomas Ice Arena 1 16 9.5 9.5 16 0 Remained the same

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center 3 11 6 6 11 10 Decrease

Superior Ice Arena 1 15 8 8 15 0 Remained the same

Veterans Memorial Community Center 2 10 7 5 10 13 Decrease

VFW Memorial Youth Center 1 11 15 15 15 5 Remained the same

Victory Memorial Ice Arena 1 8 6 8 8 2 Increase

Wakota Civic Arena 2 16 7 7 16 5.5 Decrease

Waseca Community Arena 1 11 7 7 13 3 Remained the same

Averages 1.9 12.4 8.3 7.9 13.2 8.9
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Arena Name

Do you offer dry 

floor events in your 

building? Dry floor rental rates

 Annual Dry Floor 

Gross Revenue Dry Floor Notes

 Dasher board 

advertising rate - 

annual 

 Annual advertising 

revenue 

Other Advertising 

Revenues

Advertising 

Revenue Notes

All Seasons Arena Yes $550.00/Day  $                 5,000.00  $                 1,000.00  $              23,000.00 

Our Ice resurfacers 

are also part of our 

advertising at 

$700.00/side /year.

Andover Community Center  $                    400.00  $                 8,000.00 

Zamboni, 

ScoreClock

Anoka Ice Arena Yes $600 per day  $                 3,200.00 $2400-$3200  $                             -    $                 2,000.00 Wall banners

Bielenberg-Woodbury Yes 500.00 per day  $                 5,000.00  $                 1,000.00  $              10,000.00 

all of our adv are 

wall adv. panals

Bloomington Ice Garden No

Burich Arena Yes 600/day  $                 3,600.00  800 each  $                 8,000.00 

Scoreboards and 

resurfacers 

purchased by 

others in exchange 

for exclusive 

advertising rights

Burnsville Ice Center No  $                 1,000.00  $              18,000.00 

Dasher Board 

Annual Rate $300 - 

$1,000

centennial sports arena Yes $85.00/hr - indoor soccer  $              20,000.00  $                    400.00  $                 4,000.00 m/a

Chaska Community Center Yes 85.00 per Hour  $              35,000.00  None 

Coon Rapids Ice Center No

700.00$                    

 $              20,000.00 

In ice logos

Scoreboards

Zamboni wraps

 Dasher Ads $500-

$700 

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Yes $500 a day  $                 1,500.00 
850.00$                    

 $              15,000.00 

 Dasher Ads -$500 

3x4 $850 3x8 

Crookston Sports Center Yes

$250/day $125/half day 

$30/Hour  $                 5,000.00 

 Dasher ads BLC 

Operated 50% to 

CSC 

Delano Sports Arena Yes $50.00/hr  $                 5,000.00  $                    750.00  $              14,000.00 

Dodge County Ice Arena No

Lease of wall space 

$2000/ year

Drake Arena No  $                    800.00  $              10,000.00 

Zamboni, TV, steps, 

scoreboard, clock

Fergus Falls Community Arena Yes $200 a Day plus Rev - NA  $                    500.00  $              30,000.00 

Banners at $ 500 a 

year

Four Seasons Centre Yes $900.00 per day  $              42,000.00  $                 3,000.00  $              10,000.00 In ice logos

Hastings Civic Arena Yes 78  $              11,000.00  $                         8.00 

Starting  a few 

board ads in main 

rink, also restroom 

walls

 dasher advertising 

new for 2012 

Hippodrome Ice Arena No
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Arena Name

Do you offer dry 

floor events in your 

building? Dry floor rental rates

 Annual Dry Floor 

Gross Revenue Dry Floor Notes

 Dasher board 

advertising rate - 

annual 

 Annual advertising 

revenue 

Other Advertising 

Revenues

Advertising 

Revenue Notes

Hopkins Pavilion Yes varies  $              75,000.00 Revenue - 65k - 75k  $                 3,000.00 

Dasher Ad annual 

rate varies/ Annual 

Ad revenue $2-3k 

annually

Ice Forum @ Champlin No  $                    800.00  $                 5,000.00 

scoreboards

message center 

lobby tv display 

lobby menu board 

ice resurfacer 

in ice logo's

Lakeville Ames Arena Yes $85/hr| $300-$600/day  $              35,000.00  $                    600.00  $              20,000.00 

Moorhead Sports Center Yes $ 650.00 none in 2011  $                    500.00  $                 7,000.00 

advertising on the 

zamboni,s and on 

the scoreboard

Moorhead Youth Hockey Yes 45  $                 8,000.00  $                 2,000.00  $              12,000.00 

Neilson-Reise Arena No

Plymouth No  $                    700.00  $              28,000.00 

Zamboni's - 

$2,500.00 per year 

x three Zamboni's = 

$7,500.00 per year.

Prairie Island Arena Yes $50 hr, $200 day, contracts

Ramsey County arenas Yes

Range of $100 day-$1100 

depending on event  $              65,000.00  $                    750.00  $              20,000.00 

 Daserh Ads 500-

750 yearly depend 

on arena 

READING, MA Arena No

Richfield Ice Arena No  $                    400.00  $                             -   

Rogers Activity Center No  $                    900.00  $              15,000.00 

Zamboni, Wall Ads, 

Electronic

Roseville Skating Center No  $                    750.00  $              15,000.00 

We have 

advertising on the 

Zamboni.

Saint Thomas Ice Arena No  $                 1,500.00  $              70,000.00 

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center No  $                 1,000.00  $              30,000.00 

Superior Ice Arena No

Veterans Memorial Community Center Yes $40/hr (turf)  $                 5,000.00  $                 1,000.00  $                 6,000.00 

VFW Memorial Youth Center Yes $250 -$1500  $                 1,500.00 

Victory Memorial Ice Arena No

Wakota Civic Arena Yes $75/ hr and various day rates

Zamboni Wrap, In-

ice ads, wall ads

 Dasher Ads - 

$300.00 w/3year 

contract 

Waseca Community Arena Yes $125.00 per day  $                    500.00  $                 6,500.00 

In-ice logos & 

Zamboni 

sponsorship

Averages 18,127.78$               14,625.29$               

 2012 MIAMA Annual Survey Dryfloor and Advertising Page 9City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 41 of 592



Arena Name

 2011 Summer 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011 Summer Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Basic Prime Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summer Prime 

Basic Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summber Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 Ice Time Rates 

Notes 

Do you negotiate 

discount rates?

What is your Game 

Rate/Gate Split 

agreement for HS 

or ticketed events?

All Seasons Arena  $                    153.00  $                      153.00  $                    153.00  $                    153.00  $                    161.00  $                    161.00  $                    161.00  $                    161.00 No

$153.00/hr High 

Schools

$780.00/ Game 

College

Andover Community Center  $                    140.00  $                      140.00  $                    185.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    185.00  $                    140.00 Yes

First $500 to rink for 

game fees, split 

50/50 after that.

Anoka Ice Arena  $                    130.00  $                      130.00  $                    155.00  $                    155.00  $                    130.00  $                    130.00  $                    155.00  $                    155.00 Yes

$590 minimum 

60/40 in favor of 

school

Bielenberg-Woodbury  $                    140.00  $                      135.00  $                    205.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    135.00  $                    210.00  $                    145.00 Yes

City now retains 

recpts as part of a 

joint school 

district/city team 

room project

Bloomington Ice Garden  $                    180.00  $                      140.00  $                    180.00  $                    140.00  $                    180.00  $                    140.00  $                    190.00  $                    140.00 Yes

$400.00 Guarantee 

50/50 split

Burich Arena  $                    140.00  $                      140.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    150.00  $                    150.00 Yes 650/V - JV game

Burnsville Ice Center  $                    175.00  $                      175.00  $                    210.00  $                    175.00  $                    175.00  $                    175.00  $                    215.00  $                    185.00 Yes

Hourly charge, $175 

for a cleaning fee 

and 50/50 split of 

gate.

centennial sports arena  $                    130.00  $                      110.00  $                    160.00  $                    120.00  $                    130.00  $                    110.00  $                    160.00  $                    120.00 No

$800.00 gaurantee 

then 50/50 split 

with high school

Chaska Community Center  $                    145.00  $                      140.00  $                    195.00  $                    150.00  $                    155.00  $                    150.00  $                    209.00  $                    161.00 No

50/50 after 

expenses

Coon Rapids Ice Center  $                    120.00  $                      120.00  $                    185.00  $                    185.00  $                    120.00  $                    120.00  $                    190.00  $                    190.00 No

65% High 

School/35% arena

Cottage Grove Ice Arena  $                    145.00  $                      115.00  $                    200.00  $                    130.00  $                    145.00  $                    115.00  $                    200.00  $                    130.00 

 $115 before 6am 

and after 10pm - 

summer non prime Yes

$6 adults, $4 

student/senior. We 

keep all gate.

Crookston Sports Center  $                    110.00  $                    115.00  $                       85.00  $                    115.00  $                    120.00  $                       90.00 No

Seasonal Contract 

with School District   

$100,000/yr

Delano Sports Arena  $                       50.00  $                               -    $                    180.00  $                    125.00  $                       50.00  $                              -    $                    190.00  $                    125.00 Yes

Boys - High School 

takes gate. Bill only 

for ice time

Girls - Rink takes 

gate. Bill high 

School for balance.

Dodge County Ice Arena  $                    120.00  $                      120.00  $                    165.00  $                    165.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    165.00  $                    165.00 Yes

Drake Arena  $                    125.00  $                      125.00  $                    165.00  $                       80.00  $                    125.00  $                    125.00  $                    165.00  $                       80.00 Yes Arena takes all

Fergus Falls Community Arena  $                    120.00  $                    120.00 No

Four Seasons Centre  $                    115.00  $                      115.00  $                    142.00  $                    142.00  $                    130.00  $                    130.00  $                    150.00  $                    150.00 No H.S. gets gate

Hastings Civic Arena  $                    146.00  $                      146.00  $                    175.00  $                    146.00  $                    150.50  $                    150.50  $                    180.25  $                    150.50 No

Boys  = 1577.96 no 

splits, this also 

covers there 1998 

bound pay per hour 

of uses.

Girls  = 1436.92 no 

splits, and covers 

the 1998 bound 

also.  

Hippodrome Ice Arena  $                    100.00  $                    100.00  $                    100.00  $                    100.00 

 65 hockey assoc/ 

100 non hockey 

assoc No

no high school 

games

Hopkins Pavilion  $                    185.00  $                    135.00  $                    185.00  $                    135.00 

 Dry-Floor varies for 

summer No 50/50 with HS
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Arena Name

 2011 Summer 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011 Summer Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Basic Prime Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summer Prime 

Basic Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summber Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 Ice Time Rates 

Notes 

Do you negotiate 

discount rates?

What is your Game 

Rate/Gate Split 

agreement for HS 

or ticketed events?

Ice Forum @ Champlin  $                    150.00  $                      150.00  $                    195.00  $                    195.00  $                    150.00  $                    150.00  $                    195.00  $                    195.00 Yes

350.00- girls games 

450.00- boys games 

arena recieves 40% 

of gate 

Lakeville Ames Arena  $                    160.00  $                    205.00  $                    160.00  $                    215.00 Yes

Prime rate| HS Gate 

Split: Arena 60%: HS 

40%

Moorhead Sports Center  $                    125.00  $                      125.00  $                    125.00  $                    105.00  $                    125.00  $                    125.00  $                    125.00  $                    105.00 Yes

High school A & B 

games $ 710.00 / 

school gets the gate

Moorhead Youth Hockey  $                    120.00  $                        90.00  $                    120.00  $                       90.00  $                    125.00  $                       95.00  $                    125.00  $                       95.00 Yes

Neilson-Reise Arena  $                    100.00  $                       90.00  $                       75.00  $                    100.00 No N/A

Plymouth  $                    165.00  $                      165.00  $                    180.00  $                    180.00  $                    175.00  $                    175.00  $                    190.00  $                    190.00 No

A minimum fee of 

$220.00 per hour.  

The balance if any 

of the gate receipts 

are split 60/40 with 

the Arena receiving 

the 60%

Prairie Island Arena  $                    157.00  $                      157.00  $                    157.00  $                    157.00  $                    163.00  $                    163.00  $                    163.00  $                    163.00 No

100% we are owned 

and operated by 

school district.

Ramsey County arenas  $                    170.00  $                      105.00  $                    170.00  $                    105.00  $                    170.00  $                    105.00  $                    175.00  $                    110.00 

 170 through 

December, 175 

after Jan1 - 11/12 

winter prime / 105 

through Dec 110 

after Jan 1 11/12 

Non prime Winter 

rates No

750 single , 1100 

double, 1650 triple 

plus security 

we receive 

minimum, then split 

50/50 up to 2000 all 

after sales tax paid

READING, MA Arena  $                    215.00  $                      215.00  $                    230.00  $                    230.00  $                    230.00  $                    230.00  $                    230.00  $                    230.00 

School Keeps up to 

Expenses...50/50 

Split after expenses

Richfield Ice Arena  $                    185.00  $                      155.00  $                    190.00  $                    160.00  $                    190.00  $                    160.00  $                    195.00  $                    165.00 No

High School 

provides all game 

officials (ticket, refs, 

score box staff), 

keep 100% of gate 

receipts and are 

charged $950 for JV 

and Varsity game or 

just $600 for Varsity 

Game.

Rogers Activity Center  $                    140.00  $                      115.00  $                    180.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    115.00  $                    185.00  $                    140.00 Yes

$900 guaranteed 

minimum arena 

keeps anything over 

$900 and charges 

$1 locker room fee 

from each ticket 

that is not counted 

toward the 

minimum.

Roseville Skating Center  $                    145.00  $                      145.00  $                    170.00  $                    145.00  $                    145.00  $                    145.00  $                    175.00  $                    145.00 Yes

$1200 guarantee 

50/50 split after 

guarantee

Saint Thomas Ice Arena  $                    160.00  $                      130.00  $                    210.00  $                    133.00  $                    160.00  $                    130.00  $                    215.00  $                    140.00 Yes

We get the 

complete gate for 

all games.

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center  $                    150.00  $                      150.00  $                    175.00  $                    150.00  $                    150.00  $                    150.00  $                    180.00  $                    180.00 No 800 min 50/50 split
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Arena Name

 2011 Summer 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011 Summer Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Basic Prime Hourly 

Rate 

 2011/2012 Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summer Prime 

Basic Hourly Rate 

 2012 Proposed 

Summber Non 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Prime Basic Hourly 

Rate 

 2012/2013 

Proposed Winter 

Non Prime Basic 

Hourly Rate 

 Ice Time Rates 

Notes 

Do you negotiate 

discount rates?

What is your Game 

Rate/Gate Split 

agreement for HS 

or ticketed events?

Superior Ice Arena  $                    150.00  $                      120.00  $                    150.00  $                    120.00  $                    150.00  $                    120.00  $                    150.00  $                    120.00 No

we bill $750 for 

high school girls, 

$1000 for high 

school boys, and 

the high school 

takes the entire 

gate.

Veterans Memorial Community Center  $                    130.00  $                      110.00  $                    195.00  $                    130.00  $                    130.00  $                    110.00  $                    200.00  $                    130.00 No

HS pays for ice and 

ticket 

takers/sellers...they 

keep anything over 

that....usually 

nothing left

VFW Memorial Youth Center  $                    110.00  $                      110.00  $                    120.00  $                    120.00  $                    120.00  $                    120.00  $                    125.00  $                    125.00 Yes N/A

Victory Memorial Ice Arena  $                    135.00  $                      135.00  $                    165.00  $                    165.00  $                    140.00  $                    140.00  $                    170.00  $                    170.00 Yes

Wakota Civic Arena  $                    155.00  $                      155.00  $                    195.00  $                    155.00  $                    155.00  $                    155.00  $                    195.00  $                    155.00 Yes

50% of net ticket 

sales.  School pays 

all staffing expenses 

and ice costs

Waseca Community Arena  $                    125.00  $                    125.00  $                    135.00  $                    135.00 Yes

Game rate is 

$130/hr for 

tournaments

Averages 141.28$                     131.39$                      166.55$                     138.62$                     144.57$                     134.83$                     174.30$                     145.01$                     
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Arena Name  Manager Low  Manager High 

Manager Salary 

Notes  Asst. Manager Low 

 Asst. Manager 

High 

Assistant Manager 

Salary Notes

 FT Maintenance 

Low 

 FT Maintenance 

High 

Full Time 

Maintenance Staff 

Notes Secretary

 PT Building 

Sup/Driver Avg 

PT Building 

Supervisor/Mainte

nance/Driver Notes

All Seasons Arena  $               58,000.00  $             58,000.00 58000 None  $               35,000.00  $               42,000.00 $35,000 - $42,000 None  $                         9.50 $9.00 - $10.00/hr

Andover Community Center  $               75,000.00  $             85,000.00 75-85,000  $               48,000.00  $               58,000.00 48-58,000 13.50 hour  $                         9.50 9 - 10.00 hour

Anoka Ice Arena  $               67,000.00  $             67,000.00 67000  $               44,000.00  $               44,000.00 44000  $               42,000.00  $               42,000.00 $42000   one n/a  $                      12.50 3-5  $10-15

Bielenberg-Woodbury  $               82,000.00  $             82,000.00 82000  $               68,000.00  $               68,000.00 68000 n/a pt 13/hr  $                      12.50 10  range 10- 15/hr

Bloomington Ice Garden  $               57,000.00  $             81,000.00 57,000-81,000  $               49,000.00  $               74,000.00 49,000-74,000 20.00 per hr  $                      16.00 11.00-21.00

Burich Arena  $               55,000.00  $             75,000.00 55,000-75,000 N/A  $               35,000.00  $               55,000.00 35,000-55,000 N/A  $                         9.00 6 - $8-$10/hour

Burnsville Ice Center  $               61,188.00  $             78,072.00 $61,188 - $78,072  $               51,072.00  $               65,160.00 $51,072 - $65,160  $               37,416.00  $               47,748.00 

$37,416 - $47,748 - 

4

now combined with 

LTS Coordinator  $                         9.50 8 - $8.50 - $10.50 hr

centennial sports arena  $               53,125.00  $             53,125.00 53125 n/a  $               47,840.00  $               47,840.00 $23/hr part time n/a  $                      12.00 3 - $10-$14/hr

Chaska Community Center  $               65,000.00  $             65,000.00 65000 None  $               37,440.00  $               37,440.00 18.00/hr - 2 None  $                         9.50 9.50/hr - 6

Coon Rapids Ice Center  $               63,000.00  $             70,000.00 $63,000-$70,000  $               43,000.00  $               52,000.00 $43,000-$52,000

Cottage Grove Ice Arena  $               42,000.00  $             55,000.00 $42,000-$55,000  $               33,000.00  $               38,000.00 $33,000-$38,000  $               40,000.00  $               55,000.00 

$40,000-$55,000 1 

staff  $                      11.00 

5 Supervisors 

$10.00-12.00, 4 

Assistants $7.50-

$9.00

Crookston Sports Center  $               58,000.00  $             58,000.00 58000 NA  $               21,320.00  $               21,320.00 10.25 NA  $                      10.25 6   $10.25 

Delano Sports Arena  $               35,000.00  $             35,000.00 35000  $                         8.50 6 @ $8.50/hr

Dodge County Ice Arena  $               58,000.00  $             58,000.00 58000 0 0 0  $                      11.50 $11.50/ hour

Drake Arena  $               50,000.00  $             60,000.00 50 - 60 na  $               30,000.00  $               40,000.00 30 - 40 na  $                      11.00 10 - 12

Fergus Falls Community Arena  $               43,000.00  $             57,000.00 $43000 to $57000  $               37,000.00  $               48,000.00 $37000 to $48000  $               32,000.00  $               42,000.00 $32000 to $$42000 NA  $                         9.00 $9 per Hour

Four Seasons Centre  $               50,000.00  $             50,000.00 50000  $               42,000.00  $               42,000.00 42000  $               38,000.00  $               38,000.00 38000  $                         9.00 $9.00 per hour

Hastings Civic Arena  $               73,000.00  $             73,000.00 73000  $               58,250.00  $               58,250.00 58250 None None  $                         9.00 9

Hippodrome Ice Arena  $               50,000.00  $             62,000.00 $50-62000 na na na  $                      12.75 4 - 9.50-16.00

Hopkins Pavilion  $               70,000.00  $             70,000.00 70000  $               50,000.00  $               50,000.00 50000 23000  $                      11.00 $9-$13

Ice Forum @ Champlin  $               65,000.00  $             65,000.00 65000 none  $               50,000.00  $               50,000.00 50000 none  $                      10.00 11 - $9.00-$11.00

Lakeville Ames Arena  $               70,000.00  $             80,000.00 $70,000 - $80,000  $               34,000.00  $               41,000.00 $34,000 - $41,000  $               36,000.00  $               43,000.00 $36,000 - $43,000  $                      11.99 $10.69 - $13.29 

Moorhead Sports Center  $               50,000.00  $             65,000.00 $ 50 to 65,000.00  $               40,000.00  $               52,000.00 $ 40 to 52,000.00  $               26,000.00  $               37,960.00 $ 12.50 to $ 18.25 na  $                         9.00 starting @ $ 9

Moorhead Youth Hockey  $               45,000.00  $             60,000.00 $45,000-$60,000  $               15,000.00  $               20,000.00 $15,000-$20,000  $                         8.75 8.75

Neilson-Reise Arena NA None None None  $                         9.70 4, $ 9.70 per hr

Plymouth  $               70,000.00  $             80,000.00 

$70,000. to 

$80,000.  $               52,000.00  $               62,000.00 

$52,000. to 

$62,000.  $               39,000.00  $               50,000.00 

$39,000. to 

$50,000.  a total of 

1.5 full time staff

Full time/ 32 hour 

per week.  Salary 

range from $35,000. 

to $46,000.  $                      13.50 

20 at $10.00 to 

$15.00

Prairie Island Arena  $               35,000.00  $             50,000.00 35,000-50,000 n/a n/a n/a  $                         9.63 9.63

Ramsey County arenas  $               75,000.00  $             75,000.00 75k none  $               44,000.00  $               44,000.00 

FT staff on each 

shift---44k avaerage-

-25 FT staff to 

operate in full 

season 40k- one person  $                      19.35 

Paid union hourly 

rate-19.35 hour

READING, MA Arena  $               75,000.00  $             90,000.00 75-90  $               35,000.00  $               45,000.00 35-45 12-20/hr  $                      13.50 12-15/hr

Richfield Ice Arena  $               55,000.00  $             69,000.00 $55,000 to $69,00  $               38,188.00  $               49,316.00 $18.36 - $23.71  $               39,520.00  $               52,000.00 $19.00 - $25.00 $17.60 - $21.41  $                      11.50 $10.00 - $13.00

Rogers Activity Center  $               51,209.00  $             62,441.00 $24.62-30.02/hour  $               35,963.00  $               43,846.00 

1 @ $17.29-

21.08/hour  $                      11.98 

6 @ $10.79-

13.16/hour

Roseville Skating Center  $               68,000.00  $             78,000.00 68,000-78,0000  $               55,000.00  $               65,000.00 55,000-65,0000  $               45,000.00  $               53,000.00 45,000-53,000 34,000-40,000  $                      11.00 10.00-12.00

Saint Thomas Ice Arena  $               40,000.00  $             60,000.00 $40,000-$60,000  $               35,000.00  $               45,000.00 $35,000-$45,000  $               30,000.00  $               40,000.00 $30,000-$40,000  $                         9.25 4-6, $9.25

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center  $               50,000.00  $             70,000.00 50,000-70,000  $               45,000.00  $               65,000.00 45,000-65,000  $               31,200.00  $               37,440.00 15-18/hr 1    pt 15/hr  $                      16.50 5     15-18/hr

Superior Ice Arena  $               48,000.00  $             48,000.00 48000 n/a  $               27,040.00  $               27,040.00 13 8.5  $                         7.50 7.5

Veterans Memorial Community Center  $               42,500.00  $               50,500.00 42,500 - 50,500 (3)  $                      11.58 8.44 - 14.71 (6-10)

VFW Memorial Youth Center  $               50,500.00  $             50,500.00 50500 N/A N/A N/A  $                         9.00 5                $9.00

Victory Memorial Ice Arena  $               65,000.00  $             65,000.00 65000  $               33,280.00  $               33,280.00 $16/hr  $                      14.50 5@ $14.50/hr

Wakota Civic Arena  $               52,000.00  $             68,000.00 52000-68000  $               38,000.00  $               48,000.00 38000-48000 na na  $                      10.81 

16 drivers $9.12-

$12.50/hr

Waseca Community Arena  $               30,000.00  $             30,000.00 30000  $               16,640.00  $               16,640.00 $8.00/hr N/A N/A  $                         8.00 $8.00/hr

Averages 58,586.33$             64,628.43$           41,020.48$             48,364.10$             11.03$                   
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Arena Name

All Seasons Arena

Andover Community Center

Anoka Ice Arena

Bielenberg-Woodbury

Bloomington Ice Garden

Burich Arena

Burnsville Ice Center

centennial sports arena

Chaska Community Center

Coon Rapids Ice Center

Cottage Grove Ice Arena

Crookston Sports Center

Delano Sports Arena

Dodge County Ice Arena

Drake Arena

Fergus Falls Community Arena

Four Seasons Centre

Hastings Civic Arena

Hippodrome Ice Arena

Hopkins Pavilion

Ice Forum @ Champlin 

Lakeville Ames Arena

Moorhead Sports Center

Moorhead Youth Hockey

Neilson-Reise Arena

Plymouth

Prairie Island Arena

Ramsey County arenas

READING, MA Arena

Richfield Ice Arena

Rogers Activity Center

Roseville Skating Center

Saint Thomas Ice Arena

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center

Superior Ice Arena

Veterans Memorial Community Center

VFW Memorial Youth Center

Victory Memorial Ice Arena

Wakota Civic Arena

Waseca Community Arena

Averages

 PT Rink Attendant 

Avg 

PT Rink 

Attendant/ice 

guard

 PT cashier/ticket 

taker Avg 

PT cashier/ticket 

taker

 Concession 

Workers Avg 

Concession 

Workers

 Head skating 

instructor Avg 

Head skating 

instructor

 Skating instructor 

Avg Skating instructor

 $                         8.50 $8.00 - 9.00/hr None  $                         8.50 $8.00 - $9.00/hr  $                      13.50 $12.00 - $15.00/hr  $                      10.00 $9.00 - $11.00/hr

 $                         6.00 4 - 8.oo hour  $                         9.00 5 - 9.00 hour  $                         8.00 12 - 8.00 hour  $                      35.00 35.00 hour  $                      25.00 25.00 hour

 $                         9.00 3-5 $8-10 n/a  $                         8.50 10-15 $7-10  $                      30.00 $30 hr  $                      20.00 4 $15-25 hr

 $                         8.75 10 7.50-10/hr  $                      10.00 5    9-11/hr  $                         8.25 20   7.50-9/hr contract contract

 $                      10.00 9.00-11.00  $                      10.00 9.00-11.00 NA  $                      30.00 PT $30.00 per hr  $                      21.00 10  $14.00-28.00

 $                         8.00 2 - $8/hour N/A N/A  $                      14.00 PT - $14/hour  $                      10.00 6- $8-$12/hour

 $                         7.50 9 - $7.25 - $7.75 N/A  $                         8.50 9 - $7.25 - $9.75  $                      21.59 

FT - $39,456 - 

$50,352  $                      17.63 25 - $10.50 - $24.75

n/a 2 - $40/event  $                         8.00 6 - $7.50-$8.50/hr n/a n/a

 $                         8.75 7.50 - 10 None None

40% of Skate Lesson 

Revenue  $                      12.00 12.00/hr - 6

 $                         7.50 2 @ $7.50  $                      12.00 1 @ $12.00  $                         8.00 5 @ $8.00  $                      26.50 PT $26.50/hr  $                      18.50 10 @ $15.00-$22.00

 $                         8.00 3-$7.50-$8.50  $                      10.50 2 - $10.00-$11.00  $                         8.63 10 - $7.50-$9.75  $                      23.75 

pt, $23.75 on ice, 

$8.75 off ice  $                      15.50 10, $15.00-$16.00

 $                         9.00 2   $9.00 NA NA  $                      18.00 PT  $18.00/hr  $                      13.50 5   $12-15/hr

0 0 0 0 0

na na  $                         8.25 10 - $7.50 - $9hr na na

 $                         7.50 7.5 NA NA  $                      20.00 PT $20 per hour  $                      17.50 $15 to $20 15 minn

 $                         8.00 $8.00 per hour

 $                         6.00 6 from rink atten  $                         9.00 9 0 0

na na na na na

 $                         8.50 2 - $7.50-$9.50  $                         8.50 1 - $7.50-$9.50 volunteers none none

 $                         8.66 6 staff $7.43 - $9.89  $                         8.70 6 staff $7.43 - $9.89  $                         8.66 4 staff $7.43 - $9.89  $                      24.13 PT $22.50 - $25.75  $                      16.13 

7 staff $10.50 - 

$21.75

 $                         9.00 same  $                         9.00 same  $                         7.00 7 PT FT na na

 $                         8.25 8.25  $                         7.00 7

None None None None None

 $                         8.13 4 at $7.75 to $8.50  $                      11.00 3 at $9.00 to $13.00  $                         8.37 28 at $7.75 to $9.00  $                      22.00 

Part-time at $18.00 

to $26.00  $                      16.50 

12 at $12.00 to 

$21.00

 $                         6.33 6.33  $                      10.00 $8.00-$12.00  $                      10.50 $7.00-$14.00

 $                         8.50 8.50 hour n/a n/a n/a n/a

 $                         9.00 8-10/hr  $                      10.00 10/HR  $                         8.00 8/HR

 $                         9.37 $8.68 - $10.06  $                         9.37 $8.68 - $10.06  $                         9.37 $8.68 - $10.06 Contracted Contracted

 $                      10.65 2 @ $9.59-11.70  $                      10.65 1 @ $9.59-11.70  $                      10.65 2 PT @ $9.59-11.70  $                      17.00 PT $17  $                      16.00 8 @ $15-17

 $                         8.25 7.50-9.00  $                         9.00 8.50-9.50  $                      23.50 PT 22-25/hr  $                      19.00 10  $17-21/hr

 $                         9.25 2-4, $9.25

 $                      10.50 3  8-13/hr  $                      10.50 3  8-13/hr  $                      25.00 pt 20-30/hr  $                      20.00 8   10-30/hr

n/a n/a  $                         7.00 PT summer $7 n/a n/a

 $                         9.00 8 - 10 (3-5)  $                         9.00 8 - 10 (3-5) na

 $                         7.50 3     $7.50  $                         7.75 2     $7.75 na  $                      10.00 PT  $10.00  $                         8.00 8      $8.00

 $                         8.25 

6 attendants 

$8.25/hr  $                         9.25 

12 staff minimum 

wage to 9.25/hr

Contract skating 

school

volunteer volunteer association N/A N/A
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Arena Name

Do you offer a LTS 

program in your 

facility?

Which program does 

your program utilize?  Cost per session 

Cost per session 

Notes

Session length or # 

of classes per 

session

Length of classes in 

minutes

Avg Price of class  

Per minute 

breakdown LTS Notes

All Seasons Arena Yes ISI  $                      30.00 $28.00 - $32.00 7 30  $                        0.14 

Andover Community Center Yes  $                      79.00 79 8 60  $                        0.16 

Anoka Ice Arena Yes ISI  $                      70.00 70 8 60  $                        0.15 

Bielenberg-Woodbury Yes ISI  $                      76.00 76 for 7 times 7 30  $                        0.36 

Bloomington Ice Garden Yes USFS  $                      70.00 70 7 30  $                        0.33 

Burich Arena Yes ISI  $                      55.00 55 14 45  $                        0.09 

Burnsville Ice Center Yes Our own hybrid  $                      95.00 $95 on average 9 60  $                        0.18 

centennial sports arena No n/a n/a n/a

Chaska Community Center Yes ISI  $                        8.00 8 9 30  $                        0.03 7 - 10 classes

Coon Rapids Ice Center Yes USFS  $                   110.00 110 12 30  $                        0.31 

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Yes ISI  $                      67.00 67 9 30  $                        0.25 

Crookston Sports Center Yes USFS  $                      55.00 $55-160 18 30  $                        0.10 

18-36 classes 30-60 

minutes

Delano Sports Arena No

Dodge County Ice Arena Yes Youth Hockey  $                        5.00 5 5 45  $                        0.02 

Drake Arena No na na na

Fergus Falls Community Arena Yes ISI  $                      60.00 60 10 45  $                        0.13 10 weeks

Four Seasons Centre Yes Park and Rec

Hastings Civic Arena Yes ISI  $                   110.00 110 9 30  $                        0.41 

Hippodrome Ice Arena No

Hopkins Pavilion No

Ice Forum @ Champlin Yes USFS  $                      57.00 57 5 60  $                        0.19 

Lakeville Ames Arena Yes USFS  $                      89.00 89 8 30  $                        0.37 

Moorhead Sports Center Yes USFS  $                      45.00 $ 45.00 8 45  $                        0.13 

Moorhead Youth Hockey No

Neilson-Reise Arena Yes USFS N/A N/A 30

Plymouth Yes ISI  $                   117.00 $110.00 to $125.00 10 30  $                        0.39 

Prairie Island Arena Yes ISI

Ramsey County arenas Yes club operated

Run by independent 

contractor

5-oct-dec, Jan-

March 30 minutes

READING, MA Arena Yes USFS  $                      12.00 12 2 30  $                        0.20 

Richfield Ice Arena Yes USFS  $                      70.00 70 8 30  $                        0.29 

Rogers Activity Center Yes USFS  $                      69.00 69 6 30  $                        0.38 

Roseville Skating Center Yes ISI  $                   100.00 110 11 30  $                        0.30 

Saint Thomas Ice Arena No

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center Yes ISI  $                      78.00 78 8 30  $                        0.33 

Superior Ice Arena No

Veterans Memorial Community Center Yes USFS  $                      55.00 55 5 30

60 (30 lesson, 30 

practice)

VFW Memorial Youth Center Yes USFS  $                      65.00 $65.00 year 26 60  $                        0.04 

6 months - 1 hour 

per week

Victory Memorial Ice Arena No Community ED  $                      40.00 40 6 30  $                        0.22 

Wakota Civic Arena Yes ISI  $                      95.00 95 8 30  $                        0.40 

Waseca Community Arena No

Averages 66.00$                      0.23$                        
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Arena Name

Open Skate - qty 

per week and 

length of sessions

 Open Skate 

Adult Admission 

 Open Skate 

Youth/SR 

Admission 

Price per open 

skate admission

 Open Skate 

Annual Gross 

Revenues 

Open Freestyle - 

qty per week and 

length of sessions

Price per open 

freestyle session

 Open Freestyle 

Gross Revenues 

Open Hockey - qty 

per week and 

length of sessions

 Price per open 

hockey session 

 Open Hockey 

Gross Revenues  Skate Rental Rate 

 Skate Rental 

Annual Gross 

Revenues Skate Rental Notes

All Seasons Arena

9,1-1.5 hour 

sessions  $                    3.00  $                      3.00 3  $            14,000.00 none none 6, 1.5/session  $                      5.00  $10,00  $                      2.00  $               6,000.00 

Andover Community Center 4 - 1.5 hours  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 4.00/3.00  $            20,000.00 0 2  $                      5.00  $               6,000.00 

Anoka Ice Arena n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Bielenberg-Woodbury

5   2 hr day time 

only  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $            17,500.00 

4 3hr 6am -9am 

weekdays 5  $               4,500.00 

4 1 1/2hr sessions 

day time  $                      5.00  $               3,500.00  $                      2.00  $               4,500.00 

Bloomington Ice Garden

7  1 1/2 hour 

sessions  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 $3.00 & $4.00  $            35,000.00 35 10 3  2hour sessions  $                      6.00  $            35,000.00  $                      2.00  $               1,900.00 

Burich Arena

6, 2 hour sessions 

weekly  $                    3.00  $                      2.00 

$3/adults, 

$2/students  $               3,000.00 

3 hours/week - 14 

weeks 55  $               1,100.00 N/A

Burnsville Ice Center 7 - 1.5 hours  $                    5.00  $                      3.00 

$5 adult / $3 under 

4 & over 62  $            17,000.00 2 - 5 hours 10  $               2,000.00 4 - 1.5 hours  $                      7.00  $            18,000.00  $                      5.00  $            12,000.00 $5 and $10 custom

centennial sports arena n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Chaska Community Center

7 Sessions from 

1.25 - 1.5 hours  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 

$4 Adults - $3 

Youth - Members 

Free  $            19,000.00 

4 Sessions from 2 - 

3 Hours rev 

included in open 

skate revenues 5

2 Sessions from 1.5 

Hours  $                      5.00 

 Included in Open 

Skate  $                      2.00  $               3,500.00 

Coon Rapids Ice Center 3 @ 2hrs  $                    5.00  $                      4.00 

Adults 

$5.00/Students 

$4.00/ages % and 

under skate free 

with a paid 

admission  $               9,300.00 1 @ 75 min  $                      7.00  $            10,000.00  $                      3.00  $               1,500.00 

 $3 Adults and 

Students/$2.00 

ages 5 & under and 

Learn to Skate  

Cottage Grove Ice Arena 3, 1.5hrs  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4 5 days 2hrs $4.00-$8.00 2 - 1.75hrs  $                      5.00 

Crookston Sports Center 4-6   1-2 hrs

Free-BLC & FSC pay 

CSC  $               5,000.00 1-2  1-2 hrs

Free part of 

Agreement above

4-6  1-2 hrs - Part 

of Agreement

Delano Sports Arena 1 @ 1.5 hr  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $                  400.00 1 @ 2hr  $                      5.00  $               1,000.00 

Dodge County Ice Arena 1 for 2 hours  $                    5.00  $                      5.00 5  $               2,000.00 

2 times for 2 hours 

in spring and 

summer 5  $                  750.00 

2 times per week in 

spring/ summer 

and fall  $                      5.00  $               2,500.00  $                      1.00  $                  500.00 

Drake Arena

25 - 40 people; 

1.25hr  $                    5.00  $                      5.00 $5 ea or $10 family  $               3,000.00 na na na  $                  500.00 

Fergus Falls Community Arena

 6 per week 2 2.5 

hours 0  $                           -   NA NA 2  2.5 sesions  $                           -    $                           -   

Four Seasons Centre Twice / 1.5 hours  $                    5.00  $                      4.00 $5.00 / $4.00  $               5,000.00 

Hastings Civic Arena 3@1.5hrs  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $               8,000.00 2@1 hour 8  $                  800.00 

on none school 

days about 12 per 

year  $                      0.25  $                  700.00  $                      2.50  $                  575.00 

Hippodrome Ice Arena 2 - 2 hours session  $                    2.00  $                      2.00 2  $               2,200.00 na na

Hopkins Pavilion

6 per week, 2 hr 

sessions  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 $3 youth, $4 adults  $               7,000.00 

Ice Forum @ Champlin 7 - 1.5 hrs  $                    5.00  $                      4.00 

$5 adults $4 

youth/seniors  $            15,000.00 none none

2 - 1 hr / Goalies 

Free - revenue 

grouped with open 

skate revenues  $                      5.00  $                      3.00  $               2,000.00 

Lakeville Ames Arena 2 @ 1.5hrs  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $            13,000.00 Summer Only $15.00/90 mins  $                      3.00  $               4,200.00 

Moorhead Sports Center

2 hours once a 

week  $                    2.00  $                      2.00 $ 2.00  $               6,000.00 na na na  na  $                      1.00  $                  200.00 

Moorhead Youth Hockey 0 16  $                           -    $                           -    $                           -    $                           -   

Neilson-Reise Arena 4, 1.5 hrs.  $                    3.00  $                      2.50 

2.50 Student, 3.00 

Adults None N/A 4, 1.5 hrs.  $                      2.50 

Plymouth 4 at 1.5 hours each  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 

Adults $4.00 / 

Students $3.00  $            14,000.00 2 at 1 hour 9  $               2,400.00 2 at 1.5 hours each  $                      5.00  $               8,000.00  $                      2.00  $               7,000.00 

Prairie Island Arena 5 pr/wk 1-2 hurs  $                    3.00  $                      3.00 3 2 pr/wk 1-2 hrs $5-$7  $                      3.00 

Ramsey County arenas

4 sessions, 1 hr 30 

minutes  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $            22,000.00 n/a n/a na/  n/a  $                      4.00  $               2,500.00 

READING, MA Arena 6  2HR SESSIONS  $                    5.00  $                      4.00 

5 ADULT   4 

STUDENT  $                      4.00  $            12,000.00 

Richfield Ice Arena 6 @ 1.50 hours  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $            13,300.00 N/A N/A 2 @ 1.50 hours  $                      7.00  $            13,000.00  $                      2.50  $               2,500.00 

Rogers Activity Center 3 @ 1.5 hours  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $               8,180.00 0 15  $                           -   3 @ 1.5  $                      7.00  $            10,171.00  $                      2.00  $               1,516.00 

Roseville Skating Center 9/wk  90 minutes  $                    5.50  $                      5.50 5.5  $            18,000.00 2/wk  90 minutes 5.5  $               1,500.00 7/wk 75 minutes  $                      5.50  $            20,000.00  $                      4.00  $               8,000.00 

Saint Thomas Ice Arena 0 n/a n/a n/a 1, 1.5 hrs  $                      5.00  $               2,400.00 

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center 10 1.5hr  $                    4.00  $                      3.00 3/kid 4/adult  $            14,500.00 8  1hr 11/hr  $            39,000.00 

5  1.5hr - 3/kid  

4/adult  $                      4.00  $               7,700.00  $                      3.25  $               4,000.00 

Superior Ice Arena n/a n/a

Veterans Memorial Community Center

7 days m-f 2 hrs 

sat/sun 1 1/2  $                    5.00  $                      5.00 5  $               4,000.00 M-W-F 1 1/2  $                      5.00  $               2,000.00  $                      2.00  $                  500.00 

VFW Memorial Youth Center

3   3               Hour 

and a half  $                    6.00  $                      2.50 $2.50----------$6.00  $               3,500.00 

1 per week for an 

hour $80 for the year  $               4,000.00 4      1  hour  $                      2.00  $                  400.00 

Victory Memorial Ice Arena 1 @ 2hrs  $                    4.00  $                      2.00 

$4 adult and $2 

student/senior

Summer 6 days @ 

2hrs  $                      6.00  $                      4.00 

Wakota Civic Arena 3/wk 1.5 hrs  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4 varies 2hr 8 varies 2hrs  $                      5.00  $                      2.00 

Waseca Community Arena

twice per week for 

1.5 hours  $                    4.00  $                      4.00 4  $               4,000.00 n/a n/a

once per week at 

1.25 hours  $                      6.00  $               2,100.00  $                      2.00  $                  500.00 

Averages 4.11$                     3.53$                       10,444.14$             5,605.00$               4.63$                       7,498.47$               2.55$                       3,449.59$               
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Arena Name

Facility Renovation/Major 

Purchases Description

Describe how the projects/purchases 

were funded.

 Total Cost of 

projects/purchases 

Do you have a 

capital 

replacement fund?

If yes, how is 

money allocated to 

the fund?

Is your facility 

receiving money as 

a donation from 

youth hockey, high 

school and or 

college? If Yes 

please explain

Does your revenue 

meet or exceed 

expenses 

includeing debt 

services?

All Seasons Arena

$80,000 treadmill

$22,000 parking lot repairs

$6,500 Electric Edger

$9,000 New Bateries for Ice 

Resurfacers

Funded. through the operating and 

capital inprovement budgets.  $               117,500.00 Yes Through revenues no Yes

Andover Community Center Yes 25000 No

Anoka Ice Arena n/a n/a No no Yes

Bielenberg-Woodbury

Built thre HS private team 

rooms to house var and jv 

programs that play at BSC.

Cost was $350,000 with IAD 833 

contributing $275,000 and boster clubs 

contributing $45,000 and the balance 

covered by the ISD turning over gate 

and volunteer duties.  $               350,000.00 Yes

50,000 - 100,000 

annually

yth hockey has an 

annual contribution 

of $21,000 for 2nd 

ice sheet bond. Yes

Bloomington Ice Garden Yes Yes

Burich Arena

Rebuilt/modified resurfacer 

from propane power to 

battery City capital improvement fund  $                 40,000.00 Yes City-wide fund No

Burnsville Ice Center

Compressor room, two floors, 

two sets of boards, all HVAC 

systems, two dessicant 

dehumidification units and 

new mechanical room built.

All new extorier doors on main 

rink and new entry doors for 

Rink 2.

Skate Sharpener

501C3 bonds.  We ahd to prove that 

over 45% of business came from non-

profit groups that held the 501C3 status 

and then we were able to get these 

type of bonds which lowered the 

interest rate.  $            5,200,000.00 Yes

Budgeted during 

budgeting process 

yearly No No

centennial sports arena n/a n/a Yes profits from rentals n/a Yes

Chaska Community Center Yes

$50,000 For the 

whole community 

center. No No

Coon Rapids Ice Center

Built new Coon Rapids Ice 

Center Bonds  $         11,300,000.00 No N/A No

Cottage Grove Ice Arena Yes budgeted each year Yes

Crookston Sports Center Edger

Donations thru Legacy Fund (local 

group that raised funds)  $                   9,500.00 Yes Budgeted thru City No

Delano Sports Arena None since 2008 Yes

$30 per player - 

hockey/lacrosse Yes
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Arena Name

Facility Renovation/Major 

Purchases Description

Describe how the projects/purchases 

were funded.

 Total Cost of 

projects/purchases 

Do you have a 

capital 

replacement fund?

If yes, how is 

money allocated to 

the fund?

Is your facility 

receiving money as 

a donation from 

youth hockey, high 

school and or 

college? If Yes 

please explain

Does your revenue 

meet or exceed 

expenses 

includeing debt 

services?

Dodge County Ice Arena

Built an out door rink for 

outdoor ice and skateboard 

park last fall budgeted  $                   6,000.00 Yes Budget No

Drake Arena na na No na na Yes

Fergus Falls Community Arena New Arenas 7.8 Million Dollars

Fundraiser 3.7 million Portathority 4 

milion school dist 1.7 million  $            7,800,000.00 Yes $ 10000 per year Yes

Four Seasons Centre Yes Budget line item NO No

Hastings Civic Arena none for 12/13 season Yes Budgeted None No

Hippodrome Ice Arena Resurfacer Replacement Through general budgeting  $                 86,000.00 No

We work with our 

local hockey 

association for 

donations towards 

building 

improvements. No

Hopkins Pavilion Yes Facility Revenues Yes

Ice Forum @ Champlin none this year none this year Yes

don't have numbers 

available

Yes,  the agreement 

is for 50,000 p/year 

for 20 years from 

the youth hockey 

assoc. Yes

Lakeville Ames Arena Yes

From operating 

revenue Yes

Moorhead Sports Center none see above Yes

payment thru 

public service no No

Moorhead Youth Hockey

Purchased New Electric 

Zamboni

Purchased new evaporative 

condenser  $               185,000.00 No No

Neilson-Reise Arena None None Yes N/A No No

Plymouth New Cooling tower installed Funded from capital budget  $                 54,000.00 Yes

from the profit of 

facility operation No Yes

Prairie Island Arena

New automation system 

installation.  New electronic 

signage. Yes Yes

Ramsey County arenas

Lo-emissivity ceilings-4 arenas-

50 each

Compressors-4 arenas-125 k 

each

Funded through comprehensive capital 

funding by County programs Yes County funding

one association 

pays capital costs No

READING, MA Arena Yes UP TO 300K Yes

Richfield Ice Arena None this year None this year  $                               -   Yes Liquor Store Funds No No
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Arena Name

Facility Renovation/Major 

Purchases Description

Describe how the projects/purchases 

were funded.

 Total Cost of 

projects/purchases 

Do you have a 

capital 

replacement fund?

If yes, how is 

money allocated to 

the fund?

Is your facility 

receiving money as 

a donation from 

youth hockey, high 

school and or 

college? If Yes 

please explain

Does your revenue 

meet or exceed 

expenses 

includeing debt 

services?

Rogers Activity Center

Facility Re-Commissioning- 

Energy improvements Rebates and Opperational Funds  $                 56,000.00 Yes From opperations

The youth 

association pay 

$60,000 per year 

above ice time.

The high school 

booster clud pays 

$20,000 per year 

above ice time. No

Roseville Skating Center Yes annual depreciation no Yes

Saint Thomas Ice Arena Yes

Budgeted each 

year. Yes

St. Croix Valley Recreation Center

replace Lily Lake Arena rink 

floor, added sub floor heat and 

chiller, reciver, pumps, and 

dasher boards bonded  $               450,000.00 Yes

its money that is 

left over after 

expenses are paid no No

Superior Ice Arena None planned No No Yes

Veterans Memorial Community Center New zamboni Equipment replacement plan  $               104,000.00 

$14,000 annually 

from youth hockey 

($500,000 total) 

expires 2018

$100,000 annually 

from ISD 199 

expires 2015...they 

pay for their ice too No

VFW Memorial Youth Center NA NA No NO No

Victory Memorial Ice Arena No

Wakota Civic Arena Yes City CIP fund No

Waseca Community Arena

New Spectator heaters over 

Home bleachers

Donations were solicited and Grant $$$ 

received  $                   5,500.00 Yes Advertising dollars No Yes

Averages 1,610,218.75$            
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PUBLIC NOTICE 
THE CITY OF WHITEFISH 

HAS POSITIONS OPEN 

ON THE FOLLOWING 

VOLUNTEER COMMITTEES 

HOUSING AUTHORITY- One position to fill the remainder of a term expiring 12-31-19. 
Open to city residents or residents within a 1 0-mile radius of the City of Whitefish. 

PARK BOARD- Residency requirement: Applicants must have resided within the City Limits 
for 2 years and within the State for 3 years, and must be at least 21 years old. 3 Positions, 2-year 
terms. 

POLICE COMMISSION- Open to City residents who have maintained residency within the 
City for one year prior to appointment to the Commission. 1 Position, 3-year term. 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE- open to residents of the City or the Zoning 
Jurisdiction who are either employed by or is an owner of a business in the city of Whitefish, 
or owner of property in the city of Whitefish, Montana licensed architects or a licensed design 
professional. 2 Positions, 3-year terms. 

RESORT TAX MONITORING COMMITTEE- applicants can be an owner, operator or 
representative of any of a Bar/Restaurant, Lodging Business, or a Retail Business in the City 
Limits of Whitefish, or an interested City resident as a Member at Large. The two (2) positions 
expiring this year is a Member at Large, and the Restaurant/Bar representative. 3-year terms. 

WHITEFISH CONVENTION AND VISITOR BUREAU COMMITTEE - Three (3) 
Committee positions expire this year-3-year terms. Open to residents of the City of Whitefish 
and the Whitefish planning jurisdiction. Up to 2 positions may be residents in Flathead County 
outside of the Whitefish Planning Jurisdiction if they are an owner or manager of a business 
located and operating within the City of Whitefish zoning jurisdiction. Committee Membership 
includes representatives of Whitefish Mountain Resort, Finance, Large and Small Lodging 
properties, Restaurant and Bar Businesses, Retail Businesses, Transportation Businesses and 
the Whitefish Lake Golf Course. Openings include preference for representatives of Restaurant/ 
Bar, Small Lodging Properties, and the Whitefish Lake Golf Course. 

LIBRARY BOARD OF TRUSTEES -One ( 1) position open to residents who live inside the 
City Limits 5-year term. 

IMPACT FEE ADVISORY COMMITTEE- 2-Year terms-Three Positions- Openings are 
for a person from the Development Community, a Certified Public Accountant, and a Member 
at Large, all who either live or work within Whitefish zoning jurisdictions. The Committee 
meets once a year. 

Please submit a letter of interest to serve on any of the above committees to the Whitefish 
City Clerk's Office at 418 E. 2nd Street or mail to P.O. Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937, by 
Friday, April24, 2015. Interviews will be scheduled for May and June as needed. Thereafter, 
if vacancies still exist, letters of interest will be accepted until the positions are filled. If you 
have any questions please call the City Clerk's Office at 863-2400. These are also posted on the 
City's website: www.cityofwhitefish.org. 

********THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST!******** 
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StCOt�O NOTICE 

March 10, 2015 

Dear _ __,v!J=--..!�o........::.... =-· --=---::....=----

City of Whitefish, City Clerk's Office 
418 E. 2nd Street, PO Box 158 
Whitefish, Mt 59937 
406-863-2400 
nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org 

Your term on the _f?�!_ap'vJ�r� 
expires on s-5 --.....£ I-/ ,j 

As a matter of course, the City will also be advertising this position along with 
others also expiring at this time. The deadline to receive letters of application, 
and to receive your letter of interest if you want to reapply to serve another term, 
is Friday, April 24, 2015. Interviews with the Council will be scheduled for 
meetings in May and June. I will call you to set up your specific interview time if 
you are re-applying. If you wish, you can complete the blank lines below and 
return this notice to me in place of a new letter of interest. 

I have enclosed a copy of the ad we will be running. 

If you are not planning to 're-up' for your position again, please let me know that 
as well. 

Thank you, and thank you for your service to the community of Whitefish! 

��� 
Necile Lorang, CMC 
Whitefish City Clerk 

To Whitefish City Council: 
I am interested in serving another term on the ., LS � -, � fc...-x: 

a c 
Signature Daytime Phone # 
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March 10, 2015 

City of Whitefish, City Clerk's Office 
418 E. 2nd Street, PO Box 158 
Whitefish, Mt 59937 
406-863-2400 
nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org 

Dear D� 
Your term on the !{� jap m�7 � 
expires on 6� -31- / )-

As a matter of course, the City will also be advertising this position along with 
others also expiring at this time. The deadline to receive letters of application, 
and to receive your letter of interest if you want to reapply to serve another term, 
is Friday, April 24, 2015. Interviews with the Council will be scheduled for 
meetings in May and June. I will call you to set up your specific interview time if 
you are re-applying. If you wish, you can complete the blank lines below and 
return this notice to me in place of a new letter of interest. 

I have enclosed a copy of the ad we will be running. 

If you are not planning to 're-up' for your position again, please let me know that 
as well. 

Thank you, and thank you for your service to the community of Whitefish! 

��� 
Necile Lorang, CMC 
Whitefish City Clerk 

To Whitefish City Council: <1 
I am interested in serving another term on the __ 1--'-< ·T:_Jvt _·_c._ ______ _ 

Signature Daytime Phone # 
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RESORT TAX MONITORING COMMITTEE - WCC 2-4-1- 3 Year Terms- City Council Appointments 
Meet 3rd Wednesday-7AM 

Position# TERM EXPIRATION DATE 

1. 1 ohn Anderson PO Box !58 863-9681 (0) May31,2016 Council Representative 

2. Ken Stein 509 E. 6th 250-0599 May 31,2017 Member at Large 

3. Julia Olivares 333 W. 6th Street 862-6401 May 31,2017 Member at Large 

4. Brian Averill 1476 Barkley Lane 250-2038 May 31,2015 Member at Large 

5. Doug Reed, Whitefish Lake Golf PO Box 1719 862-5285 May 31 2015 Restaurant/Bar member 
Club Restaurant, Chairman 

6. Chris Schustrom, 504 Spokane Avenue 862-3440 May 31,2016 Lodging member 

7. Trek Stephens 122 Central Ave 862-2271 May 31,2016 Retail member- Secretary 
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RESORT TAX MONITORING COMMITTEE 

2-4-1: COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED: 

There is hereby established a resort tax monitoring committee for the city, hereinafter 
referred to as the committee. (Ord. 01-07, 2-20-2001) 

2-4-2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES: 

The purpose of the committee is to monitor, review and advise the city council on the 
use of resort tax funds pursuant to title 3, chapter 3 of this code. The committee may 
also advise the city council on proposed changes to title 3. chapter 3 of this code. The 
committee shall report to the city council on matters of pertinence and interest related to 
the resort tax as the committee may deem appropriate or as the city council may 
request. The committee's powers shall be advisory only. Nothing in this chapter shall be 
construed to provide the committee with the power to authorize or prohibit the use of 
resort tax funds. (Ord. 01-07, 2-20-2001) 

2-4-3: MEMBERSHIP: 

A Appointment; Compensation: The committee shall have seven (7) members. 
Members shall be appointed by the city council. The city council shall attempt to appoint 
one member who is a lodging business owner, operator, or representative; one member 
who is a restaurant/bar owner, operator, or representative; one member who is a retail 
business owner, operator, or representative; and one business owner at large, who 
may, but need not, own one of the types of businesses listed above. Any member 
designated as a business owner, operator, or representative of one of the above listed 
business categories, as well as the business owner at large, shall do so in relation to an 
associated business located within the corporate boundaries of the city of Whitefish, 
although personal residency shall not be required. The city clerk shall make appropriate 
notation of a member's business category affiliation on the official committee roster. If, 
within the discretion of the city council, an individual appropriate to fill a vacancy in any 
of the above listed business categories is not identified after publication of a notice of 
position vacancy, the city council may make a general membership appointment. In 
such case, the city council shall attempt to make such business category appointment 
with the next available vacancy where an incumbent member has not applied for 
reappointment or the city council decides not to reappoint an incumbent member. One 
position shall be specified for the mayor or a city councilor. The remaining positions 
shall be general membership positions and shall require residency within the corporate 
boundaries of the city of Whitefish. Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

B. Terms; Positions: Committee terms shall be three (3) years. There are hereby 
created positions numbered 1 through 7 inclusive of the members of the committee. 
The terms of those appointees holding positions on the effective date of this chapter 
shall continue until the termination date listed below: 

Position Position nitial �---Number !specification Expiration Date 
-
1

-- - !Mayor or councilor
-- I May 31, 2008 
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2 fMember - fMay 31, 2008 
3 fM9mb9r · rMay 31·.-2oos 
4 - - !Member - ·- - - /Ma_y _3·1- , 2 -00-6 
5---- I Member !May 31, 2006 
6 /Member !May 31, 200? 
7 - !Member -- -!May 31, 2007 

Thereafter members appointed to each position shall serve for three (3) 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, members may be appointed for 
more than one term. (Ord. 06-14, 6-5-2006) 

C. Removal Of Member: A member of the committee serves at the pleasure of the city 
council and may be removed by majority vote of the same. Absences from three (3) 
consecutive meetings, including regular and special work sessions, or absences 
from more than fifty percent (50%) of such meetings held during the calendar year, 
shall constitute grounds 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 acting in a regular or special session for 
the unexpired term of the position wherein the vacancy exists. (Ord. 01-07, 2-20-
2001) 

2-4-4: ORGANIZATION: 

At its first meeting after June 1 of each year, the committee shall elect a chair, vice chair 
and secretary for the next twelve (12) month period. Upon the absence of the chair, the 
vice chair shall serve as chair pro tern. If both the chair and the vice chair are absent 
from a specific meeting, the attending members shall elect a chair pro tern for the 
meeting. If the secretary is absent from a specific meeting, the attending members shall 
elect a secretary pro tern for the meeting. If a vacancy occurs in the chair, vice chair or 
secretary positions, the committee shall elect a member to fill the vacancy at the next 
meeting. The secretary need not be a member of the committee and shall keep an 
accurate record of all committee proceedings. (Ord. 01-07, 2-20-2001) 

2-4-5: MEETINGS, RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Four (4) members of the committee shall constitute a quorum. Not less than a quorum 
of the committee may transact any business or conduct any proceedings before the 
committee. The committee shall adopt rules of procedure for the conduct of meetings 
consistent with statutes, the city charter, ordinances and resolutions. The committee 
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shall meet as frequently as is necessary and convenient within the judgment of the 
committee, but shall meet not less than once every three (3) months. The committee 
shall decide the time, place and date of meetings. All meetings shall be open to the 
public. (Ord. 06-14, 6-5-2006) 

2-4-6: EXPENDITURES: 

The committee shall have no authority to make any expenditures on behalf of the city or 
disburse any funds provided by the city or to obligate the city for any funds except as 
has been included in the city budget and after the city council shall have authorized the 
expenditure by resolution, which resolution shall provide the administrative method by 
which funds shall be drawn and expended. (Ord. 01-07, 2-20-2001) 
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THE 
GARDEN WALL 

INN � 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA 

April 10, 2015 

From: Rhonda Fitzgerald 

412 Lupfer Avenue 

Whitefish, Montana 59937 

To: Mayor Muhlfeld and Whitefish City Councilors 

Dear Mayor and Councilors, 

The purpose of this letter is to express my interest in reapplying to serve on the Whitefish Convention and 

Visitors Bureau. I have served on the existing WCVB Board for a number of years, and would like to continue to 

represent the interests of Whitefish's citizens and businesses. My extensive experience in travel and tourism 

makes me uniquely qualified for this position. In addition to owning and operating an award-winning small 

lodging property in Whitefish, I have been active in tourism promotion at both the state and local level for two 

decades. 

I have served on the Montana Tourism Advisory Council since 2005. I am currently a member of the Council's 

Executive Committee, and served as Chair in 2011-2012. From 2007 to 2010 I chaired the TAC Research and 

Public Awareness Committee, during which time I was instrumental in the development and implementation of 

the very successful Montana Branding initiative 

http://tourism.mt.gov/MontanasTourismlndustrv/MontanaBrand and Montana Tourism Charter 

http://tourism.mt.gov/Portals/92/shared/docs/pdf/strategicPian13/AppendixC.pdf Both the Charter and 

Montana Brand build off the emerging Geotraveler trend. Geotourism is identified as "tourism that sustains or 

enhances the geographical character of a place- its environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage, and the well

being of its residents". Geotourism strategies provide products, services, and visitor experiences that maintain a 

destination's sense of place. 

Currently I also serve on Governor Bullock's Key Industry Network Cabinet, as co-chair of the Tourism KIN. The 

KIN Cabinet is working to implement the Main Street Montana Project, a business plan for Montana. The 

purpose of the Main Street Montana Project is to expand business opportunities and create greater prosperity. 

Thank you for considering my application. 

Respectfully, 

Rhonda Fitzgerald 

504 Spokane Ave Whitefish, MT 5993 7 www.gardenwallinn.com 406-862-3 440 888-53 0-1700 
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March 10, 2015 

Dear ____ �:Z:� �-�------------
Your term on the W C (/ £ 
expires on 5 .--- 3 I -/.5--

City of Whitefish, City Clerk's Office 
418 E. 2nd Street, PO Box 158 
Whitefish, Mt 59937 
406-863-2400 
nlorang@cityofwhitefish .erg 

As a matter of course, the City will also be advertising this position along with 
others also expiring at this time. The deadline to receive letters of application, 
and to receive your letter of interest if you want to reapply to serve another term, 
is Friday, April 24, 2015. Interviews with the Council will be scheduled for 
meetings in May and June. I will call you to set up your specific interview time if 
you are re-applying. If you wish, you can complete the blank lines below and 
return this notice to me in place of a new letter of interest. 

I have enclosed a copy of the ad we will be running. 

If you are not planning to 're-up' for your position again, please let me know that 
as well. 

Thank you, and thank you for your service to the community of Whitefish! 

��� 
Necile Lorang, CMC 
Whitefish City Clerk 

To Whitefish City Council: 
; J 12_ 

I am interested in serving another term on the _ _.W......=...J..,(-""�-\,_)"'=D7""-------

1oCt ·z so s-z50 
Daytime Phone # 
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April 20, 2015 

N ecile Lorang 
City Clerk 
418 E. 2nd Street 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

u�c RESTAURANT roup 

RE: Whitefish Convention and Visitors Bureau 

Dear Necile, 

I have served on the Board of Directors for the Whitefish Convention and Visitors 
Bureau since 2008, and I currently hold the chairperson since June 2013. It has been brought to 
my attention that end of my term is nearing, and I would like to request that I be considered for 
an additional term. I have thoroughly enjoyed working with the team, partners and other board 
members, and I'm very excited and proud about the progress and success we have had over the 
years. I look forward to continued participation on the board for an additional term. If you have 
any questions or concerns, please don't hesitate to call me at 406-249-4035. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Also, I recently married and have changed my last name to Terrell. Additionally, I moved 
and my new address is 1332 E. 3rct St., Whitefish, MT 59937. lf you could please update your 
records I would greatly appreciate it. 

Sterel� ) ' (} 
CA�u\ J�--�UlJV 
Erica L. Terrell 

itt� P11 
a great italian restaurant 

911 Wisconsin Avenue, Ste. 103 ·Whitefish, Montana 59937 
P: 406.862.5245 · F: 406.862.5228 

www.grgfood.com 

T H E 

CRAGGY RANGE 
BAR & GR I L L  
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WHITEFISH CONVENTION AND VISITOR BUREAU COMMITTEE- WCC 2-12-1 3YEAR TERMS 
(Meetings/second Monday every other month (even months); Rocky Mountain Lodge at 3 pm) 

Rhonda Fitzgerald 862-3440 412 Lupfer Avenue May 31 2015 
(Small Lodging Properties) 

2 Erica Terrell 249-4035 121 W. 2"d Street May 31, 2015 
(Restaurant/Bar) 

3 Zak Anderson 250-5256 122 Dakota Avenue May31,2015 
(Whitefish Lake Golf Course) 

4 Jennifer Fisher 862-6098 PO Box 278, WF May 31, 2017 
Kandahar Lodge, Dir of Sale & Marketing (Transportation) 

5 Luke Walrath 862-9050 (W) PO Box 1959, WF May 31,2017 
Alpine Theatre Project 

6 Scott Ringer 871-0393 CEO, The Lodge at Whitefish Lake, May 31, 2016 
(Large Lodging Properties) 1380 Wisconsin Ave, WF 

7 NickPolumbus 862-1955 Director ofMarketing&Sales May31,2016 
(Whitefish Mountain Resort) Whitefish Mountain Resort, PO Box 1400 WF 

8 Jason St. Clair 910-617-6361 312 Edgewood PI- Unit A May 31, 2017 
Glacier Park Inc (Large Lodging Properties) 

9 Jake Cook 885-3650 630 Woodside Lane May 31, 2016 
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CONVENTION AND VISITOR BUREAU COMMITTEE 

2-12-1: STANDING COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED: 
There is hereby established a standing committee to be called the "Whitefish convention and 
visitor bureau committee", hereinafter referred to as the committee. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-2006) 

2-12-2: PURPOSE, POWERS, PROCESSES AND DUTIES: 

The purpose and duties of the committee are: 
A. To be the designated nonprofit convention and visitors' bureau for the city of Whitefish; 
B. To develop an annual marketing plan and budget for each fiscal year, which annual marketing 
plan and budget will be presented to the Whitefish city council for approval; 
C. To submit the annual marketing plan approved by the Whitefish city council to the Montana 
tourism advisory council and receive approval by the tourism advisory council of such annual 
marketing plan; 
D. To contract with the Montana department of commerce to receive lodging tax revenues 
earmarked for tourism promotion and disbursed pursuant to section 15-65-121, Montana Code 
Annotated; 
E. To implement the annual marketing plan referenced above, and use the proceeds distributed 
by the Montana department of commerce pursuant to the budget approved by the Whitefish city 
council; 
F. To comply with all of the provisions contained under the category "eligible organizations" in 
the "Regulations And Procedures For Regional/CVB Tourism Organizations Use Of Lodging 
Facility Use Tax Revenue" promulgated by the Montana department of commerce; 
G. To provide recommendations and advice to the Whitefish city council, as appropriate, 
regarding tourism promotion; 
H. To solicit nonvoting members residing in or owning a business located in the city of 
Whitefish zoning jurisdiction, if the committee determines it to be in the best interests of the 
committee and in the best interests of tourism promotion; such members may be required by the 
committee to pay an annual fee for membership; 
I. To conduct such additional activities with regard to tourism promotion as are determined by 
the committee to be in the best interests of the committee and of the city of Whitefish; and (Ord. 

06-05, 3-20-2006) 
J. To create a new classification of members, to be called "lodging associate members", which 
would have the following characteristics: 

1. The associate member must have a Whitefish street address (including 59937 zip code) 
and a Whitefish telephone number. 

2. The associate member must provide a significant activity, experience or service that is 
not already provided in the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction, as determined annually by 
the board of the WCVB. 

3. The associate member must agree to all obligations and duties applicable to regular 
members of the WCVB. 

4. The associate member must be nominated by a convention and visitor bureau standing 
city committee member (board member of the WCVB) and be approved by a majority 
of the standing city committee (board of the WCVB). 
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Associate members cannot participate in the nomination or recommendation of board positions, 
nor can they serve on the board. Otherwise, however, they will have the same rights as other 
members. (Ord. 07-23, 7-16-2007) 

Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to provide the committee with the power to authorize 
the use of public funds other than those funds specifically identified in the committee's annual 
budget and approved by the Whitefish city council. The committee shall be entitled to conduct 
fundraising activities, including charging a membership fee, and expend any funds raised for 
purposes related to tourism promotion. In conducting fundraising activities, the committee shall 
not be entitled to incur indebtedness that could be charged against the city. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-

2006) 

2-12-3: MEMBERSHIP: 

A. Appointment; Compensation: The committee shall have up to nine (9) members. Members 
shall be appointed by the city council. All members shall reside in the city of Whitefish 
zoning jurisdiction. The city council shall endeavor to appoint members who represent one of 
the following business categories, and that have broad experience in and a current 
understanding of the following types of businesses: 

Finance 
Large lodging properties 
Restaurant and bar business 
Retail businesses 
Small lodging properties 
Transportation business 
Whitefish golf course 
Whitefish Mountain Resort 

The city clerk shall make a notation of a member's representation category to facilitate 
appointment to categories not represented. However, the city council shall be entitled to 
appoint those individuals that it determines most qualified, regardless of representation 
category. The city council may appoint one of its members to serve as an ex officio 
(nonvoting) member of the committee. Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

B. Terms Of Members: Committee terms shall be for three (3) years, although several of the 
terms of the initial appointees may be slightly longer than three (3) years. There are hereby 
created positions numbered 1 through 9 inclusive of the members of the committee. Three (3) 
of the initial appointees shall serve three (3) year terms. Two (2) of the initial appointees 
shall serve two (2) year terms. Two (2) of the initial appointees shall serve one year terms. 
Terms shall be assigned to the initial appointees randomly. 
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--· --·-

Position 
Number 

- -- -

I Position 
S(2ecification 

�- ----

,--- -1 Initial 
Ex(2iration Date 

- , -

- ·-

1 Member May 31 I 2009 
- - - -· . 

2 I Member I May 31 I 2009 

3 ! Member I May 3112009 
----- ,- r 

4 Member I May 3112008 I 

5 I Member I May 311 2008 
·-----·---- r------ � ----�--

6 
----

7 
I - ---
I 

8 
--· 

9 

Member I May 311 2007 I 
Member I May 31 I 2007 

· Memb�� ·--�- May 31 I 2o14 

Member I May 31 I 2013 

Thereafter members appointed to each position shall serve for three (3) year terms; the terms 
beginning on June 1 of the year in which the term for the position expires. At the discretion of 
the city council, members may be appointed for more than one term. (Ord. 12-10, 7-2-2012) 

C. Removal Of Member: A member may be removed from the committee by majority vote of the 
city council for cause upon written charges and after a public hearing. Wilful disregard of 
this chapter and the rules of procedure or bylaws 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 or her inability to attend a specific 
meeting shall notify the chairperson or secretary of the committee at least twenty four (24) 
hours prior to any scheduled meeting. 

D. Vacancy: Any vacancy on the committee shall be filled by the city council acting in a regular 
or special session for the unexpired term of the position wherein the vacancy exists. The city 
council may appoint members of the city council to temporarily fill vacant positions on the 
committee. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-2006) 

2-12-4: ORGANIZATION: 

At its first meeting after the initial appointment of committee members, and thereafter at its first 
meeting after June 1 of each year, the committee shall elect officers, including a chairperson 
(also known as the president), vice chairperson (also known as the vice president), treasurer and 
secretary for the next twelve (12) month period. Upon the absence of the chairperson, the vice 
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chairperson shall serve as chairperson pro tern. If the secretary is absent from a specific meeting, 
the attending members shall elect a secretary pro tern for the meeting. If a vacancy occurs in the 
chairperson, vice chairperson, treasurer or secretary positions, the committee shall elect a 
member to fill the vacancy at the next meeting. The secretary need not be a member of the 
committee and shall keep an accurate record of all committee proceedings. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-
2006) 

2-12-5: MEETINGS, RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

Five (5) members of the committee shall constitute a quorum. Not less than a quorum of the 
committee may transact any business before the committee. The concurring vote of a simple 
majority of members present shall be necessary to decide any question or matter before the 
committee. The committee shall adopt bylaws for the conduct of meetings consistent with 
statutes, the city charter, ordinances and resolutions. Meetings of the committee shall be held at 
least once every other month or at the call of the chairperson, and at such other times as the 
committee may determine. All meetings shall be open to the public. (Ord. 12-10, 7-2-2012) 

2-12-6: STAFF SUPERVISION: 

The committee shall have no supervisory control and shall not direct city staff in the 
performance of their official duties. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-2006) 

2-12-7: EXPENDITURES: 

Other than those funds specifically identified in the committee's annual budget and expenditure 
of which has been approved by the Whitefish city council, the committee shall have no authority 
to make any expenditure on behalf of the city or disburse any funds provided by the city or to 
obligate the city for any funds. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-2006) 

2-12-8: COMMITTEE AS BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 

The committee shall serve as the board of directors of the Whitefish Convention And Visitor 
Bureau, Inc., a Montana nonprofit corporation (the "nonprofit corporation"). The officers of the 
committee shall serve in the same capacity as officers of the nonprofit corporation. The articles 
of incorporation of the nonprofit corporation shall be amended, as necessary and appropriate, to 
conform to the terms of this chapter, and shall further provide that such articles of incorporation 
shall not be further amended without approval of the Whitefish city council. The committee, 
acting as board of directors of the nonprofit corporation, shall adopt bylaws that conform to the 
terms of this chapter and to the amended articles of incorporation, and thereafter such bylaws 
shall not be amended without approval of the Whitefish city council. The committee, acting as 
board of directors of the nonprofit corporation, may provide that that nonprofit corporation may 
have members, and may solicit dues or other contributions from such members; provided, 
however, that all of such members shall be nonvoting members, and shall not be able to elect or 
remove members of the board of directors, or amend the articles of incorporation or bylaws of 

the nonprofit corporation. (Ord. 06-05, 3-20-2006) 
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Subject: ARC Board - Letter of Interest 

From: Jillian Lawrance <jlawrance@mt-creative.com> 

Date: 4/24/2015 11:15 AM 

To: "nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org" <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Hello Necile, 

My name is Jillian Lawrance, and I would like to apply for the open position on the Architectural Review Committee. I moved here 10 
years ago from Boston, Massachusetts after receiving my master's degree in architecture at Wentworth Institute of Technology. I am a 

designer/architect-in-training and work at a local architectural firm. For the past decade, I've worked on a wide variety of residential 

and commercial projects both locally and regionally. 

Whitefish is near and dear to me, and I have a great deal of interest in serving this community, especially as it relates to preservation 

and growth. Overall, I am familiar with the city's architectural review process and feel like I can contribute to the board based on my 

knowledge and experience of the architectural field. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jillian L. Lawrance, AIT 

Montana Creative 
architecture+ design 

158 Railway St. 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

P. 406.862.8152 

F. 406.862.8153 

c. 508.450.2679 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 68 of 592

Chuck
Text Box
6:30 p.m.



Subject: Candidate to fill John Constenius vacancy on the City of Whitefish ARC 

From: Chad Phillips <chad@phillipsarchitecture.com> 

Date: 4/27/2015 3:58PM 

To: Necile Lorang <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Hello Necile, 

Mr. Cons ten ius mentioned he was vacating his Architectural review committee position and encouraged me to come in today and apply. 

I am a local Whitefish licensed Architect and have also been practicing architecture in Bend Oregon since November of 1993. You may 

refer to my web site below for a few of my past projects. 

Thank you for yom consideration. 

Chad Phillips 

Architect/ Planner 

PHILLIPS 

� 
ARCHITECTURE 
� P"I-.'·•Hh:J. lh{. 

Phillips Architecture & Planning,lnc 
Whitefish MT 406-407-0247 

Bend Oregon 541-382-8415 

309 Wisconsin Avenue 
Whitefish MT 59937 

Fax: �06-862-7�51 

www.phillipsarchitecture.com 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE- WCC 2-10-1- Terms- 3 years- pt Tuesday- 8:45 a.m. * 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Duane Reisch 

Kathryn Skemp 

Ian Collins 

George Gardner 

Scott Freudenberger 

209 Fairway Drive 862-3025 

6300 Locamo Dr., Unit K 262-424-1680 

898 Blue Herron Dr, WF 863-9376, 270-7047 

2339 Nordic Loop, WF 863-9321 

PO Box 1354 862-3600 

Matthew Lawrance (V-Chr) 530 W. 41h St. 508-472-8947,862-8152 (W) 

John Constenius (Chrrn) 210 Park Hill Drive 862-4818 

In Council Conference Room 
May 31, 2016 Owns Markus Foods 

May31,2016 Architect 

May 31, 2016 Architect in Training 

May 31, 2017 Museum Planning Conslt. 

May 31, 2017 Member at Large 

May 31,2015 Architect in Training 

May 31, 2015 Licensed Architect 

*Ordinance 03-26 includes provision to appoint others at the discretion of the Council, (if not 2 Licensed Architects, I Design Professional) 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

• 2-10-1: COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED: 

• There is hereby established an architectural review committee, hereinafter 
"committee". (Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

• 2-10-2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES: 

• Primary Purpose: The primary purpose of the committee shall be to review and 
act on applications submitted to the committee by individuals or entities 
proposing to construct commercial, industrial, public or municipal buildings, or 
fiveplex or greater residential structures within the city of Whitefish zoning 
jurisdiction, as provided more fully in the city of Whitefish architectural review 
standards. Upon receipt of a formal application that has been determined by the 
committee or its staff, as appropriate, to be complete, the committee shall 
conduct a meeting regarding the proposed application, and its compliance with 
the city of Whitefish architectural review standards. The committee shall make 
one of the following decisions at the time of the meeting: to approve, to approve 
with conditions, to table the application pending submission of revisions or 
additional materials, or to deny the applicant's proposal. The committee's 
decision shall be announced at the meeting, and its decision, together with 
findings supporting its decision, shall be provided to the applicant, in writing, 
within five (5) working days of such meeting. The applicant may appeal a 
decision of the architectural review committee to the city council by delivering a 
written letter of appeal to the city manager within ten (1 0) days of the committee's 
issuance of its written decision. More information regarding the necessary 
content of an appeal, and the process before the city council, may be found in 
the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction regulations1. 

• Secondary Purpose: The secondary purpose of the committee shall be to make 
recommendations to the city's planning staff with respect to proposed 
amendments to the city of Whitefish architectural review standards, or the 
procedures utilized by the committee. (Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

• 2-10-3: MEMBERSHIP: 

• Appointment; Compensation: The committee shall have seven (7) members who 
are either residents of the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction area, employed or own a 
business in the city of Whitefish, or own property in the city of Whitefish. 
Members shall be appointed by the city council. Two (2) of the committee 
members shall be Montana licensed architects and one of the members shall be 
a licensed design professional (i.e., either architect, engineer or landscape 
architect). If, within the discretion of the city council, less than two (2) licensed 
architects or one licensed design professional, as described above, is identified 
after publication of a notice of position vacancy, the city council may make an 
appointment of an individual that is not a licensed architect or licensed design 
professional. No member of the committee shall concurrently serve on the 
Whitefish city council, the Whitefish city-county planning board or the Whitefish 
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board of adjustment. No member of the committee with any interest in a project 
may sit in review of that project, or attempt to influence other members of the 
committee other than through the normal application and public meeting process. 
Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

• Terms; Positions: Committee terms shall be three (3) years. There are hereby 
created positions numbered 1 through 7 inclusive. The initial term of members in 
each position shall begin on June 1, 2003, and terminate on the date specified 
below for each position: 

• 

----,--
• Position 

Number 

• 1 
• 2 

• Position 
Specification 

• Member 
• Member 

-- - -- - �-------

• 3 • Member 
- r 

• 4 • Member 
• 5 • Member 

---- _, 

• 6 • Member 

• Initial 
Expiration Date 

• May 31, 2004 
• May 31, 2004 
• May 31, 2004 
• May 31, 2005 
• May 31, 2005 

• May 31, 2006 
,--------------- --- ·-- -

• 7 • Member • May 31 , 2006 

In making the initial appointments, the city council shall determine which 
appointees shall serve one, two (2) or three (3) year terms. Thereafter members 
appointed to each position shall serve for three (3) year terms. At the discretion 
of the city council, members may be appointed for more than one term. 

• Removal Of Member: A member of the committee serves at the pleasure of the 
council and may be removed by a majority vote of the same. Absences from 
three (3) consecutive meetings, including regular and special work sessions, or 
absences from more than fifty percent (50%) of such meetings held during the 
calendar year shall constitute grounds for removal. Circumstances of the 
absences shall be considered by the city council prior to removal. Any person 
who knows in advance of his or her inability to attend a specific meeting shall 
notify the chairperson or secretary of the committee at least twenty four (24) 
hours prior to any scheduled meeting. 

• Vacancy: Pursuant to subsections A and B of this section, any vacancy on the 
committee shall be filled by the city council acting in a regular or special session 
for the unexpired term of the position wherein the vacancy exists. (Ord. 03-26, 9-
15-2003) 

• 2-10-4: ORGANIZATION: 

• The committee, at its first meeting after June 1 of each year, shall elect a 
chairperson, vice chairperson and secretary for the next twelve (12) month 
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period. Upon the absence of the chairperson, the vice chairperson shall serve as 
chairperson pro tern. If both the chairperson and the vice chairperson are absent 
from a specific meeting, the attending members shall elect a chairperson pro tern 
for the meeting. If the secretary is absent from a specific meeting, the attending 
members shall elect a secretary pro tern for the meeting. If a vacancy occurs in 
the chairperson, vice chairperson or secretary positions, the committee shall 
elect a member to fill the vacancy at the next meeting. The secretary need not be 
a member of the committee and shall keep an accurate record of all committee 
proceedings. (Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

• 2-10-5: MEETINGS, RULES AND REGULATIONS: 

• Five (5) members of the committee shall constitute a quorum. Not less than a 
quorum of the committee may transact any business or conduct any proceedings 
before the committee. The committee shall adopt rules of procedure for the 
conduct of meetings consistent with statutes, the city charter, ordinances and 
resolutions. The committee shall meet as frequently as is necessary in order to 
provide a timely decision with respect to all applications that it considers. The 
committee shall decide the time, place and date of meetings. All meetings shall 
be open to the public. (Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

• 2-10-6: STAFF SUPERVISION: 

• The committee shall have no supervisory control and shall not direct city staff in 
the performance of their official duties. (Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

• 2-10-7: EXPENDITURES: 

• The committee shall not have authority to make any expenditures on behalf of 
the city or disburse any funds provided by the city or to obligate the city for any 
funds except as has been included in the city budget and after the city council 
shall have authorized the expenditure by resolution, which resolution shall 
provide the administrative method by which funds shall be drawn and expended. 
(Ord. 03-26, 9-15-2003) 

Footnote 1: See section 11-7-6 of this code. 
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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,  
May 18, 2015, at 7:10 p.m. at City Hall, 402 East Second Street. 
 
Ordinance numbers start with 15-09.  Resolution numbers start with 15-11 
 
1) CALL TO ORDER 

 
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
3) PRESENTATION – Mike Cronquist – Owner’s Representative for City Hall/Parking 

Structure project – update report  (p. 90) 
 
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)    

 
5) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS 

a) Ad-hoc Cemetery Committee – Recommendation on location for new City Cemetery and 
to extend life of the committee  (p. 113) 
 

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 May 4, 2015 City Council special session (p. 125) 
b) Minutes from the May 4, 2015 City Council regular session  (p. 126) 
c) City Clerk’s request to correct City Council minutes from February 2, 2015 meeting (p. 

157) 
d) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of The 1990 Feeny 

Family Trust  and Heidi Schley for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W15) at 
1656 and 1660 West Lakeshore Drive to install a new shared dock subject to 13 
conditions  (p. 160) 

e) Consideration of approving application from Dave Stephens on behalf of San Diego 
Pinecone Ltd. for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W16) at 3500 & 3506 E. 
Lakeshore Drive to install a new buoy subject to 18 conditions  (p. 178) 

f) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Mark & Tara-Dawn 
Coney for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W17) at NHN West Shore 
Subdivision - no legal access road to install a new dock & floating trampoline subject to 
15 conditions  (p. 188) 

g) Ordinance No. 15-06; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 7-3-9, to 
require vendor special permits to sell any goods, wares, merchandise, food or services 
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within the waters two hundred feet (200’) from Whitefish City Beach, City designated 
swimming areas and City docks  (Second Reading)   (p. 201) 

h) Ordinance No. 15-07;  An Ordinance amending Zoning Regulations in Whitefish City 
Code Section §11-2L-1 WB-3 General Business District, Intent and Purpose, clarifying 
the boundaries of the Old Town Central District and Old Town Railway District to make 
them consistent with the Old Town Central District and Old Town Railway District 
boundaries of the Architectural Review Standards (Second Reading) (p. 204) 

i) Ordinance No. 15-08; An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 95-15 and Ordinance No. 
11-13, the administrative ordinance governing the collection and reporting of Resort Tax 
revenues, providing for an increase in the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% pursuant to voter 
approval and revising the uses of the Resort Tax for the increased rate (Second Reading) 
(p.  207) 

j) Resolution No. 15-___;  A Resolution adopting the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor 
Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth 
Policy)  (p. 211) 
 

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) Consideration of an application from Whitefish Credit Union to extend the Preliminary 

Plat for the Lookout Ridge subdivision for two years   (p. 331) 

b) Ordinance No. 15-___; An Ordinance amending the Whitefish City Code Title 2, Title 
12, Title 13 and Title 14 pertaining to the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations, 
remove references to the extraterritorial planning jurisdiction, the Whitefish City-County 
planning board, and Blanchard Lake, and define city limits  (First Reading) (p. 347) 

c) Ordinance No. 15-___;  An Ordinance creating the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee as a standing committee in Title 2, Chapter 16, to the Whitefish 
City Code and repealing Section 13-4-1 of the Whitefish City Code (First Reading)  (p. 
428) 

 
8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER 

a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 433) 
b) Other items arising between May 13th and May 18th 
c) Consideration of selecting a realtor to act as the City’s realtor for property purchases and 

sales and leases   (p. 437) 
d) Quarterly Financial Report  - 3rd Quarter FY15 (p. 451) 
e) Resolution No. 15-___;  Resolution relating to up to $7,400,000 Tax Increment Urban 

Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015; Authorizing the issuance and private 
negotiated sale thereof   (p. 463) 
 

9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Consideration of proposed budget for FY16 for Aquatic Invasive Species efforts  - Mayor 

Muhlfeld  (p. 482) 
b) Discussion and consideration of making comments on the Tongue River Railroad project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement   (p. 504) 
c) Discussion of options to support a “buy-local” campaign – Councilor Feury    
d) Appointments – consideration of any appointments not made during Special Session prior 

to tonight’s Regular Meeting  (p. 53) 
 

10) 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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May 13, 2015 
 
The Honorable Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors: 
 

Monday, May 18, 2015 City Council Agenda Report 
 

There will be a work session on Tuesday at 5:00 p.m. to discuss the FY16 budget for the Ice 
Den and options followed by interviews for appointments to vacancies on Boards and 
Committees.     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 May 4, 2015 City Council special session (p. 125) 
b) Minutes from the May 4, 2015 City Council regular session  (p. 126) 
c) City Clerk’s request to correct City Council minutes from February 2, 2015 meeting 

(p. 157) 
d) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of The 1990 Feeny 

Family Trust  and Heidi Schley for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-
W15) at 1656 and 1660 West Lakeshore Drive to install a new shared dock subject to 
13 conditions  (p. 160) 

e) Consideration of approving application from Dave Stephens on behalf of San Diego 
Pinecone Ltd. for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W16) at 3500 & 3506 
E. Lakeshore Drive to install a new buoy subject to 18 conditions  (p. 178) 

f) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of Mark & Tara-
Dawn Coney for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W17) at NHN West 
Shore Subdivision - no legal access road to install a new dock & floating trampoline 
subject to 15 conditions  (p. 188) 

g) Ordinance No. 15-06; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 7-3-9, to 
require vendor special permits to sell any goods, wares, merchandise, food or services 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 78 of 592



within the waters two hundred feet (200’) from Whitefish City Beach, City 
designated swimming areas and City docks  (Second Reading)   (p. 201) 

h) Ordinance No. 15-07;  An Ordinance amending Zoning Regulations in Whitefish City 
Code Section §11-2L-1 WB-3 General Business District, Intent and Purpose, 
clarifying the boundaries of the Old Town Central District and Old Town Railway 
District to make them consistent with the Old Town Central District and Old Town 
Railway District boundaries of the Architectural Review Standards (Second Reading) 
(p. 204) 

i) Ordinance No. 15-08; An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 95-15 and Ordinance 
No. 11-13, the administrative ordinance governing the collection and reporting of 
Resort Tax revenues, providing for an increase in the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% 
pursuant to voter approval and revising the uses of the Resort Tax for the increased 
rate (Second Reading) (p. 207) 

j) Resolution No. 15-___;  A Resolution adopting the Whitefish Highway 93 West 
Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 
Growth Policy)  (p. 211) 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve the 
Consent Agenda.   
 
Items a, b, and c are administrative matters; items e, f, g, are quasi-judicial 
matters; items h, i, and j are legislative matters. 
 
 

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

Preliminary Plat for the Lookout Ridge subdivision for two years   (p. 331) 

 
From Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring’s transmittal letter: 
 
This office is in receipt of a letter from Ryan Purdy of Morrison Frampton on behalf of 
the Whitefish Credit Union requesting a 24-month extension for the Lookout Ridge 
preliminary plat pursuant to §12-3-8B of the Whitefish Subdivision regulations.  The 
Lookout Ridge preliminary plat is a 139-lot subdivision on 267.7 acres located off Big 
Mountain Road to the north of the Iron Horse neighborhood and east of the Ptarmigan 
neighborhood and can be described as 3301 Big Mountain Road and can be described 
as Tracts 2C, 4, 5, 5AF, 5B, 5C, 5E, 6A, 6C, 6CB, 6CD and 6D in S12-T31N-R22W, 
P.M.M., Flathead County.   
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The preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on June 18, 2007.  
On May 5, 2008, the Council approved an amended preliminary plat to add nearly 40 
acres to the subdivision along the eastern boundary.  On June 21, 2010, the Council 
granted a second amendment to the preliminary plat in order to place 16 cabins (near 
the south central portion of the project) on individual lots, as they had previously been 
located on a common lot.  In June 17, 2013, the Council granted a 6-month extension 
until December 21, 2013.  Then on November 18, 2013 the Council granted the 
remainder of the requested two-year extension.  The preliminary plat now expires June 
21, 2015.   
 
Attached to this report are the conditions of approval and the preliminary plat map. 
 
Current Report: 
This subdivision is located in the Whitefish city limits and is zoned WRR-1/WA with 
a PUD overlay.  Upon review of the files, issues raised during the public hearing 
process included: 
 

• Urban Wildland Interface.  There were questions from the Council how the applicant 
was handling the threat of wildfire in the subdivision.  As part of the application, the 
applicant provided a report to selectively thin the neighborhood to create a mixed-
regime forest with cleared areas around the structures meeting all the DNRC standards.  
 

• Trails Open to the Public.  The Council wanted to ensure that not only were trails open 
to the public, but that there would be a way to access the trails for the public.  The 
applicant did design a number of trails within the project for the residents and a trail 
system for public use – this included a trailhead with parking.  The trail proposed for 
public access provided access from the Lookout Road along the south to the Big 
Mountain Road to the north. 
 

• Changing Critical Area Ordinances and the Effect on the Amended Applications.  As 
described above, this project was reviewed three different times – the original 
application and two (2) amended applications.  During the span of the project, the City 
was undertaking the critical area ordinance development.  The project was originally 
reviewed under the interim ordinance and through the original critical area ordinance.  
Each amendment reviewed that portion of the project under the CAO standards in effect 
at the time.  Conditions were carefully crafted to identify the lots and requirements in 
place at the time.   
 
Change in Standards: 
Since 2007, when this project originally received preliminary plat, certain regulations 
have been amended.  Below is a summary of items that changed and are pertinent to 
this preliminary plat:  
 

• This project was approved during an earlier version of the Water Quality Protection 
regulations (formerly known as the Critical Area regulations).  Condition 6 required at 
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25-foot setback from the edge of a wetland within the development.  The current 
standards require a 100-foot buffer.  
 

• Condition #27 requires only eight (8) of the newly created lots to meet the Critical Area 
Ordinance in effect at the time of building permit.  This condition was added with the 
second amended application.  These requirements would potentially have required the 
Site Stability Analysis that has subsequently been removed from the regulations.  The 
current subdivision regulations require upfront geotechnical analysis to determine 
whether or not additional geotechnical review is needed instead of waiting until 
building permit.    
 
Standard of Review 
Pursuant to §12-3-8B, Time Limits for Preliminary Plat Approval, the Council may 
grant additional time “provided the subdivider can show continued good faith in 
working toward final plat.” 
 
At the time the Council granted the first two-year extension of the preliminary plat, the 
Whitefish Credit Union was not the owner of the land, but was acting on behalf of the 
owner.  Since the extension was granted, the Credit Union has been working with 
creditors and various lien holders in order to secure title of the property.  On July 30, 
2014, the Credit Union received legal title to 250-acres of the project.   
 
Since the first extension the Credit Union has continued to maintain the property and 
provide security to ensure no vandalism occurs. 
 
Upon approval of the preliminary plat extension, the Credit Union is prepared to assess 
and remediate stormwater and geotechnical conditions of the site, which was a 
significant concern from the City Council in 2013 and secure all necessary permits to 
move the project toward final plat.      
                          
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after 
considering testimony at the public hearing and the recommendations from staff,  
approve the request to extend the Lookout Ridge preliminary plat for 24 months, 
expiring on June 21, 2017 based on the following findings of fact: 
 
Finding 1:  The preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on June 
18, 2007.  On May 5, 2008, the Council approved an amended preliminary plat to add 
nearly 40 acres to the subdivision.  On June 21, 2010, the Council granted a second 
amendment to the preliminary plat in order to place 16 cabins on individual lots, as 
they had previously been located on a common lot.  In June 17, 2013, the Council 
granted a 6-month extension until December 21, 2013.  Then in November 18, 2013 
the Council granted the remainder of the requested two-year extension.  The 
preliminary plat now expires June 21, 2015.  
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Finding 2:  No other development or third party will be harmed if the preliminary plat 
is extended. 
 
Finding 3:  A legal notice was placed in the Whitefish Pilot on March 19, 2014 and 
public notice was mailed to property owners within 300-feet on April 24, 2015.  One 
letter in support of the request provided the hillside above Iron Horse is remediated. 
 
Finding 4:  The applicant has continued to show continued good faith in working 
toward final plat because they have secured title to the property, established a plan to 
move the project toward final plat and have a plan to remediate the drainage and 
geotechnical conditions of the site.  
 
This item is a quasi-judicial matter. 
 
 

b) Ordinance No. 15-___; An Ordinance amending the Whitefish City Code Title 2, 
Title 12, Title 13 and Title 14 pertaining to the Lake and Lakeshore Protection 
Regulations, remove references to the extraterritorial planning jurisdiction, the 
Whitefish City-County planning board, and Blanchard Lake, and define city limits  
(First Reading) (p. 347) 

 
From Planner II Bailey Minnich’s transmittal memo: 
 
Summary of Requested Action:  In July of 2014, the Montana Supreme Court 
eliminated the Interlocal Agreement between the City and Flathead County, returning 
jurisdiction of the county portion of Whitefish Lake to the County, with the exception 
of below the low water mark which is in city limits, and eliminated the Whitefish Lake 
and Lakeshore Protection Committee.  The City Council at a work session on March 2, 
2015, directed staff to bring forward amendments to the Lakeshore Regulations to address 
these changes.  The proposed amendments attached in ‘Exhibit A’ are to create the 
Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee in Title 2, Chapter 16 of the 
Whitefish City Code, repeal §13-4-1 regarding the Whitefish City Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee, and eliminate references to the Extraterritorial Planning 
Jurisdiction and Blanchard Lake within the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations.  
The amendments also add a definition of city limits and streamlines the permit review 
procedure so that applications for projects with minimal impacts are reviewed 
administratively by staff, while more intensive permit requests require review by the 
Lakeshore Protection Committee and the Council. Also included are several other changes 
recommended by the city attorney that did not go to the Planning Board, including 
amending Title 2 to fix references to the former planning jurisdiction and add the 
Lakeshore Protection Committee makeup that was deleted from 13-4-1.  Additionally, 
there are minor proposed amendments to the Subdivision and Floodplain regulations to 
eliminate references to the former planning jurisdiction. 
 
Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval 
of the above referenced code amendments outlined in Exhibit A. 
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Public Hearing:  No members of the public spoke at the public hearing.  The draft 
minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 
 
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish City Planning Board met on April 16, 2015 
and considered the request to amend the Lakeshore Protection Regulations (they did 
not review the other changes).  Following the public hearing, the Planning Board 
recommended approval of the above referenced code amendments (4-0, unanimously) 
with one modification to the proposed language in §13-1-3 as recommended by staff 
and adopted the staff report as findings of fact.   
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council, after 
considering testimony at the public hearing and the recommendations from staff and 
the Planning Board, adopt an Ordinance amending the Whitefish City Code Title 2, 
Title 12, Title 13 and Title 14 pertaining to the Lake and Lakeshore Protection 
Regulations, remove references to the extraterritorial planning jurisdiction, the 
Whitefish City-County planning board, and Blanchard Lake, and define city limits.  
(First Reading) 
 
This item is a legislative matter. 

 
 

c) Ordinance No. 15-___;  An Ordinance creating the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee as a standing committee in Title 2, Chapter 16, to the Whitefish 
City Code and repealing Section 13-4-1 of the Whitefish City Code (First Reading)  
(p. 428) 

 
See above item for staff transmittal information. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council, after 
considering testimony at the public hearing and the recommendations from staff and 
the Planning Board, adopt an Ordinance creating the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee as a standing committee in Title 2, Chapter 16, to the Whitefish 
City Code and repealing Section 13-4-1 of the Whitefish City Code (First Reading) 
 
This item is a legislative matter. 
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER 
a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 433) 
b) Other items arising between May 13th and May 18th 
c) Consideration of selecting a realtor to act as the City’s realtor for property purchases 

and sales and leases   (p. 437) 
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Joe Basirico, the City’s former realtor for purchases and sales of property, retired in 
2014.   We recently issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to consider a 
replacement for Joe and that RFQ is contained in the packet with this report. 
 
In response to the RFQ, we received proposals from five realtors/teams as shown 
below: 
 
Douglas Cook – National Parks Realty 
Judy Martinson and Denise Robinson – National Parks Realty 
Ken and Cindy Stein – Remax of Whitefish 
Chap Godsey – Remax of Whitefish 
Phyllis Sprunger and Susan E. Smith – Remax of Whitefish 
 
The Real Estate Advisors to me (Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and Dana Smith) and 
I met on Friday, May 1st to narrow down the five proposals to those that we would 
interview.   Based on their qualifications and response to the RFQ, we chose to 
interview Ken and Cindy Stein, Chap Godsey, and Phyllis Sprunger/Susan E. Smith.   
Those interviews were held on Tuesday, May 5th, but Dana Smith could only attend 
one of the interviews.       After considering the qualifications, written proposal, and 
interviews, Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and I came to the consensus to recommend 
Chap Godsey as the City’s Realtor to the City Council.   I am attaching Chap’s proposal 
to this report in the packet.    
 
Any commissions will only be paid at closing and will be based on an agreed upon 
commission rate pursuant to the real estate agreement that the City Council ultimately 
approves.  Chap did offer a discounted rate if the City is the seller of property and said 
that normal consulting will generally be paid at the time of purchase or sale.   There 
has been at least one occasion that we paid a consulting fee when the work done by the 
realtor did not result in the purchase or sale of a property.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and staff respectfully 
recommends the City Council  select Chap Godsey as the City’s Realtor.    
 
This item is a legislative matter. 

 
 
d) Quarterly Financial Report  - 3rd Quarter FY15 (p. 451) 

 
Dana Smith, Finance Director, has a comprehensive 3rd Quarter financial report in the 
packet and will review it and answer questions at Monday’s meeting.   
 
 

e) Resolution No. 15-___;  Resolution relating to up to $7,400,000 Tax Increment Urban 
Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015; Authorizing the issuance and 
private negotiated sale thereof   (p. 463) 
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On April 20, 2015, the City Council approved proceeding to issue a Tax Increment 
refunding bond with First Interstate Bank and Glacier Bank to refinance the existing 
2009 Tax Increment Bond that has interest rates between now and 2020 at 4% - 
4.625% (refunding principal amount of bonds is approximately $7,200,000).  This 
bond can be done quickly to lock in low interest rates of approximately 2.5%.    The 
City Council also approved that night to issue a new Tax Increment bond with First 
Interstate Bank and Glacier Bank later this year or in early 2016 to provide new 
money and funding for the City Hall/Parking Structure – the amount of that bond 
issue will depend on the timing of when we issue bonds and what the final cost of the 
City Hall/Parking Structure project is.    
 
Our Bond Counsel of Dorsey and Whitney of Missoula, MT and Minneapolis, MN has 
prepared what is called a “parameters” resolution for City Council consideration.  This 
“parameters” resolution authorizes staff to execute Bond Purchase Agreements with 
First Interstate Bank and Glacier Bank for the Tax Increment Refunding Bond within 
“parameters” or limits as established within the Resolution.    Because tax-exempt 
municipal bond pricing changes every day, we are planning to execute the Bond 
Purchase Agreement on May 21st and lock in the interest rate as of that date for 30 days 
according to the most recent pricing proposal from the banks (in packet).    We cannot 
execute the Bond Purchase Agreement unless it is within the parameters which the City 
Council authorizes, so there is some cushion within the Resolution to allow for 
changing conditions.  The most recent interest rate proposed by the banks for the 
Refunding Bond is 2.67% as shown in their May 7th proposal attached to this report in 
the packet.   However, that rate was down to 2.59% on Monday, May 11th.   
 
Our current 2009 Tax Increment Bond has interest rates between now and 2020 at 4% 
- 4.625%.  By lowering that interest rate to 2.67% would result in savings of 
$376,821.15 over the remaining five years of the bond.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve a 
Resolution relating to up to $7,400,000 Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue 
Refunding Bonds, Series 2015; Authorizing the issuance and private negotiated sale 
thereof . 
 
This item is a legislative matter.   
 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Consideration of proposed budget for FY16 for Aquatic Invasive Species efforts  - 

Mayor Muhlfeld  (p. 482) 
b) Discussion and consideration of making comments on the Tongue River Railroad 

project Draft Environmental Impact Statement   (p. 504) 
c) Discussion of options to support a “buy-local” campaign – Councilor Feury    
d) Appointments – consideration of any appointments not made during Special Session 

prior to tonight’s Regular Meeting (p. 53) 
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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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Memo 
 
 
To:  Chuck Stearns 
 City  Manager, City of Whitefish 
 

From: Mike Cronquist 
              Owners Representative, New City Hall / Parking 
  
Date: 12 May 2015 
Re: Progress - New City Hall / parking Structure 

 
SCHEDULE: 
 
Mosaic Design Milestones: 
 

• Submit Design Documents for Review / Approval  Mid - June 
• Construction  Documents - 50% Issue    Last Week - June 
• Construction Documents - 90% Issue    First Week - Sept 
• Start  Bid Document Packages      Last Week - July 

 
Construction Milestones (Martel): 
 

• Relocate City Staff - Target Date    First Week - Aug 
• Building Abatement      August 
• Building Demo       August - Sept 

 
• Parking Structure 

 
         Site Prep / Excavation / Piling     Sept - March 2016 
          Foundations       Dec -  March 2016 
         Concrete Decks       Mar 2016 - Nov 2016 
         Mech / Elec        Dec 2015 - Dec 2016 
         Completion and Acceptance     Dec 2016 
           

• City Hall 
 
City Hall construction will parallel construction of the Parking Structure.  
Martel is still working out timing and sequencing. 
Completion and turnover is expected to be the end of December 2016. 

 
BUILDING STEERING COMMITTEE 
Council approved the implementation of a subcommittee to expedite meeting scheduling and 
decision process. The Subcommittee was established at the regular 4/24 meeting of the BSC. 
The first Subcommittee meeting was held on 5/8. 
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BCS / Subcommittee Decisions: 
 

• Approved Cross Brace framing (vs. Moment Frame) in structural framing design 
• Eliminated Cross-over ramp on the PS upper deck.  
• Extended upper deck by two bays & reduced the basement level 

 
• Third Floor Build-out Issues 

   Deleted curved roof structure - simplified framing 
   Added skylights over the Council Chamber 
   Reduced overall build-out by leaving out interior walls / usage now open to 
   future discretion 
   Added floor space over Council Chamber   
   Provided more open area and opportunity for Community space. 
   

• HVAC  
   Approved Selection VAV system over VRV based on Engineer's recommendations  
   and Staff input. (See attached email with details). Morrison-Maierlie was directed to  
  investigate and recommend alternate high efficiency boiler packages. 
 

AREAS OF CONCERN: 
 
Deep Foundation System 
 

• Driven Steel Piles vs. Rammed Aggregate Piers 
  Martel's consultant is continuing to work on design  recommendations.   
  It appears the choice will be RAP's due primarily to cost and relative ease of  
  installation. 
 

Shoring  
 

• A plan is still being developed by Martel's consultants based on existing conditions and 
costs. Shoring is regulated by OSHA depending on existing soil conditions. 

 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Mike 
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May 12, 2015 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
 

Recommendation from the Ad Hoc Cemetery Committee 
 
Introduction/History 
 
The Committee was first created in January 2011 by Resolution No. 11-05, and 
reported to the Council in October 2011.  Following that report the Council 
directed the Committee to continue work on the project.  Resolution 13-02 
included amendments to the Committee and extended it to January 31, 2015.  
Resolution No. 13-02 allows up to seven (7) members on the Committee and 
currently we have six (6) members. The Committee had their last meeting of 
2014 in September of 2014 without final consensus for recommendations to the 
Council; and so met on April 22, 2015 to prepare recommendations for 
presentation to the Council. 
 
Current Report 
 
Tasks delegated to the Committee by Resolution No. 13-02 included “evaluate 
and develop additional services, utilizing the present location, and identify 
possible new sites close to the City….for use as a new public City cemetery….” 
 
The Committee participated in the idea of expanding our current cemetery by 
adding a columbarium (cremain niche wall) which was completed last year with 
the installation of one columbarium with 40 vaults.  It was well received by 
several in our community, currently 13 of the 40 vaults have been sold, and there 
is room to add additional niche walls when needed.  In addition, a “Memorial 
Wall” was installed this winter that allows the purchase of a nameplate to be 
added to the wall; it has space for 104 nameplates.  The Memorial Wall was 
privately donated and installed by the City.  Pictures of these are included in this 
report.   
 
Also, since 2011, the Committee has researched both City-owned properties and 
privately-owned properties as possible sites for a 2nd City Cemetery.  One of the 
privately owned properties we thought might be ideal turned out to have a pretty 
high water table on most of it and the sale-price was probably going to be too 
high.  The City property south of the Wastewater Treatment Plant is the one city 
property that tested favorably for water table, and is a large enough piece of 
property that would lend itself to be used for a cemetery.  That particular site 
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does not have unanimous support for that use by the Committee, but does have 
Committee majority support.  At our meeting in April, the committee voted 
unanimously for the following recommendations: 
 

1) Earmark the land south of the Wastewater Treatment Plant for 
development of a 2nd City Cemetery with areas set aside for traditional 
burial, green burial, and with columbariums.  Set aside $20,000 in the 
Cemetery Fund in the FY17 Budget for the next steps moving forward 
towards that development, or for further development of an alternate 
site if an alternate site is found.  Preserve and protect as many of the 
native trees as possible in the development plan of the land by the 
Treatment Plant.   
 

2) Extend the Ad Hoc Cemetery Committee to June 30, 2016, allowing 
additional time for the Committee to continue to explore other 
possibilities, and advertise for any vacant positions.  The Committee 
would like to see if there is any new interest bringing new perspectives 
to the table. 

 
3) The Committee is aware that the City’s Real Estate Committee might 

also have knowledge of or learn about new properties that would be 
appropriate for cemetery development and would like the Real Estate 
Committee to consider it during their deliberations.   

 
Financial Requirement 
 
Place $20,000 in the Cemetery Fund for the FY17 Budget for progressing with 
development of a 2nd Cemetery Site. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee respectfully recommends that the City Council approve 
recommendations 1, 2, and 3 as detailed above. 
 
Respectfully submitted by Committee Members; 
Charlie Abell 
Steve Thompson 
Ole Netteberg 
Nina Laird 
Bonnie Leahy 
Necile Lorang, Chair 
Vanice Woodbeck, Secretary (Ex-Officio) 
 
 
Att: Resolution 13-02 
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- 1 - 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-02 
 
A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, further 
amending Resolution No. 11-05, which established an Ad Hoc Cemetery 
Committee, to expand the Committee's general purpose and to extend its 
duration an additional two years. 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council, on January 18, 2011, adopted Resolution No. 11-05, 
which established an Ad Hoc Cemetery Committee (Committee) with the general purpose to 
evaluate possible locations and development for a new public City cemetery located close to 
the City and to report its recommendations to the City Council for the purpose of procuring 
and holding lands to be used as a cemetery.  Resolution No. 11-05 also provided for the 
Committee to dissolve on January 31, 2013; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council, on March 7, 2011, adopted Resolution No. 11-15, which 
amended the membership portion of Resolution No. 11-05 to provide for the appointment 
of seven residents of the community; and 

 

WHEREAS, following the public January 22, 2013 work session, the City Council and 
Cemetery Committee determined the general purpose and duration of the Committee 
should be expanded to allow two more years for the Committee's evaluation of possible 
additional services that may be made available at the City public cemetery at its current 
location and identification of possible other locations for the development of a new public 
City cemetery with additional services; and 

 

WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its 
inhabitants, for the City Council to expand the Committee's general purpose and extend its 
duration an additional years. 

 

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

 

Section 1: Resolution No. 11-05 is hereby amended to provide as follows (deletions 
shown with strikethrough and additions shown bold): 

 

Section 1: There is hereby established a Cemetery Ad Hoc 
Committee (the "Committee"). 
 

Section 2: The general purpose of the Committee shall be to 
evaluate possible locations and development for a new public City cemetery 
located close to the City and to report its recommendations to the City 
Council for the purpose of procuring and holding lands to be used for a 
cemetery. The general purpose of the Committee shall be for evaluating and 
developing additional services, utilizing the present location, identification of 
possible new sites close to the City, procuring property for use as a new public 
City cemetery and preparing a report of the Committee's recommendations to 
the City Council. 
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1

Chuck Stearns

From: robert goldstein <robertgoldstein47@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:45 PM
To: nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org; cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org
Subject: Whitefish Cemetery 

Dear Ms. Lorang and Mr. Stearns, 
 
I am writing to you in order to express my reservations about the possible use of the land near the City's water 
treatment plant as a future cemetery site for a variety of reasons.  I would appreciate it if this letter could be 
provided to members of the City Council in advance of its upcoming meeting regarding this subject. 
 
a.  Size.  Since this location wouldn't even provide 10 acres, it seems like this decision is merely an interim 
solution.  The City needs to obtain a satisfactory solution for many years and not have to repeat this process 
again in the near future; 
 
b.  Smells.  I think it is highly inappropriate to locate a cemetery next to or near a water treatment 
plant.  Relatives visiting their deceased family members should not be subjected to the smells emanating from a 
nearby water treatment plant; 
 
c.  Ground water.  It is my understanding that much of the land at the proposed site has water that is relatively 
close to the surface.  Putting in drains to keep it somewhat dry is not a solution that makes sense.  And what 
about the risk to our beautiful Whitefish River of water from cemetery land leaking into the river?  This could 
become an ecological disaster.  What motive could the City possibly have for being willing to take such a risk? 
 
d.  Flood risks.  As your flood plain maps disclose, the lands in close proximity to the City's water treatment 
plan are surrounded by potential flooding waters. Just because the conditions in recent years have not created 
serious flooding of the Whitefish River doesn't mean it couldn't happen in the near future.  It doesn't make sense 
to bury people in lands that carry this risk. Obviously, as ground water rises, caskets are lifted above the ground 
and then the potential for serious pollution is a real one. 
 
e.  18th Street Land.  Could not the land behind 18th Street property the City already owns, not be used?  I 
understand that it might also have high water tables but, with enough time, couldn't drains be installed there and 
at least the City wouldn't be jeopardizing the quality of the water of the Whitefish River. Maybe it would also 
be a good excuse to clean up the land there that appears now to be in need of a serious cleanup.  It is currently 
an eyesore. 
 
In summary, assuming the City even needs a new parcel of land for a cemetery, something I don't agree with, I 
think using land near the City's water treatment plant is an ill-advised decision.  Unfortunately, I am out of town 
until June 8 or so and can't attend the upcoming City Council meeting to be able to respond to any questions 
that members might have regarding this letter.  Of course, I am always available to respond by email. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Robert Goldstein 
729 Clearwater Drive 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
858 504-0110 (mobile number) 
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WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
MAY 4, 2015 

SPECIAL SESSION, 6:00 TO 7:00 PM  
 
 

1.  Call to Order 
 
 Mayor Muhlfeld called the meeting to order.  Councilors present were Sweeney, Hildner, Frandsen, 
and Feury.  Councilors Anderson and Barberis were absent.  City Staff present were City Manager Stearns, 
City Clerk Lorang, and City Attorney VanBuskirk.  Anne Moran arrived approximately at 6:15 p.m. 
 
2. Interviews  
 
 The Mayor and Council interviewed applicants Jim Limbaugh, Jason Forrest, and incumbents Teresa 
Dunn and Jim DeHerrera for the Park Board.  Doug Wise also re-applied for the Park Board but was out of 
town for interviews.  Also interviewed was Mary Vail, incumbent and re-applying to serve again on the 
Library Board of Trustees.  A letter of interest from Mountain View Manor Resident Robert FitzGerald to 
serve on the Whitefish Housing Authority Board of Commissioners was also included in the packet. 
  
3. Public Comment – Anne Moran spoke in support of re-appointing Mary Vail to the Library Board of 
Trustees. 
 
4. Appointments.  
 
 Appointments were deferred to the end of the Regular Session. 
 
5. Adjournment - Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the Special Session at 6:50 p.m. 
 
       
 
 
   
        ____________________________________  
          Mayor Muhlfeld 
 
 
 
Attest:       
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Necile Lorang, City Clerk  
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WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL 
May 4, 2015 

7:10 P.M. 
 
 
1) CALL TO ORDER 
 

Mayor Muhlfeld called the meeting to order.  Councilors present were Barberis, Frandsen, Feury 
and Sweeney.  Councilors Anderson and Hildner were absent.  City Staff present were City Manager 
Stearns, City Clerk Lorang, City Attorney VanBuskirk, Finance Director Smith, Planning Director Taylor, 
Senior Planner Compton-Ring, Interim Public Works Director Hilding, Parks and Recreation Director 
Butts, Police Chief Dial, and Interim Fire Chief Page was seated shortly after the opening of the meeting.  
Approximately 40 people were in the audience. 
 
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked Nan Askew to lead the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

Councilor Frandsen said Councilor Anderson could not be here tonight, and has notified the 
Council the reason for his absences.  Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor 
Sweeney, to approve his absences.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 
3) PRESENTATION – FY14 Audit – Denning, Downey, and Associations (p. 46) 
 

Auditor Bob Denning reported to the Council the City was again receiving an “Un-Modified” 
opinion for the year ending June 30, 2014, which is the best opinion. It means the City’s Financial 
Statement is fair and there are no modifications (exceptions), and recognized Finance Director Dana Smith 
for the good work.  He said the city staff he worked with have such a great attitude.  A Federal Audit was 
not required this year.  He drew the Council’s attention to some of the pages for review, saying the City is 
handling their money appropriately.  Page 47 in the report shows the City is correctly reporting Resort Tax 
revenue according to percentages restricted by Ordinance 95-15.  Page 48 reports on General Fund loans to 
the Drug Forfeiture and Building Code funds; the Building Codes nearly has the loan paid back, but the 
repayment from Drug Forfeiture still shows a large deficit.  There were no questions from the Council.  
From the audience, Rebecca Norton asked about the loans out of the General Fund.  City Manager Stearns 
explained the Council approved that the General Fund loan the Building Codes money during the 2008-
2009 recession to keep a minimum staff on board; some staff had to be laid off.  Now that building has 
resumed, that loan is nearly paid off.  Similarly, the Police Department received forfeiture funds that 
helped pay salaries and more funds were anticipated but were not received, so to prevent layoffs, the 
Council approved a loan from the General Fund.  Staff will keep those loans on the books until they are 
paid off.   

 
Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve the FY14 Audit.  

The motion was passed unanimously. 
 

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)    

 
Joan Vetter Ehrenburg, 744 Hidden Valley Road, thanked all those who worked on the Haskill 

Basin Conservation Easement and said it was a proud time for Whitefish, she said it was a grass roots 
effort.   

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 126 of 592



2    

 
Mayre Flowers, Citizen’s for a Better Flathead, 35 4th Street West in Kalispell, said the City still 

needs to have recycling bins re-signed; but Interim Public Works Director Hilding said they are now all re-
signed.  Mayre thanked Karin for her efforts following up on that. 

 
5) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS – None. 

 
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 April 20, 2015 City Council executive and regular sessions (p. 107) 
b) Consideration of approving application from Patti Beck on behalf of Lacy Lake Holdings LP 

for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W10) at 1840 Lacy Lane to install a shore 
station with no canopy subject to 10 conditions  (p. 119) 

c) Consideration of approving application from White Cloud Design on behalf of Walecka 1992 
Living Trust for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W11) at 2432 Carver Bay 
Road for placement of 9.38 cubic yards of beach gravel subject to 14 conditions  (p. 131) 

d) Consideration of approving application from White Cloud Design on behalf of Duncan 
Family Trust for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W12) at 2434 Carver Bay 
Road for placement of 9.38 cubic yards of beach gravel subject to 14 conditions  (p. 140) 

e) Consideration of approving application from Cory Izett on behalf of The 1998 Feeny Family 
LLC for Whitefish Lake Lakeshore Permit (#WLP-15-W14) at 1674 West Lakeshore Drive 
to move an adjacent ‘I’ dock to the subject property subject to 11 conditions  (p. 149)   (CD  
20:23)  

 
Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve the Consent 

Agenda as presented.  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) Consideration of a request from the Iron Horse Homeowners Association for a modification 

to their subdivision to permit a reconfiguration of their guardhouse on the side of Iron Horse 
Drive to a welcome center in a median in the center of the road  (p. 163)   (CD 20:47) 

 
Senior Planner Compton-Ring said the applicant has requested this item be continued to October 5, 

2015.  The applicant is here to answer any questions.  A public hearing was advertised so she 
recommended the Council take public comment if any, then continue the public hearing to October 5th.   

 
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing.  There being no public comment Mayor Muhlfeld 

turned the matter over to the Council for a motion.  Council discussed options with Planner Compton-Ring. 
 
Councilor Feury  made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to leave the public hearing 

open and continue this item to the October 5, 2015 Council Meeting.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 

b) Resolution No. 15-08; A Resolution of Intention of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, 
Montana, indicating its intent to adopt the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan as an 
amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy) (p. 246)  
(WGPA 15-02)     (CD 23:43) 

 
Planning Director Taylor reviewed that the Council held a public hearing on this item at their last 

meeting on April 20, 2015; following the public hearing Council gave direction to staff on those issues for 
which there was consensus; but there are issues that need more consideration.  He referred to page 251 in 
the packet for Appendix D: Proposed Zoning Districts; and read newly added language further explaining 
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the proposed new sample zoning districts, and reflecting changes made at the April 20th meeting.  
Language had also been amended where the Council had changed the boundary of Area B.  The staff report 
that starts on packet page 248 includes example of square footage of current retail to give Council ideas 
relative to bulk and scale.  He said his staff report also points out the Council could discuss if, upon 
adoption of the proposed plan, whether they prefer to move forward with zone changes as a whole initiated 
by the City, or would they prefer zone changes are driven by property owners?  Director Taylor addressed 
an email from the Citizen’s for a Better Flathead that said this area was being opened to an unlimited bars, 
taverns, commercial and retail strip. He clarified that Artisan Manufacturing would be a conditional use 
and extremely limited by the development requirements; and micro-breweries and micro-distilleries, also a 
conditional use, are reviewed by a case by case basis with restrictions both in State Law and City Code.  
Director Taylor introduced Nick Kaufman, Land Use Planner with the WGM Group in Missoula.   

 
 Nick Kaufman reviewed changes made as directed by Council at the April 20th meeting.  Packet 
page 302 reflects that Area B now only refers to property on the north side of the highway.  Pages 305 and 
306, the existing zoning is WR-3 and WR-3 with a PUD, so WR-3/PUD was added to the existing zoning.  
Page 307 is the amended map of Area B, reflecting that all of Area B is on the north side of the highway.  
The table on page 309 should not have included WR-3/WPUD, so that was removed from that table.  The 
map on page 330 again reflects the boundary changes of Areas A and B.  On page 333 the word “Sample” 
was added as shown in red; and the boundary description was added to the WT-3 District as shown in red.   
Mayor Muhlfeld asked if transitional zoning was added to Area A, and Mr. Kaufman said the option was 
discussed at a worksession but nothing had been brought forward from the Council.  Councilor Sweeney 
asked about alcohol production allowed with Artisan Manufacturing and Director Taylor said the Council 
could consider and determine that tonight.   

 
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 
 
Diane Taylor, 445 Gosney Crossroad, Columbia Falls, said she is an emeritus board member of 

Citizens for a Better Flathead (CFB), and making her comments on behalf of CFB whose address is 35 5th 
Street West in Kalispell.  She handed a letter to the Council and read her letter into the record; addressing 
zoning for micro-alcohol production and that it is not appropriate in a residential area.  She spoke to 
Artisan Manufacturing Districts are allowed in both Bozeman and Missoula but only in industrial zones or 
in business districts. She spoke against adoption of the proposed resolution; but to table it and allow time 
for more research, working with CBF and residents of the neighborhood.  Her letter is appended at the end 
of these minutes. 

 
Gail Linne, 106 Murray Avenue, read a letter into the record saying her comments are also on 

behalf of ten of her neighbors; John and Sandy Kuffel, Rik Smistad and Val Kinnear, Dave and Pam 
Supina, Kirk and JoAnn Jurgens, and Ken and Karen Thompson.  She said more work needs to be done to 
preserve the character of the city and its neighborhoods.  She and her neighbors are against breweries and 
distilleries in the corridor and have other concerns the proposed plan will have negative impacts to the city; 
they request the Council tables this agenda item and continue to have staff work with the residents to 
address their concerns.  She submitted her letter to the Council and it is appended at the end of these 
minutes. 

 
Ryan Zinke, 409 W. 2nd Street, said he was a member of the corridor study team which spanned 

two years with multiple meetings, multiple working groups, a hired consultant who worked with the 
committee and the neighborhoods, multiple public meetings and outreach including with downtown 
businesses and going to Farmer’s Market.  He spoke in support of the plan; he said it represents views of 
the property owners, a majority of the steering committee, and a wide range of Whitefish citizens.  He said 
it is appropriate to have uses differ from the north side of the highway than that of the south side of the 
highway; and it is time to make a decision so property owners can move forward.  He would like to 
continue his plans for a micro-brewery under the Conditional Use process, knowing it will be subject to 
regulations and codes in place; i.e. the Whitefish Noise Ordinance so that they are not a disturbance to 
neighbors.  The Conditional Use process includes public scrutiny and all these issues will be revisited.  He 
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said he knew of the same in Bozeman that is adjacent to residential.  He thanked the Council for their time 
and consideration and reminded them that all things in politics are passionate.   

 
Ken Stein, 44 Fairway View, thanked the Mayor and Council.  He said he missed the first 6 

months but was on the steering committee for 18 months; and spoke in favor of the proposed plan.  He said 
the consultants did a great job, working with the neighborhoods in great detail, it is a lot to grasp; but it 
should be moved forward without further restriction. 
 
 Anne Moran, 432 W. 3rd Street, said she was a member of the steering committee and thanked the 
Mayor and Council.  She said the plan has the impacts of a neighborhood plan but only two residents of the 
neighborhood served on the committee, the neighbors didn’t get proper representation she said.  She agreed 
the consultants did a great job; but disagreed with the conclusion and recommendations for zoning which 
came in late in the process, after the public outreach was over, she said.  Those recommendations have not 
had proper or neighborhood vetting.  She is a proponent of the current zoning; it provides predictability for 
current and future land owners and offers development as permitted and conditional uses.  The proposed 
plan has a lot of new uses that might happen, it needs to be looked at in more detail.    Yes it has been a 
long process, but the impact will be for decades and should be considered more with the “big picture” of 
the community in mind.  She noted she visited the new brewery in the neighborhood on Wisconsin Avenue 
and found their patrons parking on neighbor’s yards.   
 
 Joel Larsen, 25 W. 2nd Street, said her property which is on the south side of the highway and 
adjacent to the river, was included with Area B in the draft plan; but that was changed by Council at their 
last meeting and now it is Area A.  She said her property has characteristics more like those properties 
north of the highway that are adjacent to the river; their properties are larger properties, adjacent to the 
river, and back up to a business (Power Sports West)  and she feels more appropriately classified as Area 
B. In the four properties she is referring to there are 5 monthly rental units and one long-term home, and 
they are across the street from three commercial properties.  The draft plan included her property in Area B 
saying in provided consistency to the gateway into the city and she agreed with that and would like them to 
be re-designated in Area B.   
 
 Billie Thomas, 240 Fox Farm Court, said she and her husband Kurt Craven are against transitional 
zoning; saying it would degrade and displace their neighborhood.  She envisions their western gateway into 
town as esthetically pleasing, with the character of a historic ski town and a healthy environment. Not 
developed into large-scaled business, retail and/or industrial development, but with small businesses as 
allowed with residential uses keeping the forested land adjacent to a river corridor intact.  She said the 
transitional zoning would draw business out of downtown.  
 
 Ian Collins, 898 Blue Herron Drive, said he served on the steering committee and he thanked the 
Mayor and Council for the continued public hearing.  He said Anne Moran was the most diligent member 
of the committee and he appreciated her thoughtful and thorough comments throughout the process.  He 
said he also visited the new brewery on Wisconsin Avenue because he recently invested in neighboring 
property on the corner of Denver Street and Colorado Avenue; and their vehicular traffic impacts and spills 
into that neighborhood.  It has been said more affordable land for commercial development is needed, but 
through the good efforts of downtown planning with the community and the Councils (current and 
previous) there is more available and opportunities for potential development in the core and including 
Railway Street and Baker Avenue.  He said the Bonsai Brewery on Wisconsin seems to be well received, 
but there is collateral.   
 
 Susan Prilliman, 334 W. 3rd Street, spoke to the Council’s decision of either inclusion and/or 
exclusion of alcohol-related businesses in Area B, and requested the Council disallow alcohol-related 
businesses in Area B.  She said she and a neighbor also recently visited the Bonsai Brewery on Wisconsin 
and said parking was chaotic, patrons choosing on-street parking instead of parking in the parking lot 
marked for patrons; and this is the shoulder season. She also expressed concern that there could be other 
ramifications of other Artisan Manufacturing businesses that would negate efforts in place to protect 
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neighborhood’s character and corridors; she asked it be reviewed in depth.  She also read letters from 
neighbors who could not be here tonight; Barbara Palmer, Chani Craig and Adam, all with concerns 
regarding alcohol and distilleries in their neighborhood.  She submitted her letter and her neighbor’s letters 
to the Council and they are appended at the end of these minutes.   
 
 Mayre Flowers, Citizens for a Better Flathead, 35 4th Street West in Kalispell, spoke to the Council 
requesting them to table and not approve this corridor plan because it “is a loosely written proposal for the 
Highway 93 Corridor (and) leaves the ‘barn door’ wide open for potential lot consolidations and for 
planned unit developments (PUDs) and other large-scale development.…..lacks standards and other goals 
and policies that would limit a pattern of strip development……and invites commercial build out which 
would degrade the neighborhood and conflict with character of existing residential uses along the 
corridor.”  Those were comments from her email she had sent to the Council over the weekend. She said in 
addition, CBF had additional comments for further review: 

 The criteria for developing goals and policies this corridor plan should meet, which is 
required by the 2007 Whitefish Growth Policy, and why we feel this plan does not meet 
this criteria. 

 The criteria for an amendment to the Whitefish Growth Policy and why we find this plan 
does not meet those criteria 

 Specific text and elements of the plan that we ask you review and clarify before 
proceeding with further consideration of this corridor plan. 
 

She said last week’s process of modification to the plan did not take into consideration public comment 
heard during the public hearing; and she reviewed a handout with recommendations for a way they could 
proceed.  She submitted her comments to the Council and they are appended at the end of these minutes. 

 Rhonda Fitzgerald, 412 Lupfer Avenue, said the Council should step back and take a couple more 
months to finish this process.  Review Area B and new uses and zoning districts and consider sub-areas for 
Idaho Timber and the river bank.  Consider the possibilities and the need for affordable housing; keep this 
area open for developing medium density housing that is close to town with improved infrastructure on this 
land that is affordable.  If you zone it for uses of higher return, it will increase the cost of the land and you 
will lose those housing opportunities. She said one of Mayre’s points was this plan covers 43 acres; and the 
downtown business including the Railroad district is only 38 acres; so it is a big chuck of land that is 
proposed for transitional zoning.  She said she could not find transitional zoning on an internet search and 
recommends the city should stay with traditional zones.  She said the plan describes types of businesses 
included in Artisan Manufacturing and she can see how many current downtown businesses would fit right 
into that category because so many of the Whitefish businesses have a hand in making their products.  
Other Montana cities have Artisan Manufacturing but allow it only in business and/or industrial zones.  She 
feels by adopting transitional zoning in this plan, that is so open-ended and includes and lumps-together so 
many different uses, will be problematic to future corridor studies and planning.   
 
 Doug Reed, 520 Somers Avenue and works at 1200 Hwy 93 West at the Whitefish Lake Golf Club 
where he said he spends more of his time than at home, and served as chair of the Hwy 93W Corridor Plan 
Steering Committee.  He said the bulk of this discussion is about Area B.  He discussed Bonsai Brewery on 
Wisconsin, and said he was aware of concerns regarding impact to that neighborhood, and aware of 
concerns of similar activity in Area B; but he did not believe patrons of a similar business in Area B would 
be hopping fences and crossing private property to get to their cars that are parked on W. 3rd Street.  He 
thinks that Wisconsin Avenue has a lot of great business and commerce; and Hwy 93 West could be 
similar.  Infrastructure has been improved and can continue to be improved; 1st Street can be built out to 
open up more access and opportunities.  He felt keeping the highway between town and the golf course for 
residential use only was close-minded; successful commerce exists starting at the bridge with the 
professional offices and going west is Frank’s gas station and grocery store and the veterinary clinic; he 
said there is already a lot of traffic and the possibilities should be left open.  Let the conditional use process 
accommodate the possibilities instead of closing it down to residential only.  He requested the Council 
proceed with adoption of this plan as proposed; it gives us good options. 
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Hunter Homes, 216 Midway Drive, came onto the steering committee late in the process 

representing the new owner of Idaho Timber.  Hunter said that Brian Wood, a community/land planner for 
20 years, says that “this proposed plan is a Growth Policy amendment; it does not permit or allow 
anything, it is a template for moving forward.  It is the basis for future discussion on zoning for the area.  
This action does not change any zoning designations in the corridor at this time.”  Hunter said he does not 
see this section along the highway appropriate for new family homes; it is highway frontage, busy with 
auto and truck traffic.  He said some of those current homes are older and need of repair and he doesn’t see 
those being improved.  His client, the new owner of Idaho Timber, is ready to move forward to 
development; and his land is along the river where development will be regulated by the Critical Areas 
Ordinance and must also comply with the Pedestrian and Bicycle Path plans.  He said if anything, their 
development should be an enhancement to the river.  The Idaho Timber property has an existing large 
building on it that may be utilized, this plan will give them developmental guidelines.  Nothing in the plan 
is set in stone, the public review and approval process is still in place.  He said this is a great plan, he is 
happy to have had a part in bringing it forward for the community; to send it back to the drawing board 
would be a disservice to the community and he supported its adoption. 
 
 There being no further public comment Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public and declared a recess at 
9:13 p.m.  Following the recess the Mayor called the meeting to order and turned the matter over to the 
Council for their consideration.   
 
 Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to approve Resolution No. 
15-08; A Resolution of Intention of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, indicating its 
intent to adopt the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 
2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy), including all the amendments noted 
in the plan as changed by the Council at their April 20, 2015 Council Meeting.   
 
 Councilor Feury followed with discussion and said he felt current zoning allowed more than what 
the new plan proposes and he feels neighborhood impact will actually be reduced with this new plan; it is a 
working plan in progress and feels it is better to move forward with a plan for the whole corridor than 
move forward without one.  The plan does have a Mission Statement and the Goals and Objectives are 
listed, and as this is a working document those can be refined as needed as we move forward.  Mayor 
Muhlfeld said in addition to the motion on the table, staff’s report to the Council also outlines some 
decisions that need to be made before final adoption which he listed, and he asked Council to include these 
in their consideration before their vote on Councilor Feury’s motion.   

 Recommendation for development standards, meaning the bulk and scale of building 
footprints for WT-3.  (Staff recommended a range of 3,000 to 5,000 square-foot threshold 
for when a CUP would be required). 

 Recommendation for development standards, meaning the bulk and scale of building 
footprints for grocery stores and or markets for WI-T; and determine if it should be added 
as a conditional use.  

 Percentage of lot coverage in the WT-3 – staff recommendation is 50%, as a compromise 
between the proposed 70% in the draft plan and the 40% in current standards. 

 Should future re-zoning in Area B and at the Idaho Timber property be initiated by the 
City or by individual property owners. 

 Should micro-breweries/artisan manufacturing be allowed in WT-3, or not. 
 

Councilor Sweeney made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to establish a 3,500 
square-foot footprint for all uses as the threshold in WT-3 for when a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
be required.  Following discussion the vote on the amendment was tied with Councilors Sweeney and 
Frandsen voting for the amendment and Councilors Feury and Barberis voting against the 
amendment.  Mayor Muhlfeld voted for the amendment and the amendment passed on a 3 to 2 vote. 
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Councilor Barberis made an amendment, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add grocery 
stores/markets as a Conditional Use in WI-T, and limit them to a footprint of 5,000 square feet.  
Following discussion the vote on the amendment was tied with Councilors Sweeney and Frandsen 
voting for the amendment and Councilors Feury and Barberis voting against the amendment.  
Mayor Muhlfeld voted for the amendment and the amendment passed on a 3 to 2 vote. 

Mayor Muhlfeld reminded the Council and audience again that with adoption of this proposed 
Resolution of Intent to adopt this plan, the Council is not creating new zoning districts but identifying 
possibilities that may be appropriate and will be vetted through a public process, if and when brought 
forward by an applicant.  He said part of Goal #3 of this plan is to “….address land use, scale, and urban 
design and identify potential land use opportunities for the Idaho Timber site….”  He said the action by this 
Council helps meet this goal.   

Councilor Feury made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to have 50% lot 
coverage in WT-3.  The amendment passed unanimously. 

Mayor Muhlfeld asked Director Taylor to address the options for potential re-zoning; whether by 
individuals or whether initiated by the City.  Director Taylor said the Idaho Timber property, since it is one 
large property, is a little different than the rest in Area B, it will probably come in with one overall 
proposal perhaps with a master plan.  The remainder of Area B is individual and/or multiple lots owned by 
many different owners, and could potentially develop at a different rate.  If brought about by individual 
applications there could be a mixture of zones, old and new, within the area.  If the City initiated the new 
zoning it would provide a basis for more consistent development.  The Plan was drafted for the individual 
property owners to initiate the changes but Staff and the Steering Committee wanted to make sure the 
Council was aware of those issues and give it their consideration.  It is addressed in Chapter III: 
VISIONING FOR THE FUTURE & DEVELOPMENT POLICY – AREA B, Recommended Guidelines at 
the bottom of page 45 and continuing onto page 46 of the Plan.  “The vision for Area B is similar to Area 
A in that the potential land uses in this area must be sensitive to the existing residential character of the 
neighborhood.  However, Area B has larger lots and frontage on both sides of the highway and along the 
Idaho Timber site.  This sets up the area to gradually transition to new uses through the WT-3 zoning 
district.  The transition will be initiated by the landowner at a suitable time to remain sensitive to existing 
uses………………”  It was discussed by Council.   Councilor Sweeney made an amendment, second by 
Councilor Frandsen, to have the City initiate the plan to rezone Area B to the new transitional 
zoning.  Following more discussion, Councilor Sweeney and the second, withdrew the amendment.   

Councilor Feury made an amendment, second by Councilor Sweeney, that the City initiate 
the process of developing the two transitional zones and we will go ahead and then decide, once the 
transitional zones have been developed and gone through the process, then the decision will be made 
as to how those zones be applied to the areas; whether it be initiated either by the City or the 
individual property owners.  The amendment was approved unanimously. 

Councilor Barberis made an amendment to allow Artisan Manufacturing and Micro-
Breweries in the WT-3 Zone.  The amendment died for a lack of the second.   

Discussion followed between Director Taylor and the Council regarding Council’s action last week 
and going further with action tonight.  And it was again pointed out that none of this action is a zone 
change, but it is laying the groundwork for future consideration of zone changes.  Action tonight 
recognizes that it will be looked at again, with the public, with the opportunity to consider the specifics of a 
zone change.   

Councilor Feury made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to remove alcohol 
manufacturing from the definition of artisan manufacturing and add it as a Conditional Use in WI-
T.  The vote on the amendment was a tie vote with Councilor Feury and Frandsen voting for the 
amendment and Councilors Barberis and Sweeney voting against the amendment.  Mayor Muhlfeld 
voted for the amendment and it passed on a 3 to 2 vote. 
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Discussion followed between Council and Staff regarding the “Sample” Zoning Districts in the 
Plan, the timing and the process moving forward, and any future zone districts, uses, and zone changes will 
be a public process.  

Vote on the original motion to adopt Resolution No 15-08; A Resolution of Intention of the 
City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, indicating its intent to adopt the Whitefish Highway 
93 West Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan 
(2007 Growth Policy), as amended herein, was approved on a three (3) to one (1) vote, with 
Councilor Frandsen voting in opposition. 

c) Ordinance No. 15-06; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 7-3-9, to require 
vendor special permits to sell any goods, wares, merchandise, food or services within the 
waters two hundred feet (200’) from Whitefish City Beach, City designated swimming areas 
and City docks  (First Reading)   (p. 489)    (CD 2:45) 
 
From Parks and Recreation Director Butts’ staff report this is brought forward from the Park Board 

to the Planning Board and now to the Council to address concerns of congestion and safety on and around 
City Beach, and commercial activity on and within 200’ of Whitefish City Beach and the roped swimming 
areas and docks.  Director Butts said this year the Parks and Recreation Department advertised for 
proposals for annual permits for floatable rentals and the concession stand, and they will issue one permit 
annually for each of those two categories; other permits will be issued for special events like the Fourth of 
July.  In answer of an inquiry from Mayor Muhlfeld; Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks notified the Parks 
and Recreation Department that they are in agreement with the proposal.   

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing. 

Ed Doctor, Tamarack Ski Shop, asked questions about the bidding and award process to get one of 
those annual permits now being issued for City Beach; Mayor Muhlfeld asked Director Butts to contact 
Mr. Doctor.   

There being no further public comments, Mayor Muhlfeld closed the public hearing and turned the 
matter over to the Council for their consideration.   

Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve Ordinance No. 
15-06; An Ordinance amending Whitefish City Code Section 7-3-9, to require vendor special permits 
to sell any goods, wares, merchandise, food or services within the waters two hundred feet (200’) 
from Whitefish City Beach, City designated swimming areas and City docks  (First Reading).  The 
motion passed unanimously.  

d) Ordinance No. 15-07;  An Ordinance amending Zoning Regulations in Whitefish City Code 
Section §11-2L-1 WB-3 General Business District, Intent and Purpose, clarifying the 
boundaries of the Old Town Central District and Old Town Railway District to make them 
consistent with the Old Town Central District and Old Town Railway District boundaries of 
the Architectural Review Standards (WZTA 15-02 (First Reading)  (p. 494) (CD 2:52:27) 

 
From Director Taylor’s staff report; the proposed ordinance clarifies the boundaries of the Old 

Town Central District and Old Town Railway District to make them consistent with their boundaries 
within the Architectural Review Standards.  The Staff and the Planning Board both recommend approval.   

Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing; there being no public comment the public hearing was 
closed and turned over to the Council for their consideration.   

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve Ordinance No. 
15-07; An Ordinance amending Zoning Regulations in Whitefish City Code Section §11-2L-1 WB-3 
General Business District, Intent and Purpose, clarifying the boundaries of the Old Town Central 
District and Old Town Railway District to make them consistent with the Old Town Central District 
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and Old Town Railway District boundaries of the Architectural Review Standards (WZTA 15-02) 
(First Reading).  Immediately following, Councilor Frandsen amended her motion, second by 
Councilor Feury, to add the words “the east side of” to Exhibit “A” of the ordinance to read: “…and 
the Old Town railway district Railway Street to 3rd Street, and the east side of Miles Avenue to both 
sides of Lupfer Avenue.”    The motion, as amended, was approved unanimously.    

e) Resolution No. 15-09;   A Resolution amending the 2009 Weed Management Plan and 
approving the 2015 Whitefish Weed Management Plan, Invasive Species Guide and Resource 
Manual (p. 506)      (CD 3:01:38) 
 
Director Butts said Council had requested this update in September 2014, expanding on a 

recommendation from the Weed Advisory Committee and the Park Board to repeal the 2009 Plan as it 
contained out-of-date management practices.  The changes in the 2015 Plan make it a living document that 
may be evaluated and updated regularly as needed by the Parks and Recreation as they oversee weed 
management.   

 
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the public hearing; there being no public comment the public hearing was 

closed and turned over to the Council for their consideration.   

Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to approve Resolution No. 
15-09;   A Resolution amending the 2009 Weed Management Plan and approving the 2015 Whitefish 
Weed Management Plan, Invasive Species Guide and Resource Manual.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 

8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
a) Central Avenue Water Line Replacement Project (3rd Street to 6th Street) – design options 

and authorization to bid  (p. 555)    (CD 3:03:42) 
 

Interim Public Works Director Hilding included in her staff report that this is a continuation of 
replacing old water mains on Central Avenue that was designed in August of 2014.  In addition to water 
main replacement is the issue of the slump at the south end of Central Avenue that is being monitored by 
TD & H Engineering.  The water line is designed to dead end at 6th on Central Avenue to eliminate the risk 
of a future water break in the slump area.  In addition, the 2015 Downtown Business District Master Plan 
Update recommends reconstruction of the block of Central Avenue between 3rd and 4th Street, and it is 
listed as a priority project.  Interim Director Hilding explained the options, including combining the water 
main replacements with the reconstruction project to prevent two separate construction projects; all as 
outlined in the staff report.  The Council discussed options with Staff; including budget requirements from 
both the Water Fund and Tax Increment Financing.   

 
Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, authorizing redesign of the 

water main replacement project on Central Avenue between 3rd and 6th Streets, and design of street 
reconstruction of Central Avenue from 3rd to 4th Streets, and direction to staff to bring back a 
modified cost and funding plan for construction in 2016.  The motion passed unanimously.   

 
9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER   (CD 3:26:44) 

a) Written report enclosed with the packet.  Questions from Mayor or Council?  (p. 563) – None. 
b) Other items arising between April 29th  and May 4th  
 

City Manager Stearns asked and the Council set the time for the first budget meeting on May 26th 
for 5:30 p.m. 
 

c) Ordinance No. 15-08; An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 95-15 and Ordinance No. 11-
13, the administrative ordinance governing the collection and reporting of Resort Tax 
revenues, providing for an increase in the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% pursuant to voter 
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approval and revising the uses of the Resort Tax for the increased rate (First Reading) (p.  
568)   (CD 3:27:40) 

 
Manager Stearns reported this is the administrative ordinance providing for an increase in the 

Resort Tax from 2% to 3% pursuant to voter approval in the April 28, 2015 Election and revising the uses 
of the Resort Tax for the increased rate.  The increase goes into effect July 1, 2015.   

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

15-08; An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 95-15 and Ordinance No. 11-13, the administrative 
ordinance governing the collection and reporting of Resort Tax revenues, providing for an increase 
in the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% pursuant to voter approval and revising the uses of the Resort Tax 
for the increased rate (First Reading).  The motion passed unanimously. 

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

beyond 11:00 p.m.  The motion passed unanimously.  Due to the lateness of the hour, Mayor 
Muhlfeld requested to adjust the agenda by moving forward Agenda Items 9f and 10a to the next 
meeting.   
 

d) Resolution No. 15-10; A Resolution establishing annual goals for the City  (p. 585)  (CD 
3:31:44) 

 
Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to approve Resolution No. 

15-10; A Resolution establishing annual goals for the City.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

e) Consideration of approving a contract with AE2S Consulting Engineers for the Water and 
Wastewater rate study   (p. 588)  (CD 3:32:40) 

 
Finance Director Smith reported along with planning for implementing upgrades as required by the 

Montana Department of Environment Quality, the City also wants to review current utility rates to make 
sure they are fair and equitable.  Six firms responded to the City’s request for proposals and, following 
review and interviews, the selection committee recommends AE2S Consulting Engineers, and recommends 
a contract and scope of services included in the packet for Council’s consideration.  Contract costs will be 
split evenly between the water and wastewater funds. 

 
Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to authorize the City 

Manager to sign a contract with AE2S Consulting Engineers for the Water and Wastewater 
Financial Plan and Rate Study in an amount not to exceed $69,000 for these services.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 

f) Quarterly Financial Report  - 3rd Quarter FY15 (p. 596) – Moved to the next Council Meeting 
 

10) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS 
a) Discussion and consideration of making comments on the Tongue River Railroad project Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement   (p. 609) -  Moved to the next Council Meeting 
b) Appointments – consideration of any appointments not made during Special Session prior to 

tonight’s Regular Meeting 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld said interviews were earlier at the Council’s Special Session at 6:00 p.m. this 

evening and made the following appointments. 

Park Board – 2 year terms: Teresa Dunn, Jim DeHerrera and Doug Wise 

Library Board of Trustees – 5-year term: Mary Vail 

Whitefish Housing Authority Board of Commissioners, resident applicant, filling a vacancy of the 
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remainder of a 2-year term - Robert FitzGerald 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Feury, to ratify those 
appointments.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Council Comments:  

Councilor Frandsen thanked staff for the crosswalk sign on Edgewood, and asked about the noise 
at the traffic signal and Interim Director Hilding said she would check again with MDOT.  Frandsen 
commented the cardboard recycling bins at City Beach are overflowing and suggested an extra pick-up.  
Frandsen asked if the Resort Tax Monitoring Committee was consulted about current contracts already 
made without consideration of the increase going into effect July 1, 2015.  Manager Stearns said he heard 
from one member of the Committee about it, but there is not a choice, it was not addressed in the ballot and 
the law just passed says it goes into effect July 1st.   

Councilor Feury said comments were made during the campaign for the resort tax increase about a 
community effort towards supporting local businesses, and he would like to have that on the next agenda.  
The rest of the Council agreed.   

Mayor Muhlfeld said amendments for Lakeshore Regulations and the related committee are 
coming forward and asked if then the ad for that new committee could be published and City Clerk Lorang 
said it could.  Mayor Muhlfeld said he would like to address the FY16 AIS Budget as requested by the 
Whitefish Lake Institute at the next meeting and the rest of the Council agreed.  It was noted the City Hall 
Ad Hoc Steering Sub-Committee meets Thursday morning at 8:30 a.m. 

11) ADJOURNMENT  (Resolution 08-10 establishes 11:00 p.m. as end of meeting unless extended to 11:30 by majority)   (CD 
3:44:11) 
   

Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the meeting at 11:10 p.m. 
 

 

 

___________________________ 

Mayor John M. Muhlfeld 

 

Attest:             
  

 

______________________________     

Necile Lorang, Whitefish City Clerk 
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May 4, 2015 

 
Good Evening Mayor and Council Members. 
 

My name is Diane Taylor. I am an emeritus board member of Citizens for a Better 

Flathead and I am making these comments on behalf of CFB whose address is 35 4th 

Street West in Kalispell. I would like to present for the hearing record some of the 

research that we ask you to consider in making a decision as to the Highway 93 West 

Corridor Plan. I am submitting with these 

comments for the hearing record, a report  from the American Planning Association, 

"Zoning for Micro-Alcohol Production"  published in 2014. This report  finds that to 

date, relatively few communities have defined and regulated low-volume alcohol 

production  facilities as distinct uses in their zoning codes. The growing interest  in craft 

brewing and distilling, as well as small batch wine production, the APA report  points 

out, is prompting communities, however, to update zoning regulations to address the 

appropriate location and impacts that these facilities can have. 

 
"Without clear definitions  and use permissions, planning staff or 

public officials are forced to make ad hoc use interpretations that 

can delay or even prevent otherwise  desirable development. This 

regulatory  silence creates uncertainty for business owners looking to 

make location decisions and secure financing, and it may have the 

effect of scaring away potential applicants. Finally, explicit  

definitions, use permissions,and use-specific standards allow 

communities to proactively address the potential negative effects 

of brewpubs and microproducers on surrounding areas,thereby 

minimizing future conflicts  with neighbors." 

 
I would respectfully  suggest that it is time for the City of Whitefish  to step back and 

look at a more comprehensive policy for where and where not microbreweries are 

appropriate within the city limits and what standards need to be in place to address 

impacts this use can create. Please do not adopt this use into the Hwy 93 Corridor 

Plan before you tonight  for consideration. 

 
I would emphasize that we do not find in the research that we have reviewed that 

such uses are not appropriate in a residential area. This is supported  by this APA 

report I am providing you. You will find in sample regulations cited in this APA report  

that minimum  setbacks of 300 to 400 feet are recommend  from residential areas for 

microbreweries. 
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Your own city regulations have no definitions for microbreweries or distilleries or 

standards that define how to limit the potential impacts to adjoining properties.  The 

only reference that we have found in the City of Whitefish  regulations remove 

requirements found in state law as to the distance between  bars and taverns if the 

use is within  the WB-3 (a business not residential zone for Whitefish).  That reference 

seems to provide yet another indication  that such uses are more appropriate in a 

business district, and not in a residential area. I would encourage you to step back and 

review and revise that your current regulations before you even consider expanding 

brewery  uses to other zones. 

 
Here is an example of some of the standards for microbreweries that were included in the APA 

report that demonstrate the ability and need for the City of Whitefish to more carefully 

examine standards needed to avoid impacts to adjoining properties. 

 
"13. Craft breweries, distilleries  and wineries. 

 
a. No outdoor  storage shall be permitted; 
b. All malt, vinous or distilled liquor production shall be within completely 

enclosed structures; 

c. Loading areas shall not be oriented  toward  a public street,nor shall loading 

docks be located on the side of any building facing an adjacent  zone district 

primarily for residential or office uses. Where these districts  or streets abut all 

sides of the property, the loading areas shall be screened by a solid wall or 

opaque fence with a minimum height of six (6) feet, in addition to any required 

landscape buffer. 

d. Service doors facing a public street or an adjacent zone district  primarily  for 

residential uses shall be screened by a solid wall or opaque fence with a 

minimum height of six (6) feet, in addition to any required  landscape buffer. 

e. By-products or waste from the production of the malt, vinous or distilled 

liquor shall be properly  disposed of off the property." APA Report  p 43 

 
Within the draft Whitefish  Highway 93 West Corridor Plan a microbrewery would fall under the 

category of "Artisan Manufacturing"- a term which the consultant  for this plan has noted that 

he adapted from the Bozeman zoning code. The implication is that since Bozeman has this kind 

of zone it is appropriate for Whitefish  and in this case in a residential neighborhood corridor.  

But there are very important differences between  how Bozeman (and Missoula who has a 

similar zone-attached at the end of my comments) has defined  and applied this code and how 

it is being defined and applied in the Whitefish Highway 93 Corridor plan. Below is 

the Bozeman definition. 

 
"Sec. 38.42.1865.- Manufacturing, artisan. 

 
Production of goods by the use of hand tools or small-scale, light mechanical 

equipment occurring solely within an enclosed building where such 

production requires no outdoor operations or storage, and where the 
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production, operations, and storage of materials related to production occupy 

no more than 3,500 square feet of gross floor area. Typical uses have 

negligible negative impact on surrounding properties  and include 

woodworking and cabinet shops, ceramic studios, jewelry manufacturing and 

similar types of arts and crafts, production of alcohol, or food processing.  ( 

 

 
 

Important differences to note from the Bozeman and Missoula Artisan Manufacturing 

zones and what is being proposed for the Highway 93 West Corridor  Plan and yet still 

called Artisan Manufacturing include: 

 
• Artisan Manufacturing is only allowed in industrial zoned areas in Missoula. In 

Bozeman it may also be allowed outside of an industrial zone with  a conditional 

use permit but only in business districts.  (Note that Helena also only allows 

microbreweries in business districts). 

• There is NO provision for "ancillary retail" in Bozeman or Missoula in this 

Artisan Manufacturing zone. (Thus these zones are designed not to compete with 

downtown retail or to generate excess traffic  in a residential area.) 

• There is no out door storage or operation allowed in the Artisan Manufacturing 

Districts  in Bozeman and Missoula. Everything must occur in an enclosed building. 

 
Allowing outdoor  storage even with screening, as the proposed Highway 93 West Corridor 

plan does, will further degrade the character of the neighborhood and existing homes.  As 

the APA report  notes; 

 

u The two basic rationales for storage restrictions are aesthetics and 

public health. Outdoor storage can be an uninviting eyesore, especially 

in pedestrian-oriented areas. And left unattended, production waste 

may produce foul odors and attract vermin." 

 
The lack of comprehensive  standards in Whitefish  zoning regulation to limit impacts to 

adjoining properties  specific to the uses proposed for Artisan Manufacturing or even any 

analysis of this in this planning process is unacceptable. The neighbors have raised real 

and important reservations about the potential impacts to the character of their 

neighborhood areas and the potential impacts to their property values and quality of life.  

What assurances are there that these uses won't  be sought by other developers, in other 

areas of this corridor once this barn door is opened? 

 
Parking and traffic  are additional concerns. Within the draft Whitefish Highway 93 West 

Corridor Plan, Artisan Manufacturing as proposed and defined is so broad that almost 

anything could be construed to fit into the category including many business uses currently 

located in the downtown Whitefish  core business area. This is in conflict with the goals and 

intent  of the Whitefish Growth  Policy and the recently updated 2015 Whitefish  Downtown  

Neighborhood Plan. 
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Adding retail sales to uses within the corridor  including Artisan Manufacturing will greatly 

increase traffic  impacts within  Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan area. Looking at 

the Whitefish regulations for parking requirements for bars and taverns it appears that 

the 10 spaces per 1000 sq ft is the standard, but in Bozeman for breweries it is 16 spaces 

per 1000 sq ft and in Helena it is 14 spaces per 1000 sq ft. ---what should the 

requirements  be---there is little  to no guidance in this plan or in the city regulations for 

the specific and unique uses called for in this corridor  plan.  Combining retail with 

manufacturing further begs the question of what the traffic  generation  will be. 
 

 
Citizens for a Better Flathead and residents of this corridor  want to work with the city and your 

planning staff to continue to refine and improve this plan.  We hope you will table this plan 

tonight  and give us that opportunity. Please take the time to get this right. 

 
 

 
 

Missoula definition/zoning code for Artisan Manufacturing 

 
(Ord.3511,2013;0rd.3471,2011; Ord. 3410,2009) 

 
20.105.050 Industrial Use Group 

 
The industrial use group includes uses that produce goods from extracted materials or from recyclable 

or previously  prepared  materials, including the design, storage and handling of these products and the 

materials  from which they are produced. It also includes uses that store or distribute materials or 

goods in large quantities. The industrial use group includes the following use categories: 

 
A. Junk/Salvage Yard An open area where waste or scrap materials  are bought, sold, exchanged, stored, 

baled, packed, disassembled, or handled, including  but not limited to scrap iron and other metals, 

paper, rags, rubber  tires and bottles.  A junk or salvage yard includes an auto wrecking yard, but does 

not include waste-related uses or recycling facilities. 

 
B. Auto Wrecking 

 
The collecting  and dismantling or wrecking of used motor  vehicles or trailers, or the storage, sale or 

dumping of dismantled, partially  dismantled, obsolete or wrecked motor  vehicles or their parts. 

 
C. Manufacturing,Production and Industrial Services 

 
1. Artisan 

 
On-site production of goods by hand manufacturing, involving the use of hand tools and small-scale, 

light mechanical equipment in a completely enclosed building  with  no outdoor operations or storage, 

and occupying no more than 3,500 square feet of gross floor area. Typical uses include woodworking 

and cabinet shops, ceramic studios, jewelry  manufacturing and similar types of arts and crafts or very 

small scale manufacturing uses that have no negative external impacts on surrounding properties. 

 
Breweries  and Distilleries are not included under  Artisan uses and have a separate definition in 

Missoula,also under Industrial Uses: 

 
D. Microbrewery/Microdistillery 
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A brewery  (for malt beverages) that has an annual nationwide production of not less than 100 barrels 

or more than 10,000 barrels. A distillery  that produces 25,000 proof gallons or less of liquor annually in 

accordance with  MCA 16-4-310 through 312. 
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May  4, 2015 

 
Gail Linne, 106 Murray Avenue 

My comments are also on behalf of ten of my neighbors 
 

 

Good evening, Mayor  Muhlfeld and  City Council members, 
 

 

Whitefish City Council has a history of preserving  the character of the city 

and its neighborhoods, which  is evident in your April 20 decisions to not 

allow short-term rentals and  to hold lot coverage to 50% along  the 

Highway 93 West Corridor.  We appreciate those decisions. However, we 

have  serious concerns with adopting the plan  tonight  because of flaws in 

the plan  as proposed. There is still work to do. 

 
•  The Whitefish Growth Policy states that corridor plans will have 

goals and  policies: 

"Corridor Plans: The Land Use Element of this Growth  Policy 

recommends that corridor  plans be formulated and 

adopted for five specific  transportation corridors within the 

Whitefish area. Upon adoption, these corridor plans will 
effectively  amend this Growth Policy with goals, policies, 
and recommended actions specific to each corridor." 
Page 144 

 
•  The proposed corridor plan  before you tonight  only includes  goals 

and  objectives about the process, which  are found  on page 5 of 

the corridor  plan, but not the plan  specific  goals and policies 

required by the Whitefish Growth  Policy.  The specific  goals and 

policies  required for the corridor  plan are needed to provide the 

guidance or sidebars for decisions you will be asked to make 

about future applications of uses in this corridor. 

•  The corridor plan before you tonight  does not have  a land use 

map of existing uses. This is an essential and  basic tool commonly 

used to show how uses in this corridor  are, or are not, changing 

and  the pattern of new growth. It should be developed and  we 

can help with that if needed. 

•  The described transitional  character of this corridor, which  the 

corridor plan says is occurring, is counter to the actual on the 

ground residential character of the neighborhood. The plan 

suggests Area B is an 'area  in transition' (moving to light 

commercial, industrial) but in reviewing uses in the area,  Area B 

historically was and  currently is residential  with the exception of 5-6 

professional  offices. The existing zoning is working. 
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•  Future development of the Idaho Timber Property would  best be 

addressed with a subarea  plan  as provided for in the Whitefish 

Growth  Policy on page 1 44. 

•  The corridor  plan  does not look at Montana Department of 

Transportation's plan  for the corridor, which is based on residential 

use of the area/highway/access/traffic patterns. 

•  The plan relies on a survey that is not representative of the 

concerns expressed by many  residents. For example, decisions for 

Area Bare based  on nine responses in the survey for Area B. You 

have  the signatures of fifty residents in your Feb. 2, 2015 packet 

who oppose changing Area B to WT-3. 

 
Neighbors  are concerned about the plan's  negative impacts for our city. 

We are willing to work with staff to correct these flaws and  develop a 

plan  that reflects  community needs  and  adheres  to Whitefish City and 

State of Montana requirements. However if the plan is adopted as 

proposed we feel we will have  few options  but to seek legal  advice as to 

how to insist that  the plan  address the concerns we hove raised, and to 

take action to file an application with you for an amendment to develop 

a neighborhood plan which  reflects  the character of Whitefish along  the 

corridor. 

 
Vote to table  the Highway 93 West Corridor  Plan tonight and  allow 

residents to work with City planning staff to revise this draft  corridor  plan 

to address concerns we have raised. We also ask you to remove 

breweries  and  distilleries as uses in this corridor-they simply are bars that 

do not belong in residential  areas. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Gail Shay Linne, 106 Murray Avenue 

 
John and Sandy Kuffel, 109 Murray Avenue 

 
Rik Smistad and  Val Kinnear, 105 Murray  Avenue 

 
Dave  and  Pam Supina, 108 Murray  Avenue Kirk 

and  JoAnn Jurgens, 104 Murray Avenue Ken 

and  Karen Thompson, 104 Murray  Avenue 
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May 4, 2015 
 

 
Susan Prilliman 

334 W 3rd Street 
 

Whitefish 

 
Good Evening Mayor and Council Members. 

 
The decision 2 weeks ago to disallow short-term rentals in area B has made a 

two important statements: 1) that this is a corridor  worth  protecting and 2) 

that short-term rentals would, in fact, degrade the area. I thank the Council for 

this decision and for your attention to neighborhood concerns. 

 
Another issue is before you for reconsideration tonight- that of the inclusion 

or exclusion of alcohol-related businesses in Area B. A microbrewery would fall 

under the category of "Artisan Manufacturing." I tried looking this new term up 

on Google and could find no reference to it other than the name of an actual 

company in NJ that manufactures kitchen fixtures. 

 
I have since been told that "Artisan Manufacturing" is, in fact, a term that has 

been borrowed from the cities of Bozeman and Helena, but that in neither of 

those cases was there any component  of retail- not even 1% let alone 40%- 

included as part ofthe concept. In neither case was this use allowed in 

anything except for a property that was already zoned as an industrial or 

business district. This concept seems to have been reinvented  to make it an 

apparent acceptable and tested use in an area similar to our highway 

corridor. This is simply not true. 

 
By the proposal's definition nearly anything could be construed to fit into the 

category of Artisan Manufacturing. There could be a small pottery studio where 

pottery is created and then offered for sale on the premises. Such a business 

could be within  a scale that is compatible with other WR3-compliant uses. 

 
But when I think about a microbrewery, I see an entirely different animal- not 

only because of alcohol, but because ofthe number of patrons that would 

gather at the same time. Red flags go up when I consider how many cars could 

be exiting Highway 93 to find parking at the brewery then the flags goes up 

even higher when I think about the cars that would be reentering the highway 

when there was not enough on-site parking or when patrons are leaving the 
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A CUP can put limits and requirements on parking for the brewery property  

only. When those spots are full, parking is going to encroach into the 

neighborhoods, even into neighborhoods  on the south side of the highway, 

where we have children playing on quiet country streets with no 

sidewalks. The City can do nothing to prevent this. Residents who find cars parked on their 

lawns or blocking their  driveways may have no recourse or could be subject to constantly 

policing their neighborhood. 

 
Another neighbor and I were curious enough about parking questions to spend part oftwo 

evenings last week observing the parking at the Bonsai Brewery on Wisconsin. We came away 

scratching our heads because although there were usually a couple of marked spaces available 

in the brewery's lot, some people didn't  even bother to go into the lot, choosing instead to 

find a spot on the street or on the grass of a next-door  property. In one instance a car leaving 

the brewery drove straight across the grass of someone's private property.  It was chaotic, and 

this is the shoulder season. I can only imagine what it is like in the summer. 

 
Stories abound about traffic  congestion and parking nightmares around microbreweries, and 

we are considering the possibility of one along this highway entrance into our city. If it 

becomes a reality, some patrons could end their evening after enjoying their limit of beer by 

crossing the highway on foot and wandering into a nearby neighborhood to retrieve their cars. 

This is an intrusion into sensitive residential streets that the committee and the Council have 

decided should be protected. This scenario potentially repeats itself on a nightly basis and 

grows in vast proportion during the peak seasons. 

 
As I understand it, the Montana  DOT's planning for approaches for the newly reconstructed 

highway does not account for anything except the existing WR-3-compliant use along Area B. 

Now, after this section of the highway has been completed, we are considering subjecting it 

to a much heavier use. Adding to the heavy use would be trucks delivering grain and hops 

and whatever else it takes to continually supply the needs of the brewing process. This use 

would be vastly out of proportion with any multi-family residential or professional business 

that currently exists in Area B. 

 
This proposal before you does nothing to define what is appropriate in terms of scope and 

scale for "Artisan Manufacturing" businesses. If we are concerned about short-term rentals, 

why would we not be concerned about the even more degrading impact that a microbrewery 

would bring?  Neighbors are serious about this concern. We have people here telling you their 

concerns, and we have had them for every public hearing ever since the idea was first 

introduced. We bought properties  in or near a WR-3 zone for a reason, and it wasn't to see that 

zoning relaxed to the degree that this proposal calls for. We have 50 people on a petition who 

are communicating this concern through their signatures. 
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determine IF a microbrewery would be allowed or not, and the negative impacts of such 

issues 

as parking, noise and smells cannot be prevented or fixed by conditions imposed on such 

a project. 

 

1  urge you to disallow alcohol-related  businesses in Area B, and I ask that we all take a more in 

depth look at the all of the ramifications of a business that might "fit" your  definition of Artisan 

Manufacturing. Not all would be equal, and yet it seems that most would "qualify". I believe the 

existing proposal leaves us wide open to uses that would negate the  effort  that has already been 

made to protect the character of neighborhoods  and the highway  corridor  itself. 

 
Thank you for hearing my concerns. 
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May 4, 2015 

 
West Third Street resident Barbara Palmer: 

 
The Highway 93 proposal is ineffectually written and opens the way for 
"anything goes" possibilities. Clearly and concisely written standards are 
needed to prevent unsightly strip development. 

 
I'm especially concerned with the "Artisan Manufacturing" element that 
would allow for unlimited bars, taverns and distilleries. A distillery is a far 
cry from the intent of the original corridor plan. 

 
Respect for the investment of area homeowners and defending the character of 
the neighborhood should be a non-negotiable concern in this or any future 
corridor plan. 

 
Please approach your decision as if you lived in our 

neighborhood. Thank you. 

 

 

May 4, 2015 

 

Chani Craig 

429A W 3rd Street 

Whitefish, MT 
 

 
Even though Iam not currently living in my home at 429A W 3rd St, it is important to me and to my 

tenants that it remain a peaceful and serene place. The beauty of our neighborhood is its close proximity 

to the bustle and business of downtown coupled with the buffer of a quiet suburban setting. It is the 

reason Ipurchased in this neighborhood where Iplan to live again someday. Ivalue its proximity to town 

and to the outdoor  activities we love as people who choose to live in Whitefish. If a brewery project is 

allowed to proceed and the character of our neighborhood and value of our properties  are threatened, I 

believe our neighborhood would have grounds for legal action to look into the validity of the City's 

actions and processes. 

 
Please do the right thing and honor our neighborhood's lifestyle and investment  choices. Do not allow 

the financial considerations of a few individuals to outweigh  those of the homeowners  in the affected 

area. 

 
Thank you. 

Chani Craig 
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May 4, 2015 

 

Dear Whitefish City Council, 
 

 
Iam sorry Icould not be here with you tonight.  Ihave lived at 328 West 3rd Street in Whitefish for 

five years. Iwas born in Whitefish and have lived here for most of my life. The other  day Isaw a young 

boy ride by my house on his bike and Iwas overcome with nostalgia -- because twenty-five years ago, 

that boy was me, riding  to Circle K to buy candy or baseball cards. Ireflected on this for a while and 

realized how amazing it is how very little the neighborhood on west third has changed. Every day from 

my house, Isee kids walking home from school, playing on bikes, on skateboards. Isee families pushing 

strollers and a plethora of family pets. Iwould like to see 2nd street (HW 93) grow  responsibly and not 

impact west third or any of the surrounding  neighborhoods in a negative way. Any increase in traffic or 

street parking on west third would pose a major problem  for us and potentially put our children and pets 

in harm's way.   Artisan businesses in section B that have excessive parking could  overflow into 

neighborhoods  and be a major detriment  especially if alcohol is involved.  Of course, Iwant businesses to 

grow and flourish in whitefish but never in spite of the individuals and families who live in the surrounding 

neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

Adam Pitman
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To: Whitefish  City Council 

 
Re: Whitefish  Highway 93 West Corridor Plan Planning Staff Report: Growth Policy Amendment 
WGPA 15-02 

 

 
Date: May 4, 2015 

 
Citizens for a Better  Flathead  appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Whitefish  Growth 
Policy Amendment before you tonight. Our organization was founded  in 1992  and we represent 
some 1500 supporter$ throughout the county.  Our mission  is to foster  informed  and active citizen 
participation in the decisions shaping the Flathead's future,  and to champion the democratic 
principles, sustainable solutions, and shared vision necessary to keep the Flathead Special Forever. 

We believe that thoughtfully planned growth can and should  occur without diminishing the very 
special  characteristics of the Flathead Valley, and in this case specifically Whitefish,  that  play such 
an important role in attracting and retaining investments that grow the Flathead's economy. 

 
We are providing additional comments tonight to the email you should  have received  Saturday 
(see attached) and which I will again summarize for the hearing record  tonight.   In addition we 
want  to review  with you: 

 
•   The criteria for developing goals and policies this corridor plan should  meet, which is 

required by the 2007 Whitefish  Growth Policy, and why we feel this plan does not meet 
this criteria. 

 
•   The criteria for an amendment to the Whitefish  Growth  Policy and why we find this plan 

does not meet those  criteria. 
 

•   Specific text and elements of the plan that we ask you review and clarify before  proceeding 
with further consideration ofthis corridor plan. 

 

11. Overview  of the issues  raised  in the alert we sent for the hearing record. 
 

See attached. 
 

 
2.  The criteria for developing goals and policies this corridor plan should  meet," which is 

required by the 2007 Whitefish Growth  Policy, and why we feel this plan does not meet this 
criteria. 
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"Corridor Plans: The Land Use Element  of this Growth  Policy recommends that 
corridor plans be formulated and adopted for five specific transportation corridors within the 
Whitefish  area.  Upon adoption, these  corridor plans will effectively amend this Growth Policy 
with goals, policies, and recommended actions specific to each corridor. " 
P.145 WFGP 2007 

 
The plan as drafted contains only "process or project"  goals and objectives as outlined  on page 4 of 
the corridor plan. No goals and objectives as called for in the 2007 WFGP have been developed. 
Goals and objectives are  needed  to provide you the framework to base  future  corridor decisions 
on.  For example,  while some discussion was had during  the planning process  about  having g_ 

brewery perhaps along the river, but I don't think  anyone envisioned five or six breweries packed 
into the highway corridor or elsewhere. As written, however, with  out clear goals and policies this 
plan allows for unlimited uses such as breweries or sandwich shops. At one point this plan had 
wording for sandwich shops  that said no formula businesses allowed. This is not in the current 
plan.  Hotels and motels  are allowed  in an area  of this plan along the  river but there is no goal in 
this plan currently that calls for no formula businesses---an issue which  this council has dealt with 
recently and should  be addressed here. 

 
If this corridor plan is pushed  forward with out stepping back to develop goals and objectives the 
neighborhood is prepared to submit an application to force the development of a neighborhood 
plan with required goals and objectives for this area-so either way -even if you call this just a 
corridor plan---you need to develop  overall  goals and policies. 

 
I  would also suggest that you look at the provisions within  your growth policy for the 
development of a subarea plan.  This may be a more appropriate way to more forward with a 
plan for the Idaho Timber area in that  it would  allow for the lay out of an overall  plan for the 
area  that  could utilize existing  zoning tools rather than  trying  to craft  new zones that we would 
argue  are so broad  and open-ended as to not be wise or necessary amendments to the Whitefish 
Growth  Policy. 

 
"Subarea Plans: Subarea plans are a Growth  Policy amendment mechanism through 
which a developer or group  of developers may plan for the orderly development of 
primarily undeveloped land. Like neighborhood plans, the requirements and procedures for 
submittal and  review  of subarea plans will be set forth  in the land development regulations. 
Generally  however, in order  to ensure compliance with this Growth  Policy, subarea plans shall be 
subject to a strict community benefit test  that  includes: 

•  The subarea plan must substantially further the goals and vision of the Growth  Policy. 
•  The plan must  provide of substantial community benefits such as affordable 

housing, open  space, protection of air and water  quality,  protection and/or 
enhancement of critical areas, provide for essential public facilities including 
parks, pedjbikeways, streets, and school  sites as needed  and as applicable to  each 
individual subarea plan. 

•  All on and off site improvements must  be provided for, including but not limited  to streets, 
utilities,  drainage, and bike/pedestrian facilities. 

•  Any and all environmental constraints and natural hazards on site shall be avoided  or 
effectively mitigated. 
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•  Any and all adverse  impacts upon existing neighborhoods shall be avoided or 
effectively mitigated. These shall include but may not be limited to traffic, noise, and 
overburdening of public facilities and services." 

 
p. 144-145 WFGP 2007 

 
 
 

3.  The criteria for an amendment to the Whitefish Growth Policy and why we find this plan does 
not meet those criteria. 

 

 

"Amendments: This Growth Policy and the Whitefish Zoning Jurisdiction regulations 
shall provide that any person may apply for an amendment to the text of the Growth 
Policy. Provisions shall also be made for owners of real property or their authorized 
agents to petition for amendments to the Future Land Use Map. All procedures and 
criteria  for text and map amendments shall be set forth in the land development 
regulations,  but generally those criteria shall include: 

 
• A specific error was made in the Growth Policy that necessitates an amendment to 

the text or map in order to preserve a property right, or to preserve or achieve equal 
protection under the law. (Example: A property may have been treated  differently than a 
similarly situated  property in the same general area under the same general conditions.) 

•  Community conditions have changed to the degree that amendments to the map 
and/or text will facilitate  achieving  community goals and the overall vision of the 
citizens of Whitefish. (Example: Increased  infrastructure capacity may render a property 
or an entire area more advantageous for additional  community growth.) 

•  There is a clear, extraordinary community  benefit in terms of achieving goals, resolving 
problems or issues, or furthering the realization of the Whitefish community vision. 
(Example: A proposed  amendment may produce desired  community benefits such as 
affordable housing, bike and pedestrian trials, or a needed transportation corridor.)" 

p. 143-144 WFGP 2007 
 
While you have been told by the consultant  for this plan and while the plan so states, that this 
corridor  is an area in "transition" there is no existing land use map to show what the current  uses 
are and how these have changed over time to provide evidence of this.  A map showing current 
land uses lot by lot is common for a plan of this scale.  Had it been done as some of the neighbors 
are beginning to do now, it would show that the changes in this corridor are consistent with the 
existing zoning. And as the existing zoning allows for changes are resulting in upgrades to 
properties, additional  multi family housing that is providing much needed additional  housing 
close to the city, and the development of some professional offices and creative uses like the 
recent Mindful design project that provides both office and residential. 

 
So with this as but one example, community  conditions have not changed to the degree that 
amendments to the map and/or text will facilitate achieving community goals and the 
overall  vision of the citizens ofWhitefish. 

 
This corridor  plan does not provide evidence that another  area of 43 acres ---an area larger than 
the current downtown core area of approximately 38 acres is needed for the additional 
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commercial and retail uses allowed for broadly and open-endedly in this plan area.  The proposed 
uses in this plan are so broad that many of the uses, which are now specified as uses for the 
downtown core area, could be pulled away from downtown. Despite one of the process goal of 
this plan being to develop a corridor  plan that maintains the essential elements of the Down 
Town Growth Policy, this plan contains  no evidence that any analysis  was done or that this 
process goal has been achieved. 

 
So here again, this corridor  plan does not meet the criteria for a growth  policy amendment to 
show there is a clear, extraordinary community benefit form this proposed  new corridor  plan 
in terms of achieving goals, resolving problems or issues, or furthering the realization of the 
Whitefish community vision. 

 
4.   Specific text and elements of the plan that we ask you review and clarify before proceeding 

with further  consideration of this corridor  plan. 
 
In reviewing this plan we are continually finding problematic  sections.  We have included a list 
below for your consideration, but again feel it would be best to table this plan tonight and allow 
the city planning staff and area residents to continue to revise this plan and find consensus. 

 
p. 106-"Sample zoning district language is provided for Area Band  for the Idaho Timber Site. These sample 
zoning districts are meant to be used as guidelines should property owners, in the future, request new zoning in 
either Area B or for the Idaho Timber Site."  Placing these zones in the appendix  as "samples" is almost 
meaningless as the supporting text for these zones in woven throughout the plan currently.  It these 
zones are allowed here why can it not be argued that similar zones are appropriate else where in 
the city. There has been inadequate review of the conflicts these zones pose with the 
2015 Whitefish Growth Policy update. 

 
p. 107---Formula Businesses. The concept of no formula businesses has been dropped and a goal 
for the entire  plan area should disallow formula businesses. 

 
p. 107---Parking proposed to be allowed in front yard setback  and green belt areas.  Smart 
growth  principles call for parking in the rear and given the recent upgrades  of sidewalks and 
boulevards  why would this plan allow for 40% parking in the green  belt? 

 
p. 107-Boarding houses.   Is this an outdated  use that should  just be eliminated?  What 
justification is there for including it? 

 
p. 107---Bulk and Scale.  Most of the housing in this area is around  1000 sq ft. The proposed 
change being recommend  for the plan is to allow structures up to SOOOsq ft. This is not in 
character with the scale of housing in the area and should be consistent with the current  scale of 
housing in the plan area. 

 
p. 107---Dwelling groups or clusters.  I could find no definition in code or plan for this. What is 
it? 

 
p. 108---Lot coverage.   Given concerns  raised about the inappropriateness of uses proposed for 
WT-3 and WTI a decision to allow lot coverage to increase to SO% should not be made until the 
issue of what scope of uses should be included in the plan is resolved. 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 152 of 592



5 

 

 

p. 109 and  p 113---Hours of Operation. Need to include wording and findings to allow for 
justification for conditioning  hours of operation  in site-specific applications  when needed. 

 

 
 

p.109---Gross Floor Area for manufacturing---as proposed  this might conflict with the scale of 
development in or adjoining residential  areas. 

 
p. 110 and 113---Live work areas---there is no clear definition for this.  It allows for commercial 
uses but these are not specified. Why is it a permitted  use as opposed to a conditional  use? 

 
p. 111---Creative Industries and  Business Incubator---these are loosely used and poorly 
defined uses that need to be reviewed to determine need and meaning and if such uses are not 
already covered under other provisions in existing zoning. 

 
p. 112--- Coffee Shops and  other drive up uses---the plan fails to call for not allowing drive up 
uses or formula businesses.  These should not be allowed in this area for the same reasons as they 
are not allowed in the downtown  and even more so in this residential  area. 

 
p. 113---0utdoor storage---As the APA report submitted for this hearing states "The two basic 
rationales for storage  restrictions are aesthetics and public health. Outdoor storage can be an 
uninviting eyesore, especially in pedestrian-oriented areas. And left unattended, production waste 
may produce foul odors and attract  vermin." This use is not allowed in similar districts in 
Bozeman, Missoula, and Helena. Outdoor storage for equipment,  displays, waste products from 
industrial  uses like breweries. 

 
General comments issues: 

 
Conditional Use Permits in the council discussions  to date appear to be misunderstood.  They 
are not appropriate tools to limit say the proliferation of a use for which multiple uses create an 
undesirable pattern of development. Clear goals and policies or overlay zoning tools are more 
appropriate tools. 

 
New bridge and  river crossing. There has been almost no discussion of the soundness  of this 
proposal, of cost, or if this crossing makes sense at this specific location.  This deserves  more 
review. 

 
Parkland needs and  river access. The downtown neighborhood plan identifies the need to 
secure additional  parkland.  This corridor  plan is silent on goals that would give priority say when 
subdividing  to give preference  to retaining  river access and parkland dedication. 

 
Catering to Large landowners over smaller owners. This plan should be driven by what is good 
for Whitefish now and in the long term.  Many small businesses  have invested in our downtown 
and the integrity  of this plan should be honored. There will be other large landowners in other 
corridors. Uses and decisions should be carefully crafted with the goals, policies and criteria that 
the grown policy provides.  Countless studies show the negative impact of providing an over supply 
of commercial and retail property for development. 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 153 of 592



6 

 

 

Affordable housing.  This plan is essentially silent  on this issue and  it needs to be squarely 
addressed to promote, secure, and retain  affordable housing  in this  corridor. 

 
The location of Breweries and Distilleries. As called for in the APA report submitted for this 
hearing---the city should  step  back and look at standards and conditions to address potential 
impacts from these  uses to adjoining properties city wide and decide where  they should and 
should  not be allowed. 

 
Corridor Plans should address future growth outside of city limits.   No policies and goals have 
been developed to address this. 

 
Consolidations of lots and potential impacts have not been address in the plan. 

 
Planned  Unit Developments have not been looked at in relationship to the proposed zoning and 
potential unintended conflicts. 

 
Peace Park issues.  These issues including noise, hours, drinking and  unruly  behavior, frequency 
of events, public vs. private uses, traffic and parking off site issues  all have not been addressed. 

 
Short-term  rentals.  While these have been removed no policies or goals have been provided  to 
support this for future councils. 
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It time to speak up again. Say  no to proposed 

retail/commercial sprawl and bars &  taverns along the 
Hwy 93  West  Corridor entrance to Whitefish! 

 

 
Click hre t() emai[ cotTiments. 

 

 
This is important!! Please plan to  attend  the public hearing. 

Monday, May 4th at 7:10pm  at the Whitefish City Hall-Council Chambers. 

$ee sample comments below. 
 
 

This new Highway 93 West Corridor Plan area is shown in the map below outlined in blue. The corridor 

is approximately  1.5 miles in length beginning at the Whitefish Veteran's Bridge and extending just past 

Mountainside Drive. The area where uniLmited  Qq_r, tay rns and retaii/ Q_Illmeyl'll/llght m(3nufactusLng 

gre_ _pJQROS gj9D_   th. North side of tilIJigll_WCIY within the blue lin, labIQ WT -3 c:tnd W-ITis 

QIQr_d nre_in tyv..Q  shqges of purple.  (cli ls. h_  rfor a larger version, see page 69) Zoning for the 

remainder  of the area is proposed to remain unchanged. 

The zonmg recornmendal1 o11S for the H•gl1way 93 Wesl Corrid01 are st•own lf l lhe Proposed Fut ure Zoning Map below 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

,-...·... 
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The areas proposed to be changed (shown in purple) represent about 43 acres. One important issue 
is not even included in the proposed plan: How  much more commercial is viable in 
Whitefish without  harming the currently  economically healthy and vibrant downtown core 
area? 

 
The recently approved update to the Whitefish Downtown Master Plan allows the capacity to add 

200 ,000  sq. ft. of new retail and commercial, and 90,000 sq. ft. of lodging. That's a lot! Do we really 

need more?  Although the proposed corridor plan is required to be compatible and consistent with the 

downtown  plan, the corridor plan does not even provide a review of this critical factor. 

 
This loosely written  proposal for the Highway  93 Corridor instead leaves the "barn door" wide 
open for potential lot consolidations and for planned unit developments  (PUDs) and other 
large-scale development. Homes in this area are generally less than 1,000 sq ft, and yet the 

proposal allows for buildings that are at least 5 times that size. 

The scope and nature of the expanded commercial and retail proposed for this corridor 
are 

"disguised" by fancy new names and are buried in ambiguity. The term "Artisan City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 155 of 592
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Manufacturing," for example, is used to allow for unlimited bars (distilleries and taverns) and is so 

broadly defined that it could include almost any retail use in this area. Other nonresidential uses 

that could be included under the plan are described in vague terms such as "Live/Work Units," 

"Creative Industries," "Business Incubators" and "Research Facilities." Coffee and sandwich shops 

would also be allowed without  limit. Please note that professional offices are already a conditional 

use in much of this area. 

 
The earlier draft of the corridor plan called for short-term  rentals. We very much appreciate the 

Council's recognition  that this type of use would negatively impact the character of the 

neighborhood and of this important  corridor. At the April 20, 2015 meeting, the Council 

unanimously voted to remove this use from the plan area. 

 
As proposed the corridor  plan lacks standards and other goals and policies that would limit 

a pattern of strip development.  The proposed corridor plan invites commercial buildout 
which would degrade the neighborhood and conflict with character of existing 
residential uses along the corridor. 

 
The overall effect would seriously undermine the 35-year history of directing 
commercial and retail uses to the downtown core area of Whitefish  and would start a 
process of draining development away from the downtown core area. 

 
Please join us in asking the council to table and not approve this plan. Ask the council to: 
1.   Have the Whitefish City planning staff conduct a review of the potential conflicts with the goals 

and standards in the adopted Whitefish Downtown Plan. This should include a basic analysis of 

current and future  land use and market capacity. 

2.   Have the Whitefish City planning staff map actl,Jal land uses and recent changes in the corridor. 
These 

were not inventor:_id in this corridor plan--the residents in this area argue that the existing 

zoning is working  and is an acceptable mix of professional offices with residential and multi-

family. 

3.   Direct the City of Whitefish planning staff to work with area residents to ensure that goals and 

policies are clearly defined in terms of desired scale, scope, and nature of new uses in this 

residential area. 

4.   Take the time to finalize this corridor plan and build vital neighborhood  buy-in and understanding 
of 

the implications of the plan and the policies as related to the residential character of this area. This 

corridor area should reflect its historical role of providing  single and multi-family  housing within the 

city and close to the downtown core. Consideration of policies to support and secure affordable 

housing development should be part of this review. 

5.   Have the Whitefish City planning staff work with area residents and owners of the Idaho Timber 

property to develop a more detailed subarea plan, as specified in the Whitefish Growth Policy (pages 

133-145). This will guide development along the river corridor to enhance this resource and to 

more clearly define appropriate  development for this area. 

 
The plan refinements recommended  above: 
Can be accomplished cost effectively, using city staff and area residents, over an estimated three 

month period or sooner. 

•  Will build community  consensus and will result in quality growth  that will keep the Whitefish 

economy strong. 

Sincerely, 
 

Citizens for a Better Flathead 
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May 5, 2015 

Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 
City of Whitefish 
Whitefish, Montana 

Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors 

Recommendation to Approve City Clerk's Correction 
to the February 2, 2015 Minutes 

Introduction/History 

While indexing minutes I came across a motion inadvertently left out of the 
February 2, 2015 minutes. Under item 8b) Reconsideration of prior City Council 
action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) Certification for the new City Hall building (p. 460), the 

vote on the second motion regarding this item was included, and reference is 
made of discussion before and after the motion was included, but the actual 
stated motion and the second thereof, was left out. Please see the page of the 
"Current record of the Minutes for February 2, 2015". 

Current Report 

The motion inadvertently left out of the February 2, 2015 minutes has been 
added in red on the page of the "Correction of the Minutes for February 2, 2015". 

Financial Requirement 

None. 

Recommendation 

I respectfully recommend that the City Council approve this correction to the 
official February 2, 2015 City Council meeting minutes. 

Sincerely, 

:!:��d 
City Clerk 
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Current record of the Minutes for February 2, 2015: 

WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
February 2, 2015 

Councilor Anderson requested, with Council agreement, that this be placed on a future agenda 
for further review. Manager Stearns said it would be discussed at the Department Director's meeting as 
they plan for the next agenda. 

b) Reconsideration of prior City Council action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED (Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design) Certification for the new City Hall building (p. 460) 

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

prior action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED Certification for the new City Hall building. 
IT'he motion passed on a five to one vote with Counselor Hildner voting in opposition. 

Councilor Frandsen asked the Mayor why it now seems that the cost to pursue LEED 
Certification turns out to be higher than first anticipated. Mayor Muhlfeld said it was due to the cost of 
submittals required by both the architect and the engineer on the project, but now felt that the Council 
can require designs to be drawn and construction be built to those certification levels and have the 
quality of a building they want without paying for that paper-certification, he said ultimately the 
decisions on this new construction project are the Council's. Councilor Hildner said he could not 
support the motion as he wanted to see the City as a community leader in LEED Certification for 
sustainable construction, it keeps the feet of al� parties to the fire to have the building we all hoped to 
have built, and felt there would be long-term benefits with having the certification. Councilor Anderson 
said he felt the Owner's Representative that will be hired by the City for the project can follow-up to 
insure the City is getting the quality and value in the design and construction of the project. 

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

opposition. 

Council Comments: (CD 4:06:40) 

Councilor Feury said to follow up on comments made by Mayre Flowers earlier, the last 
Planning Board did have a ridiculously long agenda, he felt many items were not time sensitive or had to 
be included in that meeting; he said nobody does good work after all those hours. He said it needs to be 
better managed. Mayor Muhlfeld said he agreed and that maybe they should consider adopting a similar 
time-limit as the Council did. Councilor Sweeney said he appreciates that and agrees but as a former 
Planning Board member he sat at many meetings that lasted until midnight. He said you can try to set 
time limits but look at tonight's City Council meeting, the time limit is set at 11:00 p.m. and they had to 
extend the limit twice tonight and let it run to midnight to take care. of the business on the agenda. 
Sometimes it can't be helped, but maybe better agenda planning and management is the way to go. 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Anderson, based on the report 
given to the Council earlier tonight from Trust for Public Lands during their work session, to 
have a Resolution of Intent for a ballot measure to increase the Resort Tax by 1% for a period of 
ten years for the purpose of providing sufficient funds to complete the purchase of the Haskill 
Basin conservation easement and to further property tax relief. 

Councilor Anderson said he wasn't sure if he heard percentages in this motion or if that was 
what they wanted to do at this point but specifics on that point might be more helpful. Councilor 
Anderson said his understanding of the motion is the proceeds will be used 25% towards property tax 
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Correction of the Minutes for February 2, 2015: 
WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

February 2, 2015 

Councilor Anderson requested, with Council agreement, that this be placed on a future agenda 
for further review. Manager Stearns said it would be discussed at the Department Director's meeting as 
they plan for the next agenda. 

b) Reconsideration of prior City Council action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED (Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design) Certification for the new City Hall building (p. 460) 

Councilor Feury made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to reconsider Council's 
prior action on December 1, 2014 to pursue LEED Certification for the new City Hall building. 

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

Councilor Frandsen asked the Mayor why it now seems that the cost to pursue LEED 
Certification turns out to be higher than first anticipated. Mayor Muhlfeld said it was due to the cost of 
submittals required by both the architect and the engineer on the project, but now felt that the Council 
can require designs to be drawn and construction be built to those certification levels and have the 
quality of a building they want without paying for that paper-certification, he said ultimately the 
decisions on this new construction project are the Council's. Councilor Anderson made a motion, 

second by Councilor Sweeney, to build to a LEED standard, to be determined at a later date, but 
not pursue LEED certification for the City Hall project. Councilor Hildner said he could not 
support the motion as he wanted to see the City as a community leader in LEED Certification for 
sustainable construction, it keeps the feet of all parties to the fire to have the building we all hoped to 
have built, and felt there would be long-term benefits with having the certification. Councilor Anderson 
said he felt the Owner's Representative that will be hired by the City for the project can follow-up to 
insure the City is getting the quality and value in the design and construction of the project. 

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

opposition. 

Council Comments: (CD 4:06:40) 

Councilor Feury said to follow up on comments made by Mayre Flowers earlier, the last 
Planning Board did have a ridiculously long agenda, he felt many items were not time sensitive or had to 
be included in that meeting; he said nobody does good work after all those hours. He said it needs to be 
better managed. Mayor Muhlfeld said he agreed and that maybe they should consider adopting a similar 
time-limit as the Council did. Councilor Sweeney said he appreciates that and agrees but as a former 
Planning Board member he sat at many meetings that lasted until midnight. He said you can try to set 
time limits but look at tonight's City Council meeting, the time limit is set at 11:00 p.m. and they had to 
extend the limit twice tonight and let it run to midnight to take care of the business on the agenda. 
Sometimes it can't be helped, but maybe better agenda planning and management is the way to go. 

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

given to the Council earlier tonight from Trust for Public Lands during their work session, to 
have a Resolution of Intent for a ballot measure to increase the Resort Tax by 1% for a period of 
ten years for the purpose of providing sufficient funds to complete the purchase of the Haskill 

Basin conservation easement and to further property tax relief. 

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

what they wanted to do at this point but specifics on that point might be more helpful. Councilor 
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1990 FEENY FAMILY TRUST/SCHLEY 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W15 
MAY 4, 2015 

 
Property Owner: 1990 Feeny Family Trust                Heidi Schley 
Mailing Address: 607 Mountain Home Road              P.O. Box 244701985 

Woodside, CA 94062-2568            Sioux Falls, SD 57186 
Applicant: Cory Izett 
Mailing Address: 14 Scullers Way 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.862.7332 
Contractor: Whitefish Lake Services 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 5521 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
Telephone Number: 406.471.5723 
Property Legal Description: Lots 7 & 8 in Block 2 of Lake Park Addition Subdivision 

in Section 26, Township 31 North, Range 22 West 
Property Address: 1656 & 1660 W. Lakeshore Drive 
Lake: Whitefish Lake 
Lake Frontage: 103’ combined per CAMA data 
Project Description: Install a new shared dock. 

 

 
Proposal:  The applicants are proposing to remove an existing dock and install a new shared dock on 
the subject property.  The existing dock is proposed to be moved onto an adjacent property, which is 
currently applying for a separate lakeshore permit.  The ‘new’ dock will be an ‘F’ shaped dock, 
approximately 39 feet long by 6.5 feet wide, with a breakwater wing approximately 29 feet long by 
6.5 feet wide.  The dock will have an additional wing approximately 23 feet long by 4.5 feet wide.  
The dock will be connected to the shoreline by an attached gangway 20 feet long by 3 feet wide.  The 
dock would extend 59 feet into the lake.  The dock will be placed in the middle of the shared subject 
properties.  The entire dock and gangway will equal 579.72 square feet of constructed area.   

The proposed constructed area for the dock is 579.72 square feet.  Existing constructed area currently 
located with the Lakeshore Protection Zone totals 108 square feet.  Although the subject properties 
are located within the jurisdiction of the Flathead County Planning Office, staff must calculate the 
total constructed area to ensure compliance of the dock with the City’s lakeshore regulations.  The 
total amount of constructed area proposed for the subject property would be 687.72 square feet. 
 
Frontage and allowable constructed area: The subject properties have 103 feet of lakeshore frontage 
combined, and are eligible for 824 square feet of constructed area. 
 
Existing Constructed Area:  Multiple lakeshore permits are on file for the two subject properties: 
WLP-08-W43 was for the original shared dock which will be removed with the new dock installation; 
WLP-01-106 was approved for a shared buoy between the two properties; WLP-09-W24 was 
approved for riprap on one of the parcels; and WLV-09-W23 was an approved minor variance to 
install riprap below the high water line and heavy equipment storage within the Lakeshore Protection 
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Zone.  Currently there are existing stairs approximately 54 square feet each on both parcels.  This 
existing constructed area totals 108 square feet. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposed work complies with all requirements, most specifically Section 13-3-1, 
General Construction Standards of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Regulations. 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Whitefish City Council approve the requested 
lakeshore construction permit subject to the following conditions: 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval: 
1. This permit is valid for a period of one year from the date of issuance.  Upon completion of the 

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

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

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

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

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

Shared Dock 

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

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

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

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

10. The dock shall be constructed outside of the Lakeshore Protection Zone.  Upon completion the 
components may be brought to the lakeshore area and launched. 
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11. The floating dock shall be suitably anchored to the lake bottom to avoid drift.  Anchoring 
methods for the dock are limited to cable; galvanized chain or nylon or polypropylene rope 
attached to a suitable clean weight such as solid clean concrete, rock or steel blocks. 

12. The total wing width of a shared dock shall not exceed sixty feet (60’), regardless of 
configuration. 

13. A minimum setback of forty feet (40’) is required between both riparian boundaries and any 
portion of a shared dock that exceeds thirty feet (30’) in total width. 

 
Report by: Bailey Minnich 
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SAN DIEGO PINECONE, LTD ' · 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W16 

Property Owner: 
Mailing Address: 

Applicant 
Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 

Contractor: 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 

Property Legal Description: 

Property Address: 

Lake: 
Lake Frontage: 

Project Description: 

MAY 18, 2015 

San Diego Pinecone Ltd. 
12526 High Bluff Drive, Ste. 210 
San Diego, CA 92130-2066 
Dave Stephens 
P.O. Box 5521 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.471.5723 

Whitefish Lake Services 
P.O. Box 5521 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.471.5723 
Lot 35A ofBritells Point of Pines Amd L35 Subdivision 
and Lot 34 of Britells Point of Pines Subdivision in Section 
4, Township 31 North, Range 22 West 
3500 & 3506 E. Lakeshore Drive 

Whitefish Lake 

203' per CAMA data 

Install a buoy. 

Proposal: The applicant is proposing to install a buoy adjacent to an approved shared dock for the 
purpose of notifying passing boaters in the area. The existing dock was pennitted under WLP-15-
W08. The buoy will be placed adjacent to the dock which is approximately 60 feet long. The 
buoy will be located within 100 feet of the mean annual high water line as required by the 
Lakeshore Protection Regulations. 

Frontage and allowable constructed area: The two subject properties combined have 203 feet of 
lakeshore frontage, and is eligible for 1,624 square feet of constructed area. 

Existing Constructed Area: Recently the applicant received a permit for a new shared dock 
approximately 1,374.7 square feet under WLP-15-W08. However, there is currently a portion of 
an existing boathouse and some stairs located within the Lakeshore Protection Zone. The 
boathouse and stairs equal approximately 159 square feet of constructed area within the Lakeshore 
Protection Zone. 

Conclusion: The proposed work complies with all requirements, most specifically Section 13-3-
1, General Construction Standards of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Regulations. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Whitefish City Council approve the requested 
lakeshore construction pennit subject to the following conditions: 

WLP-15-W 16 San Di ego Pinecone Ltd - Buoy 
Page I 
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MARK & TARA-DAWN CONEY 
WHITEFISH LAKE LAKESHORE PERMIT 

STAFF REPORT #WLP-15-W17 

Property Owner: 
Mailing Address: 

Applicant: 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 

Contractor: 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone Number: 
Property Legal Description: 

Property Address: 

Lake: 
Lake Frontage: 

Project Description: 

MAY 18, 2015 

Mark & Tara-Dawn Coney 
181 Labrador Lane 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
Cory Izett 
14 Scullers Way 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.862.7332 

Whitefish Lake Services 
P.O. Box 5521 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406.471.5723 
Lot 6, West Shore Subdivision in Section 27, Township 31 
North, Range 22 West 
NHN West Shore Subdivision - No legal access road 

Whitefish Lake 

100' per CAMA data 
Install a new dock & floating trampoline 

Proposal: The applicants are proposing to install a new dock and floating trampoline on the subject 
property. The proposed dock is an "F" shaped dock, approximately 39 feet long by 6.6 feet wide. 
The dock with will have a breakwater wing approximately 29 feet long by 8 feet wide. The end of 
the breakwater has a dock section that is 4 feet wide. The inner wing is 29 feet long by 5 feet wide. 
The dock will be connected to the shoreline by an attached gangway 20 feet long by 3 feet wide. 
The dock will extend 59 feet into the lake. The dock will be centered within the property line. The 
proposed constructed area for the dock is 609 square feet. The floating trampoline will be placed 
beyond the end of the dock, centered within the property lines. The floating trampoline is 15 feet in 
diameter (approximately 176 square feet). 

The proposed constructed area for the dock and trampoline is 785 square feet. There is currently no 
development within the lakeshore protection zone. Although the subject property is located within 
the jurisdiction of the Flathead County Planning Office, staff must calculate the total constructed 
area to ensure compliance of the dock with the City's lakeshore regulations. The total amount of 
constructed area proposed for the subject property would be 785 square feet. 

Frontage and allowable constructed area: The subject property has 100 feet of lakeshore frontage 
and is eligible for 800 square feet of constructed area. 

Existing Constructed Area: The property is currently undeveloped and has nothing within the 
lakeshore protection zone. 

WLP-1 5-W 17 Coney Dock & Floating Trampoline 
Page 1 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-06 
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending Whitefish 
City Code Section 7-3-9 to require vendor special permits to sell any goods, wares, 
merchandise, food or services within the waters two hundred feet (200') from Whitefish 
City Beach, City designated swimming areas and City docks. 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Whitefish is a self-government charter city with general and self-
government powers under the Montana Constitution and State law; and 

 
WHEREAS, the State of Montana holds legal title to the bed of Whitefish lake from low-

water mark to low-water mark on behalf of the people of Montana, who have the constitutional 
right to enjoy and have access to the natural splendors of Montana and the right to a clean and 
healthful environment; and 

 
WHEREAS, Section 75-7-201, Montana Code Annotated, expresses State policy that the 

natural lakes of Montana are high in scenic and resource values and that the conservation and 
protection of these lakes is important to the continued value of lakeshore property as well as the 
State's residents and visitors who use and enjoy the lakes and confers upon local governments the 
primary public role in establishing policies to conserve and protect lakes and lakeshore to 
maintain the public health, welfare and safety; and 

 
WHEREAS, in 2005, the City of Whitefish annexed Whitefish Lake from low-water 

mark to low-water mark by Resolution No. 05-25, upon the State of Montana's petition for 
annexation, as the owner and holder of the State's navigable water bodies; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 16, 2014 and November 3, 2014, the Whitefish City Council held 

public work session regarding commercial activities on Whitefish Lake and congestion concerns 
raised for the health, welfare and safety of the general public around city beach and its 
designated swimming area and docks; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the April 6, 2015 City Council meeting, the City Council gave direction 

to staff to prepare a report and seek a recommendation from the Board of Park Commissioners 
concerning commercial activity restrictions on the waters at City Beach, designated swimming 
areas and docks to the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the April 14, 2015 public meeting of the Board of Park Commissioners, 

the Park Board reviewed and considered an oral and written staff report concerning commercial 
activity at City Beach and following public comment and the Park Board's deliberation, voted 
unanimously to recommend to the City Council an amendment to WCC §7-3-9 to prevent 
commercial activity in the waters within two hundred (200') of the Whitefish City Beach area, 
the designated swimming areas and docks, as provided in WCC §7-3-5(C)(4); and 

 
WHEREAS, at the public hearing held by the City Council on May 4, 2015, the City 

Council reviewed and considered oral and written staff reports and public input, and approved 
the Ordinance to amend WCC §7-3-9 to prevent commercial activity in the waters within two 
hundred feet (200') of Whitefish City Beach and the designated swimming areas and docks as 
depicted on the attached Exhibit "A" incorporated herein by reference; and  
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WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to 
adopt the proposed amendment to WCC §7-3-9. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of 

Whitefish, Montana, as follows: 
 
Section 1: Title 7, Chapter 3, Section 9, of the Whitefish City Code is hereby amended 

to provide as follows: 
 
7-3-9:  VENDORS; SPECIAL PERMITS:  Vendors of any kind or nature are 
hereby prohibited and it is declared unlawful for such vendors to hawk or sell or 
attempt to sell any goods, wares, merchandise, food or services within the 
boundaries of any of the city's public parks, and the waters within two hundred 
feet (200') of Whitefish City Beach, and the designated swimming areas and 
docks, except by permit authorized and obtained from the director of the parks 
and recreation department, or in his or her absence, an individual designated by 
the director. The director's refusal to issue such a permit may be appealed to the 
park board, and an unsuccessful applicant shall be informed of the right to appeal 
to the park board. If a vendor's proposal is part of a larger event that includes 
other proposed vendors and that will include nonpark land, for which the city 
manager is authorized to consider a special event permit, then the vendor's 
proposal shall be determined in connection with the city manager's consideration 
of a special event permit. 
 
Section 2: All other provisions of Title 7, Chapter 3, Section 9, of the Whitefish City 

Code shall remain unmodified. 
 
Section 3: 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 4: 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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EXHIBIT "A" 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-07 
 

An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending Zoning 
Regulations in Whitefish City Code Section §11-2L-1 WB-3 General Business District, 
Intent and Purpose, clarifying the boundaries of the Old Town Central District and Old 
Town Railway District to make them consistent with the Old Town Central District and 
Old Town Railway District boundaries of the Architectural Review Standards. 

 
WHEREAS, in response to a request from the City Council, the Whitefish Planning & 

Building Department initiated an effort to amend the Zoning Regulations to make them 
consistent in the City Code between the architectural review standards and the purpose and intent 
of the WB-3 District in regard to sub-area boundaries; and 

 
WHEREAS, in response to the proposal to amend Title 11, Chapter 2, in the Whitefish 

City Code, the Planning and Building Department prepared Staff Report WZTA 15-02, dated 
April 16, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on April 16, 2015, the Whitefish 

Planning Board received an oral report from Planning staff, reviewed Staff Report WZTA 15-02, 
invited public comment, and thereafter recommended approval of the proposed text amendments; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on May 4, 2015, the Whitefish City 

Council received an oral report and a written report from Planning staff, reviewed Staff Report 
WZTA 15-02, and letter of transmittal, invited public input, and approved text amendments, as 
amended, attached as Exhibit "A"; and 

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

adopt the proposed text amendments. 
 
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 hereby adopted as Findings of Fact. 
 
Section 2: Staff Report WZTA 15-02 dated April 16, 2015, together with the 

May 4, 2015 letter of transmittal from the Whitefish Planning & Building Department, are 
hereby adopted as Findings of Fact is hereby adopted as Findings of Fact. 

 
Section 3: An amendment to Whitefish City Code Section 11-2L-1, WB-3 General 

Business District, Intent and Purpose, amending the language as provided in the attached Exhibit 
"A", with insertions shown in red and underlined, is hereby adopted. 

 
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 
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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, THIS ________ DAY OF _______________, 2015. 
 
 
 
   
 John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT "A" – Page 1 of 1 

EXHIBIT "A" 
 

Whitefish City Code Title 11, Chapter 2, Article L, Section 1 
ZONING REGULATIONS – ZONING DISTRICTS 

Article L. WB-3 General Business. 
 

Section 11-2L-1 of WB-3 be amended as follows: 
 
11-2L-1 Intent and Purpose:  The WB-3 district is a broad commercial district 
intended to accommodate financial, retail, governmental, professional, 
institutional and cultural activities.  The WB-3 district also encompasses two (2) 
unique commercial areas which require special considerations: the Old Town 
central district (Railway to Third, Baker to Spokane)(Central Avenue between 
4th Street and Depot Street, the west side of Spokane Avenue between 4th Street 
and 3rd Street, both sides of Spokane Avenue from 3rd Street to RailwayStreet, 
the east side of Baker Avenue between 4th Street and 3rd Street, and both sides of 
Baker Avenue between 3rd Street and Railway Street), and the Old Town railway 
district (Railway to Second, Miles to Lupfer)(Railway Street to 3rd Street, and the 
east side of Miles Avenue to both sides of Lupfer Avenue).  This zoning 
classification is not intended for general application throughout the Whitefish 
area. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-08 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WHITEFISH, 
MONTANA, AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 95-15 AND ORDINANCE NO. 11-13, THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE ORDINANCE GOVERNING THE COLLECTION AND 
REPORTING OF RESORT TAX REVENUES, PROVIDING FOR AN INCREASE IN 
THE RESORT TAX FROM 2% TO 3% PURSUANT TO VOTER APPROVAL AND 
REVISING THE USES OF THE RESORT TAX FOR THE INCREASED RATE 

 
WHEREAS, Montana law delegates to the electors of a resort community the power to 

authorize their municipality to impose a resort tax within the corporate boundary of the City of 
Whitefish; and 

 
WHEREAS, the electorate of the City of Whitefish passed a resort tax on November 7, 

1995, which was subsequently enacted by Ordinance 95-15, Sections 3-3-1 through 3-3-12, 
Whitefish Municipal Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the June 2, 2014 work session, the City Council considered the possible  

acquisition of a permanent land conservation easement on the 3,020-acre Haskill Basin property, 
a source of the City’s municipal water supply from gravity diversions, and available public and 
private financing measures for the purchase of the conservation easement; and 

  
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on February 17, 2015, the Whitefish City 

Council reviewed the February 5, 2015 Memorandum #2015-003 prepared by City Manager 
Chuck Stearns and received an oral report from the City Manager, invited public input, and 
following its deliberations, approved Resolution No. 15-04, calling for a special election to be held 
on April 28, 2015, to submit to the City electors the question of whether to increase the existing 
resort tax from 2% to 3% effective July 1, 2015, primarily to protect and preserve water quality 
and quality, including the source drinking water supply for the municipal water system through 
the acquisition of a conservation easement and other interests in and around Haskill Basin; and 

  
WHEREAS, the Flathead County Election Administrator certified the results of the special 

election mail ballot measure and that by a vote of 1718 (83.72%) to 344 (16.28%), the electorate 
of the City of Whitefish passed an increase in the Resort Tax from 2% to 3% on April 28, 2015, 
primarily for the purposes of protecting and preserving 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; and  

 
WHEREAS, by the electorate approved ballot measure, resort tax revenues resulting from 

the 1% rate increase are to be used as follows: (i) 25% for property tax relief that is in addition to 
the existing property tax relief; (ii) 70% to secure and be pledged to the repayment of a loan or a 
bond to finance a portion of the costs of, or to otherwise pay for, the acquisition of the conservation 
easement or other interests, except that if such portion of resort tax revenues received in a fiscal 
year is more than is needed in that fiscal year for such loan or bond, the excess will be applied to 
additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year; and (iii) 5% for merchants’ costs of 
administration; and  
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WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to 

adopt the proposed amendments to the City's Ordinance governing resort tax revenues. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Whitefish, 

Montana, as follows: 
 
Section 1: Section 3-3- Whitefish Municipal Code is modified as follows (underlining 

indicates additions; strikethrough indicates deletions): 
 
 

TITLE 3 - BUSINESS AND LICENSE REGULATIONS 
Chapter 3 - Resort Tax 

 
3-3-2: RESORT TAX IMPOSED:  

A. Tax Imposed: Pursuant to the elections held on November 7, 1995, November 
2, 2004,  and April 28, 2015, there is imposed a resort tax on the retail value of all 
goods and services sold, except for goods and services sold for resale, within the 
city by the following establishments: 

1. Hotels, motels and other lodging or camping facilities; 

2. Restaurants, fast food stores and other food service establishments; 

3. Taverns, bars, nightclubs, lounges and other public establishments that serve 
beer, wine, liquor or other alcoholic beverages by the drink; 

4. Destination ski resorts and other destination recreational facilities; 

5. Establishments that sell luxuries shall collect a tax on such luxuries. 

 

B. Rate Of Tax: 

1. The exact rate of the resort tax is  three percent (3%). (Ord. 95-15, 12-18-1995) 

2. The duration of the resort tax is twenty nine (29) years from its effective date, 
said effective date being February 1, 1996, and will expire January 31, 2025. 
(Ord. 95-15, 12-18-1995; amd. per correspondence dated 1-25-2010) 
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C. Duty To Collect: It is the duty of each operator of any of the establishments 
mentioned in this chapter to collect, upon sale, the tax herein imposed. (Ord. 95-
15, 12-18-1995) 

 
Section 2:  Section 3-3-8 Whitefish Municipal Code is modified as follows: 
 
 

3-3-8: USE OF TAX MONIES 
The tax monies derived from the resort tax may be appropriated by the city council only for 
those activities, in those proportions, set forth below: 
 

A. Property tax reduction for taxpayers residing in the city in an amount equal to 
twenty five percent (25%) of the 3% resort tax revenues derived during the 
preceding fiscal year;  

 

B. Provision for the repair and improvement of existing streets, storm sewers, all 
underground utilities, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, in an amount equal to sixty 
five percent (65%) of the 2% resort tax revenues derived during the preceding 
fiscal year; 

C. Bicycle paths and other park capital improvements in an amount equal to five 
percent (5%) of the 2% resort tax revenues derived during the preceding fiscal 
year; 

D. 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, 
in and around Haskill Basin in order to protect and preserve water quality and 
quantity, including the source drinking water supply for the municipal water 
system of the City of Whitefish, in an amount equal to seventy (70%) percent of 
the 1% resort tax revenues to be received in a fiscal year, 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; 

D. Cost of administering the resort tax in an amount equal to five percent (5%) of 
the 3% resort tax per year (as provided in subsection 3-3-5C of this chapter). 
(Ord. 95-15, 12-18-1995) 

E.  Section 3-3-5 (C) of the Whitefish City Code allows vendors to withhold the 
five percent (5%) Administration Fee described above and in Section 3-3-5.  
Therefore, given that the City receives revenue for only 95% of the Resort Tax 
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based on vendors’ retail value of all applicable goods and services sold, the 
following distribution formulas apply to the City’s receipt and use of tax monies: 

1) Property tax reduction of twenty-five percent (25%)– 26.32% of 
95% of Resort Taxes collected;  

2) Repair and improvement of streets, etc. – was 68.42% of the 95% 
of the 2% Resort Tax, therefore, effective for Resort Taxes paid for 
July, 2015 and thereafter, 45.61% of the three percent (3%) Resort 
Tax collections will equal the same as the 65% of the prior 2% 
Resort Tax collections. 

3) Bicycle paths and other park capital improvements – was 5.26% of 
the 95% of the 2% Resort Tax, therefore, effective for Resort 
Taxes paid for July, 2015 and thereafter,  3.51% of the three 
percent (3%) Resort Tax collections will equal the same as the 5% 
of the prior 2% Resort Tax collections. 

4) Bond or loan for Haskill Basin conservation easement –effective 
for Resort Taxes paid for July, 2015 and thereafter as provided 
above, 24.56% of the three percent (3%) Resort Tax collections 
will equal the same as the 70% of the 1% Resort Tax collections, 
provided that if such amount exceeds the amount needed in a fiscal 
year for such bond or loan, then the excess will be applied to 
additional property tax relief in the next fiscal year. 

Section 3:  Savings clause.  If any section, subsection, paragraph, or sentence of this 
Ordinance is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or in violation of any law, such  court 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining  portions of this Ordinance or  any 
part thereof. 

 
Section 4: This ordinance shall take effect the later of thirty (30) days after its adoption 

by the City Council and signing by the Mayor or July 1, 2015, thereof. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED ON FIRST READING BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA, THIS 4th DAY OF MAY, 2015. 
 
PASSED AND FINALLY ADOPTED AT SECOND READING BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA, THIS ____ DAY OF MAY, 2015. 
 
 
   
 JOHN M. MUHLFELD, MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-___ 
 
A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, adopting the Whitefish 
Highway 93 West Corridor 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, 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 an agreement dated May 20, 2013, the City engaged 

WGM Group, Inc., to assist the City in creating the Highway 93 West Corridor Plan from the 
Whitefish River Veterans Memorial Bridge out to Mountainside Drive; and 

 
WHEREAS, a Steering Committee was created on May 20, 2013, by Resolution No. 13-10 

and its term was extended pursuant to Resolution No. 14-01 on January 6, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, thereafter, public meetings were conducted to receive public input regarding 

the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan needs and proposals, public visioning sessions, and 
update future land uses for the Growth Policy Future Land Use Map for the corridor; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 19, 2014, and December 18, 2014, the Whitefish Planning Board held 

work sessions on the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan, received presentations from the 
consultants and staff, took public comment, and made suggestions; and 

 
WHEREAS, on January 15, 2015, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish 

Planning Board considered the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan, received an oral report, 
reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-02, took public comment, and thereafter voted to recommend 
that the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan be adopted as an amendment to the 2007 Growth 
Policy, with a vote of six in favor and one Board Member abstaining; and 

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

Council considered the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan, received an oral report, 
reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-02, considered the recommendation of the Whitefish Planning 
Board, took public comment, and thereafter voted to postpone action until a work session could be 
scheduled with the consultant; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 6, 2015, at a lawfully noticed work session, the Whitefish City 

Council received a detailed presentation on the plan from the consultant and staff, took public 
comment, and provided further direction on the plan; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 20, 2015, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish City 

Council considered the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan, received an oral report, 
reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-02, considered the recommendation of the Whitefish Planning 
Board, took public comment, and thereafter voted to seek more information before approving the 
plan; and  
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WHEREAS, on May 4, 2015, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish City 
Council considered the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan, received an oral report, 
reviewed Staff Report WGPA 15-02, considered the recommendation of the Whitefish Planning 
Board, took public comment, and thereafter voted to approve the plan as amended; and 

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

adopt a Resolution to approve the Whitefish Highway 93 South Corridor 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. 
 
Section 2: Staff Report WGPA-15-02 dated January 15, 2015, together with the 

May 4, 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 adopts the 

Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor 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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Introduction 

 
The 2007 City of Whitefish Growth Policy recommends a corridor plan be formulated and adopted for US Highway 93 West with specific 
goals, policies, and recommended actions for the area that consider land use, scale, transportation function and modes, noise, 
screening, landscaping, and urban design. 
 
The corridor is the site of the 
Montana Department of 
Transportation US Highway 93 
West three-phase road widening 
project to provide major 
infrastructure improvements.  In 
addition to widening the road, the 
project includes curbs, sidewalks, 
trails, landscaping, and utility 
improvements dramatically 
affecting the corridor by improving 
traffic flow for auto, bike, and 
pedestrian access and improved 
bike/pedestrian and landscaping in 
the corridor.  These improvements 
also improve access and 
circulation.  Construction of phase I 
began in the summer of 2013.    
 
This corridor plan includes 
evaluating existing conditions, 
holding neighborhood stakeholder 
meetings, overseeing a City 
Council appointed project Steering 
Committee, and drafting a corridor 
plan focused on future land use 
planning and public improvement 
projects in the study area.          Vicinity Map  
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Mission Statement 

 
The purpose of the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan is to propose a more specific policy for land use, development and growth 
within the corridor as a follow-up to the 2007 City of Whitefish Growth Policy which was prepared under the authority of and in 
accordance with Part 6, Chapter 1, Title 76, Montana Code Annotated.  A Growth Policy is required by Montana state law so that local 
governments can manage growth and development through zoning and subdivision regulations. 
 
The following excerpt from the City of Whitefish Growth Policy explains the basis for recommending corridor plans as follow-up 
amendments to the original document: 
 
“The Land Use Element of this Growth Policy recommends that corridor plans be formulated and adopted for four specific transportation 
corridors within the Whitefish area. Upon adoption, these corridor plans will effectively amend this Growth Policy with goals, policies, and 
recommended actions specific to each corridor. Following that, any special regulations regarding land use, access, buffering, screening, 
and/or landscaping may be considered.”  
 
The City of Whitefish Growth Policy goes on to explain: “As stated previously in this element, the Growth Policy recommends numerous 
programs and new and amended regulations to carry out the goals and vision of this Growth Policy. Initiating and carrying out these 
programs and regulations will take time and resources, and therefore, priorities must be carefully set. It is recommended that 
immediately upon adoption of this Growth Policy, the City Council and City Manager, in consultation with the Planning Board and 
Whitefish Planning & Building Director, establish a priority list of programs and regulations for the next two years. Upon the biennial 
review of the Growth Policy by the Planning Board (as set forth in this element under Periodic Review), implementation priorities shall 
again be set for the next two-year period. 
 
Initially, it is recommended that implementation priorities include: 

 Update of the subdivision regulations as required by amendments to Montana law enacted in 2005 
 Critical Areas Ordinance 
 Re-evaluation of the zoning code to adopt “character based” regulations and to address other issues set forth in this 

Growth Policy 
 Evaluation of additional affordable housing programs and/or regulations 
 Corridor plans.” 

 
The Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan is the first of the four corridor plans. 
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Goals and Objectives 

 
The focus of the corridor plan is to respect the existing land uses and zoning while allowing for the sensitive, timely and appropriate 
transition from existing uses to future land uses to benefit the community.  The plan will identify a range of land uses to be integrated into 
the fabric of the Whitefish community, conform to the goals and objectives of the downtown and can be accepted by use, process and 
performance standards by the occupants of the corridor and the community. 
 
Goal #1: Establish a plan to guide future land use in the US Highway 93 West corridor as an 
amendment to the existing Growth Policy by: 

 Preserving essential elements of neighborhood character. 
 Maintaining essential elements of the Downtown Master Plan.  
 Preserving essential elements of historic character in future land use. 
 Recognizing the corridor as the westerly gateway to Whitefish. 
 Providing a vision for the future of the corridor balancing established character with the needs of the future.  
 Working effectively with the City Council appointed Steering Committee to represent a broad cross-section of community 

interests. 
 
Goal #2: Establish a Steering Committee that represents diverse community interests and work 
effectively with the Steering Committee by: 

 Educating the Steering Committee on process. 
 Informing the Steering Committee on existing land uses. 
 Utilizing the Steering Committee to effectively represent their respective special interest groups. 
 Developing effective notification utilizing mailings, email, public media, and the City of Whitefish website.  
 Conducting public input sessions with neighborhood residents and stakeholders.  
 Advising on implementation strategies. 
 Advising on community needs, opportunities, and acceptable means of transitional implementation. 
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Goal #3: Utilize a planning process to accomplish the following:  
 Addresses land use, scale, and urban design. 
 Identifies potential land use opportunities for the Idaho Timber site. 
 Identifies potential public projects eligible for public investment. 
 Provides recommendations for zoning. 
 Provides an acceptable strategy of transitioning to appropriate future land uses.   

 

Goal #4: Incorporate elements of the US Highway 93 West improvements including:  
 Transportation function and modes. 
 Screening. 
 Landscaping. 
 Directing public comment relative to the highway project and construction issues to appropriate authorities. 
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Planning Process 

 

The planning process was divided into five phases.   
 

Phase 1: Inventory of Existing Conditions 
The data collection phase of the project provided a history of 
the corridor and utilized GIS to produce a series of maps 
illustrating existing conditions within the corridor. These maps 
provided the foundation for the next phases in the project.  
 
The following existing conditions were inventoried: 
 

 Corridor boundary 

 Land ownership 

 Population  

 Highway and street circulation system 

 Non-motorized circulation 

 Sewer 

 Water 

 Topography and drainage 

 Existing growth policy land uses 

 Zoning 

 Parks and cultural resources 

 Existing Tax Increment Financing (TIF) district 
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Phase 2: Develop a Public Involvement Strategy 
The public involvement strategy included facilitating a Steering Committee and holding six Steering Committee meetings and three 
public input sessions where comments were collected and documented. 
 
Steering Committee 
The Whitefish City Council selected the Steering Committee composed of volunteers who own property within the study area, city staff, 
elected officials, corridor business owners, and other stakeholders to establish a development policy for the corridor.  The committee 
was selected to represent the interests within the corridor.  The positions and committee members are listed below:   
 

 

Business Owner (Resort/Recreation):  

 Doug Reed 

Business Owner (Commercial/Professional Interests):  

 Cora Christiansen 

Whitefish City Council:  

 Phil Mitchell 

 Frank Sweeney 

 Andy Feury 

Idaho Timber:  

 Todd Featherly  

 Dave Taugher 

 Hunter Homes 

 

 

 

Planning Board:  

 Ken Meckel 

 Chad Phillips 

 Ken Stein 

Residential (Investment or Multi-Family):  

 Jim Laidlaw 

Residential (Owner Occupied):  

 Anne Shaw Moran  

 Ryan Zinke 

WB-3 Property Owner:  

 Ian Collins 

At-Large Community Member or Property Owner:  

 Nancy Woodruff 
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Visioning Public Input 
The planning staff, Steering Committee and consultants held six Steering Committee meetings where public input and participation was 
welcomed and noted. An open house was held in August 2013 that invited the public to comment and provide input on future planning 
for the corridor.  A mailing to all residents within the corridor boundary was sent out prior to the first public input session inviting 
participation.  Public notices were published in the Whitefish Pilot prior to each public input session.  A second public input session was 
held in October 2013.  The proposed land use area boundaries, Steering Committee approved land uses, and character and concerns 
were presented for comment. The third public input session, a design charrette, was held in December 2013.  Information regarding 
Steering Committee meetings along with corridor plan information was posted on the city website.   
 
Phase 3: Visioning for the Future 
During the visioning phase, existing documents were reviewed including the 2007 City of Whitefish Growth Policy, the 2008 US Highway 
93 Whitefish West Re-Evaluation, the 2013 Whitefish Parks and Recreation Master Plan, the 2009 Whitefish Transportation Plan, and the 
2005 Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan.  Steering Committee meetings and public input sessions were conducted to 
gather comments and concerns within the corridor and a charrette was held to imagine redevelopment of the Idaho Timber site.   
 

Phase 4: Establish a Development Policy 
This phase began with a review of the existing City of Whitefish Growth Policy and land use designations. The existing land use 
designations were then melded with findings from the public involvement and visioning sessions to determine appropriate future land 
uses.  Guidelines were developed during this phase for the recommended uses that addressed land use, scale, transportation function 
and modes, noise, screening, landscaping, and urban design.   
 

Phase 5: Identify Implementation Activities 
The final phase revised the Growth Policy Future Land Use Map and recommended a strategy to allow for the gradual transition from 
historic and traditional land uses to meet the contemporary needs of the community.  Changes to the zoning code are recommended.   
This phase identified potential public/private partnership opportunities to stimulate appropriate growth and development in the study 
area.
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Corridor Area History 

 
The name “Whitefish” originated from the nearby lake that was known to the local Indians and fur trappers for its abundant native fish 
known as the Whitefish. Whitefish was incorporated in 1905 following the emergence of the Great Northern Railroad into the Flathead 
Valley in 1891 and a spur from Columbia Falls through Whitefish and Rexford by 1902. In 1904, Great Northern Railroad decided to 
bypass the county seat of Kalispell with their main line north and west. Whitefish was chosen instead to be the division point. This 
precipitated a migration of railroad workers from Kalispell to Whitefish. 
 

Important Land Uses 

 

Four of the most important land use anchors within the 
Highway 93 West Corridor are the Whitefish Lake Golf 
Club, Grouse Mountain Lodge, Idaho Timber and the 
proposed Great Northern Veterans Peace Park. 
 

Whitefish Lake Golf Club 
The Whitefish Lake Golf Course was originally purchased 
and developed by the City of Whitefish as a landing 
field.  The City purchased 104 acres west of the Whitefish 
River for $1600 in 1933 from Flathead County.  The City 
completed the landing field/golf course and the 
terminal/clubhouse in 1937.  
 
Since the 1940’s, the Whitefish Golf Course Association 
has operated the golf course as a break-even venue. Over 
the years, the course has expanded and is now the only 
36-hole golf course complex in Montana. 
 

 

 

1905 Great Northern Railroad Yard Map 
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Idaho Timber  
The history of the Idaho Timber site goes back to a time prior to the dedication of the townsite when local logging families established 
interests at the south end of the lake and the Boston and Montana Commercial Company built a dam that allowed logs to be sluiced 
from the mouth of the river down to Kalispell or beyond. The O’Brien Lumber Mill and then the Somers Lumber Company operated a mill 
on the north end of the current Idaho Timber site until 1918.  After 1918 the property was utilized as a mill site in various configurations 
under the ownership of the Great Northern Railway.  The mill site as operated by Idaho Timber was closed in 2009. 
 

Great Northern Veterans Peace Park 
 
The mission of the Great Northern Veterans Peace Park (GNVPP) Foundation is to provide a family sledding park and community open 
space in a setting that recognizes the contributions of the veterans and the railroad to the community.  The GNVPP Foundation also 
funds community education projects.  After working with the BNSF for over six years and undergoing extensive improvements, the park 
received its final land donation in 2013 to make the total acreage of the park nearly 18 acres.  It is anticipated that the park will provide an 
improved trail link between the Whitefish Lake Golf course and the City and serve as a location for a broad range of recreational activities 
such as sledding, frisbee golf, concerts, local festivals and community activities.1    

Grouse Mountain Lodge 
Tim Grattan was the visionary force behind the development of the Grouse Mountain Lodge facility, a vacation and meeting resort. 
Grattan owned the land that would later include a nine-hole expansion of the Whitefish Lake Golf Club as well as the site for the Lodge 
just south of the entry to the golf club. Grattan negotiated an arrangement with the City whereby the 50+ acres was designated for 
“multiple use zoning” paving the way for the golf course expansion, Lodge and residential housing. Grattan and his partners embarked 
on the building of the lodge along with continued home site development largely oriented to the golf course and the views to the east. 
Construction of the Lodge began on July 1, 1983. On June 30, 1984, Ted Schwinden, then Governor of Montana, appeared at Grouse 
Mountain Lodge's opening celebration. On July 1, 1984, paying guests came to the Lodge and the history of Grouse Mountain Lodge 
began.  In 2011, Grouse Mountain Lodge was sold to Glacier Park Incorporated (GPI) who operated five historic lodges, three motor inns 
and the historic red buses in Glacier National Park and Waterton Lakes National Park. GPI is currently involved in a renovation program 
for the facility.  

                                            
1 Candace Chase, “Land donation gets peace park rolling,” http://dailyinterlake.com, (February 3, 2008).  
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Source: Lacy’s Photography, May 15, 1948, “Whitefish Lumber Yard” 
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Development – Historic Aerial Photographs  
The following historic aerial photographs represent 75 years of land use monitoring. The collection begins in 1938 and ends with a 
photograph taken in August of 2013.  

 
 

In 1938 most of the property west of 
Karrow Avenue was either 
undeveloped agricultural or silvicultural 
ground with the exception of the golf 
club. The home-site development east 
of Karrow Avenue on either side of the 
highway was considerably less dense 
than at present. The current Idaho 
Timber site remained largely 
undeveloped.  

 

 

In 1946 after World War II, the rural 
land west of Karrow Avenue began to 
show signs of residential development 
especially in the area west of State 
Park Road. Additional timber was 
cleared west of Karrow Avenue and 
south of US Highway 93 West while 
utilization of the mill site increased in 
response to the nation-wide demand 
for lumber. 
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By 1956, 3rd Avenue was extended 
westward and turned northward as 
Parkhill Drive. The road extensions 
were accompanied with some 
residential development. Additional 
residential growth along Ramsey 
Avenue to the north was also 
occurring along with continued 
expansion of the mill site. 

 

 

By 1981, the golf course had 
expanded south of US Highway 93 
West and there was increased 
development northwest of the 
intersection of US Highway 93 West 
and State Park Road.  The golf 
course north of US Highway 93 West 
was renovated while mill site activity 
seemed to be more concentrated in 
the north and east portion of the site. 
Tennis courts appeared in their 
current location south of US Highway 
93 West. Forest Service and Border 
Patrol offices west of the new tennis 
courts were built.                                            
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By 1990, Grouse Mountain Lodge 
was completed along with soccer 
fields west of the lodge. 
Residential development in and 
around the golf course expansion 
had progressed. The larger 
warehouse building had been 
built on the Idaho Timber site.  

 

 

 

By 2005, additional residential 
growth had occurred northwest of 
the State Park Road intersection 
around the golf course expansion 
and into the timber hills formerly 
known as “Chicken Ridge”. The 
mill site remained in operation. 
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In 2013, residential development 
slowed due to the extended 
downturn in the national 
economy. The Idaho Timber mill 
closed June of 2009. The most 
significant land use change was 
the phase I renovation of US 
Highway 93 West from Lupfer 
Avenue to Karrow Avenue which 
began in 2012.  
 
Over the years, many of the land uses have transitioned to support new land uses.  Currently, there is a strong potential for many 
properties to transition from their traditional uses to uses that would better complement the community.  The Great Northern Veteran’s 
Peace Park (formerly BN) is transitioning to a community park.  Wood products manufacturing and railroading were the traditional 
economic generators for jobs in Whitefish and the supportive workforce housing is still evident in the corridor.  It is still one of the primary 
land uses in the corridor, but the buildings could be converted to support new uses.  The Idaho Timber site has potential for the timely 
and appropriate transition from traditional wood products manufacturing to economic development generators to complement the 
downtown while respecting the zoning and manufacturing potential of the site.  

 
Regional Context 
One of the most important attributes of the US Highway 93 West Corridor is its position as a gateway into the community of Whitefish and 
the Flathead Valley for travelers coming into the area from Canada and northwestern Montana. Tourists flock to Whitefish for skiing and 
other outdoor recreation as well as its proximity to Glacier National Park.  The gateway corridor complements these activities by 
providing exceptional residential housing sites, a golf course, resort and overnight lodging, and other recreational opportunities including 
access to Whitefish Lake and River and public parks.  
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Existing Conditions 

 

Corridor Boundary 
The corridor area abuts US Highway 93 West from the Mountainside Drive area on the west to the Whitefish River on the east.  The 
corridor is the gateway entrance into Whitefish from the west and includes a mix of residential, resort, and open space land uses.  Just 
east of the boundary, the land use transitions to commercial as the highway crosses the Whitefish River and enters downtown. The 
corridor extends out from the highway a maximum of 1,270 feet and is approximately 1.5 miles in length beginning at the west side of the 
Whitefish Veteran’s Bridge and extending 700 feet west of Mountainside Drive. The total area of the corridor is 225.2 acres. 
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Ownership 
Major property owners with over three acres of property within or adjacent to the corridor are identified in the map below.   
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Population 
The population density in the corridor increases from the rural area in the west to the more densely populated area moving east towards 
the center of town.  
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Infrastructure  
Highway and Street Circulation Systems 
The corridor is bisected by US Highway 93 West, which is a National Highway System route between Canada and Mexico, and leads 
directly into downtown Whitefish.  State Park Road and Karrow Avenue are north-south collector streets within the corridor, providing 
local circulation.  Private and public local streets provide access to individual residences and businesses, however portions of the 
corridor lack connectivity through a grid road network. 
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Non-motorized Circulation 
There are pedestrian and bike paths, proposed bike routes and proposed pedestrian and bike paths proposed within the corridor.  A 
multi-use path and sidewalk system is being constructed along US Highway 93 West as part of the MDT reconstruction project.  The 
proposed bike route through Grouse Mountain may not be feasible since these are private roads.   
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Sewer 
Land within the corridor is generally served by public sanitary sewer east of State Park Road. The City is replacing and upsizing the 
existing 8-inch mains to 12-inch mains along US Highway 93 West with the reconstruction project to accommodate future growth. Sewer 
is expected to be extended west of State Park Road with the proposed 93 LLC subdivision.  
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Water 
A public water system serves land within the corridor extending to Mountain View Drive. The City is replacing and upsizing the existing 6-
inch mains to 12-inch mains along US Highway 93 West to accommodate future growth.   West of State Park Road, a new water line will 
be installed along US Highway 93 West as part of the MDT US Highway 93 West reconstruction project.   
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Topography and Drainage 
Topography within the corridor is generally rolling terrain sloping toward the Whitefish River. The land begins to climb steeply west of 
State Park Road. Soils are generally poor-draining silts and clays, necessitating storm drain infrastructure. Existing drainage facilities are 
limited to roadside ditches and swales. The City is gradually installing curb and storm drain infrastructure on local streets within the 
corridor. The US Highway 93 West reconstruction project includes a new storm drain system from Mountain View Drive to the Whitefish 
River. 
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Future Land Use – 2007 City of Whitefish Growth Policy  
The 2007 Growth Policy anticipated continued residential development along the US Highway 93 West corridor with continued industrial 
use at the Idaho Timber site and continued open space and recreational facilitation at the golf course and municipal ball fields along with 
resort commercial. Higher density residential development was proposed closer to the core and along the highway frontage. Suburban 
residential was proposed beyond State Park Road.   
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Zoning 
The zoning within the corridor is primarily residential.  There are a number of non-conforming commercial or conditionally permitted 
professional office uses along US Highway 93 West.  The prevalent zoning districts within the US Highway 93 West Corridor are 
Suburban Residential (WSR), Low Density Multi-family Residential (WR-3), Industrial and Warehousing (WI), One-Family Residential (WR-
1), Two-Family Residential (WR-2), One-Family Limited Residential (WLR), Low Density Resort Residential (WRR-1) and Limited Resort 
Business (WRB-1). 
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Parks and Cultural Resources 
A variety of recreational opportunities are found within the corridor including the Whitefish Golf Course, Grouse Mountain Park which 
provides active recreation amenities with tennis courts and soccer fields and the Great Northern Veterans Peace Park which is under 
development and includes plans for a sledding hill and event space.  In addition, there are several buildings within the corridor with 
historical significance which are identified below. 
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Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
Whitefish established an Urban Renewal TIF district in 1987 encompassing a large area within the city limits of the municipality.  The life 
of the district was extended through the sale of TIF Revenue bonds in 2002, but is due to sunset in 2020.  The taxable value of property 
within the district was $11,761,200 in 2012, an increase of $7,575,848 over its base value.  This increase provides a substantial 
corresponding tax increment (incremental taxable value multiplied by the number of mills levied each year) for urban renewal programs 
and projects. 
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Previous Planning Documents 

The City of Whitefish has adopted one policy guideline and three regulatory documents that guide and control development in the 
corridor as well as all other areas within the city limits. The four documents are the Growth Policy, the Zoning Ordinance, the Subdivision 
Regulations and the Building Regulations. In addition, the 2005 Downtown Business District Master Plan, the 2008 US Highway 93 
Whitefish West Re-Evaluation, the 2009 Whitefish Transportation Plan, and the 2013 Parks and Recreation Master Plan provide additional 
guidance for the corridor.  These documents are the current planning tools available to the City to respond to land use change and 
development in the corridor.   

Growth Policy 
The 2007 City of Whitefish Growth Policy is made up of a series of identified issues, goals and policies relating to the future growth and 
land use in the community of Whitefish. Land use decisions put before the City are weighed against the growth policy to determine 
compliance. Proposed land uses that do not comply with the growth policy are typically discouraged or denied. Occasionally, proposed 
land uses may trigger a request and consideration for a growth policy amendment.  The current City growth policy is the basis for 
conducting and adopting corridor plans.  
 

Zoning Ordinance  
The corridor boundary encompasses an area in Whitefish with a diverse collection of land uses and zoning districts. The current zoning 
ordinance contains the usual zoning district descriptions along with permitted uses, conditional uses and property development 
standards. The highest concentration of population occurs generally within the Low Density Multi-Family Residential (WR-3) and Low 
Density Resort Residential (WRR-1) zones in the corridor. There are planned unit development overlays within the corridor that factor 
flexibility and higher densities over the underlying zoning districts. 
 
The zoning ordinance contains chapters and special provisions that relate to other important land use regulations including landscape 
requirements, sign regulations, outdoor lighting standards, off-street parking and loading, water quality protection, bed and breakfast 
establishments, building height, dwelling groups, fences and retaining walls, guesthouses, home occupations, and erosion and 
sediment control.  The ordinance also includes architectural standards that can influence development and are based on preserving the 
city’s historic character and heritage through high quality design of new and significantly modified buildings.   
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Building Regulations 
The City of Whitefish’s building regulations state the current editions of the building, electrical, plumbing and mechanical codes and all 
accompanying appendices, amendments and modifications adopted by the Building Codes Bureau, Montana Department of Labor and 
Industry (or its successor), as set out in the administrative rules of Montana, as amended from time to time by the Building Codes 
Bureau, shall be adopted by reference by administrative order of the City Manager, as authorized by Montana code 50-60-301(1)(b), 
except for any exceptions noted in this section or any regulations not applicable to local government jurisdictions.  

 
2005 Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan 
The Whitefish Downtown Business District Master Plan (to be updated in 2015) identifies opportunities to increase the vitality of the 
downtown business district. It builds upon existing assets and historic character, capitalizes on significant land uses and features the 
natural environment. The plan calls for limiting the width of US Highway 93 West to two lanes with on-street parking within the downtown, 
and strong non-motorized and local street connections with the corridor west of downtown.  

 
2008 US Highway 93 Whitefish West Re-Evaluation 
The Whitefish West Re-Evaluation updated the 1994 Environmental Impact Statement for the Somers to Whitefish West corridor. The 
document pertains to reconstruction of US Highway 93 West from downtown Whitefish to west of Twin Bridges Road, and spells out 
specific design treatments to preserve the character of downtown Whitefish and minimize impacts to residences and businesses along 
the corridor. Within the study area, the plan calls for a two-way center turn lane on US Highway 93 West to Karrow Avenue, allowing 
unlimited access to adjacent properties. West of Karrow, the design calls for a raised center median, limiting access to properties in the 
less developed area near the golf course. Sidewalks, a multi-use path, street lighting, and pedestrian underpasses are included.    
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2009 Whitefish Transportation Plan 
The Transportation Plan is intended to help guide decisions about future improvements for the transportation network to relieve existing 
problems and prepare for future needs. Within the study area, the plan recommends improvements to Karrow Avenue to improve 
connectivity and address increasing traffic demands. The plan calls for Karrow Avenue to be reconstructed as a three-lane minor arterial 
with pedestrian and bicycle facilities between 7th Street and US Highway 93 West.  

 

2013 Whitefish Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
The City of Whitefish Parks and Recreation Master Plan presents a vision for the development of future parks and recreation services in 
the Whitefish area. Based on a needs assessment and public input, the plan establishes priorities to meet community needs for the next 
20 years. A focus of the plan is completing the trail system to fill in gaps between existing trails and providing connectivity to schools, 
parks and recreation sites. Within the study area, the plan calls for extending trails along US Highway 93 West, the riverfront, and through 
the golf course to State Park Road, as well as trails to the north connecting Great Northern Veterans Peace Park and City Beach. 
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Public Involvement Process 

 

The public involvement process included a series of meetings with the Steering Committee and three public input sessions, one of which 
was a design charrette for the Idaho Timber site. Several key issues were repeatedly brought up during the process.  There were 
concerns regarding the following: 

 US Highway 93 West design and construction. 
 Commercial development along US Highway 93 West that could affect residential neighborhoods through increased traffic 

and noise. 
 Great Northern Veterans Peace Park design and the potential traffic and noise caused by events at the park. 
 Short-term rentals affecting the character of residential neighborhoods.  

 

Steering Committee  

 

Through a series of meetings, that included public comment, the Steering Committee guided the project.  Below is a summary of each 
meeting. 

1) The first Steering Committee meeting was held July 8, 2013 to introduce the Steering Committee to the project planning process, 
to review the corridor boundary and highway design, and to allow committee members to express their expectations for the 
project.   

2) The second Steering Committee meeting was held July 22, 2013 and there was a review of the expectations of the Steering 
Committee and of the existing conditions maps. 

3) The third Steering Committee meeting was held August 12, 2013 and included a corridor field trip to familiarize the committee 
with issues and land uses within the corridor.  There was a discussion regarding corridor zoning scenarios/zoning districts and 
tax increment financing.  Public Input Session #1 was set for August 20, 2013.  It was decided that Steering Committee members 
would be responsible for taking comments at stations representing their interests in the corridor.   

4) On August 26, 2013, the Steering Committee met to summarize information from Public Input Session #1.  The public comments 
were used to organize land use areas through a bubble diagram.  These areas were discussed and reviewed by the Steering 
Committee.  There was also a review of the existing Whitefish Growth Policy.  

5) On September 5, 2013, a refined land use bubble diagram was reviewed and the Steering Committee agreed to fill out a survey 
to determine which land use qualities and characteristics were most important for each land use area.   

6) On September 23, 2013, the survey results were reviewed and land use qualities and characteristics were approved.  These 
results were then presented to the public at Public Input Session #2.  
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7) On June 12, 2014, the Steering Committee met and reviewed a draft of the corridor plan.  The Steering Committee made 
recommendations to be incorporated into the final document. 

8) On October 20, 2014, the draft corridor plan was reviewed that proposed three new land use designations and two new zoning 
districts.   

9) The final Steering Committee meeting was held on November 7, 2014.  The Steering Committee revised the draft and 
recommended the corridor plan to the Planning Board. 

 

Public Input Sessions 

 

Public Input Session #1 
The first public input session was held on August 20, 2013.  It was as an open house to present the geographic limits of the corridor plan 
boundary and provide information on the existing conditions within the corridor.  The public was invited to comment on issues within the 
corridor.  Much of the input collected included concerns about various aspects of the on-going construction of the US Highway 93 West 
improvements between Lupfer Avenue and Karrow Avenue as well as concerns about future planned highway construction between 
Karrow Avenue and Twin Bridges. Refer to Appendix B for a complete list of comments and concerns collected during the public input 
session.   
 
Issues that were brought up during the meeting include: 

  US Highway 93 West construction concerns especially with the Karrow Avenue intersection 
  US Highway 93 West design 
  Character and concerns regarding specific areas within the corridor including the 3rd Street neighborhood 

 Maintain the residential character of the 3rd Street neighborhood 
 Surrounding land uses shouldn’t impact the character of the 3rd Street neighborhood  

  Recreation and parks 
  Redevelopment of the Idaho Timber site  
  Commercial uses fronting the Whitefish River 
  Vehicular circulation 
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Public Input Session #2 
Prior to the September 23, 2013 Steering Committee meeting, the consultants presented the results of a survey that was circulated to the 
committee to determine appropriate land uses as well as character and concern considerations. Survey Monkey was utilized to formulate 
and tabulate the survey and results. A preliminary concept plan was circulated with the survey to define the planning Sub-Districts.  
Complete survey results can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Preliminary Concept Plan       

    
 
            Survey Page Example                                                                                            Corridor Sub-District Sketch Map  
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The survey provided the Steering Committee with a tool to measure character and concern, and rate the suitability of particular land uses 
within the Sub-Districts of the overall plan. The results are illustrated and described in detail in the Visioning for the Future and 
Development Policy chapter. 
 

  

                 Initial Draft, Land Use Map 
 
 
 

               Survey Result Example  
      (Complete survey results can be found in Appendix C.) 
 
 
The second public input session was held on October 15, 2013.  The open house included a project review, presentation of survey 
results and a draft of the initial land use map for the US Highway 93 West Corridor. 
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Public Input Session #3  
The third public input session was held on December 12, 2013 as a design charrette focusing on the Idaho Timber site. A charrette is a 
collaborative, visioning exercise that takes place in many disciplines, often in land use planning or urban planning. Charrettes have 
become a technique for consulting with all stakeholders and involving them in the design and planning effort. The session involved four 
groups of community and planning team members that generated four different scenarios for the re-development of the Idaho Timber 
site.  The conceptual plans responded to the uses surrounding the site, the Whitefish River, railroad, housing, and the Great Northern 
Veterans Peace Park, and looked to incorporate a variety of uses on the site.  Appendix D is a summary of the charrette. 
 
 
 
 
 
        
 

 
  Charrette participants presenting concept site plans             One of four concept site plans generated during the charrette 
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Visioning Process 

 

The information gathered at the public input sessions and from the Steering Committee survey responses was used to establish corridor 
Sub-Districts and to determine the recommended land uses, character, and concerns in these Sub-Districts.   

 
The land use map below constitutes the proposed planning areas within the US Highway 93 West Corridor.  The area boundaries 
designate similar uses and characteristics.  These boundaries were modified throughout the visioning process.  The colors used to 
differentiate between areas do not relate to land use types. The boundaries are intended to be along property boundaries or the 
centerlines of streets. 
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Recommended Land Uses  

 

From the visioning process, the recommended land uses were used to determine the appropriate land use designation for each Sub-
District.  For some Sub-Districts, the land use designation was an existing designation from the current Growth Policy while other Sub-
Districts required the development of new land use designations.  After assigning a land use designation, an appropriate method to 
implement the recommended land uses and to address the character and concerns for each Sub-District was determined.  The options 
for implementation include amending the ARC standards, keeping the existing zoning, changing the existing zoning, or creating a new 
zoning district.  Refer to the Whitefish Zoning Jurisdiction Regulations, Chapter 2: Zoning Districts for the complete description of each 
zoning district, permitted uses, and conditional uses.  The zoning compliance, conditional uses permits, and the PUD process can be 
found on the City’s website.  
 
As identified in the current Growth Policy, the City of Whitefish shall promote beneficial job growth in the base economy, particularly in 
areas that diversify the economy beyond development related and visitation based business and industries.  It is recommended that 
partnerships be formed to identify and recruit clean, community-compatible industry to Whitefish.  It also recommends a business 
incubator be established to diversify the community’s base economy.  The Growth Policy acknowledges the shortage of affordable 
housing in the community and the importance of locating affordable housing that is within walking or biking distance of employment and 
services.  These recommendations were built into the land use and implementation recommendations to give the community flexibility in 
addressing these concerns.   
 
To provide flexibility in housing and business development, the artisan manufacturing land use was introduced along with the concept of 
mixed-use.  These include mixed-use and artisan manufacturing.  Mixed-use refers to the pattern of mixing compatible non-residential 
and residential uses to increase the diversity of land uses in an area.  These uses may occupy the same building, adjoining buildings or 
be grouped in a cluster of buildings.  The variety of uses often leads to active neighborhoods throughout the day, diverse housing 
options, and walkable neighborhoods with convenient access to goods and services. Uses can be vertically mixed with non-residential 
uses on the ground floor and residential space on the upper floors.  The uses can also be horizontally mixed with non-residential 
buildings located adjacent to residential buildings.2   
 
Artisan manufacturing provides for uses that can integrate with existing uses while diversifying and strengthening the community’s 
economy.  It allows for the production of goods by the use of hand tools or small-scale, light mechanical equipment within a limited 
space.  Typical uses have negligible negative impact on surrounding properties and include woodworking and cabinet shops, ceramic 
studios, jewelry manufacturing and similar types of arts and crafts, production of alcohol, or food processing. 
 

                                            
2 Sonoran Institute, RESTORE, 2014. 
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Areas of mixed-use are typically found outside of central business areas and downtowns along major commercial corridors or adjacent 
to established residential neighborhoods.  These are catalyst areas intended to create new amenities and housing, or to revitalize 
underused sites and transition them into areas that drive economic development with complementary residential uses. Mixed-use 
districts can also provide a land use buffer between residential areas and business districts, thereby providing services in proximity to 
residences and a denser, more diverse, and more urban land use form.3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                            
3 Sonoran Institute, RESTORE, 2014. 
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Area A  
Character - Area A fronts the south side of US Highway 93 West. The land uses in Area A 
are primarily residential uses.  The land has been subdivided into lots that front the highway 
with no alley.  The lots are of a size and depth that mostly limits the lots to a single 
structure.  Non-residential uses in Area A include a professional office building, a veterinary 
clinic and a convenience store.  This area is 12 acres and 5.3% of the total corridor area.   
 

Public Input - During the planning process, the public indicated that the existing 
professional offices and the existing veterinary clinic better fit the character of Area A than 
does the convenience store which is a nonconforming use under the current zoning.  The 
public liked the existing professional office building because it has: 

 Appropriate hours of operation. 
 Parking in the front to limit noise and light pollution from rear lot parking. 
 Architecture that suggests traditional residential character. 

  
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Impacts from traffic generated by land uses. 
 Impacts from light spilling from land uses into residential areas. 
 Noise generated by land uses. 
 Impact from hours of operation that extend longer than normal daytime uses. 
 Impact of commercial uses outside of downtown area. 

 
Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WR-3 and WR-3/WPUD.  This district is intended for residential purposes to provide for one-
family, duplex, triplex, fourplex and attached single-family residential uses in an urban setting connected to all municipal utilities and 

Character  
Residential character 
Single front lots onto US Highway 93 West 
No alleys exist 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Traffic 
Noise 
Light  
Hours of operation 
Commercial uses outside of downtown 
 
Existing Zoning 
WR-3 
WR-3/WPUD 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Residential Uses 
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in the 
current zoning including: 

Professional Offices 
Personal Services 

 

Public Input Summary 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 258 of 592



III. Visioning for the Future & Development Policy 

   WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          43 
     

services.  In addition to permitted uses, the zoning allows for conditional uses with specific performance standards and for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUD).  The conditional uses include professional offices and personal services.   
 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the permitted and conditional uses allowed in the current zoning.  These can occur as stand-alone uses or as 
part of a mixed-use pattern. 

 Residential Uses. 
 Professional Offices. 
 Personal Services. 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for Area A reflects the energy and activity generated by its location on US Highway 93 West.  The 
potential land uses in this area must be sensitive to the existing residential character.  This area is primarily a residential neighborhood, 
but non-residential uses, as allowed by the existing zoning, are also appropriate for this area.  The current zoning addresses concerns 
regarding residential uses.  The following guidelines would address non-residential concerns. 

 

Non-Residential Guidelines 

 Limit building height to two stories.  
 Non-residential uses on the ground floor only. 
 Restrict traffic access to Area A from the 3rd St. residential area. 
 Restrict hours of operation to 7am-8pm. 
 Encourage joint use parking where applicable. 
 Provide for architectural standards that reflect the residential character of the area.  

 
Implementation Steps  
1. Guidelines can be addressed through the ARC Standards. 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Residential Uses 
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in 
the current zoning including: 

Professional Offices 
Personal Services 

 

Current Designation:  
High Density Residential 

Existing Zoning:  
WR-3 & WR-3/WPUD 

Recommended Designation:  
High Density Residential 

Recommended Zoning:  
WR-3  
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Area B  
Character - Area B encompasses the area along the north side of US Highway 93 West 
from the Whitefish River west to Ramsey Avenue.  A portion of Area B adjoins the Idaho 
Timber property.  The land uses in Area B are primarily residential. Non-residential uses in 
Area B include professional office buildings and personal services. The land has been 
subdivided into lots, some of which front the highway while others front on Karrow Avenue 
and Murray Avenue. Most of the lots that front US Highway 93 West are of a size and depth 
that could accommodate multiple buildings.  Generally, there are no alleys in Area B.  Area 
B is 23.6 acres and 10.5% of the total area in the corridor.    
 

 
Area B is gradually transitioning from single-family residential to other uses such as 
professional offices and personal services allowed in the current WR-3 zoning as a 
conditional use.  These uses are appearing in Area B because the larger size and depth of 
the lots can accommodate these uses.  There was discussion during the public process 
that the area will continue to transition away from single-family residential to allow additional uses beyond those allowed in the WR-3 
zoning which would require a zoning change.   
 
Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated Area B forms the entry sequence into the downtown which is the historic 
heart of Whitefish. The entry sequence should reflect the scale of the residential neighborhood, complement the open space uses along 
the river, preserve views to the mountains and accommodate non-residential uses allowed in the current WR-3 zoning. The residents in 
the Murray Avenue area were concerned about the transition of uses along the highway frontage proximate to the residences on Murray 
Avenue.  The public liked the professional office buildings or personal services that have:  

 Appropriate hours of operation. 
 Parking located along the street front to limit noise and light pollution to existing residential uses. 
 Architecture that suggests traditional residential character like steeper pitched roofs. 

Public Input Summary 

Character  
Residential character 
Single front lots onto US Highway 93 West 
Generally no alleys exist 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Traffic, noise, light, hours of operation 
Architectural character of non-residential uses 
For-rent impacts to residential character 
Commercial uses outside of downtown 
Appropriate timing of transitional uses 
 
Existing Zoning 
WR-3 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Residential Uses 
Resort Residential 
Artisan Manufacturing 
Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops 
Permitted and conditional uses in the current 
zoning including: 

Professional Offices 
Personal Services 
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The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Protecting river vegetation. 
 Protecting views to the north. 
 Impacts from traffic generated by land uses. 
 Impacts from light spilling from land uses adjacent to residential areas. 
 Noise generated by land uses. 
 Impact from hours of operation that extend longer than normal daytime uses. 
 Impact of commercial uses outside of downtown area. 
 Architectural character of non-residential uses. 
 For-rent impacts to residential character. 
 Appropriate timing of transitional non-residential uses.  

   
Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WR-3.  This district is intended for residential purposes to provide for one-family, duplex, triplex, 
fourplex and attached single-family residential uses in an urban setting connected to all municipal utilities and services.  In addition to 
permitted uses, the zoning allows for conditional uses with specific performance standards and for Planned Unit Developments (PUD). 
 
Recommended Land Uses - The public, while noting Area B as the gateway to the downtown, with some frontage against the Idaho 
Timber site, also noted the potential of the area for other specific non-residential uses as the area continues to transition naturally from its 
current residential character.  From the survey and public input during the planning process the following land uses were recommended.  
These can occur as standalone uses or as part of a mixed-use pattern. 

 Residential Uses  
 Professional Offices 
 Personal Services 
 Resort Residential 
 Artisan Manufacturing 
 Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for Area B is similar to Area A in that the potential land uses in this area must be sensitive to the 
existing residential character of the neighborhood.  However, Area B has larger lots and frontage on both sides of the highway and along 
the Idaho Timber site.  This sets up the area to gradually transition to new uses through the WT-3 zoning district.  The transition will be 
initiated by the landowner or the City at a suitable time to remain sensitive to existing uses. Through the progression of thought in the 
planning process, it was determined that the lots fronting on US Highway 93 West between Murray Avenue and Ramsey Avenue remain 
High Density Residential as opposed to Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional.  See the Proposed Future Land Uses Map on p. 67.  The 
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area along Murray Avenue will remain in the WR-3 zoning district to preserve the residential character of the area.  Concerns from the 
public input process are addressed in the new zoning district.  Refer to Appendix D for the complete WT-3 zoning district.   
 
Implementation Steps 

1. Adopt new Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional land use designation.  
2. Consider new WT-3 zoning when requested by landowners.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Residential Uses 
Resort Residential 
Artisan Manufacturing 
Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops 
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in 
the current zoning including: 

Professional Offices 
Personal Services 

 

Current Designation:  
High Density Residential 

Existing Zoning:  
WR-3 

Recommended Designation:  
Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional 
and High Density Residential  

Recommended Zoning: 
WT-3 and WR-3  
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Area C  
Character - Area C runs from Good Avenue to the Whitefish Golf Course surrounding 3rd 
Street which is characterized as a narrow residential street full of activity with kids walking 
and riding their bikes.  The land uses in Area C are residential.  Residents are concerned 
with traffic being diverted through the neighborhood due to the median that is part of the 
US Highway 93 West improvements.   Area C is 21.28 acres and 9.4% of the total area in 
the corridor. 

 
 
Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated that preserving the existing residential uses is important.  The public 
liked the existing residential neighborhood because it has: 

 Rural character. 
 An active and safe street for kids to walk and bike. 
 A narrow street. 

  
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Impacts from traffic diverted from the medians on US Highway 93 West. 
 Noise generated by land uses. 
 Impact from hours of operation that extend longer than normal daytime uses. 

 
Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WR-1, WR-2, and WR-3.  The WR-1 (One-Family Residential) district is intended for residential 
purposes to provide for single-family dwellings in an urban setting connected to all municipal utilities and services.  The WR-2 (Two-

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Rural character 
Kids walking and biking 
Narrow street 
No alleys 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Traffic diversion due to medians 
Noise 
Hours of operation 
 
Existing Zoning 
WR-1, WR-2, WR-3 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Single-Family Residential  
Two-Family Residential 
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Family Residential) district is intended for residential purposes to provide for one-family and two-family homes in an urban setting 
connected to all municipal utilities and services.  There is a small area of WR-3 near Good Avenue.  WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family 
Residential) district is intended for residential purposes to provide for one-family, duplex, triplex, fourplex and attached single-family 
residential uses in an urban setting connected to all municipal utilities and services.  
 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Single-family Residential Uses. 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for Area C is to continue and protect residential use.  The recommendation is to retain the current 
urban land use designation.  The urban designation is generally a residential designation and includes the traditional neighborhoods 
near downtown Whitefish.  The designation also includes a second tier of neighborhoods both east of the river and in the State Park 
Road area. Residential unit types are mostly one and two-family, but townhomes and lower density apartments and condominiums are 
also acceptable in appropriate locations using the PUD. Densities generally range from 2 to 12 units per acre.  The growth policy 
description of the urban land use type includes limited neighborhood commercial along arterial or collector streets.  However, 
neighborhood commercial was not an approved land use for Area C so it is not recommended for this area.  Current zoning addresses 
concerns from the public input process. 
 
Implementation Steps 
1.  No action needed. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Single-family Residential  
Two-Family Residential 
 

Current Designation:  
Urban  

Existing Zoning:  
WR-1, WR-2, WR-3 

Recommended Designation:  
Urban 

Recommended Zoning:  
WR-1, WR-2, WR-3 
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Area D 
Character - Area D is north of US Highway 93 West but does not include the lots that front 
the highway.  The area includes the lots that front Murray Avenue and extend west to 
Ramsey Avenue.  This is a single-family residential area.   Area D is 5.68 acres and 2.5% of 
the total area in the corridor. 

 
Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated that preserving the existing residential uses is important.  The public 
liked the existing residential neighborhood.  

  
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Impacts from traffic diverted from the medians on US Highway 93 West. 
 Noise generated by land uses. 
 Impact from hours of operation that extend longer than normal daytime uses. 
 Impacts of for-rent residences on character of existing neighborhood. 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Single-family residential 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Traffic diversion due to medians 
Noise 
Hours of operation 
For-rent residential character 
 
Existing Zoning 
WR-2 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Single-Family Residential  
Two-Family Residential  
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Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WR-2.  The WR-2 (Two-Family Residential) district is intended for residential purposes to provide 
for one-family and two-family homes in an urban setting connected to all municipal utilities and services.   

 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Single-family Residential Uses. 
 Two-family Residential Uses. 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for Area D is to continue residential use and retain the current urban land use designation.  The 
growth policy description of the urban land use type includes limited neighborhood commercial along arterial or collector streets.  
However, neighborhood commercial was not an approved land use for Area D so it is not recommended for this area.  Current standards 
address concerns from the public input process. 
 
Implementation Steps 
1.  No action needed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Single Family Residential 
Two-Family Residential 

Current Designation:  
Urban 

Existing Zoning:  
WR-2 

Recommended Designation: 
Urban 

Recommended Zoning:  
WR-2 
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Idaho Timber Area 
 
Character-The Idaho Timber Area is the site of the closed Idaho Timber lumber mill. The 
area is located southerly of the Burlington-Northern main line railroad tracks and has rail 
access.  It is bordered on the west by the proposed Great Northern Veterans Peace Park 
and to the east by the Whitefish River.  To the south is the right-of-way for 1st Street West 
and is directly accessed by Karrow Avenue. The site is in private ownership and is 
occupied by industrial buildings and hard surface paving while supporting riparian 
vegetation along the Whitefish River frontage.  The site also has a small pond in the 
southwesterly portion of the site that may be traded to the Great Northern Veterans Peace 
Park.  The Idaho Timber area is 14.18 acres and 6.3% of the total area of the corridor. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Input -Historically, this site has had an industrial use, but Steering Committee members indicated, on the survey, that it is not 
important to maintain the historical industrial character of this area.  The site can accommodate a wide-variety of adaptive uses or 
redevelopment options.  While the existing potential of the site includes a heavy industrial use or a combination of heavy and light 
industrial uses, the community envisions an adaptive use or redevelopment of the site beyond its potential for industrial uses.  This vision 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Vacant industrial site 
Adjoins RR main line 
Whitefish River frontage 
Adjoins GNVPP WI zoning 
Karrow Avenue direct access 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Riverfront parks/trails/wildlife 
Complement & protect river 
Connectivity to the community 
Sustainable development 
Access 
Screening/buffering of manufacturing  
Traffic associated with land uses 
 
Existing Zoning 
WI 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Recreational Facilities 
Artisan Manufacturing 
Multi-Family Residential  
Resort Residential  
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in the 
current zoning  
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includes land uses that could be of a lower intensity including manufacturing or an industrial component at a reduced scale to allow for 
additional uses on the site. The tax increment financing in place could be used to advance the economic development and industrial 
opportunities of the site. 
 
The Idaho Timber Area has extensive frontage along the Whitefish River.  The Idaho Timber Area would benefit from increased 
community connectivity. One of the visions brought forward was a riverfront trail on the west side of the Whitefish River to connect to the 
proposed Skye Park bridge north of the railroad tracks with the sidewalk system on the north side of US Highway 93 West.  This would 
better connect businesses and residences on both sides of the river to shopping, work and recreation.  The public liked several aspects 
of the site: 

 Potential employment center. 
 Whitefish River frontage. 
 Potential for adaptive use. 
 Direct access from Karrow Avenue. 
 Rail access. 
 Utilities available for manufacturing. 
 Potential riverfront parks/trails/wildlife protection. 
 Potential for development that complements and protects river. 
 Potential connectivity to the community. 
 Potential sustainable development. 

 
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Noise. 
 Hours of operation. 
 The impacts to the surrounding area. 
 Access. 
 Screening/buffering of manufacturing. 
 Traffic associated with land uses. 

 
Existing Zoning – The existing zoning is WI. The zoning allows a range of industrial uses that would be congruent with the historic use of 
the site by the railroad.  The WI (Industrial and Warehousing) district is intended to provide for light industrial and service uses in which a 
reasonable degree of control is desirable for the general well-being of the community area.  

 
Recommended Land Uses - The public, while noting the Idaho Timber Area is a valuable industrial site under the current zoning, also 
noted the potential of the area for other uses as the area may transition away from industrial uses.  At such time that a re-zoning of the 
property may be appropriate, the new zoning would restrict heavy industrial uses with their associated impacts of noise, odor, or smoke.  
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From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended for the transition of the site.  
These can occur as standalone uses or as part of a mixed-use pattern. 

 Artisan Manufacturing. 
 Recreational facilities, including parks and playgrounds along the Whitefish River. 
 Multi-Family Residential.  
 Resort Residential. 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for the Idaho Timber Area is to gradually transition away from heavy manufacturing to adaptive, 
clean industries and a mixed-use environment while developing the Whitefish River as a recreational amenity.  Two new zoning districts, 
WI-T and WT-3, will be used to accomplish this transition.  The transition will be initiated by the landowner or the City at a suitable time to 
remain sensitive to existing uses.  Concerns from the public input process are addressed in the new zoning districts.  Refer to Appendix 
D for the complete WI-T and WT-3 zoning districts.   
 
Implementation Steps  
1. Incorporate two new land use designations, Industrial Transitional & Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional, into the Growth Policy.   
2. At such time that a re-zoning of the property may be appropriate, the new WT-3 or WI-T zoning could be adopted for the site to 
accommodate additional land uses. 

 
 

 

 

 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Permitted or conditional uses and uses 
allowed through the PUD process in the 
current zoning  
Recreational Facilities 
Artisan Manufacturing 
Multi-Family Residential  
Resort Residential  

Existing Designation:  
Planned Industrial 

Existing Zoning:  
WI 

Recommended Designation:  
Industrial Transitional & Neighborhood 
Mixed-Use Transitional 

Recommended Zoning:  
WT-3 & WI-T 
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Peace Park 
 
Character - The Peace Park Sub-District is located adjacent to and south of the 
Burlington-Northern main line track. To the west is Ramsey Avenue, the cemetery and 
several homes. To the east is the Idaho Timber site.  To the south is timbered open 
space and single-family homes. Murray Avenue ends at the Peace Park Sub-District.  
The northerly portion of the site is a vacant industrial site that was, up until recently, 
owned by Burlington-Northern, but is now owned by another private entity, the Great 
Northern Veterans Peace Park.  The site has been used by the public for passive 
recreation and sledding. The Peace Park is 15.15 acres and 6.7% of the total area in the 
corridor. 
 

 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Vacant industrial site 
Adjoins RR main line 
Mature vegetation southerly part 
Adjoins Idaho Timber Site WI zoning 
Topographic relief 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Noise 
Access 
Traffic 
Connectivity  
View protection 
 
Existing Zoning 
WI 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Parks/Open Space 
Recreational Open Space 
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The site is proposed to be developed as the Great Northern Veterans Peace Park.  The vision for the Peace Park area is a community 
open space that accommodates passive recreation activities such as sledding, walking, skating and picnicking.  More intensive 
recreational uses include Frisbee golf.  A pond adjoins the site to the west on the Idaho Timber site. The pond has been used by the 
public for ice skating and may become part of the GNVPP through a land trade with Idaho Timber. The founders of the Peace Park also 
have a vision for occasional outdoor concerts in the natural bowl on the site.  Accessory to the use of the site is an internal road system, 
parking and overnight parking in association with concerts.   
 
Public Input - During the planning process, the public indicated that the proposed use of the site is much preferred to a vacant industrial 
site or the return of the site to a heavy industrial use.  The public liked the proposed land use because it has: 

 Passive recreation in keeping with the past use of the site for public skating and sledding. 
 The idea of an internal circulation system with visitor parking. 
 The retention of mature vegetation. 
 The conversion from a heavy industrial use to a parks and recreational use. 
 The opportunity for a future river trail connecting 1st Street to the Peace Park. 

 
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Traffic. 
 Noise. 
 Hours of operation. 
 The impacts of the Peace Park on the residential character of existing neighborhoods. 

 
Existing Zoning – The existing zoning is WI. The zoning allows a range of industrial uses that would be congruent with the historic use of 
the site by the railroad.  The WI (Industrial and Warehousing) district is intended for light industrial purposes and to provide for light 
industrial and service uses in which a reasonable degree of control is desirable for the general well-being of the community area. 
 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are not compatible with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Parks/Open Space. 
 Recreational Open Space. 

 
Recommended Guidelines – The vision for the Peace Park Sub-District is in line with the past recreational use of the site by the public.  
The proposed use of the site to include the traditional recreational uses, adding Frisbee golf and occasional concerts is compatible with 
the use of public open space.  As the plans for the GNVPP develop, it is recommended that the Peace Park Sub-District develop a 
management plan including their intended uses and hours of operation to assist the governing body in developing an appropriate zoning 
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district for the area with permitted uses and conditional uses.   Guidelines will help the Peace Park Sub-District to be compatible with the 
residential uses in the area.  
 

Guidelines  

 Noise decibel restrictions for concerts. 
 Hours for concert events. 
 Dawn to dusk hours of operation for permitted uses. 
 Extended hours of operation for conditional uses. 
 Single story building height restrictions.     
 Include conditional uses such as camping, recreational vehicle camping, and outdoor concerts. 

 
Implementation Steps   
1. Change the growth policy land use designation from Planned Industrial to Parks & Recreation. 
2. Request the founders of the Great Northern Veterans Peace Park to work with the City for a management plan for the park. 
3. Re-zone the property to a Parks & Recreation Zoning District. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Parks/Open Space 
Recreational Open Space 

Current Designation:  
Planned Industrial  

Existing Zoning:  
WI 

Recommended Designation:  
Parks & Recreation 

Recommended Zoning: 
Parks & Recreation 
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Parks and Recreation 
Character - The Parks and Recreation area includes the Whitefish Golf Course and Club 
House, Grouse Mountain Park with tennis courts and soccer fields, and the cemetery.  The 
road improvements along US Highway 93 West include a multi-use trail and sidewalk that 
will connect downtown Whitefish to the corridor and golf course.  The Parks and Recreation 
area is 52.58 acres and 23.3% of the total area in the corridor. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated that maintaining the existing open space uses and character are 
important.   

  
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Connectivity.  
 Access. 
 Traffic. 
 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Recreational/Resort Character 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Connectivity  
Access 
Traffic 
 
Existing Zoning 
WSR 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Parks/Open Space 
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Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WSR.  The WSR (Suburban Residential) district is intended for single-family homes in an estate 
type setting and is designed to maintain, protect and preserve a character of development characterized by uses of a residential 
purpose and with no more than one dwelling unit and customary accessory buildings on one lot. 

 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are not compatible with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Parks/Open Space. 
 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for the Parks & Recreation area is to retain the existing, formal recreation uses, country club, and 
cemetery.  This recreational area is fully developed with active, formal recreation and commercial country club activity associated with 
the golf course.  A Parks & Recreation Zoning District should be developed and include guidelines as recommended for the Peace Park. 
 
Implementation Steps 
1. Re-zone the property to Parks & Recreation Zoning District and include recommended guidelines. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Parks/Open Space 
  

Existing Designation:  
Parks & Recreation  

Existing Zoning:  
WSR 

Recommended Designation:  
Parks & Recreation 

Recommended Zoning: 
Parks & Recreation  
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Resort-Commercial 
Character - The Resort-Commercial area is the existing site of Grouse Mountain Lodge, a 
vacation and meeting resort.  It is south of US Highway 93 West and bordered by the 
Whitefish Golf Course to the east and the Grouse Mountain Park to the west.  The Resort-
Commercial area is 3.91 acres and 1.7% of the total area in the corridor.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated that the existing resort commercial uses are appropriate for this area.   

  
The public did not raise any concerns during the planning process. 

 
Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WRB-1.  The WRB-1 (Limited Resort Business) district is intended for resort purposes; to provide 
for the development of medium to high density resort uses, including hotels, motels, resort condominiums and other similar uses 
oriented towards tourism and resort businesses. This district is to also provide a place for meeting rooms, convention centers and 
facilities, bars, lounges and restaurants and limited ancillary retail and commercial uses intended primarily for the convenience of guests 
of the facilities provided within this district.  
 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Resort Commercial. 
 Resort Residential. 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Resort 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
None  
 
Existing Zoning 
WRB-1 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Resort Commercial 
Resort Residential 
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Recommended Guidelines – The vision for the Resort-Commercial Sub-District is to continue resort commercial and resort residential 
uses.  To better accommodate the existing uses, a new Resort-Commercial land use designation is recommended that is congruent with 
the WRB-1 and WRB-2 zoning.  Current zoning is appropriate for this Sub-District. 
 
Implementation Steps 
1.  Incorporate a new land use designation, Resort-Commercial, into Growth Policy.  The corridor boundary is not congruent with the 
property ownership or the current zoning.  It is recommended that the Resort-Commercial land use designation extend beyond the 
corridor boundary to include the entire Grouse Mountain property. 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Resort Commercial 
Resort Residential  

Existing Designation:  
Resort Residential 

Existing Zoning:  
WRB-1 

Recommended Designation:  
Resort-Commercial 

Recommended Zoning: 
WRB-1 
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Fox Hollow 
Character - The Fox Hollow Sub-District is south of US Highway 93 West and includes the 
Forest Service, Border Control, and residences accessed off of Fox Hollow Lane.  The Fox 
Hollow area is 10.65 acres and 4.7% of the total area in the corridor.   

 
Public Input – During the planning process, there were no comments made regarding the Fox Hollow Sub-District indicating the public is 
satisfied with the existing land uses.   

 
Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WRR-1.  The WRR-1 (Low Density Resort Residential) district is intended to provide a low density 
setting for secondary residential resorts. 
 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Single-Family Residential. 
 Multi-Family Residential. 
 Resort Residential. 

 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
No comments 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
No comments 
 
Existing Zoning 
WRR-1 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Single-Family Residential  
Multi-Family Residential  
Resort Residential 
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Recommended Guidelines - The vision for Fox Hollow is to continue resort residential use.  The growth policy description of the resort 
residential land use type includes development of all types and densities (in accordance with specific zoning).  Included are one- and 
two-family residential, rental cabins, vacation cottages, condominiums, and townhomes.  Commercial hotels and motels are not a part of 
this designation, but limited resort commercial is allowed.  Current zoning is appropriate for this Sub-District. 
 
Implementation Steps 
1.  No action needed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Single-Family Residential  
Multi-Family Residential  
Resort Residential 
 

Existing Designation:  
Resort Residential 

Existing Zoning:  
WRR-1 

Recommended Designation:  
Resort Residential 

Recommended Zoning: 
WRR-1 
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West Residential  
Character - The West Residential Sub-District is a rural residential area with established 
trees and vegetation, privacy, and trails and recreation being important characteristics.  
There is also a church within this Sub-District.  Access is a concern in this area as the road 
improvements on US Highway 93 West are implemented.  The West Residential Sub-
District is 62.34 acres and 27.7% of the total area in the corridor.  

Public Input – During the planning process, the public indicated that maintaining the single-family residential uses and character is 
important.  The public liked the existing residential area because it has: 

 Rural character. 
 Mature trees and vegetation. 
 Privacy. 
 Trails and recreation opportunities. 

  
The public concerns raised during the planning process were: 

 Access. 
 Impacts of US Highway 93 West construction affecting lot size and limiting development options. 
 

Public Input Summary 

Character 
Rural Character 
Trees & Vegetation 
Privacy 
Trails & Recreation 
 
Concerns Relative to Land Uses 
Access 
Lot size due to US Highway 93 construction 
 
Existing Zoning 
WSR, WLR, WRR-1 
 
Recommended Land Uses 
Single-Family Residential  
Two-Family Residential 
Church/Institutional Uses 
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Existing Zoning - The existing zoning is WCR, WSR, WLR and WER.  The WCR (Country Residential) district is intended for detached 
single-family homes together with farm and/or accessory buildings situated in a setting conducive to a rural lifestyle.  The WSR 
(Suburban Residential) district is intended for single-family homes in an estate type setting and is designed to maintain, protect and 
preserve development characterized by uses of a residential purpose and with no more than one dwelling unit and customary accessory 
buildings on one lot.  The WLR (One-Family Limited Residential) district is intended for residential purposes to provide for single-family 
homes in a low density setting, connected to municipal utilities and services. The WER (Estate Residential) district provides for single-
family, large tract or estate development. These areas will typically be found in suburban areas, generally served by municipal sewer and 
water lines.   

 
Recommended Land Uses - From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended 
and are congruent with the uses allowed in the current zoning: 

 Single-Family Residential Uses. 
 Two-Family Residential Uses on the northwest corner of the intersection of State Park Road and US Highway 93 West. 
 Church/Institutional Uses. 

 
Recommended Guidelines - The vision for the West Residential Sub-District provides for low-density residential uses while maintaining 
the rural character of the area.  This area will remain under the suburban residential land use designation.  Lower density residential 
areas at the periphery of the urban service area generally fall under this designation. The residential designation is predominantly single-
family, but clustered homes and low-density townhomes that preserve significant open space are also appropriate. Densities range from 
one unit per 2.5 acres to 2.5 units per acre, but could be higher through the PUD. Clustered residential that preserves considerable open 
space, allows for limited agriculture, and maintaining wildlife habitat is encouraged.  The area should be aggressively restricted to a 
transitional residential zone between rural and semi-urban.  Current zoning is appropriate for this Sub-District except for the northwest 
corner of the intersection of State Park Road and US Highway 93 West where the lots were impacted by the highway construction.   
 
Implementation Steps 
1. Address existing non-conforming uses and public/quasi-public uses. 
 

Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Single-Family Residential  
Two-Family Residential 
Church/Institutional Uses 

Existing Designation:  
Suburban Residential  

Existing Zoning:  
WSR, WLR, and WRR-1 

Recommended Designation:  
Suburban Residential 

Recommended Zoning: 
WSR, WLR and WRR-1 
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Implementation Steps 

 
The implementation of the Corridor Plan is broken down into three steps: 

1) The revision of the Growth Policy land use map and adoption of new land use designations.  This includes changing existing 
land use designations to more appropriate designations for certain Sub-Districts.  

2) The revision of the zoning map and incorporation of new zoning districts and performance standards to support the 
appropriate transition of neighborhoods.  The transition will be initiated by the landowner or the City at a suitable time to 
remain sensitive to existing uses.  

3) Opportunity exists for future public investment and public-private partnerships.   
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Growth Policy Land Use Designations 

Proposed Future Land Uses Map 
The land use recommendations for the Highway 93 West Corridor are shown in the Proposed Future Land Uses Map below.    
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Proposed Land Use Designations 
Three proposed land use designations are recommended as part of the corridor plan.  These include Neighborhood Mixed-Use 
Transitional, Industrial Transitional, and Resort Commercial.   
  
Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional:   
 This designation is applied to neighborhoods near downtown Whitefish and along major transportation routes that have a strong 

historic character that varies across a range of uses from manufacturing to residential workforce housing.  Key characteristics of 
the neighborhood include being a community gateway, frontage along the Whitefish River, employment and recreational uses 
close to homes, opportunity for adaptive use or zoning that allows for a variety of uses and within walking distance of shopping in 
downtown.  These characteristics create opportunities for the transition from historic uses to more contemporary uses.  As new, 
diverse uses appear in these traditional neighborhoods a land use trend is created where professional uses and higher density 
residential uses appear. Densities generally range from 2 to 16 units per acre. Townhomes, apartments and condominiums are 
also acceptable.  The neighborhood may include single-use or mixed-use buildings. The applicable zoning districts are WR-3, 
WR-4, and WT-3 with appropriate conditional uses and PUD options as well as Architectural Review Standards. 

 
Industrial Transitional: 
 This designation is for areas that are proximate to the downtown and have traditionally been used for heavy manufacturing. 

These areas are either vacant or underutilized and have opportunities for a gradual transition to adaptive, clean industries and 
business incubators. There are existing high capacity utility services and existing multi-modal transportation opportunities such 
as rail and highway access in these areas. Transitional areas can be the catalyst that generates new jobs and new economic 
development as businesses achieve success and relocate appropriately in the community.  These areas have easy access to the 
downtown where the new workforce creates additional demand for goods and services and existing police and fire services can 
be utilized.  The applicable zoning district is WI-T.  

 
Resort-Commercial: 
 This designation accommodates commercial and residential uses oriented towards tourism and resort activities.  The lodging 

can include hotels and motels including restaurants, bars, and retail as accessory uses to hotels and motels.  Applicable zoning 
districts are WRB-1 and WRB-2.   

 
In addition to the proposed land use designations, it is recommended that the Peace Park Sub-District land use designation be changed 
from Planned Industrial to Parks & Recreation to reflect the vision for this area.      
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Zoning Changes 

Proposed Future Zoning Map 
The zoning recommendations for the Highway 93 West Corridor are shown in the Proposed Future Zoning Map below.   
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Proposed Zoning Districts 
 
Three proposed zoning districts are recommended as part of the corridor plan.  These include the WT-3 Neighborhood Mixed-Use 
Transitional District, the WI-T Industrial Transitional District, and the WPR Parks & Recreation District.  Refer to Appendix D for the 
complete WT-3 and WI-T Sample Districts.      
  
WT-3 Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional District:   
 The WT-3 District is intended for transitional development including high density residential, professional offices, light 

manufacturing, light assembly and ancillary services to provide a performance-based mixed-use environment with the 
recreational amenity of the Whitefish River along the western community gateway where adaptive use areas which are 
transitioning from their traditional uses and lots that primarily border either the Whitefish River or industrial zoned property.  The 
boundary of this district is along the north side of Highway 93 from both sides of north Karrow Avenue to the Veteran’s Bridge.  
This zoning classification is not intended for general application throughout the Whitefish area. 

 
WI-T Industrial Transitional District: 
 The WI-T District is intended to allow for the gradual transition on vacant or underutilized sites that were traditionally used for 

heavy manufacturing to adaptive, clean industries and business incubators. These sites are generally proximate to the 
downtown, have existing high capacity utility services and existing multi-modal transportation opportunities such as rail and 
highway access. 

 
WPR Parks & Recreation District: 
 The WPR District is intended for parks and recreational uses.  As the plans for the GNVPP develop, it is recommended that the 

Peace Park Sub-District develop a management plan including their intended uses and hours of operation to assist the City in 
developing an appropriate zoning district for the area with permitted uses and conditional uses.    

 

Future Investment 

With the appropriate regulatory tools in place, the vision for the future corridor development is implemented through public investment 
and public-private partnerships. 
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Public Investment 

Capital Facilities Planning 
The desirable land use pattern should be proactively considered when planning public infrastructure projects.  Investments should be 
prioritized in areas where desirable development can occur and those investments should be timed to coincide with private 
developments. 
   
Streets, Sewer, Water, Storm Drain  
Targeted investment in public infrastructure can play a vital role in implementing this corridor plan, especially in the Idaho Timber 
planning area. A local street network creates connectivity and relieves pressure on US Highway 93 West to accommodate local 
circulation. Availability of public sewer and water allows concentration of development, which can preserve and protect open space, 
recreational areas, and the river corridor. The presence of public storm drain infrastructure reduces the need to provide on-site retention 
and storage, reduces cost, and increase the land available for development.  
 
Transportation infrastructure should support the desirable land uses in the corridor and the following standards: 
 

Connectivity:  
 Encourage development/use of local grid road network off of US Highway 93 West (develop 1st Street as parallel road, 

connect across river to Railway St, connect north across tracks to Edgewood) to improve access, circulation, and safety.   
 Mitigate neighborhood traffic impacts with traffic calming, on-street parking, narrow street section to keep speeds low, 

discourage cut-through traffic.   
 

Access:  
 Discourage direct access to the highway.  
 Use side streets first, then joint-use approaches to consolidate/eliminate approaches.   
 Look at alley rights-of-way for access/circulation.   
 Reduce number of approaches to improve safety for vehicles, bikes, pedestrians. 

 
Non-Motorized:  
 Add curb and sidewalks on local streets.   
 Interconnect sidewalks/trails.   
 Look for alternate bike routes off of US Highway 93 West.   
 Add parallel route along river connecting to the Peace Park and public open space to the west.  

 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 287 of 592



IV. Implementation  

   WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          72 
     

Public Infrastructure Financing Tools 
Tax Increment Financing 
A portion of the Highway 93 West Corridor study area includes the Whitefish Urban Renewal Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
district.  TIF is a state authorized, locally driven funding mechanism that allows cities to direct property tax dollars that accrue 
from new development, within a specifically designated district, to community and economic development activities. TIF funds 
could be used to make improvements in that portion of the Highway 93 West Corridor that lies within the City limits until the 
district sunsets.   
 
Funds may be used for vehicular and pedestrian transportation infrastructure, streetscapes, parks and landscaping, water and 
sewer lines and for connecting to infrastructure outside the district.  While funds are typically used for public infrastructure 
investments, there are instances where local governments have used TIF funds to partner with private property owners to make 
improvements to historic buildings and to address life-safety issues.  The statutes also provide for the establishment of a TIF 
revolving loan program that can support private investment in the TIF district.  TIF revenue bonds enable a community to pay for 
expensive infrastructure improvements over time.   
 
The City would like to maintain the current TIF district with the existing boundary.  It is one of the healthiest TIF districts in the state 
with a good increment built up.  This increment is a great advantage and incentive for future development on the Idaho Timber 
site. The City has a priority list of funding for the tax increment funds.  A careful review of the priority list should happen as part of 
the implementation strategy for this corridor plan. 

 
Special Improvement Districts (Property Owner Assessment) 
Under 7-12-4101, and 7-12-4102 MCA, cities and towns can create special improvement districts for a number of activities 
including: 
 The acquisition, construction or reconstruction of public streets and roads. 
 The acquisition, construction or reconstruction of sidewalks, culverts, bridges, gutters, curbs, steps and parks including 

the planting of trees. 
 The construction or reconstruction of sewers, ditches, drains, conduits, and channels for sanitary or drainage purposes, 

with outlets, cesspools, manholes, catch basins, flush tanks, septic tanks, connecting sewers, ditches, drains, conduits, 
channels, and other appurtenances. 

 The construction of sewer and water systems including fire hydrants. 
 The acquisition and improvement of land to be designated as public park or open-space land. 
 The conversion of overhead utilities to underground locations in accordance with 69-4-311 through 69-4-314, MCA 
 The purchase, installation, maintenance, and management of alternative energy production facilities. 
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Public-Private Partnerships 

The Idaho Timber site and historic work force housing provide opportunities for public-private partnerships. 

 

Idaho Timber Site  
The Highway 93 West Corridor Plan proposes a mix of uses on the former Idaho Timber site and provides flexibility for the transition of 
the site to new uses.  Given the diversity of uses as well as the unique setting, development will depend on both public and private 
investment in order to be successful.  For example, public investments will be necessary in support of overall infrastructure 
improvements.  The development of road connectivity to the Idaho Timber site and adjoining properties as well as within the site will be 
key to the development of the site. 
 
The Idaho Timber site presents opportunities to diversify the City’s economy.  This could potentially occur through the development of 
business incubators which can benefit the community in a number of ways.  These include creating jobs, fostering a community’s 
entrepreneurial climate, technology commercialization, diversifying local economies, building or accelerating growth of local industry 
clusters, business creation and retention, encouraging women or minority entrepreneurship, identifying potential spin-in or spin-out 
business opportunities, and community revitalization.  For this type of development to occur, the City will need to support and recruit 
appropriate development.   

 
Historic Work Force Housing  
The redevelopment of neighborhoods that historically provided homes for the area’s work force is an opportunity for public-private 
investment.  The following standards, for properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, can be used to guide in 
the redevelopment of properties within the corridor. 

 A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, 
features, spaces, and spatial relationships.  

 The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of 
features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  

 Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be 
undertaken.  

 Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.  
 Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a 

property will be preserved.  
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 Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement 
of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. 
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.  

 Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments that 
cause damage to historic materials will not be used.  

 Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures will be undertaken.  

 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with 
the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment.  

 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, 
the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.  

 

Public-Private Partnership Financing Tools 
There are a variety of financing options for public-private partnerships that can help stimulate development in the corridor and spur 
additional private projects. 

USDA Multi-Family Housing Programs  
 Rural Rental Housing Loans to provide affordable multi-family rental housing for very low-, low-, and moderate-income 

families; the elderly; and persons with disabilities. This is primarily a direct mortgage program, but funds may also be used 
to buy and improve land and to provide necessary facilities such as water and waste disposal systems. In addition, deep 
subsidy rental assistance is available to eligible families. 

 
Montana Housing Tax Credit Program  
 This tax credit is available under Section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. The credit is a federal income tax credit 

for owners of qualifying rental housing that meets certain low income occupancy and rent limitation requirements. The 
credit is taken as a reduction in participants’ tax liability over a 10 year period. The credits can also be sold to investors to 
generate capital.  

 
Federal Tax Credits 
 Federal tax credits provide property owners with significant financial incentives to invest in projects that support urban 

renewal, the construction of affordable housing and the preservation of historic structures.  When combined with public 
support such as TIF, Federal and State grants and loans, or other public funds, tax credits can help make a project 
financially feasible. 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 290 of 592



IV. Implementation  

   WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          75 
     

Property Owner Organizations  
 Using dues and other assessments, these organizations and associations can form partnerships with local government 

entities to make improvements to neighborhoods.  Funds can be used for public improvements, landscaping, maintenance 
and public relations activities.  

 It is recommended that the neighborhood build off of the Steering Committee and create a property owner, merchants, and 
residents association.  This grass roots association can explore and take advantage of public-private partnerships as 
appropriate to implement the broad array of opportunities that exist in the corridor.  

 
The vision for the corridor is dependent on collaboration between the City of Whitefish and private investment.  Additionally, it is important 
for residents to help preserve and enhance their neighborhood’s character and sense of place.  This can be accomplished through 
encouragement of neighborhood revitalization initiatives, such as the formation of neighborhood councils, thoughtful design of the 
streetscape to “quiet down” neighborhoods, incorporation of “walkability” in neighborhood design, and promotion of new compatible 
construction.   
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US Highway 93 West Impacts 
 Privacy issues, lights from highway shining into houses an issue after trees are taken down, need to keep houses hidden, keep it 

rural, lower speed limit. 
 Karrow & 93 

 Karrow cannot handle current traffic 
 Peace Park & Idaho Timber + 55 unit MF = traffic increase 
 Speed lack of enforcement 
 People are under estimating traffic there 
 What happens @ Karrow & 93 in the future? 

 Concern: The corner of Karrow & Highway 93 is being constructed by MDOT and it will not handle the traffic that currently exists. 
So how can it possibly handle any further development in the area as the Idaho Timber property, the trails & more condos get 
developed? 

 Medians will divert traffic to 3rd between Parkhill & Karrow with commercial development 

Character & Concerns 
 Adaptive use of existing buildings, more quaint and gentle than 93 to Kalispell, feeling of quaint, cozy, welcome as you come to 

town, like to see small scale restaurant down by river 
 Fox Hollow resident 

 West 3rd – keep character of the street – kids, rural character, quiet, have animal hospital, 3rd/2nd very close together 
 Want: respect for residence, corridor homes/MF/ professional offices  
 Things that can be compatible – family-“beauty” 
 Standards – landscaping – height – hours of operation 
 Outdoor activity that is loud/music etc. is not the best 
 Got a mailing and word of mouth 

 SE Corridor Good & 93 – Highway moved closer, green utility box, ruined ambiance, want commercial 
 Imagine future uses: will not be a nice residential area, needs a commercial component, shape and form of development is 

important 
 3rd St. Owner 

 OK with “mom and pop” shops on Hwy 93 that close at ~6 pm (Not chain stores with lots of activity) 
 Business on Hwy 93 okay, but wants businesses that are quiet and close early 5-6pm 
 Realizes we have to have development – however they need to be carefully planned 
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 This is a really peaceful, pretty part of town. Whitefish needs more affordable housing.  This area is still largely residential, 
there are many people who live here and enjoy that aspect, we not to not take this “off the table”, it’s a great area for 
middle-class residential living environment - please don’t lose this 

 Please take actions that encourage those of us who own residences to want to keep improving/enjoying our homes 
 South of Hwy 93 

 Doesn’t mind current zoning – WR3 – which allows some business – doesn’t want to see full commercial – doesn’t want 
to lose the residential feel – neighbors and residential feel – a little bit of business is okay – light use – but not full 
commercial 

 Owns undeveloped and developed property on Hwy 93 W. Would not like to see zoned uses become more restrictive than 
current in that area. 

 Alternate uses on own merit (W 2nd St.) – not a lot of permitted uses 
 Maintain residential houses along corridor – still should be predominate 
 South & North of W 2nd St. are different 
 Liked recent proposed project – mostly res. w/ some commercial 
 Projections land use: 

 high intensity (urban) 
 moderate (existing?) 
 low (public/parks) 

 No change to Fox Farm – wouldn’t want to see any commercial uses 
 Will develop into its own community – why a park/natural areas are so important, walking trails; residential; commercial – 

beautiful, aesthetic pleasing area – Balance – not just one use or another 
 Keep Fox Farm CT zoned the way it is 
 Owner on highway & Good Ave. suggest allowing nightly or weekly rentals 
 Allow Hwy 93 to continue to develop low-impact commercial/offices 

 
3rd St. Character & Concerns 
 Median a concern for Park Hill neighborhood. Feeling that nobody would drive up to the State Park Road turnaround 
 Impact on Park Hill and 3rd due to new median diverting traffic into residential neighborhood 
 3rd St. Owner 

 Wants to see whatever goes in on 93 remain compatible with homes on 3rd – they (homes) will be there for the long term 
as residences.  Need to consider what effects 93 businesses will have, what hours will they be open? What kinds of truck 
traffic/delivery will be necessary? Parking? Noise? Lighting? Please respect people who have made their homes there 
(nearby) 
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 W. 3rd St. prime location for families/walk to school/kids bike riding/skateboarding/etc. 
 This is why we moved here. 

 Impacts of traffic on W 3rd St. – W 3rd St. & Parkhill is quiet – low traffic now without Hwy project – State Park/Hwy 93 S zoning 
from s.t.r. to m.t. 

 3rd Street – Keep it the way it is, B&B quiet like they say they’ll be 
 W. 3rd St. owner 

 Has experience with vacation rental in a destination town of similar size (St. Helena/Napa Valley) and they had a very 
effective process: In order to do anything less than a 30-day rental, you had to have a B & B permitted in town.  Only 25 B 
& B’s permitted in town. B & B’s required to have 24/7 manager – had to notify  neighbors within 300’ if 30% + contested 
application had to go to City Council for hearing instead of automatic approval. Permit for B&B required to be renewed 
every 2 years and does not go with property if sold.  

 Concerned that such rentals will/can change character of neighborhood and wouldn’t want to live next to that activity if negative.  
If it’s going to happen, want to insure that city monitors/governs.  However, if done right, these can be nice properties.   

 W. 3rd St. Owner 
 Not opposed to commercial development on 2nd St/Hwy 93 – not opposed to it – need to be pretty strict limitations on 

hours of operations and what they sell.  Restaurants in particular pose some real problems with noise/parking/house of 
operation – open to options but concerned/opposed to box stores/retail, etc.  

 W 3rd St. will stay residential need to protect this area   
 Resident on S. 3rd concerned about impact of business development on property values, quality of life, noise, traffic 
 Doesn’t want to see parking from Hwy 93 overflowing onto W 3rd St. or west 3rd St. lots 
 Does not want noise and increased traffic on W. 3rd St. 
 Does not want business impact on W. 3rd St. 

Recreation/Parks 
 There are not a lot of parks (passive recreation); family-oriented supports the river; wildlife corridor 
 Expand Peace Park along River as Corridor Park – Wildlife & Family Benefit 
 Trail along south side of WF River connecting to downtown 
 Peace Park should not be lists as “public” as the public doesn’t have a say in the rules or management of park 

Idaho Timber 
 Idaho Timber – park along the river/bike trail, complement the river, sustainable development 
 Idaho Timber: Along river commercial (restaurants, hotels, etc.) 
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WF River 
 Commercial uses fronting WF River 
 WF River: front the amenity 
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The Steering Committee responded to a survey to determine appropriate land uses as well as character and concerns within each Sub-
District in the corridor.  After the results were compiled, there was a Steering Committee discussion that led to the recommendation of 
certain land uses within the Sub-Districts. The survey provided the Steering Committee with a tool to measure character and concern and 
rate the suitability of particular land uses within the Sub-Districts of the overall plan. 
 
The survey Sub-Districts correspond to the map below.  After further discussion with the Steering Committee and input from the public 
some of the Sub-District boundaries were adjusted to reflect their comments.  

          

              Initial Draft, Corridor Plan 
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The following table describes the land use options that were included in the survey. 
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The following definitions were used in the Steering Committee survey and in subsequent public involvement sessions to gain input on 
appropriate land uses for the Sub-Districts.   

 
Neighborhood Commercial - Singular establishment that mostly serves the neighborhood. 
Community Commercial – Cluster of small establishments exclusive of uses reserved for the downtown and strip commercial use. 
 
The Steering Committee, in their seventh meeting, recommended abandoning the terms “Neighborhood Commercial” and “Community 
Commercial” for two stated reasons: 
 The use of the word “Commercial” seems to overstate the Steering Committee’s intent for the corridor. 
 The word “Commercial” and the word “Cluster” seem to imply commercial uses that would compete with the downtown. 

 
The direction of the Steering Committee was to use the permitted and conditional uses in the existing WR-3 zoning for Sub-District ‘A’ in 
place of using the words “Neighborhood Commercial.” For Sub-District ‘B’ the Steering Committee recommended specific land uses 
including the permitted and conditional uses in the existing WR-3 zoning district and to allow, by conditional use permit, the following 
additional conditional uses with appropriate performance standards: 
 Sandwich Shops. 
 Coffee Shops. 
 Artisan Manufacturing. 
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 AREA A ‐ SUMMARY
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Noise 78% 0% 22% 0%

Votes 7 0 2 0 9 1.44

Hrs of Operation 67% 11% 11% 11%

Votes 6 1 1 1 9 1.67

Traffic 78% 11% 11% 0%

Votes 7 1 1 0 9 1.33

Consistent Shape & Form 45% 44% 0% 11%

Votes 4 4 0 1 9 1.78

Historic Buildings 25% 25% 25% 25%

Votes 2 2 2 2 8 2.5

Residential Character 22% 56% 11% 11%

Votes 2 5 1 1 9 2.11

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Community Commercial 11% 22% 22% 45% Mostly No
Votes 1 2 2 4 9 3.00

Neighborhood Commercial 45% 33% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 4 3 2 0 9 1.78

High Density Mixed Use 11% 11% 45% 33% Mostly Yes
Votes 1 1 4 3 9 3.00

Low Density Mixed Use 11% 67% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 1 6 2 0 9 2.11

Sing. Fam. Residential High 26% 13% 13% 50% Not Approved
Votes 2 1 1 4 8 2.88

Sing. Fam. Residential Medium 45% 22% 22% 11% Approved
Votes 4 2 2 1 9 2.00

Sing. Fam. Residential Low 22% 22% 22% 34% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 2 2 3 9 2.67

Med. Density Multi‐Family 33% 34% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 3 3 1 2 9 2.22

Resort Residential Medium 22% 45% 0% 33% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 4 0 3 9 2.44

Resort Residential High 11% 11% 11% 67% Not Approved
Votes 1 1 1 6 9 3.33

View protection Area 44% 0% 28% 28% Mostly Yes

Votes 3 0 2 2 7 2.43
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AREA B ‐ SUMMARY
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Noise 45% 44% 22% 0%

Votes 4 3 2 0 9 1.78

Hrs of Operation 45% 22% 22% 11%

Votes 4 2 2 1 9 2.00

Traffic 56% 33% 0% 11%

Votes 5 3 2 1 9 1.67

Consistent Shape & Form 56% 22% 22% 0%

Votes 5 2 2 0 9 1.67

Historic Buildings 44% 22% 11% 22%

Votes 4 2 1 2 9 2.11

 For‐Rent Residential Character 56% 33% 0% 11%

Votes 5 3 0 1 9 1.67

Professional Office Character 67% 33% 0% 0%

Votes 9 3 0 0 9 1.33

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Community Commercial 11% 33% 45% 11% Approved
Votes 1 3 4 1 9 2.56

Neighborhood Commercial 22% 56% 22% 0% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 5 2 0 9 2.00

High Density Mixed Use 11% 22% 45% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 1 2 4 2 9 2.78

Low Density Mixed Use 33% 45% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 3 4 2 0 9 1.89

Sing. Fam. Residential High 22% 44% 22% 11% Approved
Votes 2 4 2 1 9 2.22

Med. Density multi‐Family 33% 22% 45% 0% Approved
Votes 3 2 4 0 9 2.11

High Density Multi‐Family 0% 56% 22% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 0 5 2 2 9 2.67

Resort Residential Medium 56% 33% 0% 11% Approved
Votes 5 3 0 1 9 1.67

Resort Residential High 0% 45% 22% 33% Mostly Yes
Votes 0 4 2 3 9 2.89

River/Vegetation Protection 78% 22% 0% 0% Approved
7 2 0 0 9 1.22

View protection Area 57% 0% 29% 14% Approved
Votes 4 0 2 1 7 2.00
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 AREA C ‐ SUMMARY
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Noise 43% 14% 29% 14%

Votes 3 1 2 1 7 2.14

Hrs of Operation 37% 26% 0% 37%

Votes 3 2 0 3 8 2.38

Traffic Diversion Due To Medians 50% 50% 0% 0%

Votes 4 4 0 0 8 1.50

Kid Walking and Biking 88% 12% 0% 0%

Votes 7 1 0 0 8 1.13

Rural Character 62% 38% 0% 0%

Votes 5 3 0 0 8 1.38

Narrow Street 76% 12% 12% 0%

Votes 6 1 1 0 8 1.38

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Sing. Fam. Residential High 11% 33% 11% 45% Not Approved
Votes 1 3 1 4 9 2.89

Sing. Fam. Residential Medium 33% 22% 33% 11% Approved
Votes 3 2 3 1 9 2.22

Sing. Fam. Residential Low 45% 33% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 4 3 2 0 9 1.78

Med. Density Multi‐Family 22% 45% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 4 1 2 9 2.33

Community Commercial 0% 22% 11% 67% Not Approved
Votes 0 2 1 6 9 3.44

Neighborhood Commercial 0% 22% 11% 67% Not Approved
Votes 0 2 1 6 9 3.44

View protection Area 38% 25% 25% 12% Approved
Votes 3 2 2 1 8 2.13
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AREA D ‐ SUMMARY
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Noise 67% 11% 0% 22%

Votes 6 1 0 2 9 1.78

Hrs of Operation 56% 0% 11% 33%

Votes 5 0 1 3 9 2.22

Traffic Diversion Due To Medians 33% 67% 0% 0%

Votes 3 6 0 0 9 1.67

Professional Office Character 67% 11% 0% 22%

Votes 6 1 0 2 9 1.78

For‐Rent Residential Character 72% 14% 0% 14%

Votes 5 1 0 1 7 1.57

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Sing. Fam. Residential High 22% 56% 0% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 5 0 2 9 2.22

Sing. Fam. Residential Medium 56% 33% 11% 0% Approved
Votes 5 3 1 0 9 1.56

Sing. Fam. Residential Low 56% 33% 11% 0% Approved
Votes 5 3 1 0 9 1.56

Med. Density Multi‐Family 22% 44% 33% 0% Approved
Votes 2 4 3 0 9 2.11

Community Commercial 0% 45% 11% 44% Mostly No
Votes 0 4 1 4 9 3.00

Neighborhood Commercial 11% 56% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 1 5 1 2 9 2.44

View protection Area 25% 38% 12% 25% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 3 1 2 8 2.38
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SUMMARY ‐ RESORT COMMERCIAL AREA
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Recreation 90% 10% 0% 0%

Votes 9 1 0 0 10 1.10

Resort 70% 30% 0% 0%

Votes 7 3 0 0 10 1.30

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Resort Commercial 70% 30% 0% 0% Approved
Votes 7 3 0 0 10 1.30

Resort Residential Medium 40% 60% 0% 0% Approved
Votes 4 6 0 0 10 1.60

Resort Residential High 22% 33% 12% 33% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 3 1 3 9 2.56

View protection Area 38% 38% 12% 12% Approved
Votes 3 3 1 1 8 2.00
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SUMMARY ‐ IDAHO TIMBER AREA
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Industrial Character 10% 0% 10% 80%

Votes 1 0 1 8 10 3.60

Riverfront 90% 10% 0% 0%

Votes 9 1 0 0 10 1.10

Wildlife 30% 50% 20% 0%

Votes 3 5 2 0 10 1.90

Parks/Trails 50% 40% 10% 0%

Votes 5 4 1 0 10 1.60

Complement & Protect River 80% 20% 0% 0%

Votes 8 2 0 0 10 1.20

Sustainable Development 56% 33% 11% 0%

Votes 5 3 1 0 9 1.56

Access 56% 33% 11% 0%

Votes 5 3 1 0 9 1.56

Connectivity 67% 22% 11% 0%

Votes 6 2 1 0 9 1.44
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Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

High Density Mixed Use 34% 44% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 3 4 2 0 9 1.89

Low Density Mixed Use 22% 56% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 2 5 2 0 9 2.00

Sing. Fam. Resdiential High 0% 67% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 0 6 1 2 9 2.56

Sing. Fam. Resdiential Medium 22% 45% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 4 1 2 9 2.33

Sing. Fam. Resdiential Low 11% 44% 0% 45% Mostly No
Votes 1 4 0 4 9 2.78

Med. Density Multi‐Family 11% 89% 0% 0% Approved
1 8 0 0 9 1.89

High Density Multi‐Family 11% 57% 33% 0% Approved
Votes 1 5 3 0 9 2.22

Community Commercial 22% 11% 67% 0% Approved
Votes 2 1 6 0 9 2.44

Neighborhood Commercial 22% 45% 22% 11% Approved
Votes 2 4 2 1 9 2.22

Resort Residential Medium 45% 33% 11% 11% Approved
Votes 4 3 1 1 9 1.89

Resort Residential High 11% 67% 11% 11% Approved
Votes 1 6 1 1 9 2.22

Light Industrial 0% 56% 11% 33% Mostly Yes
Votes 0 5 1 3 9 2.78

Cottage Scale Manufacturing 26% 50% 12% 12% Approved
Votes 2 4 1 1 8 2.13

Parks/Open Space 56% 11% 11% 22% Mostly Yes
Votes 5 1 1 2 9 2.00

Passive Open Space 50% 0% 13% 37% Mostly Yes
Votes 4 0 1 3 8 2.38

Recreational Open Space 22% 22% 22% 34% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 2 2 3 9 2.67

Public/Quasi‐Public 13% 25% 37% 25% Mostly Yes
Votes 1 2 3 2 8 2.75

River/Vegetation Protection 78% 11% 11% 0% Approved
Votes 7 1 1 0 9 1.33

View protection Area 29% 42% 29% 0% Approved
Votes 2 3 2 7

SUMMARY ‐ IDAHO TIMBER AREA
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 SUMMARY ‐ WEST SIDE RESIDENTIAL AREA
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Rural Character 30% 60% 10% 0%

Votes 3 6 1 0 10 1.80

Trees and Vegetation 70% 30% 0% 0%

Votes 7 3 0 0 10 1.30

Trails and Recreation 40% 40% 20% 0%

Votes 4 4 2 0 10 1.80

Privacy 20% 50% 30% 0%

Votes 2 5 3 0 10 2.10

Access 33% 57% 12%

Votes 3 5 1 0 9 1.78

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Sing. Fam. Residential High 10% 30% 10% 50% Not Approved
Votes 1 3 1 5 10 3.00

Sing. Fam. Residential Medium 33% 11% 56% 0% Mostly Yes
Votes 3 1 5 0 9 2.22

Sing. Fam. Residential Low 33% 11% 45% 11% Approved
Votes 3 1 4 1 9 2.33

Sing. Fam. Residential Rural 20% 20% 30% 30% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 2 3 3 10 2.70

Community Commercial 10% 40% 10% 40% Not Approved
Votes 1 4 1 4 10 2.80

Neighborhood Commercial 20% 40% 10% 30% Mostly Yes
Votes 2 4 1 3 10 2.50

Public/Quasi‐Public 22% 56% 22% 0% Approved
Votes 2 5 2 0 9 2.00

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 308 of 592



Appendix B: Survey Results & Summary 

   WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          93 
     

 
SUMMARY ‐ PEACE PARK AREA

Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Noise 60% 10% 30% 0%

Votes 6 1 3 0 10 1.70

Access 70% 20% 10% 0%

Votes 7 2 1 0 10 1.40

Traffic 70% 20% 10% 0%

Votes 7 2 1 0 10 1.40

Connectivity 78% 11% 11% 0%

Votes 7 1 1 1 9 1.33

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Parks/Open Space 80% 20% 0% 0% Approved

Votes 8 2 0 0 10 1.20

Passive Open Space 56% 22% 0% 22% Mostly Yes

Votes 5 2 0 2 9 1.89

Recreational Open Space 70% 10% 20% 0% Approved

Votes 7 1 2 0 10 1.50

Public/Quasi‐Public 56% 11% 11% 22% Mostly Yes

Votes 5 1 1 2 9 2.00

View Protection Area 22% 44% 22% 12% Approved

Votes 2 4 2 1 9 2.22
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SUMMARY ‐ PARKS and RECREATION
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

Votes Rating

Recreation/Resort Character 67% 33% 0% 0%

Votes 6 3 0 0 9 1.33

Connectivity with Rds & Trails 80% 20% 0% 0%

Votes 8 2 0 0 10 1.200

Access 70% 30% 0% 0%

Votes 7 3 0 0 10 1.30

Traffic 30% 50% 20% 0%

Votes 3 5 2 0 10 1.90

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Parks/Open Space 78% 22% 0% 0% Approved
Votes 7 2 0 0 9 1.22

Passive Open Space 76% 12% 0% 12% Approved
Votes 6 1 0 1 8 1.50

Recreational Open Space 88% 12% 0% 0% Approved
Votes 7 1 0 0 8 1.13

Public/Quasi‐Public 38% 38% 12% 12% Approved
Votes 3 3 1 1 8 2.00

View Protection Area 28% 44% 28% 0% Approved
Votes 2 3 2 0 7 2.00

Resort Commercial 38% 50% 12% 0% Approved
Votes 3 4 1 0 8 1.75
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SUMMARY ‐ FOX HOLLOW AREA
Importance

Character and Concerns Extremely Moderate Sl ightly None TOTAL Average

N O N E  Expressed Votes Rating

Appropriate

Land Use Extremely Moderate Sl ightly Not TOTAL Average

Votes Rating APPROVAL

Sing. Fam. Residential High 0% 38% 38% 24% Mostly Yes
Votes 0 3 3 2 8 2.88

Sing. Fam. Residential Medium 38% 12% 50% 0% Approved
Votes 3 1 4 0 8 2.13

Sing. Fam. Residential Low 12% 50% 26% 12% Approved
Votes 1 4 2 1 8 2.38

Med. Density Multi‐Family 12% 76% 12% 0% Approved
Votes 1 6 1 0 8 2.00

High Density Multi‐Family 0% 63% 25% 12% Approved
Votes 0 5 2 1 8 2.5

Community Commercial 22% 11% 22% 45% Mostly No
Votes 2 1 2 4 9 2.89

Neighborhood Commercial 22% 11% 22% 45% Mostly No
Votes 2 1 2 4 9 2.89

Resort Commercial 33% 11% 11% 44% Mostly Yes
Votes 3 1 1 4 9 2.67
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The evening began with a short review of the project including the latest edition of the land use map. Introductions of key individuals 
were made including representatives from Idaho Timber followed by an introduction of the intent of the charrette, clarification of existing 
entitlements and instructions for charrette participants. 

Participants broke into four groups occupying four tables. Each table had a base drawing of the Idaho Timber site along with trace 
paper, tape and markers. The planning staff and consultants acted as facilitators at each of the tables. The participants engaged in the 
following exercise: 

1)      Categorizing the site into the following general uses using bubbles allocating the approximate area that should be 
devoted to each.  

 Manufacturing (M) 
 Recreational (R) 
 Commercial (C) 
 Residential (RES) 
 Resort (RST) 
 Conservation (CV) 

 

 

 

 

 

Exercise One: Categorizing site into general land uses.  
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2)      Brainstorming specific uses (i.e. trail, hotel, boat rentals, green manufacturing, high density residential, etc.) for each of 
the bubbled areas.  

Exercise Two: Brainstorming specific land uses. 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 314 of 592



Appendix C: Charrette Summary 

   WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          99 
     

3)      Summarizing and refining specific uses and shapes of uses within the site limits, including relationships/links with 
surrounding uses.   

 

Exercise Three:  Refining and summarizing specific land uses with linkages to adjacent properties. 
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The following list of possible uses was given to each of the tables: 
 

 Furniture Manufacture 
 Kayak/Canoe Rental Sales 
 Hotel/Restaurant Complex 
 Green Building Component 

Manufacture 
 Seafood/Specialty Restaurant 
 River Trail, Residential 
 Cottages/Cabins 
 Athletic Field 
 VoTech School 
 Recreational Gear 

Fabrication/Manufacture 
 Trader Joe Style Specialty 

Food Store 
 Museum 
 Mid-Rise Apartments or 

Condominiums Craft/Flea 
Market Facility 

 High-Tech Electronic 
Manufacturing Business 

 Streambank Restoration 
Interpretive/Conservation Area 

 Offices, Sculpture/Art Foundry 
 Low Income Housing 
 Challenge Athletic Course 
 Fairgrounds 
 Marina 
 Playground 
 Memorial 
 Transportation Terminal 
 Truck Yard 

 Municipal 
 Pet Kennel and Care 
 Equestrian Center 
 Tavern, Club 
 Casino/Hotel 
 Satellite Fire Station 
 Music Conservatory 
 Townhomes 
 Bistro/Coffee/Wine Shop 
 Day Care Facility 
 Church 
 Senior’s Housing 
 Brewery 
 Health Services 
 Bakery 
 Recording Studio 
 Antique Restoration/Repair 
 Park 
 Arena Sport Complex 
 Art Gallery(s) 
 Private Grade School 
 Youth Organization 
 Single-Family Homes 
 Parking Lot 
 Transit Station 
 Delicatessen 
 Specialty Metal or Wood 

Fabrication 
 Warehousing or Storage Units 
 Laboratory 
 Tourist Info Facility 

 Farmers Market Site 
 Modular Home Park 
 Botanical Garden/Arboretum 
 Salvage Yard 
 Body and Paint Shop 
 Boat Storage 
 Truck or Equipment Sales 
 RV Park 
 Building Contractor Office and 

Storage 
 Cottage Industry 
 Snack Bar 
 Night Club 
 Health Food Store 
 Research Facility 
 Antique Mall 
 Novelty Shop 
 Discount Outlet 
 Boat/Marine Dealership 
 Recycling Center 
 Swap Meet/Flea Market 
 Resort Lodge 
 Distribution Plant 
 Wholesale Market 
 Musical Instrument 

Manufacture 
 Graphic Arts Shop 
 Welding Shop 
 Nursery

Finally, the charrette closed by giving Idaho Timber representatives a chance to address the entire group followed by a short presentation 
by Innovative Timber Systems, Inc. regarding their possible purchase and use of the property. 
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The following are the final drawings from each group that participated in the charrette. 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group 1 Concept Development Plan 

Key Ideas: 
 Leave existing industrial 

building 
 Utilize rail spur 
 Provide access from Karrow 

Avenue 
 Shared parking to be used 

for industrial building during 
the day and park during the 
evening 

 Multi-family workforce 
housing in the back of 
single-family lots  

 Green belt zone by river 
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Group 2 Concept Development Plan 

Key Ideas: 
 Conservation area along 

river with a trail 
 Provide access off Karrow 

Avenue 
 Keep industrial building 
 Offices with docks and view 

of the river 
 Scenic railroad 

 Rail access on first 
floor 

 Retail/office with 
view of mountains 
on second floor 

 Skating 
 Multi-family housing with 

spur road 
 Resort/mixed use along 

river 
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Group 3 Concept Development Plan 

Key Ideas: 
 Railroad spur with 

manufacturing 
 Mixed-use/resort uses along 

river maximizing views 
 Incubator for emerging 

businesses 
 Non-motorized boat launch 
 Mixed-use live-work housing 
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Group 4 Concept Development Plan

Key Ideas: 
 River walk/trail system  

 Tie into railroad 
tracks and access 
Peace Park 

 Light manufacturing by 
Peace Park 

 Entertainment district for 
people living nearby or 
coming down the river walk 

 Residential component 
 Trail that loops under 

railroad tracks 
 Additional river access sites 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 320 of 592



Appendix D: Proposed Sample Zoning Districts 
 

  
  WHITEFISH HIGHWAY 93 WEST CORRIDOR PLAN          105 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D: Proposed 

SAMPLE Zoning 

Districts 
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Proposed New Sample Zoning Districts 

Sample zoning district language is provided for Area B and for the Idaho Timber Site. These sample zoning districts are meant to be 
used as guidelines should property owners, in the future, request new zoning in either Area B or for the Idaho Timber Site.  As guidelines 
for potential new zoning, the actual language of any proposed new zoning would be given appropriate scrutiny, appropriate language 
modifications and have to be taken through public hearings before the Planning Board and City Council.  Any new zoning would be 
subject to the protest provisions provided by state statute. 

ARTICLE WT-3 SAMPLE NEIGHBORHOOD MIXED-USE TRANSITIONAL DISTRICT 

The WT-3 District is intended for transitional development including high density residential, professional offices, light manufacturing, 
light assembly and ancillary services to provide a performance-based mixed-use environment with a recreational amenity, such as the 
Whitefish River, a community gateway, or adaptive use areas which are transitioning from their traditional uses and lots that primarily 
border either the Whitefish River or industrial zoned property.  The boundary of this district is along the north side of Highway 93 from 
both sides of north Karrow Avenue to the Veteran’s Bridge. This zoning classification is not intended for general application throughout 
the Whitefish area. 
 
PERMITTED USES: 

* Home occupations (see Special Provisions in section 11-3-13 of this title). 
* Public utility buildings and facilities when necessary for serving the surrounding territory, excluding business offices and repair or 

storage facilities. A minimum of five feet of landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure. 
* Publicly owned or operated buildings and uses.  
* Open space for active or passive, public or private, outdoor space, including such uses as parks, plazas, greens, playgrounds, 

community gardens. 
* Residential  

o Class A manufactured homes. 
o Daycare (registered home, 5 to 12 children). 
o Guest and servant quarters. 
o Single-family through fourplex dwelling units  

* Sublots (see Special Provisions in subsection 11-3-14C of this title). 
 
CONDITIONAL USES: 

* Accessory apartments. 
* Bed and breakfast establishments (see special provisions in section 11-3-4 of this title). 
* Caretaker's unit. 
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* Churches or similar places of worship, including parish houses, parsonages, rectories, convents and dormitories. 
* Clubs, private and semiprivate recreational facilities. 
* Daycare centers (more than 12 individuals). 
* Dwelling groups or clusters. 
* Guesthouses. 
* Manufacturing, Artisan (see Special Provisions in section 11-3-38 of this title).  
* Personal Services (ground level to street level only). 
* Professional offices (ground level to street level only). 
* Professional Artist Studio and Gallery (see Special Provisions in section 11-3-15) 
* Public golf courses. 
* Residential: 

o Boarding houses. 
o Fiveplex or larger multi-family dwelling units 

* Hotels and motels and uses accessory thereto are permitted within a portion of the Whitefish River frontage area, said frontage 
area being a strip of land 300 feet wide and lying southwesterly of, and contiguous to, the requisite buffer and setback areas of 
the Whitefish River north of 1st Street.  The width of this area may be modified by the Zoning Administrator if geotechnical 
analysis reveals the presence of unstable fill material along the bank of the Whitefish River. 

 
PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 
 
The following property development standards shall apply to land and buildings within this district: 

 Bulk and scale:   All new structures with a building footprint of 3,500 square feet or greater, existing structures where 
an addition causes the total footprint to be 3,500 square feet or greater, and additions to structures 
where the footprint is already 3,500 square feet or greater, are subject to a conditional use permit 
pursuant to section 11-7-8 of this title. 

Minimum district size:                          n/a 

Existing zoning requirements:              Applies only in zoning districts allowing residential density up to 10 dwelling units per acre. 

Minimum lot area:                                 n/a 

Minimum lot width:                               n/a 
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Minimum yard spaces: 

                    Front:                                20 feet, except when fronting on a public right of way where there shall be a front yard setback of 
not less than 25 feet of landscaped green belt area. Sidewalks, vehicle access and parking may 
be allowed in this area up to a maximum of 40 percent of the green belt area.  

                    Side:                                 10 feet for single-story, 15 feet for two-story 

                    Rear:                                 20 feet, (refer to section 11-3-29). 

Maximum height:                                  35 feet:   

The maximum building height may be increased up to 42 feet as follows: 
1. When the majority of the roof pitch is 7/12 or steeper; or 
2. For mixed-use buildings. 
 

Permitted lot coverage:                        50% maximum.  

Off-street parking:                                See Chapter 6 of this title.  

1. Shared parking is allowed among different categories of uses or among uses with different 
hours of operation, but not both. 
2. If a non-residential and a residential use share off-street parking, the parking requirement for the 
residential use may be reduced by up to 50%, provided that the reduction does not exceed the 
minimum parking requirement for the office use. 
3. Applicants must provide a shared parking agreement executed by the parties establishing the 
shared parking spaces. Shared parking privileges will continue in effect only as long as the 
agreement, binding on all parties, remains in force. If the agreement is no longer in force, then 
parking must be provided as otherwise required by Chapter 6 of this title. 
4. Shared parking may be located within 300 feet of the site. 
5. Required accessible parking spaces (for persons with disabilities) may not be shared and must 
be located on site. 

 
Hours of operation:                             7 am to 8 pm for non-residential uses if within 100 feet of a residential use. 
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Accessory buildings:                            Accessory buildings conforming to the definition in section 11-9-2 of this title are allowed subject 
to the standards set forth in section 11-3-2 of this title. Accessory buildings with footprints not 
exceeding 600 square feet shall be set back a minimum of 6 feet from side and rear property lines 
that do not border a street, lake, any intermittent or perennial stream, or the front one-half of any 
adjoining lot. Setbacks for accessory buildings with footprints exceeding 600 square feet shall be 
the same as those for the principal structure.   

Landscaping:                                       See Chapter 4 of this title (single-family uses exempted).   

 
DEFINITIONS: 
 
MANUFACTURING, ARTISAN - Production of goods by the use of hand tools or small-scale, light mechanical equipment occurring solely 
within an enclosed building where such production requires screened outdoor operations or storage, and where the production, 
operations, and storage of materials related to production occupy no more than 3,500 square feet of gross floor area. Typical uses have 
negligible negative impact on surrounding properties and include woodworking and cabinet shops, ceramic studios, jewelry 
manufacturing and similar types of arts and crafts, or food processing. 
 
MIXED-USE ENVIRONMENT (performance based) – Neighborhoods where different types of land uses such as residential, office, or 
institutional are in close proximity. 

MIXED-USE BUILDING - A building that houses residential uses in combination with non-residential uses. 
 

ARTICLE SAMPLE WI-T INDUSTRIAL TRANSITIONAL DISTRICT 

The WI-T District is intended to allow for the gradual transition on vacant or underutilized sites that were traditionally used for heavy 
manufacturing to adaptive, clean industries and business incubators. These sites are generally proximate to the downtown, have existing 
high capacity utility services and existing multi-modal transportation opportunities such as rail and highway access. 
 
PERMITTED USES: 

* Light industrial manufacturing, fabricating, processing, repairing, packing or storing facilities. 
* Parcel delivery services. 
* Janitorial services. 
* Wireless transmission facility. 
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* Public utility buildings and facilities when necessary for serving the surrounding territory, excluding business offices and repair or 
storage facilities. A minimum of five feet of landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure. 

* Building supply outlets. 
* Warehousing. 
* Publicly owned or operated buildings. 
* Open space for active or passive, public or private, outdoor space, including such uses as parks, plazas, greens, playgrounds, 

community gardens.   
* Live/work units 

o The exterior design of live/work buildings shall be compatible with the exterior design of commercial, industrial, and 
residential buildings in the area, while remaining consistent with the predominant workspace character of live/work 
buildings.  

* Professional offices (ground level to street level only). 
* Private railway cars with living accommodations are allowed to park on rail lines for up to 30 days in a calendar year, but 

cannot be used for short term rentals. 
 

CONDITIONAL USES:  
* Manufacturing, Artisan (see Special Provisions in section 11-3-38 of this title). 
* Bed and breakfast establishments (see Special Provisions in section 11-3-4 of this title). 
* Any use allowed as a permitted use under the WI District. 
* Business incubator 
 Inside a business incubator facility, the following uses are permitted not to exceed 3,600 square feet of floor area:  

o Computer software 
o Services/professional 
o Manufacturing 
o Internet 
o Biosciences/life sciences 
o Electronics/microelectronics 
o Telecommunications 
o Computer hardware 
o Medical devices 
o Creative industries 
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o eBusiness and eCommerce 
o Wireless technology 
o Healthcare technology 
o Advanced materials 
o Defense/homeland security 
o Energy 
o Environment/clean technologies 
o Media 
o Nanotechnology 
o Construction 
o Arts 
o Aerospace 
o Kitchen/food 
o Wood/forestry 
o Tourism 

* Coffee shops and sandwich shops  
* Nursing and retirements homes, personal care facilities, community residential facilities, types I and II 
* Research facilities.  
* Contractors' yards. 
* Petroleum products, wholesale. 
* Heavy equipment sales, rental and service. 
* Colleges, business and trade schools. 
* Grocery stores (less than 5,000 square feet of enclosed gross floor area per lot of record). 
* Micro-breweries and micro-distilleries. 

 

DEFINITIONS: 

BUSINESS INCUBATORS – Facilities that are dedicated to start up and early-stage companies. Business incubators integrate into the 
community in a number of ways and help startup companies: 
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 Help with business basics. 
 Networking activities. 
 Marketing assistance. 
 High-speed Internet access. 
 Help with accounting/financial management. 
 Access to bank loans, loan funds and guarantee programs. 
 Help with presentation skills. 
 Links to higher education resources. 
 Links to strategic partners. 
 Access to angel investors or venture capital. 
 Comprehensive business training programs. 
 Advisory boards and mentors. 
 Management team identification. 
 Help with business etiquette. 
 Technology commercialization assistance. 
 Help with regulatory compliance. 
 Intellectual property management. 

COFFEE SHOPS/SANDWICH SHOPS – Facilities serving non-alcoholic beverages, pastries, and/or breakfast and lunch with no more 
than 2,000 square feet of gross floor area. 
 
LIVE/WORK UNIT - A structure or portion of a structure:  

(a) That combines a permitted or conditional use allowed in the zone with a residential living space for the owner of the permitted 
or conditional use or the owner's employee; and 
(b) Where the resident owner or employee of the business is responsible for the commercial or manufacturing activity performed. 

RESEARCH FACILITIES - A laboratory facility that is primarily used for scientific research. This use can include the design, development, 
and testing of biological, chemical, electrical, magnetic, mechanical, and/or optical components in advance of product manufacturing. 
This use does not involve the fabrication, mass manufacture, or processing of the products. 
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Special Provisions 
11-3-38 ARTISAN MANUFACTURING: 

A. Hours of operation for activities or services open to the public shall be limited to 8 am to 8 pm. 
 

B. Uses that create excessive, objectionable byproducts such as dirt, glare, heat, odor, smoke, waste material, dust, gas, 
atmospheric pollutants, noise or that have the potential for increased danger to life and property by reason of fire, explosion or 
other physical hazards are prohibited. 

 
C. Shipping and receiving shall be limited to 7 am to 7 pm except for rail-related shipments. 

 
D. All outdoor storage shall be enclosed and screened from adjacent properties and public streets.  

 
E. All outdoor seating and outdoor display shall be screened from adjacent residential uses by fencing or landscaping. 

 
F. All outdoor lighting shall be compliant with 11-3-25: OUTDOOR LIGHTING STANDARDS. 
 
G. No more than 40% of gross floor area shall be used for accessory retail sales, no more than 49% of the gross floor area shall be 

used for food and beverage consumption (outdoor seating areas not included in calculation). 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
510 Railway Street,  PO Box 158   Whitefish, MT  59937   
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

 
May 12, 2015 
 
 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish, MT  59937 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld and Councilors: 
 
Request to Extend the Preliminary Plat for Lookout Ridge (WPP 10-10/WPUD 10-11) 
 
Request/Background: 
This office is in receipt of a letter from Ryan Purdy of Morrison Frampton on behalf of 
the Whitefish Credit Union requesting a 24-month extension for the Lookout Ridge 

preliminary plat pursuant to §12-3-8B of the Whitefish Subdivision regulations.  The 

Lookout Ridge preliminary plat is a 139-lot subdivision on 267.7 acres located off Big 
Mountain Road to the north of the Iron Horse neighborhood and east of the Ptarmigan 
neighborhood and can be described as 3301 Big Mountain Road and can be described 
as Tracts 2C, 4, 5, 5AF, 5B, 5C, 5E, 6A, 6C, 6CB, 6CD and 6D in S12-T31N-R22W, 
P.M.M., Flathead County.   
 

 
 
The preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on June 18, 2007.  On 
May 5, 2008, the Council approved an amended preliminary plat to add nearly 40 acres 
to the subdivision along the eastern boundary.  On June 21, 2010, the Council granted 
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a second amendment to the preliminary plat in order to place 16 cabins (near the south 
central portion of the project) on individual lots, as they had previously been located on 
a common lot.  In June 17, 2013, the Council granted a 6-month extension until 
December 21, 2013.  Then on November 18, 2013 the Council granted the remainder of 
the requested two-year extension.  The preliminary plat now expires June 21, 2015.   
 
Attached to this report are the conditions of approval and the preliminary plat map. 
 
Current Report: 
This subdivision is located in the Whitefish city limits and is zoned WRR-1/WA with a 
PUD overlay.  Upon review of the files, issues raised during the public hearing process 
included: 
 

 Urban Wildland Interface.  There were questions from the Council how the applicant 
was handling the threat of wildfire in the subdivision.  As part of the application, the 
applicant provided a report to selectively thin the neighborhood to create a mixed-
regime forest with cleared areas around the structures meeting all the DNRC 
standards.  

 

 Trails Open to the Public.  The Council wanted to ensure that not only were trails 
open to the public, but that there would be a way to access the trails for the public.  
The applicant did design a number of trails within the project for the residents and a 
trail system for public use – this included a trailhead with parking.  The trail proposed 
for public access provided access from the Lookout Road along the south to the Big 
Mountain Road to the north. 

 

 Changing Critical Area Ordinances and the Effect on the Amended Applications.  As 
described above, this project was reviewed three different times – the original 
application and two (2) amended applications.  During the span of the project, the 
City was undertaking the critical area ordinance development.  The project was 
originally reviewed under the interim ordinance and through the original critical area 
ordinance.  Each amendment reviewed that portion of the project under the CAO 
standards in effect at the time.  Conditions were carefully crafted to identify the lots 
and requirements in place at the time.   

 
Change in Standards: 
Since 2007, when this project originally received preliminary plat, certain regulations 
have been amended.  Below is a summary of items that changed and are pertinent to 
this preliminary plat:  
 

 This project was approved during an earlier version of the Water Quality Protection 
regulations (formerly known as the Critical Area regulations).  Condition 6 required at 
25-foot setback from the edge of a wetland within the development.  The current 
standards require a 100-foot buffer.  
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 Condition #27 requires only eight (8) of the newly created lots to meet the Critical 
Area Ordinance in effect at the time of building permit.  This condition was added 
with the second amended application.  These requirements would potentially have 
required the Site Stability Analysis that has subsequently been removed from the 
regulations.  The current subdivision regulations require upfront geotechnical 
analysis to determine whether or not additional geotechnical review is needed 
instead of waiting until building permit.    
 

Standard of Review 

Pursuant to §12-3-8B, Time Limits for Preliminary Plat Approval, the Council may grant 

additional time “provided the subdivider can show continued good faith in working 
toward final plat.” 
 
At the time the Council granted the first two-year extension of the preliminary plat, the 
Whitefish Credit Union was not the owner of the land, but was acting on behalf of the 
owner.  Since the extension was granted, the Credit Union has been working with 
creditors and various lien holders in order to secure title of the property.  On July 30, 
2014, the Credit Union received legal title to 250-acres of the project.   
 
Since the first extension the Credit Union has continued to maintain the property and 
provide security to ensure no vandalism occurs. 
 
Upon approval of the preliminary plat extension, the Credit Union is prepared to assess 
and remediate stormwater and geotechnical conditions of the site, which was a 
significant concern from the City Council in 2013 and secure all necessary permits to 
move the project toward final plat.      
                          
Public Comment 
A notice was mailed to adjacent land owners within 300-feet of the preliminary plat on April 
27, 2015.  A notice of the public hearing was published in the Whitefish Pilot on May 6, 
2015.  As of the writing of this report, one letter in support of the request from the Iron 
Horse HOA provided the hillside area above the Iron Horse neighborhood is remediated 
by September 2015.   
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Council approve the request to extend the Lookout Ridge 
preliminary plat for 24 months, expiring on June 21, 2017 based on the following 
findings of fact: 
 
Finding 1:  The preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on June 
18, 2007.  On May 5, 2008, the Council approved an amended preliminary plat to add 
nearly 40 acres to the subdivision.  On June 21, 2010, the Council granted a second 
amendment to the preliminary plat in order to place 16 cabins on individual lots, as they 
had previously been located on a common lot.  In June 17, 2013, the Council granted a 
6-month extension until December 21, 2013.  Then in November 18, 2013 the Council 
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granted the remainder of the requested two-year extension.  The preliminary plat now 
expires June 21, 2015.  
 
Finding 2:  No other development or third party will be harmed if the preliminary plat is 
extended. 
 
Finding 3:  A legal notice was placed in the Whitefish Pilot on March 19, 2014 and 
public notice was mailed to property owners within 300-feet on April 24, 2015.  One 
letter in support of the request provided the hillside above Iron Horse is remediated. 
 
Finding 4:  The applicant has continued to show continued good faith in working toward 
final plat because they have secured title to the property, established a plan to move the 
project toward final plat and have a plan to remediate the drainage and geotechnical 
conditions of the site.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP 
Senior Planner 
 
Att:  Conditions of approval, 6-21-10  

Extension Request Letter, 4-23-15 
  Preliminary plat map, 4-26-07 
  Legal Notice, Whitefish Pilot, 5-6-15 
  Adjacent Landowner Notice, 4-27-15 

Email, Andrew Moshier, Iron Horse Homeowners’ Association, 5-11-15  
     
c/w/att:  Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
 
c/w/o/att: Ryan Purdy, Morrison & Frampton 341 Central Avenue Whitefish, MT 

59937 
 Michael Burr, Whitefish Credit Union PO Box 1322 Columbia Falls, MT 

59912 
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Lookout Ridge 

Preliminary Plat/Planned Unit Development 
WPP-10-10/WPUD-10-11 
Whitefish City Council 
Conditions of Approval 

June 21, 2010 
 
1. The subdivision shall comply with Title 12 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 11 

(Zoning Regulations) and all other applicable requirements of the Whitefish City 
Code, except as amended by these conditions. 

 
2. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the subdivision and 

planned unit development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved 
preliminary plat, accompanying reports along with their recommendations, site 
plan and elevations that govern the general location of lots, roadways, parking, 
landscaping and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by the City 
Council. 

 
3. Prior to any pre-construction meeting, 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, stormwater management, roads, street lights, trails, sidewalks, 
driveways, etc.) within the development shall be designed and constructed by a 
licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s Engineering 
Standards.  The Public Works Director shall approve the design prior to 
construction.  Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, streets, trails and other 
improvements shall be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently.  No 
individual improvement designs shall be accepted by Public Works.  Public 
utilities shall be located only in road rights-of-way unless otherwise approved by 
the Public Works Director. (City Engineering Standards, 2009)  

 
4. The water system shall be privately owned, operated and maintained.  All water 

valves, water storage tanks, fire hydrants, water piping and appurtenances 
located within the subdivision boundaries shall be owned, operated and 
maintained by the Lookout Ridge Homeowners’ Association. (City Engineering 
Standards, 2009) 

 
5. A tree retention plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review 

and approval.  Appropriate trees outside building envelopes, driveways and 
roads shall be preserved.  Any additional tree removal is subject to approval by 
the Planning & Building Department.  To ensure proper root protection, all trees 
to be retained shall be barricaded to the dripline prior to any construction activity.  
Contact the Planning & Building Department for a field inspection prior to any 
construction activity after final engineering plans have been approved.  
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Inspection of barricades shall be on-going during construction. (Subdivision 
Regulations, 12-4-5) 

 
6. A wetland restoration plan shall be submitted to Planning and Public Works 

Departments for review and approval and shall include a minimum 25-foot buffer 
from the edge of the wetland after its restoration. (Staff Report, Finding 3) 

   
7. Approval of the preliminary plat is subject to subsequent approval of detailed 

design of all on and off site improvements, including drainage.  Through review of 
detailed road and drainage plans, applicant is advised that the number, density 
and/or location of building lots, as well as the location and width of the road right-
of-way, shown on the preliminary plat may change depending upon 
constructability of roads, pedestrian walkways, and necessary retaining walls 
within the right-of-way, LID design requirements, on-site retention needs, 
drainage easements or other drainage facilities or appurtenances needed to 
serve the subject property and/or upstream properties as applicable.  This plan, 
also located within the Homeowners’ Association Conditions Covenants and 
Restrictions, shall include a strategy for long-term maintenance.  Fill on-site shall 
be the minimum needed to achieve positive drainage, and the detailed drainage 
plan will be reviewed by the City using that criterion. (City Engineering 
Standards, 2009) 

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

approval by the Public Works and Planning/Building 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. 

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

 Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public 
roadways, including procedures to remove soil and construction debris from 
roadways 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. 
 

9. All roads within the subdivision shall be built to City of Whitefish Public Works 
Standards and the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations.  The roadway within the 
subdivision shall be privately owned and maintain, but open to the public, 
including parking. (City Engineering Standards, 2009)  

 
10. Street and other on-site lighting shall be dark sky compliant and meet the 

requirements of the City’s Outdoor Lighting ordinance. (Zoning Section 11-3-25) 
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11. A Certificate of Subdivision Approval be obtained from the Department of 
Environmental Quality and written approval by the Whitefish Public Works 
Department approving the stormwater management, water and sewage 
collection facilities for the subdivision. (Subdivision Regulations, Appendix C)  

 
12. A landscaping plan for the open space, trails and landscaping buffers shall be 

submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval.  Landscaping 
plans shall also be approved by the Public Works Department, as they relate to 
LID design. (Staff Report, Finding 4) 

 
13. The applicant shall provide a public parking area/trailhead for the public to 

access the public trail. (Staff Report, Finding 4) 
 
14. The developer shall coordinate with the City’s contractor, North Valley Refuse 

(NVR), regarding garbage collection.  The Homeowners’ Association shall be 
responsible to maintain all weather access to the pick-up site or sites.  If required 
by NVR, a centralized site or sites shall be established prior to final plat. (City 
Engineering Standards, 2009) 

 
15. Prior to final plat, the developer shall enter into an agreement with the City 

whereby the Homeowners’ Association shall either assume responsibility for 
individual property owner’s past due bills for sewer service and garbage pick-up 
services or assist the City by shutting off water service to delinquent accounts. 
(City Engineering Standards, 2009) 

 
16. Prior to approval of the final plat, the applicant shall produce a copy of the 

proposed Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the Lookout 
Ridge Subdivision Homeowners’ Association (HOA) providing for:  

 Long-term maintenance of the open spaces, landscape buffers, private 
streets, sidewalks, trails and the street trees; 

 Snow removal on the roads and emergency access as a HOA responsibility; 
and 

 Long-term weed management plan.  The weed management plan shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to final 
plat. 

 Long-term maintenance plan for drainage and stormwater management. 

 Long-term maintenance for the water system including all water valves, water 
storage tanks, fire hydrants, water piping and appurtenances. 

 All recommended restrictions from the Wildlife Management Plan. 

 The fire protection zone guidelines (appendix K of the subdivision regulations) 
shall be made a component of the covenants. 

(Subdivision Regulations 12-4-29; Staff Report Finding 4; City Engineering 
Standards, 2009) 

 
17. The following notes shall be placed on the face of the plat:  
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a. Garbage shall be stored in a secure location until the day of pick up or in a 
bear proof container. 

b. House numbers shall be located in a clearly visible location. 
c. Only class A and class B fire-rated roofing materials are allowed. 
d. Defensible Space Standards shall be incorporated around all primary 

structures, as described in the Covenants. 
e. The internal roads shown on the final plat are intended to be privately owned 

and maintained and open to the public, including parking. It is understood and 
agreed that these internal roadways do not conform to City requirements for 
public roadways. Because of the road configuration, they are not suitable for 
all-season maintenance by the public authority. The owners (and successors 
in interest) of the lots described in this plat will provide for all-season 
maintenance of the private roadways by creation of a corporation 
or association to administer and fund the maintenance. This dedication is 
made with the express understanding that the private roadways will never be 
maintained by any government agency or public authority. It is understood 
and agreed that the value of each described lot in this plat is enhanced by the 
private nature of said roadways. Thus, the area encompassed by said private 
roadways will not be separately taxed or assessed by any government 
agency or public authority. 

f. Lots 22, 26, 31, 32, 35, 37, 59, and 60 shall comply with the critical area 
ordinance in effect at the time of building permit issuance. 

(Subdivision Regulations, Appendix D; Staff Report Finding 3) 
 

18. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction shall be re-seeded as 
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and the spread of noxious weeds. 
(Subdivision Regulations 12-4-29) 

 
19. The Fire Marshal shall approve the placement and design of all fire hydrants prior 

to their installation and fire access.  (UFC; Subdivision Regulations 12-4-19; 
Engineering Standards, 2009) 

 
20. Mail facilities shall be provided by the developer and approved by the local post 

office. (Subdivision Regulations 12-4-23) 
 
21. No building permits shall be issued by the City of Whitefish until the applicant has 

received final plat, water and sewer lines are installed and inspected and all-
weather drivable surface is installed and inspected. (Subdivision Regulations 12-
3-11) 

 
22. Development of lot 76 shall require an amended Planned Unit Development prior 

to the start of construction.  Density of lot 76 shall not exceed eight units, as 
identified on the approved plans. (Staff Report Background) 

 
23. This preliminary plat and planned unit development is valid for three years from 

Council action. (Subdivision Regulations 12-3-8) 
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24. Install a trail that is open to the public.  Work with the City’s Bike and Pedestrian 

Committee and neighboring properties to place the trail in the best location. (Staff 
Report, Finding 4) 

 
25. All plans (forest management, wildlife management, etc.) submitted as part of the 

application shall be adhered to. (Staff Report, Finding 3) 
 
26. Prior to final plat, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the Whitefish 

Housing Authority to provide and secure $50,000.00 per year for 10 years to the 
WHA. (Staff Report, Finding 7) 

 
27. Lots 22, 26, 31, 32, 35, 37, 59, and 60 shall obtain a Critical Areas Compliance 

Permit and comply with the critical area ordinance in effect at the time of building 
permit issuance. (Staff Report, Finding 3) 

 
28. A map of fire protection features shall be submitted to the Fire Chief or designee 

for review and approval prior to final plat.  This map will show access roads, 
hydrants, water supply point and any other pertinent items.  It shall also be made 
a component of the homeowners’ covenants. (Subdivision Regulations 12-4-6) 
 

29. Roads signs shall be approved by the Fire Marshal.  Such signs shall be 
noncombustible and reflective. (Subdivision Regulations 12-4-6) 
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MORRISON & Frampton, PLLP 

FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT BUILDING 
341 CENTRAL AVENUE 

WHITEFISH, MONTANA 59937 
SEAN S. FRAMPTON 
SHARON M. MORRISON 
DOUGLAS SCOTTI * 
RYAN D. PURDY 
LORI B. MILLER** 
JOHNNA PREBLE 
 

TELEPHONE (406) 862-9600 
FACSIMILE (406) 862-9611 

ryan@morrisonframpton.com 

 
 

April 23, 2015 
 

         FRANK B. MORRISON, JR.  (1937-2006) 

   FORMER MONTANA SUPREME COURT JUSTICE 

       
         *   Licensed also in State of Louisiana 
        **  Licensed also in States of  
                Washington and California 
     
 

VIA E-MAIL  
Mayor and City Council 
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner 
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org 
PO BOX 158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
 

 RE: Lookout Ridge Preliminary Plat Extension (WPP-10-10/WPUD-10-11) 

 

Mrs. Compton-Ring, Mayor, and City Council,  
 

Please accept this letter as our client’s, Whitefish Credit Union (hereinafter “WCU”), 
formal request for a 2yr extension of the preliminary plat for Lookout Ridge (WPP-10-
10/WPUD-10-11) (hereinafter “Project”).  
 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The Project is a 139 Unit Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) on approximately 267.7 
acres off Big Mtn Road, north of Iron Horse and Ptarmigan Village, south of Whitefish 
Mountain resort. The original preliminary plat for the Project was approved on 06-18-2007, and 
since two amendments have been made thereto. Additionally, since receiving preliminary plat, 
the general boundaries under common ownership by applicant have changed. Two parcels, one 
12 acre parcel to the Northwest of Big Mtn Road, and one on the Southeast corner of the Project 
have since been sold to independent 3rd parties. 
 

On 06-17-2013 WCU, on behalf of the applicant, requested a 2yr extension of the 
Project’s preliminary plat to preserve and protect its collateral. City Council granted the 
applicant a 6 month extension, but asked that applicant return to address certain site conditions as 
a requirement to receive an additional 18 months under this same extension. WCU, on behalf of 
the applicant, did return to the council on Oct 1, 2013 and received the remaining 18 months 
under the prior extension. Preliminary plat on the Project now expires on 06-21-2015.  
 
OWNERSHIP 

On 07-30-2014 WCU received legal title to approximately 250 contiguous acres 
(“Property”) that make up a portion of the Project. Title to the Property was obtained through 
foreclosure of security interests and liens upon the Property. Prior to that aforementioned date, 
WCU had no authority or control over the Property or approvals for the Project. 
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  Page 2 of 2 
  April 23, 2015 
    
 

 

 
PRESENT PROJECT STATUS 

Planning on this Project began in 2005,  Subdivision Plans and Specifications were 
approved by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (EQ# 07-2736) on July 10, 
2008, and installation of infrastructure commenced on September 8, 2008. Although needed 
infrastructure improvements for the Project were commenced, they remain incomplete due to 
changes in national economic conditions which postponed further work on the Project and 
ultimately led to foreclosure on the Property by WCU and several other Project lien claimants. 
Two Public Water Supply wells have been drilled, roads throughout the Property have been 
roughed in with the installation of drainage ditches and culverts, and sewer and water mains have 
been extend throughout a portion of the Property. 
 

Although the MT Department of Environmental Quality permits have expired for the 
Project and infrastructure improvements remain incomplete, WCU has contracted with TD&H 
Engineering, Inc., Applied Water Consulting, LLC, and Bruce Boody Landscape Architect, Inc., 
all of whom were involved in the Project from the beginning and played material roles in its 
planning. These consultants have developed plans and proposals for the i) reissuance of Project 
permits, ii) assessment and remediation of drainage and geotechnical conditions that exist on the 
Property, and iii) potential amendment of the preliminary plat. It is important to note that onsite 
work has not commenced to date due to the fact that WCU obtained legal title to the Property in 
July of last year, plans for remediation of onsite drainage and geotechnical conditions were not in 
place, and, in the opinion of WCU’s consultants, onsite conditions were not right to complete the 
testing necessary to establish a remediation plan. 

  
When preliminary plat for the Project is extended, WCU will be authorizing its 

consultants to commence work on implementation of their plans and hire certain subcontractors 
to address drainage, slope stability, and reclamation of disturbed areas on the Property. While the 
market for new lot development in and around Whitefish has not returned to the level of 
2007/2008, existing approvals for this Project are a significant part of the value of the 
Property.  If preliminary plat is not extended, the Property will be sold unimproved, most likely 
in its 10 existing separate parcels without an overarching and cohesive master plan, and 
additional site work on the Property will not be undertaken by WCU.   
 

If you have any questions or need further clarification please feel free to contact me at 
your earliest convenience. 
   
  Best regards, 

 
      Ss/Ryan D. Purdy 
 
  Ryan D. Purdy 
  Morrison & Frampton, PLLP 
 
Cc: Client 
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TO: rrooney@dailyinterlake.com   
 
PLEASE PUBLISH THE FOLLOWING LEGAL NOTICE ONCE ON 
April 29th IN THE WHITEFISH PILOT               
 
PLEASE BILL:  City of Whitefish 
 

Do not publish above this line 
 

WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 
At the regular meeting of the Whitefish City Council on Monday, May 18, 2015 at 
7:10 pm, the Council will hold a public hearing on the item listed below.  The 
Council meets in Whitefish City Council Chambers, Whitefish, Montana. 

 
1. A request by the Whitefish Credit Union for a two-year extension to the 

Lookout Ridge preliminary plat.  The property is located 3301 Big Mountain 
Road and can be described as Tracts 2C, 4, 5, 5AF, 5B, 5C, 5E, 6A, 6C, 
6CB, 6CD and 6D in S12-T31N-R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County. (WPP-10-
10/WPUD-10-11) Compton-Ring 
 

Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the 
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 510 Railway Street, Whitefish, 
Montana 59937 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: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or further information 
regarding this request, phone 406-863-2410. 
 
WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL 
John Muhlfeld, Mayor  

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 343 of 592

mailto:rrooney@dailyinterlake.com
mailto:wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org


PLEASE SHARE THIS NOTICE WITH YOUR NEIGHBORS 

 
 
Planning & Building Department 
PO Box 158 
510 Railway Street  
Whitefish, MT  59937  
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409 

 

Public Notice of  
Proposed Land Use Action 
 
The City of Whitefish would like to inform you that the Whitefish Credit Union is 
requesting a two-year extension to the Lookout Ridge preliminary plat.  The 
Lookout Ridge subdivision consists of 139-lots on 267.7 acres.  The property is 
undeveloped and is zoned WRR-1 (Low-Density Resort Residential District) and 
WA (Agricultural District) with a PUD (Planned Unit Development) overlay.  The 
original preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on June 18, 
2007.  The applicant amended the project twice and received an extension until 
June 21, 2015.   
 
The project is comprised off several parcels.  It is located at 3301 Big Mountain 
Road and 330 Whitefish Lookout Road and can be described as Tracts 2C, 4, 5, 
5AF, 5B, 5C, 5E, 6A, 6C, 6CB, 6CD and 6D in S12-T31N-R22W, P.M.M., 
Flathead County.     
 
You are welcome to provide comments on the project.  Comments can be in 
written or email format.  The Whitefish City Council will hold a public hearing for 
the proposed project request on:  
 

Monday, May 18, 2015 
7:10 p.m. 

Whitefish City Council Chambers, City Hall 
402 E. Second Street, Whitefish MT 59937 

 
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, May 11, 2015, will be 
included in the packets to the City Council.  Comments received after the 
deadline will be summarized to the City Council at the public hearing.   

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 344 of 592



Wendy Compton-Ring 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Whitefish Plmming Department ---

Andrew Moshier <amoshier@gmail.com> 
Monday, May 11, 2015 1:41 PM 
Wendy Compton-Ring 
Comments on proposed plat extension for Lookout Ridge 

The Iron Horse Homeowners Association, Inc., (HOA) is supportive of the plat extension for Lookout Ridge, contingent upon the current 
owner re-establishing the natural drainage that was disturbed by a major landslide in June, 2011. 

The Iron Horse HOA is overseen by a Board of Directors elected by its members, which are the property owners in the Iron Horse 
development. The HOA manages common area lands that were directly damaged by this event. 

Some history ----

In June, 2011, after a spring of very heavy rains, a landslide occurred within the Lookout Ridge development and the debris field run-out 
crossed Whitefish Lookout Road and two separate HOA managed common areas. The Lookout Ridge development directly uphill of Iron 
Horse had previously performed substantial grading, drainage, and sewer work, not all of which was completed before they ceased 
development due to economic conditions. It was never clear if this was a contributing factor to the landslide but it was highly suspected. 

In August, 2013, historical rains fell within a 36 period causing havoc as rainwater and mud, channelled by the natural drainages, overloaded 
the city street, Whitefish Lookout Road, and community engineered drainage and natural creeks in Iron Horse. Several Iron Horse residents, 
as well as Mayor John Muhlfeld, came out in the dark hours before midnight to survey the water run-off onto Whitefish Lookout Road and 
into the Iron Horse community. As the damage from the previous landslide in Lookout Ridge was never mitigated, it became clear that this 
was a contributing factor to the amount of rain and mud that entered Iron Horse. 

It is in the best interests of all Whitefish citizens to mitigate the Lookout Ridge property. The new owner of Lookout Ridge, Whitefish Credit 
Union, would presumably like to sell this property and has asked the city for a plat extension to increase the property's 
marketability. Mitigating further drainage and mudslide risks on this property now would presumably help this land attract a new owner, 
which is in everyone's interests. 

The Iron Horse HOA would ask that the Whitefish Planning Department provide for some form of short term plat extension for Lookout 
Ridge, with a full extension being contingent on all necessary mitigation work being completed by the end of September, 2015. 

Regards, 

Andrew Moshier, President, Iron Horse Homeowners Association, Inc. 

Please email me (versus text) for all but the quickest communications 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-__ 
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending the 
Whitefish City Code Title 2, Title 12, Title 13 and Title 14 pertaining to the Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Regulations, remove references to the extraterritorial planning 
jurisdiction, the Whitefish City-County planning board, and Blanchard Lake, and define 
city limits. 

 
WHEREAS, in response to a request from the City Council, the Whitefish Planning & 

Building Department initiated an effort to amend the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations 
and its administrative permit review process, to remove references to the extraterritorial planning 
jurisdiction, the Whitefish City-County planning board, Blanchard Lake, and streamline the 
administrative permit review process, and prepared Staff Report WLTA 15-01, dated 
April 16, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on April 16, 2015, the Whitefish 

Planning Board received an oral report from Planning staff, reviewed Staff Report WLTA 15-01, 
invited public comment, and thereafter recommended approval of the proposed text amendments 
with one modification to WCC §13-1-3 as recommended by staff; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2015, the Flathead County Board of County Commissioners 

took action to  assume jurisdiction of the County area surrounding Whitefish Lake, Lost Loon 
Lake and Blanchard Lake, adopted text amendments to County lakeshore regulations and 
rescinded the Whitefish City-County lake and lakeshore Regulations; and 

 
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on May 18, 2015, the Whitefish City 

Council received an oral report and reviewed the April 16, 2015 and May 18, 2015 Staff Report 
WLTA 15-01, and letter of transmittal dated May 11, 2015, invited public input, and approved 
text amendments, as amended, attached as Exhibit "A;" and 

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

adopt the proposed text amendments. 
 
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 hereby adopted as Findings of Fact. 
 
Section 2: Staff Report WLTA 15-01 dated April 16, 2015, and May 18, 2015, together 

with the May 18, 2015 letter of transmittal from the Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 
are hereby adopted as Findings of Fact. 

 
Section 3: An amendment to Whitefish City Code Titles 2, 12, 13 and 14 amending the 

language as provided in the attached Exhibit "A", with insertions shown in red and underlined, is 
hereby adopted. 
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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 does not affect the rights or duties that matured, penalties 

and assessments that were incurred or proceedings that began before the effective date of this 
Ordinance. 

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

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

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

   
 John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

 
 
 

  
Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
 

Whitefish City Code Title 2 
BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND AD HOC COMMITTEES 

 
Title 2 to be amended as follows: 
 
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 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. 
 
2-3-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

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

 
2-10-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
 

A. Appointment; Compensation:  The committee shall have seven (7) members who 
are either residents of the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction areareside within the 
corporate limits of the city of Whitefish, are employed or own a business in the 
city of Whitefish, or own property in the city of Whitefish.  Members shall be 
appointed by the city council.  Two (2) of the committee members shall be 
Montana licensed architects and one of the members shall be a licensed design 
professional (i.e., either architect, engineer or landscape architect).  If, within the 
discretion of the city council, less than two (2) licensed architects or one licensed 
design professional, as described above, is identified after publication of a notice 
of position vacancy, the city council may make an appointment of an individual 
that is not a licensed architect or licensed design professional.  No member of the 
committee shall concurrently serve on the Whitefish city council, the Whitefish 
city-county planning board or the Whitefish board of adjustment.  No member of 
the committee with any interest in a project may sit in review of that project, or 
attempt to influence other members of the committee other than through the 
normal application and public meeting process. Committee members shall receive 
no compensation. 
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Whitefish City Code Title 12 
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 

 
Title 12 to be amended as follows: 
 
12-8-1: DEFINITIONS: 
 

MEAN HIGH WATER MARK:  The mean average of the highest elevation of a lake of 
at least five (5) consecutive years, excluding any high levels caused by erratic or unusual 
weather or hydrologic conditions.  A highest elevation caused by operation of a dam or 
other impoundment counts towards the establishment of the mean annual high water 
elevation.  For the purpose of these regulations, the mean annual high water elevation for 
Whitefish Lake is three thousand and six-tenthsseventy nine-hundredths feet (3,000.679') 
mean sea levelmsl (NAVD 1988 datum) which is equivalent to two thousand nine 
hundred ninety-seven feet (2,997.00') msl (GNVD 1929).  The mean annual high water 
elevation on; Lost Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet (3,104') msl 
(NAVD 1988), which is equivalent to three thousand one hundred and twenty 
one-hundredths feet (3,100.21') MSL (NGVD 1929) based on the U.S. geological survey 
datum. 

 
PLANNING BOARD:  The Whitefish city-county planning board, formed pursuant to 
Montana code tTitle 76, cChapter 1, Montana Code Annotated. 

 
Whitefish City Code Title 13 

LAKE AND LAKESHORE PROTECTION REGULATIONS 
 
Title 13 to be amended as follows: 
 
13-1-3 JURISDICTION:  These regulations govern any work which alters Whitefish 
Lake, Lost Coon Lake and Blanchard Lake, and the land which is within twenty (20) horizontal 
feet of the mean annual high water elevation of these lakes.  For properties along Whitefish Lake 
located outside of Whitefish City limits, these regulations govern any work which extends below 
the lower water elevation of 2996.44 msl.  The mean annual high water elevation for Whitefish 
Lake has been established according to statute 75-7-202(4) at three thousand and seventy nine-
hundredths feet (3,000.79') msl (NAVD 1988), which is equivalent to two thousand nine hundred 
ninety seven feet (2,997.00') msl (NGVD 1929).  The mean annual high water elevation on Lost 
Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet (3,104') msl (NAVD 1988), which is 
equivalent to 3,100.21 feet msl (NGVD 1929).  The mean annual high water elevation on Lost 
Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet (3,104') msl (NAVD 1988), which is 
equivalent to 3,100.21 feet msl (NGVD 1929). 
 
13-1-5 DEFINITIONS: 
 

CITY LIMITS:  The City Limits of Whitefish include all properties annexed into the city 
limits as well as Whitefish Lake to the Low Water elevation of 2996.44. 

 
MEAN ANNUAL HIGH WATER ELEVATION:  The mean average of the highest 
elevation of a lake of at least five (5) consecutive years, excluding any high levels caused 
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by erratic or unusual weather or hydrologic conditions.  A highest elevation caused by 
operation of a dam or other impoundment counts towards the establishment of the mean 
annual high water elevation.  For the purpose of these regulations, the mean annual high 
water elevation for Whitefish Lake has been established at three thousand and seventy 
nine-hundredths feet (3,000.79') msl (NAVD 1988), which is equivalent to two thousand 
nine hundred ninety-seven feet (2,997.00') msl (NGVD 1929).  The mean annual high 
water elevation on Lost Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet (3,104') msl 
(NAVD 1988), which is equivalent to three thousand one hundred and twenty one-
hundredths feet (3,100.21') msl (NGVD 1929).  The mean annual high water elevation of 
Blanchard Lake is three thousand one hundred forty four and eight-tenths feet (3,144.80') 
msl (1988 datum) which is equivalent to three thousand one hundred forty one feet 
(3,141') msl (1929 datum). 

 
NATIVE PLANTS:  A terrestrial plant species that has persisted within one hundred feet 
(100') of mean high water of Whitefish, or Lost Coon or Blanchard Lakes prior to 
influence by humans.  A resource file on native plants is available from the jurisdictional 
planning office. 

 
PLANNING BOARD:  The Whitefish city/Flathead County planning board. 

 
13-2-1 PERMIT REQUIRED:  No person shall proceed with any work on, or alteration 
or disturbance of, a lake, lake bed, or lakeshore within city limits until he/she has obtained, and 
has physical possession of a valid "lakeshore construction permit" from the governing bodycity.  
The person who performs or authorizes such work, and the property owner, are responsible for 
assuring that a valid permit has been obtained from the governing body. 
 
13-2-5 APPLICATION REVIEW PROCEDURES: 
 

A. Application:  Depending on the jurisdiction, aAny person seeking a lakeshore 
construction permit shall submit a complete application to the administrator of the 
planning office of the jurisdictional governing bodyCity of Whitefish.  The 
application shall be accompanied by a vicinity map with directions to the 
property, photographs of the shoreline (including docks and all structures in the 
lakeshore protection zone), a scaled site plan, detailed project drawings, and fee 
established by the governing body. 

 
The applicant may be required to submit additional information where the 
administrator, lakeshore protection committee or governing body determines that 
additional information is necessary to adequately evaluate the proposal. 

 
B. Application Procedure: 

 
1. An applicant shall file an application with the administrator. 

 
2. An application is deemed as accepted when a complete application, 

required accompaniments and fee are presented to the administrator.  The 
application must be either signed by the property owner or a letter of 
authorization from the owner must be attached.  
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3. Upon acceptance of an application, the administrator shall either issue the 
permit or schedule it for review at the next regular meeting of the 
Whitefish lake and lakeshore protection committee depending on the type 
of permit. 

 
4. The chairman shall be responsible to see that all pending applications are 

brought before the committee for comment and action. 
 

5.4. The committee shall have up to sixty (60) days from the date of 
acceptance of the completed application to review and forward comments 
to the governing body for final action.  If no comment is received after 
sixty (60) days, the application will be forwarded to the administrator for 
final action by the governing body with no comment.  If the application is 
incomplete, the administrator or lakeshore protection committee shall 
notify the applicant within forty (40) days of receipt of the application.  
Incomplete applications will not be processed until resolved and deemed 
complete. This also applies to new applications on properties with active 
lakeshore violations. 

 
6.5. Upon review and approval of a permit application by the committee, the 

administrator may issue an administrative permit specifically for floating 
docks which do not exceed sixty feet (60') in length (including gangway), 
for shore stations, and for buoys, providing that such permit complies with 
all other  regulation standards and does not require a variance.  The 
administrator will notify the committee when these permits are issued. 

 
7.6. Upon review and approval of a permit application, Tthe administrator may 

also issue an administrative permit for burning in the lakeshore protection 
zone or for buried domestic water lines installed during low water when 
such activities are found by the administrator to have a minimal or 
insignificant impact on the lake or lakeshore and to comply with the 
construction standards found in chapter 3 of this title.  The administrator 
will notify the committee when these permits are issued. 

 
13-4-1 WHITEFISH CITY/COUNTY LAKE AND LAKESHORE PROTECTION 

COMMITTEE: 
 

A. Creation, Composition And Compensation Of Members: 
 

1. The Whitefish city/county lake and lakeshore protection committee is 
hereby created as a special planning board in compliance with section 
75-7-211 Montana Code Annotated empowered to review and comment 
on all activities within the jurisdiction of the Whitefish lake and lakeshore 
protection regulations and shall be known as the lakeshore protection 
committee. 
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2. The committee shall consist of eight (8) voting members.  Four (4) 
members shall constitute a quorum to conduct business. 

 
3. City appointees and county appointees shall each initially be appointed to 

a staggered term of one, two (2) and three (3) years.  Thereafter, each 
succeeding term shall be three (3) years.  Vacancies during the term shall 
be filled by the appropriate governing body for the duration of the 
unexpired term. 

 
4. The committee members shall serve without compensation. 

 
B. Duties:  The committee shall: 

 
1. Advise and work with potential applicants. 

 
2. Review and give recommendations on projects requiring a lakeshore 

permit. 
 

3. Review and offer amendments to the lake and lakeshore regulations, to 
keep them current, to improve efficiency and to address problems. 

 
4. Report violations to the proper authorities. 

 
C. Organization:  The committee shall organize and adopt bylaws pursuant to these 

regulations establishing the operating policies and procedures of the committee. 
 
13-4-213-4-1: VARIANCES: 
 

A. General Criteria 
 

1. Minor Variances: Minor variances from the construction requirements or 
design standards of these regulations may be granted when the governing 
body determines the following conditions are met: 

 
a. Due to unusual circumstances, a strict enforcement of such 

requirements and standards would result in undue hardship; 
 

b. No reasonable alternatives exist which do meet the standards 
herein; and 

 
c. Granting of the variance will not have adverse impacts on a lake or 

lakeshore in terms of section 13-2-6, "Policy Criteria For Issuance 
Of A Permit", of this title. 

 
d. Alternatively to subsections A1a and A1b of this section, the 

granting of a variance would result in a general and universal 
public benefit. 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 353 of 592

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=13-2-6


EXHIBIT "A" - Page 6 of 8 

2. Major Variances: A variance request shall be considered major when any 
of the following criteria are met: 

 
a. The variance request does not meet the requirements of subsection 

A1 of this section; 
 

b. The variance request deviates substantially from the construction 
requirements or design standards of these regulations; and 

 
c. The variance request creates a major environmental impact. 

 
B. Review Procedures: 

 
1. Minor Variances: 

 
a. The lakeshore protection committee, if it so determines, shall 

recommend to the governing body that a minor variance(s) from 
these regulations should be granted as part of an application's 
approval. 

 
b. The governing body shall consider the lakeshore protection 

committee's recommendation and act upon the application.  It may 
grant, modify or deny the variance request. 

 
2. Major Variances: 

 
a. When the lakeshore protection committee determines that a major 

variance is required, it shall notify the governing body and 
applicant of said decision. 

 
b. The determination that a major variance is required shall cause to 

be prepared, by and at the expense of the applicant, an 
environmental impact statement.  The environmental impact 
statement shall contain: 

 
(1) Description of the proposed project; 

 
(2) Description of, and the reason for, the major variance being 

considered; 
 

(3) Description of existing conditions; 
 

(4) Description of anticipated impacts as they relate to each of 
the policy criteria in section 13-2-6 of this title; 

 
(5) Alternatives to the proposed project, which would not 

require a major variance; and 
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(6) Any other information that may be required. 
 

c. Nine (9) copies of the environmental impact statement shall be 
submitted to the administrator. 

 
d. The lakeshore protection committee shall review the application 

for major variance and make a recommendation to the planning 
board. 

 
e. The planning board shall review the information and make a 

recommendation to the governing body. 
 

f. The governing body, upon receipt of all materials and 
recommendations, shall hold a public hearing on the proposed 
action.  Notice of the time and place of the public hearing shall be 
published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation not 
less than fifteen (15) nor more than thirty (30) days prior to the 
date of the hearing. 

 
g. Following the public hearing, the governing body shall act upon 

the application and may grant, modify or deny the variance 
request. 

 
13-4-313-4-2:  AMENDMENTS:  These regulations may be amended.  Prior to adopting 
any proposed amendment, the Whitefish city council shall hold a public hearing thereon.  Notice 
of the time and place of the public hearing shall be published at least once in a newspaper of 
general circulation not less than fifteen (15) days nor more than thirty (30) days prior to the date 
of hearing. Records of amendments to these regulations shall be maintained by the governing 
body in a form convenient for use. 
 
13-4-413-4-3:  LIABILITY:  The permittee shall not hold the governing body or any of 
its agents liable for any damage that may occur to his/her property as a direct or indirect result of 
the issuance of a permit. 
 
13-4-513-4-4:  VIOLATIONS; PENALTY: 

 
A. A person, partnership, association, company, corporation or contractor who 

violates the conditions of a permit issued under these regulations, fails to obtain a 
permit prior to performing work requiring a permit under these regulations, or 
who violates any provision(s) of these regulations, commits a misdemeanor, and 
on conviction may be sentenced to thirty (30) days in the city/county jail, fined 
five hundred dollars ($500.00), or both.  A person, partnership, association, 
company, corporation or contractor who violates the conditions of a permit issued 
under these regulations, fails to obtain a permit prior to performing work 
requiring a permit under these regulations, or who violates any provision(s) of 
these regulations, commits a municipal infraction, and is subject to the civil 
penalties provided in section 1-4-4 of this code.  Each separate violation of these 
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EXHIBIT "A" - Page 8 of 8 

regulations shall constitute a separate offense.  For instance, each tree removed or 
violation of a different subsection requirement shall constitute a separate offense.  
Each day that the violation exists beyond a restoration deadline date shall 
constitute a separate offense.  For each separate incident, the city shall elect to 
treat the violation as a misdemeanor or a municipal infraction, but not both.  If a 
violation is repeated, the city may treat the initial violation as a misdemeanor and 
the repeat violation as a municipal infraction, or vice versa. 
 
1. The conditions of a permit shall be considered to have been violated if 

work exceeds the scope and conditions of the permit in dimension, type or 
quality of materials, type of equipment used, or the extent of the work 
permitted. 
 

2. Fines and civil penalties collected under this section shall be paid to the 
general fund of the governing body, for the purpose of administering these 
regulations. 

 
B. In the event that any building, structure or improvement is erected, reconstructed, 

altered, converted, or maintained, or any building, structure, improvement, or land 
is used in violation of these regulations, the proper legal authorities of the 
jurisdictional governing body, in addition to other remedies, may institute any 
appropriate action or proceedings to prevent such unlawful erection, maintenance, 
or occupancy of such building, structure, improvement or land, or to prevent an 
illegal act, conduct, business, or use in or about such building, structure, 
improvement or land. 

 
Whitefish City Code Title 14 

FLOOD CONTROL 
 
Title 14 to be amended as follows: 
 
14-3-1: JURISDICTIONAL AREA:  This title shall apply to all areas of special flood 
hazard within the jurisdiction of the city and those areas outside of the city of Whitefish but 
within the extraterritorial zoning jurisdiction. 
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
510 Railway Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT  59937 
(406) 863-2410   Fax (406) 863-2409 

May 11, 2015 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Whitefish 
PO Box 158 
Whitefish MT  59937 

RE:  Proposed Code Amendment – Title 13: Lakeshore Regulations; (WLTA 15-01) 

Honorable Mayor and Council: 

Summary of Requested Action:  In July of 2014, the Montana Supreme Court 
eliminated the interlocal agreement between the city and Flathead County, returning 
jurisdiction of the county portion of Whitefish Lake to the County, with the exception of 
below low water which is in city limits, and eliminated the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee.  The City Council at a work session on March 2, 2015, directed staff 
to bring forward amendments to the Lakeshore Regulations to address these changes.  The 
proposed amendments attached in ‘Exhibit A’ are to create the Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee in Title 2, Chapter 16 of the Whitefish City Code, repeal 
§13-4-1 regarding the Whitefish City Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee, and
eliminate references to the Extraterritorial Planning Jurisdiction and Blanchard Lake within 
the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations.  The amendments also add a definition of 
city limits and streamlines the permit review procedure so that applications for projects with 
minimal impacts are reviewed administratively by staff, while more intensive permit requests 
require review by the Lakeshore Protection Committee and the Council. Also included are 
several other changes recommended by the city attorney that did not go to the Planning 
Board, including amending Title 2 to fix references to the former planning jurisdiction and 
add the Lakeshore Protection Committee makeup that was deleted from 13-4-1. 
Additionally, there are minor proposed amendments to the Subdivision and Floodplain 
regulations to eliminate references to the former planning jurisdiction. 

Planning & Building Department Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of 
the above referenced code amendments outlined in Exhibit A. 

Public Hearing:  No members of the public spoke at the public hearing.  The draft 
minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet. 

Planning Board Action: The Whitefish City Planning Board met on April 16, 2015 and 
considered the request to amend the Lakeshore Protection Regulations (they did not 
review the other changes).  Following the public hearing, the Planning Board 
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recommended approval of the above referenced code amendments (4-0, unanimously) 
with one modification to the proposed language in §13-1-3 as recommended by staff and 
adopted the staff report as findings of fact.   

This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on May 
18, 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: Updated Staff Report – WLTA 15-01, 5-18-15 
Updated Exhibit A: Staff Recommendation, 5-18-15 
Exhibit A: Planning Board Recommendation, 4-16-15 
Draft Minutes of 4-16-15 Planning Board Meeting 
Staff Options for Proposed Language Modifications, 4-16-15 

Exhibits from 4-16-15 Planning Board Packet 
1. Staff Report – WLTA 15-01, 4-16-15
2. Exhibit A – List of Proposed Staff Recommendations, 4-16-15
3. Title 13 – Proposed Recommendations within Chapters 1, 2, & 4
4. Advisory Agency Notice – 3-27-15
5. Legal Notice – 4-1-15
6. Letter from Mike Koopal, Whitefish Lake Institute, 2-5-15
7. Packet from Council Work Session, 3-2-15
8. Received Public Comment

c: w/att Necile Lorang, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT ‘A’ 
UPDATED WLTA 15-01 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
MAY 18, 2015 

Whitefish City Code Title 13 
GENERAL LAKE AND LAKESHORE PROTECTION PROVISIONS 

1. 13-1-3:  JURISDICTION

These regulations govern any work which alters Whitefish Lake, Lost Coon 
Lake and Blanchard Lake, and the land which is within twenty (20) horizontal 
feet of the mean annual high water elevation of these lakes.  For properties 
along Whitefish Lake located outside of Whitefish City limits, these regulations 
govern any work which extends below the low water elevation of 2996.44 msl. The 
mean annual high water elevation for Whitefish Lake has been established 
according to statute 75-7-202(4) at three thousand and seventy nine-hundredths 
feet (3,000.79') msl (NAVO 1988), which is equivalent to two thousand nine 
hundred ninety seven feet (2,997.00') msl (NGVD 1929). The mean annual high 
water elevation on Lost Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet 
(3,104') msl (NAVO 1988), which is equivalent to 3,100.21 feet msl (NGVD 
1929). The mean annual high water elevation of Blanchard Lake is three thousand 
one hundred forty four and eight-tenths (3,144.80’) msl (1988 datum) which is 
equivalent to three thousand one hundred forty one feet (3,141’) msl (1929 datum). 

2. 13-1-5:  DEFINITIONS

CITY LIMITS:  The City Limits of Whitefish include all properties annexed into the 
city limits as well as Whitefish Lake to the Low Water elevation of 2996.44. 

MEAN ANNUAL HIGH WATER ELEVATION: The mean average of the highest 
elevation of a lake of at least five (5) consecutive years, excluding any high 
levels caused by erratic or unusual weather or hydrologic conditions. A 
highest elevation caused by operation of a dam or other impoundment counts 
towards the establishment of the mean annual high water elevation. For the 
purpose of these regulations, the mean annual high water elevation for 
Whitefish Lake has been established at three thousand and seventy nine-
hundredths feet (3,000.79') msl (NAVO 1988), which is equivalent to two 
thousand nine hundred ninety seven feet (2,997.00') msl (NGVO 1929). The 
mean annual high water elevation on Lost Coon Lake is three thousand one 
hundred four feet (3, 104') msl (NAVO 1988), which is equivalent to three 
thousand one hundred and twenty one-hundredths feet (3,100.21') msl 
(NGVO 1929). The mean annual high water elevation of Blanchard Lake is three 
thousand one hundred forty four and eight-tenths (3,144.80’) msl (1988 datum) 
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which is equivalent to three thousand one hundred forty one feet (3,141’) msl (1929 
datum). 

NATIVE PLANTS: A terrestrial plant species that has persisted within one 
hundred feet (100') of mean high water of Whitefish, Blanchard, or Lost Coon 
Lakes prior to influence by humans. A resource file on native plants is available 
from the jurisdictional planning office. 

PLANNING BOARD: The Whitefish City/Flathead County planning board. 

3. 13-2-1: PERMIT REQUIRED:

No person shall proceed with any work on, or alteration or disturbance of,
a lake, lake bed, or lakeshore within city limits until he/she has obtained,
and has physical possession of a valid "lakeshore construction permit" from
the city governing body. The person who performs or authorizes such work,
and the property owner, are responsible for assuring that a valid permit
has been obtained from the governing body.

4. 13-2-5: APPLICATION REVIEW PROCEDURES:

A. Application: Depending on the jurisdiction, aAny person seeking a 
lakeshore construction permit shall submit a complete application to 
the administrator of the planning office of the jur isdict ional  
government body City of Whitefish. The application shall be 
accompanied by a vicinity map with directions to the property, 
photographs of the shoreline (including docks and all structures in 
the lakeshore protection zone), a scaled site plan, detailed project 
drawings, and fee established by the governing body. 

The applicant may be required to submit additional information where 
the administrator, lakeshore protection committee or governing body 
determines that additional information is necessary to adequately 
evaluate the proposal. 

B. Application Procedure: 

1. An applicant shall file an application with the administrator.

2. An application is deemed as accepted when a complete application,
required accompaniments and fee are presented to the administrator.
The application must be either signed by the property owner or a
letter of authorization from the owner must be attached.

3. Upon acceptance of an application, the administrator shall either
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issue the permit or schedule it for review at the next regular meeting 
of the Whitefish lake and lakeshore protection committee depending 
on the type of permit. 

4. The chairman shall be responsible to see that all pending applications
are brought before the committee for comment and action. The 
committee shall have up to sixty (60) days from the date of 
acceptance of the completed application to review and forward 
comments to the governing body for final action. If no 
comment is received after sixty (60) days, the application will 
be forwarded to the administrator for final action by the 
governing body with no comment. If the application is 
incomplete, the administrator or lakeshore protection committee 
shall notify the applicant within forty (40) days of receipt of the 
application. Incomplete applications will not be processed until 
resolved and deemed complete. This also applies to new 
applications on properties with active lakeshore violations. 

5. Upon review and approval of a permit application by the
committee, the administrator may issue an administrative
permit specifically for floating docks which do not exceed sixty
feet (60') in length (including gangway), for shore stations,
and for buoys, providing that such permit complies with all other
regulation standards and does not require a variance.  The
administrator will notify the committee when these permits are
issued.

6. Upon review and approval of a permit application, Tthe
administrator may also issue an administrative permit for
burning in the lakeshore protection zone or for buried domestic
water lines installed during low water when such activities are
found by the administrator to have a minimal or insignificant
impact on the lake or lakeshore and to comply with the
construction standards found in chapter 3 of this title. The
administrator will notify the committee when these permits are
issued.

5. 13-4-1:  WHITEFISH CITY/COUNTY LAKE AND LAKESHORE PROTECTION
COMMITTEE 

A. Creation, Composition And Compensation Of Members: 

1. The Whitefish city/county lake and lakeshore protection committee is hereby
created as a special planning board in compliance with section 75-7-211 Montana 
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Code Annotated empowered to review and comment on all activities within the 
jurisdiction of the Whitefish lake and lakeshore protection regulations and shall be 
known as the lakeshore protection committee. 

2. The committee shall consist of eight (8) voting members. Four (4) members shall
constitute a quorum to conduct business. 

a. The Whitefish city council shall appoint three (3) members. All members
shall be residents of Whitefish and at least two (2) shall be lakefront property 
owners or residents. 

b. The Flathead County board of commissioners shall appoint four (4)
members. All members shall be residents of rural Flathead County and at 
least three (3) shall be lakefront property owners or residents. Of those 
three (3), at least one shall be a lakefront property owner or resident on 
Blanchard Lake. 

c. The eighth member shall be appointed by the Whitefish city/county planning
board. He/she shall serve for a two (2) year term unless he/she requests 
removal or is removed by a majority vote of the planning board. The eighth 
member may be a member of the planning board or may be a member at 
large, but in any event shall be a resident of Whitefish. 

3. City appointees and county appointees shall each initially be appointed to a
staggered term of one, two (2) and three (3) years. Thereafter, each succeeding 
term shall be three (3) years. Vacancies during the term shall be filled by the 
appropriate governing body for the duration of the unexpired term. 

4. The committee members shall serve without compensation.

B. Duties: The committee shall: 

1. Advise and work with potential applicants.

2. Review and give recommendations on projects requiring a lakeshore permit.

3. Review and offer amendments to the lake and lakeshore regulations, to keep
them current, to improve efficiency and to address problems. 

4. Report violations to the proper authorities.

C. Organization: The committee shall organize and adopt bylaws pursuant to these 
regulations establishing the operating policies and procedures of the committee. 

(13-4-1 repealed, revised, and moved to Title 2, Boards, Commissions, and 
Committees) 
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Whitefish City Code Title 2 
BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND AD HOC COMMITTEES 

Section 2-16 

LAKESHORE PROTECTION COMMITTEE 

2-16-1: STANDING COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED:  Pursuant to and under the 
provisions of Sections 75-7-201, et seq., Montana Code Annotated, the City 
Council of the City of Whitefish does create and establish the Whitefish Lake 
and Lakeshore Protection Committee as a standing committee of the City, 
consistent with State law by adding Title 2, Chapter 16, WCC, and repealing 
Section 13-4-1, WCC. 

2-16-2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES:  By this chapter, the City Council of 
the City of Whitefish grants and delegates to the Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee all of the rights, privileges, powers, duties, 
and responsibilities thereto appertaining.  The Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee shall have such jurisdiction as provided 
by State law. 

2-16-3: MEMBERSHIP:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee 
shall consist of seven (7) members, to be appointed as follows: 

A. The Whitefish City Council shall appoint a total of six (6) members, two (2) 
members shall reside within the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish, 
two (2) shall be lakefront property owners or residents within the corporate 
limits of the City of Whitefish, and two (2) members shall reside outside the 
corporate limits of the City of Whitefish and shall be lakefront property 
owners. 

B. The seventh member shall be appointed by the Whitefish planning board, 
reside within the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish, and be a member 
of the planning board.  He/she shall serve for a two (2) year term unless 
he/she requests removal or is removed by a majority vote of the planning 
board. 

C. Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

2-16-4: TERMS: POSITIONS:  Committee terms shall be two (2) years.  There are 
hereby created positions numbered one (1) through seven (7) inclusive of 
the members of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee. 
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Members serving on the effective date of this Chapter shall be assigned to 
positions that correspond with the following expiration dates: 

POSITION TERM 
NUMBER EXPIRATION DATE 

1 December 31, 2017 
2 December 31, 2017 
3 December 31, 2017 
4 December 31, 2017 
5 December 31, 2018 
6 December 31, 2018 
7 December 31, 2018 

As each of the above listed expiration dates has past, a member appointed 
to the position shall serve for a two (2) year term.  Terms shall begin on 
January 1 following the initial expiration of the preceding term.  At the 
discretion of the City Council, members may be appointed for more than 
one term. 

2-16-5: REMOVAL OF MEMBER:  A member of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee may be removed from the committee by majority vote 
of the City Council for cause upon written charges and after a public 
hearing.  Willful disregard of State statutes, City ordinances and the rules 
of procedure of the committee, or absences from three (3) consecutive 
meetings, including regular and special work sessions, or absences from 
more than fifty percent (50%) of such meetings held during the calendar 
year shall constitute cause for removal.  Circumstances of the absences 
shall be considered by the City Council prior to removal.  Any person who 
knows in advance of his or her inability to attend a specific meeting shall 
notify the chair or City staff member assigned to the Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to any 
scheduled meeting. 

2-16-6: VACANCY:  Pursuant to Sections 3 and 4, any vacancy on the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee shall be filled by the City Council 
acting in a regular or special session for the unexpired term of the Position 
wherein the vacancy exists.  The City Council may appoint members of the 
City Council to temporarily fill vacant positions on the Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee. 

2-16-7: ORGANIZATION:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection 
Committee, at its first meeting after January 1 of each year, shall elect a 
chair and vice-chair for the next twelve (12) month period.  Upon the 
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absence of the chair, the vice-chair shall serve as chair pro tem.  If a 
vacancy occurs in the chair or vice-chair positions, the committee shall elect 
a member to fill the vacancy at the next meeting. 

2-16-8 MEETINGS; RULES AND REGULATIONS:  Four (4) members of the 
Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee constitute a quorum 
to conduct business.  Not less than a quorum of the committee may transact 
any business or conduct any proceedings before the committee.  The 
concurring vote of four (4) members of the committee shall be necessary to 
decide any question or matter before the committee, except a motion for a 
continuance and motions to elect a chair and vice-chair may be decided by 
a simple majority vote of the committee.  The committee shall adopt rules 
of procedure for the conduct of meetings consistent with statutes, the City 
Charter, ordinances and resolutions.  Meetings of the committee shall be 
held at the call of the chair and at such other times as the committee may 
determine.  All meetings shall be open to the public. 

2-16-9: EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZED:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee shall not have authority to make any expenditures on 
behalf of the City or disburse any funds provided by the City or to obligate 
the City for any funds except as has been included in the City budget and 
after the City Council shall have authorized the expenditure by resolution, 
which resolution shall provide the administrative method by which funds 
shall be drawn and expended. 

Whitefish City Code Title 2 
BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND AD HOC COMMITTEES 

Title 2 to be amended as follows: 

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 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. 

2-3-3: MEMBERSHIP: 

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

2-10-3: MEMBERSHIP: 
A. Appointment; Compensation: The committee shall have seven (7) members who are 
either residents of the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction area reside within the corporate limits 
of the city of Whitefish, are employed or own a business in the city of Whitefish, or own 
property in the city of Whitefish. Members shall be appointed by the city council. Two (2) 
of the committee members shall be Montana licensed architects and one of the members 
shall be a licensed design professional (i.e., either architect, engineer or landscape 
architect). If, within the discretion of the city council, less than two (2) licensed architects 
or one licensed design professional, as described above, is identified after publication of 
a notice of position vacancy, the city council may make an appointment of an individual 
that is not a licensed architect or licensed design professional. No member of the 
committee shall concurrently serve on the Whitefish city council, the Whitefish city-county 
planning board or the Whitefish board of adjustment. No member of the committee with 
any interest in a project may sit in review of that project, or attempt to influence other 
members of the committee other than through the normal application and public meeting 
process. Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

Whitefish City Code Title 12 
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 

Title 12 to be amended as follows: 

12-8-1: DEFINITIONS: 
MEAN HIGH WATER MARK: The mean average of the highest elevation of a lake of at 
least five (5) consecutive years, excluding any high levels caused by erratic or unusual 
weather or hydrologic conditions. A highest elevation caused by operation of a dam or 
other impoundment counts towards the establishment of the mean annual high water 
elevation. For the purpose of these regulations, the mean annual high water elevation for 
Whitefish Lake is three thousand and six-tenths seventy nine-hundredths feet 
(3,000.679') mean sea level msl (NAVD 1988 datum) which is equivalent to two thousand 
nine hundred ninety-seven feet (2,997.00') msl (GNVD 1929). The mean annual high 
water elevation on; Lost Coon Lake is three thousand one hundred four feet (3,104') msl 
(NAVD 1988), which is equivalent to three thousand one hundred and twenty one-
hundredths feet (3,100.21') MSL (NGVD 1929) based on the U.S. geological survey 
datum. 

PLANNING BOARD: The Whitefish city-county planning board, formed pursuant to 
Montana code tTitle 76, cChapter 1, Montana Code Annotated. 
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Whitefish City Code Title 14 
FLOOD CONTROL 

Title 14 to be amended as follows: 

14-3-1: JURISDICTIONAL AREA: This title shall apply to all areas of special flood hazard 
within the jurisdiction of the city and those areas outside of the city of Whitefish but within 
the extraterritorial zoning jurisdiction. 
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PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT 
TITLE 13: LAKESHORE PROTECTION REGULATIONS 

UPDATED STAFF REPORT # WLTA 15-01 
MAY 18, 2015 

This is a staff report to the Whitefish City Council regarding code amendments to create 
the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee in Title 2, Chapter 16 of the 
Whitefish City Code, repeal §13-4-1 regarding the Whitefish City Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee, and eliminate references to the former planning jurisdiction and 
Blanchard Lake within the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations.  The Planning 
Board public hearing is scheduled for April 16, 2015 and a subsequent hearing is 
scheduled before the City Council on May 18, 2015.  Draft regulations are attached for 
review and recommendation. 

BACKGROUND 

The City did a significant update to the Lakeshore Regulations in 2009.  Since that time, 
the City has adopted a one minor amendment to the regulations for concrete structures 
in 2011. In July of 2013, the Montana Supreme Court eliminated the interlocal agreement 
between the city and Flathead County, which eliminated the Whitefish Lake Lakeshore 
Protection Committee and returned jurisdiction of the county portion of Whitefish Lake to 
the County, with the exception of below low water, which is in city limits. The city council 
at a work session on March 2, 2015, directed staff to bring forward amendments to the 
Lakeshore Regulations to address these changes.   

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

The current amendments in the attached Exhibit ‘A’ are to remove references to the 
Extraterritorial Planning Jurisdiction, Blanchard Lake, and to repeal §13-4-1 regarding the 
Lakeshore Protection Committee within the Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations.  
The Lakeshore Protection Committee would be created under Title 2, Chapter 16 of the 
Whitefish City Code.  In the original staff report to the Whitefish City Planning Board, staff 
proposed to amend §13-4-1 regarding the committee.  However, after the meeting, staff 
determined that it would be better to create the committee under Title 2 which includes 
all other city committees.  Before the loss of the planning jurisdiction, the City required 
lakeshore construction permits for activities within the lake and lakeshore protection zone 
on both city annexed and county properties along Whitefish Lake, Blanchard Lake, and 
Lost Coon Lake.  Now, if a property is located in the county outside of the city limits, the 
applicant will obtain a permit from the Flathead County Planning Office unless the 
property is on Whitefish Lake and the proposed construction will occur below the low 
water elevation.  This is due to the City annexing Whitefish Lake from low water elevation 
to low water elevation.  The elimination of references to the Extraterritorial Planning 
Jurisdiction and Blanchard Lake is a general change throughout the regulations.  

The proposed amendments also add a definition of city limits, reviews the high water 
elevation per recent review by the Whitefish Lake Institute, and streamlines the permit 
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review process so that applications for projects such as typical docks, buoys, shore 
stations, waterlines, etc are done administratively by staff, while more intensive permit 
requests such as docks over 60’, rip rap, and other construction will still require review by 
the Lakeshore Protection Committee and the council.  The amendment includes a 
reconfiguration of the overall make-up of the committee members to seven members, four 
city residents (two lakefront, two at large), two county residents (lakefront property owners 
or residents), and one city planning board member.      
 
One proposed amendment which needs to be discussed is the proposed high water 
elevation of Whitefish Lake, which ultimately determines the location of the Lakeshore 
Protection Zone.  Currently, the regulations state the high water elevation of Whitefish 
Lake is 3000.79’ msl.  This elevation was amended as part of the 2009 lakeshore 
regulations update.  Prior to 2009, the high water elevation utilized by the regulations was 
3000.6’ msl.  Mike Koopal with the Whitefish Lake Institute (WLI) states in his letter dated 
February 5, 2015 that the mean maximum high water elevation for Whitefish Lake is 
3000.63’ msl computed using the 39 years with survey data.  Staff has concerns that this 
elevation is not compliant with current Montana State Law.  Under §75-7-202(4) MCA, 
the mean annual high water elevation is defined as “the mean average of the highest 
elevation of a lake in each of at least 5 consecutive years, excluding any high levels 
caused by erratic or unusual weather or hydrological conditions.”   
In order to calculate the high water elevation according to state law, staff utilized the data 
provided by WLI from 2014 (3000.45’), 2013 (2999.97’), 2012 (3001.46’), 2011 (3001.81’), 
and 2009 (2999.35’).  The data from 2010 is not available.  Additionally, data from 2005 
and 2006 is also unavailable making it impossible to come up with 5 consecutive years 
of data within the last 10 years.  The data from 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, and 2009 is the 
closest the City has to 5 consecutive years of elevations.  The average of those 5 years 
is 3000.61’ msl.  This number is 0.02 hundredths of a difference from the WLI average 
high water elevation and 0.18 (almost 2 tenths) of a difference with the current high water 
elevation listed in the regulations.  As stated the reason this elevation is so important is 
that it determines the location of the Lakeshore Protection Zone.   
The Flathead County Commissioners and the Flathead County Planning Office adopted 
amendments to their lakeshore regulations on April 28, 2015, including utilizing the high 
water elevation determined by the WLI of 3000.63’ msl for their amended lakeshore 
regulations.  However, at this time staff has determined that the most defensible elevation 
is the current elevation of 3000.79’ which was established in 2009 using compliant data, 
and to wait until the data from spring/summer 2015 has been complied to determine an 
accurate 5 consecutive year high water elevation (2011-2015). 
 
It should be noted that every person that applies for a Lakeshore Permit must establish 
and stake the high water elevation. Often they hire a surveyor at significant expense. The 
majority of lakefront properties are staked at the 3000.79 elevation. Staff recommends 
caution changing the high water elevation unless new data shows a significant change, 
for it could require property owners to re-establish that mark, even a few inches different. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that several code amendments be adopted to create the Whitefish City 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee in Title 2, Chapter 16, WCC, repeal §13-4-1 
regarding the Whitefish City Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee, and amend 
several sections of Title 13.  See exhibit A. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. Whereas, legal public notice according to the Whitefish City Code was published 

in the Whitefish Pilot on April 1, 2015;  
 
2. Whereas, staff sent a notice on March 27, 2015 to twenty-three (23) reviewing 

agencies, departments and other service providers regarding the lakeshore 
regulation update; and 
 

3. Whereas, our local lakeshore regulations need to be consistent with the M.C.A. 
 

4. Whereas the elimination of the interlocal agreement with Flathead County changed 
the city’s jurisdiction and eliminated the Whitefish City/County Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee and changes are needed to be made to the Whitefish City 
Code to reflect those changes 

 
We find it is in the best interest of the City of Whitefish to adopt the proposed amendments 
to Title 2 and Title 13. 
 
OVERALL RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the City Council approve the recommendations set forth in the 
updated staff report to create the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee in 
Title 2, Chapter 16, WCC, repeal §13-4-1, and amend Title 13 of the Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Regulations and adopt the findings of fact and transmit the same to the 
Whitefish City Council for further action. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT None. 

BOARD DISCUSSION 

MOTION Ken S moved and Melissa seconded to adopt the findings 
of fact within staff report WZTA 15-02.  

VOTE The motion passed unanimously.  The matter is scheduled 
to go before the Council on May 4, 2015. 

PUBLIC HEARING 3: 
AMENDMENT OF 
WHITEFISH CITY 
CODE TITLE 13, LAKE 
AND LAKESHORE 
PROTECTION 
REGULATIONS 

A request by the City of Whitefish for an amendment to 
Title 13 – Lake and Lakeshore Protection Regulations to 
remove references to the former extraterritorial planning 
jurisdiction and amend §13-4-1 regarding the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee. 

STAFF REPORT 
WLTA-15-01 
(Minnich) 

Planner II Minnich reviewed her staff report and findings. 

Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within 
staff report WLTA-15-01 and for approval to the Whitefish 
City Council. 

APPLICANT/AGENCIES 

BOARD QUESTIONS 
OF STAFF 

Melissa asked about the penalty amounts we have set in 
section 13-4-5 and Taylor said there are set under State 
Law. Ken M asked after we get the data next year for the 5 
year average for the high water mark does this need to be 
done every year. Taylor said no it would be every 5 years 
as it would be too expensive for the property owners to 
have to move the stakes every year.  

PUBLIC COMMENT None. 

MOTION Melissa moved and John seconded to adopt the findings of 
fact within staff report WLTA-15-01, with Option 1 “For 
properties along Whitefish Lake located outside of the 
Whitefish City Limits, these regulations also govern any 
work which extends below the low water elevation of 
2996.44 msl which has been annexed by the City of 
Whitefish.” 

VOTE The motion passed unanimously. The matter is scheduled 
to go before the Council on May 18, 2015. 

NEW BUSINESS None. 
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Staff Options for Proposed Language Modifications 4-16-15 
 
§13-1-3 Jurisdiction 
 
Original Staff Proposed: 
 For properties along Whitefish Lake outside of Whitefish City limits, these regulations also 
govern any work which extends below the low water elevation of 2996.44 msl which has been annexed 
by the City of Whitefish. 
 
• Option 1: 

o For properties along Whitefish Lake located outside of the Whitefish City limits, these 
regulations also govern any work which extends below the low water elevation of 2996.44 
msl which has been annexed by the City of Whitefish. 

 
• Option 2: 

o For properties along Whitefish Lake but outside of Whitefish City limits, these regulations 
also govern any work which extends below the low water elevation of 2996.44 msl which 
has been annexed by the City of Whitefish. 

 
• Option 3: 

o For properties along Whitefish Lake outside of Whitefish City limits, these regulations also 
govern any work which extends below the low water elevation of 2996.44 msl which has 
been annexed by the City of Whitefish. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-___ 
 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, creating the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee as a standing committee in Title 2, Chapter 16, to 
the Whitefish City Code and repealing Section 13-4-1 of the Whitefish City Code. 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council enacted Title 2, Chapter 1, to the Whitefish City Code, by 

Ordinance No. 01-06, establishing memberships and organization of City boards and committees; and 
 
WHEREAS, by WCC Section 2-1-2, the provisions of Title 2, Chapter 1, to the Whitefish City 

Code did not apply to the City-County Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee as four of its members 
were appointed by Flathead County; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2015, the Flathead County Board of County Commissioners took action 

to  assume jurisdiction of the County area surrounding Whitefish Lake, Lost Loon Lake and Blanchard 
Lake, adopted text amendments to County lakeshore regulations and rescinded the Whitefish City-County 
lake and lakeshore Regulations; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to adopt an Ordinance providing for the creation of the 

Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee as a standing committee of the City and establish its 
membership, powers, and duties, consistent with State law; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Title 2 and repeal Section 13-4-1, and all 

Resolutions, Ordinances and Sections of the Whitefish City Code in conflict with the application of this 
Ordinance. 

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

as follows: 
 
Section 1: STANDING COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED:  Pursuant to and under the provisions 

of Sections 75-7-201, et seq., Montana Code Annotated, the City Council of the City of Whitefish does 
create and establish the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee as a standing committee of 
the City, consistent with State law by adding Title 2, Chapter 16, WCC, and repealing Section 13-4-1, 
WCC. 

 
Section 2: PURPOSE, POWERS AND DUTIES:  By this chapter, the City Council of the City 

of Whitefish grants and delegates to the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee all of the 
rights, privileges, powers, duties, and responsibilities thereto appertaining.  The Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee shall have such jurisdiction as provided by State law. 

 
Section 3: MEMBERSHIP:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee shall 

consist of seven (7) members, to be appointed as follows: 
 
A. The Whitefish City Council shall appoint a total of six (6) members, two (2) members 

shall reside within the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish, two (2) shall be lakefront 
property owners or residents within the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish, and 
two (2) members shall reside outside the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish and 
shall be lakefront property owners. 

 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 428 of 592



- 2 - 

B. The seventh member shall be appointed by the Whitefish planning board, reside within 
the corporate limits of the City of Whitefish, and be a member of the planning board.  
He/she shall serve for a two (2) year term unless he/she requests removal or is removed 
by a majority vote of the planning board. 

 
Committee members shall receive no compensation. 

 
Section 4: TERMS: POSITIONS:  Committee terms shall be two (2) years.  There are hereby 

created positions numbered one (1) through seven (7) inclusive of the members of the Whitefish Lake and 
Lakeshore Protection Committee.  Members serving on the effective date of this Chapter shall be assigned 
to positions that correspond with the following expiration dates: 

 
 POSITION TERM 
 NUMBER EXPIRATION DATE 
 1 December 31, 2017 
 2 December 31, 2017 
 3 December 31, 2017 
 4 December 31, 2017 
 5 December 31, 2018 
 6 December 31, 2018 
 7 December 31, 2018 

 
As each of the above listed expiration dates has past, a member appointed to the position shall serve for a 
two (2) year term.  Terms shall begin on January 1 following the initial expiration of the preceding term.  
At the discretion of the City Council, members may be appointed for more than one term. 

 
Section 5: REMOVAL OF MEMBER:  A member of the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 

Protection Committee may be removed from the committee by majority vote of the City Council for cause 
upon written charges and after a public hearing.  Willful disregard of State statutes, City ordinances and 
the rules of procedure of the committee, or absences from three (3) consecutive meetings, including 
regular and special work sessions, or absences from more than fifty percent (50%) of such meetings held 
during the calendar year shall constitute cause for removal.  Circumstances of the absences shall be 
considered by the City Council prior to removal.  Any person who knows in advance of his or her 
inability to attend a specific meeting shall notify the chair or City staff member assigned to the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to any scheduled meeting. 

 
Section 6: VACANCY:  Pursuant to Sections 3 and 4, any vacancy on the Whitefish Lake and 

Lakeshore Protection Committee shall be filled by the City Council acting in a regular or special session 
for the unexpired term of the Position wherein the vacancy exists.  The City Council may appoint 
members of the City Council to temporarily fill vacant positions on the Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore 
Protection Committee. 

 
Section 7: ORGANIZATION:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee, at its 

first meeting after January 1 of each year, shall elect a chair and vice-chair for the next twelve (12) month 
period.  Upon the absence of the chair, the vice-chair shall serve as chair pro tem.  If a vacancy occurs in 
the chair or vice-chair positions, the committee shall elect a member to fill the vacancy at the next 
meeting. 
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Section 8: MEETINGS; RULES AND REGULATIONS:  Four (4) members of the Whitefish 
Lake and Lakeshore Protection Committee constitute a quorum to conduct business.  Not less than a 
quorum of the committee may transact any business or conduct any proceedings before the committee.  
The concurring vote of four (4) members of the committee shall be necessary to decide any question or 
matter before the committee, except a motion for a continuance and motions to elect a chair and vice-chair 
may be decided by a simple majority vote of the committee.  The committee shall adopt rules of procedure 
for the conduct of meetings consistent with statutes, the City Charter, ordinances and resolutions.  
Meetings of the committee shall be held at the call of the chair and at such other times as the committee 
may determine.  All meetings shall be open to the public. 

 
Section 9: EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZED:  The Whitefish Lake and Lakeshore Protection 

Committee shall not have authority to make any expenditures on behalf of the City or disburse any funds 
provided by the City or to obligate the City for any funds except as has been included in the City budget 
and after the City Council shall have authorized the expenditure by resolution, which resolution shall 
provide the administrative method by which funds shall be drawn and expended. 

 
Section 10: WCC Section 13-4-1 is hereby repealed, and the remaining sections are renumbered. 
 
Section 11: All resolutions, ordinances and Sections of the Whitefish City Code and parts 

thereof in conflict with the application of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
Section 12: 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 13: This Ordinance does not affect the rights or duties that matured, penalties and 

assessments that were incurred or proceedings that began before the effective date of this Ordinance. 
 
Section 14: 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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MANAGER REPORT 
May 13, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FY16 BUDGET 
 
There has been quite a reaction around town about the Daily Interlake’s sensationalistic headline 
and the article about the FY16 budget in Sunday’s paper.   The reporting was accurate and was 
based on my transmittal letter, but the headline was meant to attract attention and it did.   While 
people can get a better context for the entire discussion by reading the transmittal letter in the 
budget at our website at http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/ , I wanted to provide some additional 
information on a couple of points. 
 

1. The FY16 proposed budget totals $65,882,022 of transfers and expenditures for all funds 
compared to $40,437,035 in FY15, a 63% or $25,444,987 increase.  So the newspaper was very 
accurate on that point.   However, of the $25,444,987 or 63%  increase, $24,479,359 or 96% of 
the increase is caused by two, large, one-time capital projects – the City Hall/Parking Structure 
and the Stoltze Conservation Easement.    Those breakdowns are shown below: 
 

FY16 Budget Increase over FY15 
City Hall/Parking Structure budget    $14,416,389 $13,416,389 
City Hall/Parking Structure debt service in FY16      4,018,395     2,213,607 
Stoltze Conservation Easement – city contribution     8,000,000     8,000,000 
Stoltze Conservation Easement – debt service         849,363         849,363 
       $27,284,147 $24,479,359 
 
Large, one time capital projects often skew budget comparisons from one year to the next, 
especially for a city of our size.   These two projects should have been no surprise to city 
residents, but sometimes the magnitude of them is not that widely known until the budget is done.  
Without these two one-time capital projects, the overall budget percentage increase for all 25 
funds would have been 2.39%, not 63%.    
 
Most importantly, these two projects are funded by Tax Increment and Resort Tax funds and do 
not cause any effect on property tax levies or increases. The public perception may be different, 
but these two large projects do not affect people’s property taxes.   
  
 

2. Regarding the possible mill levy increases, much has been made of the possible $97.61 property 
tax increase on an average house with a market value of $275,000 – see the chart below.  
However, the first two of the three lines below are related to the six year reappraisal of property 
values done by the Montana Department of Revenue.   If this were a normal, non-reappraisal year 
with tax base growth of 3.75%, our sole property tax rate increase would be the 3.96 mills, not the 
22.39 mills shown below.    Thus, the conversation in a normal year would be about a proposed 
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property tax increase of 3.96 mills or $17.26 on a house valued at $275,000.   However, 82% or 
$80.35 of the $97.61 cost impact shown below is a function of reappraisal.    
 
Also, these numbers are just estimates right now and we will not know the accurate figures until 
we get the tax base valuation from the Department of Revenue on August 3rd.    If our tax base 
does not go down 10%, we will not need that increase of 13.40 mills to offset the decrease.   
However, we do believe there will be some decrease of the tax base, likely in the 10% - 13% 
range.    
 
Also, with reappraisal, the effects of valuation changes are different on every property.    If our 
tax base is going down by 10%, you can be sure that a number of properties are seeing their 
individual property valuation go down.   Those properties might even see a property tax decrease 
this year, despite our increasing mill levy and the increased mill levies from the School District 
and the County.    It is typically assumed that all property taxing jurisdictions will increase their 
mill levy to raise at least the same amount of property taxes as last year or more likely the same 
amount plus some normal growth in revenues.   Only if the valuation of the typical house of 
$275,000 shown below does not change, will the impact of reappraisal and our tax increase 
shown below occur.    The average house might also see a valuation decrease in which case the 
effect shown below would decrease.   
 

$ effect 
Cumulative on avg. 

Mills % Change % Change house 
Mill levy increase needed because of reappraisal,  
just to raise the same amount of revenue as  
last year (FY15)     13.40 11.11%  11.11%  $58.42 
 
Mill levy increase needed to raise property tax  
revenues up to a normal growth rate of  
tax base of 3.75%       5.03   4.17%  15.28%  $21.93 
 
Mill levy increase needed just to balance 
budget, even after cutting $538,000 out 
of budget requests and lowering the year end 
cash balance or cash reserves to 8.1% (minimum  
of 10% desired, 15-20% cash reserves is better)   3.96   3.29%  18.57%  $17.26  
Totals      22.39   18.57%  $97.61 
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There is a long way to go in this budget before we get more accurate figures, but the important 
thing is not to over-react to headlines.    

  
 
 
TREES IN PARKING LOT SOUTH OF CRAGGY RANGE 
 
Some of you may have noticed that two large trees in the parking lot south of Craggy Range 
were removed on May 12th.    The insurance company for Craggy Range had requested that one 
of the trees be trimmed back so it didn’t over hang their property.  After reviewing the trees, the 
property owner decided to remove the trees rather than just trim them.    The removal does open 
up at least 2-3 more parking spaces and a pedestrian egress to Central Avenue.   
 
 
 
 
MEETINGS 
 
City Hall Steering Sub-Committee (5/07) – The City Hall Steering sub-committee met and 

reviewed changes made at the prior meeting and also made decisions on what type of 
HVAC system to use in the City Hall building, discussed the options for the future third 
floor, and reviewed other design issues with the architect, contractor, and owner’s 
representative.   Mike Cronquist, our owner’s representative will give a more detailed 
report at the May 18th City Council meeting.   
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Easement with F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company for road access, waterline easement, and 
intakes/screens. 
 Greg Acton and I met with Paul McKenzie of the F.H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company 

and representatives from Robert Peccia and Associates (surveyors) to review the current 
survey information and decided on additional survey information for the road, waterline, 
and intakes/screens easement that the City will obtain as part of the Conservation Easement 
project.  We also did a field visit to all the roads, intakes/screens, and waterline to be sure 
the surveyors knows exactly what to survey.   

 
 
UPCOMING SPECIAL EVENTS 
 
First Downtown Farmers’ Market – Tuesday, May 26th from 5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.  
 
 
REMINDERS 
 
Budget work session – May 26th at 5:30 p.m.   Food will be provided.    
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Chuck Stearns, City Manager 
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MEMORANDUM 
#2015-016 
 
 
To: Mayor John Muhlfeld 
 City Councilors 

From: Chuck Stearns, City Manager  
 
Re: Staff Report –  Selection of Realtor for City 
 
Date: May 12, 2015 

 
 
Introduction/History 
 
Joe Basirico, the City’s former realtor for purchases and sales of property, retired in 2014.   We 
recently issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to consider a replacement for Joe and that 
RFQ is contained in the packet with this report. 
 
 
Current Report 
 
In response to the RFQ, we received proposals from five realtors/teams as shown below: 
 
Douglas Cook – National Parks Realty 
Judy Martinson and Denise Robinson – National Parks Realty 
Ken and Cindy Stein – Remax of Whitefish 
Chap Godsey – Remax of Whitefish 
Phyllis Sprunger and Susan E. Smith – Remax of Whitefish 
 
The Real Estate Advisors to me (Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and Dana Smith) and I met on 
Friday, May 1st to narrow down the five proposals to those that we would interview.   Based on 
their qualifications and response to the RFQ, we chose to interview Ken and Cindy Stein, Chap 
Godsey, and Phyllis Sprunger/Susan E. Smith.   Those interviews were held on Tuesday, May 
5th, but Dana Smith could only attend one of the interviews.       After considering the 
qualifications, written proposal, and interviews, Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and I came to the 
consensus to recommend Chap Godsey as the City’s Realtor to the City Council.   I am attaching 
Chap’s proposal to this report in the packet.    
 
Financial Requirement 
 
Any commissions will only be paid at closing and will be based on an agreed upon commission 
rate pursuant to the real estate agreement that the City Council ultimately approves.  Chap did 
offer a discounted rate if the City is the seller of property and said that normal consulting will 

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 437 of 592



generally be paid at the time of purchase or sale.   There has been at least one occasion that we 
paid a consulting fee when the work done by the realtor did not result in the purchase or sale of a 
property.    
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Mayor Muhlfeld, Andy Feury, and staff respectfully recommends the City Council  select Chap 
Godsey as the City’s Realtor.    
 
 
attachments 
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City of Whitefish 
Request For Qualifications (RFQ) 

Realtor – buying and selling agent of record 
 
 
 
The City of Whitefish, (the City), requests statement of qualifications from qualified individuals 
or firms for the purpose of acting as a City's buyer's and seller’s agent in the acquisition and sale 
of real property for the City.  Funding sources for acquisitions may include general fund revenue, 
utility revenue, and Tax Increment Funds. 
 
The individual or firm selected to act as the City's agent will be responsible for all 
aspects of purchases and sales including, but not limited to: 

• The search for suitable property 
• Property acquisition and sale negotiation  
• contracting in conformance with City requirements 
• all aspects of closing and recording. 
• some city leases 

 
To meet the deadline for initial consideration, please submit hand delivered proposals  
later than 5:00 P.M., MDT, Friday, April 10, 2015, at the office of the City Clerk, 418 East 2nd 
Street, Whitefish, MT 59937.   Mailed proposals must be received by this time and date for 
initial consideration.    The mailing address for proposals is: City Clerk, City of Whitefish, P.O. 
Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937.   Please indicate "Realtor of Record Qualifications" on the 
outside of the sealed package. 
 
All questions should be directed to the City of Whitefish, Attention: Chuck Stearns, City 
Manager, P.O. Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937.    Telephone: (406) 863-2406. E-mail: 
cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org.  A full RFQ is available from Chuck Stearns or is on the City’s 
website at http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/business/rfps-and-bids.php. 
 
 
 
Published in the Whitefish Pilot 
March 25, 2015 
April 1, 2015 
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City of Whitefish 
Request For Qualifications 

Realtor – buying and selling agent of record 
 
 
 
The City of Whitefish, (the City), requests statement of qualifications from qualified individuals 
or firms for the purpose of acting as a City's buyer's and seller’s agent in the acquisition, sale, 
and leasing of real property for the City.  Funding sources for acquisitions may include general 
fund revenue, utility revenue, and Tax Increment Funds. 
 
The individual or firm selected to act as the City's agent will be responsible for all 
aspects of purchases, sales, and leasing including, but not limited to: 

• The search for suitable property 
• Property acquisition and sale negotiation  
• contracting in conformance with City requirements 
• all aspects of closing and recording 
• leasing out retail space in the future parking structure 

 
To meet the deadline for initial consideration, please submit hand delivered proposals  
later than 5:00 P.M., MDT, Friday, April 10, 2015, at the office of the City Clerk, 418 East 2nd 
Street, Whitefish, MT 59937.   Mailed proposals must be received by this time and date for 
initial consideration.    The mailing address for proposals is: City Clerk, City of Whitefish, P.O. 
Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937.   Please indicate "Realtor of Record Qualifications" on the 
outside of the sealed package. 
 
All questions should be directed to the City of Whitefish, Attention: Chuck Stearns, City 
Manager, P.O. Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937.    Telephone: (406) 863-2406. E-mail: 
cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org .   
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND: 
 
The City of Whitefish purchases, sells, and leases property for many purposes.   Recent work 
was done for acquisition of land for a new City Cemetery, properties to expand parking in the 
downtown and city beach areas, and properties for redevelopment in the Tax Increment District 
of the City.   
 
The City will work with the chosen agent to identify specific project land requirements.  
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INTENT OF RFQ: The City will evaluate qualifications based on an established ranking system. 
The City may conduct interviews with one or more respondents and then may then select the 
highest ranked applicant. The award will be made to the agent whose qualifications are 
deemed most advantageous to the City of Whitefish, all factors considered. Final terms and 
conditions of the agency relationship will then be negotiated. Once selected, the individual or 
firm must provide proof of insurance for errors and omissions (E and O) in an amount of at least 
2 million dollars, ($2,000,000) naming the City as additional insured on a primary 
noncontributory basis. Additional insurance requirements may be required .. 
 
Respondents will be evaluated according to the following factors: 

1. Quality of the Proposal  (20%) 
2. Respondent's qualifications, and experience in commercial realty transactions  (40%) 
3. Documented experience helping customers in the identification and purchase of 

property suitable for specific needs  (40%) 
 

Statements of Qualifications must include: 
1. Individual or firm's legal name, address, telephone number, fax number, web site (if any), 

and e-mail address. 
2. Statement of experience and qualifications of the individual, firm and the specific firm's 

staff which will be assigned to the project. 
3. Discussion of leasing experience. 
4. A narrative describing the expectations or responsibilities of the City as a client in order 

to complete a successful purchase.  
5. Proof of the necessary state license requirements to act on the City's behalf in the 

acquisition of real property. 
6. Three professional references and full contact information for the listed references.  

Experience with commercial and institutional customers is preferred. 
 
Reservation of Rights 
The issuance of this RFQ and the receipt of statements of qualifications by the City shall not 
constitute an agreement or representation by the City that a contract for the professional real 
estate services will actually be entered into by the City. Through this RFQ, the City is only 
soliciting statements of qualifications to determine whether to retain a real estate professional 
to provide buyer agent services. 
 
The City reserves the right to issue written notice of changes to this RFQ should the City 
determine in its sole and absolute discretion that such changes are necessary or desirable. 
In addition and notwithstanding any other provision of this RFQ, the City reserves the right to: 
a. Waive any immaterial defect or informality in a submittal; 
b. Extend or otherwise revise the submittal date; 
c. Reject any or all submissions or portions thereof; 
d. Select an agent that is in the best interest of the City considering experience, references, 

and other factors as determined by the City; 
e. Negotiate terms and conditions of eventual contract with a selected agent; 
f. Reissue a new or revised RFQ or cancel this RFQ and not retain the services of an agent; 
g. Request additional information from one or more respondents. 
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No Partnership/Business Organization 
Nothing in this RFQ or in any subsequent agreement, or any other contract entered into as a 
result of this RFQ, shall constitute, create, give rise to or otherwise be recognized as a 
partnership or formal business organization of any kind between or among the City or the 
respondent. 
 
Employment Restriction and Indemnity 
No person who is an owner, officer, employee, contractor or consultant of a respondent shall 
be an officer or employee of the City. No rights of the City's retirement or personnel rules 
accrue to a respondent, its officers, employees, contractors, or consultants. Respondents shall 
have the responsibility of all salaries, wages, bonuses, retirement, withholdings, worker's 
compensation and occupational disease compensation, insurance, unemployment 
compensation other benefits and taxes and premiums appurtenant thereto concerning its 
officers, employees, contractors, and consultants. Each respondent shall save and hold the City 
harmless with respect to any and all claims for payment, compensation, salary, wages, bonuses, 
retirement, withholdings, worker's compensation and occupational disease compensation, 
insurance, unemployment compensation other benefits and taxes and premiums in any way 
related to each respondent's officers, employees, contractors and consultants. 
 
Submittal Rejection/Right to Disqualify 
Submittal of terms, condition and/or agreements may result in rejection if such terms, 
conditions, or agreements are deemed unacceptable by the City in its sole discretion. The City 
reserves the right to disqualify any respondent who fails to provide information or data 
specifically requested herein or who provides materially inaccurate or misleading information 
or data or who attempts to influence the selection process outside the procedures established 
herein. The City reserves the right to disqualify any respondent on the basis of any real or 
apparent conflict of interest. This disqualification is at the sole discretion of the City. 
 
Discrimination. 
Each entity submitting under this request for qualifications shall include a provision wherein the 
submitting entity, or entities, affirms in writing it will not discriminate on the basis of race, 
color, religion, creed, sex, age, marital status, national origin, or because of actual or perceived 
sexual orientation, gender identity or disability and which also recognizes the eventual contract 
for services will contain a provision prohibiting discrimination as described above and that this 
prohibition on discrimination shall apply to the hiring and treatment of the submitting entity's 
employees and to any subcontracts entered into in fulfillment of an eventual agency 
relationship.  Failure to comply with the above shall be cause for the City to deem the submittal 
nonresponsive. 
 
Governing Law. 
This RFQ and any disputes arising hereunder or under any future agreement for the purchase of 
real property between the City and the agent selected under this RFQ shall be governed 
hereafter and construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Montana, 
without reference to principles of choice or conflicts of laws. 
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Miscellaneous. 
No conversations or agreements with any officer, employee, or agent of the City shall affect or 
modify any term of this RFQ. Oral communications or any written/email communication 
between any person and the designated contact City staff shall not be considered binding. 
All proposals must be submitted complete and contain the information required as stated in 
the Request for Qualifications.  The City of Whitefish reserves the right to reject any and all 
responses deemed unqualified, unsatisfactory, or inappropriate. 
 
DATED at Whitefish, Montana, this 19th day of March, 2015 
 
Chuck Stearns 
City Manager 
City of Whitefish 
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Staff Report 
To: Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors   

From: Dana Smith, Finance Director 

Date: April 23, 2015 

Re: Third Quarter Financial Report for Fiscal Year 2015 

This quarterly financial report provides a summary version of the financial results of the City 
through the third quarter of fiscal year 2015. The first section is an overview of the City’s 
financial condition specifically related to property tax supported funds. Subsequent sections 
provide further analysis and details of the third quarter ended March 31, 2015.  
 
Financial Condition – Property Tax Supported Funds 
An analysis of available cash in property tax supported funds provides an effective insight 
into the City’s financial condition.  The following table lists the FY13 third quarter cash 
balance in column (a), the FY14 third quarter cash balance in column (b) and the FY15 third 
quarter cash balance in column (c) for comparison purposes. 

 
Cash Balance in Property Tax Supported Funds  

 
a b c  d (c-b) 

Mar 31, 2013 
Cash Balance 

Mar 31, 2014 
Cash Balance 

Mar 31, 2015 
Cash Balance 

One Year 
Change 

General  $723,098 $820,938 $806,396  ($14,542) 
Parks & Recreation ($160,906) ($72,215) $127,451 $199,666
Law Enforcement $132,283 $36,035 ($11,954)  ($47,989) 

Library $1,605 $11,799 $75,578 $63,779 
Fire & Ambulance $418,614 $414,279 $310,724  ($103,555) 

Building Code  $20,669 $176,267 $113,017 ($63,205)

$1,135,363 $1,387,103 $1,421,212  $34,154 
 
Total cash in property tax supported funds as of March 31, 2015 increased by $34,154 or 
2.5% compared to the balance on March 31, 2014. This increase is primarily due to the 
significant increase in the Parks & Recreation Department and the Library. The City 
continues to be in good financial condition and revenues and expenditures are tracking as 
expected with some minor deviations discussed within this report. The significant changes in 
cash balances from the prior year-to-date are discussed in detail below. 
 
General Fund – The General Fund cash balance compared to the prior year decreased by 
$14,542 or 1.77%. Despite the slight decrease in the cash balance, revenues and expenditures 
are tracking as expected. The FY15 adopted budget results in a decrease in the cash balance 
of the General Fund by year-end. 
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In July of FY14, the license and permit revenue in the Building Fund received an unusually 
large amount of revenue. This dramatic increase was the result of one significant project (high 
school) in the City that brought in approximately $52,186 in licenses and permit revenue. 
When comparing the prior third quarter balances with this year’s third quarter, a notable 
decrease in revenue occurred, as well as cash balance. Licenses and permit revenue, however, 
was at 84% of the budgeted revenue at the end of the third quarter in FY15 with revenues 
continuing to exceed expenditures. In addition, the cash balance in the Building Fund for the 
third quarter of FY15 is up 447% compared to FY13. 
 

 

 

 
Financial Highlights 
 
 The Columbia Falls Building Code Contract revenues are 24% higher than the prior year 

and are already at 132% of the FY15 Budget. 
 

 Ambulance Service Charges are at 81% of the budgeted revenue and are comparatively 
the same as the third quarter of the prior year. 

 
 Zoning Plan Review Fees are at 97% of the budgeted revenue to be received in FY15. 

  
 The Resort Tax collections are up by $105,874 or 6.2% compared to the prior year’s third 

quarter.  
 
Expenditure Review 
The total expenditures in each fund at the end of the third quarter were at or below the 
expected percentage of budget authority to be used (75%). The following line-items will 
continue to be monitored as the expenditures incurred through the third quarter of FY15 were 
higher than expected: 
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o General Fund 
 As of March 31, 2015, the total Municipal Court expenditures are 67% of 

the budgeted appropriations. However, the Repair and Maintenance 
Services account is 174%, or $1,415, over budget. This is due to 
unanticipated repairs required for the ESC building, which have been split 
between the Court, Police, and Fire & Ambulance. 
 

 The Cemetery Other Purchased Services account is 208% over budget at 
the end of the third quarter. This is due to the City providing the cost of 
installation for the donated memorial wall at the Cemetery. The overall 
Cemetery account is only 62% of the total budget at March 31, 2015. 

 
o Street Fund 

 Stand By/Call Back Time was 136% of the budget at the end of the third 
quarter. However, the total spent to-date during FY15 was only $538 more 
than the prior year. The budget from FY14 to FY15 reduced the available 
appropriations for this line-item by $6,324.   
 

 Overtime for Ice and Snow Removal was 217% of the budget as of March 
31, 2015. Compared to the prior year-to-date, the overtime for this line-
item is $5,864 more at the end of the third quarter 2015. However, 
overtime required for ice and snow removal is expected to vary based on 
the snow fall each year. The massive snow storm in early January 2015 had 
a remarkable amount of snowfall in a short time frame that required a 
considerable amount of overtime.  This increase in costs will be somewhat 
offset by the lower fuel prices to-date. 
 

o Parks & Recreation Fund 
 The City Beach Repairs and Maintenance Supplies account was 135% of 

the budget at the end of the first quarter. City Beach experienced some 
unexpected deck repairs that were made during the beginning of FY15. 
This account has remained the same since the first quarter, but it will likely 
increase when City Beach operations startup again for the summer of 2015. 
The overall program is at 65% of budgeted revenues, which is expected. 
 

 Bike & Pedestrian Path Repair & Maintenance Supplies is 118% of the 
budget as of March 31, 2015. However, this is only $169 more than the 
amount spent for the first three quarters of FY14. 

 
 The Community Ice Rink is at 88% of the budget authority provided in the 

FY15 Budget, which would be expected with the season ending in April. 
However, the season has been extended this activity may exceed its budget 
authority by the end of the year. Other savings throughout the Parks & 
Recreation Department will likely make it so a budget amendment is not 
needed. Operating Supplies, Utility Services, and Repair & Maintenance 
Services are all over budget at 113%, 90%, and 131%, respectively. 
However, the actual dollar change from the prior year is an increase of 
$6,461 for Operating Supplies, a decrease of $16,722 for Utility Services, 
and a decrease of $4,039 for Repair & Maintenance Services.   
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o Library Fund 
 Overall the Library Fund has only spent 60% of budgeted appropriations 

with revenue at 76%. However, the Repair & Maintenance Service line-
item at the end of the third quarter total $7,850.27 and was 374% of 
appropriations. The increased spending for this line-item is primarily due 
to the unanticipated flood damage that resulted from two separate frozen 
pipes this winter. The department is working with MMIA to submit a claim 
for the cost of the damage to the building and inventory.  
 

o Law Enforcement Fund 
 Professional Services at mid-year total $24,138 and is 345% of 

appropriations for this line-item. This is primarily due to the unanticipated 
legal costs associated with employment matters for the Police Department. 
 

 The Machinery & Equipment account is over budget as of March 31, 2015, 
however, that is due to an unanticipated equipment grant that provided the 
Department the opportunity to replace/update the videos in some of the 
patrol cars.  
 

o Fire and Ambulance Fund 
 Despite having only spent 68% of the budgeted authority for FY15 and 

revenues tracking at about 74%, the Overtime expenditures at the end of 
the third quarter were 95% of the budget and have increased by $23,933 
from the prior year-to-date totals.  
 

 Repair & Maintenance Services for the Fire Protection and Rescue 
Services are over budget at 175% as of March 31, 2015. This over 
expending has occurred due to necessary repairs to the older fire engines, 
additional work on the brush truck, and other maintenance services needed 
for the Emergency Services Center. The Repair & Maintenance Services 
for Ambulance Services is also higher than expected at 161% of the budget 
at the end of the third quarter. The costs for this line-item include repairs to 
older equipment and other maintenance services needed for the Emergency 
Services Center, such as snow plowing, pest control, lawn maintenance, 
and unanticipated repairs to the ESC HVAC system.  

 
o Water Fund 

 Overtime expenditures at the end of the third quarter total $20,735 or 84% 
of the budgeted expenditures. Overtime expenditures as of March 31, 2015 
are $6,197 higher compared to March 31, 2014. The percentage of the 
budget spent is also increased due to the appropriations from FY14 to 
FY15 decreasing by $4,649.  
 

 Repair & Maintenance Services as of March 31, 2015 were 270% of the 
total appropriations for that line-item. This is primarily due to the lightning 
damage at the water treatment plant that occurred during summer 2014. 
These expenses were submitted to the City’s insurance provider for 
reimbursement. 
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o Sewer Fund 
 Overtime expenditures and Stand By/Call Back Time expenditures were 

192% and 100% of the budget at the end of the third quarter. The Overtime 
expenditures year-to-date for FY15 were $7,589 more than FY14. This is 
further compounded since the FY15 Budget is $3,697 less than the FY14 
Budget. The Stand/Call Back Time expenditures continue to be 
approximately the same as the prior year-to-date, but the FY15 Budget was 
reduced by $2,517 compared to FY14 Budget.  
 

Long-term Debt 
Information below depicts the changes in long-term debt for the City of Whitefish from June 
30, 2012 through March 31, 2015.  
 

Outstanding Debt Summary 
Rate/TIC March 31 2015 June 30 2014 June 30 2013  June 30 2012  

Revenue Bonds 
TIF ESC 4.23% $          9,365,000  $10,715,000  $  12,020,000   $13,285,000  
Water ~2.1% $          3,033,000  $  3,272,000  $    3,740,000   $  4,261,000  
Sewer ~2.3% $          2,745,218  $  2,638,764  $    2,328,000   $  2,788,000  

Special Assessments      
SID166 4.18% $             795,000  $     795,000  $       865,000   $     935,000  

Intercap Loans   
Ice Rink 1.25% $               79,363  $     110,575  $        62,697  
Police Vehicle 1.25% $               10,935  $       16,339  
Fire Engine 1.25% $             672,318  $     202,453  
Ambulance 1.25% $             123,520  $     153,780  

Capital Lease $                 1,670  $         3,794  $          7,357    
Total $         16,825,924  $ 17,907,705  $  19,023,054   $21,269,000  

$ Change $         (1,081,781) $ (1,115,349) $   (2,245,946)  $ (1,093,000) 
% Change                 -6.0%      -5.9% -10.6%            -4.9% 

 
 
The FY15 budget also includes the following additional debt that has not been incurred to-
date: additional draws of $114,546 on a Sewer revenue bond for the River Lakes Force Main 
Project, a Sewer revenue bond for $996,527 for Phase II of the Whitefish West Project, and a 
Water revenue bond of $472,700 also for Phase II of the Whitefish West Project. The revenue 
bonds for Phase II of the Whitefish West Project will likely be disbursed in FY16 as this 
phase of the project is anticipated to be completed in mid-summer of 2015. 
 
Additional Detailed Analysis 
The following discussion further highlights the attached spreadsheets. 
 
General Fund Revenue (line 9 to 16) 
Total General Fund revenues are at 77% of the FY2015 budget and have increased by 2% 
from the prior third quarter. The increase is primarily due to the growth in property tax 
revenue. Miscellaneous revenues, charges for services, and property tax relief transferred 
from the Resort Tax Fund have all decreased from the prior year-to-date with detailed 
analysis below.  
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Due to a timing difference, the miscellaneous revenues appear to have decreased in FY15 
(J14) compared to FY14. However, the significance of the decrease is much less than 
depicted. The FY14 numbers include the FY13 Golf Course lease payment that would have 
typically been paid in June of the previous fiscal year, but was actually paid in July. 
Therefore, two payments were received in FY14. 
 
When Resort Tax collections increase, the property tax relief also increases. However, due to 
more accurate budgeting of expected revenues in FY14, the actual property tax relief 
decreased. In FY13 the Resort Tax collections exceeded the budgeted revenue by a higher 
dollar amount, which increased the FY14 property tax relief by a significant amount. This 
occurs due to any amount collected over the budgeted revenues in a fiscal year being applied 
to property tax relief in the following year.  

 
General Fund Expenditures, Net Revenue, & Cash (line 20 to 33) 
Total General Fund expenditures are on track at 73% of the FY15 Budget. Expenditures are 
8%, or $243,974, higher than the end of the third quarter of FY14, which is primarily due to 
the approved increase in transfers from the General Fund to the Parks, Law Enforcement, and 
Fire/Ambulance Funds. Although revenues have increased, expenditures have also increased, 
but at a higher rate. These changes have resulted in expenditures exceeding revenues in the 
General Fund (H32). The $102,461 spend-down of cash to-date this year is expected due to 
the FY15 budget allowing a $344,102 spend-down of cash balance by year-end if all revenues 
were collected and all appropriations expended.   
 
The General Fund cash balance was $806,396 compared to $820,938 at the end of the prior 
year’s third quarter (see J33). The graph on page 1 of the spreadsheets shows the General 
Fund cash balance trends for the current year-to-date and the past 4 years.  December, 
January, June, and July are months that tend to have higher cash balances due to the 
collection of property taxes. Building cash reserves the General Fund and all other property 
tax supported funds to a minimum of 10% or more each year is important to ensure an 
adequate cash balance throughout the year.  
 
Other Property Tax Supported Funds (p.2, line 71 to 108)  
The funds supported by property taxes have continued to see revenues exceeding expenditures. 
Revenues were at 71% of the budget, while expenditures were 66% of the budget at the end of the 
third quarter.   
 
When compared to a year ago, these funds have an overall increase in cash with detailed discussion 
above for each fund. Also compared to the prior year third quarter balances, overall revenues and 
expenditures have increased. A significant portion of the increase in expenditures is attributed to 
the purchase of the Fire Department’s new water tender and water pumper that have been financed 
via an INTERCAP loan. Other items that have had an impact include an increase of 0.8 mills for 
the Library in FY15, the growth in property tax mill value, and a steady revenue stream from the 
Building Department. 
 
Other Tax, Fee, & Assessment Supported Funds (p.2, line 114 to 144)  
These funds located on the second half of the second page of the spreadsheet, receive no 
general property tax support. 
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Parks & Recreation Fund – The Parks & Recreation cash balance has continued to improve 
during FY2015.  The cash balance has increased by $199,666, or 276%. The Department 
continues to strive to make each recreation program self-supporting and has demonstrated this 
through the continued change in the ice rink’s net revenues at the end of the third quarter. At 
March 31, 2014, expenditures exceeded revenues by about $109,697, essentially making the 
ice rink rely on revenue and cash from other Parks Department activities/accounts. However, 
as of March 31, 2015, revenues exceeded expenditures by $39,642. This change is a $149,339 
improvement in net revenues compared to the prior year. With the extension of the ice rink 
season, it is unknown what impact it may have on the net revenues due to fluctuations in 
costs, but this activity will likely be self-supporting in FY15. 
 
Law Enforcement Fund – As expected the Fund continues to see a decrease in the cash 
balance. This change is due to the FY14 and FY15 budgets both permitting the spending 
down of the fund’s cash balance. The negative cash balance noted as of March 31, 2015, is 
expected to be restored to a positive balance during the fourth quarter due to the collection of 
grant monies that have already been collected this month, but were expended in the third 
quarter. The timing difference for revenue collection and expenditures is typical for 
reimbursement grants. The COPS grant, including the School District’s contribution for the 
SRO, overtime reimbursements, and the receipt of an equipment grant that provided $15,660 
to-date for new video equipment in some of the patrol vehicles are the main grants that will 
offset expenditures of the third quarter. 
 
Library Fund – The Library cash balance has increased by $63,779 as of March 31, 2015, 
compared to the prior year. With the approved increase in property tax revenues in FY15, the 
Library has been able to begin building cash reserves to cover unexpected costs, such as the 
needed repairs and book replacements that occurred this winter due to frozen pipes and 
flooding in the Library building.  
 
Fire & Ambulance Fund – Similar to the Law Enforcement Fund, the Fire and Ambulance 
Fund started the year off with a lower cash balance than prior years due to the use of cash on 
hand in FY14. The FY15 budget also anticipated a $69,655 spend-down of cash balance. 
Compared to the prior third quarter, the Fire & Ambulance Fund has seen a decrease in cash 
of $103,555, or 25%. The decrease of cash balance over what was anticipated is primarily due 
to increased repairs and maintenance of older equipment, repairs at the ESC, and the 
additional equipment (parts, tools, and supplies) needed for the two new fire apparatus to be 
used as response vehicles. 
 
Building Code Fund – Although not directly supported by property tax revenues, in prior 
years the Building Code Fund received loans from the General Fund to support operations 
during the recession. The loans were essentially comprised of property tax revenue. 
Monitoring the financial condition of the Building Fund is important as it looks to repay the 
loan from the General Fund.  With the continued higher revenue amounts (see below), the 
Building Fund is expected to pay-off a portion, if not all, of the remaining loan from the 
General Fund of $171,669 at the end of FY15. Also, due to the expected balance of the loan 
remaining at year-end being small to none and in an attempt to accurately portray the cash 
balance in the property tax supported funds, the Building Fund will no longer be categorized 
as a property tax supported fund for FY16. 
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Resort Tax collections are at 86% of the budgeted revenues as of the end of the third quarter 
while expenditures are at 70% of appropriations.  
 
Street and Alley operations are also in good financial condition with the revenues exceeding 
expenditures. The expenditures are 35% of the budgeted authority, which has led to a 
significant increase of net revenues compared to the prior year-to-date (see J123). The street 
overlay projects this spring will comprise two years’ worth of work. Due to the timing of 
street overlays, the cash balance is expected to come down in the next few months will 
continue in to summer of 2015 (FY16). 
 
Impact Fees have seen a $53,507 decrease (J132) from the prior year revenues at the end of 
the third quarter. This decrease is due to a significant increase (approximately $60,000) in 
impact fees collected from one project of considerable size in the City in FY14. When 
compared to FY13, the FY15 impact fees are 60% higher. Impact Fee expenditures will 
increase during the last quarter of the fiscal year when budgeted transfers to other funds will 
be recorded.  
 
Enterprise Funds (p.3) 
Metered water sales are up 4%, while wastewater service charges are up 8%. The revenue for 
both Water and Wastewater amounts were expected to grow this year due to the approved rate 
increase of 3.6% for Water and Wastewater rates, which became effective as of October 1, 
2014. 
 
Capital expenditures in the Water Fund are 40% higher and capital expenditures in the 
Wastewater Fund are 54% less than the prior year third quarter balance. These type of 
expenditures are expected to vary each year based on the number and timing of the approved 
projects. Progress on the Highway 93 West Phase II Utility Improvements Project has started 
again, as well as, many other capital improvement projects that were put on hold during the 
winter months. A total of $3,333 of Water Impact Fees and $436,522 of Wastewater Impact 
Fees have been spent during the first half of FY15 relating to these capital expenditures. An 
additional $201,193 has been paid with the final amounts of Plant Investment Fees in the 
Water fund during the first quarter. Impact Fee payments are adjusted semi-annually so these 
figures will increase at the end of the fiscal year. 
 
The increase in Solid Waste revenues has continued into the third quarter. Revenues collected 
totaled 75% of the FY15 budget on March 31, 2015. The expenditures are also tracking as 
expected with 75% of the available appropriations expended to date.  

Economic Trends 
Since the recession of late 2007, the City has experienced a slow, but steady recovery. 
Consumer spending and new housing are both key indicators of economic activity. At the end 
of the third quarter of FY15, economic growth continues to be evident through the increase in 
Resort Tax Collections and building permit revenue. 
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Compared to the collections through the third quarter of FY14, Resort Tax collections are up 
6.23%, or $105,874. The increase in collections is further broken down as follows: 7.8% 
increase in lodging, 5.02% increase in retail, and 6.8% increase in restaurants and bars. With 
consumers continuing to increase spending on luxury goods and services within the City 
limits, it is anticipated that the Resort Tax Collections for FY15 will exceed the prior year 
collections of $2,087,995. 
 
The following graph depicts the growth of new construction and the change in valuation 
within the City by calendar year. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this report or the third quarter financial 
results. 
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Quarterly Financal Review
Third Quarter of Fiscal Year 2015

July 1, 2014 - March 31, 2015
YTD YTD YTD

General Fund Revenues Mar 31, 2013 Mar 31, 2014 Mar 31, 2015

Dollars
% of 

Budget Dollars
% of 

Budget Dollars
% of 

Budget Chng Prev YR
% Chng
Prev Yr

Property Taxes $1,297,426 68% $1,327,537 69% $1,453,283 72% $125,746 9%
Total Licenses and Permits $45,159 76% $45,116 75% $47,775 79% $2,658 6%
Intergovernmental Revenue $577,765 76% $577,625 75% $605,825 74% $28,200 5%
Charges for Services $137,905 110% $207,154 100% $179,262 75% ($27,892) -13%
Fines and Forfeitures $195,270 82% $162,822 64% $152,375 67% ($10,447) -6%
Miscellaneous $15,958 44% $53,883 133% $18,021 38% ($35,862) -67%
Investment Earnings $11,613 46% $17,644 88% $11,723 78% ($5,922) -34%
Resort Tax & SID RevolvingTransfer In $598,007 100% $693,432 100% $668,831 100% ($24,601) -4%

Total General Fund Revenues $2,879,103 77% $3,085,214 61% $3,137,095 77% $51,881 2%

General Fund Expenditures

Municipal Court $192,326 78% $193,747 69% $198,303 67% $4,555 2%
Prosecution Services $76,315 78% $86,885 89% $70,654 64% ($16,231) -19%
Administrative Services $50,186 70% $56,563 69% $55,493 70% ($1,069) -2%
Legal Services $24,402 68% $26,452 67% $28,242 66% $1,790 7%
Community Planning $193,280 64% $229,180 66% $243,890 61% $14,710 6%
Transfer to Park Fund $354,000 75% $452,250 75% $534,419 77% $82,169 18%
Transfer to Law Enforcement Fund $1,346,250 75% $1,383,750 75% $1,413,750 75% $30,000 2%
Transfer to Fire Fund $370,946 75% $431,250 75% $611,250 75% $180,000 42%
Transfer to Library Fund $25,778 75% $25,778 75% $25,778 75% ($0) 0%
Cemetary/Other $48,392 58% $109,726 92% $57,777 70% ($51,949) -47%

Total General Fund Expenditures $2,681,875 73% $2,995,582 74% $3,239,556 $243,974 8%

General Fund Revenues Less Expenditures $197,228 $89,632 ($102,461) ($192,094) -214%
General Fund Operating Cash Balance $723,098 $820,938 $806,396 ($14,542) -2%

Prop Tax Supported Funds (no General) Net $26,135 $272,331 $412,808 $140,477
Prop Tax Supported Funds (no General) Cash $412,265 $566,165 $614,816 $48,651

Total General & Prop Tax Supported Funds Net $223,363 $361,963 $310,347 $138,601
Total General & Prop Tax Supported Funds Cash $1,135,363 $1,387,103 $1,421,212 $34,110

75% of Fiscal Year Complete
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A D E F G H I J K

Property Tax Supported Funds Mar 31, 2013 Mar 31, 2014 Mar 31, 2015

Dollars
% of 

Budget Dollars
% of 

Budget
% of 

Budget Chng Prev YR
% Chng
Prev Yr

Parks and Rec Operating Cash Balance ($160,906) ($72,215) $127,451 $199,666 276%
Parks, Rec & Community Services Revenues $937,243 63% $1,145,650 69% $1,224,871 72% $79,221 7%
Parks, Rec & Community Services Exp. $1,081,389 73% $1,105,060 71% $1,064,493 67% ($40,567) -4%
Revenues less Expenditures ($213,059) $40,590 $160,378 $119,788

Law Enforcement Operating Cash Balance $132,283 $36,035 ($11,954) ($47,989) -133%
Law Enforcement Revenues $1,564,763 70% $1,455,998 66% $1,515,782 62% $59,784 4%
Law Enforcement Expenditures $1,502,212 67% $1,487,316 66% $1,544,976 63% $57,660 4%
Revenues less Expenditures $62,551 ($31,319) ($29,194) $2,125

Library Operating Cash Balance $1,605 $11,799 $75,578 $63,780 541%
Library Revenues $133,420 64% $136,328 62% $159,418 76% $23,090 17%
Library Expenditures $136,793 68% $144,915 69% $140,626 60% ($4,288) -3%
Revenues less Expenditures ($3,373) ($8,586) $18,792 $27,378

Fire & Ambulance Cash Balance $418,614 $414,279 $310,724 ($103,555) -25%
Fire & Ambulance Taxes, Penalty and Interest $353,386 68% $361,451 68% $396,779 72% $35,328 10%

Ambulance Services Revenue $724,300 85% $810,421 85% $807,552 81% ($2,869) 0%
Total Fire & Ambulance Revenue $1,976,375 54% $2,189,594 60% $2,697,513 74% $507,919 23%
Fire & Ambulance Expenditures $1,889,671 49% $2,093,278 54% $2,552,630 68% $459,352 22%
Revenues less Expenditures $86,704 $96,315 $144,883 $48,568

Building Codes Operating Cash Balance $20,669 $176,267 $113,017 ($63,251) -36%
Payable to the General Fund ($460,977) ($460,977) ($171,699) $289,278 63%

License and Permits Revenues $225,677 72% $378,674 122% $353,541 84% ($25,133) -7%
Building Codes Expenditures without C. Falls $199,492 70% $224,953 73% $266,538 72% $41,585 18%
Columbia Falls Contract Revenues $26,175 101% $42,514 142% $52,891 132% $10,377 24%
Columbia Falls Contract Expenditures $28,223 74% $20,905 72% $21,946 73% $1,040 5%
Revenues less Expenditures $24,399 $175,330 $117,949 ($57,381)

Total Property Tax Supported Funds (not including General Fund)
Total Property Tax Supported Cash $412,265 $566,165 $614,816 $48,651 9%
Total Property Tax Supported Revenue $4,863,915 $5,348,758 $6,004,016 $655,258 12%
Total Property Tax Supported Expenditures $4,837,780 $5,076,427 $5,591,208 $514,781 10%
Revenues less Expenditures $26,135 $272,331 $412,808 $140,477

Other Tax, Fee & Assessment Supported Funds

Resort Tax Operating Cash Balance $1,891,156 $1,890,235 $1,388,656 ($501,579) -27%
Resort Tax Collections $1,598,699 93% $1,697,049 88% $1,802,923 86% $105,874 6.2%

Resort Tax Investment Earnings $4,230 28% $6,155 103% $3,114 62% ($3,041) -49%
Resort Tax Expenditures and Transfers $2,134,754 73% $1,955,193 64% $2,278,157 70% $322,965 17%
Revenues less Expenditures ($531,825) ($251,989) ($472,121) ($220,132)

Street and Alley Operating Cash Balance $861,579 $1,106,079 $1,375,182 $269,103 24%
Street and Alley Revenues $923,902 70% $958,830 72% $1,052,030 77% $93,201 10%
Street and Alley Expenditures $942,166 58% $880,154 51% $771,008 35% ($109,145) -12%
Revenues less Expenditures ($18,264) $78,676 $281,022 $202,346

Tax Increment Operating Cash Balance $2,092,239 $2,027,778 $1,693,155 ($334,623) -17%
Tax Increment Property Taxes, Penalty & Interest $3,024,309 72% $3,127,217 70% $3,453,564 75% $326,347 10%

Tax Increment Revenues $3,132,637 71% $3,235,068 70% $3,601,261 72% $366,193 11%
Tax Increment Expenditures & Transfers $3,114,179 49% $3,066,045 56% $3,907,672 64% $841,627 27%
Revenues less Expenditures $18,458 $169,023 ($306,411) ($475,434)

Impact Fees Cash Balance $354,365 $603,014 $828,564 $225,550 37%
Impact Fee Collections - Revenues $104,165 83% $220,158 171% $166,651 72% ($53,507) -24%
Impact Fee Collections - Expenditures $0 0% $43,578 12% $2,650 0.3% ($40,928) -94%
Revenues less Expenditures $104,165 $176,580 $164,001 ($12,579)

Street Lighting #1 Operating Cash Balance $58,261 $42,869 $51,203 $8,333 19%
Street Lighting District #1 (Rsdntl) Revenues $50,987 77% $53,763 70% $56,679 74% $2,916 5%
Street Lighting District #1 (Rsdntl) Exp. $35,355 33% $74,268 78% $49,902 60% ($24,366) -33%
Revenues less Expenditures $15,632 ($20,505) $6,777 $27,282

Street Lighting #4 Operating Cash Balance $64,981 $22,932 $24,448 $1,515 7%
Street Lighting District #4 (Cmmrcial) Revenues $42,648 74% $45,101 74% $48,918 73% $3,817 8%
Street Lighting District #4 (Cmmrcial) Exp. $48,103 54% $87,961 69% $54,805 60% ($33,156) -38%
Revenues less Expenditures ($5,455) ($42,860) ($5,888) $36,973
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Enterprise Funds Mar 31, 2013 Mar 31, 2014 Mar 31, 2015

Dollars
% of 

Budget Dollars
% of 

Budget Chng Prev YR
% Chng
Prev Yr

  Water Operating Cash Balance $1,022,824 $1,484,715 $2,059,370 $574,656 39%
  Water  - Metered Water Sales $1,887,243 81% $2,034,348 84% $2,122,481 85% $88,133 4%
  Water  - Operating Revenues $2,087,690 83% $2,166,659 86% $2,390,211 72% $223,551 10%
  Water  - Operating Expenditures $958,714 60% $1,040,189 65% $1,166,999 68% $126,810 12%
  Operating Revenues less Expenditures $1,128,976 $1,126,471 $1,223,212 $96,741

Non Operating Revenue $204,937 20% $101,407 30% $1,359 272% ($100,048) -99%
Water Capital Expenditures $1,514,682 57% $237,759 18% $333,770 20% $96,012 40%
Water Debt Service $304,360 45% $271,388 50% $272,630 49% $1,243 0%

Wastewater Operating Cash Balance $427,010 $849,786 $1,347,968 $498,182 108%
Wastewater  - Sewer Service Charges $1,543,924 81% $1,627,169 79% $1,680,500 80% $53,331 8%

Wastewater  - Other Operating Revenues $1,687,822 84% $1,645,321 79% $1,890,519 83% $245,198 12%
Wastewater  - Operating Expenditures $991,168 61% $1,034,117 62% $1,023,934 58% ($10,183) 3%

   Operating Revenues less Expenditures $696,654 $611,204 $866,585 $255,381

Non Operating Revenue $65,192 11% $452,310 30% $205,566 13% ($246,743) -55%
Wastewater Capital Expenditures $392,588 31% $609,580 29% $281,013 11% ($328,566) -54%
Wastewater Debt Service $110,954 50% $97,195 33% $112,225 39% $15,030 15%

Solid Waste Operating Cash Balance $69,684 $87,994 $141,528 $53,534 61%
Solid Waste Revenues $557,959 75% $579,666 77% $608,685 75% $29,019 5%
Solid Waste Expenditures $527,261 71% $565,193 77% $575,788 75% $10,595 2%
Revenues less Expenditures $30,698 $14,473 $32,897 $18,425

Capital Project Funds

City Hall Project Cash Balance $2,025,903 $2,012,525 $2,184,699 $172,175 9%
City Hall Project - Revenues $253,830 95% $5,784 2% $254,106 98% $248,322 4293%
City Hall Project  - Expenditures $0 0% $20,454 5% $322,108 32% $301,654 1475%

   Revenues less Expenditures $253,830 ($14,669) ($68,002) ($53,332)
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RESOLUTION NO.         

RESOLUTION RELATING TO UP TO $7,400,000 TAX 
INCREMENT URBAN RENEWAL REVENUE REFUNDING 
BONDS, SERIES 2015; AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE AND 
PRIVATE NEGOTIATED SALE THEREOF 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of Whitefish, 
Montana (the “City”), as follows: 

Section 1.  Recitals. 

1.01. Under the provisions of Montana Code Annotated, Title 7, Chapter 15, Parts 42 
and 43 (the “Act”), the City is authorized to create an urban renewal area, prepare and adopt a 
redevelopment plan therefor and amendments thereto, undertake urban renewal projects therein, 
provide for the segregation and collection of tax increment with respect to taxes collected in such 
area, issue its bonds to pay the costs of such projects and to refund bonds previously issued under 
the Act and pledge to the repayment of the bonds the tax increment and other revenues derived 
from projects undertaken within the urban renewal area. 

1.02. Pursuant to the Act and Ordinance No. 87-3, adopted by the Council on May 4, 
1987, as amended and supplemented, including by Ordinance Nos. 95-6, 99-15, 01-16, 03-34 
and 08-19, adopted by the Council on May 15, 1995, January 3, 2000, November 5, 2001, 
December 1, 2003 and July 21, 2008, the Council created an urban renewal district (the 
“District”), adopted the City of Whitefish Urban Renewal Plan (as amended, the “Plan”), and 
approved as an urban renewal project the construction of a new emergency services facility of 
approximately 33,000 square feet that includes a fire station, police department, municipal court 
and related facilities located in the Bakers Common subdivision at 13th Avenue and Baker Street 
in the District (the “2009 Project”). 

1.03. Pursuant to Resolution No. 09-20, adopted by the Council on July 7, 2009, the 
City issued its Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Bonds (Emergency Services Center 
Project and Refunding), Series 2009 (the “Series 2009 Bonds”), to finance the 2009 Project; to 
refund the City’s Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Bonds, Series 2000, Tax Increment 
Urban Renewal Revenue Bonds, Series 2001, and its Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue 
Bonds, Series 2004; to fund a deposit to a reserve account for the Series 2009 Bonds; and to pay 
associated costs of the financing and refunding.  The Series 2009 Bonds maturing in 2015 and 
thereafter and currently outstanding in the aggregate principal amount of $9,365,000 (the 
“Refunded Bonds”) will be refunded and defeased upon the issuance and delivery of the Series 
2015 Bonds (as hereinafter defined).  The Series 2009 Bonds with stated maturities on and after 
July 15, 2016, outstanding in the aggregate principal amount of $7,960,000 are subject to 
redemption at the option of the City on July 15, 2015 and any day thereafter. 

Section 2.  Authorizations.  Pursuant to the authorizations and findings recited in the Plan 
and in Section 1 hereof, it is hereby determined that it is in the best interests of the City to offer 
for sale issue its Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds (Whitefish Urban 
Renewal District), Series 2015, in one or more series (collectively, the “Series 2015 Bonds”), in 
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the maximum aggregate principal amount of $7,400,000, for the purpose of refunding the 
Refunded Bonds, funding a debt service reserve for the Series 2015 Bonds, and paying costs 
associated with the sale and issuance of the Series 2015 Bonds and the refunding of the 
Refunded Bonds.  The refunding of the Refunded Bonds is being undertaken to achieve debt 
service savings.  It is expected that the Series 2015 Bonds will be sold in two series, each in 
equal total principal amounts, one series denominated Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue 
Refunding Bond, Series 2015A (the “Series 2015A Bond”) and the other series denominated Tax 
Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bond, Series 2015B (the “Series 2015B Bond”). 

Section 3.  Adequacy of Tax Increment.  The City estimates that tax increment from the 
District will be at least $4,503,403 per year (based on tax increment from the District of 
$4,503,403 received by the City in 2014).  The maximum payment of principal and interest on 
the Series 2015 Bonds in any fiscal year, assuming a maximum interest rate of 3.25% per annum 
and a term of 5 years, is $2,222,062.50.  Upon the refunding of the Refunded Bonds, other than 
the Series 2015 Bonds, there will be no other outstanding bonds or other obligations of the City 
payable from tax increment received in the District. 

Section 4.  Negotiated Sale and Terms. 

4.01. This Council hereby determines that it would be in the best interests of the City to 
sell the Series 2015 Bonds, consisting of the Series 2015A Bond and the Series 2015B Bond, 
through a private negotiated sale to Glacier Bank and First Interstate Bank (together, the 
“Purchasers”).  The Council expects that the Series 2015A Bond will be sold to Glacier Bank 
and the Series 2015B Bond will be sold to First Interstate Bank. 

4.02. The Series 2015 Bonds shall be sold to the Purchasers on terms and at a purchase 
price within the following limitations and conditions:  (1) the maximum aggregate principal 
amount of the Series 2015 Bonds shall not exceed $7,400,000, meaning that the maximum 
aggregate principal amount of the Series 2015A Bond shall not exceed $3,700,000 and the 
maximum aggregate principal amount of the Series 2015B Bond shall not exceed $3,700,000; (2) 
the maximum interest rate on the Series 2015 Bonds, assuming the Series 2015 Bonds are and 
continue to be tax exempt, shall be equal to the five-year Federal Home Loan Bank of Seattle or 
Des Moines Amortizing Index plus 110 basis points, but in any event and so long as bearing 
interest at a tax-exempt interest rate, shall not exceed 3.25% per annum; (3) the purchase price of 
the Series 2015 Bonds shall be 100% of the principal amount thereof; and (4) the final stated 
maturity of the Series 2015 Bonds shall not be later than July 15, 2020.  All costs of issuing the 
Series 2015 Bonds (including, without limitation, the fees and expenses of bond counsel, the fees 
and expenses of the City’s municipal advisor, and the fees of the escrow agent) shall be paid by 
the City. 

4.03. The Mayor, the City Manager and the City Finance Director, in consultation with 
Springsted Incorporated, the City’s municipal advisor, are hereby authorized and directed to 
approve the principal amount, maturity dates, interest rates and redemption provisions of the 
Series 2015 Bonds, subject to the limitations contained in this Section 4.  Upon approving such 
terms, the Mayor, the City Manager and the City Finance Director are hereby authorized and 
directed to approve, execute and deliver to the Purchasers one or more bond purchase 
agreements (collectively, the “Bond Purchase Agreement”), containing the agreement of the City 
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to sell, and the agreement of the Purchasers to purchase, the Series 2015 Bonds on the terms so 
approved, and containing such other provisions as such officers shall deem necessary and 
appropriate.  It is expected that there will be two Bond Purchase Agreements, one with Glacier 
Bank in connection with the Series 2015A Bond and one with First Interstate Bank in connection 
with the Series 2015B Bond.  In the event of the absence or disability of any of the Mayor, the 
City Manager or the City Finance Director, any member of the City Council shall make such 
approvals and execute and deliver the Bond Purchase Agreement.  The execution and delivery by 
two appropriate officers of the City of the Bond Purchase Agreement shall be conclusive as to 
the approval of such officers of the terms of the Series 2015 Bonds and the agreement of the City 
to sell the Series 2015 Bonds on such terms in accordance with the provisions thereof. 

Section 5.  Bond Resolution.  The form of the Series 2015 Bonds and the final terms and 
conditions thereof shall be prescribed by a subsequent resolution to be adopted by this Council. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, this 
18th day of May, 2015. 

 

 ___________________________________ 
 Mayor 

Attest:                                                 
 City Clerk 
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DRAFT 05/11/2015 

BOND PURCHASE AGREEMENT 

May 21, 2015 

City of Whitefish 
P.O. Box 158 
418 E. 2nd Street 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
Attention:  John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor 
  Charles C. Stearns, City Manager 
  Dana Smith, City Finance Director 
 
Glacier Bank 
P.O. Box 27 
202 Main Street 
Kalispell, MT 59901 
Attention: Dennis Beams 
 

$[3,700,000] 
Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bond 

(Whitefish Urban Renewal District), Series 2015A 
City of Whitefish, Montana 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The undersigned, Glacier Bank, of Kalispell, Montana, as purchaser (the “Purchaser”), hereby 
offers to enter into this Bond Purchase Agreement (this “Agreement”) with the City of 
Whitefish, Montana (the “City”), for the sale by the City and purchase by the Purchaser of the 
above-referenced bond (the “Bond”).  This offer is made subject to the written acceptance hereof 
by the City and delivery of such acceptance to the Purchaser (in the form of one or more 
executed counterparts hereof) at or prior to 5:00 P.M., Kalispell, Montana time, on May 21, 
2015.  Upon such acceptance, this Agreement will be in full force and effect in accordance with 
its terms and will be binding upon the City and the Purchaser.   
 
The proceeds of the Bond, together with the proceeds of another refunding bond of the City to be 
issued simultaneously with the Bond and other available funds of the City, will be used to pay, 
refund, and redeem the City’s Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Bonds (Emergency 
Services Center Project and Refunding), Series 2009, maturing on and after July 15, 2016 (the 
“Refunded Bonds”).  The Bond is being issued pursuant to an initial authorizing of the City 
adopted on May 18, 2015 and a bond resolution of the City (the “Bond Resolution”) to be 
adopted by the City on or about June 1, 2015, authorizing and fixing the terms and conditions of 
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the Bond.  Capitalized terms used but not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings given 
them in the Bond Resolution. 

1. Upon the terms and conditions and based on the representations, warranties and 
covenants hereinafter set forth, the Purchaser hereby agrees to purchase from the City and the 
City hereby agrees to sell to the Purchaser, all (but not less than all) of the Bond upon the 
following terms: 

Principal 
Amount: 

$[3,700,000] 

Closing Date: On or about June 10, 2015 

Term: Final installment payment, unless earlier prepaid and redeemed, on July 
15, 2020; 10 semi-annual installment payments due on each January 15 
and July 15, commencing January 15, 2016, with the initial installment 
payment being interest-only and the subsequent 9 semi-annual 
installment payments being principal and interest 

Amortization 
Schedule: 

Substantially as attached hereto as Exhibit A 

Interest Rate: [_____]%, fixed for the entire term; provided that in the event of a 
Determination of Taxability (as defined in the Bond Resolution), the 
Bond will bear interest at the rate of [_____]%, retroactive to the Date of 
Taxability (as defined in the Bond Resolution), and have such other 
features set forth in the Bond Resolution 

Fees and 
Costs: 

No origination fee or other fees payable to Purchaser; reasonable fees 
and costs of municipal advisor to the City; reasonable attorneys’ fees 
and costs of Purchaser’s counsel and of bond counsel to the City; fees of 
the escrow agent and other reasonable fees and costs of the refunding 

Optional 
Prepayment/ 
Redemption: 

The Bond is subject to prepayment and redemption at the option of the 
City on 30 days’ prior written notice, in whole or in part, at a price of the 
principal amount being prepaid and redeemed plus interest thereon 
through the date of prepayment or redemption, without premium.   
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Financial 
Reporting 
Requirements: 

As shown on Schedule I hereto. 

Deliveries at 
Closing: 

At or prior to the closing and delivery of the Bond, the Purchaser shall 
receive a copy of the Bond Resolution, the Purchaser and the City shall 
receive an opinion of bond counsel regarding the validity and enforceability 
of the Bond and the exclusion of interest on the Bond from gross income 
for federal income tax purposes, and the Purchaser and bond counsel shall 
receive such certificates as the Purchaser and bond counsel may reasonably 
request. 

Bank 
Qualification: 

The Bond will be deemed designated by the City as a “qualified tax-exempt 
obligation” within the meaning of Section 265(b)(3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended. 

Refunding 
Escrow: 

The proceeds of the Bond applied to the payment, refunding and 
redemption of the Refunded Bonds will be deposited in escrow pursuant to 
an Escrow Agreement between the City and U.S. Bank National 
Association. 

2. The purchase and sale of the Bond is not contingent upon the purchase and sale of 
any other bond or obligation of the City (such bond or obligation, an “Other Obligation”), and 
the purchase and sale of any Other Obligation is not contingent upon the purchase and sale of the 
Bond.  The Purchaser agrees it is purchasing the Bond independent of any Other Obligation. 

3. The Bond will be a special, limited obligation of the City, payable from and 
secured by Tax Increment received from the Whitefish Urban Renewal District, amounts on hand 
in the debt service reserve fund related to the Bond, and any other sources which may be pledged 
to the payment of the Bond as described in the Bond Resolution. 

4. At delivery of the Bond on the Closing Date, the Purchaser will execute and 
deliver to the City a certificate substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

5. This Agreement will be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of 
the State of Montana. 

6. This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which will be 
deemed an original and all of which together will constitute but one and the same instrument.  
This Agreement may be delivered by the exchange of signed signature pages by facsimile 
transmission or by e-mail with a pdf copy or other replicating image attached, and any printed or 
copied version of any signature pages so delivered shall have the same force and effect as an 
originally signed version of such signature page. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be duly 
executed as of the date first above written. 

CITY OF WHITEFISH, MONTANA 

By ____________________________________ 
Name: John M. Muhlfeld 
Title:  Mayor 

By ____________________________________ 
Name: Charles C. Stearns 
Title:  City Manager 

By ____________________________________ 
Name: Dana Smith 
Title:  City Finance Director 
 

GLACIER BANK 

By ____________________________________ 
Name: ________________________________ 
Title:  _________________________________ 
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SCHEDULE I 
 

The City will provide to the Purchaser, on or before 270 days after the end of each fiscal 
year, commencing with the fiscal year ending June 30, 2015, (i) audited financial statements of 
the City for such fiscal year (provided that if audited financial statements are not available by 
such date, the City shall provide unaudited financial statements to the Purchaser on or before 270 
days after the end of the fiscal year, and shall provide audited financial statements to the 
Purchaser within 10 days after they become available) and (ii) operating data for the District, 
including taxable market value, taxable value and incremental taxable value of the District, 
property tax levy figures of taxing jurisdictions in the District, tax increment collection figures, 
updated financial results for the District and updated estimated debt service coverage 
information. 

In addition, the City will provide to the Purchaser in a timely manner, notice of the 
occurrence of any of the following events: 

(1)  Principal and interest payment delinquencies with respect to the Bond; 

(2)  Non-payment related defaults under the Bond or the Bond Resolution; 

(3)  Unscheduled draws on debt service reserves for the Bond reflecting financial 
difficulties; 

(4)  Adverse tax opinions or events affecting the tax-exempt status of the Bond;  

(5)  Modifications to rights of holders of the Bond; 

(6)  Bond calls; and 

(7)  Defeasances of the Bond. 

Nothing herein shall be construed to subject the City or the Purchaser to the requirements 
of Rule 15c2-12 promulgated by the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Rule”), with respect to the Bond, or any 
procedures, rules, regulations, or initiatives promulgated by the SEC or the Municipal Securities 
Rulemaking Board under or in connection with the Rule. 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

PROPOSED FORM OF 
 

CERTIFICATE AND RECEIPT OF PURCHASER 

I, the undersigned, being a duly qualified and acting representative of Glacier Bank, of 
Kalispell, Montana, the original purchaser (the “Purchaser”) of the Tax Increment Urban 
Renewal Revenue Refunding Bond (Whitefish Urban Renewal District), Series 2015A (the 
“Bond”), issued by the City of Whitefish, Montana (the “City”), dated, as originally issued, as of 
June 10, 2015, hereby acknowledge receipt of the Bond, fully executed and authenticated, in the 
aggregate principal amount of $[3,700,000], payable as described in the Bond and, absent 
prepayment, with a final installment payment date of July 15, 2020, and bearing interest at the 
rate of [_____]% per annum and otherwise conforming with the provisions of a resolution 
adopted by the City Council of the City on June 1, 2015 (the “Bond Resolution”), and on behalf 
of the Purchaser certify that: 

1. The Purchaser is a bank duly organized, validly existing and in good standing 
under the laws of the State of Montana and has full power and authority to purchase the Bond 
and make the loan evidenced thereby. 

2. The Purchaser has sufficient knowledge and experience in financial and business 
matters, including purchase and ownership of municipal and other tax-exempt obligations, to be 
able to evaluate the risks and merits represented by the purchase of the Bond and the making of 
the loan evidenced thereby. 

3.   The Purchaser has authority to execute and deliver instruments and documents 
executed by the Purchaser in connection with the purchase of the Bond. 

4.   The Purchaser understands that an official statement, prospectus, offering circular, 
or other offering statement has not been provided with respect to the Bond.  The Purchaser has 
made its own inquiry and analysis with respect to the City, the Bond and the security therefor, 
and other material factors affecting the security for and payment of the Bond.  The Purchaser 
received and has reviewed a copy of the Bond Resolution. 

5. The Purchaser acknowledges that it has reviewed information, including financial 
statements and other financial information, regarding the City and has had the opportunity to ask 
questions and receive answers from knowledgeable individuals concerning the City, the Bond 
and the security therefor, so that it has been able to make an informed decision to purchase the 
Bond and to make the loan evidenced thereby and acknowledges that it has not relied on the City 
with respect to any information with respect to the advisability of purchasing the Bond or the 
security for the Bond. 

6. The Purchaser understands that the Bond: (i) is not registered under the Securities 
Act of 1933, as amended, and is not registered or otherwise qualified for sale under the “Blue 
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Sky” laws and regulations of any state, (ii) is not listed on any stock or other securities exchange, 
and (iii) has not been rated by any credit rating agency. 

7. The Bond is being acquired by the Purchaser for its own account and not with a 
present view toward resale or distribution; provided, however, that the Purchaser reserves the 
right to sell, transfer or redistribute the Bond, but agrees that any such sale, transfer or 
distribution by the Purchaser shall be to (i) an affiliate of the Purchaser; (ii) a trust or other 
custodial arrangement established by the Purchaser or one of its affiliates, the owners of any 
beneficial interest in which are limited to qualified institutional buyers or accredited investors; or 
(iii) a person or entity that the Purchaser reasonably believes is qualified to purchase the Bond or 
that makes representations substantially similar to the representations the Purchaser makes in this 
certificate.  The Purchaser currently intends to hold the Bond to evidence the loan it has made to 
the City for the term of the Bond. 

8. (i) The Bond will be evidenced by a physical certificate delivered to the Purchaser 
by the City, (ii) the Bond will not have a CUSIP number, (iii) the Bond is not, and will not be, 
rated by an independent rating agency, (iv) the Purchaser shall not transfer the Bond except in 
accordance with Paragraph 7 above, (v) the principal amount of the Bond purchased by the 
Purchaser, and the principal amount of the loan evidenced thereby, is $[3,700,000], (vi) 
payments on the Bond shall be made directly by the City to the Purchaser, (vii) payments under 
the Bond conform to the loan amortization schedule provided by the Purchaser to the City, (viii) 
the Bond and the loan evidenced thereby bear interest at a fixed rate throughout the term of the 
Bond, and (ix) the Purchaser intends to record the Bond as a loan on its books and records. 

9. The Purchaser acknowledges and agrees that: (i) the transactions contemplated by 
the Bond documents are arm’s length, commercial transactions between the Purchaser and the 
City and that the Purchaser is acting solely as a principal and not acting as a municipal advisor, 
financial advisor or fiduciary to the City; (ii) the Purchaser has not performed advisory or 
fiduciary services to the City with respect to the transactions contemplated by the Bond 
documents and the discussions, undertakings and procedures leading thereto (irrespective of 
whether the Purchaser has provided other services or is currently providing other services to the 
City on other matters); (iii) the Purchaser has financial and other interests that differ from those 
of the City; and (iv) the Purchaser has consulted its own legal, accounting, tax, financial and 
other advisors, as applicable, to the extent it has deemed appropriate. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand as Purchaser as of this 10th day 
of June, 2015.  

GLACIER BANK 

By:                                            ________   
Printed Name:______________________________ 
Title:        
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MEMORANDUM 
#2015-015 
 
 
To: Mayor John Muhlfeld 
 City Councilors 

From: Chuck Stearns, City Manager  
 
Re: Staff Report –  “Parameters” Resolution for sale of Tax Increment Refunding Bonds and 

Tax Increment Bonds for City Hall/Parking Structure  
 
Date: May 8, 2015 

 
 
Introduction/History 
 
Beginning in 1987 when the Urban Renewal Plan was adopted, a new City Hall was anticipated 
as an urban renewal project for which Tax Increment Funds (TIF) could be used.   Then in the 
2005 Downtown Master Plan, the City Hall and Parking Structure projects were identified as 
catalyst projects for the continued development of downtown.    The City Hall and Parking 
Structure were also identified as key projects in the 2015 Downtown Master Plan update.   Both 
the 2005 Downtown Master Plan and the 2015 Downtown Master Plan were adopted as Growth 
Policy amendments.   
 
The City Council began setting aside Tax Increment Funds annually in a City Hall Construction 
Fund on November 17, 2003 when they adopted Resolution No. 03-63.  That fund currently has 
$2,124,156.54 of funds remaining in it.   
 
On May 20, 2013, the City Council, on a 4-3 vote with the Mayor breaking a 3-3 tie, approved 
moving forward to build a City Hall and Parking Structure on the current City Hall site of Block 
36.   Since that time an architectural firm (Mosaic Architects), a General Contractor/Construction 
Manager (Martel Construction), and an Owner’s Representative (Mike Cronquist), have all been 
selected and work has progressed past the Schematic Design phase.    The City Council passed a 
number of motions at the March 2, 2015 meeting which made the final decisions for the 
Schematic Design.    Design is now in the Design Development phase which fleshes out all of 
the construction details prior to proceeding to construction drawings.  
 
All of these plans and approvals have anticipated that Tax Increment Funds saved over the years 
plus a new tax increment bond issue would be the primary funding sources for a new City Hall 
and Parking Structure.    When the City Council approved the City Hall and Parking Structure on 
May 20, 2013, they also set in motion a process which will result in $750,000.00 of the cost for 
the Parking Structure to be paid by downtown businesses and organizations in a 20 year Special 
Improvement District.  
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On December 1, 2014, the City Council approved using David MacGillivray of Springsted, Inc. 
of St. Paul, MN as the city’s independent financial advisor for a tax increment bond for the City 
Hall and Parking Structure and also to refund or refinance the existing tax increment bonds that 
were issued in 2009.   
 
On April 20, 2015, the City Council approved proceeding to issue a Tax Increment refunding 
bond with First Interstate Bank and Glacier Bank to refinance the existing 2009 Tax Increment 
Bond that has interest rates between now and 2020 at 4% - 4.625% (refunding principal amount 
of bonds is approximately $7,200,000).  This bond can be done quickly to lock in low interest 
rates of approximately 2.5%.    The City Council also approved that night to issue a new Tax 
Increment bond with First Interstate Bank and Glacier Bank later this year or in early 2016 to 
provide new money and funding for the City Hall/Parking Structure – the amount of that bond 
issue will depend on the timing of when we issue bonds and what the final cost of the City 
Hall/Parking Structure project is.    
 
 
Current Report 
 
Our Bond Counsel of Dorsey and Whitney of Missoula, MT and Minneapolis, MN has prepared 
what is called a “parameters” resolution for City Council consideration.  This “parameters” 
resolution authorizes staff to execute Bond Purchase Agreements with First Interstate Bank and 
Glacier Bank for the Tax Increment Refunding Bond within “parameters” or limits as established 
within the Resolution.    Because tax-exempt municipal bond pricing changes every day, we are 
planning to execute the Bond Purchase Agreement on May 21st and lock in the interest rate as of 
that date for 30 days according to the most recent pricing proposal from the banks (in packet).    
We cannot execute the Bond Purchase Agreement unless it is within the parameters which the 
City Council authorizes, so there is some cushion within the Resolution to allow for changing 
conditions.  The most recent interest rate proposed by the banks for the Refunding Bond is 
2.67% as shown in their May 7th proposal attached to this report in the packet.   However, that 
rate was down to 2.59% on Monday, May 11th.   
 
 
Financial Requirement 
 
Our current 2009 Tax Increment Bond has interest rates between now and 2020 at 4% - 4.625%.  
By lowering that interest rate to 2.67% would result in savings of $376,821.15 over the 
remaining five years of the bond.    
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve a Resolution relating to up to 
$7,400,000 Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015; Authorizing 
the issuance and private negotiated sale thereof    
 
 
attachments 
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$7,185,000 
City of Whitefish, Montana 

Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 
Current Refunding of Series 2009 (Rate of 2.67%) 

Refunding Summary 
 Dated 06/15/2015 |  Delivered 06/15/2015

Sources Of Funds 
Par Amount of Bonds.................................................................................................................................................... $7,185,000.00
Transfers from Prior Issue Debt Service Funds............................................................................................................. 1,605,993.13
Transfers from Prior Issue DSR Funds......................................................................................................................... 1,569,500.00
Total Sources.............................................................................................................................................................. $10,360,493.13
 
Uses Of Funds 
Costs of Issuance......................................................................................................................................................... 75,000.00
Deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund (DSRF)............................................................................................................. 718,500.00
Deposit to Current Refunding Fund............................................................................................................................... 9,565,993.13
Available for Project Costs............................................................................................................................................ 1,000.00
Total Uses.................................................................................................................................................................... $10,360,493.13
 
 
ISSUES REFUNDED AND CALL INFORMATION 
Prior Issue Call Price..................................................................................................................................................... 100.000%
Prior Issue Call Date..................................................................................................................................................... 7/15/2015
 
 
SAVINGS INFORMATION 
 
Net Present Value Benefit............................................................................................................................................. $376,821.15
 
 
 
BOND STATISTICS 
Average Life.................................................................................................................................................................. 2.941 Years
Average Coupon........................................................................................................................................................... 2.6700000%
Net Interest Cost (NIC).................................................................................................................................................. 2.6700000%
True Interest Cost (TIC)................................................................................................................................................ 2.6693905%
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$7,185,000 
City of Whitefish, Montana 

Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 
Current Refunding of Series 2009 (Rate of 2.67%) 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I
07/15/2015 - - - -
07/15/2016 1,345,000.00 2.670% 207,826.13 1,552,826.13
07/15/2017 1,400,000.00 2.670% 146,649.75 1,546,649.75
07/15/2018 1,440,000.00 2.670% 109,002.75 1,549,002.75
07/15/2019 1,480,000.00 2.670% 70,287.75 1,550,287.75
07/15/2020 1,520,000.00 2.670% 30,504.75 1,550,504.75

Total $7,185,000.00 - $564,271.13 $7,749,271.13

Yield Statistics 
 
Bond Year Dollars............................................................................................................................................................. $21,133.75
Average Life...................................................................................................................................................................... 2.941 Years
Average Coupon............................................................................................................................................................... 2.6700000%
 
Net Interest Cost (NIC)...................................................................................................................................................... 2.6700000%
True Interest Cost (TIC).................................................................................................................................................... 2.6693905%
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes.................................................................................................................................... 2.6693905%
All Inclusive Cost (AIC)..................................................................................................................................................... 3.0464620%
 
IRS Form 8038 
Net Interest Cost............................................................................................................................................................... 2.6700000%
Weighted Average Maturity............................................................................................................................................... 2.941 Years
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$7,185,000 
City of Whitefish, Montana 

Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 
Current Refunding of Series 2009 (Rate of 3.25%) 

Refunding Summary 
 Dated 06/15/2015 |  Delivered 06/15/2015

Sources Of Funds 
Par Amount of Bonds.................................................................................................................................................... $7,185,000.00
Transfers from Prior Issue Debt Service Funds............................................................................................................. 1,605,993.13
Transfers from Prior Issue DSR Funds......................................................................................................................... 1,569,500.00
Total Sources.............................................................................................................................................................. $10,360,493.13
 
Uses Of Funds 
Costs of Issuance......................................................................................................................................................... 75,000.00
Deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund (DSRF)............................................................................................................. 718,500.00
Deposit to Current Refunding Fund............................................................................................................................... 9,565,993.13
Available for Project Costs............................................................................................................................................ 1,000.00
Total Uses.................................................................................................................................................................... $10,360,493.13
 
 
ISSUES REFUNDED AND CALL INFORMATION 
Prior Issue Call Price..................................................................................................................................................... 100.000%
Prior Issue Call Date..................................................................................................................................................... 7/15/2015
 
 
SAVINGS INFORMATION 
 
Net Present Value Benefit............................................................................................................................................. $256,303.12
 
 
 
BOND STATISTICS 
Average Life.................................................................................................................................................................. 2.954 Years
Average Coupon........................................................................................................................................................... 3.2500000%
Net Interest Cost (NIC).................................................................................................................................................. 3.2500000%
True Interest Cost (TIC)................................................................................................................................................ 3.2490942%
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$7,185,000 
City of Whitefish, Montana 

Tax Increment Urban Renewal Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 
Current Refunding of Series 2009 (Rate of 3.25%) 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I
07/15/2015 - - - -
07/15/2016 1,320,000.00 3.250% 252,971.88 1,572,971.88
07/15/2017 1,395,000.00 3.250% 179,400.00 1,574,400.00
07/15/2018 1,445,000.00 3.250% 133,575.00 1,578,575.00
07/15/2019 1,490,000.00 3.250% 86,287.50 1,576,287.50
07/15/2020 1,535,000.00 3.250% 37,537.50 1,572,537.50

Total $7,185,000.00 - $689,771.88 $7,874,771.88

Yield Statistics 
 
Bond Year Dollars............................................................................................................................................................. $21,223.75
Average Life...................................................................................................................................................................... 2.954 Years
Average Coupon............................................................................................................................................................... 3.2500000%
 
Net Interest Cost (NIC)...................................................................................................................................................... 3.2500000%
True Interest Cost (TIC).................................................................................................................................................... 3.2490942%
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes.................................................................................................................................... 3.2490942%
All Inclusive Cost (AIC)..................................................................................................................................................... 3.6289006%
 
IRS Form 8038 
Net Interest Cost............................................................................................................................................................... 3.2500000%
Weighted Average Maturity............................................................................................................................................... 2.954 Years
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1.0  EARLY AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES (AIS) PLANT DETECTION 
MONITORING OF NEARBY LAKES 

 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Six Lakes were chosen for plant surveys and early AIS detection in 2014. Lakes were chosen 
based on proximity to Whitefish Lake and include: Blanchard, Dollar, Lost Coon, Murray, 
Skyles and Spencer. Lakes were sampled within the first eight days of September. The survey 
consisted of determining the composition and relative abundance of plant species at each lake 
along with characterizing the lake substrate to determine areas suitable for plant colonization.  
 
1.2 Methodology 
 
Sites were randomly chosen to represent full coverage of the lake. Both ocular surveys and rake 
throws were used to determine plant dominance. The maximum depth of the rake was 20ft. 
Where lake depth exceeded 25ft, the rake was not thrown and a data point was not recorded. All 
plants observed at each site were recorded, and rated on a scale of 1-5 for density. If any 
substrate was visible, it was recorded in order of dominance. GPS coordinates were recorded at 
each survey site and then later loaded into BaseCamp GPS Software and used to produce the 
Google Earth graphics depicted throughout this report. 
 

1.3 Interpreting Maps and Charts 
 

Each surveyed point is included on the Google Earth map and color coded to match the color in 
the pie chart for dominant plant distribution. The pie charts can be used to determine which plant 
is dominant on the map. Only the most dominant or highest density plant at each survey point 
was used to construct the graphics and tables herein, except in cases where there were two or 
more plants observed with equally high density. For example; if observed plants at survey point 
1 were: Yellow water lily (density 5), northern watermilfoil (density 3), Mare’s tail (density 3), 
and bladderwort (density 1), only yellow water lily is depicted as dominant. There were several 
plants observed at many of the surveys sites, and the maps and charts below do not represent 
overall distribution. 
 

 

 

 

 Blanchard Lake 
Surface Area: 143 acres 
Maximum Depth: 30 feet (9.1 meters) 
 
 
 

 

Photo: WLI Environmental Scientist, Josh 
Gubits, retrieves the rake and identifies plants. 
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Blanchard Lake 
Surface Area: 143 acres 
Maximum Depth: 30 feet (9.1 meters) 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
A macrophyte (plant) survey was conducted on 
Blanchard Lake on September 3, 2014. A total of 
222 sites were surveyed for plants/algae.  Dense 
macrophyte beds exist in Blanchard Lake and 
several plant species were found during the survey. 
Blanchard is considered a warm water fishery, and 
oxygen levels drop substantially during summer 
months after the lake becomes stratified.   
 
Although northern milfoil was not a dominate plant, 
it exists throughout much of the lake. The pink 
teardrop icons on the map represent fragrant water 
lily, an invasive plant that was intentionally planted 
in Blanchard as an ornamental.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Co-dominant Plant Species Composition Co-dominant 

%

Yellow Water Lily /Bladderwart 20.75

Water Shield / Bladderwart 11.32

Yellow Water Lily / Bladderwart / Chara 9.43

Yellow Water Lily / White Stem 

Pondweed 7.55

Yellow Water Lily / Chara 5.66

Bladderwart / Chara 5.66

Northern Milfoil / Chara 3.77

Yellow Water Lily / Bladderwart / 

Illinois Pondweed 3.77

Other 32.08  Photo: Yellow water lily and 
water crest blanket the surface 
of Blanchard Lake. 
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Dollar Lake 
Surface Area: 8.4 acres 
Maximum Depth: 48 feet (14.6 meters) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A macrophyte survey was conducted on 
Dollar Lake on September 4, 2014. A total 
of 46 sites were surveyed for aquatic plants, 
shoreline plants and substrate. Plants that 
were commonly observed but were not 
dominant include flat stem pondweed, and 
Richardson’s pondweed.  

Shoreline plants in order of dominance: 
1) Bulrush, 2) Cattail, 3) Carex, 4) 
Equisetum  
 
Substrate composition for all sites was 
predominately gyttja, followed by gravel, 
boulder and cobble. The discovery of 
northern milfoil in Dollar Lake and its close  
proximity to Beaver Lake (where Eurasian  
watermilfoil (EWM) was found in 2012)  
makes a high risk for EWM infestation. 

 

 
 
 
Photo: Bullrush, equisetum and American pondweed. 

 

 

 

 

 

Co-dominant Plant Species 

Composition

Percentage 

of Co-

dominant 

Slice

Chara / American Pondweed 37.5

Chara / Yellow Water Lily 37.5

Chara / Naiad 12.5

Yellow Water Lily / Naiad / 

Northern Milfoil / Variable 

Leaf Pondweed 12.5  

City Council Packet  May 18, 2015   page 486 of 592



Whitefish Aquatic Invasive Species Management Program - 2014 Summary Report 

Page 5 of 21 
 

Lost Coon Lake 
Surface Area: 62 acres 
Maximum Depth: 14 feet (4.3 meters) 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
A macrophyte survey was conducted on Lost Coon Lake 
on September 8, 2014. A total of 108 sites were surveyed 
for aquatic plants, shoreline plants and substrate. Plants 
that were commonly observed but were not dominant 
include eel grass.  
 
Shoreline plants in order of dominance:  
1) Cattail, 2) Carex, 3) Equisetum  
 
Substrate composition for all sites was predominately 
gyttja. Lost Coon Lake has very dense macrophyte beds. 
Several springs exist, where macrophyte composition 
changed primarily to mare’s tail and northern milfoil. 
American pondweed and yellow water lily’s floating 
leaves blanket the lake’s surface during summer/early 
fall. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Co-dominant Plant Species Composition Percentage of 

Co-dominant 

Slice

Bladderwort / Yellow Water Lily 46.67

Bladderwort / American Pondweed 23.33

Bladderwort / Northern Milfoil 6.67

Bladderwort / Chara 3.33

Bladderwort / Eel Grass / Variable Leaf 

Pondweed / Northern Milfoil 3.33

Bladderwort / Chara / Yellow Water Lily 3.33

Yellow Water Lily / American Pondweed 3.33

Yellow Water Lily / Variable Leaf 

Pondweed 3.33

Variable Leaf Pondweed / Common Water 

Moss 3.33

Variable Leaf Pondweed / Flat Stem 

Pondweed 3.33  

Photo: Bladderwort, a carnivorous plant 
that feeds on tiny invertebrates. 
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Murray Lake 
Surface Area: 43.4 acres 
Maximum Depth: 100 feet (30.5 meters) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A macrophyte survey was conducted on Murray 
Lake on September 4, 2014. A total of 46 sites 
were surveyed for aquatic plants, shoreline plants 
and substrate. Plants that were commonly 
observed but not dominant include flat stem 
pondweed, and Richardson’s pondweed.  
 
Shoreline plants in order of dominance: 
1) Bulrush, 2) Carex, 3) Equisetum  
 
Substrate composition in order of dominance: 1) 
Gyttja, 2) Boulder, 3) Gravel, 4) Bedrock, 5) 
Sand, 6) Cobble.  

  
 

   Photo: Emergent shoreline vegetation grows near  
   the public access at Murray Lake. 
 

 

 

Co-dominant Plant Species 

Composition

Percentage 

of Co-

dominant 

Slice

Chara / American Pondweed 50

Chara / Yellow Water Lily 50  
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Skyles Lake 
Surface Area: 38 acres 
Maximum Depth: 16 feet (4.9 meters) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A macrophyte survey was conducted on Skyles Lake on 
September 2, 2014. A total of 100 sites were surveyed 
for aquatic plants, shoreline plants and substrate. Skyles 
Lake is an algae (chara) dominated lake.   
 
Shoreline plants in order of dominance were: 
1) Bulrush, 2) Cattail, 3) Carex, 4) Equisetum  
 
Substrate composition for all sites was predominately 
gyttja, followed by gravel, boulder and cobble. Northern 
milfoil was discovered in Dollar Lake, making it a good 
candidate for EWM infestation.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

    Photo: Chara; algae that can  
    dominate shallow lakes. 
 
 
 

 

 
 Co-dominant Plant 

Species Composition

Percentage 

of Co-

dominant 

Slice

Chara / Filamentous Algae 87.5

Chara / Yellow Water Lily 6.25

Chara / Bladderwort 6.25  
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Spencer Lake 
Surface Area: 30 Acres 
Maximum Depth: 18 feet (5.5 meters) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A macrophyte survey was conducted on 
Spencer Lake on September 2, 2014. A total of 
101 sites were surveyed for aquatic plants, 
shoreline plants and substrate. Plants that were 
commonly observed but were not dominant 
include flat stem pondweed, and Richardson’s 
pondweed.  
 
Shoreline plants in order of dominance: 
1) Bulrush, 2) Cattail, 3) Carex, 4) Equisetum  
 
Substrate composition for all sites was 
predominately gyttja, followed by gravel, 
boulder and cobble.  

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
Photo: Emergent shoreline vegetation is very dense on 
the north end of the lake. 

 

 
Co-dominant Plant Species 

Composition

Percentage 

of Co-

dominant 

Slice

Yellow Water Lilly / Chara 22.22

Yellow Water Lilly / 

Northern Milfoil 22.22

Yellow Water Lilly / Chara / 

Bladderwort 11.11

Northern Milfoil / Chara 11.11

Northern Milfoil / Chara / 

Yellow Water Lily 11.11

Northern Milfoil / Chara / 

Naiad 11.11

Chara / Naiad 11.11  
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2.0  CITY BEACH BOAT LAUNCH RISK ASSESMENT 

In 2014, WLI provided oversight and training to City of Whitefish employees to operate a 
watercraft inspection station at City Beach. Training was provided to City of Whitefish 
employees prior to the inspection station opening. Employees were trained to perform 
inspections (based on protocols developed by WLI), record data, and to identify “high risk” 
watercraft before launching.   
 
A total of 1,016 boats were inspected between 
the months of May and September. There 
were a total of 55 inspection days for an 
average of 18 boats inspected per day. Boats 
were most frequently inspected between 
12:00 pm and 6:00 pm except on Saturdays 
where they were inspected from 9:00 am to 
6:00 pm (weather permitting). The inspection 
station was shut down immediately and for 
the rest of the day if there was rain. It has 
been the responsibility of the head life guard 
to determine when to close all staffed 
operations at City Beach. 
 
Inspectors recorded the “type of watercraft” that launched at City Beach. Watercraft type has 
been divided into three categories; pontoon, boat and personal watercraft. The majority of 
watercraft inspected were boats. Personal watercraft include kayaks, paddle boards, and 
inflatables. Inspectors observed several people launching their personal watercraft on the beach 
rather than the boat ramp. Many of the personal watercraft that were launched on the beach may 
not have been inspected. Inspectors were trained to inspect all boats using the public launch 
access and if there were no boats launching there, they were instructed to inspect personal 
watercraft launching at or near the beach. 
 
Nearly three quarters of the watercraft owners 
inspected reported that the boat had not been 
through an inspection station prior to launching 
in Whitefish Lake. The majority of the boats 
that had been inspected reported having been 
through either a border inspection station or the 
inspection station at Coram. 
 
To understand the threat of AIS infestation to 
Whitefish Lake, it is important to identify 
which boats are considered “high risk.” Three 
quarters of all boats reported having last 
launched in Whitefish Lake making them a low 
risk. Nine percent of boats reported having last 
launched in Flathead Lake. Flathead Lake is 
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considered “high risk” because of known AIS infestations of both curly leaf pondweed and 
flowering rush.  
 
Watercraft that have out of state license plates are also considered to be “high risk due to the 
possibility of them having previously launched in zebra/quagga mussel infested water.” Standing 
water found in boats is a concern because it can carry microscopic zebra and quagga larvae 
(veligers), fish pathogens and plant fragments. Boats with ballast tanks are allowed to launch at 
City Beach, and employees reported that many boats were draining water into the lake prior to 
launching. WLI staff member Josh Gubits observed a handful of boats that had left the transom 
plug in since the last waterbody they visited, and were draining standing water from the boat 
directly onto the boat ramp. This is potentially dangerous for both AIS infestations and for public 
health risks associated with draining gasoline constituents into the public swimming area. 
 
In the study published by WLI, Gasoline 
Constituent Loading and Motorized 
Watercraft Levels, Whitefish Lake, Montana, 
2005-2006 (Koopal), data indicated that 
benzene levels, a good benchmark indicator of 
hydrocarbon pollution, have been found to be 
as high as 66% of the EPA listed Maximum 
Contaminant Level for drinking water and 
exceeded California standards on two 
occasions. In 2015, an engineered device will 
be placed at the boat ramp that will remove oil 
and grease before it is discharged into 
Whitefish Lake. This device will also serve to 
combat AIS that may be present in standing 
water. 
 
Data indicates that the busiest days at city 
beach occur in July. The first week of July is 
extremely busy with recreationalists gearing 
up for the 4th of July holiday. The busiest day 
of the year was on Saturday, July 21st, when 
56 watercraft were inspected. Josh Gubits 
was working the inspection station that day 
and he reports that most of the boats that 
launched were lakeshore homeowners that 
intended on keeping their watercraft on the 
lake for an extended period of time. 
  
Weather conditions play a role in how many 
watercraft launch on any given day. Data 
indicates that weekends are busier than 
weekends, and the peak time for motorized 
launch is between 1:00 -3:00 pm.   
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Consistency in data collection was one of the most obvious problems during 2014. Because staff 
members rotate daily between boat inspection/fee collection, concessions and rental, there is a 
lack of consistency from day to day depending on who filled out the forms. In some cases, the 
required fields on the Daily Use Reporting Form were not filled out completely. 
 

2.1 Coram Boat Inspection Station 
 
FWP defines “high risk” as “motorized boats that have been in zebra or quagga mussel-positive 
states.”  The Highway 2 Coram Boat Inspection Station had the largest number of “high risk” 
boats of all highway inspection stations (n=6). Coram had the fifth largest number of “high risk” 
boats of all 20 inspection stations falling behind Wibaux, Culbertson, Dillon, and Hardin (all 
border inspection stations). It is unlawful to possess or transport live fish away from the 

waterbody in which the fish were taken anywhere 
in the western and central fishing district. On May 
27th, 30 live perch were found during an 
inspection at the Coram station. This was one of 
twelve statewide occurrences of illegal fish found 
during a boat inspection. A breakdown of the Hwy 
2 inspection station data is indicated in the 
following tables.  
 
Nearly three quarters of all boats inspected were 
from Montana. Internal highway inspection 
stations are important because they help prevent 
the spread of existing AIS infestations between 
Montana waterbodies.  
 

Inspection Station Overview: In 2014, westbound traffic on Hwy 2 was inspected 12 hours per 
day, seven days per week between May 1, 2015 and September 1, 2015. Of the 3,460 boats 
inspected, 20 were fouled (.06%).   
 
 
 

 

Failed Inspection Details:  The majority of failed inspections were due to standing water 
followed by vegetation (not Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) or curly-leaf pondweed (CLP). EWM, 
CLP and illegal fish account for three failed inspections. 

 

 

 

 

Direction 
of Travel 

Open 
Days/Week 

Hours 
Per Day 

Personnel 
Per Week 

Start 
Date 
2014 

End 
Date 
2014 

Total 
Inspections 

Total 
Fouled 
Boats 

West 7 12 4 1-May 1-Sep 3460 20 

 

Zebra/Quagga 
Mussels 

Eurasian 
Watermilfoil 

(EWM) 

Curly-leaf 
Pondweed 

(CLP) 

Vegetation 
(not EWM 

or CLP) 
Standing 

Water 
Marine 

Organisms 
Illegal 
Bait 

Illegal 
Fish 

Total 
Failed 

Inspections 

 0 1 1 4 13 3 0  1 23 
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3.0  eDNA ANALYSIS 
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4.0  BEAVER LAKE EWM MONITORING AND CONTROL 

Two snorkel survey and suction dredge events were completed in the summer of 2013, one at the 
beginning of July, and the other in mid-August. The entire littoral zone of Beaver Lake was 
visually surveyed by a snorkeler. Aside from one afternoon during which wake boats created 
shoreline turbidity, visibility was excellent during both inspections. Although no new areas of 
infestation were found, some re-growth was seen in the three patches that were dredged in 2012. 
In July of 2013, five pounds of EWM were removed and another one pound in August through 
diver suction dredging. Also in August, Fragrant Water Lily—another invasive species which 
had been introduced by a Beaver Lake lease-holder was removed. A 10x10 patch of nearly 200 
pounds of the well established plants was removed by hand. In 2014, a single snorkel and suction 
dredge was conducted with approximately one pound of EWM removed. With shoreline EWM 
appearing to be suppressed in Beaver Lake and only limited plants remaining, an annual snorkel 
and dredge is planned for 2015 and into the future. In addition to survey and dredge work, WLI 
deploys and removes a sediment curtain each season at the outlet of Beaver Lake to help prevent 
EWM fragments from spreading downstream to Whitefish Lake via Beaver Creek. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Photo: The sediment curtain installed each spring at the outlet of Beaver Lake. 

5.0 OTHER AIS CONCERNS 

Flathead Lake has infestations of both curly-leaf pondweed and flowering rush. These AIS are of 
concern locally given the number of boats inspected at City Beach that had previously been in 
Flathead Lake. Another concern is the Yellow flag iris that has been found in the Riverside 
Stormwater Pond and along the Whitefish River. Yellow flag iris can be extremely difficult to 
eradicate and should be a component of the mitigation that the City of Whitefish Public Works 
Department is considering.  
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6.0  PROPOSED 2015 BUDGET & TASK ITEMS 

6.1 Background and Budget 
In 2013, the City of Whitefish began supporting an Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Management 
Plan as recommended by the Whitefish Lake Institute (WLI) in the amount of $40,000. The 
purpose of the plan is to prevent the spread of invasive species to local waterbodies through early 
detection and monitoring, and to provide education and outreach on the topic of AIS. Found 
below are summary budgets for each year of the program along with the proposed 2015 budget. 
The 2015 budget has been reduced by $5,000 based on efficiencies and priorities of the program.  
 
 
2013 City of Whitefish AIS Budget 

Task Amount 
Support Coram Boat Inspection 
Station 

$20,000 

Support FBC AIS Consultant $5,000 
Beaver Lake EWM Monitoring & 
Control 

$5,000 

Early AIS Plant Detection Monitoring 
and Survey of Whitefish Lake 

$5,000 

eDNA analysis of select 
NWMTLVMN Lakes 

$5,000 

Total $40,000 
 
 
 
2014 City of Whitefish AIS Budget 

Task Amount 
Support Coram Boat Inspection 
Station 

$15,000 

Beaver Lake EWM Monitoring & 
Control 

$5,000 

Early AIS Plant Detection Monitoring 
and Survey of Nearby Lakes 

$7,500 

eDNA analysis of select 
NWMTLVMN Lakes 

$7,500 

City Beach Boat Inspection Station  $5,000 
Total $40,000 

Note: Coram Boat Inspection Station funding reduced as  
other project partners have increased funding. 
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Proposed 2015 City of Whitefish AIS Budget 
Task Amount 

Beaver Lake EWM Monitoring & 
Control 

$5,000 

Early AIS Plant Detection Monitoring 
and Survey of Nearby Lakes via 
NWMTLVMN 

$5,000 

eDNA Analysis of Local Lakes $5,000 
City Beach Boat Inspection Station $10,000 
Commercial Use Permit Program 
Implementation and Level II Training 

$5,000 

Support Browning Boat Inspection 
Station  

$5,000 

Total $35,000 
Note: Coram Boat Inspection Station will be closed and   
moved to Browning in 2015. 
 

6.2 2015 Task Items 
Each Task Item as found in the preceding budget is described below with a description of how 
funds would be dispersed.  
 
Beaver Lake Eurasion Watermilfoil (EWM) Monitoring & Control 
Past suction dredging efforts to control EWM in Beaver Lake have been effective and provide 
hope that this invasive species can be eradicated from the lake. Suction dredging involves a diver 
identification survey of single plants or communities and then suction dredging individual plants 
from the roots to prevent fragmentation. WLI also deploys a sediment curtain owned by the 
Flathead Lakers near the lake outlet to Beaver Creek which flows to Whitefish Lake.  
 
Funds would be dispersed to WLI to contract and administer a diver dredge operation and for 
deployment and removal of the sediment curtain.  
Cost $5,000 
 
Early AIS Plant Detection Monitoring and Survey of Nearby Lakes via the Northwest 
Montana Lake Volunteer Monitoring Network (NWMTLVMN) 
This task is being transferred to the NWMTLVMN which WLI coordinates and administers. This 
task includes a more focused effort to survey lakes in close proximity to Whitefish. The cost for 
this task item has been reduced by $2,500 for 2015.  
 
Funds would be dispersed to WLI to conduct surveys via NWMTLVMN. 
Cost: $5,000 
 
2015 list of lakes for plant detection monitoring.  

Beaver Lake 
Little Beaver Lake 

Woods Lake 
Tally Lake 
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Environmental DNA (eDNA) Analysis of Local Lakes 
The NWMLVMN currently collects plankton samples for presence/absence of zebra mussel 
veliger (larvae) and EWM at 40+ program lakes in Northwest Montana for early detection 
monitoring. Samples are sent to Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks for microscopy (looking for 
veligers under a microscope). Whereas this technique is a valued mechanism for early detection 
monitoring, it generally represents a small sample size compared to the large volume of a lake. 
eDNA analysis offers a complimentary detection technique without the need to identify an actual 
individual plant or animal. Local lakes have been prioritized for sampling.  
 
Funds would be dispersed to WLI to collect samples, and to contract and administer the 
laboratory analysis with the Flathead Lake Biological Station.  
Cost: $5,000 
 
2015 list of lakes to be sampled for eDNA.  

Lake Number of 
Samples 

Whitefish Lake 9 
Blanchard Lake 2 

Tally Lake 2 
Beaver Lake 2 
Dollar Lake 1 
Murray Lake 1 

Lost Coon Lake 1 
Spencer Lake 1 
Skyles Lake 1 

 
City Beach Boat Inspection Station 
WLI staff met with City of Whitefish Parks and Recreation staff on two occasions to develop the 
best partnership and most cost effective plan for the City Beach Boat Inspection Station. In 2015, 
the boat inspection calendar window will be expanded from Memorial Day to Labor and hours of 
operation will be modified based on data from 2014.  
 
Funds would be dispersed as follows: $5,000 to City of Whitefish Parks and Recreation 
Department to extend the boat inspection station calendar window, and $5,000 for WLI to 
supervise and report on the program.  
Cost: $10,000 
 
New Task Item- Commercial Use Permit Program Implementation and Level II Training 
To alleviate congestion at the City Beach Boat Launch, commercial users whose primary use 
area is Whitefish Lake should have the opportunity to acquire a commercial launch permit from 
the City of Whitefish Parks and Recreation Department through a self-certification program. 
This will alleviate the need for an inspection each time they visit City Beach. To obtain a permit, 
a commercial user would have to complete an on-line training and demonstrate they have 
acquired knowledge via a brief test. If successful, the commercial user will be issued a permit 
that can be displayed to the boat inspector at City Beach. This program has the potential to be 
expanded to City residents in the future.  
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WLI’s Environmental Scientist will receive Level II Training by the Pacific States Marine 
Fisheries Commission at Lake Mead, Nevada. Level II training involves enhanced watercraft 
inspection techniques and allows a Level II inspector to train Level I inspectors - City staff at 
City Beach. The Level II training includes boat decontamination protocols. 
 
Funds would be dispersed to WLI to contract and administer the development of web page 
content for the City and for travel and training costs for WLI’s Environmental Scientist to 
receive Level II Boat Inspection and Decontamination Protocol Training at Lake Mead, Nevada 
and then to train City Beach staff as Level I Inspectors.  
Cost: $5,000 
 
Support Browning Boat Inspection Station 
In 2013, the City of Whitefish partnered with the Flathead Basin Commission, United States 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), Trout Unlimited and Department of Natural Resources and 
Conservation (DNRC) to operate a watercraft inspection station on MT Highway 2 near Coram. 
In 2015, the Coram station will be closed and moved to Browning. It has been communicated to 
the Flathead Basin Commission that funding for this project was prioritized to get the station 
established and then the City would reduce its commitment to the project as other partnerships 
are developed. This is the last year that funded will be recommended to support this project.  
 
Funds would be dispersed to the Flathead Basin Commission which is the lead agency for the 
boat inspection station. 
Cost: $5,000 
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Chuck Stearns

From: Steve Thompson <sthompsonmt@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Chuck Stearns; John Muhlfeld; J Mulhfeld; Richard Hildner
Subject: comments re: Tongue River Railroad DEIS

To the Whitefish City Council, 

  

I had hoped to speak tonight during public comment regarding the agenda item concerning development of the Tongue 
River Railroad and the potential impacts of open-car coal trains passing through Whitefish.  Unfortunately, a schedule 
conflict prevents me from attending tonight’s meeting. 

  

The comment period on the Tongue River Railroad is open through June 23.  I encourage the Council tonight to instruct 
staff to draft comments for consideration by the Council prior to the June 23 deadline. 

  

As indicated in your Council Packet, the Surface Transportation Board declined to consider potential impacts of coal train 
traffic in western Montana, concluding that the project area would not experience a net increase in rail traffic because of 
construction and operation of the Tongue River Railroad.  This conclusion is not shared by the Northern Plains Resource 
Council, the rancher conservation group in eastern Montana that for 30 years has been fighting condemnation of their 
members’ land by the Tongue River Railroad. 

                                                                                                                                                  

The STB analysis basically concludes that the proposed coal mines in southeastern Montana that would be served by the 
new Tongue River Railroad would ship their coal back to the Midwest rather than Asia. This contradicts actual facts on the 
ground: 

 Arch Coal, the proponent of the Otter Creek Coal Mine and co-owner of the Tongue River Railroad, has stated its 
intent to export Montana coal to Asia and in fact is one of the companies trying to develop coal export terminals 
on the West Coast. 

 U.S. coal markets are shrinking due to competition from natural gas and renewables and new regulatory 
restrictions on the emission of climate-changing greenhouse gases from coal-fired power plants.  Mines are 
contracting for economic reasons, and there’s little reason to assume that the new mines that would be served by 
TRR would outcompete existing mines for the shrinking U.S. market. 

 Montana’s coal industry no longer trumpets energy independence. Instead, its public relations and political work is 
focused on the need for coal exports to Asia to remain afloat.  In fact, the coal industry convinced the Legislature 
to create a $1 million slush fund earmarked for litigation against other states that would try to restrict coal exports, 
specifically Washington and Oregon because of their reluctance to approve coal export terminals. 

I could go on at length.  My primary request tonight is that the Council and staff take a closer look at the Tongue River 
Railroad DEIS and consider submitting comments in June asking the federal government to consider impacts of increased 
coal traffic through western Montana. If TRR and West Coast coal export terminals are both approved, I think it’s likely 
that Whitefish will experience an increase in coal train traffic and probably greater rail congestion, which will have a variety 
of neighborhood impacts, put a squeeze on Amtrak, and contribute that much more to global warming. I would be happy 
to share my research findings  and assist the City in any way to prepare comments by the June 23 deadline. 
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Thank you for your consideration! 

  

Steve Thompson 

545 Ramsey Ave. 

Whitefish, MT 59937 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 Washington, DC 20423 
 
 
Office of Environmental Analysis  
 
 

       April 17, 2015 
 
 
Re: Docket No. FD 30186, Tongue River Railroad Company, Inc.—Rail Construction and 

Operation—in Custer, Powder River and Rosebud Counties:  Issuance of Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Notice of Public Comment Period and Meetings 

 
Dear Reader: 
 
 The Surface Transportation Board’s (Board) Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA) is 
pleased to provide you with your copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for 
the proposed construction and operation of the Tongue River Railroad.   
 

This Draft EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Tongue River 
Railroad Company’s (TRRC) October 2012 revised application to the Board requesting authority 
to construct and operate a rail line in southeast Montana.  In TRRC’s December 2012 
supplemental application, TRRC identified its preferred route for the proposed Tongue River 
Railroad as the 42-mile Colstrip Alternative, which would travel between Colstrip, Montana, and 
the Ashland/Otter Creek areas of Montana.  The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of 
the proposed rail line and alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative.   
 

Four cooperating agencies assisted OEA in the preparation of the Draft EIS: the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service; the U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management; the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; and the Montana Department 
of Natural Resources and Conservation, representing all Montana State agencies. 

 
HOW TO COMMENT ON THE DRAFT EIS 

 
 OEA and the cooperating agencies invite public comment on all aspects of the Draft EIS 
and are providing a 60-day public comment period, which begins when the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency issues a notice of availability in the Federal Register on April 24, 2015.  
Comments on the Draft EIS must be received or postmarked by June 23, 2015. 
 
 We will be hosting ten public meetings to receive comments on the Draft EIS during which 
interested parties may make oral comments in a formal setting and/or submit written comments.  
We will hold two meetings per day in each of the Montana communities of Lame Deer, Ashland, 
Colstrip, Miles City, and Forsyth.  Instructions on how to submit comments and the specific 
locations, dates, and times of the public meetings are attached to this letter in a separate Fact 
Sheet.  After your review of the Draft EIS, we appreciate your comments on ways we may improve 
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our analyses and correct errors that you see, your compliments on what we have done well, and 
your requests to supplement what you feel needs further work.  The more specific your comments 
are, the better we will be able to respond to them.  
 

You may choose a number of different methods to submit comments on the Draft EIS.  
During the 60-day public comment period, you may submit written comments electronically or by 
mail.  You may also attend one or all of the public meetings held in the project area.  You may offer 
oral comments and submit written comments while you are at the meetings.  In addition, OEA will 
hold two online public meetings intended for people who cannot attend the public meetings in the 
project area, the details of which can be found on the Fact Sheet that follows this letter.  We will 
consider all comments submitted with care and attention, no matter how you decide to comment.  It 
is not necessary to attend a meeting—written and electronically submitted comments are just as 
important as oral comments.    
 
WHERE TO FIND THE DRAFT EIS 
  
 The Draft EIS is available for viewing and downloading via the Board's website at 
http://www.stb.dot.gov, under "E-Library," then under "Decisions & Notices," beneath the date 
"04/17/15."  Project-specific information on the Board’s website may be found by placing your 
cursor on the “Environmental Matters” button, then clicking on the “Key Cases” button in the 
dropdown menu.  The Draft EIS is also available on the Board-sponsored project website at 
http://www.tonguerivereis.com.   
 
 OEA has distributed the Draft EIS through hard copy and CD-ROM mailings and has made 
the Draft EIS available to the public on the Board’s website (www.stb.dot.gov) and the Board-
sponsored project website (www.tonguerivereis.com).  Printed copies of the Draft EIS are available 
for review in public libraries throughout the project area.  The list of libraries where you may find 
the Draft EIS is on the Fact Sheet that follows this letter. 
 
 If you wish to receive a copy of the Draft EIS or have questions about where to find the 
Draft EIS, please call 1-866-622-4355 and leave your name, address, and phone number.   
 
WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THE COMMENT PERIOD CLOSES 
 
 After the close of the public comment period on the Draft EIS, OEA and the cooperating 
agencies will prepare a Final EIS in response to comments on the Draft EIS.  The Final EIS will 
also set forth OEA’s final environmental mitigation recommendations.  The issuance of the Final 
EIS completes the Board’s environmental review process. 
 

The Board will then issue a final decision on the proposed project based on the entire 
environmental record, including the record on the transportation merits, the Draft EIS, the Final EIS, 
and all public and agency comments received.  In this final decision, the Board will decide whether 
to approve the proposed rail line, deny it, or approve it with mitigating conditions, including 
environmental conditions.  The cooperating agencies may also issue separate decisions, approvals, 
or denials related to the proposed rail line.  No project-related construction may begin until a Board 
decision granting rail line construction and operation has been issued and become effective.   
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OEA appreciates the efforts of all interested parties who have participated in this 
environmental review.  We look forward to receiving your comments. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria Rutson 
Director, 
Office of Environmental Analysis 
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FACT SHEET 
 
The Surface Transportation Board’s (Board) Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA) is 
implementing an outreach effort to ensure that the public, agencies, and communities have the 
opportunity to actively participate and comment on the Draft EIS and the Board’s environmental 
review process.  Comments on the Draft EIS must be received or postmarked by June 23, 2015. 
 
Beginning on June 8, 2015, OEA and the cooperating agencies will host 10 public meetings in 
the project area to receive public comments on the Draft EIS during which interested parties may 
make oral comments in a formal setting and/or submit written comments.  OEA will begin each 
meeting with a 30-minute open house followed by a brief overview of the proposed project and 
environmental review process.  The overview will be followed by a formal comment period 
during which each interested individual will be given several minutes to convey his or her oral 
comments.  The dates, locations, and times of the public meetings are shown below:   
 

 June 8, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at St. Labre Indian School, 1000 Tongue 
River Road, Ashland, MT 

 June 9, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at Miles Community College, Room 316, 
2715 Dickinson Street, Miles City, MT 

 June 10, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00-8:00 pm at Colstrip High School, 5000 Pinebutte 
Drive, Colstrip, MT 

 June 11, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at the Northern Cheyenne Tribal 
Building, Council Chambers, 600 South Cheyenne Ave, Lame Deer, MT 

 June 12, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at Forsyth High School, 917 Park Street, 
Forsyth, MT   

 
In addition, OEA will hold two online public meetings intended for people who cannot attend the 
public meetings in the project area.  All interested individuals must register to attend the online 
public meeting and preregister to provide formal comments.  OEA will begin the online public 
meeting with a brief overview of the proposed project and environmental review process.  The 
overview will be followed by a facilitated formal comment session during which individuals that 
have preregistered will be given several minutes to convey his or her oral comments.  If time 
permits, the facilitator will allow other interested individuals who did not preregister to provide 
oral comments.  Interested individuals can participate in the meetings via phone, computer, or 
both.  The online public meetings will be held at the following date and times:   
 

 June 17, 2015, 12:00‒3:00 pm and 6:00‒9:00 pm (Eastern Time). 
 To register for the online public meeting, visit www.tonguerivereis.com.  Additional 

meeting information and dial-in instructions will be provided at registration. 
 
Recorded Comments:  A court reporter will be present to record oral comments during the 
public meetings.  If time permits, the court reporter will be available at the conclusion of the 
formal segment of the meeting to record oral comments from individuals not interested in 
addressing the meeting as a whole.  All meeting transcripts will be available on the project 
website after the meetings.     
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Written Comments:  Comment forms will be provided at the public meetings.  Completed 
forms will be accepted at the meetings or the forms can be submitted later by mail.  Any 
interested party may submit written comments on the Draft EIS regardless of whether they 
participate in any of the 10 public meetings and provide oral comments.  Comment forms or 
written letters may be mailed to: 
 

Ken Blodgett 
Attention: Environmental filing, Docket No. 30186 
Surface Transportation Board 
395 E Street SW 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

 
Electronic Comments:  Comments may be submitted electronically on the Board-sponsored 
project website, www.tonguerivereis.com.  It is not necessary to mail written comments that 
have been submitted electronically.  Please refer to Docket No. 30186 when submitting 
comments.  
 
Library Distribution:  OEA has distributed the Draft EIS to the libraries listed below and 
requested that the entire Draft EIS be made publicly available in their reference sections. 
 
Bicentennial Library of Colstrip 
417 Willow Ave 
Colstrip, MT 59323 
 
Big Horn County Public Library 
419 North Custer Avenue 
Hardin, MT 59034 
 
Dr. John Woodenlegs Memorial Library 
1 College Drive 
Lame Deer, MT 59043 
 
Henry Malley Memorial Library 
102 S Lincoln 
Broadus, MT 59317 
 
Miles City Public Library 
1 S 10th Street 
Miles City, MT 59301 
 
Judson H. Flower Jr. Library (Miles Community College) 
2715 Dickinson Street 
Miles City, MT 59301 
 
Rosebud County Library 
201 North 9th Avenue 
Forsyth, MT 59327 
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Deadline:  Written comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked by June 23, 2015.  
Electronically filed comments must be received by June 23, 2015.  
 
All comments received—written, submitted electronically, or transcribed—will carry equal 
weight in helping to complete the EIS process and guide the Board in making a decision on this 
matter. 
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DRAFT	ENVIRONMENTAL	IMPACT	STATEMENT	
	Docket	No.	30186	

Tongue River Railroad Company (TRRC) Construction and Operation of a New Rail Line in Southeast Montana 

Lead Agency: Surface Transportation Board (Board). Cooperating Agencies: U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Research 
Service; U.S. Department of the Interior  Bureau of Land Management (BLM); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); and Montana 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, representing all Montana State agencies. 

Proposed Action:  Approval of TRRC’s proposal to construct and operate a rail line to transport low-sulfur, subbituminous coal from mine sites 
that could  be developed in Rosebud and Powder River Counties, Montana, including the proposed Otter Creek Mine.  The build alternatives 
under consideration are located in Custer, Rosebud, Powder River, and Big Horn Counties, Montana.  The final location would depend on the 
build alternative licensed.  The cooperating agencies’ federal actions would include  BLM’s decision and USDA’s decision to issue linear right-
of-way grants for the proposed rail line to pass through federally managed lands under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, USACE’s 
decision to issue a discharge permit under section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, and a permit to perform work or place a structure in 
navigable waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

Abstract: TRRC proposes to construct and operate a 42-mile rail line (the Colstrip Alternative) between Colstrip, Montana and the Ashland and 
Otter Creek areas of Montana.  The Board’s Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA) and the cooperating agencies have prepared this Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which analyzes the environmental impacts that could occur if TRRC were to construct and operate the 
proposed rail line.  This Draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of ten build alternatives and the No-Action Alternative.  Any of the build 
alternatives could have minor to highly adverse impacts on the following resources: transportation, greenhouse gases and climate change, noise, 
biological resources, water resources, visual resources, cultural and historical resources, land resources, geology and soils, socioeconomics, and 
environmental justice.  All other resources would experience negligible impacts.  OEA has included draft recommended mitigation measures in 
this Draft EIS.  These mitigation measures will be considered by the Board as potential conditions if the Board decides to grant TRRC authority 
to construct and operate the rail line. 

Comment Period:  The public and any interested parties are encouraged to make written comments on all aspects of this Draft EIS.  All 
comments must be submitted within the comment period, which will close on June 23, 2015.   

Contacts:  Written comments on the Draft EIS may be submitted to: 
Ken Blodgett  
Surface Transportation Board 
395 E Street, S.W. 
ATTN: Office of Environmental Analysis 
Docket No. 30186 

Comments may also be submitted electronically on the project website, www.tonguerivereis.com.  It is not necessary to mail written comments 
that have been submitted electronically.  Please refer to Docket No. 30186 when submitting comments. Further information about this project can 
be obtained by calling OEA’s toll-free number at 1-866-622-4355 (telecommunications device for the hearing impaired is 1-800-877-8339).  This 
Draft EIS is available for viewing and downloading on the Board’s website, www.stb.dot.gov, and on the Board-sponsored project website, 
www.tonguerivereis.com. 

Public Meetings:  In addition to receiving written comments, OEA will host 10 public meetings on this Draft EIS during which interested parties may 
make oral comments in a formal setting and/or submit written comments.  OEA will begin each meeting with a 30 minute open house followed by 
a brief overview of the proposed project and environmental review process.  The overview will be followed by a formal comment period.  A 
court reporter will be present to record these oral comments.  If time permits, the court reporter will be available at the conclusion of the formal 
segment of the meeting to record oral comments from individuals not interested in addressing the meeting as a whole.  Meeting transcripts will 
be available on the project website after the meetings.  Meetings will be held at the following locations, dates, and times.   

 June 8, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at St. Labre Indian School, 1000 Tongue River Road, Ashland, MT 
 June 9, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at Miles Community College, Room 316, 2715 Dickinson Street, Miles City, MT 
 June 10, 2015, 2:00‒-4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at Colstrip High School, 5000 Pinebutte Drive, Colstrip, MT 
 June 11, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Building, Council Chambers, 600 South Cheyenne 

Ave, Lame Deer, MT 
 June 12, 2015, 2:00‒4:00 pm and 6:00‒8:00 pm at Forsyth High School, 917 Park Street, Forsyth, MT  

In addition, OEA will hold two online public meetings intended for people who cannot attend the public meetings in the project area.  All interested 
individuals must register to attend the online public meeting and pre-register to provide formal comments.  To register for the online public 
meetings, visit www.tonguerivereis.com.  Additional meeting information and dial-in instructions will be provided at registration.  OEA will 
begin the online public meeting with a brief overview of the proposed project and environmental review process, followed by a facilitated 
formal comment session.  If time permits, the facilitator will allow other interested individuals who did not pre-register to provide oral 
comments.  Interested individuals can participate in the meeting via phone, computer, or both.  The meeting transcripts will be available on the 
project website after the meetings.  The online public meetings will be held on the following date and times: 

 June 17, 2015, 12:00‒3:00 pm and 6:00‒9:00 pm (Eastern Time). 
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Questions and Answers: Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Tongue River Railroad 

History of the Tongue River Railroad Cases  
Is this the same proceeding that has been at the agency since the 
1980s? 

No.  There have been four Tongue River Railroad Company (TRRC) projects—Tongue 
River I, II, III, then revised Tongue I —filed before the Surface Transportation Board (the 
Board) and the Board’s predecessor agency, the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC).  
The proceedings have similarities, but each one has involved distinct environmental reviews 
and decisions by the agency.  Here is a summary: 

In 1986, the ICC granted approval for TRRC to build and operate an 89-mile rail line 
between Miles City, MT and two endpoints near Ashland, MT.  This proceeding is known as 
Tongue River I.   

TRRC did not build the rail line that ICC approved in Tongue River I. TRRC later applied 
for authority to build an extension that would extend approximately 42 miles from Ashland, 
MT south to Decker, MT.  That proceeding is known as Tongue River II.  In 1996, ICC was 
abolished and authority for licensing rail constructions passed to the newly created Surface 
Transportation Board.  Also in 1996, the Board approved one of the alternatives considered 
in Tongue River II.   

TRRC did not build the rail line that the Board approved in Tongue River II and later applied 
for authority to build and operate the Western Alignment, a 17.3-mile alternate route for a 
portion of the route already approved in Tongue River II, in a proceeding known as Tongue 
River III.  The Board approved Tongue River III in 2007.   

In 2011, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reviewed the Board’s environmental 
analysis in Tongue River III and decided that the Board should revisit the environmental 
baseline data and the cumulative impacts analysis.  Following this decision, TRRC informed 
the Board that it no longer intended to build the extension approved in Tongue River II or the 
revised route approved in Tongue River III.   

In 2012, the Board dismissed Tongue River II and Tongue River III and reopened Tongue 
River I.  The Board required TRRC to submit a revised application to explain its current 
proposal.  The Board also decided to conduct a new environmental review of the proposed 
rail line.   
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The Board’s Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA) is responsible for ensuring the Board’s 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and has prepared this Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for public review and comment. 

TRRC’s Proposed Action 
What is the proposed project? 

TRRC has submitted an application with the Board to construct an approximately 42-mile 
common carrier rail line in eastern Montana.  The proposed rail line would extend between 
Ashland and Colstrip, Montana.  It would be constructed primarily to move coal from the 
Otter Creek Mine, if that mine is permitted.   

How many trains does TRRC propose to operate over its rail line? 
TRRC proposes to provide rail service to the proposed Otter Creek Mine near Ashland, MT.  
TRRC estimates that traffic on the proposed line would consist of approximately 7.4 trains 
per day to and from the mine (3.7 trains in each direction). 

Would any commodities other than coal move on the TRRC rail line? 
It is possible that the proposed rail line could be used to transport commodities other than 
coal.  Currently, however, the transportation of coal from the proposed Otter Creek Mine is 
the primary proposed use of the rail line.  OEA also considered the possibility that other coal 
mines could be proposed and developed in the area.  In this Draft EIS, OEA analyzed the 
potential environmental impacts of rail traffic from the proposed mine and other mines that 
could potentially be developed in the future.  

The Role of the Surface Transportation Board 
What is the Board’s role in the project? 

The Board is the federal agency with licensing authority over construction and operation of 
rail lines in the interstate rail network.  In order to construct and operate the proposed rail 
line, TRRC would have to receive approval from the Board.  

Does the Board consider environmental impacts when it makes its 
decision? 

Yes.  NEPA requires every federal agency to consider potential environmental impacts 
before making any major decision.  The purpose of this Draft EIS is to inform the Board of 
the likely environmental impacts of its decision and to involve the public. 
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When will the Board makes its decision? 
The Board cannot make its final decision on TRRC’s application until the environmental 
review process is complete, which means that the Draft EIS is issued, the public review and 
comment period has closed, and the Final EIS is issued.  After the environmental review 
process is complete, the Board can then decide whether to approve, deny, or approve with 
conditions (including environmental mitigating conditions) TRRC’s application.  

Alternatives 
What alternatives are analyzed in this Draft EIS? 

NEPA requires that federal agencies consider alternatives to a proposed project in their 
environmental review.  In this Draft EIS, OEA analyzed the potential environmental impacts 
of 11 alternatives.  Ten of the alternatives are different rail alignments that could be built 
(called the “build alternatives” in the EIS).  OEA also considered the potential impacts of not 
constructing the proposed rail line (called the “no-action alternative” in the EIS).  TRRC’s 
preferred alternative is the Colstrip Alternative.  OEA has not yet identified its preferred 
alternative.  It will do so in the Final EIS. 

Could the proposed rail line move more coal than the 20 million tons 
from the proposed Otter Creek Mine?   

Yes.  Right now, the proposed Otter Creek Mine is the only coal mine that has been planned 
in the area that the proposed rail line would serve.  However, it is possible that additional 
coal mines could be developed in the area if the proposed rail line is constructed.  In addition 
to the proposed Otter Creek Mine, the Draft EIS considers the environmental impacts of 
trains moving coal from new mines that could be developed in the future at the Poker Jim 
Creek–O’Dell Creek and Canyon Creek deposits, which are located near the project area. 

How many trains could travel on the proposed rail line? 
Future rail traffic would depend on many factors, including demand for coal, regulation of 
coal, coal export capacity, and which alternative, if any, is approved.  Rail traffic would also 
vary over time.  TRRC stated that the average rail traffic would be 7.4 trains per day (3.7 
trains in each direction).  If additional mines are developed in the project area and if new 
export terminals in the Pacific Northwest are constructed, then OEA predicted that rail traffic 
could be as high as 18.6 trains per day (for build alternatives going north) or 26.7 trains per 
day (for build alternatives going south) by the year 2030. 
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What about the number of project-related trains that would move 
over other rail lines--are you looking at the environmental impacts of 
those trains?  

Yes.  OEA used a computer model to predict where the trains from the proposed rail line 
would travel and to identify rail lines that would experience an increase in rail traffic.  The 
model identified segments of rail where the volume of traffic could increase beyond the 
Board’s thresholds for environmental analysis (an increase of eight trains per day or more for 
areas in compliance with national air quality standards and an increase of three trains per day 
or more for areas not in compliance with national air quality standards).  OEA analyzed the 
potential environmental impacts that could occur on these rail segments due to increased rail 
traffic.  

What is the construction schedule proposed by TRRC?   
The precise construction schedule will depend upon which alternative, if any, is approved.  
Longer alternatives and alternatives requiring large changes to topography would generally 
take longer to construct than shorter alternatives and alternatives that would require less cut 
and fill.  Assuming a construction season of 8 months per year, construction of any build 
alternative would range from 20 months over a period of 2.5 years to nearly 50 months over 
approximately 6 years, depending on the alternative.  TRRC has indicated that a year-round 
schedule may be considered if project economics and conditions dictate.  Assuming a year-
round construction schedule, the construction duration would range from 16 to almost 40 
consecutive months depending on the alternative.  TRRC indicated that the proposed rail line 
could be constructed and operational by the time that coal production from the Otter Creek 
Mine would begin, which is estimated to be no earlier than 2018.  The timing and sequence 
of rail line construction would depend on funding, final design, and permit conditions. 

NEPA Process 
How did OEA determine the scope of the EIS?  

To assist in determining the scope of this Draft EIS, OEA involved the public, government 
agencies, tribal organizations, and other interested parties.  OEA also revisited the 
alternatives proposed in Tongue River I.   

How does the mitigation process work? 
For certain potential environmental impacts, TRRC has proposed voluntary mitigation 
measures.  OEA has recommended additional preliminary mitigation measures based on 
available information, consultations with appropriate agencies, and the environmental 
analysis presented in this Draft EIS.  These preliminary mitigation measures could be 
imposed by the Board in addition to TRRC’s voluntary mitigation measures.  OEA invites 
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public and agency comments on these proposed mitigation measures and suggestions for any 
additional mitigation that might be reasonable to impose.  OEA will make its final 
recommendations on mitigation to the Board in the Final EIS.  The Board will then make its 
final decision regarding the proposed rail line and any conditions it might impose. 

How would we know that the proposed mitigation would actually 
happen? 

If the Board decides to approve an alternative for construction and determines that mitigation 
is necessary, the Board could require TRRC to report to OEA and other federal and state 
agencies on the progress of, implementation of, and compliance with the mitigation 
measures.   

Noise and Vibration 
If the Board approved a build alternative, would people living near 
the proposed rail line hear the trains?   

Yes.  Several factors affect the distance at which noise can be heard: location, hearing 
sensitivity, wind, temperature, topography, and intervening buildings.  To assess the potential 
impacts of noise from the proposed rail line, OEA identified the locations of residences, 
schools, hospitals, churches, retirement homes, and other places along the line that could be 
sensitive to noise.  These places are called “sensitive noise receptors.”  OEA used a computer 
model to predict the locations along the proposed rail line where noise from the trains would 
exceed OEA’s thresholds for analysis and identified the sensitive noise receptors in these 
locations.  OEA found that operation of any alternative, except for the Decker East 
Alternative, would have adverse impacts for at least one sensitive noise receptor.  The 
Colstrip Alternative would have the most noise impacts because there are a large number of 
residents along the existing Colstrip Subdivision.  Project-related trains operating on existing 
rail lines (downline rail traffic) could cause adverse noise impacts between Fargo, ND and 
Willmar, MN.   

Air Quality 
Would construction and operation of the proposed rail line affect air 
quality? 

OEA modeled the potential effects of the proposed rail line on air quality in the project area.  
OEA found that construction and operation of the proposed rail line would not cause the 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, lead, particulate matter, or sulfur 
dioxide in the air to exceed the national standards for air quality.  The addition of the project-
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related trains to existing rail traffic could adversely affect air quality along some existing rail 
lines outside of the project area, but would not cause concentrations of pollutants in the air to 
exceed national standards. 

Would construction and operation of the proposed rail line contribute 
to climate change? 

To assess the impact of the proposed rail line on climate change, OEA calculated how much 
carbon dioxide would be emitted by construction equipment and the locomotives on the rail 
line and how much carbon dioxide could be emitted by burning the coal that would be 
transported on the rail line.  OEA found that the direct greenhouse gas emissions from 
construction and operation of the proposed rail line would be equivalent to between 80,000 
and 185,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year, depending on which alternative, if any, 
is approved and on the future traffic levels.   

The indirect impact of adding new coal to the international coal market could result in a 
change in global greenhouse gas emissions ranging from a decrease of 1.7 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year to an increase of 81 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent per year.  OEA’s model predicted that a decrease in greenhouse gas 
emissions could occur because the coal from the Tongue River area would replace some of 
the coal and other fossil fuels already being consumed.  The decrease would occur if no new 
mines other than the proposed Otter Creek Mine are developed in the project area and if no 
new coal export terminals are approved and constructed on the west coast.  OEA’s model 
predicted that the maximum increase in greenhouse gas emissions of 81 million metric tons 
per year would occur if new mines were to develop in the future in the Tongue River area 
and if new export terminals were to be approved and constructed on the west coast.   

Coal Dust 
Would the coal dust from rail cars affect human health?   

OEA analyzed the risks of airborne coal dust and determined that exposure would be within 
applicable standards and guidelines.  The aggregate concentration of all types of particulate 
matter, including airborne coal dust, would be below air quality standards for particulate 
matter.  OEA also analyzed how coal dust could affect human health if it were to be ingested 
by humans or to make its way into soil or water.  OEA found that the concentrations of all of 
the chemical components of coal dust would be below the screening levels for human 
exposure in soil, dust, water, and fish.  OEA concluded that coal dust from rail cars on the 
proposed rail line would not affect human health.   
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How would the transport of coal affect water quality? 

OEA analyzed the potential effect of coal dust from rail cars on the proposed rail line that 
could make its way into surface waters.  OEA found that coal dust constituents in surface 
water would be below screening levels for ecological exposure, except for barium.  The 
conservative analysis assumptions overestimate the amount of barium that would actually be 
found in surface waters such that actual barium concentrations would be lower and below 
screening levels.   

Biology   
What federally listed threatened and endangered species are in the 
study area?   

Four federally listed endangered species could use habitats near the proposed rail line:  black-
footed ferret, interior least tern, whooping crane, and pallid sturgeon.  Two candidate species 
for listing—the greater sage-grouse and Sprague’s pipit—could use habitats near the 
proposed rail line.  Among these species, only the greater sage-grouse was documented in the 
project area during the biological surveys that OEA conducted in 2013.  Overall, OEA 
concluded that the proposed rail line could have minor impacts on endangered and candidate 
species, but that these impacts would not adversely affect the species or cause the 
populations of these species to decline. 

How would the proposed rail line affect the greater sage-grouse? 
The areas that support the highest sage-grouse densities are known as “core habitat areas” for 
sage-grouse and are a high priority for conservation in Montana.   Although OEA 
documented a small population of greater sage-grouse in the study area, the proposed rail line 
would not affect any core habitat areas.  OEA concluded that the proposed rail line would not 
cause a decline in greater sage-grouse. 

How would the proposed rail line affect big game in southeastern 
Montana?   

Big game species are common in the study area and the populations are not vulnerable to 
decline.  Although construction of the proposed rail line would change or degrade some big 
game habitat, habitat would remain abundant.  Big game species would adapt to changes in 
the landscape and to operation of the proposed rail line.  

Would fencing and rail operation limit wildlife movement?   
Yes.  Rail operation and fencing could constrain wildlife movement.  Small animals might 
not cross the rail line, which could limit their ability to breed or to find food and water.  
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Fences along the right-of-way could impede the movement of larger species, especially 
antelope.  However, Montana law requires large right-of-way fence openings along grazing 
lands and wildlife would be able to make use of these openings.  In addition, TRRC would 
design the right-of-way fence to allow movement of wildlife, including big game, across the 
right-of-way.    

How would the spread of noxious weeds be managed?   
If the Board were to approve the proposed rail line, TRRC would consult with the county 
weed districts for Rosebud, Big Horn, Custer, and Powder River Counties to develop a 
program to minimize the introduction and spread of noxious weeds.  This program could 
include construction measures such as the use of sterile ballast, weed-free seed straw, 
mulching, and hydroseeding materials.   

Water 
How would the proposed rail line affect the Tongue River floodplains?  

The proposed rail line would cross the floodplain of the Tongue River and other bodies of 
water.  TRRC would design the proposed rail line to maintain floodplain connectivity.  
TRRC would consult with county floodplain administrators when designing bridge crossings 
of streams and the Tongue River.   

How would the proposed rail line affect fish passage in streams and 
rivers?  

None of the alternatives that the Board is considering would change the connectivity of any 
fish-bearing stream or river.  The build alternatives would cross fish-bearing streams with 
either bridges or culverts.  Most of the alternatives would cross fish-bearing streams and 
rivers with free-span bridges.  These bridges would not require permanent structures in the 
channel.  The Decker Alternative and the Decker East Alternative would cross the Tongue 
River and may require support structures in the river channel.  OEA expects that these 
structures, if required, would not affect the connectivity of the Tongue River.  The build 
alternatives would also cross fish-bearing streams with culverts designed to allow fish 
passage.  TRRC would comply with Montana state laws that require protecting streams and 
rivers and maintaining connectivity.  

How would the proposed rail line affect water quality?  
The proposed rail line could cross or approach several surface waters that are considered 
impaired by Montana Department of Environmental Quality.  Construction and operation 
could transport fine sediments and other pollutants to surface waters.  Construction impacts 
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would be short-term and temporary.  TRRC would obtain a Montana Pollutant Discharge 
System permit and a 401 water quality certification.   

Would construction and operation of the proposed rail line consume 
water? 

Construction of the proposed rail line would use some groundwater and/or surface water.  
The withdrawals would be small compared to available water sources.  TRRC would make 
all withdrawals under state-authorized water right allocations and would not reduce the 
amount of available water beyond what is already authorized by the Montana Department of 
Natural Resources and Conservation.    

Visual 
How did OEA evaluate the impacts on the visual landscape? 

OEA assessed the landscape’s visual features relative to the region’s visual character and 
determined the importance of these features to sensitive viewers.  OEA prepared conceptual 
illustrations of the visual impacts of the proposed rail line at key observation points.  

How would the proposed rail line affect the visual landscape? 
Construction and operation of the proposed rail line would affect the visual landscape 
because it would affect existing features and introduce new features into the viewshed.  
During construction, equipment and workers would be visible.  After construction, changes 
to the landscape, the rail line itself, and trains travelling on it would be visible.  The project 
area is largely rural and undeveloped, so the addition of new features would be noticeable.  
The extent of the visual impacts would depend on the build alternative and on the vantage 
point of the viewer in relation to the rail line.  OEA found that the Tongue River Alternative, 
the Tongue River Road Alternative, and the Moon Creek Alternative would have the greatest 
visual impacts because they are the longest alternatives that the Board is considering. 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Consultation 
Is OEA consulting with tribes?  

Yes.  OEA consulted with 21 federally recognized tribes through the scoping process, 
consultation and under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  OEA 
consulted with one tribe under government-to-government consultation.  OEA held two 
meetings and monthly conference calls with tribal representatives and other consulting 
parties under the Section 106 process, which included updates on the Draft EIS process.  
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Numerous tribes participated in cultural resource field surveys and provided input on tribal 
resources in the field.  

How was the cultural survey work done? 
For tribal and archaeological resources surveys, OEA organized seven eight-member survey 
teams to conduct field surveys.  Each survey team included four tribal members and four 
OEA archaeologists.  Participants from 15 different tribes rotated their participation among 
the seven field survey teams.   

In order to identify built historic resources, OEA’s federally qualified architectural historians 
reviewed maps and previously recorded site forms, interviewed landowners or managers, 
conducted a windshield survey along public roads, and conducted a pedestrian or all-terrain 
vehicle field survey along private roads, trails, or cow paths.   

Safety 
What are the fire hazards and how would they be mitigated?   

Although exhaust sparks and hot brake shoe fragments can cause wildfires, rail-induced 
wildfires rarely occur in Montana.  The risk of wildfires along all build alternatives would be 
low, with slightly higher risks in some small areas of the northern alternatives.  TRRC would 
have to comply with Montana laws to reduce risks by clearing tracks, plowing fireguards, 
burning vegetation within the fireguards, and developing a wildfire management plan.   

Would the increased train traffic cause delay and affect safety on 
roadways? 

OEA  predicted that rail traffic on the proposed rail line would have a small impact on grade-
crossing delay.  The Decker Alternative and the Decker Easter Alternative would have the 
greatest impact on traffic and safety at crossings.  These two alternatives would cross 
Highway 314, where OEA predicted that train traffic could result in as much as one accident 
every 11 years under the scenario with the highest number of trains per day.    

Recreation 
How would rail construction and operation affect hunting?   

Rail construction activities could temporarily disturb wildlife near the rail line but OEA does 
not expect a long-term impact on hunting.  The proposed rail line would create a barrier that 
would restrict access across the right-of-way.  Hunters would have to use road crossings to 
obtain access to the other side of the right-of-way.    
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Land Use 
How would cattle get to water and grazing lands where the rail line 
crosses property?   

TRRC would install cattle passes and private at-grade crossings to help cattle move across 
the right-of-way where properties have been divided.  TRRC would work with landowners to 
identify appropriate locations for these crossings.   

Socioeconomics 
How many construction workers would move into the project area? 

Project-related construction would draw workers to the area, increasing demand for local 
housing and public services but also increasing state and local tax revenues.  OEA estimates 
that up to 238 construction workers could move to the four-county area during the peak 
construction period.  The new construction workers would increase the total population of 
Custer, Rosebud, Powder River, and Big Horn Counties by about 0.6 percent.  The long-term 
population and economic trends would not be affected.   

Downline Impacts 
How did OEA determine the destination of the trains?   

Because there were so many variables that needed to be considered to determine where the 
trains would move, OEA used a computer model called the Integrated Planning Model 
(IPM).  The model determines the least overall cost for meeting U.S. electric demand.  In 
determining the least cost solution, IPM identifies where each coal plant obtains the coal that 
it consumes and how much it will consume.  The model determines the amount of coal and 
thus the number of trains needed to transport the coal.  Inputs to the model included coal 
production and transportation costs, national and international coal distribution patterns, and 
economic and regulatory uncertainties such as low natural gas prices and carbon dioxide 
emission regulations that could affect coal markets in the future.  OEA developed three coal 
production scenarios (low, medium, and high) based on its projections of which mines could 
be developed under different conditions and how much coal they would produce.  OEA then 
developed 21 different scenarios for future coal production in the project area.  Each of the 
21 scenarios would result in a different level of rail traffic and different routings of trains.   
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What did OEA learn about coal destinations and volumes from its 
modeling? 

OEA’s modeling predicted that under most scenarios most of the coal from the Tongue River 
area would go to power plants in the Midwestern United States.  OEA found that 
approximately the same number of coal trains would travel from the Powder River Basin to 
the Pacific Northwest with or without the proposed rail line.  The amount of coal exported to 
overseas markets would depend on construction of new export ports, not on construction of 
the proposed rail line. 

Did OEA assess all the impacts on every rail line that project-related 
trains might operate? 

No.  OEA used a model to predict where trains from the proposed rail line would operate.  
The model found that most of the traffic from the proposed rail line would displace coal 
trains from other places.  The model identified some rail lines that would experience a net 
increase in traffic due to the addition of project-related trains.  OEA assessed the potential 
environmental impacts that could occur because of increased rail traffic on rail lines that 
would experience an increase beyond the Board’s thresholds for environmental analysis.  
This Draft EIS does not consider impacts on rail lines that would not experience a net 
increase in rail traffic because of construction and operation of the proposed rail line or that 
would experience an increase less than the Board’s thresholds for environmental analysis. 

Would the coal carried over TRRC go to China? 
The proposed rail line would carry coal from the proposed Otter Creek Mine near Ashland, 
MT to a connection with the interstate rail network.  OEA’s model predicted that this coal 
would then be transported primarily to power plants in the Midwest.  OEA predicted that it 
generally would not be economical to export coal from the proposed Otter Creek Mine 
because this coal has a lower energy content than coal available from other mines in the 
Powder River Basin.  OEA also considered the possibility that additional coal mines could be 
developed in the Tongue River area.  If new mines were developed, some of this coal could 
be transported to the west coast for export to China or other countries in Asia.  OEA found, 
however, that the total volume of coal trains that would move to ports in the Pacific 
Northwest from the Powder River Basin would be the same regardless of whether or not the 
proposed railroad is approved and constructed. 

If project-related trains would not move west to the proposed new 
ports, does that mean that railroads other than project-related could 
haul coal west? 

Yes.  OEA’s model predicted that because the current export terminals are at capacity, the 
total volume of coal train traffic that would move to the Pacific Northwest would depend on 
the approval and construction of one or more export ports in that region.  If one or more new 
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ports are approved and constructed, OEA predicted that coal from the Powder River Basin in 
Wyoming and Montana would be transported by rail to these ports for export.  The amount of 
coal that would be transported to the ports would depend on the port capacity.   

Does this Draft EIS consider the environmental impacts of railroads 
other than project-related trains hauling coal west? 

No.  This Draft EIS considers the potential impacts that could occur if the Board were to 
grant approval for construction and operation of the proposed rail line.  The Draft EIS 
considers the direct impacts that could occur within the project area and the indirect impacts 
that could occur due to increased train traffic outside of the project area.  OEA used the IPM 
to predict where train traffic could increase if the proposed rail line were approved and 
constructed.  The model predicted that rail traffic would not increase on rail lines to the west 
of the project area because of construction and operation of the proposed rail line.  Traffic on 
rail lines west of the project area could increase in the future, but this increase would occur 
whether or not the proposed rail line is approved and constructed. 

Would communities in the west still see additional coal trains even if 
the Board should deny TRRC’s proposal? 

OEA’s model predicted that the volume of coal train traffic that would operate over rail lines 
to the west of the project area in the future would be the same whether or not the proposed 
rail line is approved and constructed.  If one or more of the proposed export terminals in the 
Pacific Northwest is approved and constructed, then OEA predicted that rail traffic would 
increase over these rail lines.  This would occur even if the Board were to deny TRRC’s 
application. 

Why didn’t OEA decide to hold public meetings on the Draft EIS in 
Missoula, Montana and other communities that requested meetings? 

OEA decided to hold public meetings on the Draft EIS in several communities in the project 
area that could experience environmental impacts because of construction and operation of 
the proposed rail line.  OEA’s analysis indicates that communities to the west of the project 
area would not experience a net increase in rail traffic because of construction and operation 
of the proposed rail line.  Therefore, these communities would not experience environmental 
impacts because of TRRC’s proposal.  OEA determined that it would be infeasible to hold 
public meetings in every community through which project-related trains could travel and 
that the environmental analysis would not benefit from holding meetings in areas that would 
not experience any environmental impacts from the proposed project. 

What routes would the project-related trains take to move east? 
The specific routes that project-related trains would take would depend on which, if any, 
alternative the Board approves.  It would also depend on which coal mines, if any, are 
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developed in the future and on the international coal market.  OEA predicted that, if a 
northern route were to be approved, most of the new net rail traffic would travel east from 
Nichols, MT and Miles City, MT through Glendive, MT, Mandan ND, Fargo, ND, and 
Wilmar, MN.  Some of these trains would continue on to Chicago, IL by way of St. Paul, 
MN, La Crosse, WI, and Aurora, IL.  If a southern route were approved, OEA predicted that 
most of the new net rail traffic would move from Spring Creek, MT, through Dutch, WY, 
Donkey Creek, WY, Edgemont, SD, Crawford, NE, and Alliance, NE.  These trains would 
continue to move east toward Chicago.  

How many project-related trains would move east? 
OEA identified 13 existing rail segments that could experience an increase in rail traffic of 
eight trains per day or more if the proposed rail line were approved and if new coal mines are 
developed in the future in addition to the proposed Otter Creek Mine.  These segments are 
located in Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota, Minnesota, and Nebraska.  If no new coal 
mines are developed in the project area aside from the proposed Otter Creek Mine, then none 
of the segments downline of the proposed rail line would experience an increase of eight 
trains per day or more.  

Does this EIS consider the environmental impacts of the project-
related trains moving east? 

Yes.  OEA predicted where trains from the proposed rail line would travel and where train 
traffic could increase because of these new trains.  OEA identified rail line segments that 
could experience an increase in rail traffic that could exceed the Board’s thresholds for 
analysis.  OEA then analyzed the potential environmental impact that could occur from the 
increased rail traffic on these rail lines.   

Cumulative Impacts 
How did OEA decide which projects to analyze?  

OEA determined that 18 projects could contribute to cumulative impacts.  These projects 
could occur in the same timeframe as the proposed rail line.  These projects include existing 
coal mines, proposed and potentially induced coal mines, other energy development projects, 
land management projects, and construction projects.  The impacts of these projects could 
overlap with the impacts of the proposed rail line.   

What would be the cumulative impacts of the proposed rail line and 
other projects? 

OEA determined that the cumulative impacts of the proposed rail line and the  other projects 
that OEA identified could affect grade-crossing safety, grade-crossing delay, air quality, 
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greenhouse gases and climate change, biological resources, water resources, visual resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, paleontological resources, land use and recreation, 
energy resources, and socioeconomics.    
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Summary 

S.1 Introduction 
This summary addresses the key elements of the development of this Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS), the project history and setting, the build alternatives, the no-action 
alternative, and major conclusions regarding environmental impacts.   

S.1.1 Purpose and Need 
The Tongue River Railroad Company (TRRC) states that the main purpose of the proposed 
project is to construct and operate a common carrier rail line primarily to transport coal from 
mine sites that could be developed in Rosebud and Powder River Counties, Montana, 
including the proposed Otter Creek Mine.  Rail access to these mines would make it possible 
to transport coal from the area, which is among the largest remaining undeveloped reserves 
of low sulfur, subbituminous coal in the United States. 

The proposed rail line involves an application by TRRC for a license or approval from the 
Surface Transportation Board (Board) to construct a common carrier rail line as part of the 
interstate rail network.  The proposed rail line is not a federal government-proposed or 
sponsored project.  Thus, the purpose and need is informed by both TRRC’s goals and the 
Board’s enabling statute.1  Construction and operation of new rail lines requires prior 
authorization by the Board under 49 United States Code (U.S.C) § 10901(c).  Section 
10901(c) is a permissive licensing standard.  It now directs the Board to grant construction 
proposals unless the Board finds the proposal “inconsistent with the public convenience and 
necessity (PC&N).”2  Thus, Congress presumes that rail construction projects are in the 
public interest unless shown otherwise.3   

1  See Alaska Survival v. STB, 705 F.3d 1073, 1084-85 (9th Cir. 2013).   
2  Although the statute does not define the term public convenience and necessity, historically, a three-part test has been used to 
evaluate that term: whether an applicant is financially fit to undertake proposed construction and provide the proposed service; 
whether there is public demand or need for the proposed service; and whether the proposal is in the public interest and will not 
unduly harm existing services. 
3  See N. Plains Res. Council v. STB, 668 F,3d 1067, 1091-92 (9th cir.2011); Mid States Coalition for Progress v. STB, 345 F.3d 
520, 552 (8th Cir. 2003); Alaska R.R. - Constr. and Operation Exemption – Rail line Between North Pole and Delta Junction, 
Alaska, FD 34658, slip op. at 5 (STB served January 5, 2010).  Congress first relaxed the section 10901 standard in the Staggers 
Rail Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-448, 96 Stat. 1895.  Before 1980, Congress directed ICC, the Board’s predecessor agency, to 
scrutinize rail construction proposals closely to prevent excess rail capacity.  ICC was to issue a license only if it found that the 
PC&N “require” the construction.  See former 49 U.S.C. § 10901(a) (1978); see, e.g., Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. v. United States, 
283 U.S. 35, 42 (1931).  In the Staggers Act, Congress made it easier to obtain agency authorization for a new line by providing 
that ICC need only find that the PC&N “permit,” as opposed to “require,” the proposed new line.  See former 49 U.S.C. § 
10901(a) (1995); H.R. Rep. No. 1430, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 115-16 (1980), reprinted in 1980 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4147-48.  With 
ICCTA, Congress completed its policy shift, directing that the Board “shall” issue construction licenses “unless” the agency finds 
a proposal “inconsistent” with the PC&N.  See 49 U.S.C. § 10901(c). 
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S.1.2 Project History and Setting 
On October 16, 2012, TRRC filed an application with the Board requesting authority to 
construct and operate an approximately 83-mile common carrier rail line between Miles City, 
Montana, and two terminus points near Ashland, Montana: one near the previously planned 
Montco Mine and another at the proposed Otter Creek Mine.   

On December 17, 2012, TRRC filed a supplemental application to supersede its October 16, 
2012 application.  In this application, TRRC identified its preferred route for the Tongue 
River Railroad as the 42-mile Colstrip Alternative between Colstrip, Montana, and the 
Ashland/Otter Creek areas of Montana.   

The proposed rail line would be located in Custer, Rosebud, Powder River, and Big Horn 
Counties, Montana, depending on the build alternative licensed.  This four-county area is 
primarily rural with a few populated areas.  Most of the land in the project area is privately 
owned and used for grazing.  Interspersed throughout the area are lands administered by the 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management; U.S. Department of 
Agriculture; U.S. Forest Service; and State of Montana, as well as locally administered 
recreational facilities.  The Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation borders the west side of 
the Tongue River in the project area near Ashland.   

S.2 Draft EIS and Final EIS Process 
This Draft EIS was prepared by the Board’s Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA)—the 
office responsible for conducting the environmental review process, independently analyzing 
environmental data, and making environmental recommendations to the Board as part of the 
Board’s licensing process.  OEA will consider all comments received on this Draft EIS and 
respond to substantive comments in the Final EIS, which will include OEA’s final 
recommended environmental mitigation.  OEA will identify its preferred alternative in the 
Final EIS.  The Board will consider the entire environmental record, the Draft and Final 
EISs, all comments received, and OEA’s environmental recommendations in making its final 
decision on TRRC’s application.  

S.2.1 Scoping and Consultation 

S.2.1.1 Scoping 
To help determine the scope of the EIS, OEA involved the public, government agencies, 
tribal organizations, and other interested organizations.  On October 22, 2012, OEA 
published the following items in the Federal Register (Fed. Reg.) (77 Fed. Reg. 64592). 

 Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS 

 Notice of Availability of the Draft Scope of Study for the EIS 
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 Notice of Scoping Meetings 

 Request for Comments on the Draft Scope of Study for the EIS 

OEA distributed a postcard that introduced TRRC’s proposed rail line, announced OEA’s 
intent to prepare an EIS, and advertised scoping meetings to the residents of Powder River, 
Custer, and Rosebud Counties.  OEA sent letters providing similar information to elected 
officials; federal, state, and local agencies; tribal organizations; and other potentially 
interested organizations.  OEA published notice of scoping meetings in several newspapers, 
including the Miles City Star Newspaper and Billings Gazette.   

In November 2012, OEA held 10 public scoping meetings in Lame Deer, Forsyth, Ashland, 
and Miles City, Montana.  About 525 people attended, including citizens; tribal members; 
representatives of organizations; elected officials; and officials from federal, state, and local 
agencies.  OEA also met with federal and state cooperating and consulting agencies to 
discuss the scope of this EIS.  The scoping comment period, initially scheduled to close on 
December 6, 2012, was extended until January 11, 2013, in response to a number of requests.  
OEA considered all input received during the scoping process.  On March 22, 2013, OEA 
published the Final Scope of Study for the EIS (78 Fed. Reg.17752) on the Board’s website 
and on the Tongue River Railroad EIS website.  Additionally, OEA mailed the notice of the 
availability of the Final Scope of Study to about 2,940 individuals, agencies, and other 
interested parties.  The Final Scope of Study directed OEA’s analysis for this Draft EIS. 

S.2.1.2 Cooperating Agencies 
Four cooperating agencies provided input into the development of this Draft EIS and will 
continue to work with OEA throughout the public comment period and issuance of the Final 
EIS. 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

 U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management  

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service 

 Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, representing all Montana 
State agencies. 

S.2.1.3 Agency Consultation 
OEA consulted with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies during the preparation of 
this Draft EIS.  For example, OEA held meetings with Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Land Management, and the Montana Natural 
Heritage Program to discuss wildlife fieldwork methods in December 2012 and throughout 
2013.  OEA held numerous meetings and teleconferences with the State Historic Preservation 
Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regarding cultural and historic 
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resources.  OEA also solicited input from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on 
several resource areas.  OEA has met with agencies in person and through teleconferences 
throughout the development of this Draft EIS.   

S.2.1.4 Tribal Consultation 
OEA consulted with tribal organizations throughout the development of this Draft EIS.  
Executive Order 13175 requires that federal agencies conduct government-to-government 
consultations with federally recognized Indian tribes in the development of federal policies, 
as does Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  In December 2012, OEA 
initiated government-to-government consultations with 20 federally recognized tribes having 
current and ancestral connections to the region.  The Northern Cheyenne and Oglala Sioux 
Tribes indicated that they wanted to consult on the broader range of impacts considered 
under the National Environmental Policy Act as part of the environmental review process.  
The Oglala Sioux did not enter into government-to-government consultation but continued to 
participate in Section 106 consultation.  In April 2013, OEA held a consulting party meeting 
on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation in Lame Deer, Montana.  The meeting included 
representatives from the tribes, as well as nontribal consulting parties.  In February 2014, 
OEA held a second meeting with Section 106 consulting parties, tribal representatives, federal 
and state agency representatives, and other interested parties in Billings, Montana.  

In addition to face-to-face Section 106 meetings, OEA has held monthly conference calls 
with tribal representatives and other consulting parties.  These conference calls addressed the 
Section 106 process and provided updates on the EIS process.  OEA also consulted with the 
tribes on field surveys and ensured that tribal members were represented on each 
archaeological field survey team.  OEA provided relevant information, including survey 
results, directly to the tribes.  OEA provided meeting transcripts and summaries of monthly 
calls on the Board’s website and TRRC’s EIS website. 

S.3 Alternatives 
After revisiting the alternatives previously considered by the Board in its earlier Tongue 
River proceedings and the alternatives proposed in scoping comments, OEA identified 10 
build alternatives for detailed study in this Draft EIS.  OEA also analyzed the No-Action 
Alternative under which no rail line would be built.  Five of the build alternatives are primary 
routes, and five offer an eastern variation of the primary routes that shifts the route to the east 
in the Ashland area (Figure 1 and Table 1).4  

 
  

4 OEA developed the eastern variations in response to a scoping comment from the Northern Cheyenne Tribe requesting a route 
as far as possible from the eastern boundary of the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation and the Tongue River. 
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Table 1.  Build Alternatives: Routes, Variations, and Length 

Build Alternative Primary Route and Variation Combinations Length (miles)a 
Tongue River Tongue River Alternative 83.7 
Tongue River East Tongue River Alternative + Eastern Variation b 86.3 
Colstrip Colstrip Alternativec 42.3 
Colstrip East Colstrip Alternative + Eastern Variationc 45.4 
Tongue River Road Tongue River Road Alternative 83.7 
Tongue River Road East Tongue River Road Alternative + Eastern Variation 85.9 
Moon Creek  Moon Creek Alternative 82.1 
Moon Creek East Moon Creek Alternative + Eastern Variation 84.7 
Decker Decker Alternative 51.1 
Decker East Decker Alternative + Eastern Variation (partial)d 49.6 
Notes: 
a Total track length, including Terminus Points 1 and 2 
b The eastern variation includes the Ashland East Variation segment and the Terminus 1 Variation segment  
c Length does not include 29.7 miles of the existing Colstrip Subdivision 
d All build alternatives would approach from the north, with the exception of the Decker Alternatives, which would 

approach from the south.  Because of this, only a portion of the eastern variation can be used for Decker East 
Alternative. 

 

Each of the build alternatives would connect an existing BNSF Railway Company (BNSF) 
main line to two terminus points. 

 Terminus 1 would serve the primary routes at the site of the previously proposed Montco 
Mine, about 8 miles south of Ashland.  Terminus 1 East would serve the eastern 
variations and would be located southeast of Terminus 1. 

 Terminus 2 would serve any build alternatives and be located at the site of the proposed 
Otter Creek Mine, about 7 miles southeast of Ashland.   

The Tongue River Alternatives, Colstrip Alternatives, Tongue River Road Alternatives, and 
Moon Creek Alternatives would approach their terminus points from the north.  These build 
alternatives are collectively referred to as the northern alternatives.  The Decker Alternatives 
would approach both terminus points from the south but would access Terminus 2 from the 
north.  These build alternatives are collectively referred to as the southern alternatives.  

The Colstrip Alternatives would travel north along the existing Colstrip Subdivision to reach 
the BNSF main line.  The Colstrip Subdivision is an approximately 30-mile BNSF rail line 
that runs north from Colstrip and connects to the BNSF main line along the Forsyth 
Subdivision near Nichols, Montana.  Although the Colstrip Subdivision is capable of 
supporting coal trains in its existing condition, TRRC would likely upgrade all sections of the 
Colstrip Subdivision track.  All work is anticipated to be contained within the existing BNSF 
right-of-way.  TRRC would conduct routine inspections of the Colstrip Subdivision track and 
structures to determine the need for the proposed upgrades, which could be incrementally 
implemented and might or might not be concurrent with construction of one of the Colstrip 
Alternatives, assuming that one of these build alternatives is licensed.   
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S.4 Major Conclusions  
OEA has conducted an extensive review of the environmental impacts that could result from 
construction and operation of the proposed rail line.  Based on consultation with federal, 
state, and local agencies; input provided by organizations, citizens and tribes; and its own 
independent environmental analysis, OEA has reached the following conclusions about the 
impacts of the build alternatives.    

In general, the longer build alternatives would have more impacts across more resource 
areas, and the shorter build alternatives would have fewer impacts.  Longer build alternatives 
would require construction of a longer right-of-way.  The total right-of-way area of the build 
alternatives would range from 2,040 to 4,234 acres.  The Tongue River Alternatives, Tongue 
River Road Alternatives, and Moon Creek Alternatives would be on the upper end of this 
range.  The Decker Alternatives and Colstrip Alternatives would be on the lower end of the 
range.  The average width of the right-of-way would range from 367 to 455 feet.  The Decker 
Alternative would be on the upper end of the range and the Tongue River East Alternative 
would be on the low end of the range.   

Aside from the impacts associated with length and total acreage, the build alternatives would 
have similar impacts with the exception of noise and environmental justice impacts.  

 Noise.  The Colstrip Alternatives would have the most noise impacts (94 sensitive 
receptors would be adversely affected under the high coal production scenario in the year 
2030).  This is because a large number of residents live along the existing Colstrip 
Subdivision (89 under the high coal production scenario in the year 2030).  By 
comparison, between one and five sensitive receptors would be adversely affected by 
other build alternatives.  OEA is recommending that the Board impose operation-related 
mitigation measures where receptors along the new line would experience adverse noise 
impacts.  These measures would require TRRC to employ mitigation at receptors along 
the new line where noise would exceed the Board’s regulatory threshold for analyzing 
noise impacts.  TRRC would also be required to identify measures to reduce sounding of 
the train horns on the existing Colstrip Subdivision. 

 Environmental justice.  Noise impacts described above would lead to high and adverse 
noise impacts on minority and low-income populations along the Colstrip Subdivision.  
Either of the Colstrip Alternatives would have the most impacts on environmental justice 
populations.  OEA is recommending that the Board impose operation-related mitigation 
measures specific to these noise impacts.  These measures would require TRRC to 
employ mitigation at receptors where noise thresholds would be exceeded and to identify 
measures to reduce horn sounding.     

OEA also reached conclusions on the following resources.    
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S.4.1 Coal Production and Markets 
Numerous public comments asked whether there is demand for Tongue River coal5 and how 
the proposed rail line would contribute to the development of new coal mines and to the 
transport of that coal out of the Powder River Basin.  To address those issues and support the 
impact analyses, OEA modeled marketable coal production, rail traffic, and national and 
international coal distribution patterns.  OEA’s analysis also examined the impacts on coal 
markets from economic and regulatory uncertainties with a focus on low natural gas prices 
and carbon dioxide emission regulations. 

OEA developed three coal production scenarios to determine impacts on rail transportation.  
The lowest scenario included only the proposed coal production tonnage as described in 
TRRC’s supplemental application.  The medium and high production scenarios are based on 
the available coal resources in the Tongue River region; the current and projected coal 
market demand in the United States and internationally; and associated transportation costs, 
routes, and export terminals.     

OEA modeled 21 primary sensitivity scenarios based on three sets of variables across four 
analysis years (2018, 2023, 2030, and 2037), including three sensitivity analysis scenarios for 
carbon dioxide (CO2) regulations and natural gas production and six No-Action Alternative 
scenarios based on the three sets of variables and sensitivity analysis scenarios. 

 Either a northern alternative or southern alternative. 

 Three coal production scenarios (low, medium, and high). 

 Three levels of coal export capacity in the Pacific Northwest (zero, medium, and high). 

 Three sensitivity scenarios to analyze market conditions with new CO2 regulations and 
fluctuating natural gas prices. 

The modeled volume of rail traffic that would result from the proposed rail line, including 
transport to mines that would be stimulated by the proposed rail line, ranges from 7.4 to 18.6 
trains per day for the northern alternatives and 7.4 to 26.7 trains per day for the southern 
alternatives, including outgoing trains loaded with coal and empty returning trains.  OEA 
concluded that the northern alternatives would be more economically viable in general 
because they would have shorter distances to key markets. 

Production of Tongue River coal would increase total U.S. coal production, on average, by 
1.4 million tons per year (2018 to 2037).  If Pacific Northwest coal export capacity does not 

5  The term Tongue River coal in this context refers to coal from the proposed Otter Creek Mine and coal from other mine 
sites that could be induced by the development of the proposed rail line.  Although the Tongue River is part of the Powder 
River Basin, for purposes of this analysis, OEA uses the term Tongue River coal to refer specifically to coal from the 
proposed Otter Creek Mine and areas where construction of the proposed rail line could induce new mining.  Tongue River 
coal is geographically distinct from coal mined elsewhere in the Powder River Basin, most of which is extracted south of the 
Tongue River in Wyoming.  The term Powder River Basin coal, in this context, refers to all coal produced in the Powder 
River Basin, including Tongue River coal. 
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expand, Tongue River coal, with its lower transportation and production costs, would 
primarily displace other Powder River Basin coal destined for markets in the Upper Midwest.  
While rail traffic would increase locally near the mines, traffic on downline routes would not 
change considerably.  The incremental addition of train traffic from the proposed rail line 
would be small compared to the total train traffic along the BNSF main line.  

OEA considered an expansion in Pacific Northwest coal export capacity as reasonably 
foreseeable because of proposed terminal construction and expansion.  On an annual basis, 
exports between 0 and 53 percent of  annual coal produced from the proposed Otter Creek 
Mine and the Poker Jim Creek‒O’Dell Creek and Canyon Creek Mines, which could be 
induced by the development of the proposed rail line, would be expected (Figure 2).  Exports 
would occur under six of the 21 primary sensitivity scenarios; no exports would occur under 
15 of these scenarios.  The maximum export (53 percent) would occur if the southern 
alternatives are developed with high coal production rates and high terminal capacity growth.  
Tongue River coal exports would be low across all scenarios because other Powder River 
Basin coals with higher heat content would be more competitive for export.  In other words, 
the same amount of rail traffic would flow from the Powder River Basin to the Pacific 
Northwest if coal export capacity is expanded, with or without the proposed rail line. 
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S.4.2 Greenhouse Gases  
OEA analyzed the accumulated net contribution of each build alternative to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions that would result from direct impacts related to construction and operation 
of the proposed rail line.  OEA determined that accumulated direct emissions would range 
from 1.6 to 3.7 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e).  Accumulated 
direct emissions (2018 to 2037) from the northern alternatives would range from 2.4 to 3.7 
MMTCO2e and from the southern alternatives would range from 1.6 to 2.9 MMTCO2e, 
depending on the level of production. 

OEA also analyzed indirect impacts related to downline rail traffic and international 
shipping, cumulative GHG contributions of the proposed and potentially induced mines, and 
coal combustion (i.e., life-cycle emissions).  OEA determined that the northern alternatives, 
high coal production, high terminal capacity growth scenarios would result in the highest net 
GHG emissions (Scenario 11).  The northern alternatives, low coal production, zero terminal 
capacity growth scenario would result in the lowest GHG emissions (Scenario 3).  
Accumulated net GHG emissions (2018 to 2037) would range from a reduction of 1.7 
MMTCO2e to an increase of 81 MMTCO2e across all build alternatives. 

To put these emissions in context, accumulated direct GHG emissions from the proposed rail 
line would be equivalent to the annual GHG emissions from approximately 16,800 to 39,000 
passenger vehicles over 20 years. Indirect accumulated GHG estimates would range from a 
small net reduction in emissions—equivalent to removing 17,600 passenger vehicles from 
the road for 20 years—to adding 855,000 vehicles for 20 years.  

OEA concludes that direct GHG emissions from the proposed rail line would be negligible. 
OEA also concludes that net annual life-cycle emission impacts would range from a 
negligible positive impact to a minor adverse impact. 

OEA is recommending that the Board impose mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
emissions of GHGs from construction of the proposed rail line.  OEA is not recommending 
additional measures because the Board generally does not impose operating limitations and 
OEA determined that there are no other reasonable mitigation measures for operation over a 
relatively short rail line.  OEA is not recommending mitigation measures for indirect or 
cumulative life-cycle GHG emissions impacts, construction and operation of the proposed 
and potentially induced mines, or coal combustion.  These impacts are not direct impacts of 
the proposed rail line and the Board has no jurisdiction or authority over the proposed and 
potentially induced mines or the combustion of coal by power plants. 

S.4.3 Access for Field Surveys 
In order to conduct field surveys for wetlands, wildlife, fish, cultural resources, visual 
resources, and noise, OEA made a substantial effort to gain access to all private property 
along the rights-of-way.  OEA developed a protocol for contacting and coordinating with 
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landowners using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency guidelines.  OEA contacted 
approximately 400 property owners along the rights-of-ways, including businesses, 
individuals, ranches, various organizations (e.g., schools, the voluntary fire department, and 
lands that were put into trusts), and federal, state, and local agencies.    

In 2013, OEA was granted land access by 132 landowners and denied access by 90 
landowners.  OEA did not receive any response from 182 landowners.  As a result, OEA 
gained access to 280,165 acres, or approximately 46 percent of the total area requested.  OEA 
did not receive access to approximately 333,642 acres, or approximately 54 percent of the 
total area requested.  OEA conducted an additional season of field surveys for cultural 
resources in 2014 because some landowners, who had not provided access in 2013, offered 
OEA access in 2014.  OEA subsequently sent letters to all landowners in the project area and 
received land access from 160 landowners to conduct cultural resources surveys, was denied 
access from 81 landowners, and did not receive any response from 163 landowners.  As a 
result, OEA gained access to 335,569 acres, or approximately 55 percent of the total area 
requested for purposes of cultural resources surveys.  OEA did not receive access to 278,311 
acres, or approximately 45 percent of the total area requested.  Because the additional access 
was specifically for cultural resources surveys, OEA focused on properties within the cultural 
resources study area.  OEA received access to approximately 51 percent of the archaeological 
and tribal resources area of potential effects and approximately 50 percent of the built 
resources area of potential effects. 

S.4.4 Impacts in the Study Area 
Although OEA assessed impacts on the full range of relevant resources, the public raised 
concerns about specific resource areas.  Impacts and conclusions for these resource areas of 
interest are summarized in the following sections.  The impacts and conclusions for all 
resources are summarized in Table 2, provided at the end of this summary. 

S.4.4.1 Air Quality  
Construction of any build alternative would not generate air pollutant concentrations that 
would violate the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or the Montana 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (Montana AAQS).  Operation is not expected to generate 
air pollutant concentrations that would violate federal and state air quality standards.  OEA 
concludes that these impacts would be negligible.  OEA is not recommending that the 
Board impose mitigation measures for air quality.  However, TRRC has proposed 
voluntary mitigation measures to reduce air emissions. 

S.4.4.2 Coal Dust from Rail Cars 
In response to concerns expressed by the public, OEA analyzed the potential human health 
and environmental impacts of coal dust blowing off rail cars.  OEA concluded that coal dust 
from trains on the proposed rail line would not harm human health or the environment.  OEA 
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predicted the potential concentration of coal dust in the air and found that it would be below 
the standards for particulate matter in the NAAQS and the Montana AAQS to protect human 
health.6  OEA also analyzed the movement of potentially harmful trace elements in coal 
(such as mercury, lead, and arsenic) in the environment to determine if these chemicals could 
pose a risk to people or the environment in the project area.  OEA found that concentrations 
of the constituents of coal dust estimated in soil, dust, water, and fish would be below 
screening levels7 for human exposure for all pathways.  OEA also found that estimated 
concentrations of coal dust in soil, sediment, and surface water would be below screening 
levels for ecological exposure, with the exception of barium in surface water.  OEA’s 
analysis, however, overestimated the amount of barium that would actually be found in 
surface waters so that actual barium concentrations resulting from the proposed rail line 
would be lower and below screening levels.   

OEA concludes that the impacts of coal dust would be negligible, although there could be 
minor nuisance impacts in some locations.  OEA is not recommending that the Board impose 
mitigation measures for coal dust.  

S.4.4.3 Noise and Vibration  
Construction of any build alternative is not expected to generate adverse noise impacts 
except at one receptor located on the Ashland East Variation if pile driving were to occur at 
night.  OEA considers impacts at this one location to be moderately adverse.  Operation of 
any build alternative, except for the Decker East Alternative, would result in adverse noise 
impacts under the high production scenario.  For any build alternative except the Colstrip 
Alternatives, one to five sensitive receptors would be affected by additional train traffic.  
Either of the Colstrip Alternatives would affect the most sensitive receptors (from 70 to 75), 
most of which are on the existing Colstrip Subdivision.  OEA is recommending that the 
Board impose operation-related mitigation measures where receptors would experience 
adverse noise impacts in order to reduce impacts.   

Vibration levels would not exceed regulatory thresholds during construction and operation of 
any build alternative.  Vibration is not expected to cause damage to buildings.  Therefore, 
vibration impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed rail line would 
be negligible. 

S.4.4.4 Biological Resources 
Construction and operation impacts on wildlife and vegetation would generally be greater 
under the longer build alternatives and less under the shorter build alternatives.  Construction 

6 The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as authorized by 
the Clean Air Act, amended in 1990.  The Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards (Montana AAQS) are enforced by the 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality. 
7 Screening levels are established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and other federal agencies to determine whether 
additional assessment is required to determine health and ecological impacts. 
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of any build alternative would involve clearing the right-of-way and removing large areas of 
habitat.  Any build alternative would cross fish-bearing streams and affect fish passage. 

The number of rail-caused wildfire occurrences and burn areas in Montana is low, according 
to fire start data from the Montana Department of Natural Resources.  Based on a wildfire 
risk assessment, OEA concluded that wildfire risk along any build alternative would be 
low.  However, small areas along any build alternative except the Decker Alternatives could 
have higher wildfire risks.   

The black-footed ferret, interior least tern, whooping crane, and pallid sturgeon are the 
federally listed threatened and endangered species that could be affected by the proposed rail 
line.  In addition, the red knot and northern long-eared bat are currently proposed to be listed 
as threatened.  The greater sage-grouse and Sprague’s pipit are candidate species that could 
be affected.  However, with the exception of the greater sage-grouse, none of these species 
was documented during the 2013 baseline surveys.   

OEA concludes that construction and operation of the proposed rail line would result in 
minor adverse impacts on special-status species.  Additionally, OEA concludes that 
there would be minor adverse impacts on common species of fish, vegetation, and 
wildlife whose populations are secure.  OEA is recommending that the Board impose 
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. 

S.4.4.5 Wetlands  
Construction of any build alternative would affect wetlands.  Construction of the Tongue 
River Road East Alternative would affect the most wetland acres (33.3), and the Colstrip 
Alternative, Decker Alternative, and Decker East Alternative would affect the fewest wetland 
acres (8.1, 9.5, and 8.6 acres, respectively).  OEA concludes that the filling of these wetlands 
would be an adverse impact and is recommending that the Board impose mitigation measures 
to reduce impacts. 

S.4.4.6 Land Use 
The longer build alternatives would require more right-of-way acreage than the shorter build 
alternatives and would have greater impacts on land use and recreation.  Construction and 
operation of any build alternative would affect land use mainly by converting land to railroad 
use, displacing capital improvements (e.g., moving or demolishing residences and other 
buildings that are in the right-of-way, closing water wells, relocating roads), and separating 
contiguous properties.  Even with the implementation of OEA’s recommended mitigation 
measures, OEA concluded that these adverse impacts would range from moderate to high and 
is recommending that the Board impose mitigation measures to reduce impacts.   

Construction and operation would also affect recreational resources by introducing visual and 
noise disturbances.  Additionally, acquiring and converting recreational land to right-of-way 
could limit access to recreational land on either side of the right-of-way.  Even with the 
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implementation of OEA’s recommended mitigation measures, OEA concluded that these 
impacts would range from minor to moderately adverse and is recommending that the Board 
impose mitigation measures to address impacts. 

S.4.4.7 Cultural Resources  
All of the build alternatives would result in similar types of cultural resource impacts because 
each would require clearing railroad footprint within the rights-of-way.   

 Archaeological resources.  The Tongue River Road Alternatives and Moon Creek 
Alternatives would affect the most archaeological resources based on the sensitivity of 
archaeological sites and the total acreage (both surveyed and unsurveyed).  The Decker 
Alternatives would affect the fewest archaeological resources.   

 Tribal resources.  OEA acknowledges that tribes possess special expertise in identifying 
cultural resources with religious and cultural significance.  OEA invited 21 federally 
recognized tribes with ancestral ties to the area to join the field surveys and identify tribal 
resources.  Fifteen tribes participated in the surveys during two field seasons.  In these 
surveyed areas, which covered portions of all build alternatives, OEA determined that 
each build alternative would affect from three to eight sites.  Tribal members found the 
most tribal resources on the Decker Alternatives and the fewest on the Colstrip 
Alternative and Moon Creek Alternative.  OEA did not estimate tribal resources in 
unsurveyed areas because tribal resources are not necessarily based on factors such as 
topography, soils, or distance from water.   

 Built resources.  The Tongue River Road Alternative and Colstrip Alternative would 
affect the most built resources in the right-of-way (including intact buildings, such as 
ranch houses, and constructed features on the landscape, such as irrigation ditches) and 
the Moon Creek East Alternative and Decker Alternatives would affect the fewest built 
resources.  

OEA concludes that adverse impacts from construction and operation of the proposed rail 
line would be moderate and is recommending that the Board impose measures to mitigate 
these impacts. 

S.4.4.8 Environmental Justice  
Operation of the proposed rail line would result in high and adverse noise impacts on 
minority and low-income populations.  Either of the Colstrip Alternatives would have high 
and adverse noise impacts on both minority and low-income populations under all coal 
production scenarios.  Under the high production scenario, either of the Colstrip Alternatives 
would affect 70 to 75 sensitive receptors in populated census blocks, of which more than 83 
percent are located in minority populations.  OEA is recommending that the Board impose 
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. 
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OEA concludes that the Tongue River Alternative, Tongue River Road Alternative, Moon 
Creek Alternative, and Decker Alternative would have disproportionately high and adverse 
noise impacts on minority populations under the high coal production scenarios with zero, 
medium, and high coal terminal capacity, although not on low-income populations.  These 
build alternatives would affect five or fewer sensitive receptors.  OEA is recommending that 
the Board impose mitigation measures to reduce these impacts.  The Tongue River East 
Alternative, Tongue River Road East Alternative, Moon Creek East Alternative, and Decker 
East Alternative would have no environmental justice impacts.    

S.4.5 Downline Impacts 
Rail traffic from the proposed rail line for either the northern or southern alternatives would 
merge on to main lines running east and west to final destinations.  The additional traffic on 
these main lines could have impacts that extend beyond the study area.  OEA determined that 
the high production scenario, which is estimated to occur in 2030 or subsequent years, is the 
only production scenario that could cause the estimated increase in rail traffic to exceed 
OEA’s analysis thresholds.  OEA analyzed 15 downline rail segments and reached the impact 
conclusions described in the following subsections.    

S.4.5.1 Transportation 
The maximum estimated increase in downline project-related rail traffic on the northern or 
southern alternatives, which is estimated to occur in 2030 or subsequent years, would have a 
minor adverse impact on estimated accident frequency on downline segments, on the free 
flow of vehicle traffic across downline at-grade crossings, and on the average predicted 
accident interval for grade crossings.  OEA concludes that the adverse impacts on rail safety 
and grade-crossing delay and safety would be negligible to minor and does not recommend 
that the Board impose mitigation measures.    

S.4.5.2 Air Quality 
Downline emissions would not lead to a violation of the NAAQS in attainment areas or 
increase the severity of conditions in nonattainment areas.  OEA concludes that these impacts 
would be negligible and does not recommend that the Board impose mitigation measures. 

S.4.5.3 Noise and Vibration Impacts 
Operation of the proposed rail line would result in downline adverse noise impacts  at 
numerous receptors between Fargo, North Dakota and Willmar, Minnesota (Segment 20) for 
any northern alternative in the year 2030.  OEA is recommending one mitigation measure for 
downline noise impacts on Segment 20 to reduce impacts. 
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S.4.5.4 Environmental Justice 
OEA determined that downline high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income 
populations would be limited to noise impacts between Fargo, North Dakota, and Willmar, 
Minnesota (Segment 20).  Of the affected receptors located along this segment, a 
disproportionate number are minority and low-income populations.  OEA is recommending 
one mitigation measure to reduce downline noise impacts on minority and low-income 
populations on Segment.   

S.5 Cumulative Impacts 
OEA reviewed information on relevant past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and 
actions that could have impacts that coincide in time and space with the potential impacts of 
the proposed rail line.  OEA identified 13 relevant projects, including three existing coal 
mines, three proposed or potentially induced mines, four land management projects, energy 
development projects on Bureau of Land Management-administered lands and private lands, 
and two construction projects.  The impacts of these projects in combination with the impacts 
of the build alternatives could result in cumulative adverse impacts on grade-crossing delay, 
grade-crossing safety, air quality, greenhouse gases, biological resources, water resources, 
cultural and historic resources, visual resources, land resources, and socioeconomics.  

S.6 Public Involvement 
S.6.1 Public Meetings 

OEA is holding 10 public meetings on the Draft EIS during which interested parties may 
make oral comments in a formal setting and/or submit written comments.  OEA will begin 
each meeting with a 30-minute open house followed by a brief overview of the proposed 
project and environmental review process.  During a formal comment period, each interested 
individual will be given several minutes to convey his or her oral comments.  A court 
reporter will be present to record these oral comments.  If time permits, the court reporter 
will be available at the conclusion of the formal segment of the meeting to record oral 
comments from individuals not interested in addressing the meeting as a whole.  Meeting 
transcripts will be available on the project web site after the meetings.  Meetings will be held 
at the following dates, times, and locations. 

 June 8, 2015, 2:00 to 4:00 pm and 6:00 to 8:00 pm at St. Labre Indian School, 1000 
Tongue River Road, Ashland, MT 

 June 9, 2015, 2:00 to 4:00 pm and 6:00 to 8:00 pm at Miles Community College, Room 
316, 2715 Dickinson Street, Miles City, MT 
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 June 10, 2015, 2:00 to 4:00 pm and 6:00-8:00 pm at Colstrip High School, 5000 
Pinebutte Drive, Colstrip, MT 

 June 11, 2015, 2:00 to 4:00 pm and 6:00 to 8:00 pm at the Northern Cheyenne Tribal 
Building, Council Chambers, 600 South Cheyenne Ave, Lame Deer, MT 

 June 12, 2015, 2:00 to 4:00 pm and 6:00 to 8:00 pm at Forsyth High School, 917 Park 
Street, Forsyth, MT  

In addition, OEA will hold two online public meetings intended for people who cannot attend 
the public meetings in the project area.  All interested individuals must register to attend the 
online public meeting and preregister to provide formal comments.  OEA will begin the 
online public meeting with a brief overview of the proposed project and environmental 
review process.  The overview will be followed by a facilitated formal comment session 
during which individuals that have preregistered will be given several minutes to convey his 
or her oral comments.  If time permits, the facilitator will allow other interested individuals 
who did not preregister to provide oral comments.  Interested individuals can participate in 
the meeting by phone, computer, or both.  The meeting transcripts will be available on the 
project website after the meetings.  The online public meetings will be held at the following 
date and times:   

 June 17, 2015, 12:00 to 3:00 pm and 6:00 to 9:00 pm (Eastern Time). 

 To register for the online public meeting, visit www.tonguerivereis.com.  Additional 
meeting information and dial-in instructions will be provided at registration. 

Following the close of the comment period on the Draft EIS (June 23, 2015), OEA will issue 
a Final EIS that considers and responds to all substantive comments received on the Draft 
EIS.  The Board will then issue a final decision based on the Draft and Final EISs and all 
public and agency comments in the public record for this proceeding.  The final decision will 
address the transportation merits of the proposed project and the entire environmental record.  
That final decision will take one of three actions:  approve the proposed project, deny it, or 
approve it with mitigation conditions, including environmental conditions. 

S.6.2 Request for Comments on Draft EIS 
In addition to holding public meetings, OEA is requesting written comments on the Draft 
EIS. The public and any interested parties are encouraged to submit written comments on all 
aspects of this Draft EIS.  OEA will consider all timely comments in preparing the Final EIS, 
which will include responses to all substantive comments, OEA’s final conclusions on 
potential impacts, and OEA’s final recommendations on a preferred alternative and 
mitigation.  The deadline for comments is June 23, 2015.  When submitting comments on 
this Draft EIS, the Board encourages commenters to be as specific as possible and 
substantiate concerns and recommendations.   
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Recorded Comments.  A court reporter will be present to record oral comments during the 
public meetings.  If time permits, the court reporter will be available at the conclusion of the 
formal segment of the meeting to record oral comments from individuals not interested in 
addressing the meeting as a whole.  All meeting transcripts will be available on the project 
website after the meetings. 

Written Comments.  Comment forms will be provided at the public meetings.  Completed 
forms will be accepted at the meetings or the forms can be submitted later by mail.  Any 
interested party may submit written comments on this Draft EIS regardless of whether they 
participate in any of the 10 public meetings and provide oral comments.  Comment forms or 
written letters may be mailed to the following contact and address. 

  
Ken Blodgett 

 Docket No.  30186 
 Office of Environmental Analysis 
 Surface Transportation Board 
 395 E Street SW 
 Washington, D.C. 20423 
 

Electronic Comments.  Comments may be submitted electronically on the Board-sponsored 
website, www.tonguerivereis.com.  It is not necessary to mail written comments that have 
been filed electronically.  Please refer to Docket No. 30186 when submitting comments.  

Library Distribution.  OEA has distributed this Draft EIS to the libraries listed below and 
requested that the entire Draft EIS be made publicly available in their reference sections. 
 
Bicentennial Library of Colstrip 
419 Willow Ave 
Colstrip, MT 59323 
 
Dr. John Woodenlegs Memorial Library 
1 College Drive 
Lame Deer, MT 59043 
 
Henry Malley Memorial Library 
101 S Lincoln 
Broadus, MT 59317 
 
Miles City Public Library 
1 S 10th Street 
Miles City, MT 59301 
 
Judson H. Flower Jr. Library (Miles Community College) 
2715 Dickinson Street 
Miles City, MT 59301 
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Deadline.  Written comments on this Draft EIS must be postmarked by June 23, 2015.  
Electronically filed comments must be received by June 23, 2015.   

All comments received—written, e-filed, or transcribed—will carry equal weight in helping 
to complete the EIS process and guide the Board in making a decision on this matter. 

Further information about the project can be obtained by calling OEA’s toll-free number at 
1-866-622-4355 (telecommunications device [TDD] for the hearing impaired is 
1-800-877-8339. 

This Draft EIS is available for viewing or downloading on the Board’s website at 
www.stb.dot.gov or on the Board-sponsored project website at www.tonguerivereis.com.  

Table 2 summarizes and compares potential impacts for each resource area as well as 
downline and cumulative impacts.  The table does not include the No-Action Alternative 
because, under that alternative, existing conditions would remain the same and there would 
be no impacts.
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Table 2.  Summary of Impacts 
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Right-of-Way Acreage 3,783 3,803 2,040 2,094 4,234 4,218 4,026 4,047 2,826 2,695 
Total Miles 83.7 86.3 42.3 45.4 83.7 85.9 82.1 84.7 51.1 49.6 
Transportation           
Rail Operations and Rail Safety 
Train accidents per year (high 
production scenario) 

2.1 2.2 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.2 1.1 1.1 

Impact conclusion: Operation would result in an increase in accidents and a minor adverse impact.   
Grade-Crossing Delay 
Number of new and existing grade 
crossings 

4 3 9 8 5 4 4 3 3 3 

Delay per 24-hour period 
(minutes) (high production 
scenario) 

3.45 3.78 18.26 20.30 5.74 6.56 3.45 3.78 19.80 16.08 

Impact conclusion: Operation would result in negligible impacts. 
Grade-Crossing Safety 
Average predicted intervals 
between accidents, new crossings 
(years) (high production scenario) 

58 56 52 49 51 48 49 56 26 28 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in a minor adverse impact except at the crossing of Highway 314, (Decker Alternatives), which 
would be a moderate adverse impact. 
Navigation 
Permanent impacts? No No No No No No No No No No 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible impacts. 
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Resource and Impact 
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Air Quality 
Exceedance of NAAQS or 
Montana AAQS 

No No No No No No No No No No 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in a negligible impact for all air quality standards. 
Air Quality notes: 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; Montana AAQS = Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Greenhouse Gasesa   

Direct 
emissions 

Railroad constructiona 

(MMTCO2e) 
1.2         1.1 

 

Net land use change 
releases from railroad 
construction 
(MMTCO2e)a 

0.3 – 0.5         0.2 – 0.4 

 

Operation of rail line 
segment, 2018-2037a, 
(MMTCO2e) 

0.9 – 2.0         0.3 – 1.4 

Total direct emissions (MMTCO2e) 2.4 – 3.7         1.6 – 2.9 

Net change in indirect life-cycle 
emissions, 2018-2037 a, 
(MMTCO2e) 

-1.7 – 81         8.6 – 75  

Impact conclusion: Direct GHG emissions from the proposed rail line would be negligible.  Net annual life-cycle emissions would range from a negligible 
positive impact to a minor adverse impact. 
Greenhouse Gas notes: 
a For purposes of modeling accumulated net greenhouse gases, the Tongue River Alternative and Decker East Alternative were selected as proxies representative of the 

northern and southern alternatives, respectively 
MMTCO2e = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

Climate Change 
All build alternatives would have a low susceptibility to flooding, soil erosion, and increased wildfires caused by climate change. 
Impact conclusion: Adverse impacts both on the proposed rail line and on affected resources would range from minor to moderate.   
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Resource and Impact 
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Coal Dust 
Coal dust from trains on any build alternative would not harm human health or the environment.   
Impact conclusion: Operation would result in a negligible impact with minor nuisance impacts. 
Noise and Vibration 
Number of receptors adversely 
affected by construction 

0 1a 0 1a 0 1a 0 1a 0 0 

Number of receptors adversely 
affected by operation (low 
production) 

1 0 1 + 34b 0 + 34b 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Number of receptors adversely 
affected by operation (medium 
production) 

1 0 1 + 65b 0 + 63b 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Number of receptors adversely 
affected by operation (high 
production) 

5 1 5 + 89b 0 + 84b 5 1 5 1 1 0 

Impact conclusion: Construction would result in moderately adverse impacts at one location.  Operation would result in adverse noise impacts. 
Noise notes: 
a Assumes pile-driving occurs at night  
b Larger number are receptors on the Colstrip Subdivision 
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Resource and Impact 
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Biological Resources  

Vegetation 
Total acres affected 3,700 3,744 1,899 1,978 4,100 4,111 3,953 3,998 2,753 2,634 

High fire risk area 98 0 98 0 98 0 98 0 0 0 
Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in minor adverse impacts on vegetation populations and minor adverse impacts on wildfire risk 
with areas of moderately adverse impacts along the northern alternatives.   
Wildlife 
Total wildlife habitat affected 
(acres)a 

3,813 3,824 2,079 2,122 4,263 4,238 4,061 4,072 2,842 2,711 

Mule deer habitat (acres)a 1,270 936 1,138 805 3,150 2,816 1,896 1,563 1,476 1,483 

White-tailed deer habitat (acres)a 3,813 3,344 1,356 919 4,081 3,576 3,122 2,653 2,617 2,463 

Antelope habitat (acres)a 224 244 211 231 535 555 224 244 328 263 

Mule deer winter densities 1.17 1.19 0.67 0.63 1.35 1.35 1.22 1.25 0.97 1.00 
White-tailed deer winter densities 1.02 1.03 0.13 0.12 1.07 1.08 0.83 0.84 0.58 0.60 
Antelope winter densities 0.54 0.53 0.66 0.62 0.73 0.72 0.59 0.57 0.85 0.87 
Raptor nest in right-of-way 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
Raptor nests within 2 miles  49 48 17 16 53 52 57 56 42 41 
Active grouse lek within 4 miles 11 11 19 19 13 13 9 9 6 6 
Peak male count in active lek 51 51 95 95 52 52 38 38 20 20 
Daytime bird richnessb  79  74  51 40 82 77 77 72 61 53 
Daytime bird abundancec 11.72 10.26 13.18 9.37 12.01 10.28 11.40 9.74 11.63 10.00 
Nighttime bird richnessb   31  23  25 17 28 20 29 21 27 27 
Nighttime bird abundancec 3.60 4.07 4.39 7.58 3.06 3.21 3.15 3.25 3.43 3.88 
Reptile and amphibian richness 9 9 6 5 7 7 10 10 6 6 
Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in some minor adverse impacts. 
Wildlife notes: 
a Impacts include road relocations unless otherwise specified 
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b Total number of species recorded during point count surveys 
c Total number of birds divided by the number of times surveyed, which varied according to alternative length and land access permission 

Fish     
Number of fish-bearing streams 
crossed 

2 3 3 4 5 6 4 5 1 1 

Track within 985 of fish-bearing 
stream (miles) 

12.6 6.1 8.4 2.6 13.5 7.2 17.6 11.1 1.7 0.9 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in some minor adverse impacts. 
Special-Status Species 
Greater Sage-Grouse 
Habitat (acres) 1,656 1,871 760 974 2,169 2,384 2,386 2,600 1,458 1,626 
Leks within 4 miles of right-of-
way 

12 13 4 5 12 13 10 11 4 4 

Active leks within 4 miles  1 1 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 

Prairie Dogs 
Colonies in right-of-way 10 10 1 1 5 5 11 11 1 2 
Colonies > 80 acres in right-of-
way 

1 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Colonies within 0.5 mile  26 26 2 2 16 16 23 23 3 3 

Habitat in right-of-way (acres) 51 51 1.5 1.5 50 50 45 45 1.5 1.6 

Special-Status Raptors 
Nests in right-of-way 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Nests within 2 miles of right-of-
way 

17 17 2 2 17 17 13 13 7 7 

Wintering Bald Eagles 
Roosts within 1 mile of right-of-
way 

18 16 3 0 16 13 13 11 9 7 

Concentration area within 1 mile 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Species count within 1 mile 23 21 3 0 20 17 16 14 16 14 
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Special-Status Birds     
Daytime bird richness b  4 4 1 1 6 6 4 4 2 2 

Daytime bird abundance c 0.17 0.19 0.06 0.11 0.17 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.15 

Nighttime bird richness b   5 3 4 2 4 2 4 2 3 3 

Nighttime bird abundance c 0.12 0.11 0.19 0.33 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.14 

Special-Status Vegetation 
Number of species with suitable 
habitat  

8 8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Special-Status Fish       
Number of fish species potentially 
affected  

6 6 1 1 6 6 1 1 1 1 

Federally Listed Species Conclusions d 

Pallid sturgeon NE NE NP NP NE NE NP NP NP NP 
Whooping crane NLAE NLAE NP NP NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NP NP 
Interior least tern NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE NLAE 
Black-footed ferret NLAE NLAE NP NP NLAE NLAE NP NP NP NP 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in some minor adverse impacts. 
Biological Resources notes: 
a Impacts include road relocations unless otherwise specified 
b Total number of species recorded during point count surveys 
c Total number of birds divided by the number of times surveyed, which varied according to alternative length and land access permission 
d NE = no effect; NP = not present; NLAE = not likely to adversely affect 

Water Resources 
Surface Water 
Number of surface waters crossed 145 167 62 82 169 189 157 179 113 113 

Number of bridges 2 2 4 3 7 7 4 4 1 1 

Number of culverts 127 147 54 73 111 130 127 147 100 100 

Number of drainage structures 16 18 4 6 51 52 26 28 12 12 
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Require an in-water support 
structure? 

No No No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in adverse impacts. 

Groundwater 
Water wells in the right-of-way 7 5 9 7 10 8 7 5 1 1 
Estimated water use for 
construction (million gallons) 

396 591 297 390 592 677 587 783 726 737 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible impacts. 

Floodplains 
FEMA-designated floodplains 
(acres) 

14 14 13 13 14 14 0 0 0 0 

NRCS floodplains (acres) 112 64 88 42 113 65 105 57 13 9 
Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible impacts. 

Wetlands 
Total wetlands affected (acres) 28.8 32.3 8.1 18.4 31.4 33.3 26.3 29.8 9.5 8.6 
Water Resources notes: 
FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency; NRCS =  Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Impact conclusion: Construction would result in adverse impacts. 

Visual Resources 
All build alternatives would result in similar types of visual impacts and all would affect sensitive viewers.  The longer build alternatives would have more 
impacts; the shorter would have fewer impacts. 
Impact conclusion: Construction would result in minor to moderate adverse impacts. 

Cultural and Historical Resources 
Areas highly likely to have 
archaeological sites in the right-of-
way (acres) 

2,164 2,220 1,028 1,106 2,532 2,547 2,366 2,422 1,150 1,097 

Impact conclusion: Construction would result in moderate adverse impacts. 
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Land Resources 
Land Use 
Private land in right-of-way (acres) 2,969 2,856 1,949 1,870 3,680 3,582 3,177 3,065 2,237 2,026 
Grazing land in right-of-way 
(acres) 

3,443 3,477 1,670 1,767 3,807 3,805 3,575 3,610 2,170 2,011 

Severed land in right-of-way 
(acres) 

1,147 2,719 147 1,539 1,120 1,559 1,115 2,687 2,695 3,390 

Special farmland in right-of-way 
(acres) 

1,026 1,062 480 503 1,175 1,189 1,026 1,062 369 381 

Conservation easement in right-of-
way (acres) 

422 422 0 0 2 2 422 422 0 0 

DNRC-leased land in right-of-way 
(acres) 

84 137 0 53 57 110 206 259 86 86 

Private properties in right-of-way 42 32 36 25 49 39 45 35 21 20 

Residences in right-of-way 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 

Structures in right-of-way 5 19 5 19 5 19 13 27 0 0 
Impact conclusion: Construction would result in moderate to highly adverse impacts.   

Recreation 
Number of affected recreational 
resources 

6 6 2 2 6 6 4 4 4 4 

Block Management Areas (acres) 1,177 1,177 273 302 349 349 1,122 1,122 0 0 

Tongue River Ranch (acres) 229 229 0 0 0 0 229 229 0 0 

Pumpkin Creek Ranch (acres) 0 0 0 0 53 53 0 0 0 0 
Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in minor to moderate adverse impacts. 

Section 4(f) Resources 
Area of impact on Section 4(f) 
resource (Spotted Eagle Rec Area) 
(acres) 

11 11 0 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 
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Hazardous Waste Sites 
Proximate to a hazardous waste 
site  

No No No No No No No No No No 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible impacts. 
Land Resources notes: 
DNRC = Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation 

Geology and Soils 
Slopes steeper than 5% (percent of 
total) 

37% 38% 37% 40% 35% 37% 35% 37% 50% 50% 

Average earth moved per mile of 
track (million cubic yards) 

0.58 0.92 0.82 1.44 0.88 1.21 0.84 1.18 1.61 1.92 

Suitability of majority soil type for 
construction 

Excellent Excellent Fair to 
poor 

Fair to 
poor 

Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Fair to 
poor 

Fair to 
poor 

Cut requirements (million cubic 
yards) 25.30 41.59 18.20 34.48 38.80 55.09 36.20 52.49 42.77 49.76 

High sensitivity for paleo 
resources Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible to minor adverse impacts. 

Energy Resources 
Diesel fuel for construction 
(million gallons) 

12.41 18.47 10.01 13.56 18.37 22.00 18.13 24.20 21.46 21.47 

Diesel fuel for operation, high 
production scenario (million 
gallons/year) 

7.11 7.35 6.02 6.31 7.11 7.31 6.96 7.20 5.47 5.43 

Transmission lines and pipelines 
crossed 

4 4 1 1 3 3 5 5 1 1 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in negligible impacts. 

Socioeconomics 
Loss of farm output in right-of-
way 

$267,430 $162,350 $188,960 $67,849 $359,336 $253,092 $281,299 $176,187 $70,824 $65,617 
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Direct employment, total 
construction period 

496 602 320 429 612 720 596 703 604 578 

Total construction costs (million $) $602 $731 $388 $520 $743 $874 $724 $853 $733 $702 

Impact conclusion: Construction and operation would result in both beneficial and moderately adverse impacts. 

Environmental Justice 
High and adverse impact on 
minority population? 

Yesa No Yesb Yesb Yesa No Yesa No Yesa No 

High and adverse impact on low-
income population?  a 

No No Yesb Yesb No No No No No No 

Environmental Justice notes: 
a Noise impact under the high rail traffic scenario 
b Noise impact under low, medium, and high coal production scenarios, with associated increases in rail traffic 

Downline Impacts 
Transportation 

Rail Operations and Rail Safety 
Little overall change in predicted accident frequency, although the locations of predicted accidents would be redistributed.  Maximum increase in accident 
frequency would be 1.7 accidents, Segment 17 (Glendive, MT to Mandan, ND), northern alternative, high productions scenario.  This increase in accidents 
would have a minor adverse impact. 
Grade-Crossing Delay 
Maximum increase in average delay time per crossing would be 7.44 seconds per vehicle, which is a negligible impact.  Segment 6, southern alternative, high 
production scenario would result in a minor adverse impact. 
Grade-Crossing Safety 
Largest reduction in average predicted accident interval would be 30 years (from 123 years to 93 years between crossing accidents), Segment 6, (Spring 
Creek, MT to Dutch, WY) southern alternative, high production scenario.  This would result in minor adverse impacts. 
Air Quality 
Locomotive exhaust emissions increases would not exceed conformity thresholds for carbon monoxide or nitrogen oxide for 15 segments.  These impacts 
would be negligible. 
Emissions from motor vehicles delayed at crossings would be far below general conformity thresholds and these impacts would be negligible. 
Coal dust emissions would not violate ambient air quality standards.  The impacts of coal dust would be negligible, but could result in minor nuisance impacts. 
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Noise and Vibration 
Noise would exceed analysis thresholds on Segment 20 (Fargo, ND to Willmar, MN), northern alternatives, high production scenario, adversely affecting 
2,934 receptors (1,205 for the No-Action Alternative). 

Environmental Justice 

Of the 2,934 noise-sensitive receptors in Segment 20 (Fargo, ND to Willmar, MN), 28% are in minority populations and 44% are in low-income populations. 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 

°C degrees Celsius 

°F degrees Fahrenheit  

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter  

µS/cm  microsiemens per centimeter 

AADT annual average daily traffic  

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials  

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation  

AD Anno Domini  

AMSL above mean sea level  

APE area of potential effects  

AQRV air quality related values  

AREMA American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way 
Association  

ARM Administrative Rule of Montana 

ARTC Australian Rail Track Corporation  

BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs  

BLM Bureau of Land Management  

BMA block management area  

BMP best management practice  

BNSF BNSF Railway Company  

Board Surface Transportation Board  

BP years before present  

C.F.R Code of Federal Regulations  

ca. circa  

CAFE EIS Final EIS for Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) 
Standards, 2017(2025) 

CASTNET Clean Air Status and Trends Network  

CCC Civilian Conservation Corps  

CDP census-designated place  

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality  
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C.F.R. Code of Federal Regulations  

cfs cubic feet per second  

CMIP5 5th Coupled Model Intercomparison Project  

CO carbon monoxide  

CO2 carbon dioxide  

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent  

CRIS Cultural Resource Information System  

CWA Clean Water Act  

dBA A-weighted decibels  

DEM digital elevation model  

DNL day-night average noise level  

DNRC Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation  

DSITIA Queensland, Australia Department of Science, Information 
Technology, Innovation and the Arts  

Eco-SSLs ecological soil screening levels  

EDR Environmental Data Resources  

EIS Environmental Impact Statement  

ESA Endangered Species Act  

Fed. Reg Federal Register  

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency  

FHWA Federal Highway Administration  

FINDS Facility Index Data System  

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map  

FIRS Federal Information Relay Service  

Fort Keogh Fort Keogh Livestock and Range Research Laboratory  

FRA Federal Railroad Administration  

FTA Federal Transit Administration  

FTI fire threat index  

FY fiscal year  

g peak horizontal acceleration  

g/m2-mo grams per square meter per month  

gCO2e/kWh grams of carbon dioxide equivalent per kilowatt-hour  

GHG greenhouse gas  
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GIS geographic information system  

GPS global positioning system  

HAP hazardous air pollutant  

HGM hydrogeomorphic  

I-94 Interstate 94  

ICC Interstate Commerce Commission  

IMPLAN IMpact analysis for PLANning 

IMPROVE Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments  

IPM® Integrated Planning Model  

kg/ha kilograms per hectare  

KOP key observation point  

kV kilovolt  

LCA life-cycle assessment  

Leq equivalent sound level  

LOS level of service  

LUST leaking underground storage tank   

MAGICC Model for the Assessment of Greenhouse Gas-Induced Climate 
Change 

MCA Montana Code Annotated  

MCL maximum contaminant level  

MDT Montana Department of Transportation  

MEPA Montana Environmental Policy Act  

meq/l milliequivalents per liter 

mg/m2/day milligrams per square meter per day  

MHS Montana Historical Society  

MMTCO2e million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  

MNHP Montana Natural Heritage Program  

Montana AAQS Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards  

Montana DEQ Montana Department of Environmental Quality  

Montana FWP Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks  

Moss-Bennett Act Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974  

MOVES Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator  

mph miles per hour  
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MSHA Mine Safety and Health Administration  

MTCO2e metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  

N2O nitrous oxide  

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration  

National Register National Register of Historic Places  

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act  

NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act  

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service  

NO2 nitrogen dioxide  

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NONROAD nonroad engines, equipment, and vehicles  

NOx nitrogen oxides  

NRCS National Resource Conservation Service  

OEA Office of Environmental Analysis  

OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Administration  

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon  

PC&N public convenience and necessity  

PM10 particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter  

PM2.5 particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter  

PPV peak particle velocity  

project Tongue River Railroad Rail Construction and Operation Project  

RfD reference dose  

RKOP rendered key observation point  

SAR sodium absorption ratio  

SFHA special flood hazard area 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer  

SO2 sulfur dioxide  

SOx sulfur oxides  

SR State Route  

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area  
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SSL soil screening level  

SSUGRO Soil Survey Geographic Database  

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats  

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TRDR Tongue River Dam and Reservoir  

TRECO Tongue River Electric Cooperative  

TRRC Tongue River Railroad Company, Inc.  

TSP total suspended particulate  

U.S.C. United States Code  

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture  

USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation  

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

USFS U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service  

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

USGS U.S. Geological Survey  

UST underground storage tank  

VdB root-mean square velocity  

VOC volatile organic compound  

VRM Visual Resource Management  

WIA Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc.  

WSA wilderness study area  
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Sections Services Contact us Search

May 11, 6:39 PM EDT

State seeks comment on Otter Creek air permit

HELENA, Mont. (AP) -- Montana regulators are asking the public to comment on a proposal to grant an air-quality permit for the proposed Otter Creek coal mine near Ashland.

The state Department of Environmental Quality is taking public comment on Monday's preliminary decision until June 10.

DEQ spokeswoman Kristi Ponozzo says a final order will not be issued until a comprehensive environmental study is completed.

The proposed mine also must win regulators' approval of its mining and discharge permit applications.

The air-quality permit would allow coal production of up to 35 million tons a year on state-owned and private leases in the Powder River Basin.

The proposed mine's development also depends on the approval of a railway to bring the coal to market. Federal regulators are studying the Tongue River Railroad's potential
environmental effects.

© 2015 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten or redistributed. Learn more about our Privacy Policy and Terms of
Use.

Online Edition
Full Edition
Find a Job
Marketplace

Bigfork Eagle  Hungry Horse News  Whitefish Pilot  West Shore News  Business Journal

Advanced Search
 

Home News Business Community Sports Business Directory Opinion Subscribe Photos Contact Us ClassifiedsReal EstateAutos

Daily Inter Lake: Associated Press Story Page http://hosted.ap.org/dynamic/stories/M/MT_OTTER_CREEK_MINE_MTOL-?SITE=MTKAL...

1 of 2 5/12/2015 9:08 AM
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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. 



Subject: FW: cemetery near sewage treatment plant 

From: "Chuck Stearns" <cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Date: 5/14/2015 8:29 AM 

To: "'Necile Lorang'" <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org> 

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathleen Nash [me_:jJ,_:\:_QLLQle_?_hSi;\@g_m_aiLC:QilJ] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2815 6:21 PM 
To: cstearns@citvofwhitefish.org 
Subject: cemetery near sewage treatment plant 

Hello, I live in the Rivers Edge Neighborhood (behind the Mountain Mall). 
I understand that the City of Whitefish is considering putting a cemetery in 
across the river near the sewage treatment plant. 

I am concerned about the following things if the cemetery is placed there: 

1) I am concerned about pollution into the cemetery ( understand the water 
table is high there) and into the river, since it will be so close to the 

treatment plant. 

2) I understand that trees will be taken down to gain enough land for the 
cemetery. If trees are taken down it will have a negative impact on the 
enjoyment for walkers and bike riders on the beautiful trail on the East 
side of the river. 

I will not be able to attend the meeting on May 18th, but did want to convey 
my concerns with the hope that the committee will consider some other site 
for the cemetery. 

Kathleen Nash 



Subject: New Cemetery Location 

From: Dick Hensley <hensleydick@yahoo.com> 

Date: 5/14/2015 2:14PM 

To: Necile Lorang <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org>, Chuck Stearns <cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Dear Ms. Lorang and Mr. Stearns, 

I am writing to you as a resident and a member of the Rivers Edge 
Homeowners Association Board of Directors. Our subdivision is directly 
across the Whitefish River from the parcel of land that the city is considering 

for development as a new cemetery. 
The parcel is just south of the current water treatment plant therefore I am 
extremely surprised that the city would even consider this site for the cemetery 

for a number of reasons. (1) This stretch of the Whitefish River is probably 
the prettiest and most serene section of the entire river. It is tree lined and 

secluded. (2) There is a walking and bicycling path built along the shore on 
both sides of the river that will be greatly impacted by this project. (2) It is next 
to the Whitefish Water Treatment plant. Common sense tells me that a water 
treatment plant next to a cemetery is not a well thought out idea for obvious 

reasons such as water tables and seepage pollution. (3) As I understand it , 
the size of the parcel of land is not adequate for long term solution to the 
problem and other sites may have to be found in the future. 
I don't feel that placing the cemetery in this location is either appropriate or 
well thought out and would ask that a more plausible long term solution be 

found. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Hensley 
13 Rock Creek Court 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
406-250-6755 



Subject: Proposed Whitefish Cemetary Location 

From: Linda Stock <twodogfox@yahoo.com> 

Date: 5/14/2015 4:12 PM 

To: Necile Lorang <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org>, Chuck Stearns <cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Dear Ms. Lorang and Mr. Stearns, 

I am writing to you as a resident and a board member of the Rivers Edge Homeowners Association. Our 
subdivision is directly across the Whitefish River from the parcel of land that the city is considering for 

development as a new cemetery. 
The parcel is just south of the current water treatment plant which makes me very surprised that the city 

would even consider this site for the cemetery for a number of reasons. 
(1) This stretch of the Whitefish River is probably the prettiest and most serene section of the entire river. It 

is tree lined and secluded. (2) There is a walking and bicycling path built along the shore on both sides of 
the river that will be greatly impacted by this project. 
(2) It is next to the Whitefish Water Treatment plant. Common sense tells me that a water treatment plant 
next to a cemetery is not a well thought out idea for obvious reasons such as water tables and seepage 
pollution, as well as offensive odor from the treatment plant in the area of the cemetery. 
(3) As I understand it, the size of the parcel of land is quite a bit smaller than what was thought to be 
adequate to cover the needs of the community for the foreseeable future. I don't find the fact that another 

location hasn't been acquired is reason enough to settle for this unsuitable site. I also don't feel that placing 
the cemetery in this location is either appropriate or well thought out and would ask that a more plausible 
long term solution be found. Please, I beseech you to reconsider a better long term solution. Gods not 
making anymore river front property for the living to enjoy. 

Sincerely, 

Linda G. Stock 
707 Clearwater Dr. 
Whitefish, MT 59937 

twodogfox@yahoo. com 



Subject: FW: New Cemetery Site 

From: "Barbara Morris" <bymorris37@gmail.com> 

Date: 5/14/2015 4:14 PM 

To: "'Necile Lorang"' <nlorang@cityofwhitefish.org>, "'Chuck Stearns"' <cstearns@cityofwhitefish.org> 

Ms. Lorang and Mr. Stearns, 

I understand that there is some consideration of holding a Public Hearing on the topic of potentially 

locating a 2nd cemetery for the City of Whitefish directly south of the sewage treatment plant. Given the 
variety of concerned reactions I have heard expressed on this topic, I wholeheartedly support holding 
such a hearing. 

I have spoken with other homeowners in the communities along the Whitefish River, directly to the west 
of the proposed site, who have expressed both surprise and disappointment that the city would be 
giving serious consideration to the idea of locating a cemetery so close to the river, given the potential 
for pollution. For a town that prides itself on the cleanliness of its river and who recently witnessed the 
tremendous multi-year undertaking by Burlington Northern to rid the river of toxic chemicals, it is 
mystifying to some of us why the city would seriously consider a cemetery option for which there is even 
a remote chance of putting our river in jeopardy, once again. 

While I understand there has been some discussion of using a drain to address the water table issues, my 
concern would be that maintaining that drain over time might be problematic. Given that by definition, 
cemeteries remain in place for the indefinite future, one wonders whether the drainage system, which 
would be initially installed, would be serviceable ad infinitum. 

Also, with regard to long-term issues, my understanding is that the parcel of land you have identified is 
less than 10 acres, which would seem to be a relatively short-term solution. Wouldn't it make more 
sense to select property which would meet the city's long-term needs in this regard, so that undertaking 
this process again will not be necessary for quite some time?? 

In addition, those of us on the west side of the river, are periodically subjected to unpleasant odors from 
the sewage treatment plant. So we know the reality of dealing with noxious smells upon occasion. 
Recognizing that for most people, visits to cemeteries are times of reflection and serenity, serious 
consideration of a site that would be located in such close proximity to a wastewater treatment plant, 
with its attendant smells, seems rather curious. 

So again, with these issues, and others which homeowners have increasingly voiced in response to 
learning that the land south of the sewage treatment plant is receiving serious consideration for a 
cemetery, I strongly encourage you to move forward with a Public Hearing, not only to give residents an 
opportunity to voice their opinions, but also hopefully a chance to hear the Committee's responses to 
their concerns. 

Barbara Morris 
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CHANGES MADE TO WF HWY 93 CORRIDOR PLAN by the WF City Council 

WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
Apri120, 2015 

1. Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to remove 

Short Term Rentals from Area B proposed WT-3 zoning. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

2. Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Hildner, to remove the 
area south of the highway from the Whitefish River to Good A venue from 
Area B to become part of Area A. The motion passed unanimously. 

3. Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to change 
Manufacturing, Artisan from a permitted use to a conditional use in the 
proposed WI-T District. (Note: during the motion Councilor Frandsen 
referred to the chart on page 225 of the packet, Item J. Manufacturing, 

Artisan, changing the "P" to "C" in the column for Proposed WI-T District). 
The motion passed unanimously. 

4. Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add Item CC 

to Uses on page 225 to be "CC. Nursing and Retirement Homes as a conditional 
use in the WI-T District." The Mayor noted this item is the last bullet point on 
packet page 66 in the WGM Memorandum; and then he recognized consultant 
Nick Kaufman who advised the Council that, in addition to Nursing and 
Retirement Homes; Personal Care Facilities and Community Residential 
Facilities, Types I and II as listed in the bullet are required by State Law to be 
allowed in any district that allows residential. Counc

.
ilor Hildner amended his 

motion, Councilor Sweeney amended his second to agree, to add Nursing and 
Retirement Homes, Personal Care Facilities, Community Residential 
Facilities, Types I and II as a conditional use in the WI-T District." The 

motion passed unanimously. 

5. Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to allow 
Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops in the WI-T District. Following discussion, 
Councilor Hildner amended the motion to add as a conditional use, Councilor 
Sweeney who had the second on the original motion agreed to the amendment. 
The motion passed with 3 aye votes and 1 no vote, Councilor Frandsen voted no. 
(City Manager Stearns later asked for clarification if the intent of this motion was 
to allow this use in the WI-T only and as a conditional use; and the use is not to 
be allowed in the WT -3, which Mayor Muhlfeld said was correct). 

Page 113 of minutes 

6. Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, for Artisan 
Manufacturing be a conditional use in WT -3. The motion passed with 3 aye 
votes and 1 no vote, Councilor Frandsen voted no. 

1 



7. Councilor Hildner made a motion to deny alcohol production in the WI-T and the 
WT-3 Districts. The motion died for a lack of a second. Councilor Hildner 
recognized Nick Kaufman who advised micro-breweries are advancing in today's 
commerce and becoming a big demand for land use; if the City does not allow 
it within their lands, those companies will find adjacent non-city lands to start 
their businesses on. Council discussion followed. 

8. Councilor Frandsen made a motion to define and allow alcohol production as a 
conditional use as part of the Artisan Manufacturing in the WI-T District only. 
Clarification was made that the definition already exists in both the WI-T and 
WT-3 Districts. Councilor Frandsen changed her motion, second by Councilor 
Hildner, to remove the definition of alcohol prod uction in Artisan 
Manufacturing from the WT -3 District; making it neither a permitted or 
conditionally permitted use in the WT -3 District. The vote on the motion was a 
tie vote with Councilors Frandsen and Hildner voting in favor and Councilor 
Barberis and Sweeney voting in opposition. Mayor Muhlfeld voted in favor; 
removing alcohol production from the WT-3 District. There was some discussion 
among the Councilors and the Mayor regarding this last decision and whether or 
not to bring it back for reconsideration, but no action at this time. Mayor Muhlfeld 
recognized Nick Kaufman who reminded the Council of discussions at the work 
session about possible sub districts for some properties, more discussion but no 
further action on it at this time. 
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9. Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to retain 
Sample Zoning Districts in the appendix of the doc ument and that the 

Sample Zoning District be specific to Area B and to the recommended 
portion of the Idaho Tim ber site, with a preface stating that they are samples 
only and not considered to be in place without going through the established 
zoning process. The motion passed unanimously. 

1 0. Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add new 
language to the WT -3 District at the end of the sentence " . .... areas which are 
transitioning from their tradition uses, add "and lots primarily border 
either the Whitefish River or industrial zoned property. The boundary of this 
district is along the north side of Highway 93 from both side of north Karrow 

Avenue to the Veteran's Bridge. This zoning classification is not 
intended for general application throughout the Whitefish area." The 
motion passed unanimously. 

1 1. Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to have set 
clear boundaries for Area A and Area B. The motion passed unanimously. 

P 1 14 minutes 

12. Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, regarding 
short term occupation of the rail spurs for passenger cars to add the language: 

2 



"private railway cars with living accommodations are allowed to park on 
rail lines." Councilor Hildner made an amendment, second by Councilor 
Sweeney, to add "not to exceed 30 days." 

13. Councilor Frandsen made a second amendment, second by Councilor Sweeney, to 
add "no short term rentals are allowed on railcars." The second 
amendment made by Councilor Frandsen regarding not short term rentals 

was approved unanimously. The first amendment made by Councilor Hildner 
regarding not to exceed 30 days was approved unanimously. The original 
motion regarding private railway cars, as amended, passed unanimously. 
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1. Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add 
"Professional Artist Studio and Gallery" to WT -3 as a conditional use. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

2. Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis to change 
item C in Artisan Special Provisions to read: "C. Shipping and receiving 
shall be limited to 7am to 7pm except for rail-related shipments." 
Following discussion among Council, the motion passed unanimously. 

Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add language to 
the proposed WT -3 under Property Development Standards: "Bulk and scale: All 
new structures with a building footprint 7,500 square feet or greater, existing 
structures where an addition causes the total footprint to be 7,500 square feet or 
greater, and additions to structures where the footprint is already 7,500 square feet 
or greater, are subject to a conditional use permit pursuant to section 11-7-8 of this 
title." Following discussion among Council and Staff and the consultant regarding 

bulk and scale of a 7,500 square foot building, this motion was withdrawn by the 
maker and second of the motion. to give staff the opportunity to bring back more 
information and comparisons of other buildings in this area. 

Councilor Hildner made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to continue the meeting 
past 1 1 :00 p.m. The motion passed unanimously. 

3 .  Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Frandsen, to reduce the 
proposed lot coverage provision in the WT -3 District to 50%. There was some 
discussion by the Council followed by a vote of 3 to 1 ,  Councilor Hildner voting 
in the negative. The motion passed. 

Mayor Muhlfeld said that during the recess he had contacted City Attorney VanBuskirk 
who advised that he could be the one to make the motion to reconsider an earlier motion 
that he broke the tie on - and that was the motion regarding alcohol production in the 
WT-3 District. 

Mayor Muhlfeld made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to reconsider the motion 
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that removed the definition of alcohol production in Artisan Manufacturing from the WT-
3 District; making it neither a permitted or conditionally permitted use in the WT-3 
District. The vote on the motion was a tie vote with Councilors Frandsen and Hildner 
voting in favor and Councilor Barberis and Sweeney voting in opposition. Mayor 
Muhlfeld voted in favor, which brought the issue back for reconsideration. 
Discussion followed and part of the Council thought it would be best to reconsider this 
issue with a fuller Council. Councilor Barberis made a motion to define and allow 
alcohol production in Artisan Manufacturing in the WT-3 District as a conditional use. 
The motion died because of a lack of a second. 
Page 115 minutes 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to add Colleges, 
business, and trade schools to the WI-T District as conditional uses. The motion was 
withdrawn as it was noted that those uses are already included in the proposed WI-T 
District on the list on packet page 225. 

Councilor Barberis made a motion, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add Grocery stores, 
not exceeding 4,000 square feet to be allowed as a conditional use in the WI-T District. 
Discussion followed regarding bulk and scale and comparison to existing structures; i.e. 
Alpine Village Market and Markus Foods, and staff said they could bring back more 
information. The motion failed on a 1 to 3 vote, Councilor Barberis was the single vote 
for the motion. 

4. Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Hildner, to change the 
permitted use of Bed and Breakfasts in the proposed WT -3 District to a 
conditional use to be similar with other established residential zones. The motion 
passed unanimously. 

Councilor Sweeney made a motion, second by Councilor Barberis, to approve the 
Resolution of Intention indicating its intent to adopt the Whitefish Highway 93 West 
Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 
Growth Policy). Discussion followed regarding the issues that are outstanding without 
Council action tonight because staff is coming back with more information, and also with 
the hopes that a fuller Council could be in attendance for the approval of this resolution. 
Councilor Sweeney withdrew his motion with agreement from the second. 

Councilor Frandsen made a motion, second by Councilor Hildner, to continue Item 7a of 
1Qnight's agenda to the next meeting and keep the public hearing open. The motion 
passed unanimously. 

Page 116 minutes 

WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
May 4, 2015 

1. Councilor Sweeney made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to establish a 

4 



3,500 square-foot footprint for all uses as the threshold in WT -3 for when a 

Conditional Use Permit ( CUP) be required. Following discussion the vote on the 
amendment was tied with Councilors Sweeney and Frandsen voting for the amendment 
and Councilors Feury and Barberis voting against the amendment. Mayor Muhlfeld voted 
for the amendment and the amendment passed on a 3 to 2 vote. 

P l31 of minutes 

2. Councilor Barberis made an amendment, second by Councilor Sweeney, to add grocery 

stores/markets as a Conditional Use in WI-T, and limit them to a footprint of 5,000 
square feet. Following discussion the vote on the amendment was tied with Councilors 
Sweeney and Frandsen voting for the amendment and Councilors Feury and Barberis 
voting against the amendment. Mayor Muhlfeld voted for the amendment and the 

amendment passed on a 3 to 2 vote. 

3. Councilor Feury made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to have 50% lot 

coverage in WT -3. The amendment passed unanimously. 

Page 132 of minutes 

Councilor Sweeney made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to have the City initiate 

the plan to rezone Area B to the new transitional zoning. Following more discussion, Councilor 

Sweeney and the second, withdrew the amendment. 

4. Councilor Feury made an amendment, second by Councilor Sweeney, that the City 
initiate the process of developing the two transitional zones and we will go ahead 

and then decide, once the transitional zones have been developed and gone through 

the process, then the decision will be made as to how those zones be applied to the 

areas; whether it be initiated either by the City or the individual property owners. 

The amendment was approved unanimously. 

Councilor Barberis made an amendment to allow Artisan Manufacturing and Micro-Breweries in 

the WT-3 Zone. The amendment died for a lack of the second. 
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5. Councilor Femy made an amendment, second by Councilor Frandsen, to remove alcohol 

manufacturing from the definition of artisan manufacturing and add it as a 

Conditional Use in WIT. The vote on the amendment was a tie vote with Councilor 

Feury and Frandsen voting for the amendment and Councilors Barberis and Sweeney 
voting against the amendment. Mayor Muhlfeld voted for the amendment and it passed 

on a 3 to 2 vote. 

6. Vote on the original motion to adopt Resolution No 15-08; A Resolution of Intention 
of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, indicating its intent to adopt 

the Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 
Whitefish City-County Master Plan (2007 Growth Policy), as amended herein, was 
approved on a three (3) to one (I) vote, with Councilor Frandsen voting in opposition. 

Page 133 of minutes 
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PO Box 771 • 35 4th Street West 
citizens@flatheadcitizens.org 

To: Whitefish City Council 

Kalispell, Montana 59903 

T: 406.756.8993 • F: 406.756.8991 

Re: Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan Planning Staff Report: Growth Policy Amendment 
WGPA 15-02 

Date: May 18, 2015 

Citizens for a Better Flathead is providing additional comments for your consideration prior to 
your final action on the Highway 93 West Corridor Plan tonight. We ask that you give 
consideration to the following: 

1. Additional changes to the final corridor plan proposed for adoption are needed to 
reflect amendments made by the council to the corridor plan at the 4 /20/15 and 
5/4 /15. While most of the changes were made to the sample zoning districts they were not 
made within the text of the corridor plan. The Highway 93 West Corridor Plan dated 5/18/15 
posted on the city website, to be consistent with the amendments made by the city council, 

needs to include the following revisions: (note page numbers refer to the plan page numbers) 
Underlined text is to be added and strike through text needs to be removed. 

Page44 -- Changes needed 
Recommended Land Uses 
Residential Uses-(No short-term rentals) 
Resort Residential Note that Whitefish Resort Residential zones include WRRJ and WRR2 which allow 
short-term rentals as permitted or conditional uses in conflict with council amendment to not allow 
short-term rentals in Area B 
Artisan Manufacturing Note that this was amended to be a conditional use in Area B 
Coffee £hops and £andwich £hops Note that this use was limited to only the WI-T area as a 

conditional use 
Permitted and conditional uses in the current 
zoning including: 

Professional Offices 
Personal Services 
Suggested additional conditional uses in WT-3 sample zone: 
Artisan Manufacturing (no alcohol production) 

Page 45-Changes needed 
Recommended Land Uses - The public, while noting Area B as the gateway to the downtown, with 
some frontage against the Idaho Timber site, also noted the potential of the area for other specific non
residential uses as the area continues to transition naturally from its current residential character. From 
the survey and public input during the planning process the following land uses were recommended. 
These can occur as standalone uses or as part of a mixed-use pattern. 
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o Residential Uses-(no short-term rentals) 
., Professional Offices-Conditional Use 
• Personal Services-Conditional Use 
• Resort Residential 
• Artisan Manufacturing (no alcohol production)---Conditional Use 
• Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops 
• Professional Artist Studio and Gallery-Conditional Use 

Page 46-Changes needed 

Implementation Steps 

1. Adopt new Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional land use designation. 
2. Consider new WT 3 zoning when requested by landovmers. The City will initiate the process of 
developing the two transitional zones and then a decision will be made as to how those zones will be 
applied to the areas. 

(In Chart form in original document.) 
Recommended Land Uses Growth Policy Land Use Zoning 
Residential Uses-(no short-term rentals) 
Resort Residential 
Artisan Manufacturing (no alcohol production)---Conditional Use 
Coffee Shops and Sandwich Shops 
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in 
the current zoning including: 
Professional Offices 
Personal Services 
Growth Policy Land Use 
Current Designation: 
High Density Residential 
Recommended Designation: 
Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional 
and High Density Residential 
Zoning 
Existing Zoning: 
WR-3 

Recommended Zoning: 
WT-3 and WR-3 

Page 51---Changes Needed 

Recommended Land Uses 
Recreational Facilities 
Artisan Manufacturing-Conditional Use 
Multi-Family Residential 
Resort Residential 
Nursing and Retirement Homes, Personal Care Facilities, Community Residential Facilities, Types I and 
II ---Conditional Use 
Coffee shops and Sandwich Shops-Conditional Use 
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Private railway cars with living accommodations are allowed to park on rail lines not to exceed 30 days. 
No short term rentals are allowed on railcars. 
Grocery stores/markets as a Conditional Use with a footprint limit of 5,000 square feet. 
Permitted and conditional uses allowed in the 
current zoning 

Page 53-Changes Needed 

From the survey and public input during the planning process, the following land uses were recommended for the 

transition of the site. These can occur as standalone uses or as part of a mixed-use pattern. 

• Artisan Manufacturing-Conditional Use. 

• Recreational facilities, including parks and playgrounds along the Whitefish River. 

• Multi-Family Residential. 

• Resort Residential. 

Recommended Guidelines - The vision for the Idaho Timber Area is to gradually transition away from heavy 
manufacturing to adaptive, clean industries and a mixed-use environment while developing the Whitefish River as 

a recreational amenity. Two new zoning districts, WI-T and WT-3 , will be used to accomplish this transition. The 

transition will be initiated by the landowner or the City at a suitable time to remain sensitive to existing uses. 
Concerns from the public input process are addressed in the new zoning districts. Refer to Appendix D for the 

complete WI-T and WT-3 zoning districts. 
Implementation Steps 
1. Incorporate two new !and use designations, Industrial Transitional & Neighborhood Mixed-Use Transitional, 

into the Growth Policy. 
2. At sueh time that are zoning of the property may be appropriate, the new WT 3 or WI T zoning eould be 
adopted for the site to aeeommodate additional land uses. The City will initiate the process of developing the 
two transitional zones and then a decision will be made as to how those zones will be applied to the 
areas. 

page 69---Changes Needed* 

Earlier versions of this plan included limits to formula coffee shops and similar uses, but it was dropped 
in recent edits to the plan. Add to the definitions for the three proposed zoning districts the clarification 
that: No formula retail. restaurant. or hotel/lodging is permitted under this plan or in zoning 

districts created to implement this plan . 

2. As you move forward with further consideration of this corridor plan and it's implementation 
it will be very important that the council keep in mind the following issues that we believe 
have not been adequately addressed by this planning process to date: 

1. How much more commercial is viable in Whitefish without har-!lling the currently 
economically healthy and vibrant downtown core area? The recently approved update 
to the Whitefish Downtown Master Plan allows the capacity to add 200,000 sq. ft. of new 
retail and commercial, and 90,000 sq. ft. of lodging. 

2. Although the West Highway 93 Corridor plan is required to be compatible and 
consistent with the downtown plan, the corridor plan does not even provide a review 
of this critical factor. When will this review be done to assist with future zoning decisions 
in the corridor? 
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3. What land use tools are most appropriate for limiting the proliferation of uses in a 
zoning district even if they are listed as conditional uses? It has been suggested that 
the conditional use process can be used to control the proliferation of uses like breweries, 
but this is not necessarily true as once one conditional use is granted it can become an 
issue of violating due process if other similar requests are denied in the same zone. 

4. What incentives and standards can be built into new zones to be adapted for this 
plan area to better retain workforce/affordable housing and long- term rentals close 

to the city center? 

5. Given recommendations by the American Planning Association made part of the hearing 
record, should the City of Whitefish to step back and look at a more comprehensive 
policy for where and where not micro breweries are appropriate within the city 
limits and what standards need to be in place to address impacts this use can create. 

6. Take time to step back and look at how other areas in the state are defining Artisan 
Manufacturing. 

• Artisan Manufacturing is only allowed in industrial zoned areas in Missoula. 
In Bozeman it may also be allowed outside of an industrial zone with a 
conditional use permit but only in business districts. (Note that Helena also 
only allows microbreweries in business districts). 

• There is NO provision for "ancillary retail" in Bozeman or Missoula in this 

Artisan Manufacturing zone. (Thus these zones are designed not to compete 

with downtown retail or to generate excess traffic in a residential area.) 
• There is no out door storage or operation allowed in the Artisan 

Manufacturing Districts in Bozeman and Missoula. Everything must occur in 

an enclosed building. Allowing outdoor storage even with screening, as the 

proposed Highway 93 West Corridor plan does, will further degrade the 

character of the neighborhood and existing homes. As the APA report notes; 

"The two basic rationales for storage restrictions are aesthetics and public 

health. Outdoor storage can be an uninviting eyesore, especially in 

pedestrian-oriented areas. And left unattended, production waste may 

produce foul odors and attract vermin." 

7. Given other land use priorities including implementation of the recently adopted 

downtown master plan and addressing long-term concerns about incompatible 

zoning in some neighborhood areas or the emerging issue of proposed county 

zoning in the two mile area around the city to which little staff or council attention 

and time has been given, what are the City's priorities and where should 

additional work on implementing this corridor plan fall on that priority list? 

8. Parking and traffic are additional concerns that need to be addressed in standards 
and future zoning in this plan area. In the plan for example it is proposed that parking be 
allowed in front yard setback and green belt areas. Smart growth principles call for 
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parking in the rear and given the recent upgrades of sidewalks and boulevards why would 

this pian allow for 40% parking in the green belt? Parking reductions should be reviewed 
as a tool to promote affordable housing. Parking standards in general need to be reviewed. 

9. Additional concerns and specific plan page numbers are included in our May 4th 

comments and should be given additional review in developing zoning for this area. 

• State law provides that your Growth Policy contain a list of conditions that will lead to the 
revision of the Whitefish Growth Policy. State law also distinguishes between the content 
and nature of growth policy and that of zoning. This proposed corridor plan however acts 
more like prescriptive zoning rather that a framework for zoning, which growth policies 
general provide. This prescriptive zoning though a growth policy should be avoided 
and a point you should discuss with your county attorney to understand pros and 
cons of this practice so as to avoid future issues. 

7 6-1-601. Growth policy 
(3) A growth policy must include: 

(f) an implementation strategy that includes: 
(i) a timetable for implementing the growth policy; 
(ii) a list of conditions that will lead to a revision of the growth policy; 

;.. The Whitefish 2007 Growth Policy states that procedures and criteria for text and 
map amendments to the Growth Policy shall be set forth in the land development 
regulations, but a review of the code not show that this has ever been done. This 
oversight should be corrected. 

);> The Resolution before you tonight does not address these growth policy criteria for 
amendments and the staff report for this Growth Policy Amendment-WGPA 15-02-

- also fails to review or consider these criteria and thus this resolution before you is 
not consistent with your own regulations. 

;.. The corridor plan prepared for you blurs the line between a growth policy 
amendment and pure zoning. A growth policy as set forth under statue and case law 
is to be comprised of goals and policies that can guide development of future zoning 
and subdivision regulations and applications of those regulations. In this case the 
proposed Whitefish Highway 93 West Corridor Plan is more of a detailed 
prescription of site-specific zoning rather than the broader and needed goals and 
policies. 

Quote from the 2007 ·whitefish Growth Policy 

"Amendments: This Growth Policy and the Whitefish Zoning Jurisdiction regulations 
shall provide that any person may apply for an amendment to the text of the Growth 
Policy. Provisions shall also be made for owners of real property or their authorized 
agents to petition for amendments to the Future Land Use Map. All procedures and 
criteria for text and map amendments shall be set forth in the land development 
regulations, but generally those criteria shall include: 
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o A specific error was made in the Growth Policy that necessitates an amendment to 
the text or map in order to preserve a property right, or to preserve or achieve equal 
protection under the law. (Example: A property may have been treated differently than a 
similarly situated property in the same general area under the same general conditions.) 

o Community conditions have changed to the degree that amendments to the map 
and/or text will facilitate achieving community goals and the overall vision of the 
citizens of Whitefish. (Example: Increased infrastructure capacity may render a property 
or an entire area more advantageous for additional community growth.) 

• There is a clear, extraordinary community benefit in terms of achieving goals, resolving 
problems or issues, or furthering the realization of the Whitefish community vision. 
(Example: A proposed amendment may produce desired community benefits such as 
affordable housing, bike and pedestrian trials, or a needed transportation corridor.)" p. 

143-144 WFGP 2007 
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Mayor Muhlfeld & City Council 

City of Whitefish 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

PUBLIC HEARING MAY 18,2015 

WHITEFISH LAKE 

RE: DEFINE CITY LIMITS 

Mayor Muhlfeld & City Council, 

Benton C. Cavin 

PO Box 965 

Whitefish, MT 59937 

(406)862-3733 

Monday May 18, 2014 

I : ·-

My name is Ben Cavin. I live at 2130 Houston Drive in the Houston Lakeshore Tract, formerly part of the donut. 

Regarding your proposed ordinance redefining the city limits: I understand City position is that their 2005 

annexation of Whitefish Lake included everything enclosed by the low water mark of Whitefish Lake vertically to 

the heavens. In other words, the water and air above, enclosed by the exterior perimeter of Whitefish Lake's low 

water mark is to be included in the city limits. 

This is contrary to my understanding which has long been that city annexed the lakebed only and not the water 

and air above. Therefore, I take exception to proposed new Title 2 Regulation 13-2-5 B5 regarding requiring 

permits for floating docks as an illegal extension of City authority, since same are not connected to the City's 

annexed lakebed. 

To support my position I point out: 

1. DNRC letter dated 7/26/2005 to City of Whitefish, Packet page 415, consenting to annexation up to the 

low water mark. "Up to" indicates no City jurisdiction at elevations above low water mark. 

2. State of MT letter August 30, 2005 to City of Whitefish, Packet page 417, with lengthy legal analysis 

proving fee simple State ownership of the bed of Whitefish lake to the low water perimeter. Discussion 

is very clearly limited to the bed of Whitefish Lake and not the water or air above. Thus it is clear what 

the State of Montana was thinking at that time. 

3. No other city has annexed a Lake in Montana per recent City Council meeting I attended. Thus there is no 

precedent in this regard for City of Whitefish to "hang its hat on" which implies to me there will be further 

litigation if this ordinance is approved by the City as written. 

As you discuss this matter, I urge you to listen to the affected citizens. 

Thank you. 

-�c� 
Benton C. Cavin 

Copy: Sean Frampton, Morrison and Frampton, Whitefish, MT 
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